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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE 

TO 

THIRD EDITION. 

'1'111:-: volume contains the whole of Kant's works on 

tl1c General Theory of Ethics. It consists of four 

part.s :-

I. A complete translation of the G1·undlegung zur 

JJfetap!ty.silc der Sitten. This work was first published 

in 178.:i. 

I I. A complete translation of the J(rz'ti!c der Prf1.k-
J .._. ' 

ti'scltcn Vcrnunft (first published in 1788). 

Ill. A translation of the General Introduction to 
the Jfetaphysical Elements of ilforal Pltilosoplly ( Meta­

plq;si:sche Anfangsgriinde de1· Sittenlellre ), and of the 

Preface and Introduction to the JJfetapllysical Elements 

of Et/tics (JJfetaplz. Anfa;ngsgriinde de1· Tugendlelzre). 

IV. The first portion of Die Religion innerhalb der 

G renzen de1· blossen Vernunft, 1 otherwise named P liiloso­

pltische Relz"gionslehre. This P<:>rtion was first published 

1 I.e. " Religion, so far as it lies within the limits of Reason 
alone" : uot "pure Reosun," as some Germon and perhaps all English 
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by Kant himself separately (in 1792), awl it app<•ars 

to me to be indispensable to a complete view of Kant's 

Ethics. The remainder of the work (first c-Jitil)11, 

179::J) does not come within the sph1·n• of I ◄:tliin, 

proper. 

I have added, in an appendix, a translation ot 

Kant's essay-Ueber ein venneinles Rec/ti ((l{s .illl'11sch1•u­

liebe zu lugen (1797): JVerke, ed. Hosenkr., vol. vii. i 

which is interesting as throwing further 

Kant's application of his principk•s. 

The first of these treatises and half of the :-;1•1·01Hl 

were translated by Mr. Semple (E<linburµ:h, l 8:HJ ; 

reprinted 1869) iu connexion with the g-reatcr part 

of the Metapltysilc der Sitffn ( which is concerue<l 

with the discussion of particular virtues and ,·iceH ). 

:\lr. Semple has also translated ( in a distinct n ,I ume) 

the Reli'gion u. s. w. 

rrhe edition which I have uscc.l is that of Kant's 

whole works, by Rosenkranz and Schubert, vol. viii. 

of which contains the Grundlegzm9 and the Icrihk, and 

Yol. x. the Religion. For convenience of refcrcnC'e to 

the original, I have given at the top 0£ each paµ:P the 

corresponding- pages of Rosenkranz' edition. It is not 

writers on the hi:story ol' philosophy have it. Kaut him:sl'lf, indeed 
writes" reiner" in one place (p. 60, note); but this is, doubtless, a 
:slip, if not a printer's cnor. Rlips of the same kincl are frPq1wnt, Uf\ 

my foot-notes show. 
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,·<'ry accurately printed ; and v.·hcrc tlw ('1-r01·s :ire 

,il>\'ious, I lmYc silently corrected them; others I han~ 

11oti<"cd in foot-notes. l\Iany of these errors SL'Cl11 to 

!tan• been handed down through all editions from the· 

first. Hartenstein\; edition is more carefully n,,·isl'J, 

and I have referred to it and to Kirel11rnm11:s in eases 

of doubt. Kant's grammatical errors, partly prllvi11-

<"ialisms, partly due to his age, arc usually eon·ectt•tl 

hy Hartenstein: but silently, which is a somPwhat 

quc_,stionablc proceeding in an editor. Amongst thc:-;c 

<'rrors arc: uncertainty in the use of the indicative 

and conj uncti vc; "an almost thoroughgoing misuse 

of propositions" (Hartenstein); and irregularities in 

the gender of substantives. His use of "vor" for 

"fiir" has been generally corrected by editors: whPre 

H vor" remains, the reader must remember that its 

retention is a matter of judgment. 

I have to express my obligation to Professor Selss 

for his kindness in revising the proofs, and for many 

valuable suggestions. 

The l\Iemoir prefixed will, it 1s hoped, proYe 

interesting. 
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PREFACE TO FOURTH EDITION. 

IN this edition some corrections liavc been made. 

'rhe Portrait prefixed is from a photograph of au 

oil-painting in the possession of Griife au<l Un:r.m·, 

booksellers, of Konigsberg. It is inferior, a:-- a \\·ork 

of a1·t, to the portrait ellgraved in the former c<lition; 

but as it represents Kant in the vigour of his age, 

and, unlike .the former, has never appearc,l in any 

book, rnaders will probably be pleased with the su h­

stitution. I possess abo a copy of a rare full-length 

silhouette, photographic copieH of which ca11 be 

supplied. 

:My notes are in square brackets. 
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MEMOIR OF KANT. 

hlMANUEL KANT was born in KoniO"sberg on the 22nd ' n 
or April, 1724, thirteen years after Hume, and four-
teen after Reid. His familv ,vas of Scottish orig·in, 
his grandfather having been ~one of the many Scotch­
men who emigrated from Scotland at the end of the 
seventeenth century, some settling in Prussia, and 
some in Sweden; and he is said to have been him­
s~lf the first to change the spelling of the name from 
Cant, which he did in order to avoid the mispronun­
ciation Zant. His father was a saddler in modest, if 
not humble, circumstances. Both parents were persons 
of simple and sincere piety. Kant himself, although 
he did not sympathize with their religious views, bears 
the stronge~t testimony to the practical effect of their 
religion on their life. '' Although,'' said he, speaking· 
warmly, "the religious ideas of that time, and the 
notions of what was called virtue and piety, were far 
from being distinct and satisfactory, yet such persons 
had the root of the matter in them. Let men decry 
pietism as they may, the people who were in earnest 
,vith it were honourably distinguished. rrhey pos­
sessed the highest that man can possess-that calm, 
that serenity, that inward peace which is not dis­
turbed by any passion. No trouble, no persecution 
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dismayed them; no contest had the power to stir 
them up to anger or hostility : in a wonl, l'\"Cn th1• 
mere observer was involuntarily compl'llPcl to respel.'t 
them. I still remember," added he, "how a quarrc.·l 
once broke out between the harness-makers and th1• 
saddlers about their respective privileges. ~I y fat hl'r 
suffered considerably; nevertheless, even i11 <·onv('rsa­
tion amongsthi8 own family he spoke about this quarn•l 
with such forbearance and lo,·e towards his opponents, 
and with such firm trust in Providence, that, althou~h 
I was then only a boy, I shall 11eYP1· forget it.'' ( H 
his mother, especially, he ever retained a ten<ler and 
grateful memory, saying, " I shall never forget my 
mother, for she planted and fostered the first germ 
of good in me: she opened my heart to the imp:·(•s­
sions of nature, she awoke arnl enlarged my thoughts, 
and her teaching has always ha<l a11 enduring and 
wholesome influence on my life." She died when 110 
was only thirteen, and even in his later years he could 
scarcely restrain his emotion when lie related to his 
intimate friends how she had sacrificed ht•r own life 
through her devotion to a frien<l. 1 Kant 8tro11µ;ly 
resembled his mother in features au<l in his :;i11gularly 
contracted chest. 
------------------- --------- ---- - --- --

1 The circumstances are worth rcconliug here: Thi,; fric1Hl hml 
fallen into a fever in consc11uence of being abando11c1l by hPr betrothed 
lover, to whom she was deeply uttaehed. She could not be induced 
to swallow the nauseous draughts preseribecl for her, and Kant's 
mother, who nursed her, ha,·ing failed iu her attempt at persuasion, 
thought to succeed by setting the example of taking the medicine 
herself. When she had done so, she was seized with nausea and 
shivering, and at the same time observincr spots on her friend's body 
wh~ch she_ to?k for fever-spots or pct:chi:.e, her imagination wa~ 
e~c~ted, thmkmg that she had caught the infection. She was seized 
with fever the same day, and died a few days after. 
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At ten )·cars of age Kant was sent to the Colleo·iurn 
~ ~ 

FridPricimrnm, whPre he continued for seven years . ., 
Hen' hP applied himself chiefly to classical studies, 
arnl learned to write Latin with case and fluency. 
Of UrPek 1H' doc:-; not seem to have ever read much. 

~\mong-st his schoolfellows was David Ruhnken, 
and these twu, ,vith a third, named Kunde, read their 
!'avourite authors together. and laid their plans for the 
future, all three proposing to devote themselves to 
classical literature. Rulmken actually attained high 
distinction in this field. At the age of sixteen Kant 
pas:-:ccl tu the University, where he applied himself 
chietly to mathematics and philosophy, the instruc­
tion in his favourite subject, the ancient classics, being 
inadequate. He had entered himself as a theolog·ica.l 
i:;t mlcnt, and, as was then the practice with such 
students in Prussia, he occasionally preached in the 
neighbouring churches. Indeed, he had completed his 
theological course when he finally gave up that line of 
study. No doubt his tastes had been long turning in 
a <liffen·nt direction; but the immediate cause of his 
dC'eision seems to have been the failure of his appli­
cation for a subordinate post in a school, such posts 
being usually the first step to ecclesiastical appoint­
ments. 

During the latter part of his residence at the Uni­
veri-;it.y he had been obliged to eke· out his scanty 
mcan8 by giving instruction in classics, mathematic~, 
and natural philosophy to some of his fellow-students, 
for whom the lectures of the professors were too diffi­
cult; but the little that he could earn in this way was 
insufficient for his support, when by his father's death 
(17 46) l1e was thrown altogether on his own resources. 
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He therefore sought and obtai11cd employment as a 
resident tutor in families of distinction. 1 I e was thus 
engaged for nine years, and, according to his own can­
did confession in later years, there was hardly C\'Cr a 
tutor with a better theory or a worse practice. How­
ever that may be, he certainly gained the u.ffeetion of 
his pupils, and ,tho respect of their parents. At the 
beginning of this period he published his first work.­
an Essay on the estimation of vis z•iva ; all(l t()wards 
the end of it his second-a brief Jiscw~sion of the 
question wl1ether the length of tl10 day has uuderg-one 
any change, a question which had been proposed by 
the Berlin Academy as the subject for a prize essay. 
Kant argues that the tides mu:st have the effect of 
retarding the earth's rotation, and he enter:s into a 
rough calculation of the amount of this retardation, 
his first step to a conjectural approximation being an 
estimate of the effect of the impulse of the water on 
the whole east coast of the American continent. His 
suggestion was sound1 and sagacious; Luthe overrated 
vastly the amount of the effect. He inferred that the 
day had lengthened by about 1 ½" in two thousand 
years. According to Delaunay, the actual amount of 
retardation isl 6 in 200,000 years. This re::mlt i:s based 
onhistoricalfacts(the record of eclipses). Kant's was 
a purely physical calculation, and for this he did not 

1 Sec an essay by the present writer ou the Tlwory of the Tidl'li 
in the Pltilosopliical Magazine, January, I 870: I•'cbruai-y, I 871 : and 
January, 1872; and in the Quarfrrly Journal of Jiatl,emati'c.~, ::\larch, 
I 872; and on the amount of the retardation, Jiermathma, 1882. 
(These essays have now been published in a volume.) Kant :--ubsc­
qucntly thought of another cause which might operate in thl' oppo­
site direction, viz. the condensati~n of the interior parts of the l·arth. 
He <lid not, howevl!r, publish the suggestion. 
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pi•:--sl'xs sufficient data. On account of thi~ inevitnblc 
hek f • 

L • _
0 precision. he did not offer Ins e~say 111 com-

l)Chho1 f • • 
, , 1 or the pnze. 
L he same e:--saY contained another very rem::uk­

able sug:g-e:..tioll i1; explanation of the £act that the 
mnnn_ ::tlway8 presents the same face to the earth. In 
f~ll"t, if the moon were originally in a fluid state, tho 
tides Produced in it by the earth (which would be very 
g:n•at) Would similarly retard its rotation until the fluid 
8tl rf ace attained a position of equilibrium relatively to 
the earth, -i. c. until the moon rotated round its axis 
iu the saine time that it revolved round the earth. 
This speculation has been recently brought forward 
as novel. 

Tho conjecture as to the moon's original fluidity 
was no isolated one in !(ant's mind; on the contrary, 
he speaks of it as part of a general theory of the 
heavens, which he was about to publish. In the fol­
lowing year (17:35), accordingly, he published (anony­
m,msly) an important work of about 200 pages, 
entitled, A General Tlico1·11 of the Heavens; or, Essay on tlw 
J.1if'c:lian-ical Origin of tile Structure of flie Unive1·se, on tl1e 
Principles of 1.Vewtou. This work is an elaborate exposi­
tion of the Nebular 'rheory, commonly called by the 
uame of Laplace, although Laplace's Systeme du 111onde 
waH not published till forty years later (1796). The 
only considerable differences are, first, that Laplace 
supposes the condensation of the diffused matter to be 
the result of cooling; and, secondly, that he postulates 
an original movement of rotation; whereas Kant 
thought he could account for both condensation and 
rotation from the two elementary forces of attraction 
and repulsion. It is not easy to iay whether Laplace 

b 
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was aware of Kant's priority. He asserts, indeed, that 
he was not aware of any theory except Buffo11 ·~ ( a 
rather extravagant one); but then Laplace lll'\"<'l" did 
acknowledge that he borrowed anythi11g from a11ybotly 
else. Even when he used the mathematical dii-:co\"L'ries 
of contemporary Frenchmen, he introduces them as if 
they were his own; how much more if he adoptt•d a 
suggestion of an anonymous Gei·man philosopher. If 
he really did calculate o~1 the igno~·ancc of his l'l'a, ler, 
the event has justified lus expectation; for even those 
writers who mention I{ant's priority speak aH if Ka11 t 
had merely thrown out a hin~, while Laplace had 
developed a theory ; whereas, m fact, Kant \\Tc >te a 
treati:•;e on the subject, and_ Lapl~cc only a few pag-es.1 

Kant begins by defendmg lus ~ttempt against- the 
possible objections of th~se who might_ rcgur<l it as an 
endeavour to dispense with tlte necessity for a Divine 
Author. Such per~ons, he sa~_8 ' appear to Huppose 
that nature, Jeft to its own la~\ s, would pro<luee un ly 
diso1·der and that the adaptations we admire i1Hli, .. t 

' Ir l vLl ,e 
the interference of a _compe mg rnnd, as if nature 
were a rebellious subJ~ct that could be reduced to 
crder only by compulsion, or _else were an indenen­
dent principle, whose prope~·ties are uncaused, ~and 
which God strives to i·ed~ce mto tlie plan of His pur­
poses. But, answers he, If the general laws of matter 
are themselves a result of 1mprc~c wisdom, must they 
not be fitted to carry out Its wise design'? In fact, 

-- --·-------------- ·-----------

1 I do not suppoBc it likely that Laplace should harn seen Kant's 
anonymous book; l1ut it must be remembered that Kant mentioned 
his theory in several publications, and probably referred to it in his 
lcetures. 
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we have here a powerful weapon in aid of rrheism. 
,vhen we trace certain beneficial effects to the regular 
working of the laws of nature, we sec that these effects 
arc not produced by chance, but that these laws can 
work in no other way. But if the nature of thing::; 
were independent and necessary, what an astounding 
accident, or rather what an impossibility, would it not 
be that they should fit together just as a wise and 
good choice would have made them fit! As this 
applies to ~uch reasoning in general, so it applies also 
to the present undertaking. ,v c Hhall find that matter 
had certain laws imposed on it, by virtue of which it 
necessarily produced the finest combinations. That 
there is a God is proved even by this, that nature, 
even in chaos, could only proceed with 1·egularit.y a11d 
order. 

He proceeds to work out in detail the problem 
of the formation of the planets out of the originally 
diffused matter, taking into consideration the eccen­
tricities, inclinations, &c., of the planets, the rings 
of Saturn, the satellites, the comets. 1 t ii-- noticca ble 
that he does 11ot, like Laplace, regard the ring::; of 
Saturn as an illustration of his theory. On account 
of their large inclination to the ecliptic (28~ ), he 
thought it necessary to a::;sign to them a different 
or1gm. His hypothesis was that they were pro­
duced by emanations from the planet itself, and 
he showed further (as Laplace afterwards did) 
that the 1·ing must have a movement of rotation, 
and that in consequence of the different velocities 
belonging t.o different distances from the planet, it:5 
stability required that it should consist of so,·crnl 
distinct rmgs. This conjecture, or rather deduction, 

b 2 
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has been verified. He also conjectured, as a result of 
his hypothesis regarding the formation of the ring-. 
that the greatest velocity of rotation of particles of tho 
inner ring would be the same as that of the planet's 
equator. From this consideration, combined with thP 
assumption that the ring conforms to K.cpler's third 
law, he deduced the time of the planet\; rotation. I-Ie 
d1·ew particular attention to this as the first prediction 
of the kind. His deduction, however, has not been 
verified. Saturn's time of 1·otation is nearly double 
what it ought to be on Kant's theory.' Another con­
jecture of his, subsequently verified, was, that there 
are planets beyond Saturn. Later, he conjectured 
also the existence of a planet between :Mars and 
Jupiter. 2 

Kant then extends his view to the sidereal syster.,. 
He states that the first to suggeHt to him that the fixed 
stars constituted a system was ,vright, of Durham.:1 

Kant develops this ~onception. If gravitation is a 

1 Kant assumed too hastily that Kepler's third law applies to thl· 
particles of the ring, which amounts to supposing that their mutual 
disturbances are negligible. Yet, considering tho form of tho ring!:', 
this is not a violent hypothesis. 

2 Pltys. Geogr., p. 449. 
3 Wright's work was entitled, .A.n Ori'ginal Tlieory; or, a New H;1Jpo­

tl1e.Yis of the Universe founded on the Laws of Nature. By 'l'homas Wright, 
of Durham. London, 17 50. It is singular that tho speculations of 
this ingenious and original writer have been snvecl from oblivion in 
his own country by Kant, who was indebted for his knowledge of 
them to a German periodical. Prof. De Morgan has described Wright'~ 
work at some length in tl10 Philosopltical Magazine for April, 1848; 
but De :Morgan's attention was drawn to it by Arago's notice in tht• 
.A.nnuaire for 1842; ancl Arago, who had not seen tho book, only knew 
it through Kant's reference. There is an account of Wright in the 
Gentleman's Magazine, 1793, vol. lxiii., pt. i. 
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universal property of matter, we cannot suppose the 
sun's attractive force limited to our system; but if it 
extends to the nearest fixed star, and if the fixed stars: 
like suns, exercise a similar force around them, then 
they would, sooner or later, fall together, if not 
prevented (like the planets) by a centrifugal force. 
Hence we may conclude that all the stars of the 
firmament have their own orbital motion. I£ we con­
ceive our planetary system multiplied a thousand-fold: 
and the several bodies in it to be self-luminous, the 
appearance, as seen from the earth, would resemble 
that of the Milky "\Vay. The form of the heaven of 
the fixed stars then is in great an effect of the same 
systematic arrangement as our system in little; our 
sun with the other stars are, in short, the planets of 
a .vaster system, which is, in fact, the l\Iilky "\Vay. 1 

'rhere may be many such systems, and some of these 
may appear to us as nebulre, and these being seen 
obliquely would present an elliptic form. 'rhe l\Iilky 
'Nay seen from a sufficient distance would appear 
like one of these elliptic nebulre. But these systems, 
again, may be mutually 1·elated, and constitute to­
gethei• a still-m01·e immeasurable system. This opens 
to us a view into the infinite field of creation, and 
gives us a conception of the work of God suitable to 
the infinity of the great Creator. If the magnitude 
of a planeta1·y system in which the earth is as a grain 
of sand fills our· understanding with wonde1·, with 
what amazement are we seized when we consider the 
vast multitu,de of worlds and systems which constitute 

1 This suggestion of Kant's anticipated Lambert's similar sugges­
tion by six years. 



xxii :IIE:IIOIR OF KAKT. 

the }Iilky Way; and how is this amazement increased 
again when we learn that all these immeasurable star 
systems are in their turn only a unit in a num bc1· 
whose limit we know not, and which is perhaps as 
inconceivablv rrreat as the former, while it is itself 

~ ::, 

the unit of a new comhination. 1 There is here a 
veritable abyss of immensity in which all human 
power of conception -is lost. The wisdom, the good­
ness, the power, that are revealed are i11finite, and in 
the same degree fruitful and active ; the plan of its 
revelation must, therefore, be equally infinite. Ile 
ventures upon the conjecture (giving hir-; reasons) that 
nature may in course of time be again reduced to 
chaos, and again emerge like a phamix from its 
ashe_s. When we contemplate nature in these. suc­
cessive changes, carrying out the plan by which God 
reveals Himself in wonders that fill space and eternity, 
the lllind is overwhelmed with astonishment ; but not 
~dati~fied with this vast yet perishable object, the soul 

es1res t k B • h • 11 • 0 now more nearly that e1ng w ose 1nte 1-
gel~ce and whose greatness are the source of that light 
w nch spr d 11 W"tl h ea s as from a centre over a nature. i 1 

w at awe must not the soul regard even its own 
nhature, When it reflects that it shall outlive all these 
c anges ,, 0 h • " h "d l 
t I • appy ," he exclaims, w en ami t rn 
umu t of th • f • • 
I d e elements and tbe rmn o nature 1t IH 

p ace on a 1 . . • b . 1e1ght from whence 1t can, as it were, see 
eneath its feet the desolation of all perishable things 

1 This conception is alluded to in the Critique of Prfctical Reason, 
P·. 376• Humboldt erroneously identifies Kant's view of the nebulm 
with that of Lambert and Halley: Cosmos (Sabine's transl.), vol. iii., 
p. 223. 
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of the world. Henson could not even dare to wish fur 
sueh happiness, but Rm·elat.ion teaches us to hope for 
it with confidence. ,vhen the fetters that have bound 
us to the vanity of the creature have fallen off, tlH' 
immortal spirit will find itself in the enjoyment of 
true liappi11ess in communion with the Infinite Bei11g-. 
TliL' contemplation of the harmony of universal nature 
with the will of God mu~t fill with ever-increasing 
satisfaction the rational creature who finds himself 
united to this t-:ource of all pcrfectio11.1 Viewed from 
this centre, nature will show on all sides nothing but 
stability and fitness; its changes cannot interfere with 
the happiness of a creature who has reached this 
height. In sweet foretaste of this condition the soul 
can exercise its mouth in those songs of praise with 
which all eternity shall ring:-

"' ,v11en nature fails, nnd day aml night 
DiYidc thy works no more, 

My ever-grateful heart, 0 Lord, 
Thy mercy shall adore. 

Through all eternity to thee 
A joyful song I '11 raise ; 

:For, oh! eternity's too short 
'l'o utter all thy pruist•.' " 2 Ann1so:--. 

Discussing the question, whether the planets are 
inhabited, he states his opinion that it would be absurd 
to deny this as to all or even most of them. But in 
the wealth of natm·e, in which worlds and systems are 
to the whole creation only sundust, there may well be 

1 Compare Bishop Butler's second Sermon on the Love of God, 
where lie speaks of viewing the scheme of the unh·erse in the mind 
that projected it. 

2 Quotecl by Kant from n German translation. 
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waste and uninhabited places as there are uni11hahi reel 
wastes on our own ~arth. Perhap8, indeed, he adJs, 
Home of the planets are not yet brouµ:ht into a state 
fit for habitation ; it may take thour-;ancls of year:-- to 
bring the matter of a great planet i11to a steady 1 •1rn­
dition. Jupiter appears to be in this tran:--itiou :-;tatl'. 

One planet may come to its perfection thousand:-- of 
years later than another.' We may lJC sure that mo:-;t 
of the planets are inhabited, and those that are not will 
be so in due time. He imagines that the further the 
planets are from the sun the more the i1drnhitants excel 
in liveliness and distinctness of thought. Indulging· in 
fancy, he asks, Does sin exist in those worlds? and 
suggests that perhaps the beings in the inferior planets 
may be too low to be responsible; thrn;o in the supe­
rior planets too wise and too elevated to fall iHto :-iin, 
with the exception, perhaps, of :Mars. Perhnp:-:: he 
adds, some of these bodies are being prepared for our 
future habitation: who knows whether the satellites 
which revolve round Jupiter are destined one day to 
illumine us? "No one, however, will base his hopes 
of the future on such uncertain fancies. ,vhen cor­
ruption has claimed its part in human nature, then 
shall the immortal spirit swiftly soar above all that i:; 
finite, and continue its existence in a ne,v relation to 
the whole of nature arising from it:; nearer relation 
to the Supreme Being. "\iVhen we gaze on the :starry 
heavens with our mind filled with such thouo-ht:-; us 

I:" 

have here been expressed, while all nature is at rest 
and our senses also in repose, the hiddeu facultie~ of 

1 This suggestion also has been lately dcvoloped in a popular 
manner, as a novelty. 



:\IE:'IIOIH OF KA~T. XXV 

the immortal soul speak in a language unutterable, 
and give us conceptions which can he felt but not 
described. If there nre on this planet thinking beings 
so base as tu bind themselves to the 1-iCrvice of corrup­
tion, in r.;pite of all that draws them away from it, how 
unhappy is this globe to produce such miserable crea­
tures! but how happy, on the other hand, 'that under 
conditions worthy of all acceptation a way is opened 
to them to attain to a happine::-s and a dignity in­
finitely beyond all the advantages which the most 
favourable anangements- of nature can 1·each in all 
tho bodies of the uni verse ! " 

The reader who is interested in Kant himself will 
readily pardon this long notice of a ,vork to which he 
attached some importance. At it::; first publication it 
was dedicated to the king, Frederick the Great; and 
the theory developed in it is frequently referred to hy 
Kant in his subsequent writings, 1 for he never ceased 
to take an interest in these subjects. So late as 1785 
he wrote an essay on the volcanoes in the moon, with 
reference to an observation by Herschel. In this Paper 
he suggests a mode of accounting for the great heat of 
the sun, and (originally) of the planets. His sugges­
tion is based on tiie discovery of Crawford, that heat 
is developed by condensation. On the hypothesis then 
that the sun and planets were formed by the condensa­
tion of matter originally diffused through the whole 

1 In 1763 he repeated the substance of it in the treatise, IJer ei"n-:s1g 
mogliclte Beweisgrund ;m einer IJemonstrat-ion des IJaseyns Gottes. He 
there mentions that the former work was comparatively little known, 
as it had been published anonymously. In 1791 he caused an extract 
from it ( containing what he thought worth preserdng) to be appended to 
Sommer' s translation of Herschel: "On the Structure of the Heavens." 
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space, this heat ,vould be a direct consequence of t lie 
condensation. Still later, in 1794, writing on the in­
fluence of the moon on the ,veather, ho throws out the 
suggestion that the moon's centre of gravity mn,y ( for 
reasons which he a-ives) lie be1·ond its centre of fi,rure 1 : 

0 0 

a consequence of which would ho that any air a11cl wah•r 

which might be upon ib; surface would be collcch·d at 
the side remote from us. 

ln another instance, both Kant and Laplace might 
h~ve had reason to say, " Pereant qui ante nos nostra 
dixerunt." In 1756 Kant wrote a short Paper 011 th<· 
theory of the wi\1ds, in which, for the first time, as 

h~ believed, he gave the true account of 1.he trade 
winds and monsoons. Halley had shown that the 
effect of the sun in heating the atmosphere at the 
equator would be to cause an indraught to,vard:-- the 
equator from north and south. This indraught, 
according to him naturally followed the daily cour.se 
of th ' . 
1 . e sun, and hence the eastmg.2 Kant showed that 
~ 118 theory was untenable. In fact, the wind would 
be~d rather to meet the sun, the region to tho west 

eing the cooler. Nor could a wind from such a cause 
extend "tl l K. Wi 1 nearly equal force all round the cart 1. 

tl ant showed further that, owing to the difference in 
le v l . 

e e ocity of rotation between tlrn parts near the 
qllator d 1 . f an t 10se near the poles, all wmds that mo Ye 
rorn. th 1 

in e po es towards the equator tend to hcconie 
~e¾d . 

the e niore easterly, and those that move from 
quator towards the poles become more and more ------I l'his c · ------------------

2 Pl. . PnJecture also has been confirmed. 

Pr iil. Trans., vol. xvi. A short time previouslv one D1·. Listt>r 
opoun<leu. th . . • 

the b e singular theory that the trade wmds were caused by 
• reath of the marine plant Sargasso. (Ibid., vol. xiv.) 
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westerly . 1 Hence, in the northern hemisphere every 
north wind tends to become a north-east, and every 
:--outh wind a south-west wind. In the ~outhcrn hemi­
sphere, on the contrary, south winds tend to become 
south-east, and north winds north-we:,t. He follows 
out in some detail the general principles of this circu­
lation of the atmo:-.phere. ,v c can thus explain, for 
instance, the monsoons of the Indian Ocean, &c., which 
blow frou1 April to September from the south-west; 
for when the sun is north of the equator, the wind 
blows from the equator towards these parts, and 
therefore takes a south-westerly direction.. Again, the 
current from the poles towards the equator is balanced 
by a counter-current, the heated air in the upper 
strata at the equator overflowing as it were towards 
the poles. ,vhen this descends, or overcomes the 
weaker motion of the lower strata, it becomes in the 
northern hemisphere a westerly wind, such as prevail 
between the 28th and 40th degrees of latitude. Kant 
subsequently introduced this theory into his course 
of lectures on Physical Geography, which was very 
numerously attended. Laplace propounded the same 
theory forty yea1··s later. 

1 Kant himself says that, as fnr mi he knew, no previous writer 
had stated this principle, and he was well read in such subjects at 
that time. It had, however, been stated by Geo. Hadley (not " Sex­
tant'' Hadley) in 1 i35 (Pkil. :.Ii-ans., ,ol. xxxix., pub. 1 i38). But 
Hadley's paper attracted n«:> attention ; and D' Alembert, in his Reflec­
tions on the Causes of the Winds (1 i47), which obtained the prize 
offered by the Berlin Academy, rejects the heat of the sun as a cause, 
and makes all the phenomena depend on the attraction of the sun and 
moon. In the French Encyclopedic (1765, nine years after Kant's 
Paper, thirty after Hadley's), this is combined with Hadley's theory; 
and it is suggested further that tlie monsoons may be due to the 
melting of snow, the exhalations from mountains, &c. 
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In 1763, Kant published his Es:my ·on tlu· 011(11 

possible Demonstrative P1·00/ of the Existence of C:orl. 
The proof developed in this Essay is foull(lcc.l on the 
principle that every possibility of existence presuppo:-e:-; 
an actually existing thing on which it depends. Tliis 
he characterizes as a more thoroughly it priori argu­
ment t.han any other that has been proposed, since it 
does not assume any actual fact of existence. I nccJ. 
not explain how he develops step by :;top the attri­
butes of Unity, Intelligence, &c. At a later periud 
he himself abandoned this line of argument. lluw­
ever, the greater part of the Essay is occupied with 
remarks on design in the constitution of nature, aml 
with an exposition of the theory developed in the 
above-mentioned treatise on the structure o:f the hea­
vens. We may, he observes, argue from design, either 
~s exhibited in a contingent arrangement, for example, 
in the body of an animal or in a plaut; or we may 
argue from the necessary results of the constitution of 
matter, the laws of motion &c. rl'he latter method 
has the great advantage of ;resenting the First Uause 
no_t merely as an architect, but as a creator. From 
th1s point of view he instances first the simplicity and 
harmony resulting from the geometrical conditions of 
space, e.g. that if we seek all the paths which a falling­
?ody would traverse either to or from the i;ame point 
m the ~ame time, they 3:re found to be chor<ls of the 
sam~ circle. Again, he takes the manifold and har­
momous benefits resulting by necesi:;ai·y laws from the 
mere fact of the existence of an atmosphere. There 
may be many reasons for its existence: if we suppose 
its primary purpose to be that it should servo for 
respiration, we find that its existence leads to other 
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important beneficial results. It makes clouds possible 
wliicl • • • 
. • 1 intercept excessive heat, prevents too rapid cool-
mg and drying. and keeps tho land supplied with the 
ne<.·es • • f l • f l • sary l1Hnsture rom t 10 great reservo1r o t 1e sea. B ~ 
• Y eatu-;ing; twilio·ht it IJrevents the strain on the eJ·es 1 . ~ ;:, 

w 11 <-:h Would be caused by the sudden change from day 
tn_ night. Its exi:-:tencc prevents rain from dropping-
with t • k · no great force, and its pressure ma es suckmg-
po:--:--ible. If it occurs to anyone to say-Oh, these are 
all tho necessary re~mlts of the nature of matter, &c., 
he answers : Y ~s, it is just this that shows that they 
prn<>eod from a wise Creator. He treats of the laws 
of motion from the same point of view, and then takes 
occasion to show how the laws of the planetary motions 
re:-:n1t from the simplest faws of matter, attraction and 
repulsion. 

In conclusion, he remarks that while it is of the 
greatest consequence to be convinced of the existence 
of Goel, it is by no means necessary to have a demon­
~tration of it, and those who cannot grasp the demon­
strative proof are advised to hold fast by the more 
ea:-.ily apprehended proof from design. Hardly, in­
deed, he observes, would anyone stake his whole 
happines8 on the correctness of a metaphysical proof, 
especially if it were opposed to the convictions of 
sense. The aro-ument from design is more striking 

:::, -
and vivid, as well as easy to the common understand-
ing, and more natural than any other. It also gives 
an idea of the wisdom and providence, &c., of God, 
which comes home and has the greatest effect in pro­
ducing awe and humility ; and it is in fine more prac­
tical than any other, even in the view of a philosopher. 
It does not~ indeed, give a definite abstract idea of 
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Divinity, nor does it claim mathematical certainty ; 
but so many proofs, each of great force, take posses­
sion of the soul, and the speculation may calmly 
follow since conviction has preceded-a con victio11 
far above the force of any subtilc objections. 

In the same year in which l(ant publishc<l. his 
Theory of the Heavens, he issued his first mctaphy~ical 
treatise, P1·incipioturn P 1·imorum Cognitionis 1lietapl1ysica: 
Nova Dilucidatio, and publicly defended it UH an 
exercise prior to his obtaining permission to deliver 
lectures iri the University as a" Privat-Docent." lie 
forthwith commenced lecturing on mathematics all(l 
physics ; to these subjects he afterwards added 
lectures on philosophy, natural theology, physical 
geography, anthropology, and fortification. Ho had 
already so great a reputation, that at l1is first lecture 
the roo1n (in his own house) was filled literally to 
;.erflowing, the students crowding even on the stairs. 
His lectures are thus described by tho celebrated 
"~rder, who attended them in the years 1762-176-!: 

h have had the good fortune to know a philrn;opher 
~ 0 Was rny teacher· he had the happy sprightliness 
0 a youth, and this' I believe he retains even in old 
age Ii' • is open, thoughtful brow was the scat of 
unruflled c l . 11 fl a mness and joy; discourse fu of thought 

ow~d fron1 his lips. jest and wit and humour were 
at Ins comm d ' 1 . . an ; and his lecture was t 1e most enter-
tai~mg convel'sation. ,vith the 8ame genius with 
which he criticized Leibnitz, Wolf, Crusius, Hume, 
and expounded the laws of Newton and Kepler, he 
would al_so take up the writings of Rousseau, or any 
recent discovery in nature, give his estimate of them, 
and come back again to the knowledge of nature and 
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to the moral worth of man. N aturnl history, natural 
philo~ophy, the hist01·y of nations and human 1utture: 
mathematics, and experiencc-thL'~e were the sources 
from which he enliYenecl his lecture and his conYcrsa­
tion. Nothing· worth knowing "·as indifferent to him: 

'- ~ 

no party, no sect, nn desire of fame or profit had the 
smallest charm for him compared with the :..tdYance­
ment and elucidation of the truth. I-le encouraged 
and urged to independent thought, and was far from 
wishing- to uominate. 'l'his man, whom I nmnc with 
the greatest gratitude and reYcrence, i:; Imm::muel 
Kant; his imnge stands pleasantly before me." His 
lectures attracted many hearers of mature age, and 
visitors to K_ijnio·sbero· e,·en 1Jrolo1w:cd their stn.,· for 

~ t:"I '- .J 

the purpose of attending them. At the same time 
he continued to act as tutor to young men specially 
entrusted to his care, who lived with him. 

He had to wait fifteen years in the position l1£ 

'' Privat-Docent" before obtaining a professorship. 
He had, indeed, been offered a professorship by the 
Government before this; but it was almost the only 
chair which he felt he could not worthily fill-the 
Chair of Poetry. This i1wolved not only the censor­
ship of new poems, but the composition of poems for 
academic celebrations, and Kant declined the office. 
In the following year he was appointed sub-librarian 
at the 1110dest salary of 62 thalers. This was his first 
official appointment ( cet. 42). Four years later he 
was nominated to the professorship of Logic and 
l\Ietaphysics,1 with an income (from all sources) of 

1 X ot of Mnthematics, as is sometimes stated. The Chair of 
:\Iathematics was offered to Kant; but Buck, the professor of Logic 
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400 thalers. This was ultimately increasecl to G20. 
This was of course exclusive of fees from student..-;. 
He inaugurated his professorship by defending· his 
essay, De nmndi 8ensibitz:'3 rdque intelligioib's forma et 
prmczpizs. In this he distinguishes the sellsible ap­
prehension of phenomena from the Concept of the 
Understanding, just as in the Critique of Pure Reason. 
He shows, precisely as in the latter work, that :-:pace 
and time are forms of the intuitionH of sense. 

As professor, he continued to lecture i u the same 
wide circle of subjects as before. 'l'he lectures on 
physical geography and anthropology were especially 
popular. He was fond of studying nature, hut espe­
cially human nature in all its phase!:-, and took great 
pleagure in readinO' books of travel, althouo·h he never 

O b 

travelled. Having an excellent memory and a Ii vcly 
P?wer of imagination, he could distinctly picture to 
lnmself, even in minute detail, the several objects 
described. On one occasion he described \Vest.minster 
Bridge, its form, dimensioi1s, &c., with i-mch detail 
and distinctness, that an Englishman who was present 
thought he was an architect, and had spent son10 
years in London. At another time he spoke of Italy 
as if he had known it from long personal acquaint­
ance. So popular were his lectures, that we find Von 
Zedlitz, the Prussian Minister, writing from Berlin to 
say that he is reading with pleasure an imperfect 
manuscript report of the lectures on Physical Geo­
graphy, and 1·equesting Kant to favour him with a 

and )Ietuphysics, desired it, nnd Kant himself preferred the· 1atter 
chair. :Huck, therefore, became professor of Mathematics, nnd Kant 
took his place. 
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<·t11Tcct copy. These lectures were published in 1802. 
The lectures on Anthropology had appeared in 1798. 
Both works arc written in an extremely interesting 
a1Hl popular style; and those on Anthropology are 
full uf cntertainin/..?.· remarks and illustrative anecdotes 

C ) 

11 11 t without humour. 'l1hus, speaking of the emotions 
that nature employs for the promotion of health, 
which arc chiefly laughing and weeping, he remarks 
tltat ang-er also co1Hluccs to health, if one can inclul 0 ·c 

L ~ 

in n good scolding without fear of opposition; an<l, 
in fact, many a housewife gets no hearty exercise, 
except in scolding her children and servants: and 
pruvidcd these take it patiently, a pleasant feeling; of 
fatigue spreads itself through the organism. This sort 
uf exercise, however, he adds, is not without danger, 
as the object of the scolding may possibly resist. 
Even when lecturing on l\Ietaphysics, Kant is said to 
l1avc been lucid and interesting. When the difficulty 
of l1is writings ·was complained of, he used to say that 
he ·wrote for thinkers by profession, and with these 
te<:hnical expressions had the advantage of brevity. 
Besides, said he, it flatters the vanity of the reader to 
ti11d perplexities and obscurities here and there, which 
he can solve by his own acuteness. But in his lectures 
he endeavoured to be clear and intelligible. He 
sought, as he expressed it, to teach "not philosophy, 
but to philosophize." In one of his letters he states that 
he was unceasingly observant of phenomena and their 
laws, even in common life, so that, from first to last, 
his hearers should not have to listen to a dry exposi­
tion, but be interested by being led to compare his 
remarks ,,,ith their own observations. 

It was his custom to keep his eyes fixed on some 
C 
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particular student sitting near him, perhaps in order 
to judge from the hearer's countenance wl1cthcr he 
was making himself understood. So Arago, in his 
popular lectures, used to select for the same purp1 )~e 
the most stupid-looking person in the audience, con­
tinuing his explanations until the person '' fixed " 
showed signs of intelligence. With Kant, however, 
the consequences were disastrous if the student hap­
pened to have any peculiarity or defect, either in 
person or dress. One day the student thus selected 
happened to have lost a button from his coat. !(ant's 
glance recurred to the vacant spot, and during the 
whole lecture his thoughts were distracted, and e\·en 
confused, in a manner inexplicable to those who were 
not in the secret. 

He did not like to see his hearers taking notes; 
but would say, "Put up your pencils, gentlemen." 
and would not begin until they had done so. Tli-t~ 
reason of thi~ was that he thought such attempts at 
reporting interfered with their attention to the 1uatter 
of the lecture, by fi'xing it on the words. Some of his 
hearers took full notes, nevertheless. 

In 1772 he formed the design of writing a Critical 
Examination of Pure Reason, Theoretical and Prac­
tical, the former pa.rt of which he hoped to co111plete 
in three months. The months grew to years. Six 
years later he writes that he expects it to appear 
"this summer," and that it would not be a large 
volume. It did not see the light, however, until 
l 781, nine years after he had announced that it 
would be ready in three months. When this master­
work was produced, Kant was fifty-seven years of 
age. He states himself that it was Hume that roused 
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him from his dogmatic slumber, and. compelled him 
to seek a solid barrier against scepticism. 1 

It is stated on Kant's own authority that he did 
not co~nmit to writing a ~ingle sentence in this work 
01~ wlnch he had not first asked the judgment of his 
friend Green. A man to whom Kant showed ~mch 
deference deserves a brief notice. He was an English 
merchant, and during tho American ,var of Indepen­
dence happened to be present when Kant, who sym­
pathized with the Americans, denounced the conduct 
of England in Htrong terms. Green sprang up in a 
~·age, declared that Kant's words were a personal 
insult to him as an Englishman, and demanded satis­
faction. Kant replied so calmly and persuasively that 
Green shook hands with him, and they became fast 
friends, and continued so until the death of Green in 
178-!-a loss which Kant deeply felt. 

0£ the Critique of Pure Reason I need not here 
speak. Suffice it to say, that as Locke's attempt to 
keep the mind from " going beyond its tether " was 
followed at no long interval bJ the Idealism of 
Berkeley, and the annihilating Scepticism of Hume, 
so Kant's analogous attempt led in a still shorter space 
to the most complete idealism and transcendentalism. 
Indeed, his 1·cviewers not unnaturally mistook him for 
an idealist, and Hamann called him the Prussian Hume. 

1 It may perhaps be in~oresti'.ng to note that both Berkeley and 
Hume produced their greatest philosophical works before the age of 
thirty. Fichte wrote his '' Wissenschaftslehro" at thirty-three. On 
the other hand, Locke and Reid, whose object was, like Kant's, to 
raise a barl"ier against scepticism, and to ascertain the extent and 
limits of the powers of the mind, both published their first philo­
sophical treatises after fifty. 

C2 
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The work excited a lively controversy in tlw philoso­
phical world, hut most of the publications to whiC'h it 
gave rise have been long forgotten. Kant's fanH', how­
ever, rose to the highest, and Konig-sherµ: ht>carnl' a 
shrine to which students and tourists made pilgrimaµ:l's. 

The Critique of Pure Heason wns to bP followed 
by the Metaphysical Elements of Natural Philosophy 
and of l\Ioral Philosophy. The fornwr appc•ared in 
1786, under the title .11Ietapl1.1Jsisclw .11 llj<lJl[f-".'Jl"i"iwl,· do· 
}tatwwissensclwft.1 The views respecting motion with 
which this treatise commenceH had, howe,·er, already 
been published ns a programme of leetm·(•s in 17;">8. 
l\Iotion is only relative to the surrou11di11µ; :--p:l('e. 

\Vhile I ~it with a ball on the tahlu lwfort> me in the 
cabin of a ship moored in a river, I :--ay that the ball 
is at rest; I look out and sec that the ship has lwc11 
unmoored, and is drifting westward; the ball then is 
moving westward. But I reflect that tlw earth is rotat­
ing with greater velocity eastward ; the ball then i:-; 
moving eastward. Nay; for the earth in its orbit is mov­
ing westward with still higher speell. 'rhe orbit ib;elf 
is moving, I cannot tell how rapi<lly, nor do I know in 
what direction. In any case then it is tltc sanw thing 
whether I regard a point as moving· in its space, or 
regard the space as moving and the point as at re:--t. 
Hence the law of the composition of motion results 
directly; for if A he a point having a motion of one 
foot per :,;econ<l westwar<l, and two feet per :-;ecmul 
southward, I can regard it as having only the :-;outh­
ward motion, while the space in which it is, is moving 
one foot per second eastward. At the encl, therefore, 

1 'l'runslutc<l by Mr. Bax, in :Uohn's Library, 1883. 



of one second, the point will be found two feet to the 
south; and as its space in moving ca:--t has left. it one 
foot behind, it will abo be 0110 font west, relatively to 
its :--urrou11ding space. T,his is the same as if it had 
moved in the diagon::tl of the parallelogram. Kant 
claimed as an advantage of this proof, that it repre­
sented the resultant motion, not as an effect of the two 
motions, but as actually including them. It i:-- in­
comparably simpler and more philosophical than the 
proof given by D' Alembert and other contemporary 
mathematicians. ,vhen we trcnt of collision of bodies, 
this mode of viewi1w the matter becomes absolutel)' t:, 

inclis1>l'nsable. If the body A is approaching the 
hocly B ( equal to it) with a velocity of two degrees, 
we regard A as moving with a speed of one degree, 
while B and its space move one degree in the opposite 
direction. 1,he motions being equal and opposite, the 
result of their contact is mutual rest; but, as the space 
is moving, this rest i:-; equivalent to a motion of the two 
bodies in contact, relative to tho surrounding space, 
and in amount one degree. If the bodies are unequal 
and have unequal velocities, we have only to divide 
tho velocities in the inverse proportion of tho masses, 
and a:-;sign to the space the motion which we take from 
one to add to the other, and the result will again be 
mutual rc~t, which is equivalent to a motion of the 
bodies in contact, with a velocity equal and opposite 
to what we have assigned to the space. ,v e can in 
this way banish altogether the notion of vis inertiaJ. 

Matter could not exist unless there were both a 
repulsive force and an attractive force. If attraction 
only existed, matter would be condensed into a point; 
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if repulsion only, it would be dispersed infinitely. 
The relative incompressibility of matter is nothinµ: 
but the repulsive force emanating from points, which 
increases as the distance diminishes (perhaps invcn;e]y 
as the cube), and would therefore require an infinite 
pressure to overcome it altogether. PhyRical contact. 
iR the immediate action and reaction of in com pressi­
bility. The action of matter on matter without con­
tact is what is called actio in dis tans, and the attractio11 
of gravitation is of this kind. Both attraction and 
1·epulsion being elementary forces, are inexplicable ; 
but the force of attraction is not a whit more incom­
prehensible than the original repulsive force. In­
compressibility appears more comprehensible, solely 
because it is immediately presented to the senseH, 
whereas attraction is only inferred. It seems at fir~t 
sight a contradiction to say that a body can act where 
it is not; but in fact we might rather say, that every­
thing in space acts whe1·e it is not; for to act where it 
is, it should occupy the very same space as the thing 
acted on. To say that there can be no action without 
physical contact is as much as to say that 1natter can 
act only by the force of incompressibility : in other 
words, that repulsive forces are either the only forces 
of matter or the conditions of all its action, which is 
a groundless assertion. The ground of the mistake 
is a confusion between mathematical contact and 

• physical contact. That bodies attract one another 
without contact, means that they approach one an­
other according to a certain law, without any force 
of repulsion being required as a condition ; and this 
is just as conceivable as that they should separate 
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from one another without an attractive force being 
:mpposed as a condition. 1 

Kant, however, thought it conceivable that in the 
ca:-e of chemical solution there might be complete 
interpenetration or "intussusception." On this view 
of matter we may, he remarks, regard matter a::­
infinitely divisible. 

Tile Fundamental Pdneiples of tile Jlfetaphysie of 
11Iorals had appeared the year before the last-men­
tioned work, and was followed in 1788 by the Critical 
Ei.:amination of Practical Reason. Both these are trans­
lated in the present volume. The few remarks I 
have to offer on them will be found at the end of 
the Memoir. In 1790 was published the Critical 
Examination of tlte Facult;lj of Judgment. 

The essay on the corruption of human nature, 
which forms the third part of this volume, appeared 
in 1 792 in a Berlin magazine. Four years before 
this an edict had been issued, limiting the freedom 
of the Press, and appointing special censors, whose 

1 :Before reading this work of Kant's I had made a remark to the 
same effect in Sigl1i and Touclt, p. 76, with reference to the state­
ment of Hamilton and others, that Sight is a modification of Touch. 
" Contact is usually understood to mean the approach of two bodies, 
so that no space intervenes between them ; but in this sense there is 
probably no such thing as contact in nature. Physically speaking, 
bodies in contact are only at such a distance that there is a sensible 
resistance to nearer approach. Sensation by contact, then, is sensation 
by resistance; to say, then, that sight is a modification of touch is to 
say that the antecedent of vision is the exercise or feeling of the same 
repulsive force, which is a physical hypothesis, and, considered as 
such, is in fact absurd. :Between ponderable substances ·and light, 
contact, in the sense just specified, is either impossible or is the 
normal condition." 
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husiness was to examine as to the orth0<loxy, 11ot only 
of books, but of professors, lecturers, and ti wologieal 
candidates. rrhe magazine in q uestio11 was pri n tL'U 

in Jena; but, in order to avoi<l auy appearan<.:l' of 
unde1·hand dealing, Kant expressly llesirecl that his 
essay should be submitted to the BPr1i11 liccn:--ing 
authority, who gave his imprimatur. 011 the ground 
that only deep thinkers read }Cant's works. The 
second part of the work on the Tlwory of Helig-ion 
was referred to the theological censor, who refused his 
imprimatur. Kant accordingly imbmith•d his essay to 
the censorship of the theological faeulty of l(tiuigs­
berg, and this unanimously sanctio11cd the publica­
tion, which reached a second edition i11 the following 
year. The Berlin censors were naturally a11110yt'd at 
this way of escaping their decision, m1cl the 8C\·ere 
rema1·ks in the preface did not tend to conciliate the1n. 
A few months afterwards Kaut received au order 
from the king (Frederick ,villiam II), furbiJding· 
him to teach or write anything further in this man­
ner. Kant did not mention the order eve11 to his 
intimate friends. A slip of paper, found after his 
~eath, contained this reflection: "To deny one·:,; 
1~ner conviction is mean, but in such a ca~;e as this 
silence is the duty of a subject; and, although a rnnn 
must say only what is true, it is not always a duty to 
say all the truth publicly." He therefore, in his reply 
to the king, declared that to avoid a11 suspicion 
he, "as his Majesty's most loyal subject," solemnly 
engaged to refrain from writincr or lecturiuo· on I. 0 t:'> 

re igwn, natural or 1·evealed. The woru:-;, '' a.~ your 
~fajes~y's most loyal subject," were irnserted with the 
mtent10n of limiting his engagement to the life of 
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the king, and on the death of Frederick ,villiam in 
1797, Kant regarded hi•mself as free, and published 
his Contest of the Faculties (i. c. of the Acadcmil'._1,l 
Faculties). 

In 1797 Kant ceased to lecture publicly. In the 
same year he published his JJfetapltysical Elements ,~f 
Jforals, which treats of the several virtues and vices 
in detail, 1 and 1.lfctaphysical Elements of Law. After the 
publication of these, he seems to lmYe been regarded 
as a counsellor to be consulted in all difficulties, and 
an authority in all questions of conscience. The pnins 
he took to gi Ye real assistance in such cases, both by 
his own reflection, and by inquiring from his col­
leagues, are attested by his written and often cor­
rected memoranda. As au example may be mentioned 
the question whether inoculation was morally n1low­
aulc or not. This question was addressed to him at 
the same time by a Professor of l\ledicine in Halle, 
and by a young nobleman who was going to be 
married, and whose bride wished to be inoculated. 
Kant's reply is not known, although some memoranda 
for it exist. 

After this time he· began to feel the burden of age ; 
and his powers, mental and bodily, gradually failed. 
He was quite a ware of his condition, and resigned. 
" Gentlemen," said he one day, "I do not fear to die. 
I assm·~ you, as in the presence of God, that if on this 
very night, suddenly, the summons to death were to 
reach me, I should bear it with calmness, should raise 
my hands to heaven, and say, 'Blessed be God! ' 
Were it indeed possible that such a whisper as this 

1 Translated by Mr. Semple. Edinburgh, 1836; re-issued, 1869; 
3rd edition, Edinburgh, 1871. 
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could reach my ear-' Fourscore years thou hast lived, 
in which time thou hast inflicted much eYil upon thy 
fellow-men,' the case would be otherwise.'' This was 
::-:poken, says ,vasianski, in a tone of earnest sincerity. 
'l1wo days after his seventy-ninth birthday he wrotP in 
his memoranda: "According to the Bible our life last::-1 
seventy years, and, if very long, fourscore years, and 
though it was pleasant, it has been labour and sorrow ." 1 

Up to this time he was able to read the smallest print 
without spectacles, although he had lost the sight of 
one eye nearly twenty year" before. But soon after 
he had written this memorandum his sight also failed, 
and he died in February, 1804, in his eightieth year. 
His body was so dried up that the physicians said 
they had hardly ever seen so wasted a body. Indeed 
he had himself said jestingly some years before, that 
he thought he had reached the minimum of muscular 
substance.2 

Kant was of weak frame, and still weaker muscular 
power; he was barely five feet in height. 3 His chest 
was -flat, almost concave, the right shoulder slightly 
crooked, his complexion fresh, his forehead high, 
square, and broad, while his piercing blue eyes made 
so lively an impression that it was long remembered 
by some of his pupils. Even after he had lost the 
sight of one eye, the defect was not visible to a 
stranger. In consequence of his contracted chest he 
suffered from a feeling of oppression, which early in 
life caused a tendency to hypochond1·ia, to such an 

1 According to Luther's translation. 
2 An interesting account of "The Lnst Dnys of Kant,'' taken from 

W asianski, may be found in De Quincey's works, vol. iii. 
3 Five German feet would be less than five feet two inches English. 
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l'Xtent as even to make him feel weary of life. This, 
however, he overcame by force of thought. When 
engaged on the Ifritik, in 1771, he speakR of his 
health being seriously impaired, and some years later 
he says that it is uncca.singly broken; yet by dint of 
careful attention and o-reat regularity he was able, 

. l b 
wit 10ut. medical ai<l., to maintain such good health on 
the wholei that at a later period he used to say to 
him:-:elf on goino- to bed "Is it possible to conceive 

b ' • 

any human beincr enJ· oying better health than I do?" 
H • b 

is maxim for preservino- health was, sustine et abstine. 
H • b 

1s practice illustrated this. The two indulgences of 
which he was fond were tobacco and coffee. But of 
the former he limited himself to a single pipe in the 
morning, whilst he altogether abstained from the latter 
until far advanced in life, thinking it injurious to 
health. At the age of seventy he wrote an essay, 
On tlte Power of tlw J1find to Master tlte Feeling of 
Illness by F01·ce of Resolut-ion.1 The essay was origi­
nally addressed to Hufeland, the celebrated author 
of the treatise on the A1·t of Prolonging Life, and the 
principles contained in it are exemplified from Kant's 
own experience. He attached great importance to 
the habit of breathing through tho nostrils instead of 
through the mouth, and asserted that he had by this 
means overcome a tendency to cough and cold in the 
head. There is more truth in this than is pe1·haps 
generally thought.2 Kant, however, is said to have 

1 Afterwards included in the "Streit der Facultiiten." This essay 
hns had a circulo.tion• of over 50,000 in Germany, and a new edition 
hns lately appeared. 

2 See nn amusing book, by George Catlin, Shut your Mouth. 
London, 1869. 



xliv ~IE:'-!Orn OF KA~T. 

regarded it as of so much importa11(•p that he <litl 1111t 
like to have a companion in his daily walk, le:--t he 
should have to open his mouth. TII(~ trut' n.•a:--1111 of 

this preference (in later life only) for solitary walks 
was, beyond doubt, that which is n11:11ti01H•d i11 thi:-; 
essay, that it is undesirable to excrci:--c the I im l ,sand the 

brain (or the brain and the :-tomaeh) at tlH' s,mH· time. 
His punctilious attentiou to heal th i:-: a111 usini.d y 

illustrat,18d by the artifice he used for s11:--pl'11di11: .... :: l1is 
stockings. ,Thinking that garters injuriously irnpL·LleJ 
the circulation, he had a couple of lJa11d:-- attachL'tl to 

each stocking, and passing through a hole i u the 
pocket of his brcecl1e:-;. ln:;ide the pockl't they "·ere 
con?ected with a i:;pring enclosed in a box, a11tl this 
sp_nng regulated the tension. That he rniµ:l1t 11nt lie 

w:thout some exercise in hi:-, 8 tucly, he habitually ldt 
lus handkerchief at the other side of the roo111, :-- 11 that 
1
O
10wand then he should have to get up a11cl walk to it. 

11 the sam • • f I "-dh e principle his hours o s ccp, o.::.c., were 
a ered t • h . 
b d O Wit the utmost re<rulanty. 1 lc wl'nt to 
Re_ punctually at ten and n:e punctuall:y at ti.vl'. 

is servant h d ' . 
. a orders not to let 111111 :-;h,cp lo11gc1· un 
any account . d . ~ . 
l)r , an on bemg asked once Ly 1'.an t. 111 esence of . . 
in t 1 guests, testified that fur t h1rty year:-; Ins as e1· iad . 
h . 0 ~ever once indulo-ecl beyond the appumted 

OUI. ll l'l • b , 

te b t sing he took a cup (indefinite cup::-\ of 
t a, u no ~olid food. fl1he early hours were devot0d 
o preparati?n for his lectures.., which in !tis earlier 

year:; occupied f ' 1 
1 °ur or five hours, but fmbseqtll'nt y 

on v two. At se . 1 · I 
.., . Ven o'clock precise y, or ei<rht, as t 1c 

case mwht be h 0 
0 ' e entered his lecture-room. Lectures 

ende_d, at. nine or ten, he returned to his study' and 
applied lumself to preparing his books for the prc;-;s. 
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He \Yorked thus without interruption until one o'clock. 
the hour for dinner. This was his only meal, and he 
likt•d to ha Ye pleasant company, and to prolong the meal 
(duc·t·,·c cawou) with liYcly, sometimes brilliant conver­
::-ation. for three or four hours. Kant had no Boswell. 
mid nothing i::,; preserved of these conversatio11~, i11 
wliieh he is ~aid to have often thrown out profound 
nml ~ug·gc~t.in• renrnrk::,; with extraordinary richness.• 
until his sixty-thinl year, not having a house of hi::­
own. he dined at a public restaurant, which, however. 
he occasionally found it necessary to change, in con­
se(!ucncc of persons coming for the purpo:,e of dil-lcuss­
ing philol-lophical questions with him. He considered 
that 111eal-time oug:ht to be a time of perfect mental 
relaxation, and was not disposed to turn the dinner 
table into a lecture pulpit. His afternoons were~ 
lwwPvcr, often spent at the houses of his frie11ds, 
"·here hl' enjoyed meeting foreign merchants, sea 
eaptains, and travelled scholars, from whom he might 
learn rnuch about foreign nations and countries. His 
iustructive and entertaining conversation, flavoured 
with mild satiric humour, made him a welcome gum,t, 
and even with the children he was a fanmrite. After 
he became famous he declined invitations if he thought 
he wn::- to be made a lion of. 

1 ~ome of his critical biographers thought he ate too much, for­
getting- that this was his only meal in the twenty-four hours. "It 
is hl'lieved,'' says De Quincey, "that his rritics ate their way' from 
morn to tkwy L'Yc,' through the following course of meals:-
1 st, lheakfast early in tht' morning; 2nd, Breakfast a la fo1u-cl1ette, 
a bout 1 O A.:111, ; ard, Dinner at 1 or 2 ; 4th, T"esper Brod; 5th .A.bl'l!d 
Brod ; all of which does seem a very fair allowance for a man who 
means to lecture on abstinence at night." 
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When he had a house of his owu, he ha<l every 
day a few friends to dine with him. He like<l to base 
a mixed company-merchants, professional men, and 
especially a few younger men. After dinner followc<l 
regularly his daily walk for an hour or more, along 
what was from him named'' The Philosopher's \Valk 1 " 

until he was driven from it by the number of beggars 
whom his habit of almsgiving had attracted there. 1 

Even the severest weather did not interfere with this 
daily walk, in which in his earlier years he usually 
had companions; after sixty years of age he walked 
alone, for the reason already mentioned. 

He had on one occasion a narrow esca pc from 
assassination. A lunatic, who had made up his rninLl 
to kill some one, waylaid Kant for the purpose, and 
followed him for three miles; but on reflection, think­
ing it a pity to kill an old professor who must haYe :;o 
many sins on his head, the unfortunate madman killed 
a child instead. 

The evening was devoted to lighter reading and 
meditation. He would read over and over again such 
books as Don Quixote, Hudihras, Swift's Tale of a 
Tub, Juvenal, and Horace. In his later years he was 
especially fond of reading books on physical science, 
and books of travel. Purely speculative works he 
cared little for, but liked to read Locke, llutcheson, 
Pope, Hume, Montaigne, Rousseau. 

How unwilling Kant was to depart from his re­
gular routine appears from a chatacteristic anecdote. 
One day as he was returning from his walk, a noble-

1 Yet some of his biographers state that he never gave alms to 
beggars. 



:IIE:l!Om OF KANT. 

man who was driving came up with him, and politely 
invited him to take a drive with him, as the evening 
was fine. Kant yielded to the first impulse of polite­
ness, and consented. The Count, after driving over 
some of his property near the city, proposed to visit a 
friend some miles from the town, and Kant of course 
could not refuse. At last Kan twas set down at his 
own door near ten o'clock, full of Yexation at this 
violation of his regular habits. He thereupon made 
it a fixed rule never to get into a carriage that he 
had not hired himself, so that he could manage it a::; 
he pleased. When once he had made such a resolu­
tion, he was satisfied that he could not be taken by 
:mrprise, and nothing would make him depart from it. 

So his life passed, says one of his biographers, like 
the most regular of regular verbs. 

Punctual, however, as he was, his punctuality did 
not come up to the standard of his friend Green. 
One evening Kant had promised that he would ac­
company Green in a drive the next morning at eight. 
At a quarter before eight Green was walking up and 
down his room, watch in hand; at fifty minutes past 
seven he put on his coat, at fifty-five he took his stick, 
and at the first stroke of eight entered his carriage 
and drove off ; and although he met Kant, who was a 
couple of minutes late, he would not stop for him, 
because this was against the agreement and against 
his rule. This gentleman, for whom Kant had a great 
esteem, served as the model for the description of the 
English character in the Anthropologie. Kant's savings 
were invested with this Mr. Green, and allowed to 
accumulate at 6 per cent. interest. 

Kant is said to have been on two occasions on the 
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point of marrying, or at least 11f lll:tki11~ a proposnl; 
but he took so long to caleulat<· 1,i.-; i11c·omings and 
outgoings with cxactnes!--. in ordc·r t,, :--Pe whether he 
could afford it, that the. lady in t lw lirst. c-nse wn~ 
married, and in tlw second li:i,~l ldt Kii11i!.!shcr.!,!' hcfon" 
he had made up his mind. \\'lien lie•· was ~c,cnty 
years of age, an ofliciou:-- friend actually pri11ted n 
dialogue on nrnrriag-e, with a ,·i,•w to pl'r:--undc the 
philosopher to marry. Ka11t rei111hur:--Pd him for the 
expense of printing, hut at that age. 11ot Ulllla.tnrallr, 
thought the advice rather too lat1·. I low st'nsiblc he 
was to the charms of fcmal<! sn<:idy appPar:-; from the 
Essay On tlw ~")'ublime rmrl JJca11l[ful, p. -i:2(i ff., where 
he cliscussc~ the difference between the su hl imc and 
beautiful in the natural relations of th<' sexc:--. 

Kant's persona] character is dPscribcd, by those 
who know him best, as truly child-likP. He was kind­
hearted and actiYcly be11cYolc11t.; of ran' eandour 
in estimating the abilities of other llll'll, with high 
respect for everything tliat was noble or deserving; 
always disposed to rccog11izc thl' good rather than tho 
bad in men's characters. He was always ready with 
counsel and assistance for the young. His modesty 
towards scholars of great fame almo~t degenerated 
into shyness. 

As may be supposed from the regularity of hi~ 
habits, he ne,·er allowed himself to run into debt. 
When a student at the University, with very narrow 
means, his only coat had once become so shabby, that 
some friends subscribed a sum of money, which was 
offered to him in the most delicate manner possible 
for the purchase of a new one. I(ant, ho'\vever, pre­
ferred to retain his shabby coat rather than incur debt 
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or 1080 hi~ inclcpenclence. 1 In his old age he boasted 
that he hacl never owed any man a penny, so that 
w lwn a knock came to his door he was never afraid 
to :-;:iy, "Come in."' ,v110n his means had increased 
( cli idly throug·h the profits on his writings), he assisted 
snl'h of his rel~tives as were in want in the most liberal 
manner. On the death of his brother, he assigned to 
the wiclo"· a pension of 200 thalers. l\fo,ny poor per­
sous al:-;o received a weekly allowance from him; and 
'\Ya:--ianxki, who in later years managed l~ant's affairs 
for lti1n, states that his charitable expenses amounted 
to al,out 400 thalers annually. 

I-Iis kindness was shown in his last will, in which 
he left an annual sum to a servant who had treated 
him shmncfully, but who had served him (not indeed 
faithfully) for thirty years. K.ant had dismissed him 
two years before, with a pension, on condition of his 
never setting foot inside the house again. After some 
other small leo·aeic::i the residue was left to the chil-

o ' 
llrcn of his brother and sisters. rrhe whole amount 
,vas under four thousand pounds. 

The principal questions on the Theory of :Morals 
1nay, with sufficient accuracy for tho present purpose: 
be said to be these: First, the purely speculative 
question, What is the essential nature of moral right­
ness ? Secondly, the practical questions, \Vhat is to 
man the criterion of his duty? and what is the founda­
tion of obligation? The additional question, By what 
faculty do we discern right and wrong? is properly a 
psychological one. 

1 'l'he render will be remindell of the similar story of Dr. Johnson 
and the boots. 

cl 
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If we· had only to do with a being in whom Heu::;on 
was irresistibly dominant, we should not need to rai::;e 
any further questions; but having to treat of a hc>ing 
with affections and appetites distinct from reason, and 
not of themselves dependent on it, we must answer 
the further question: How is Reason to mai1~tain 
its authority in spite of these resisting force:-:;: i.e. 
vVhat is the Motive? Lastly, since we have to 1.lcal 
with a corrupt creature, a now question arises: How 
is such a creatm·e to be 1·eformed ? 

Now, how does Kant deal with these quei-;tions? 
His categorical imperative-Act as if the maxim of 
thy action were tu become by thy will a univer~al law 
of nature-gives perhaps not the essence of virtue, but 
a property of it, which may indeed serve as a su hj ec­
tive criterion. rrhat this criterion is formal only, and 
iherefore empty, is hardly of itsel£ a valid objection. 
The test of valid reasoning, the ::;yllogisru, i::; equally 
empty. 1,he categorical imperative i:-;, however, 
rather negative than positive; and it is far fron1 
being sufficiently clear as a test of the morality of 
actions. This appears even in the examples which 
Kant himself gives. For example, treating of Com­
passion, he supposes that jf a man refuse:-; aid to the 
distressed, it is out of selfishness, and then shows that 
if selfishness was the 1·uling principle, it would contra­
dict itself. But why assume a motive for refusing 
help? \Vhat we want is a motive for giving help. 
There is nothing contradictory in willing that none 
should help others. So in the case of gratitude, 
there is no contradiction in willing that those who 
receive benefits should entertain no peculiar feeling 
toward their benefactor. It is true we should look 
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for it ourselves; but this implies that such a feeling i::; 
natural to man, and that ,ve approve it. Again, put 
the case of self-sacrifice, of a man giving his life to 
i--ave his friend· it would seem as easy on Kant's . ' 
prmciple to prove this a vice as a virtue. 

Kant has· in fact treated human nature too ab­
stractly. In eliminating the "matter" he has elimi­
nated that on which frequently the whole question 
turns. Indeed, in some of the instances he himself 
chooses, he elicits a contradiction only by bringing 
in a teleological consideration; e.g. as to suicide, he· 
brings in the end for which self-love was given. The 
will to destroy one's own life is not contradictory of 
the will to sustain it, unless the circumstances be 
supposed the same. 

These 1·emarks, however, only show that the for­
mula is not a mechanical rule of conduct ; they do 
not disprove its scientific value. In fact, precisely 
similar objections have been alleged against the logi­
cal analysis of speculative 1·easoning, that it leaves 
untouched what in practice is the most difficult part 
of the problem. If all poisonous substances could be 
brought under a single chemical formula, the gene­
ralization would be of value both theo1·etically and 
practically, although its application to particular 
cases might be difficult and uncertain. Ka.nt never 
attempted " to deduce a complete code of duty fron1 
a purely formal principle"; 1 he expressly states that 

1 Sidgwick, Mctltod of Et/tics, page 181; 3rd ed., page 207. In 
his third edition, Mr. Sidgwick appeals, in defence of his view, to 
Kant's statements in pp. 38-42 of the present book. The passage on 
p. 299 was, he remarks, written ten years later. :But I think it will 
be found that in each of bis hypothetical cases he does not deduce 

d2 
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this is only a negative principle, and that the matter 
of l)ractical maxims is to be derived from a different 

,T • • t t be source ( cf. the present work, p. 299 ). 1." or 1s 1 ° 
supposed that Kant was not fully aware of the difficulty 
of applying hi.s formula to the complex circumst::rnce:-:: 
of actual life. In his Metaphysic of jJforals he states a 
great number of questions of casuistry, which he leaves 
undecided, as puzzles or exercises to the reader. And 
indeed similar difficulties might be raise<l, frorn a 
8peculative point of view, respecting the rule, ""\Vhat­
soever ye would that men Khould do unto you, even 
so do unto them "-a rule of which we may 11ever­
theless say that in practice it probably never misled 
anyone, for everyone secs that the essence of it is the 
elimination of self-partiality and inward <liKhoncsty • 
The Hcientific basis of it is stated by Clarke in lan­
guage nearly equivalent to Kant's. The reason of 
it, says the former, is the same as that ,vliicli forces 
us in speculation to affirm that if one line or number 
be equal t_o another, that other is equal to it. "What­
ever relation or proportion one man in any case bears 
to another, the same that other, when put in like cir­
cumstances, bears to him. Whatever I judge reason­
able or unreasonable for another to do for me, that, 
by the same Judgment, I declare reasonable or unrea­
sonable that I in the like case should do for him.m 
Kant's rule is a generalization of this, so as to include 
<luties to ourselves as well as to others. As such it 
has a real scientific value. Practically, its value 

the maxim from the imperatiYe. What he docs is to test the maxim 
by the imperative, just as he might test un argument by the rules of 
syllogism. 

1 .Discourse on tlie Attributes, &c. Eel. 1728, p. 200. 
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consists, like that of tho golden rule, in the elimination 
of inward dishonesty. 

l\Iill's criticism on Kant's formula is, that when 
we speak of a maxim being "fit" to be a universal 
law, it is obvious that some test of fitneHR is required, 
and that Kant, in fact, tests tho maxims by their con­
scquc11ces ; as if the whole gist of Kant's argument 
were not that the only test of this fitness i::; logical 
possibility ; or a::; if thi::; were not the one thing 
expressed in his formula. As to testing maxims by 
corn;cquences, he does so in the same sense in which 
Euclid in indirect demonstrations tests a hypothesis by 
its con:-;equonces, and in no other, -i.e. by the logical 
consequences, not the practical. rrake the case of a 
promise. In Kant's view, the argument against the 
law permitting unfaithfulness is not that it would he 
attended with consequences injurious to society, but 
that it would annihilate all promises (the present 
included), and therefore annihilate itself. Of incon­
venience to society uot a word is said or implied. 
Hence Kant's objection rests wholly on the absolute 
univer:mlity of the supposed law, whereas the Utili­
tarian objection from practical consequences would be 
applicable in a proportionate degree to a law not sup­
posed universal. Hence, also, Kant's test would hold 
even if the present promise were never to be followed 
by another; nay, it would be of equal force even 
though it should be proved that it would be better for 
:-;ociety that there shQuld be no verbal promises. 

It has been said1 that in applying Kant':-; formula 

1 Sidgwick, .11letltod of Etltics,. page -150; 3rd ed., 1mgL· 48:2. 

Mr. Sidgwick's argument involves the assumption, that the sum of 
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we must qualify it by introducing the consideration 
of the probability that our example or ru1P will be 
generally followed; and the instance of celibacy has 
heen suggested, which, it is said, would be necessarily 
condemned as a crime if tested by Kant's rule, pure 
and simple ; for if a11 men practised eel i bacy, there 
would be an end of the race, and, on the '' µ;reatest 
happiness" principle, to effect this wou1d be the wor::-:t 
of crimes. Now, i£ a qualification were required, or 
admissible, Kant's formula would be deprived of all 
scientific significance, and its application made depe11-
dent on private and uncertain opinion. As to the 
example of celibacy, Kant has himself indicated how 
he wou1d dispose of it by the way in which he treats 
suicide. He does not show its unlawfulnesH by alleg­
ing that i£ everyone committed suicide the human 
race would come to an end, but by exposing the in­
consistency in the principle of action which would lead 
to suicide. In every case it is the mental principle 
which is to he tested, not the mere external action. 
Bearing this in mind, we shall find no difficulty in 
the case of celibacy. It may proceed from motives 
whicl1 there would be no absurdity in supposing uni­
versal, because the circumstances which give them this 
particular direction could only be exceptional. But, 
suppose celibacy recommended on grounds which are 
in their own nature universal, e.g. as a condition of 
moral perfection, then Kant's formula would properly 

human happiness is certainly known to exceed that of human misery. 
Even on his own statement, u mun who uoubted or cliilbelieved this 
would be justified in adopting celibacy. Nay, in the latter case, he 
might regard it as a duty. 
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apply, for moral perfection is an end to be aimed at 
1y all. One might just as well say that Kant's rule 
would make all killing criminal, whereas Kant would 
olwiou:-:ly require us to take into account the motive, 
self-defence, or other. On the other hand, apply Mr. 
Sidgwick's qualifications, and what would result? "\Vhy, 
that ,ve might innocently kill, provided the action 
,vere not likely to be generally imitated! If occasional 
eelibacy is justified only because there exists a natural 
pasBion which i:-; sure to be usually powerful enough 
to prevent the example being followed, then we may 
C(lually justify occasional violence or murder on the 
gruuncl that fear or benevolence will naturally prevent 
the action from being extensively imitated. 

Kant's vie,v of the source of obligation in the 
Autonomy of the will appears to require qualification 
if we would avoid a contradiction. A law must be 
above the nature to which it is a law, and which is 
~ubject to it. A being which gave itself the moral law, 
and whose freedom, therefore, is Autonomy, would 
not be conscious of obligation or duty, since the moral 
law would coincide with its will. Kant draws the ap• 
parently self-contradictory conclusion that we, though 
willing the law, yet resist it. Even if this be granted, 
it would follow, not that we should feel obliged, but 
that either no action at all would follow, or the more 
powerful side w~mld prevail. That we condemn our­
selves when we have violated the law is an important 
fact, on which Kant very strongly insists, but which 
his theory fails to explain. Is it not a far simpler and 
truer explanation to say that this self-condemnation, 
this humiliation in the presence of an unbending judge, 
is a proof that we have not given ourselves the law; 
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that we are subjects of a higher power ?1 Thl'l"() is, 
indeed, a ~ense in which Autonomy may he truly vi11-
<licated to man. The moral law is not a mere pr( ·c·1·pt 
imposed upon us from without, nor is it forced up,,n 
us by our sensitive nature; it is a law prescribed to 
us, or, more correctly speaking, revealed to us, by < ,ur 
own Reason. But Reason is 11ot our own in the sense 
in which our appetites or sensations arc our own : it is 
not under our own control; it bear:-; the stamp of uni­
versality and authority. Thus it declares ib;elf imper­
sonal: in other words, what Reason reveals we regard 
as valid for all beings possessed of intelligence equal 
or superior to our own. Hence, many ethical ·writc•rs, 
both ancient and modern, have inr--i:-;ted as strongly as 
Kant that the moral law is common to man wi1h all 
rational creatures.2 And when Kant speaks of Au to­
nomy, this is all that his argument requires. Accurd­
ingly, he sometimes speaks of rational creature:-; a.-; the 
subjects of Reason, which is the supreme lcgislat<Jr. 

As regards the sanctions of the moral law, wLieh 
practically to imperfect creatures furnish the moti \·e, 

these consist: according to Kant, in the happiness and 
misery which are the natural consec1ucnces of Yirtue 

1 Kant appears to recognize this in the passage quoted on p. :]:2:2. 
2 For instance, Cicero de Lcgibus argues that there is " co 11, 1111m io 

Juris inter deos et homines.', Dr. Adams (in his cclebrat<;tl "l'rmon 
On the Obligation of Virtue), like Kant, remarks that to found the 
obligation of virtue on any good affections, or on a moral S<;U,-;c ( as 
this is generally understood), is to make its nature wholly }H'l:carious, 
to suppose that men might have been intelligent beings without such 
8entiments, or with the very reverse. So Clarke had insiste(1 that 
the eternal relations of things, with their consequent fitnesses, m nst 
appear the same to the understandings of all intelligent beings. ln 
fact, this is a commonplace of English moralists. 



and vice ; and he thinks that when they are regard<~d 
as natural consequences, the dread of the misery will 
have more effect than if it were thought to be an 
arbitrary punishment. "The view into an illimitable 
future of happinei::s or misery is sufficient to serve at­
a motive to the virtuous to continue steadfast in well­
doing, and to arouse in the vicious the condemning 
voice of conscience to check hi8 evil course.m In 
this Kant agrees with Cumberland. Kant's argument 
for immortality is in :mbstance that it is necessary for 
a continued indefinite approximation to the ideal of 
the moral law. But since, as he maintains, we haYe 
ourselves to blame for not having attained this ideal, 
what right have we to expect such an opportunity? 
Having missed the true moment in his argument, 
which led to the existence of a Supreme LawgiYer, he 
arrived at this fundamental truth by a roundabout way, 
through the conception of the swnmum bonum. But this 
introduces a quite heterogeneous notion, viz., that of 
happiness. Happiness belongs to a ma11 as a sensible 
creature, and all that he has a right to say is, that if 
Practical Reason had happiness to confer, it would 
confer it on virtue. How much more direct and con­
vincing is the argument suggested by Butle1~'s brief 
words : " Consciousness of a rule or guide of action, 
in creatures who are capable of considering it as given 
them by their Maker, not only raises . immediately a 
sense of duty, but also a sense of security in following 
it, and of danger in deviating from it. A direction of 
the Author of Nature, given to creatures capable of 
looking upon it as such, is plainly a command from 

1 Reli''gion, p. 80. 
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him; and a command from him nccei;,sarily includes 
in it at least an implicit promise in case of obedience, 
or threatening in case of disobedience " ; and since 
"his method of government is to reward and punish 
actions, his having annexed to some actions an 
inseparable sense of good desert, and to others of 
ill, this surely amounts to declaring upon whon1 
his punishments shall be inflicted, and his rewards 
bestowed.'' 

Kant sees no mode of reconciling morality with the 
law of Causality, except by his distinction of noumena 
and phenomena. \Vhen the law of Causality iH rightly 
understood, there is no inconsistency. For the cause 
which it demands is an efficient cause, and tho idea of 
an efficient cause involves the idea of mincl. 1 It is in­
volved in the idea of matter, that it cannot originate 
(this Kant himself adopts as a first principle in his 
jfetaphysics of Natural Philosophy); whereas it is the 
very idea of mind with will that it does originate. 

1 This has been recognized by philosophers of all periods who haw 
. not begun with a particular theory as to the origin of the idea and the 

principle. Thus, to take only non-metaphysical writers, Sir J. Herschel 
says: "It is our own immediate consciousness of effort ,,;-hich we exert 
to put mutter in motion, or to oppose and neutralize force, which gh·cs 
us this internal conviction cif power and causation, so far as it refers 
to the material world, and compels us to believe that whenever we sel' 
material objects put in motibn ... it is in consequence of such an 
effort, somehow exerted, though not nccompanjed with our conscious­
ness." (Aafronomy, 10th ed., sec. 439.) Dubois Rcymoncl makes 
a similar statement, deriving the principle from " an irresistible 
tendency to personify." It is somewhat singular that the philosophers 
who most strenuously deny that the principle of causality has any 
basis other than our observation of the phenomena of passive matter, 
yet insist most stron"'l:v on extending it to those of active will. 

C, • 



"·1te11 we seek the cause of motion, we are satisfied 
when we trace it to a will. True, we may then ask 
for the motive; but the nature of motive and that of 
ctlicit'llt cause arc heterogeneous. 

Kant's view of Freedom, however, does not invoh·e 
anything of caprice or indeterminateness. Freedom, 
a<·eording- to him, is not independence on law which 
WL' can corn,ciously follow, but independence on the 
physical relation of causality, the not being deter­
mined by physical or sensible causes. On this view 
the c011trrttliction, which to Hobbes and others seemed 
to exist between the conception of freedom and that 
of tho Divine foreknowledge, would have little weight. 
A short com~icleration suffices to show that there is a 
fallacy involved in Hobbes, argument. Suppose a being 
perfectly wise and good, and at the same time free, 
then we should only require perfect knowledge of the 
circumstances of a particular case in order to predict 
his conduct~ and that infallibly. If he were not free, 
·we could not do so. And the more nearly a being 
approaches such perfection, the more certainly could 
we predict his actions. If his goodness were perfect, 
but his knowledge imperfect, and if we knew how far 
his knowledge extended, we could still predict. It 
would be absurd to say that this would be a con­
tradiction. 

It is worthy of notice that Cudworth's conception 
of liberty corresponds closely with that of Kant. 
"The true liberty of a man, as it speaks pure per­
fection, is when by the right use of the faculty o:f 
free will~ together with the assistance o:f Divine grace, 
he is habitually fixed in moral good" ; "but when by 
the abuse of that faculty of free will men come to be 



habitually fixed in evil and :-;inful incli11ation:-;, then 
are they, as Boethius well expresses it. 1,,·,,1,,·/((' hbafoti 

captivi-made captive and brouµ-lit i11tc, lrn1ulaµ:e liy 
their own free will." It may haYe lJt'('ll :-;11gµ:cst1.:•d 
to both of them by St. Paul, wli(j 1·cpn•:-;e11t:-; :--i11 ~ls 

slavery, righteousness as freedom. 
Kant is by no means happy i11 11 is tn:atJ11cn t. nf 

the corruption of human nature. 111 onl<'r to t•s(·a1w the 
d~fficulty of reconciling responsibility with the i1111atc 
corruption on which lw so i;tronfd) dwells, he lias 
recourse (as in the case of freedom) to tlw disti11di(JJ1 

?etween man noumenon an<l rnan phc-11ornc11on. The 
Innate evil of human nature rests u!l an i II versil 1n of 
the natural order, the legislative will ht'ing subonli­
n~ted to the sensibility. But l1ow c·a11 this be rccnn­

·Ciled with the self-given a11<l tl1erdore sclf'-wilkJ. 
law which makes good a duty? lt is inconeeintble 
that the pure supersensible cssem:e could invest ti1e 
sens~tional nature (the objects of wl1iclt have for it Ho 
reahty) with a prepon<lcrance over itself. A furtl1L'l' 
co~tradiction appear:-; to be involvetl in the relation elf 

~"11 to freedom. for he states tliat frecJ.orn is as 
Inseparably conu~cted with the law of I'raetieal Hca::-011 
as the Ph • • I 1 I. . f' l 
f Ys1cal cause wit 1 t 1e a,\ o 11a ture, so t 1at 
reedorn . f p t. I . . . Without the law o rac H:a Hea:-;on 1s a 

causality Without law which would be absunl ; and 
Yet o h ' . '. n t e other hand, he regards freedom a:-- an 
ability from which proceed::; contraclictiun to the 
moral law. 

A still lllore insuperable difficulty meets him when 
he ~ttempts to answer the quer:-;tio11 1 L; reformation 
possible? .Ile replies: Yes; for it is a duty. You 
ought : therefore you can. How the return from evil 
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to good is possible cannot indeed be comprehended: 
~mt the original fall from good to evil is equall)~ 
inc7n11n·ehensible, and yet is a fact. Now, freedom, 
wlnch belongs to the supersensible sphere (the sphere 
of nuu111ena), cannot be determined by anything in the 
phenomenal world; consequently, if freedom has, apart 
from ti • 1 d • • • 1 111e, given t 1e man a eternnnat10n, t ien no 
event in time can produce a change. Nay, it would 
be a contradiction to suppose the removal of an act in 
th e 11 ou1nenal ( su persensible) world by a succeeding 
act.. Contrary or contradictory attributes cannot be 
a ~t~·1 hn tecl to the same subject except under the con­
dition of time If therefore the intellicrent bein°· is . • ) ) t, b 

t~mcless, we cannot possibly attribute to it two deci-
sHin:--, of which one annuls the other. He is not even 
con~istent, for he argues that it is not possible to 
de.s-fro.11 this radical corruption by human power, but 
only to overcome it. \Yhy does he not conclude here, 
I ought to destroy it: therefore I can? Lastly, even 
i.f this " I can'' were granted, it would be only a 
theoretical, not a practical, possibility. If the man 
endowed with the faculties in their true subordina­
tion, with reason supreme, has yet not had strength 
or purity of ,vill to remain so, what practical possi­
bility is there that having this subordination perverted 
he can restore it? There is obviously an external 
aid necessary here. Not that anything wholly exter­
nal could effect the change, which can only be 
produced by something operating on man's own 
n10ral nature; but there must be a moral leverage, 
an external fulcrum, a 1Tov a-rw. Such aid, such 
leverage are provided by the Christian religion. It 
has introduced a new motive, perfectly 01·iginal and 
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unique, the overpowering force of which has been 
proved in many crucial instances; and nu more <.:um­
plete theoretical proof of the ah;olutc necessity 1>f 

some such revelation could be given than is su pplicd 
by the attempts of the profounclc:st philosopher of 
modern times to dispense with it. 

Kant's own position with respect to Christianity 
is that of a Rationalist. He accepts the whole moral 
and spiritual teaching of the New Testament, because 
he finds it in accordance with reason, and this being 
so, he judges that it is a matter of no practieal cun:--e­
quence whether its introduction was ::;upernatural or 
not. He did not deny that Divine aid was required 
to make reformation pos::;ible; but he thought that no 
intellectual belief or knowledge of ours could be a 
condition of this aid, and, therefore, tliat all historical 
questions were adz"aplwra. But this is to take for 
granted that if God gives such aid at all, it must be in 
a particular way. Butler'::; argument from analogy is 
conclusive against such assumptions. An<l, indeed, it is 
certain that the moral and the hi::;torical in Christianity 
cannot be thus kept apart. It is to the facts that the 
doctrines owe their life and motive-power. It is these 
that supply the leverage, without which the most per­
fect moral teaching will fall dead on the oars at least 
of the masses of mankind. 

Besides, as Butler shows, revealed fach; may be 
the foundation of moral duties to tho::;e to whom the 
revelation has come. 

It is remarkable that, although Kant was fond of 
reading English authors, and was influenced in his 
moral discussions by English moralists, Butler (who 
had written half a century before the publication of 



::'IIE::'IIOIH OF KA~T. !xiii 

the 1{ritik) was wholly unknown to him. \Vhat is 
more remarkable is, that Butler has remained equally 
unknown to Gorman writers up to the present day. 
\Vhilst German historians of moral philosophy are 
careful to note the merits of even \Vollaston and 
Fcrg-uson, they pass oYer Butler's name in silence. 
The reason of this silence, doubtless, is to be found 
in tlic title of his work. But although foreign philo­
i,mphcrs could not be expected to look for a treatise 
on moral philosophy in a book called Fi;tcen Sermons, 
how is it that attention was not called to him by the 
notices in l\Iackintosh ( who is largely cited, e.g. by 
I. H. Fiehtc ), which showed the hig·h estimation in 
which tho work was held in England? It is certainly 
a curiom; and suggestive fact that writers: professedly 
and learnedly treating of English moral philosophers: 
:--houlcl be wholly ignorant of tho writer who holds by 
far the highest rank among them, whose work is the 
classical ·work, tho text-book of the Universities, and 
with a wider circulation, probably, than the works of 
all tho other moralists put together. 

Tho most striking pecuiiarity of Kant's moral 
theory is its connexion with his metaphysical system. 
It is iu the moral law that he finds the means of estab­
lishing the existence, and to some extent the nature, of 
tho supersensible reality. He has been charged with 
incorn,istoncy in this. vVhat he pulls down in the 
Critique of the Speculative Reason, he restores illo­
~icallv, it is said in that of the Practical Reason. 
~~ w ' 

'The fact appears to be, that readers of the former 
work are apt to £all into two mistakes. First, they 
suppose that they have before them a complete system 
instead of a portion only; and secondly, they mistake 
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the attitude of suspense with regard to the 8Upl'rsen­
sible reality for a dogmatic negation of all knowledge 
thereof. ,vhen they come to the Practical works, 
they find the impression thus formc~cl respncting 
Kant's attitude towards the 8UpersensiLle contradicted. 
But the inconsistency is not between the two parts of 
Kant's system, but between his system as a whole and 
the impression derived from a partial YiP,v of it. That 
he limits hir-; affirmation of the supersensible to its 
practical aspect is quite in accordance with the spirit 
of his philosophy. Nor is thi8 limitation so very 
unlike that of the common-sense philosopher, Locke, 
who, in speaking of the limits of our faculties, says that 
men have reason to be well satisfied, since God hath 
given them "whatever is necessary for the conveni­
ences of life, and the information of virtue" ; adding·, 
"How short soever their knowledge may come of an 
~niversal or perfect comprehension of whatsoever is, 
it yet secures their great concernmentx, that they 
have light enough to lead them to the knowledge 
of their Maker, and the sight of their own duties." 
(Essay, bk. I h • § .~ ) ., C • 1., :J. 



PREFACE. 

AXCTEXT GREEK PHILOSOPHY was divided into three' 

sciL•nccs : Physics, Ethics, and Logic. This division i::. 

perfectly suitable to the nature of the thing; and the only 

improvement that can be made in it is to add the principle on 

which it is based, so that we may both satisfy ourselves of its 

completeness, and also be able to determine correctly the 

necessary subdivisions. 

All rational knowledge is either material or formal : the 

former considers some object, the latter is concerned only with 

the form of the understanding and of the reason itself, and with 

the nni versal laws of thouO'ht in O'eneral without distinction t> 0 

of its objects. Formal philosophy is called Logic. Material 

philosophy, however, which has to do with determinate objects 

and the laws to which they are subject, is again twofold; for 

thef:.e laws are either laws of nature or of freedom. The science 

of the former is Physics, that of the latter, Ethics ; they are also 

called natui'((l 2Jhilosophy and moml philosophy respectively. 

Logic cannot have any empirical part; that is, a part in 

which the universal and necessary laws of thought should rest 

on grounds taken from experience ; otherwise it would not be 

logic, ·i.e. a canon for the understanding or the reason, Yalid 

for all thought, and capable of demonstration (4). Natural and 

B 
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moral philosophy, on the contrary, can Pach ha,·1) LhPi1· 1·111pii-ical 

part, since the former has to determine the la \',·s of 11;1111 n • as 

an o~ject of experience; the latter t h1· laws of tlw h11111:1 n will, 

so far as it is affected by 11atm·p : tlw fon11L'J", 11, ,w,•n'r, 

being laws according to which l'Ycrythi11g 1l11es ha11111•1t : tho 

latter, laws according to which PYC'rything OllI.!;l1t t11 l1ap111•11. 1 

Ethics, however, must also consider the c,1rnlitio11s u11d,·r whit:h 

what ought to happen frequently clnC'~ l111L. 

We may call all philosophy r11111i,·ind, su fa!" as it j,-; l,ast~tl 

on grounds of experience: on the other hand. that whieh 

delivers its doctrines from cl 1n·iori pri11ciplci; al11n1• m• may 

call pnrc philosophy. When the latter is merely fon11al. it is 

logic; if it is restricted to definite objects of the mHlPrstantling-, 

it is rnctapltysic. 

In this way there arises the idea of a twofold mct:q1hysie­

a nictaphysic of ncttm·c and a mct(f1Jh.71s'ic <if 1,w1·ols. l'hysi(:~ will 

thus have an empirical and also a ratio11al part. It is tho 

same with Ethics; but here the empirical pa.rt might, h,1ve t,}rn 

special name of prrwtical ant}wopolo_qy, the name mm·ol i/_11 h1,ing 

appropriated to the rational part. 

All trades, arts, and handiworks have gainecl hy 1li\·isi, 111 of 

labour, namely, when, instead of 011e man doi11g eYerything, 

each confines himself to a certain kind of work llisti11cL from 

others in the treatment it requires, :-;o as to be able to p,·rform 

it with greater facility and in the greatest perfection. \,\~here 

the different kinds of work are not so llistinguishcll awl , li \·iued, 

where everyone is ajaek-of-all-trades, there manufactures remain 

still in the greatest barbarism. It might deserve to be considered 

1 [The word "law" is here used in two different senses, on which see 

Whately's Logic, Appendix, Art. '' Law."] 
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whether pure philosophy in all its parts does not require a man 

~pecially dcYotell to it, and whether it would not be better for 

the whole business of i,:cience if those who, to please the tastes 

of the public, are wont to blernl the ratio11al and ernpiric;al 

elements together, mixed in all sorts of proportions unk110,vn 

tu themscln~s (,;), and who call themselves illllepL'IHh•nt thinkers, 

gi\·i11g tlw name of minute philosophers to those whu apply 

themselYes to the rational part only-if these, I say, were 

warne,l not, to carry on two employments together which ditli~r 

widely in the treatment they demand, for each of which perhaps 

a :-;pecial talc11 tis requin~ll, and the combi11ation of which in one 

person only produces bunglers. l3ut I only ask here whether the 

nature of science does not require that we should always care­

fully separate the empirical from the rational part, and prefix 

to Physics proper (or empirical physics) a metaphysic of nature, 

nncl to practical anthropology a metaphysie of morals, which 

must lie carefully cleared of everything empirical, so that we 

may know how much can be accomplished by pure reason in 

both cases, and from what sources it draws this its d priori 

teaching, and that whether the latter inquiry is conducted by 

all moralists (whose name is legion), or only by some who feel 

a calling thereto. 
As my concern here is with moral philosophy, I limit tho 

question suggested to this: Whether· it is not of the utmost 

necessity to construct a pure moral philosophy, perfectly cleared 

of everything which is only empirical, and which bcluugH to 

anthropology ? for that such a philosophy must be possible is 

evident from the common idea of duty and of the moral laws. 

Everyone must admit that if a. law is to have moral force, ·i.e. 

to be the basis of an obligation, it must carry with it absolute 

necessity; that, for example, the precept, "Thou shalt not lie," 
H :2 
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is not valid for men alone, as if other ratio11al l ,Pin~.-; I 1a1l no 

need to observe it; and so with all the other 111oral laws properly 

so called; that, therefore, the basis of .,l,Jigation 11111st not ht> 

sought in the nature of man, or in the t:ire11111sta11c·1·s i11 t!H' 

world in which he is placed, but ,i p,•iu;·i silllply i11 t lw c·ow:Pp­

tions of (6) pure reason; and altho11~h a11y other JJJ"P<:Ppt whieh 

is founded on principles of mere Pxperic11cP 111ay l ,1· i 11 <:Prtai11 

respects universal, yet in us far as it rc•sts l'\"l'll in th1· h•ast, 

degree on an empirical basis, perhaps only as to a 111ot.in•, imch 

a precept, while it may be a prat:lical rule, can 11p,·er lH• t:alled 

a. moral law. 

Thus not only are moral laws with their pri11c·iplPs l'ssentially 

distinguished from every other kind of practical k111,wledge in 

whie:h there is anything empirical, but all moral philosophy 

rests wholly on its pure part. Whe11 apl_.)lied to man, it cloes 

not borrow the least thing from the knowledge of man himself 

(anthropology), but gives laws d priori to him aH a rntional 

being. No doubt these laws require a jrnlgmcnt sharpened by 

experience, in order on the one harnl to distinguish in what 

cases they are applicable, and on the other to procure for them 

access to the will of the man, and effectual influence on conduct; 

since man is acted on by so many inclinations that, though 

capable of the idea of a practical pure reason, he is not so easily 

able to make it effective in cone1·eto in his life. 

A metaphysic of morals is therefore indispensably necessary, 

not merely for speculative reasons, in order to investigate the 

sources of the practical principles which are to he found ti p'rio'n: 

in our reason, but also because morals themselves are liable to all 

sorts of corruption, as long as we are without that clue and 

supreme canon by which to estimate them conectly. ]Tor in 

order that an action should be morally good., it is not enough 
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that, it 1·11;Vi11·111 Lo the moral law. but it must also be done /ii;· 

tit,, s,!l,r ,f th,· ,,, w, otherwise that Cllltformity is only Yery t:lHl­

ti11gc11L and uncertain; since a principle which is 11ot m,,rnl, 

alt,huu~h it may now and then produce actions conformabll' ti> 

tlw law, will also often protlucc actions which contradict it ( ;-). 

X(lw it is only in :i pure philosophy that we can look for the 

rn(lml ln.w in its purity aml genuineness (and, in a pral'tit:al 

matter, this is of the utmost consequence): we must, thcrt'ft1l'L', 

bt>gin with pure philosophy (metaphysic), and without it thNe 

carnlllt be any moral philosophy at all. That which mingles 

tlH•sc pnrn principles with the empirical 1loes not 1lesern· the 

name of philosophy (for what distinguishes philosophy fn)ll1 

common rational knowlctlge is, that it treats in separate 

scicncL'S what the latter only comprehends confusetlly) ; llllH:h 

less docs it deserve that of moral philosophy, since l,~- this 

confusion it even spoils the purity of morals themselws, and 

tuuntcrncts its own end. 

Let it not be thought, however, that what is here demanded 

is alrea1ly extant in the propa~deutic prefixed by the celebrated 

"\Volfl to his moral philosophy, namely, his so-called f/C11n·1d 

pJ'((dical pkilv.sophy, and that, therefore, we have not to strike 

into an entirely new field. Just because it was to be a genera.I 

practical philosophy, it has not taken into consideration a will 

of a.ny particular kind-say one which shouhl be 1letennined 

solely from a 1wivri principles without any empirical mntiws, 

a.ml which we might call a pure will, but volition in general, 

with all the actions and conditions which belong to it in this 

1 [Johann Christian Von Wolf (1679-1754) was the author of treatises 
on philosophy, mathematics, &c., which were for a long time the standard 

ttJxt-books in the German U11iversities. His philosophy was founded on 

that of Leibnitz.] 
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general signification. Dy this ·it is disti11gnishell frn111 :t rnl'ta­

physic of morals, just as general logic, w·hidt t1·1•:i.ts of tfie ads 

and canons of thourrht in 'fl'1U.1'"l, is disti11uuishP, I from tran-o • L' 

scendental philosophy, which treats of the particular ad,- and 

canons of pun thought, i.e. that whose cognitions an• al Luge I hPr 

a Jn"iOi·i. For the metaphysic of morals has to Pxa111i1w the 

idea and the principles of a possible 1n11·,· will, and w,t. thl' 

acts and conditions of human volition genC'rally, whi<:11 for thl' 

most part are drawn from psychology (8). It is tru1• that. moral 

laws and duty are spoken of in the general practical phil11sllphy 

(contrary incleed to all fitness). But. this is 110 objeetion, l'i,r i11 

this respect also the authors of that Rcicnce l'C'lllain true to their 

idea of it; they clo not <listinguii;;h thC' motiYei-; which arp 

prescribed as such l,y reason alonP altogether ci 1n·i11ri, a.ml which 

are properly moral, from the empirical motives which the 

understanding raises to general conceptions merely by com­

parison of experiences; lmt without noticing the ditlerPncc of 

their sources, and looking on them all as h01nogc11eous, t.hPy 

corn,ider only their crrcater 6r less amount. It. is in this way 
0 J 

they frame their notion of obb/;af?·un, which, though anything 

but moral, is all that can be askccl for in a philosophy which 

passes no judgment at all on the origin of all poRHil ilc prndical 

concepts, whether they are d 1n·ion:, or only ci po1;tc;·iori. 

Intending to publish hereafter a metaphyHic of mornls, I 

if:isue in the first instance these fundamental principh•H. Imlectl 

there is properly no other foundation for it than the ,Tif-iud 

,;,:mi1ination of a P'IWC pmctical 1·cason; just as that of metaphysics 

is the critical examination of the pure speculative reason, 

already publi.shed. • Jlut in the first place the formpr is not so 

absolutely necessary as the latter, because in moral concerns 

human reason can easily be brought to a hio-h <leuree of 
b t°' 
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c;11l"l'l't'Llll':--s and c.:ompleteness, even in the commonest under­

stamlin'..!'. while on the contrary in its theoretic but pure use it 

is whulh tlialcctical; and in the :-;econd place if the critique of 

a pnn' 11ractical reason i::- to be complete, it must be possible at 

thl' sallll' tinw to show its i1lentity with the speculative reason 

in a c, 1111111on principle, for it can ultin~ately be only one and 

thl' :-a111e reason which has to be distinguished merely in ils 

applic·a tion. I could not, h11wever, bring it to such complete­

nes:-: lil'rc, withnut introducing considerations of a wholly 

difti:n'nt kind, which \Vl)Uhl be perplexing to the reader (9). 

On thi:-: account I have adopted the title of F1wda,111c11tal 

Pi·i,u·11 11(.~ oj' the J1[da1,h,118ic of J.llora!s instead of that of a, 

Grit iml L'.,'(/i/1 ination of tltc'pu:1·,: pi'{(rtiml reason. 

1 \n t in the third place, since a metaphysic of morals, in 

spik 111' tho discoura«inn· title is vet ca1)ablc of bcinn- presented 
L' t"> ' J ::, 

in ,L p11pular form, and one adapted to the cornnwn under-

stand i 11g-, I tind it useful to separate from it this preliminary 

treat i:-:l' un its fnrnlamcntal principles, in order that I may not 

hen'aft.er have neecl to introduce these necessarily subtle 

dise;ussic,11::; into a book uf a more simple character. 

Thl' present treatise is, howeYer, nothing more than the 

inYc:-:tigntio11 and estabfo;lunent of the suprcnu: principle of 

11101·alit.11: and this alone constitutes a study complete in itself, 

antl one which ought to be kept apart from every other moral 

investigation. No doubt my conclusions on this weighty 

question, which has hitherto beeii Yery unsatisfactorily 

ex,unined, would receive much light from the application of 

the same principle to the ,vhole system, arnl would be greatly 

confirmed by the adequacy which it exhibits throughout; but 

I must forego this advantage, which indeed would be after all 

more gratifying than useful, since the easy applicability of a 
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principle and its apparent adequacy give no Vt!l')' certain proof 

of its soundness, but rather irn;pirc a <:e1tai11 partiality, w!tidi 

prevents us from examining and estimating it snictly in itself, 

and without regard to consequences. 

I have adopted in this work the method which 1 I hink 

most suitable, proceeding analytic:ally from c:0111mu11 k11 11wkdgc 

to the determination of its ultiwate pri11ti11lt•, a11d :t.;!aiu 

descending synthetically from th,· examination of this ]'rint:iple 

and its sources to the common knowleilrrc in whic:h m· find it ,:, 

employed. The division will, therefore, be as follow:-, ( 10 I:-

1. Ffrst section.-Transitirm from the eomnion ratioual 

knowledge of morality to the philoso1ihi1:al. 

2. Seconcl scction.-Transition from popular moral }'hilo:--nphy 

to the metaphysic of morals. 

3. Third section.-FinaI step from the mctaphysie of uwrals 

to the critique of the pure practical reasu11. 
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FlHST SECTIOX. 

THA~SITio:-; FI:U:'11 THE CO:'IDIOX RATIONAL K:--OWLEDC;E OF 

:\101:ALITY TO THE l'HILOSOPIIICAL. 

!) 

?' OTIIJXG ean possibly be conceived in the worhl, or eYcn ont of 
it, which can be culleLl «ood, without qualification, except a Uood 
"\,\?I. Intelligence, wit, judgment, and the other talent.-; nl' the 
nnnd, however they may be named, or courage, resolution, pl:'r­
sevna llep, as q uali tics of temperamcn t,, are unclou btedly gul--;Ll 
an<l desirable in many respects; but these gifts of nature may 
al::io liceo1ne extremely had and mischiernus if the ,vill which is 
to make nse of them, aml which, therefore, constitutes what is 
called cluo·uctn· is not o-ootl. It is the same with the 11i(ts n-F 

' I:) " .I 
fol'! iwc. l'ower, riches, honour, even health, allll the general 
well-being and contentment ,vith one's condition which is called 
lwppin,•.-;s, inspire iiricle, and often presumption, if there is not a 
goull will to corrl'CL the influence of these on the mind, and with 
thii:; abo to rectify the whole principle of acting, and adapt it 
tu its end. The sight of a being who is not adorned with a single 
feature of u pure and good will, enjoying unbroken prosperitr, 
can never give pleasure to an impartial rational spectator (1:.?). 

Thus a good will appears to constitute the indispensable condi­
tion even of beiug worthy of happiness. 

There are even some qualities which are of service to this 
good will itself, and may facilitate its action, yet which havp no 
intrinsic unconditional value, but ahrnys presuppose a good 
will, and this qualifies the esteem that we justly have for them, 
and does not permit us to regard them as absolutely good. 
Moderation in the affections and passions, self-control, and 
calm deliberation are not only good in many respects, but even 
seem to constitute part of the intrinsic worth of the person; 
but they are far from deserving to be called good without 
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q11alification, altho11gh they haYP been ;-;o 1111r.owliLio11all.\· 
praised by the ancients. For without tlw prinri1>lt•,-, (lf a g•Hlll 
will, they may become extremely J.a<l; ancl thl' f:ool11P,-,s 11f ;1 

villain not only makes him far more <la11~1'rn11;-;, l,11tabu dir<'r·tly 
makes him more abominable in our eyes than he wo11l1l have liet•n 
without it. 

A crood will is rrood not bC'cause of wltat it 111•rf(lJ'!llS nr ,.., 0 

effects, not by its aptne;-;s fur the attai1111H'11L l)f :,;111111· prup11st•d 
en<l, but simply hy virtue nf ti)(' n1litiou, that ic:, it is good i11 
itself, and considered hy itself is to be esLPt·1u1·d 1111wlt ltiglH•r 
than all that can be brought about hy it in favonr of any i1wli­
nation, nay, even of the sum-total of all indi11ation:-. En•11 if 
it shbuld happen that, owing to special tfo,fanmr of fort1111l', or 
the niggardly provision of a step-motherly nat11n\ this will 
shoultl wholly lack power to accomplish its pnrpo,-,1•, i r with its 
gi-eatest efforts it should yet achie,·e nothing, aml there should 
remain only the good ,vill (not, to lJl\ sure, a mere wish, but tlte 
sumrnoning of all means in om power), then, like ,l ,iewel, it 
Woulll still shine lJy its own light, as a thi11g which has its 
whole value ·in itself :1:3). lts usefulness or fruitlessness can 
neither add to nor tal~e away anything from this val11P. IL 
would be, as it were, only the setting to enable us to harnll1\ it; 
the rnote conveniently in common com11H:rce, or t<> attract !<1 it 
the attention of those who are not yet connoisseurs, lint 11ot to 
recommend it to trne connoisseurs, or to determine its v:~lue. 

There is, however, something so strange in this idea of the 
~bsolute value of the mere will, in which 110 ac;count is taken of 
its utility, that notwithstanding the thornugh assPnt of even 
coimnon reason to the idea, yet a suspicion must arise that it 
may perhaps really be the pro1luct of merc high-fiown fancy, 
al1l~ t~at we may ha,'e misunderstood the purpose of nature in 
assignmg reason as the crovernor of our will. Therefore we \Vill 

. 0 

examine this idea from this point of view. 
In the physical constitntion of an org::wized being, that is, tt 

being ailapted suitably to the purposes of life, we assume it as 
a fundamental principle that no organ for any purpose will be 
found but what is also the fittest and best adaptecl for that 
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1n11·posL'. N"ow in a l1L•ing which has reason and a will, if the 
}>1'11 Jll'l' ,ihject of natm·L' WPrc its 1·onsn-1·at?°on, its ·wt/fare, in a 
w 11nl. its ho;1pi11fs.~. then nature would hnxe hit upon a very bad 
an;111!..!PllH'nt in 1wlecti11g the reason of the creature to carry out 
thi~ !'1trposP. For all the actions which tlw creature has to per­
fnrm with a YiPw t,, this pnrposL', and the whole rule of its con­
dm·t. wunltl lie for m,ire :--urely pre:;;c1·ibed tn it by instinct,, and 
that t•nd would ha Ye lieen attainetl thereby much more certainly 
tl1a11 it e\·pr can bL• hy reason. Should reason have been com­
mu11ic;ltecl to this fayoun•1l creature oYer mul above, it must 
011!)· han• sern-d it tu C'lllltemplate Llw happy constitution of its 
11at 111·L· (1-1), to acl111irc it, to congratulate itself thereon, and 
to ft'L'l thankful for it to the beneficent cause, hut not that it 
sh 11 uld :--11h,iect its desires to that weak and llelnsive guidance, 
and rneddle lnmglingly with the purpose of nature. In a ,vord, 
natmt' would ha,·c taken care that reason should not break forth 
int 11 11,·ol'lica/ ('.,·n·ci8t", 11or have thl' presumption, with its weak 
i11siµ:ht, to think out for itself the plan of happiness, and of 
till' means of attaining it.. Xature would not only have taken 
011 herself the choice nf the ends, but also of the means, and 
with wiRl' foresight woul,l have entrusted both to instinct . 

. And, in fact, we find that the more a cultivated reason 
ap1ilies itself with deliberate purpose to the enjoyment of life 
and happiness, so much the more docs the man foil of true 
satisfaction. And from this circumstance there arises in many, if 
tlw~· are candid cnou~h to confess it, a certain degree of misolo,'1.1/, 
that, is, hatred of rea;on, especially in the case of those who are 
most. experienced in· the use of it, because after calculating all 
the advantages they derive, I do not say from the invention of all 
the arts of common luxury, but even from the sciences (which 
seem to them to be after all only a luxury of the understanding), 
they find that they have, in fact, only broug.ht more trouble on 
their shoulders, rather than gained in happiness; and they end 
hy envying, rather than deRpising, the more common stamp of 
llll'n who keep closer to the guidance of mere instinct, and do 
not allow their reason much influence on their conduct. And 
this we must admit, that the judgment of those who would very 
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much lower the lofty eulogies of the achan tagl ·s w Ii id I r1 •a:--1 m 
gives us in regard to the happiness awl satisfactit1n 1 ,f Ii t'1·. nr 
who would even reduce them belov,, zero, is 1,y n,, 11wa11,-; 111,,r,,,-;l~ 
or ungrateful to the goodness ,vith which the wudd is g, ,y,•n1t' 1l, 
but that there lies at the root of these jwlg1ucnts tlw id,·a 1:,~ 

that our existence has a different and far nul,IC'r end, fr,1· \\ l1id1, 
and not for happiness, reason is properly int:'nded, a11, I which 
must, therefore, be regarded as the supreme eunditi1J11 to wl1i1·h 
the private ends of man must, for the 11tost part, lw 1,11stp11111'1 I. 

For as reason is not competent to guide the will \\ it I I c,·r­
tainty in regard to its objects and the satisfac:li1111 uf all ,,ur 
wants (which it to some extent even multiplies), this l1ei11~ an 
end to which an implantetl instinct ,Yotlld haYt• kd ,vith lllllch 

greater certainty; and since, 11evcrtheless, rcas1111 is inqiarLL·d t ,) 

us as a practical faculty, i.e. as one which is t, 1 han1 in !htt•nc:,· , 111 
the will, therefore, admitting that nature ~L·11crnlly i11 tl11' dis­
tribution of her capacities has adapted the 1uea11s tu the l'i1d. its 
true destination must be to produce a 1uill, nut 1nerely g, 11 11! as 
a means to something else, but !Joor1 i,i itself, for \vhicli 11•;t:--• 1n 
was absolutely necessary. This will then, though 111 ,t i]lt t,,etl 
the sole and complete good, must Le the supreme g•HHl a11tl the 
condition of every other, even of the desirP , ,f happiness. t • 111 kr 
these circumstances, there is nuthin6 inc1n1sist(:1Jt wiLl1 the 
wis<lom of nature in the fact that the cultiYatio11 1Jf the rea~•,11, 
~vhich is requisite for the first and unco11tlitiunal purp11s1 •. ,l, )L'S 

m many ways interfere, at least in this life, ,vith the attai11111,·nt 
of the_ second, which is always _c:omlitio11al, namely, Jiappi1u•~s. 
Nay, it may even reduce it to nuthin1r, without 11atnrl' tht~l'L•hy 
failing of her purpose. For reason re;ognizes the establislrnw11t; 
of ~ ?ood will as its highest practical destination, arnl in 
attammg this purpose is capable only of a satisfaction of its 
ow~ proper kind, namely, that from the attainment of an end, 
wluch e_nd again is determined by reason only, notwithstanding 
that this may involve many a disappointment tu the ends , ,r 
inclination (16). 

We have then to develbp the uution of a will which tlc8cn·es 
to be highly esteemed for itself, and is good without a view t,, 
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anything further, a notion which exists already in the sound 
natnral 1111clcrsta11di11g, re11niring rather to be cleared up than 
tu la• taught, and which in estimating the value of our actions 
alw:1Y,; takPs the tirst placL', and constitutes the condition of all 
tlw rl':-;t. In order to du this. we will take the notion of duty, 
which includes that of a good will, although implying certain 
su l 1.iL'clive restrictions antl hi1idranccs. These, ho,vever, far 
from concPalin,,. it or n•nclcrincr it um·eeounizable rather 

.~ ' b O ' 

brin.!.!. it 011t l1y c:1111trast, aml make it shine forth so much 
thL' lirigh tcr. 

I omit here a,ll actions which are already recognized as 
incow,i:-;Lcnt with duty, although they may be useful for this or 
that, pnrpose, for with these the question whether they are done 
f,· 1011 d1 1t_11 cannot arise at all, since they even conflict with it. I 
al:--o SL't asi<le thosp actions which really conform to duty, but to 
whieh men have no llirect -incli11(1t-io11, performing them because 
they arc impelled thereto by some other inclination. For in 
this ease ,vc can reaclilv disti1icrnish whether the action which J ~ 

agn•L)S ,vith duty is clonefrom duty, or from a selfish view. It 
is much harder to make this llistinction when the action accords 
with Lluty, and the subject has besides a dirl'Ct inclination to it. 
For example, it is always a matter of duty that a dealer should 
not overcharge an inexperienced purchaser; and wherever there 
is much commerce the prmlent tradesman Lloes not overcharge, 
but keeps a fixed price for everyone, so that a child buys of him 
as well as any other. ::\fon are thus honcstl!f served ; but this is 
not enough to make us l1elieve that the tradesman has so acted 
from clnty and from principles of honesty: his own advantage 
re'}nired it; it is out of the question in this case to suppose that 
he might besides have a direct inclination in favour of the 
buyer::;, so that (li), as it were, from love he should give no 
allv::mtage to one over another. Accordingly the action was 
(lone neither from duty nor from direct inclination, but merely 
with a selfish view. 

On the other harnl, it is a duty to maintain one's life; and, 
in addition, everyone has also a direct inclination to do so. But 
on this account the often anxious care which most men take for 
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it has no intrinsic worth, and their maxim has 110 11wral i11q1,,rl. 
They preserve their life a.-; duty rcq11i,·1·s, 110 doubt, l,11t, 11ot 

because d1tl!J nqnircs. On the other ha111l, if ach·crsity aml 
hopeless sorrow have completely taken away the n:lish f11r life; 
if the unfortunate one, strong in mind, indigna11t at his iatt~ 
rather than desponding or dcje<.:ted, wishes for death, aud yt•t 
preserves his life without loving it-n()t fro111 indinat i,m 111· 
fear, but from duty-then his maxim has a moral wurtl 1. 

To be beneficent when we can is a cluty; and lll'siclt>s this, 
there are 'many minds ic;o sympathetically <:onstit11ted that. 
without any other motive of vanity or sclf-i11tcrcst, thl'_r ti11d a 
pleasure in spreading joy around them, a111I can tak1· dl·li~ht 
in the satisfaction of others so far as it is thc·ir ciwn wurk. Hut 
I maintain that iu stu:h a case an acti1Jn nf tl1is kind, h11\\'l'\'l'l' 
proper, however amiable it may be, has w·w·1·thcl1 ·ss 11,, tn 11 · Ill Oral 
worth, bu,t is on a le\'cl with other incli 11ati"ns, ,· .. ,;. LI 1e i 11cli nation 
to honour, which, if it is happily direckcl to that which is in 
fact of pulJlic utility and acconlant ,vilh cluty, and c"nsc·qH1•11tly 
honourable, deserves praise and encouragement, but 111,t l':-t1·e111. 
For the maxim lacks the moral i1111H 1rt, 11amely, tl1at :rnc:li 
actions be done /1·01,1 1ll!ty, not from inclinatiou. J>u t ti 1u ,·ase 
that the mind of that philanthropist was c:loudcd h,r s,,n11w 
of his own (1s), extinguishing all sympathy with the lot of 
others, and that while he still has the power to lJCllPfit , ,thers in 
distress, he is not touched by their trc ,u lilc bccausl' he is 
absorbed with his own; and now suppose that he'. tears himself 
out of this dead insensibility, awl perfom1s the ac:tio11 without 
any inclination to it, but simvly from tluty, then fast has his 
action its genuine moral worth. Further still; if nature lw,s put 
little sympathy in the heart of this or that rnau ; if he, suppnsed 
to Le an upright man, is by temperameut c:old and indifli:rent to 
the sufferings of others, perhaps lJecause in respect of his own 
he is provided with the special gift of vatiencc aml fortitmh·, 
and supposes, or even requires, that others should ha\·e the 
same-and such a man would certainly not be the rnea1wst 
product of nature-but if nature had not specially frawed him 
for a philanthropist, would he not still find in himself a somce 
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from whenl'L' to giYe himself a far higlwr worth than that of a 
go1Hl-11at11rctl Lcrnpcrarncnt could bl'? l'nquestionably. It, is 
,inst in this that tlu· moral ,Ytirth of tlwcharnctl'r is broughtuut 
whid1 i:-; incurnparably the highest of all. namely, that he is 
bcnelil'.t'll t-, llllt from indination, hut from duty. 

T,, Sl'eure llllC':-; own happiucss is a d11ty, at least irnlircct.ly; 
for tli:-;contcnt with one's condition, miller a pressure of many 
anxieties and amidst unsatisfied wants, might. easily becnmL' a 
great t, 1111itatio11 tu tra11_,,,·cs8ion of dut,11. l~ut here again, "·ithuut. 
looking to tluty, all 111c11 haYe alrcatly the stnmgcst antl most 
intimalL\ inclination to happiness, bcc-ausc it is just in this i,lea 
that all inclinations arc combinc1l in one total. But the precl'pt, 
of happim•ss is often of stu:h a surt that it gn'atly interferes with 
some inclina tious, and yet a man cau not form any definite and 
c.:ertain c.:01H:eption of thL' sum of satisfacti1~n of all of them 
which is called happillL'SS \l(l). It is Illlt then tn be "·01Hkred 
at that a single inclination, tlelinite both as to what it p1umi::;t'S 
UJHl as tn the Lime within whieh it can be gratified, is often able 
to oYercume such a lhH:tuating idea, and that a gouty patit'llt, 
for instaneL\ c.:an choose tu enjoy what he likes, and to suffer 
what he may, since, ac:eording to his calculation, on this occasion 
at least, he has [only] not sacrificed the enjoyment of the 
present moment to a possibly mistaken expectation of a happiness 
which is supposed to lit\ found in health. But eYen in this 
case, if the general desire fur happiness did not inliuence his 
will, and supposing that in his particular case health was not a 
necessary clement in this caJcultttion, there yet remains in this, 
as in all other eases, this la.w, namely, that he shoulLl promote 
his happiness not from inclination but from duty, and by this 
woultl his conduct first n.cL1uire true moral worth. 

It is in this manner, undoubtedly, that we are to understand 
those passages of Scripture also in which we are commanded. to 
love our neighbour, even our enemy. For love, as au affrction, 
cannot be conunanded, but beneficence for cluty's sake may; 
even though wc are not impelleLl to it by any inclination-nay, 
are even repelled by a natural and unconquerable aversion. This 
is practical love, and not patlwlvgical-a love which is seated in 
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the will, and not in the propensions of se11sP-in prill(::iplPs of 
action and not of tender sympathy; awl it is this lorn alone 
which can be commanded. 

The second' proposition is: That an action done from dnty 
derives its moral worth, not from thr zw;·po.w; whid1 is to he 
attained by it, but from the maxim l)y which it is clctcnnined, 
and therefore does not depend on the realization of thr objt!Ct of 
the action, but merely on the JJrincip/1'. rl rulit ion 1,y ,vhieh the 
action has taken place, without regard to a11y ,, : je<;t of desire (20 ). 
It is clear from what precedes that the purposes which wn may 
have in view in our actions, or their cffocts regarile1l as ernls all(l 
springs of the will, cannot give to actions any nnconditional or 
moral worth. In what, then, can their worth lie, if it is not to 
consist in the will and in reference to its ex1wctrd cflcct ? It 
cannot lie anywhere but in the JJrincip!I' r!f' th,; will without 
regard to the ends which can be attaine1l by the action. For 
the will stands between its d p1·iori principle, which is formal, 
and its ci postc1·iori spring, which is material, as lJet.wccn two 
roads, and as it must be determined by something, it follows 
that it must be determined by the formal principle of volition 
when an action is done from duty, in which case every material 
principle has been withdrawn from it. 

The third proposition, which is a consequence of the two 
preceding, I would express thus: IJ11ty is the nrc('s.<;i(1J of acting 
from re.spect /01· the lctw. I may have inclination for an object 
as the effect of my proposed action, but I cannot have respect 
for it, just for this reason, that it is an effect and not an energy 
of will. Similarly, I cannot have respect for inclination, whether 
my own or another's; I can at most, if my own, approve it; if 
another's, sometimes even love it; i.e. look on it as favourable 
to my own interest. It is only what is connected with my will 
as a principle, by no means as an effect-what does not subserve 
my inclination, but overpowers it, or at least in case of choice 
excludes it from its calculation-in other words, simply the law 

1 [The first proposition was that to have moral worth an action must be 
done from duty.] 
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of itRl'lt' 1 , w 1ich can be au object of respect, and hence a. com-
mand X . . • .._ ow an act10n 1lonc from duty must wholly exclude 
the 111 lluence of inclination, and with it every object of the will, 
so. 1 h:~t nothing remains which can determine the will except 
llbJer~i,·ely the low, allll subjectively pure ·1·1,.~pcct (:n) for this 
pr'.l<:tical law, and consc1p1ently the maxim' that I should follow 
tin~ law even to the thwarting of all my inclinations. 

Thus tht> moral ,vorth of an action does not lie in the effect 
CX})l'L:tl•il from it, nor in any principle of action which requires 
t,i lion-ov .. • its motin\ from this expected eflect. For all these 
effoets-agreea.bleness of one's condition, and even the promo­
timi of the happiness of others-could have been also brought 
about liy other causes, so that for this there would have been no 
necil of the will of a. rational being; whereas it is in this alone 
that _the supreme and unconditional good can be found. The 
prl'-cminent 0 ·001l ,vhich we call moral can therefore consist in :-,, 

nothing else than the conc,ption of hrw in itself, whfrh certain{/! 
is 011!,11 possib/,· 1·11 a rational bn"11!/, in so far as this conception, 
awl not the expected effect, determines the will. This is a 
gonll which is already present in the person who acts accord­
ingly, and we have not to wait for it to appear first in the 
result,z (:?:?). 

nut what sort of la,v can that be, the conception of which 
must c.leterrnino the will, even without paying any regard to the 

1 A maxim is the subjective principle of volition. The objective 
principle (i.e. that which would also serve subjectively as a prnctical 
principle to all rational beings if reason had full power over the faculty 
of desire) is the practical law. 

~ It might be here objected to me that I take refuge behind the word 
1·espccl in an obscure feeling, instead of giving a distinct solution of the 
question by a concept of the reason. But although respect is a feeling, it is 
not a feeling recei1,ed through influence, but is self-11·to11ght by a rational 
concept, and, therefore, is specifically distinct from all feelings of the former 
kind, which may be referred either to inclination or fear. What I recog­
nize!immediately as a law for me, I recognize with respect. This merely 
signifies the consciousness that my will is sub01·dinate to a lnw, without the 
intervention of other influences on my sense. The immediate determination 
of the will by the law, and the consciousness of this, is called 1·espect, so that 

0 
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effect expected from it, in order that this will may he called 
good absolutely and without qualification ? As I haw «iepri ved 
the will of every impulse which could arise to it frolll obedience 
to any law, there remains nothing but the universal conformity 
of its actions to law in general, which alum~ is tn spn·e the will 
as a principle, i. c. I am never to act othcrwisn than :-;o thnt I 
cmtld also will tlwt 1ny nia;,,,irn slwuld bcco111c ,, 1111 i1:,·;•sal lo II'. Here, 
now, it is the simple conformity to law i11 ge11eral, without 
assuming any particular law applicable to certain action:,, that 
serves the will as its principle, and must so serve it, if duty is 
not to be a vain delusion and a chimerical notion. The common 
reason of men in its practical judgments perfectly coincides with 
this, and always has in view the principle here suggested. Let 
the question be, for example: May I when in distress make a 
promise with the intention not to keep it? I readily distin­
guish here between the two significations which the question 
may have: Whether itis prudent (23), or whether itis right, to 
make a false promise? The former may undoubtedly often be 
the case. I see clearly indeed that it is not enough to extricate 
myself from a present difficulty by means of this imhtc-rfuge, 
but it must be well considered whether there may not hrreafter 
spring from this lie much greater inconvenience tha11 tha.t from 
which I now free myself, and as, with all my snpposecl cunnintJ, 
the consequences cannot be so easily foreseen lmt that credit 
-------------------- -- --------

this is regarded as an effect of the law on the subject, and not as lhc cm1se 

of it. Respect is properly the (22) conception of a worth which thwarts 
my self-love. Accordingly it is something which is considered neither as 
an object of inclination nor of fear, although it has something analogous 
to both. The object of respect is the lnw only, and that, the law which 
we impose on ourAelves, and yet recognize as necessary in itself. As a faw, 
we are subjected to it without consulting self-love; as imposed by us on 
ourselve11, it is a result of our will. In the former aspect it has an a1mlogy 
to fear, in the latter to inclination. Respect for a person is properly only 
respect for the law (of honesty, &c.) of which he gives us an example. 
Since we al!!o look on the improvement of our talents as a duty, we con­
sider that we see in a person of talents, as it were, the example of a lmo 
(viz. to become like him in this by exercise), and this constitutes our 
respect. All so-called moral interest consists simply in respect for the law. 
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once lost 111 .... b h • • • ti · h' f . <•Y e muc more mJur10us to me rnn any misc ie 

~Inch 1 seek to avoid at present, it should be considered whether 
1t would not b l h • 1· · e more p;-uc cnt to act erem accorc mg to a um-
v~rsal n1axi1n, and to make it a habit to promise nothing except 
with the i11t t· • • B • • 1 th t en 1011 of keepmg 1t. ut 1t 1s soon c ear to me a 
SlH.:h a 1naxi1n will still only be based on the fear of conse­
quences. Now it is a wholly different thing to be truthful from 
duty, and to be so from apprehension of injurious consequences. 
In the firc-t • f h • 1 l • 1· 0 case, the Ycry notion o t e action a rea1 y unp 1es a 
law for inc; in. the second case, l must first look about elsewhere 
to see what results may be combined with it which would afteet 
myself. For to deviate from the principle of duty is beyond all 
doubt Wicked; but to be unfaithful to my 1n:axim of prudence 
~imy often be very advantageous to me, although to abide by it 
is certainly safer. The sho{-test way, however, and an unerring 
one, to discover the answer to this question whether a lying 
promise is consistent with duty, is to ask myself, Should I be 
content that my maxim (to extricate myself from difficulty by 
a false promise) should hohl crood as a universal law, for myself :::, 

as well as for others ? and should I be able to say to myself, 
"Every one may make a deceitful promise when he finds him­
self in a difficulty from which he cannot otherwise extricate 
himself"? (2-1) Then I presently become aware that while I 
can will the lie, I can by no means will that lying should he a 
universal law. For with such a law there would be no promises 
at all, since it would be in vain to allege my intention in regard 
to my future actions to those who would not believe this allega­
tion, or if they over-hastily <lid so, would pay me back in my 
own coin. Hence my maxim, as soon as it should be made a 
universal law, would necessarily destroy itself~ 

I do not, therefore, need any far-reaching penetration to 
discem what I have to do in order that my will may be 
morally good. Inexperienced in the course of the world, in­
capable of being prepared for all its contingencies, I only ask 
myself : Canst thou also will that thy maxim should be a 
universal law ? If not, then it must be rejected, and that not 
because of a disaLlvantage accruing from it to myself or eYen to 

c2 
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others, but because it cannot enter as a principle into a possible 
universal legislation, and reason extorts from me immediate re­
spect for such legislation. I do not indeed as yet dist·,-rn on what 
this respect is based (this the philosopher may i1Hp1irc), but at 
least I understand this, that it is an estimatiun of the worth 
which far outweighs all worth of what is recomml'tHlccl by 
inclination, and that the necessity of acti11g frnm JJ1n·,· respect 
for the practical law is what constitutes cluty, to which every 
other motive must give place, because it is the c<n1dition of a 
will being good in ·itsc(!; and the worth of such a ,vill is above 
everything. 

Thus, then, without quitting th<' 1110ml knowlc1lgc of 
common human reason, we have arrived at its principle. And 
although, no doubt, common men do not conceive it in such an 
abstract and universal form, yet they always have it really 
before their eyes, and use it as the sta.ndar1l of their decision. 
Here it would be easy to show how, with this compass in 
haml (25), men are well al>le to distinguish, i11 every case that 
occurs, what is good, what bad, conformably to duty or incon­
sistent with it, if, without in the least tcachiug them anything 
new, we only, like Socrates, direct their attention to the principle 
they themselves employ ; and that, therefore, we do not need 
science and philosophy to know what we should do to be honest 
and goo<l, yea, even wise and virtuous. Indeed we might well 
have conjectured beforehand that the knowledge of what every 
man is bound to do, and therefore also to know, wuuhl be within 
the reach of every man, even the commonest. 1 Here we cannot 
forbear admiration when we see how great an advantage the 
practical judgment has over the theoretical in the con1mon un­
derstanding of men. In the latter, if common reason ventures 
to depart from the laws of experience and from the perceptions 
of the senses, it falls into mere inconceivalJilities and self-con­
tradictions, at least into a chaos of uncertainty, obscurity, and 

1 [Compare the note to the preface to the Critique of the Practical 
Reason, p.111. A specimen of Kant's proposed application of the Socratic 
method may be found in Mr, Sample's translation of the .llieta1Jh:ysic of 
Ethics, p. 290.] 
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instability. Rut in the practical sphere it is just when the 
common understanding excludes all sensible> springs from prac­
tical laws that its power of judgment begins to shov,· itself to 
advantage. It then becomes even subtle, whether it be th,tt it 
chicanes with its own conscience or with other claims respectin.r 

~ 

what is to be calletl rirrht or whether it tlesircs fur its uw11 
e, ' 

instruction to tletL,rmine honestly the ,vorth of actions; and, in 
the latter case, it may even have as good a hope of hitting the 
mark as any philosopher whatever can promise himself. Nay, 
it is almost more sure of doing so, because the philosopher 
cannot have any other principle, while he may easily perplex 
his judgment by a multitude of considerations foreign to the 
matter, and so tum aside from the right way. Would it not 
therefore be wiser in moral concems to acquiesce in the jllllg­
ment of common reason (26), or at most only to call in philosophy 
for the purpose of rendering the system of morals more complete 
and intelligible, and its rules more convenient for use ( especially 
for disputation), but not so as to draw off the common under­
standing from its happy simplicity, or to bring it by means of 
philosophy into a new path of inquiry and instruction? 

Innocence is indeed a glorious thing, only, on the other 
hand, it is very sad that it cannot well maintain itself, and is 
easily seduced. On this account even wistlom-which other­
wise consists morn in conduct than in knowledge-yet has need 
of soience, not in orller to learn from it, but to secure for its 
precepts H.llmission and permanence. .Against all the commandi: 
of duty which reason represents to man as so deserving of 
respect, he feels in himself tt powerful counterpoise in his wants 
and inclinations the entire satisfaction of which he sums up , 
under the name of happiness. Now reas011 issues its commands 
unyieldingly, witliout promising anything to the inclinations, 
and, as it were, with disregard and contempt for these claims, 
which are so impetuous, and at the same time so plausible, and 
which will not allow themselves to be suppressed by any com­
mand. Hence there arise·s a natural dialectic, i.e. a <lisposition, 
to argue against these strict laws of duty and to question their 
validity, or at least their purity and strictness; and, if possible, 
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to make them more accordant with our wishes an,l im:linations, 
that is to say, to corrupt them at their very source, and entirely 
to destroy their worth-a thing which even common practical 
reason cannot ultimately call good. 

Thus is the c01nm,on reason of 11ian compelled tu go out of its 
sphere, and to take a step into the field of a pmcliml 7,/i i/usophy, 
not to satisfy any speculative want (which never occm·s to it as 
long as it is content to be mere sountl reason), but even on prac:­
tic.al grounds (2i), in order to attain in it in formation and clear 
instruction respecting the source of its principle, and the eorreet 
determination of it in opposition to the maxims which are based 
on wants and inc:linations, so that it may escape from the per­
plexity of opposite claims, and not run the risk of losing all 
genuine moral principles through the equivocation into which 
it easily falls. Thus, when practical reason cultivates itself, 
there insensibly arises in it a dialectic which forces it to seek 
aid in philosophy, just as happens to it in its theoretic use ~ 
and in this case, therefore, as well as in the other it will tind 

' rest nowhere but in a thorough critical examination of our 
reason. 
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SECOND SECTION. 

TRANSITION FR0:-.1 POPULAR i\lOHAL PIIILOSOPHY TO THE 

METAPHYSIC OF MORALS. 

IF we have hitherto drawn our notion of duty from the com­
mon use of our practical reason, it is by no means to be inferred 
that we have treated it as an empirical notion. On the con­
trary, if we attend to the experience of men's conduct, ,ve 
meet frequent and, as we ourselves allow, just complaints that 
one cannot find a single certain example of the disposition to 
act from pure duty. Although many things are done in confo1·­
m it !J with what duty prescribes, it is nevertheless al ways doubtful 
whether they are done strictly from d1tty, so as to have a moral 
worth. Hence there have at all times been philosophers who 
have altogether denied that this disposition actually exists at all 
in human actions, and have ascribed everything to a, more or 
less refined self-love. Not that they have on that account 
questionell the soundness of the conception of morality; on the 
contrary, they spoke with sincere regret of the frailty and cor­
ruption of human nature, which though noble enough to take 
as its rule an idea so worthy of respect, is yet too weak to 
follow it, and employs reason, which ought to give it the law (29) 
only for the purpose of providing for the interest of the 
inclinations, whether singly or at the best in the greatest 
possible harmony with one another. 

In fact, it is absolutely impossible to make out by expe­
rience with complete certainty a single case in which the 
maxim of an action, however right in itself, rested simply on 
moral grounds and on the conception of duty. Sometimes it 
happens that with the sharpest self-examination we can find 
nothing beside the moral principle of duty which could have 
been powerful enough to move us to this or that action and to 
so great a sacrifice; yet we cannot from this infer with certainty 
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that it was not really some secret impulse of sclf-lon>, uwlt~r the 
false appearance of duty, that was the ac.:tual detcnnini11~ 1·:rn:-e 

of the will. \Ve like then to flatter oun,dves by falst•l~ t.aking 
credit for a more noble motive; wherem; in fac.:L we l·,u1 11p,·cr, 
even by the strictest examination, get completely lJl'lii111I the 
secret springs of action; since, when the 1ptl·stio11 is of 111nral 
worth, it is not with the actions which we seP that. ,v,· arc 
concerned, but with those inward principles of thew \Yhielt we 
do 11ot sec. 

Moreover, we cannot better serve the wishes uf th1 ,:-e who 
ridicule all morality as a. mere chimera of hm11a11 ima~iuatiun 
overstepping itself from vanity, than Ly concetli11g to tlwm th.it 
notions of duty must be drawn only from cxperie11c.:e (a:-- from 
inclolence, people are rea<ly to think is also the case with ,tll 
other notions); for this is to prepare for thl'rn a c.:ertain tri11u1ph. 
I am willing to admit out of love of lmumnity that ev1•11 most 
of our actions are correct, but if we look closer a.L them we e,·cry-­
where come upon the dear self which is always prorni11e11t, and 
it is this they have in view, and not the strict counuuml of tlnty 
which would often require self-denial (ao). vVit,hont 1,cing an 
enemy of virtue, a cool observer, cmc that dues not rnist:1ke the 
wish for good, however lively, for its reality, may sometimes 
doubt whether true virtue is actually found anywhere in the 
world, and this especially as years increase a11ll the jll(lg111ent is 
partly made wiser lJy experience, and partly also more acute in 
oLservation. This being so, nothing can secure us from falling 
away altogether from our ideas of duty, or maintain in the :=wul 
a well-grounded respect for its law, but the clear convietinn that 
although there should never have been actions which really 
sprang from such pure sources, yet whether this or that takes 
place is not at all the question; but that reason of itself. imle­
pendent on all experience, ordains what ought tn take place, 
that, accordingly actions of which perhaps the worltl has hitherto 
never given an example, the feasibility even of which might he 
very much doubted by one who founds everything on expe­
rience, are nevertheless inflexibly commarnlecl by reason.; that,. 
ex. gr., even though there might never yet have been a sincere 



[31] METAPHYSIC OF !IIORALS. 

friend, yet not a whit the less is pure sincerity in friendship 
required of every man, because, prior to all experience, this 
duty is involved as duty in the iLlea of a reason determining 
the will by d priori principles. 

·when we add further that, unless we deny that the notion 
of morality has any truth or reference to any possible object, we 
must ,Hlmit that its law must be va.liLl, not merely for men, but 
for all rnt1·011ul n·mt11rfs gcncrnllt/, not merely under certain con­
tingent conditions or with exceptions, but 1tith absulufr ncc,·ssity, 
then it is clear that no experience could enable ns tu infer even 
the possibility of such apodictic laws (:n). For with what right 
could we bring into unbounded respect as a universal precept 
for every rational nature that which perhaps holds only under 
the contingent conditions of humanity ? Or how could laws of 
the determination of our will be regarded as laws of the deter­
mination of the will of rational beings generally, and for us 
only as such, if they were merely empirical, and did not take 
their origin wholly a ptiori from pure but practical reason? 

;Nor could anything be more fatal to morality than that we 
should wish to derive it from examples. For every example of 
it that is set bef~re me must Le first itself tested by principles 
of morality, whether it is worthy to serve as an original example, 
i.e. as a pattern, but Ly nc means mm it authoritatively furnish 
the conception of morality. Even the Holy One of the Gospels 
must first be compared with our ideal of moral perfection before 
we can recognize Him as such; and so He says of Himself, 
"Why call ye Me [whom you see] good; none is good [the 
model of good] but God only [whom ye do not see]?" But 
whence have we the conception of God as the supreme good? 
Simply from the idea of moral perfection, which reason frames 
ci prio1'i, and connects inseparably with the notion of a free will. 
Imitation finds no place at all in morality, and examples serve 
only for encouragement, i.e. they put beyond doubt the feasi­
bility of what the law commands, they make visible that which 
the practical rule expresses more generally, but they can never 
authorize us to set aside the true original which lies in reason, 
and to guide ourselves by examples. 
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If then there is ~o genuine supreme principle of morality 
but what must rest simply on pure reason, independent on_ all 
experience, I think it is not necessary e,·en to put the questwn, 
whether it is good (32) • to exhibit these co11cepts in their gene­
rality (in abstracto) as they are established d priori along with 
the principles belonging to them, if our knowled~e is t~ be 
distinguished from the vul.fJm•, and to be called plulosopl_ucal. 
In our times indeed this might perhaps be necessary; for if we 
collected votes, whether pure rational knowledge separated from 
everything empirical, that is to say, metaphysic of moral~, ~r 
whether popular practical philosophy is to be preferred, 1t IS 

easy to guess which side would preponderate. 
This descending to popular notions is certainly very c~m­

mentlable, if the ascent to the principles of pure reaso~ h_as fi~·st 
taken place and been satisfactorily accompliRhed. T}us implies 
that We fitstfound Ethics on Metaphysics, and then, when it is 
firmly established, procure a hearing for it by giving it a popular 
char~cter: But it is quite absurd to try to he popular in the 
firs_t mqmry, ori Which the soundness of the principles depends. 
It is not only that this proceeding can never lay claim to tl~e 
vei-y ra_re m~rit of a true philosophical poJndo.rity, si1_1ce there 1s 
~o ~rt In being intelligible if one renounces all thoroughness of 
insight; _but also it prolluces a disgusting medley of compiled 
ob~ervations and half-reasoned principles. Shallow pates enjoy 
:his ?ec~use it can be used for every-day chat, but the sagacious 

nd m it only confusion, and being unsatisfied and unable to 
help thems~lves, they turn away their eyes, while philosophers, 
:ho see qmte well through this delusion, are little listened to 

h:n they call men off for a time from this pretended popu-lar t • d · 
1 Y, In or er that they might be rightfully popular after they 

have attained a definite insight. 

W ~ need only look at the attempts of moralists in that 
favourite fashion, and we shall find at one time the special 
constituti~n of human nature (33) (including, however, the idea 
of a rat1ona~ nature generally), at one time perfection, at 
anot~er happmess, here moral sense, there fear of God, a little 
of this, and a little of that, in marvellous mixture, without its 
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occurring to them to ask whether the principles of morality are 
to he Rought in the knowledge of human nature at all (which we 
can harn only from experience); and, if this is not so, if these 
principles are to be found altogether a p1·iori free from every­
thin.!..?: empirical, in pure rational concepts only, and nowhere 
elsl', not even in the smallest degree; then rather to adopt the 
methull of making this a separate inquiry, as pure practical 
philosophy, or (if one may use a name so decried) as metaphysic 
of morn.ls,1 to bring it by itself to completeness, and to require 
the public, which wishes for popular treatment, to await the 
issue of this undertn.king. 

Such a metaphysic of morals, completely isolated, not mixed 
with n.ny anthropology, theology, physics, or hyperphysics, and 
still less with occult qualities (which we might call hypophysical), 
is not only an indispensable substi'atum of all sound theoretical 
knowledge of duties, but is at the same time a desideratum of 
the highest i1i1portance to the actual fulfilment of their precepts. 
1''or the pure conception of duty, unmixed with any foreign 
addition of empirical attractions (34), and, in a word, the 
conception of the moral law, exercises on the human heart, by 
way of reason alone (which first becomes aware with this that it 
can of itself be practical), an influence so much more powerful 
than all other springs2 which' may be derived from the field of 
experience, that in the consciousness of its worth, it despises 
the latter, and can by degrees become their master; whereas a 
mixed ethics, compounded partly of motives drawn from feelings 
an<l inclinations, and partly also of conceptions of reason, must 

1 Just as pure mathematics are distinguished from applied, pure logic 
from applied, so if we choose we may also distinguish pure philosophy of 
morals (metaphysic) from applied (viz. applied to human nature). By this 
designation we are also at once reminded that moral principles are not 
based on p1·operties of human nature, but must subsist d priori of 
themselves, while from such principles practical rules must be capable of 
being deduced for every rational nature, and accordingly for that of man. 

2 I have a letter from the late excellent Sulzer, in which he asks me 
what can be the reason that moral instruction, although containing much 
that is convincing for the reason, yet accomplishes so little 1 My answer 
was postponed in order that I might make it complete. But it is simply 
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make the mind waver between motives whieh cannot be brnught 
under any principle, which lead to good only by mere aceidcnt, 
.and very of ten also to evil. 

:From what has been said, it is clear that all moral (•1111-

ceptions have their seat and origin completely d 11r1:u,·i i11 the 
reason, and that, moreover, in the commonest reason just a:-; trnly 
as in that which is in the highest degree spcenlativc; that they 
cannot be ohtained by abstraction from any empirical. and 
therefore merely contingent knowledge; that it h; just this pnrity 
of their origin that makes them worthy to ser\'e as our Httprcme 
practical principle (35), and that just in proportion as we atld 
anything empirical, we detract from their genuine iutlucncl', and 
from the absolute value of actions; that it is not only of the 
greatest necessity, in a purely speculative point of view, but is al::io 
of the greatest practical importance, to derive these notions and 
laws from pure reason, to present them pure and umuixed. and 
even to determine the compass of this practical or pure rat,ional 
knowledge, i.e. to determine the whole faculty of pure practical 
reason; and, in doing so, we must not make its principles 
dependent on the particular natnre of human reason, though in 
speculative philosophy this may be permitted, or may l'\'en at 
times be necessary; but since moral la,vs ought to hol1l gootl fo1· 
every rational creature, we must derive them from the general 
concept of a rational being. In this way, although for its 
application to man morality has need of anthropology, yet, in 
the first instance, we must treat it independently as pure 

this, that the teachers themselves have not got their own notions clear, 
and when they endeavour to make up for this by raking up motives of 
moral goodness from every quarter, trying to make their physic right 
stroug, they spoil it. For the commonest understanding shows that if 
we imagine, on the one hand, an act of honesty clone with steadfast mind, 
apart from every view to advantage of any kincl in this world or another, 
and even under the greatest temptations of necessity or allurement, and, 
on the other hand, a similar act which was affected, in however low a 
degree, by a foreign motive, the fo1·mer leaves far behind and eclipses the 
second; it elevates the soul, and inspires the wi1:1h to be able to act in like 
manner oneself. Even moderately young- children feel this impression, 
and one should never represent duties to them in any other light. 
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philosnph,· • . l • · If ( h. l · I 
• J., ?.f'. as metaphysic, comp ete m 1tse a t mg w uc 1 
111 SlWh dist· b f • • ·1 l ) k · . 11 ·lllct ranches o science 1s easi y ( one ; ·nowmg 
\H'. t-bn.t llnless we a.re in possession of this, it would not only be 
vain to llete • 1 I f d . • . I . 
f • rnune the mora e ement o uty m ng 1t act10ns 
or pnr1)oses f • • • • b • Id b • "bl • • o speculn.tive criticism, ut 1t won e 11nposs1 e 

to base 1110 • l . · · · 1 f . 1a s on then· genume prmc1p es, even or common 
pract 1cal ll . 11 f 1 - -

L • llrposes, especrn. y o mom mstruct10n, so as to 
pr~ilnce pure moral dispositions, and to Pngraft them on men's 
mmds to tl1 • I "bl d • ti Id e promotion oft Il' area test poss1 e goo m 1e wor . ]' t . ~ 

>ll • Hi orller that in this study we may not merely advance 
by t.ht' natural steps from the common moral judgment (in this 
casL' very Worthy of respect) to the philosophical, as has been 
nlreaLly Llonc, but also from a popular philosophy, ,..,·hich goes no 
fnrt.lier than it can reach by groping with the help of examples, 
to metaphysic (which does not allow itself to be checked by 
anytl~ing empirical (:l6), and as it must measure the whole extent 
0 _f tins kind of rational knowledge, goes as far as ideal concep­
twns, where even examples fail us), we must follow and 
ch•nrly Lleseribe the practical faculty of reason, from the general 
rnlt>s nf its determination to the point where the notion of 
dnt.~- springs from it . 

. Everything in nature works according to laws. Rational 
berngs alone have the faculty of acting acconling to tile conception 

of laws, that is according to principles, i.e. have a will. Since 
the Lletluction of actions from principles requires 1·cason, the 
will is nothing but practical r~ason. If reason infallibly 
determines the will, then the actions of such a being which are 
recognized as objectively necessary are subjectively necessary 
also, i.e. the will is n. faculty to choose that only which reason 
indC'pernlent on inclination recognizes as practically necessary, 
tc as good. nut if reason of itself does not sufficiently determine 
the will, if the latter is subject also to subjective conditions 
(particular impulses) which do not always coineide with the 
objective conditions; in a word, if the will does not in ~·tsdf 
completely accord with reason (which is actually the case with 
men), then the actions which objectively are recognized as 
necessary are subjectively contingent, and the determination of 
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such a will according to objective laws is nbli",r;ot/m1, that is to :c-ay, 
the relation of the objective laws to _a will that is llot thornnghly 
good is conceived as the deterJ3?-ination of the will of :t rational 
being by principles of reason, but which the will from its nature 
does not of necessity follow. 

The conception of an objective principle, in Ho far as it is 
obligatory for a will, is called a command (of reaH<>n). and the 
formula of the command is called an Imperative. 

All imperatives are expressed by the worcl 011yht [ or shn!I], 
and thereby indicate the relation of an o bjecti VP law ( :1;) of 
reason to a will, which from its subjective co11stit11 tio11 is 
not necessarily determined by it (an obligation). Tl1C'y say 
that something would be goo<l to do or to forbear, but they say 
it to a will which does not always do a thing liecause it is 
conceived to be good to do it. That is practically guud, 
however, which determines the will by means of the conceptions 
of reason, and consequently not from subjective canHcs, hut 
objectively, that is on principles which are vali<l for e\·cry 
rational being as such. It is distinguished from the pl('{lsant. as 
that which influences the will only by means of sensation from 
merely subjective causes, valid only for the sense of tl1is or 

that one, and not as a principle of reason, which holdi:-; for 0v1•ry 
one. 1 

1 The dependence of the desires on sensations is callecl inclination, 
a~d this accordingly always indicates a wcmt. The depcnclencc of a con­
tm?ently determinable will 011 principles of reason is called an i II lerr:st. 
This, therefore, is found only in the case of a dependent will which does 
not always of itself conform to reason; in the Divine will we cannot 
conceive any interest. But the human will can also take an inlac.1/ in a 
thing without therefore acting from inte1·est. The former si"nitics tho 
practical interest in the action, the latter the 1,atholouical in tl;e object of 
the action. The former indicates only dependence of the will on principles 
of reason in themselves ; the second, dependence on principles of reason 
for the sake of inclination, reason supplying only the practical rules how 
the requirement of the inclination may be satisfied. In the first case the 
action interests me ; in the second the object of the action (because it is 
pleasant to me). \Ve have seen in the first section that in an action done 
froni duty we must look not to the interest in the object, but only tu that 
in the action itself, and in its rational principle (viz. the law). 
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A perfectly good will would therefore be equally subject to 

objective laws (viz. laws of good), but could not be conceived as 
obliged thereby to act la,vfully, because of itself from its sub­
jective constitution it can only be determined by the conception 
of good (38). Therefore no imperatiYes hold for the Divine 
will, or in general for a lwly will ; 011,r7ld is here out of place, 
because the volition is already of itself necessarily in unison 
with the law. Therefore imperatfres are only formulm to 
express the relation of objective laws of all volition to the sub­
jective imperfection of the will of this or that rational being, 
e.g. the human will. 

Now all imperatives command either h,IJpotlicticallJJ or cate­
gorically. The former represent the practical necessity of a 
possible action as means to something else that is willed (or at 
least which one might possibly will). The categorical impera­
tive wonM be that which represented an action us necessary 
of itself without reference to another encl, i'..c., as o~jectirnly 
necessary. 

Since every practical law represents a possible action as 
good, and on this account, for a subject who is practically 
determinable by reason, necessary, all imperatives are fornrnln! 
determining an action ,vhich is necessary according to the 
principle of a will good in some respects. If now the action is 
good only as a means to souicth-in!J else, then the irnperati,·e is 
liypotltctical; if it is conceived as good i'.n itsc!f and consequently 
as being necessarily the principle of a will which of itself con­
forms to reason, then it is catc,ffo1·ical. 

Thus the imperative declares what action possible by me 
would be good, and presents the practical rule in relation to 
a will which does not forthwith perform an action simply 
because it is good, whether because the subject does not al-ways 
know that it is good, or because, eYen if it know this, yet its 
maxims might be opposed to the objective principles of practical 
reason. 

Accordingly the hypothetical imperative only says that the 
action is good for some purpose, possible or actual (39). In the 
first case it is a Problematical, in the second an Assertorial 
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practical principle. The categorical imperative which declares 
an action to be objectively necessary in itself withont reference 
to any purpose, i.e. without any other end, is rnlid as an 
Apodictic (practical) principle. 

Whatever is possible only by the power of snmc rational 
being may also be conceived as a possiblc purpose (If snmP will; 
and therefore the principles of action as regards the means 
necessary to attain some possible pnrposP arc in fact infinitely 
numerous. All scie11ces have a practical part, consisting of 
problems expressing that some end is possible f nr us, and of 
imperatives directing how it may 1,e attained. Thcsc may, 
~herefore, be called in general imperatives of Skill. Herc there 
is no question whether the end is rational and good, hut only 
what one must do in order to attain it. The precepts for the 
phr,ician to make his patient thoroughly healthy. arnl fnr a 
p,,isoner to ensure certain death, are of cfp1al ntlue in this 
~·espect, that each serYes to effect its pmpn,-c perfcetly. Since 
111 early youth it cannot be known what ends arc likely to nccm 
to us in the courae of life, parents seek tu lrn \"C thci r children 
taught a great nurn.11 things, awl provide for their skill in the nsc 
of means for all sorts of arbitrary ernls, of none of whit:h can 
th~Y determine whether it may nnt perhaps hereafter be an 
obJect_ to th0ir pnpil, bnt which it is at all eYcnts pnssililc that 
he nnght aim at; and this anxiety is so great that they 
commonly neglect to form ancl correct their juclament on the 
value f th • . • 0 

0 e thmgs winch may be chosen as ends (-!O ). 
There is one end, however, which may be assumed to be 

actually such to all rational beinrrs (f,o far as imperatives apply 
to ~hem, viz. as dependent l>eing;), and, therefore, one purpose 
wlut:~l they not merely may have, bnt which we may with 
certamty assume that thev all actually hare by a natmal neces­
sity, and this is lwppi,1css~ The hypothetical imperative which 
expresses the practical necessity of an action as means to the 
luhancement of happiness is Assertorial. We are not to present 
it as necessary for an 11ncertain and merely possible pmpose, 
but for a purpose which we may presuppose with certainty and 
d p;·ioi'i in every nian, because it belongs to his being. Now 
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skill 111 tl 
• lP choice of means to his own greatest well-being 

may. lie calle1l prudcncc,1 in the narrowest sense. And thus 
the un1)er.-.t· l • l f h h • f ' • .... ive w uc 1 re ers to t e c oice o means to one s 
own ha1~piness, i.r. the precept of prudence, is still always 
hypnl/i,.tual; the action is not commanded absolutely, but only 
as means t 1 ~- • o anot 1er purpose. 

F lllally, there is an imperative which commands a certain 
coudnct inunediatcly, without having as its condition any other 
purpose to be attained by it. This imperative is Categorical. 
It concerns not the matter of the action, or its intended result, 
but its forni and the principle of which it is itself a result (41); 

a~1~1 what is essentially good in it consists in the mental dispo­
sition, let the consequence be what it may. This imperative 
may be called that of Morality. 

There is a marked distinction also between the volitions on 
these three sorts of principles in the dissi,1nila1·ity of the obliga­
tion of the will. In order to mark this difference more clearly, 
I think they would be most suitably named in their order if we 
said they are either 1·1dcs of skill, or counsels of prudence, or 
commands (laws) of morality. For it is law only that involves 
the conception of an micond-itional and objective necessity, which 
is consequently universally valid; and commands are laws 
which must be obeyed, that is, must be followed, even in oppo­
sition to inclination. Cozmscls, indeed, involve necessity, but 
one which can only hold under a contingent subjective condi­
tion, viz. they depend on whether this or that man reckons this 
or that as part of his happiness; the categorical imperntive, on 

1 The word pnidence is taken in two senses : in the one it may bear the 
name of knowledge of the world, in the other that of private prudence. 
The former is a. man's ability to influence others so as to use them for his 
own purposes. The latter is the sagacity to combine all these purposes for 
his own lasting benefit. This latter is properly that to which the value 
even of the former is reduced, and when a man is prudent in the former 
sense, bnt not in the latter, we might better say of him that he is clever 
and cunning, but, on the whole, imprudent. [Compare on the difference 
between klug and geschrn here alluded to, Anthropologie, § 46, ed. Schubert, 

p. 110.J 
D 
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the contrary, is not limited by an~· t:oncliti()n, and as 1>L'ing 
absolutely, although practically, necessary, rn.iy lie· •111ite pro­
perly called a command. We might also t:all th<' first kirnl of 
imperatives technical (belonging to art), th<\ sceo11(l 11,11111111tfic1 
(to welfare), the third nwml (belo11gi11g tu free t:11llll111:L ;.!CHC­

rally, that is, to morals). 
Now arises the question, how arc all thPsc~ i11qll'ratiYcs 

possible? This question does not seek to know how we l!a.n 
conceive the accomplishment of the action whieh the inqJPrative 
ordains, but merely how we can conceive the obligation of the 
will (42) which the imperative expresses. Ko special t':q,Iana.­
tion is needed to show how an imperative of skill is pos!,.ible. 
Whoever wills the end, wills also (so far as reason dec,i,lcs his 
conduct) the means in his power ,vhich are i))(1ispensably 
necessary thereto. This proposition is, as regarc h; the Yol i tinn, 
analytical; for, in willing an object as rny effel:t, there is 
already thought the causality of myself as an acting <:au::;e, that 
is to say, the use of the means; and the imperatiYe ccluces from 
the conception of volition of an end the couception of actions· 
necessary to this end. Synthetical propositio11s mnst no doubt 
he employed in defining the means to a propose<l encl; but they 
do not concern the principle, the act of the will, hut the ob,iect 
and its realization. I!,';,,;. 91·., that in order to bisect a line on 
an unerring principle I must draw from its extremities two 
intersecting arcs; this no doubt is taught by mathcmatil's only 
in synthetical propositions; but if I know that it is only by this 
process that the intended operation can be perfornH·il, then to 
say that if I fully will the operation, I also will the action 
required for it, is an analytical proposition; for it i~ one and 
the same thing to conceive something as an effect ,vhich I can 

1 It seems to me that the proper signification of the word prar,mn,tic 
may be most accurately defined in this way. For sanctiuns [see Cr. of 
Pract. Reas., p. 271] are called pragmatic which flow properly, not from 
the law of the states as necessary enactments, but from preccmtion for the 
general welfare. A history is composed pragmatically when it teaches 
prudence, i.e. instructs the world how it can provide for its interests 
better, or at least as well as the men of former time. 
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prndnce in a eertai11 way, and to conceive myself as acting m 
this way. 

If it ,vere only equally easy to give a definite conception of 
happiness, the imperatives of prudence would correspollll exactly 
with those of skill, and would likC\vise he analytical. For in 
this ease as in that, it could lie said, whnever wills the L'nd, 
wills also (acconling to the Llictate of reason necessarily) the 
indispensable nwans thereto which are in his power. nut, 
nnfortunately, the notion of happiness is so imlefinite that 
although e,·ery man ,vishes to attain it, yet he never can say 
definitely and consistently what it is that he really wishes antl 
wills (-1a). The reason of this is that all the elements which 
belong to the notion of happiness are altogether empirieal, i. c. 

they must be horrowetl from experience, and nevertheless the 
idea of happiness requires an absolute whole, a maximum of 
,velfare in my present and all future circumstances. Kow it is 
impossible that the most clear-sightetl and at the same time 
most powerful being (supposed finite) should frame to himself a 
definite conception of what he really wills in this. Does he 
will riches, how much anxiety, envy, and snares might he not 
thereby draw upon his shoulders? Does he will knowledge 
and discernment, perhaps it might prove to be only an eye so 
much the sharper to show him so much the more fearfully the 
evils that are now conccalell from him, allll that cannot, be 
avoided, or to impose more wants on his desires, which alreatly 
givr~ him concern enough. \Voukl he have long life'? ,vho 
guarantees to him that it would not Le a long misery ? ,rnuld 
he at least have health? how often has uneasiness of the hotly 
restrained from excesses into which perfect health would haYe 
allowetl one to fall ? and so on. In short, he is unable, on any 
principle, to determine with certainty what would make him 
truly happy ; because to do so he would need to be omniscient. 
We cannot therefore act on any definite principles to secure 
happiness, but only on empirical counsels, c:v. !Jr. of regimen, 
frugality, courtesy, reserve, &c., which experience teaches Llo, 
on the average, most promote well-being. Hence it follow::; 
that the imperatives of prudence do not, strictly speaking, 

D2 
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command at all, that is, they cannot present actions objectively 
as practically necessary; that they arc ratlwr to lie regarded as 
counsels (consilin) than precepts (pra:crpta) of n•ason, that the 
problem to determine certainly and m1iversally (-1-1) what action 
would promote the happiness of a rational lieing is completely 
insoluble, and consequently no imperative r<!SJwcting it. iH pos­
sible which should, in the strict se11sP, comma1Hl t..11 do what 
makes happy; because happiness is not an i1lPal of reason but 
of imagination, resting solely on empirical grounds, and it is 
vain to expect that these should define an act.ion liy which one 
could attain the totality of a series of co11Hc11 ue11ces which is 
really en<lless. This imperative of prmle11ce would, however, 
be an analytical proposition if we assume t..hat.. the means to 
happiness could be certainly assig11ed ; for it is distinguished 
from the imperative of skill only liy this, that i11 tlw lat..ter the 
end is merely possible, in the former it is given; as, however, 
both only ordain the means to that which ,..,·n Huppose to be 
willed as an end, it follows that the imperative which ordains 
the willing of the means to him who wills the end is in both 
cases analytical. Thus there is no difliculty in regard to the 
possibility of an imperative of this kind either. 

On the other hand, the question, how the imperative of 
morcdity is possible, is undoubtedly one, the only one, demand­
ing a solution, as this is not at all hypothetical, and the objec­
tive necessity which it presents can11ot rest on any hypothesis, 
as is the case with the hypothetical imperatives. Only here we 
must never leave out of consideration that we cannot make out 
by any example, in other words empirically, whether there is 
such an imperative at all; but it is rather to be feared that all 
those which seem to be categorical may yet be at bottom hypo­
thetical. For instance, when the precept is: Thou shalt not 
promise deceitfully ; and it is assumed that the 11ecessity of 
this is not a mere counsel to avoid some other evil, so that it 
should mean : Thou shalt not make a lying promise, lest if it 
become known thou shouldst destroy thy credit (15), but that an 
action of this kind must Le regarded as evil in itself, so that 
the imperative of the prohibition is categorical ; then we cannot 
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show with certainty in any example that the will was deter­
mined merely by the law, without any other spring of action, 
although it may apvear to be so. :For it is always possible that 
fear of disgrace, perhaps also obscure dread of other dangers, 
may have a secret influence on the will. Who can prove by 
experience the non-existence of a cause when all that experience 
tells us is that we do not perceive it? But in such a case the 
so-called moral imperative, which as such appears to he 
categorical and unconditional, would in reality be only a prag­
matic precept, drawing our attention to our own interests, and 
merely teaching us to take these into consideration. 

We shall therefore have to investigate ct priori the possi­
bility of a categorical imperative, as we have not in· this case 
the advantage of its reality being given in experience, so that 
[the elucidation of] its possibility should be requisit.e only for 
its explanation, not for its establishment. In the meantime it 
may be discemed beforehand that the categorical imperative 
alone has the purport of a practical law : all the rest may 
indeed be called p1·inciplcs of the will but not laws, since 
whatever is only necessary for the attainment of some arbitrary 
purpose may be considered as in itself contingent, and we can 
at any time be free from the precept if we give up the purpose : 
on the contrary, the unconditional command leaves the ,vill no 
liberty to choose the opposite; consequently it alone canies 
with it that necessity which we require in a law. 

Secondly, in the case of this categorical imperative or law of 
morality, the difficulty ( of discerning its possibility) is a very 
profound one (46). It is au cl 1n·i01·i synthetical practical pro­
position1 ; and as there is so much difficulty iu discerniu~ the 

1 I connect the act with the will without presupposing any condition 
resulting from any inclination, but tt priori, and therefore necessarily 
(though only objectively, i~e. assuming the idea of a reason possessing full 
power over a.11 subjective motives). This is accordingly a practical propo­
sition which does not deduce the willing of an action by mere analysis 
from another already presupposecl (for we have not such a perfect will), 
hut connects it immediately with the conception of the will of a rational 
being, as something not contained in it. 
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possibility of speculative propositions of this kin.\, it may 
readily be supposed that the 1litlic11lty will lie w, 11•,:s with the 
practical. 

In this problem we will firnl inquire ,vhctlwr the 11H·n• con­
ception of a categorical imperativ.- 11Lay not 1wrlia]'S ,.;npply us 
also with the formula of it, containing th.- prop1,siti1111 which 
alone can be a categorical imperative; f11r P\'1'11 it' w,· know the 
tenor of such an absolute commall(l, yet hov,· it is p• ,,-siblP will 
require further special and laborious stmly, which WI' p11stpom' 
to the last section. 

'\Vhen I conceive a hypothetical irnp0rn.ti•,•p, in ge11c•ral I do 
not know beforehand what it ,vill coutain until I am gin·11 thP 
condition. Rut when I conceive a eatPgori,:al i11qwralivP, l 
know at once what it contain:-;. For aH tlic i11qll'rat in• r·ontains 
besides the law only the necessity that tl11~ 111axi111s 1 ,-hall eon­
form to this law, while the law contairn; 110 conditi1111s n•:-;trict,ing 
it, there remains nothing but llw ge1wrnl i-;t,atP11w11t, that t,he 
maxim of the action should conform t11 a u11iversal law (1;), and 
it is this conformity alone that the imperativ1! properly represents 
as necessary.2 

There is therefore but one categorical imperative, JHLBH'ly, 

this: Act only on that maxi111, v:hurby tlwn ,.,, 11::I, o/, tit,· sr<111,: li111,: 

'will that it shonlrl br:comc n nnivc1·sal la,,.. 
Xow if all imperatives of 1l11ty ua11 be d(•tluce1l fr1n11 this nnc 

imperative as from their principle, then, alt,hough it shonhl 
remain undeci<led whether what is callc1l 1luty iH uot merely a 
-------------------------

! A MAXI!II isa subjective principle of action, and must ho distinguished 
from the objective l>l'inciple, namely, practical law. Tho former contains the 
practical rule set by reason according to the conditions of tho i-mhject 
(often its ignorance or its inclinations), so that it is tho principle on which 
the subject ctcts; but the law is the objective principle valid for every 
rational being, and is the principle on which it ouyht tu <1ct that is an 
imperative. 

2 [I have no doubt that "den" in the original before " Imperativ" 
is a misprint for "der," and have translated accordingly. Mr. Semple 
has done the same. The editions that I have seen agree in reading 
"den," and Mr. Barni so translates. With this reading, it is tho 
conformity that presents the imperative as necessr.ry.] 
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Yam notion, yet at least ,ve shall be able to show ,vhat ,n• 
ullllerst,aml by it and what this notion means. 

Sinee the universality of the law according to which etlects 
arl' prmlucccl constitutes what is properly called nat/11'<' in tht• 
most, gPneral sense (as to form), that is the existence of thing:-; 
80 far as it is detcrminetl hy general laws, the imperntive of 
duty may be expressed thus: .Act as 1f the -ma,-cim of thy actioll 
·11·,'i'f' lo lu·l'olilr b,11 th,11 l"ill a 1u1·in·,·.~a! lall' 1!f' ;wtu1·,·. 

"\\\• ,vill no,v cnm11erate n. fc,v duties, adopting the usual 
divi:-;ion of them into duties to ourselves antl to others, and into 
perfeet and imperfect duties.1 (-1s) 

1. .\. man reclucctl to despair by a series of misfortunes 
feels WL•ariecl of life, but is still so far in possession of his reason 
that lw (;an ask himself whether it would not be contrary to hi:'; 
duty to himself to take his own life. Now he inquires ,vhetlll'r 
the maxim of his action could become a universal law of naturL'. 
His 11H1.xim is : From self-love I adopt it as a principle to 
shorten my life when its longer duration is likely to hri11g 
more Pvil than satisfaction. It is asked then simply whether 
this principle fountletl on self-love can become a universal 
law of nature. Now we see at once that a system of nature 
of which it shouhl be a law to destroy life by means of thL· 

very feeling whose special nature it is to impel to the improve­
ment of life woultl contradict itself, and therefore rouhl not, 
exist a~ a system of natnre; hence that maxim cannot pos­
sibly exist as a universal law of nature, and consequcnt,ly 

1 It must be noted here that I reserve the division of duties for a future 
-metnphysic of morals ;.so that I give it here only as an arbitrary one (in 
order to arrange my examples). For the rest, I understand by a perfect 
duty one that admits no exception in favour of inclination, and then 1 
have 11ot merely external but also internal perfect duties. This is contrary 
to the use of the word adopted in the schools ; but I do not intend to justify 
it here, as it is all one for my purpose whether it is admitted or not. 
[P1·1:fcct duties are usually understood to be those which can be enforced by 
cxter1ml law ; impe1fect, those which cannot be enforced. They are also 
called respectively cletel'minate and indete1·minate, officiu jw·is and ufficiv 

vfrtutis.] 
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would be wholly inconsistent with t.J1e suprcrnc principle of all 
duty.1 

2. Another finds himself forced by nceessity to liorrow 
money. He knows that he will not be able to repay it, !mt 
sees also that nothing will be lent to him, unless lie prnrnises 
stoutly to repay it in a definite time. He desires to mak(• this 
promise, but he has still so much conscience as to ask himself: 
Is it not unlawful and inconsistent with duty to get out of a 
difficulty in this way ? Suppose, however, that he resoh-e:,; to 
do so, then the maxim of his action wouhl be exprt>ssed th us : 
When I think myself in want of money, I will borrow rnuney 
and promise to repay it, although I know that r neYer can ,lo 
so. Now this principle of self-.love or of one's own adnu1tage 
may perhaps be consistent with my whole t'nture welfare; hut 
the question now is, Is it right? I change then the suggestion 
of self-love into a universal law, and state the cp1estion thus (-1!1): 

How would it be if my maxim were a universal law? Tlwn I 
see at once that it could never hold as a uniYersal la\\" of 
nature, but would necessarily contradict itself. I•'or supposing 
it to be a universal law that everyone when he thinks himself 
in a difficulty should be able to promise whatever ht' pleases, 
with the purpose of not keeping his promise, the promise itself 
would become impossible, as well as the entl that 011e might 
have in view in it, since no one woul,l consider that a11ything 
was promised to him, but would ridicule all i::uch staterne11ts as 
vain pretences. 

3. A third finds in himself a talent which with the help of 
some culture might make him a useful man in many respects. 
But he fine.ls himself in comfortable circumstances, and 11r0fers 
to indulge in pleasure rather than to take pains in en brging 
and improving his happy natural capacities. He asks, how­
ever, whether his maxim of neglect of his natural gifts, l 1e:-;itles 
agreeing with his inclination to indulgence, agrees also with 
what is called duty. He sees then that a system of nat,nre 
could indeed subsist with such a universal law although men 

1 [On suicide cf. further Metciphysik cler Bitten, p. 274. J 
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(like the South Sea islanders) should let their talents rest, and 
resolve to devote their lives merely to idleness, amusement, and 
propagation of their species-in a word, to enjoyment; but he 
cannot possibly ~l'ill that this should be a universal law of 
nature, or be implanted in us as such by a natural instinct. 
}\1r, as a rational being, he necessarily wills that his faculties 
be developed, since they serve him, and have been given him, 
for all sorts of possible purposes. 

4. A fourth, who is in prosperity, while he sees that others 
have to contend with great wretchedness and that he could 
help them, thinks: What concern is it of mine? Let eYeryone 
be as happy (50) as Heaven pleases, or as he can make himself; 
I will take nothing from him nor ewn em·y him, only I do not 
wish to contribute anything to his welfare or to his assistance in 
distress ! Now no doubt if such a mode of thinking ,vere a 
universal law, the human race might very well subsist, and 
doubtless e,·en better than in a state in which everyone talks of 
sympathy and good-will, or even takes care occasionally to put 
it into practice, but, on the other side, also cheats when he can, 
betrays the rights of men, or otherwise violates them. But 
although it is possible that a universal law of nature might 
exist iu accordance with that maxim, it is impossible to m'/l that 
such a principle should have the uniYersal validity of a law 
of nature. },or a ,vill which resolved this would contradict 
itself, inasmuch as many cases might occur in which one would 
have need of the love and sympathy of others, and in which, by 
such a law of nature, sprung from his own will, he would 
deprive himself of all hope of the aid he desires. 

These are a few of the many actual duties, or at least what 
we regard as such, which obviously fall into two classes on the 
one principle that we have laid down. "\Ve must be able tv 1cill 
that a maxim of our action should be a universal law. This 
is the canon of the moral appreciation of the action generally. 
Some actions are of such a character that their maxim cannot 
without contradiction be even conccfrcd as a universal la,"'· of 
nature, far from it being possible that we should will that it 
should be so. In others this intrinsic impossibility is not 
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found, but still it is impossible to 1ri/l that their maxin1 shonl!l 
bt> r:::.isell to the universality of a law of 11atnn•, since such a 
will would contradict itself. It is easily sl'en that the former 
,'iolate strict or rigor(JUS (inf-lexible) duty (,,1) ; the Iat,ter o11ly 
laxer (meritorious) cluty. Thus it has been Clllll!Jll'tdy shown 
by these examples how all duties depPrnl as regards thP nat nre 
of the o1,ligation (11nt the object of the actiCJ11) 011 the same 
principle. 

If now we attend to ourselves on occasion of any trans~re!:-­
sio11 of duty, we shall firnl that we in fact do lll>L will that our 
maxim shoul!l be a u11ivcrsal la,,v, for that is impossible for ns; 
on the contrary, ,ve will that the oppositL~ shouhl remain a 
universal law, only we assume the liberty of making a11 c,,·c1ption 
in om· own favour or (just for this time only) in favour of our 
inclination. Consequently if we considerecl all cases from one 
and the same point of view, namely, that ,,f reason, ,vo should 
find a contra<lictio11 in our ,,wn will, nalllely, that a cprtain prin­
ciple should be objectively necessary as a uni\·c•rsal law, ancl yet 
~mb,iectively should not he trniven;al, but ,uli11it 11f excL•ptions. 
As, ho\\'ever, we at one moment regard our action from the point 
of Yiew of a will whnlly conformed to reason, and then again 
look at the same action from the point of view of a will affected 
by inclination, there is not n•ally any co11tradiction, but an 
antagonism of inclination to thL· precPpt of reason, whereby the . 
universality of the principle is changed into a, mere generality, 
so that the practical principle of reason shall mePt the maxim 
half way. Now, although this cannot be ,institietl iu onr own 
impartial judgment, yet it proves that ,ve clo really recognize 
the validity of the categori.cal imperative aml (with all respect 
for it) only allow onrsclvcs a few exceptions, ,vhich we think 
unimportant and forced from us. 

vVe have thus estahlishe<l at least this rnnch, that if !luty is 
,L conception which is to have any import and real legislative 
authority for om actions (52), it can only he expressed in 
categorical, and not at all in hypothetical illlperativcs. We 
haYe also, which is of great importance, exhibitecl clearly and 
definitely for CYery practical application the content of the 
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eatt•gllrical imperative, which must contain the principle of all 
duty it' there is sueh a thing at all. ,ve have not yet, however, 
:uhanl'Pll so far as t() pro\"e ct prio,·i t.hat there actually is such 
an illll'crative, that there is a practical law which comm.:mds 
al,;:11J11tl'ly of its<'lf, and without any other impulse, and that the 
folluwing nf this law is tluty. 

\Yith the view of attaining to this it is of extreme impor­
ta11c:l' to rememher that we must not allow ourselves to think of 
<ledw·ing the reality of· this principle from the partfrular attri­
b,,t, s ,f Ii 111,wn nat1,,,·1·. For tluty is to be a, practical, nncondi­
til •nal necessity of aetion; it must therefore hold for all rational 
beings ( to whom an imperative can apply at all), and for this 
1·c,r.,1111 only be also a la.w for all human wills. On the contrary, 
whall'\·er is tlccluccd from the particular natural eharacteristics 
nf l111manity, from eertain feelings aml propensions,1 nay, even, 
if 1111;:sible, from any particular temlency proper to human 
rca.-;()11, antl ,..,·hich need not necessarily hold for the will of 
l'WI',\' rational being; this may indeed supply us with a maxim, 
lint 11ul with a law; with a subjective principle on ,vhich we 
may ha\"e a propension and inclination to act, but not with 
a.11 objPetive principle on which we should be cnjoinccl to act, 
PV<·n though all our prnpensions, inc_linn.tions, and natural tlis­
lJl >:--iti11nH were oppm;etl tn it. In fact, the sublimity and intrinsie; 
clig11ity of the eommantl in duty are so much the more evident, 
the less the subjective impulses favour it and the more they 
oppo:a;c• it, without being able in the slightest degree to weaken 
the n\Jligatiun of the law or to diminish its validity (53). 

Here then we see philosophy brought to a critical position, 
sill<.=t~ it has to be firmly iixed, notwithstanding that it has 
nothing to support it in heaven or earth. Here it must 
show its purity as absolute director of its own laws, not the 

[ 1 Kant distinguishes " Hang (propensio) "from " N eigung ( inclinatio) " 
as follows:-" Hang" is a predisposition to the desire of some enjoyment; 
in other words, it is the subjective possibility of excitement of a certain 
desiro which precedes the conception of its object. ,vhen the enjoyment 
has been experienced, it produces a" N~igung" (inclination) to it, which 
accordingly is defined " habitual sensible desire.'' -A nth1·opologie, §§ 72, 79; 
Belir,ion, p. 31. J 
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herald of those which are whispered to it by an impl::rntccl f-;l'nse 
or who knows what tutelary nature. Although these may lie 
better than nothing, yet they can never affonl principles diL:­
tated by reason, which must have their source wholly 1i JJ 1'i<Ji'i 

and thence their commanding authority, expecting ('Yerything 
from the supremacy of the law aml the due respeeL for it 
nothing from inclination, or else condemning the man t 1> self­
contempt and inward abhorrence. 

Thus every empirical element is not only quite incapa.lJlc of 
being an aid to the principle of morality, but is en~n highly 
prejudicial to the purity of morals; for the proper awl inestim­
able worth of an absolutely good will consists just in this, tlw.t 
the principle of action is free from all influence of contingent 
grounds, which alone experience can furnish. W(~ c:annnt too 
much or too often repeat our wal'ning against this lax and cn'n 
mean habit of thought which seeks for its principle amnngst 
empirical motives and laws• for human reason in its \H'ariness 
. ' 
1~ glad to rest on this pillow, and in a dream of sweet illusions 
(m which, instead of Juno it embraces a cloud) it substitutes 
for _morality a bastard patched up from limbs of Ya.riuus tkri­
vat1on, which looks like anythinu one chooses to sec iu it; only 
not like virtue to one who ha~ onc:c lJelield her i11 lier t.,rnc 
form.1 

(54) The question then is this: Is it a necessary law jin· all 
rational_· beings that they should al ways .i udge of their ad ions 
by maxims of which they can themselves will that they should 
serve as universal laws? If it is so, then it rnnst lie collncctcd 
(alt_ogether d prio1·i) with the very conception of the will nf a 
rati~nal being genetally. But in order to discover this t.:on­
nexrnn we must, however reluctantly, trLkc fl step into 111eta­
physic, although into a domain of it which is <1istim:t from 
speculative philosophy, namely, the metaphysic of morals. ln 

1 T~ behol~ virtue in her proper form is nothing else but to contemplate 
mor~hty stripped of all admixture of sensible things (i:i4) and of every 
spurwus ornament of reward or self-love. How much she then eclipses 
ever~thing el~e th~t appears charming to the affections, every one may 
readily perceive with the least exertion of his reason, if it he not wholly 
spoiled for abstraction. 
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a practical philosophy, where it is not the reasons of what 
luippcns that we have to ascertain, but the laws of what ought 
to lwppm, even although it never does, i.e. objective practical 
laws, there it is not necessary to inquire into the reasons why 
anything pleases or displeases, how the pleasure of mere sen­
sation differs from taste, and whether the latter is distinct from 
a general satisfaction of reason ; on what the feeling of pleasure 
or pain rests, and how from it desires and inclinations arise, 
and from these again maxims by the co-operation of reason : for 
all this belongR to an empirical psychology, which would con­
stitute the second pal't of physics, if we regard physics as the 
philosophJJ of nature, so far as it is based on cnipi·rical laws. But 
here ,ve are concerned with objective practical laws, and con­
sequently with the relation of the will to itself so far as it 
is determined by reason alone, in which case whatever has 
reference to anything empirical is necessarily excluded ; since 
if reason of itself alone determines the conduct (55) (and it is the 
possibility of this that we are now investigating), it must 
necessarily do so <i. p1·i01·i. 

The will is conceived as a faculty of determining oneself to 
action in accordance with the cunception of certain laws. And such 
a faenl ty can be found only in rational beings. Now that which 
serves the will as the objective ground of its self-determination 
is the end, and if this is assigned by reason alone, it must hold 
for all rational beings. On the other hand, that which merely 
contains the ground of possibility of the action of which the 
effect is the end this is called the 11icans. The subjective 

' ground of the desire is the spring, the objective ground of 
the volition is the motive; hence the distinction between sub­
jective ends which rest on springs, and objective ends which 
depellll on motives valid for every rational being. Practical 
principles are formal when they abstract from all subjective 
ends; they are mate1·ial when they assume these, and therefore 
particular springs of action. The ends which a rational being 
proposes to himself at pleasure as effects of his actions (material 
ends) are all only relative, for it is only their relation to the 
particular desires of the subject that gives them their worth, 
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which therefore cannot furnish prine;iplcs uni v1:rs:Ll awl 11ee1~s­
sary for all rational beings aml for every volition, that is to say 
practical laws. Hence all these relative ends 1:an give ris1' only 
to hypothetical imperatives. 

Supposing, however, that there were sumcthing ,rl,osr· 

e,xistcnce has in itself an absolute worth, so111vthi11,'..!; which,· 
being an encl 1:n itself, could he a soun:c of clclinite laws, then in 
this and this alone would lie the source ()f a possible eal!•~orieal 
imperative, i. c. a practical law (56). 

Now I say: man and generally any rational bci11g , ,·ists as 
an end in himself, not mc;·cly r1s a rna,;1s tr, lie arliitrarily used 
by this or that will, but in all his actions, whether they coneern 
himself or other rational beincrs must be always re<.'anlcrl at the 0, ,., 

same time as an end. All objects of the inelinations lwxc only a 
conditional worth; for if the inclinations and the wants fouwled 
on them did not exist, then their object would be without value. 
But the inclinations themselves being sources of want are so far 
from having an absolute worth for whie;h they Hhonl<l be desired, 
that, on the contrary, it must be the universal wish of l'\·ery 
rational being to be wholly free from them. Th us the worth 
of any object which is to be acqnfrcd by our action is al ways 
conditional. Beings whose existence depends 11ot on our ,,,ill 
but on nature's, have nevertheless, if they arc rational beings, 
only a relative value as means, and are therefore called tkinys; 
rational beings, on the contrary, are called pcrsuns, Lecause their 
very nature points them out as ends in themselvm,, tlw,t is as 
something which must not be used merely as means, and so far 
therefore restricts freedom of action (and is an object of respect). 
These, therefore, are not merely subjective ends whose existence 
ha1:, a worth/01· us as an effect of our action, but obJcctin· ends, 
that is things whose existence is an end in itself : an end more­
over for which no other can be substituted, which they should 
subserve merely as means, for otherwise nothing whatever would 
possess absoliite worth; but if all worth were conditioned and 
therefore contingent, then there would be no supreme practical 
principle of reason whatever. 

If then there is a supreme practical principle or, in respect of 
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the human will, a. categorical imperative,it must be one which(5i), 
being drawn from the conception of that which is necessarily 
an en,l for everyone because it is an rnd in itself: constitutes 
an olijcctiz-c principle of will, and can therefore serve as a 
nnivernal practical law. The ·foundation of this principle is: 
rationrt! nnt111·,· c.dsts 11s mi wd in itsc(f. Man necessarily con­
ceives his own existence as being so : so for then this is a -~11b­
Jrcti11r. principle of human actions. But every other rational 
being regards its existence similarly, just on the same rational 
principle that holds for rne1 : so that it is at the same time an 
objective principle, from which as a supreme practical la.w all 
laws of the will must be capable of being deduced. Accordingly 
the practical imperative will be as follows: So act as to treat 
ltnmam'ty, 1d1cthcr in thine 01ni pel'son 01· in that of any other, hi 
cr,·,·y case ,1.~ an end withal, never as means onl;IJ. We will now 
inquire whether tliis can be practically carried ont. 

To abide by the previous examples : 
~Pfrstly, under the head of necessary duty to oneself: He 

who contemplates suicide should ask himself whether his action 
can he consistent with the idea of humanity as an end in ·itsc(t: 
If he destroys himself in order to escape from painful circum­
stances, he uses a person merely as a mrn-n to maintain a toler­
able condition up to the end of life. But a man is not a thing, 
that is to say, something which can be used merely as means, 
but must in all his actions be always considered as an end in 
himself. I cannot, therefore, dispose in any way of a man in 
my own person so as to mutilate him, to damage or kill him (5s). 
(It belongs to ethics proper to define this principle more pi-e­
cisely, so as to avoid all misunderstanding, e.g. as to the 
amputation of the limbs in order to preserve myself ; as to 
exposing my life to danger with a view to preserve it, &c. This 
question is therefore omitted here.) 

Secondly, as regards necessary duties, or those of strict 
obligation, towards others; he who is thinking of making a lying 

1 This proposition is here stated as a postulate. The ground of it 
will be found in the concluding section. 



48 FUNDA:\IE~TAL rm:-.crPLES OF TIIE 

promise to others will sec at once that he \1,:otil1 I he usinrr another 
"" man rMrel,1Jas a, rncan, without the latter containing at the same 

time the end in himself. ]for he whom I propose by such a. 
promise to use for my own purposes cannot possibly assent to 
my mode of acting towards hirn, and thl'rdure cannot himself 
contain the end of this action. This violatiun of the principle 
of humanity in other men is more obvious if Wl\ take in 
examples of attacks on the freedom and property of others. For 
then it is clear that he ,vho transgresses the rirrh ts of men 
. 0 

intends to use the person of others merely as means, without 
considering that as rational beings they ouglt t, al ways to be 
esteemed also as ends, that is, as beings who must, be capable of 
containing in themselves the encl of the very same action.1 

Thii-dly, as regards contingent (merit.,rious) duties to one­
self; it is not enour,h that the action docs 11ot, vi, ,late humanity 
. 0 

ln our own person as an end in itself, it must also harmon1·zc 
71Jith it (59). Now there are in humanity capacities of greater 
perfection which belong to the end that 11aturc has in view in 
re?ard to humanity in ourselves as the subject: to neglect these 
rnight perhaps be consistent with the 1iutintcnrrnr1: of humanity 
as an end in itself, but not with the urhr( ncn11c11t of this end. 

Fo1wthZ1J, as regards meritorious duties towards others: the 
natural end which all men have is their own happiness. Now 
huma ·t • 1 h • b ni Y might indeed suhs1st, a t ough no one should contn-
. ute anything to the happiness of others, provided he did not 
1ntenr h" f • h" 10nally withdraw anyt mg rom 1t; but after all, t 1s 
Would 1 . . 1 . . . . 0n y harmomze negative y, not pos1t1vcly, with hmnanity. 

------------ -
cou;dLet it not be thought that the common : qnod tibi non ms ficri'., J:c., 
the f serve here as the rule or principle. For it is only a deduction from 

0l'lner th I 1· • t· • f •t d , ough with severa muta 10ns ; 1t cannot be a universal law, 
or I oes t . I f d • • 
f b no contain the princip e o uties to oneself nor of the duties 

o enev I ' 
h O ence to others (for many a one would gladly consent that 

ot ers should 'd d d 
f h not benefit him, prov1 e only that he might be excuse 
rom s ow· . . 
bl . t· ing benevolence to them), nor finally that of duties of strict 

o 1ga 10nto h" . . 1 . h one another for on t 1s prmcip e the criminal might argue 
a(Jamst t e J. d ' . . 
" u ge who pumshes )um, and so on. 
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ns an oul 1 •t 1 .. 
• . • n 1 -~c .I, 1f everyone does not also endeavour, as far 

as lll h 1111 l i., . t , , 
I '-:-., o forward the ends of others. l• or the ends of any su ije<·t .1 . 1 . . . . 

1 • '' He 1 Is an eiul m lumsclf, ought as far as possible 
to JP ,,, 'I e1 l . . . . 

. 1 • ll s also, 1f that concept1011 IS to have its full effect 
WlL l lite. 

Thi::; 11ri1 • l • • d 11 . . 1c1p e, that humamty an genera y every rat10nal 
11ature 1s " 11 • 1 . . if ( 1 . 1 . 1 1. . . 

. . • ( 1u 1n itsc. w uc 1 1s t 1e supreme mntmg con-
d1t1011 of cv,. f • ) • b d f . eiy lllan's freedom o a.ct10n , 1s not orrowe ram 
experience ti·· ti 1 • • • I I · · d 

. ·,. 18 • .'I, )ecause 1t 1s un1versa , app ying as 1t oes to 
all ratw11•1l 1 • h l · · bl f . ' lemgs ,v 11.te,·er, am experience IS not capa e o 
dctcrmu1i . . 

ng anything about them ; secondly, because It does not 
pr~sent. huinanity as an end to men (subjectively), that is as an 
oliJect wl • J 

• llc 1 lllen do of themselves actually adopt as an end; 
but ns an b" • • l · I n .Jcct1ve end, ,vluch must as a aw constitute t 1e 
snpremc I itniting condition of all our subjective ends, let them 
be what we will; it must therefore spring from pure reason. 
In fact_ the objective principle of all practical lPgislation lies 
(a~cordmg to the first principle) in the rule allll its form of 
umversality which makes it capable of being a law (say, e. ,q., a 
law of nature) ; but the subjecti1.,•e principle is in the end; now 
by_ the second principle the subject of all ends is each rational 
bemg (Go) inasmuch as it is an end in itself. Hence follo,vs 
the thircl practical principle of the will, ,vhich is the ultimate 
c~ndition of its harmony with the universal practical reason, 
viz. : the itlea of the will of every rational being as a universally 
hgislatfrc will. • 

On this principle all maxims are rejected which are incon­
siHtent with the will being itself universal legislator. Thus the 
will is not subject simply to the law, but so subject that it 
must be regarded as itself giving the law, and on this ground 
only, subject to the law (of wl1ich it can regard itself as the 
author). 

In the previous imperatives, namely, that based on the con­
ception of the conformity of actions to general laws, as in a 
physical system of nature, and that based on the universal pre-
1'0[Jative of rational beings as mds in themselves-these impera­
tives just because they were conceived as categorical, excluded 

E 
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from any share in their authority all acl11iixt11r,· ui a1:~· interest 
as a spring of action; they wc>rP, howpvcr, ,,11ly ,,,s1,,11,·d to be 
catP.gorical, because such an assm11pt ion was 111•1·Pssa1·y to ex­
plain the conception of <luty. But we co11lil not prove inde­
pendently that there arc practical propositions which <·ommand 
categorically, nor can it be pro,·e,l in tl1i:-: :-:pc·tion: 1,11e thing, 
however, could he dm1c, nauwly, In i111lieat" in tl1t' imperative 
itself by some determinate expression. that i11 t ht> ease of 
volition from duty all intcrc·st is n'IHllllH'.l'rl, whi<·li i:-- the specific 
criterion of cate<rorical as disti11gui:;;hp1l from hy1,nthetical 

0 ' 

imperatives. This is done in tlw prci-;ent, (third) formula of 
the principle, namely, in the i1lca of the will of cn•ry rational 
being as a miiversally lcgislotiny ·1cill. 

(61) For although a will which is s11li/1·,·t l11 /,, w.~ may be 
attached to this law by means of an interest., yet a will which 
is itself a supreme lawgiver so far as it is such cannot possibly 
depend on any interest, since a will so depcll(lcnt would itself 
still need another law restricting the interest of its i:,;clf-lo,•e 
by the condition that it shoul<l lie valid as universal law. 

Thus the principle that every human will is a 11·ill 1diich hi 
all its maxims gives 1mii·crsrd la ws, 1 provided it he otherwise 
justified, would be very 1rcll whlJ1frd to lJe the- categorical 
imperative, in this respect, namely, that just because of the idea 
of universal legislation it is not based 011 a 11 ,11 1'nt 1Tcst, and there­
fore it alone among all possible imperatives can be unconditional. 
Or still better, converting the proposi tiou, if there is a categorical 
imperative (i. c., a law for the will of every rational being), it 
can only command that everything be <lone from maxims of 
one's will regarded as a will which coul<l at the same time will 
that it should itself give universal lawR, for in that case only 
the practical principle and the imperative which it obeys are 
unconditional, since they cannot be based on any interest. 

Looking back now on all previous attempts to discover the 

1 I may be excused from adducing examples to elucidate this principle, 
as those which have already been used to elucidate the categorical 
imperative and its formula would all serve for the like purpose here. 
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prineipk' of morality, we need not wonder why they all failed. 
IL was seen that man was bound to lawg by duty, but it was 
not ubsl'rved that the laws to which he is subject, are only tlwsl' 
olhis own :rii•in_q, though at the same time they are ·unfrcrsal (02), 
antl that he is only bounll to act in conformity with his own 
will ; a will, however, which is llesignecl by nature to give 
universal laws. l◄'or when one has conceived man only as 
snb,iect to a law (no matter what), then this law required some 
interest, either l>y way of attraction or constraint, since it did 
not originate as a law from his own will, but this will was 
according to a law obligetl by something else to act in a eertain 
mam1cr. Now by this necessary consequence all the labour 
spent in finding a supreme principle of dut,11 was irrevocably 
lost. For men never elicited duty, but only a necessity of 
acting from a certain interest. ·whether this interest was 
prh·ate or otherwise, in any case the imperative must be con­
ditional, and could not by any means be capable of being a 
moral command. I will therefore call this the principle of 
Autonomy of the will, in contrast with every other which I 
accordingly reckon as Hctcronomy.1 

The conception of every rational being as one which must 
consider itself as giving in all the maxims of its will universal 
laws, so as to judge itself and its actions from this point of 
view-this conception leads to another which depends on it and 
is very fruitful, namely, that of a kingdom, of ends. 

By a kingdom I understand the union of different rational 
beings in a system Ly common laws. Now since it is by laws 
that ends are determined as regards their universal validity, 
hence, if we abstract from the personal differences of rational 
beings, and likewise from all the content of their private ends, 
we shall be able to conceive ail ends combined in a systematic 
whole (including both rational beings as ends in themselYes, and 
also the special ends which each may propose to himself), that 
is to say, we can conceive a kingdom of ends, which on the 
preceding principles is pm;sible. 

1 [Cp. Critical Examination of P.ractical Reason, p. 184.] 
E2 
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(63) For all rational beings come under the 1°11' that !'ac:h "f 
them must treat itself and all others 1wi·e;· mci'l'l.1f (I.-; ;,11·11 ns, hut i 11 

every case at the sct?ilf' time flS ends iii tl,cmselrl's. Hew:!' results :t 
systematic union of rational beings by comrno!l nh,icdin· b.wf--, 
1·. e., a kingdom which may lie calle1l a kingclorn of 1~11ds, si11cl' 
what these laws have in view is just the relation of th0sc lieill_!.!s 
tu one another as ends and means. It is c:crtaiHly only an 
i<leal. 

A rational hein<, belo1ws as a nu:ndicr to tlw kin!.!• 10111 r,f Pnds 
0 0 " 

when, although giving universal la,vs in it, he is also himself 
subject to these laws. He belongs to it as soi·n-cif;,1 whcll, whih~ 
giving laws, he is not subject to the will of any other. 

A rational being must always regard himself as gh·ing laws 
either as member or as sovereign in a killgdom of encls which is 
rendered possible hy the freedom of will. He cannot, howev<'r, 
maintain the latter position merely by the maxims (If his will, 
but only in case he i8 a completely inclepPrnlent l,l'ing without 
wants and with umestricted power adequate to his will. 

Morality consists then in the referellee of all action to the· 
legislation which alone can render a kingdom of ends pm;sihlc. 
This legislation must be capable of existing in every rational 
being, and of emanating from his will, so that the principle of 
this will is, never to act on auy mnxim which could not ,vithont 
contradiction be also a universal law, and accor,lingly al ways so 
to act that the will conld at the sa.mc timr regard itself as :Jirin,r; in 
its maxims 1rniversal la1,;s. If now the maxims of rational beings 
are not by their own nature coincident with this ohjecti\'e 
principle, then the necessity of acting on it is called practical 
necessitation (64), i.e. duty. Duty does not apply Lo the 
sovereign in the kingdom of ends, but it does to every member 
of it and to all in the same degree. 

The practical necessity of acting on this principle, i.e. duty, 
does not rest at all on feelings, impulses, or incliuatiolls, but 
solely on the relation of rational beings to one another, a 
relation in which the will of a rational being must ahvays be 
regarded as lcgisl!Uir,:, since vtherwii;e it eoultl not be conceiverl 
ai; un cnrl in itself Reason then refers every maxir;1 of the will, 
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regarding it as legislating uniYersally, tn cYcry uthcr will and 
abn tu every action to\'rnrds oneself; and this not on account 
of any other practical motive or any future :Hlnmta,re, but from 
the idea of the tl·i,11nity of a rational being, obeying ~w law bnt 
that which he himself also «iYes e, • 

ln the kingdom of emls en:>rything has L'ither Value 01· 

l >ignity. ·whatever has a Yaluc can be replaced by something 
ch;e which is 1•q11imlcnt; whate\'er, on the other hand, IH 

above all value, and therefore admits of no e1p1ivalent, has 
a dignity. 

,vhatever has reference to the general inclinations anll 
,vants of nmnkind has a i1rnrkct mlu,·; whatever, without pre­
supposing a want, corresponds to a certain taste, that is to a 
satisfaction in the mere purposeless play of our faculties, has a 

/1111.c,11 raluc; but that which constitutes the comlition under 
which alnne anything can be an end in itself. this has not 
merely a relative worth, i.e. Yalue, lrnt an intrin:;ic worth, that 
is d(qnit,11. 

Now morality is the condition u1Hler which alone a rational 
being can be an end in himself, since by thii; alone it is possible 
that he should be a legislating member in the kingdom of ends. 
Thus morality, and humanity as capable of it, i~ that which 
alone has dignity (65), Skill and diligence in labour have a 
market value; wit, lively imagination, arnl humum, have fancy 
value; on the other haml, fidelity to promisei;;, beneYolenCL' 
from principle (not from instinct), have an intrinsic worth. 
Neither nature nor art contains anything which in default of 
these it could put in their place, for their worth consists not 
in the effocts which spring from them, not in the ui;e and ad­
vantage which they secure, but in the llisposition of 111i11tl, that, 
is, the maxims of the will which are reatly to manifest them­
selves in such actions, even though they should not have th,, 
desired effoct.. These actions also need no recomrnernlation 
from any subjective taste or sentiment, that they may he 
looked on with immediate favour and satisfaction: they net->11 
no immediate propension or feeling for them; they exhibit the 
will that performs them as an object of an immccliu.te respect, 
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and nothing but reason is required to impose them on the will ; 
not to.flatter it into them, which, in the caHe of duties, would be 
a contradiction. This estimation therefore shows that the ,vorth 
of such a disposition is dignity, and places it intinitely above 
all value, with which it cannot for a moment be brought into 
eomparison or competition without as it were viola.ting its 
sanctity. 

What then is it which justifies virtue or the morally good 
disposition, in making such lofty claims? It is nothi11g less 
than the privilege it secures to the rational being of participat­
ing in the giving of universal laws, by which it qualifies him to 
be a member of a possible kingdom of ends, a privilege to which 
he was already destined by his own nature as being an end in 
himself, and on that account legislating in the kingdom of enLls; 
free as regards all laws of physical nature, and obeying those 
only which he himself gives. and by ,vhich his maxims can 
belong to a system of universal law, to which at the same time 
he submits himself. For nothing has any worth except (GG) what 
the law assigns it. Now the legislation itself which assigns thn 
worth of everything must for that very reason possess dignity, 
that i~ an unconditional incomparable worth ; and the word 
respect alone supplies a becoming expression for the esteem 
which a rational being must have for it. Autonomy then 
is the basis of the dignity of human and of every rational 
nature. 

The three modes of presenting the principle of morality that 
have been adduced are at bottom only so many formuh• of the 
very same law, and each of itself involves the other two. 'l'here 
is, however, a ditforence in them, but it is rather subjectively 
than objectively practical, intended namely to bring an 
idea of the reason nearer to intuition (by means of a ee1·tuin 
analogy), and thereby nearer to feeling. All maxims, in fact,. 
have-

1. A /cYnn, consisting in universality; and in this view the 
formula of the moral imperative is expressed thus, that the 
maxims must be so chosen as if they were to serve as universal 
laws of nature. 
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~- A matter/ namely, an end, and here the formula says 
that the rational being, as it is an encl by its own nature awl 
therefore an eud in itsdf, must in every maxim sen·e as the 
condition limiting all merely relative and arbitrary ends. 

:J. A compldc cl1111·actc,·isatiun of all maxims by means nf 
that formula, namely, that all maxims ought by their own 
legislation to harmonize with a pmosible kingLlom of ends as 
with a kingLlom of nature~ (Gi). There is a progress here in thL' 
onler of the categories of u II it!f of the form of the will (its 
universality), plumlit,11 of the matter (the objects, 1·.c. the ends), 
and totality of the system of these. In forming our moral 
Judg1ilcnt of actions it is better to proceed always on the strict 
methLHl, a1Hl start from the general formula of the categorical 
imperative: Act accordin[J to a. ma.r£1n ·1chich can at the sa11u time 
make it;;df a 11ni·1:C1"sal law. If, however, v,·e wish to gain an 
entrance for the moral law, it is very useful to bring one and 
the same action under the three specified conceptions, and 
thereby as far as possible to bring it nearer to intuition. 

V{ e can now encl where ,ve started at the beginning, namely, 
with the conception of a will unconditionally gooLl. That ·will 
is absolutely good which cannot be evil-in other words, whose 
maxim, if maLle a universal law, could never contradict itself. 
This pri1iciple, then, is its supreme law: Act always on such a 
maxim as thou canst at the same time ,vill to be a, universal 
law ; this is the sole condition under which a will can never 
contradict itself; and such an imperative is categorical. Since 
the validity of the will as a universal la.w for possible actions is 
analogous to the universal connexion of the existence of things 
by general laws, which is the formal notion of nature in general, 

1 [The reading "Maxime," which is that both of Rosenkranz and 
Hartenstein, is obviously an error for " l\faterie. "] 

~ Teleology considers nature as a kingdom of ends ; Ethics regards a 
possible kingdom of ends as a kingdom of nature. In the first case, the 
kingdom of ends is a theoretical idea, adopted to explain what actually is. 
ln the latter it is a practical idea, adopted to bring about that which is not 
yet, but which can be realized by our conduct, namely, if it conforms to 
this idea. 
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the categorical imperative can also be expressed thus: Ad 0,1 

maxims which can at the same time lw1:c for thcfr t,/jrd th, 111.~rl1·,·.~ 

as unive1·sal law.,; of natm·c. Such then is the formula 11f an 
absolutely good will. 

Rational nature is distinguishell from the rest of nature liy 
this, that it sets before itself an encl. This c>11d woul,l lie the 
matter of every good will (68). But since in the idPa of a will 
that is absolutely good without being limited lJy any eondition 
(of attaining this or that end) we must abstract, whully from 
every end to be effected (since this woul<l m~ke every will 1111ly 
relatively good), it follows that in this case the c·ml must be 
conceived, not as an end to he effected, but as an ~·ild1pe//{le11tly 

existing end. Consequently it is conceived only 11egativcly, 
i.e., as that which we must never act against, and whid1. there­
fore, must never be regarded merely as mea11s, but must iii 
every volition he esteemed as an end likewise. ~ow this e11<l 
can be nothing but the suLject of all possible ell(ls, sinct> this is 
also the subject of a possible absolutely good will; fur sneh a. 
will cannot without contradiction be postponed t,, a11y other 
object. This principle: So act in regard to ewry rational 
being (thyself and others), that he may always lw.Ye place in 
thy maxim as an e111l in himself, is accordingly essentially 
identical with this other: Act upon a maxim which, at the 
same time, involves its own universal vali<lity for e\'Pry rational 
being. For that in using means for every end I should limit 
my maxim by the condition of its holding good as a law for 
every subject, this comes to the same thing as that the fumla­
mental principle of all maxims of action must l,e that the 
subject of all en<ls, i.e., the rational being himself, be never 
employed merely as means, but as the supreme eornlition 
restricting the use of all means, that is in every casl' as an 
end likewise. 

It follows incontestably that, to whatever laws a11y rational 
being may be subject, 11e being an eud in himself must lie able 
to regard himself as also legislating universally iu respect of 
these same laws, since it is just this fitness of his maxims for 
universal legislation that distinguishes him as an end in himself; 
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also it follows that this implies his dignity (prerogative) above 
all mere physical beings, that he must always take his (69) 

maxims from the point of view which regards himself, and 
likewise every other rational being, as lawgiving beings (on 
which account they are called persons). In this way a world of 
rational beings (11111nd11s i'11tclh'gib1Hs) is possible as a kingdom of 
ends, and this by virtue of the legislation proper to all persons 
as members. Therefore every rational being must so act as 
if he were by his maxims in every case a legislating member 
in the universal kingdom of ends. The formal principle of 
these maxims is : So act as if thy maxim were to serve likewise 
as the universal law (of all rational beings). A kingdom of 
ends is thus only possible on the analogy of a kingdom of 
nature, the former, however, only by maxims, that is sdf­
imposed rules, the latter only by the laws of efficient causes 
acting under necessitation from without. Nevertheless, although 
the system of nature is looked upon as a machine, yet so for as 
it has reference to rational beings as its ends, it is given on 
this account the name of a kingdom of nature. Now such a 
kingdom of ends would be actually realized liy means of 
maxims conforming to the canon which the categorical impera­
tiYe prescribes to all rational beings, if they were 1lnivcr!ially 

followed. But although a rational being, even if he punctually 
follows this maxim himself, cannot reckon upon all others being 
therefore true to the same, nor expect that the kingdom of 
nature and its orderly arrangements shall be in harmony with 
him as a fitting member, so as to form a kingdom of ends to 
which he himself contributes, that is to say, that it shall favour 
his expectation of happiness, still that law: Act according to 
the maxims uf a memuer of a merely possiule kingdom of ends 
legislating in it universally, remains iii its full force, inasmuch 
as it commands categorically. And it is just in this that the 
paradox lies; that the mere dignity of man as a rational 
creature (70), without any other end or advantage to be attained 
thereby, in other words, respect for a mere idea, should yet serve 
as an inflexible precept of the will, and that it is precisely 
in this indepe'ndence of the maxim on all such springs of 
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action that its sublimity consists; and it is this that makes 
every rational subject worthy to be a legishti Vl' mem lJL'r in the 
kingdom of ends : for other\',,ise he would ha \·e to be c, 111cci ved 
only as subject to the physical law of his ,vants. And although 
we should suppose the kingdom of nature and the kingdom of 
ends to be united under one sovereign, so that tlie latter king­
dom thereby ceased to be a mere idea and acquired true reality, 
then it would no doubt gain the accession of a strong spring, 
but by no means any increase of its intrinsic ,vorth. For this 
sole absolute lawgiver must, notwithstanding this, be always 
conceived as estimating the worth of rational beings only by 
their disinterested behaviour, as prescribed to themselves from 
that idea [the dignity of man] alone. The essence of things 
is not altered by their external relations, and that which, 
abstracting from these, alone constitutes the absolute worth of 
man, is also that by which he must be judged, whoever the 
judge may be, and even by the Supreme Being. 11forality, 
then, is the relation of aetions to the autonomy of the will, that 
is, to the potential universal legislation by its maxims. An 
action that is consistent with the autonomy of the will is 
pcnnittecl; one that does not agree therewith is forbidden. A will 
whose maxims necessarily coincide with the laws of autonomy 
is a holy will, good absolutely. The dependence of a will not 
absolutely good on the principle of autonomy (moral necessi­
tation) is obligation. This, then, cannot be applied to a holy 
being. The objective necessity of actions from obligation is 
called diity. 

(71) From what has just been said, it is easy to see how it 
happens that although the conception of duty implies subjection 
to the law, we yet ascribe a certain dignity and sublimity to 
the person who fulfils all his duties. 'T'here is not, indeed, 
any sublimity in him, so far as he is subject to the moral lav,·; 
but inasmuch as in regard· to that very law he is likewise 
a legislat01·, and on that account alone subject to it, he has 
sublimity. We have also shown above that neither fear nor 
inclination, but simply respect for the law, is the spring which 
can give actions a moral worth. Our -own will, so far as we 
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suppm,e it to act only under the condition that its maxims are 
potentially unh·ersal laws, this ideal will which is possible to us 
is the proper object of respect; and the dignity of humanity 
eonsists just in this capacity of being universally legislative, 
though with the comlition that it is itself subject to this same 
legislation. 

The A1!tonomy of the 1Vi!l as the Supreme Ptinciplc of Moml-ity . 

.Autonomy of the will is that property of it by which it is a 
law to itself (independently on any property of the objects of 
volition). The principle of autonomy then is: Always so to 
choose that the same volition shall comprehend the maxims of 
our choice as a universal law. We cannot prove that this 
practical rule is an imperative, i.e., that the will of every 
rational being is necessarily bound to it as a condition, by a 
mere analysis of the conceptions which occur in it, since it is 
a synthetical proposition (i2); we must advance beyond the 
cognition of the objects to a critical examination of the subject, 
that is of the pure practical reason, for this synthetic proposi­
tion which commands apodictically must be capable of being 
cognizetl wholly d priori. This matter, however, does not 
belong to the present section. But that the principle of 
autonomy in question is the sole principle of morals can be 
readily shown by mere analysis of the conceptions of morality. 
For by this • an·alysis we find that its principle must be a 
categorical imperative, and that what this commands is neither 
more nor less than this very autonomy. 

Heterononiy of the Will as the Soune of all spurious P1·ineiples of 
llfomlity. 

If the will seeks the law which is to determine it anywhere 
else than in the fitness of its maxims to be universal laws of its 
own dictation, consequently if it goes out of itself and seeks this 
law in the character of any of its objects, there always results 
hetc1·onomy. The will in that case does not give itself the law, 
but it is given l)y the object through its relation to the will. 
This relation, whether it rests on inclination or on concept.ions 
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of reason, only admits of hypothetic:al impcrntiv,~s: 1111ght tn 
do something because 11.,;i.sh fu;· somcthiny d,-w. ( >11 thL· <:outran·. 
the moral, and therefore categorical, irnpL·rativc 8a n, : 1 1n1~i1t 

to do so and so, even though I Hhould 11ot wish f;,r anvt-l;i1w . ~ 

else. Ex. 9;-., the forrner says: I ought 1111t to lit• if I would 
retain my reputation; the latter i-ays : I 011gh t nnt to lie 
although it should not bring rne thP }past diserc1lit. The 
latter therefore must so far abstract from all oh,il'i:ts that they 
shall have no influence on the will, i11 order that prac·tie:al n'a!-;Oll 
(will) may not be restricted lo aclmi11istPring a11 i11tt>rest not 
belonging to it (73), but may simply show its 11w11 c·n111rna111ling 
authority as the supreme legislation. Tillis, ,·,·. yr., I ought tu 
endeavour to promote the happiness of other:-.:, nr,t as if its 
realization involved any conc:ern of mine (whctl1t•1· hy immediate 
inclination or by any satisfactio11 iudirec:tly gai m·d through 
reason), but simply because a maxim which exc:l11dPs it cannot 
be comprehended as a universal law1 in one and the same 
volition. 

CLASSIFICATIO::-.. 

Of all Principles of lifoi'((lity •lf'kirh ,·,m 1)(' fi,,,mfrrl on tlu· 
Conception of Hrtenmomy. 

Here as elsewhere human reaso11 in its pure use, s1, long as 
it was not critically examined, has first tried all possible wrong 
ways before it succeeded in finding the one true way. 

All principles which can be taken from this point of vil'W 
are either cm,pfricnl or rational. The fur,ncr, drawn from the 
principle of happiness, are built on physical or moral feeling~; 
the latter, drawn from the principle of pc1fcctiu11, are built either 
on the rational conception of perfection as a possible effoct, or 
on that of an independent perfection (the will of Uoll) as the 
determining cause of our will. 

Empirical principles are wholly incapable of serving m;: a 
foundation for moral laws. :For the universality with whi<·h 

1 [I read allgemeines instead of nllgem.einem.] 



)IETAPIIYSIC OF )IOHALS. 61 

the:-;c shouhl hold for all rational beingH ,vithout distinction, the 
u11cunditio11al practical necessity which is thereby imposed on 
them is lost when their foundation is taken from the part·ic11la1· 
cunstitution of human nature, or the accidental (i-1) circumstances 
in which it is placed. The principle of pri-i-atc happiness, how­
eYcr, is the most objectionable, not merely because it is false, 
aml experience contradicts the supposition that prosperity is 
always proportionell to good conduct, nor yet merely because 
it contributes nothing to the establishment of morality-since 
it, is quite a difforent thing to make a prosperous man and 
a good man, or to make one prudPnt and sharp-sighted for hii:,, 
own interests, and to make him virtumis-but because the 
springs it provides for morality are such as rather undermine 
it and destroy its sublimity, since they put the motives to virtue 
and to vice in the same class, and only teach us to make a. 
hotter calculation, the specific difference between virtue and 
vice being entirely extingui:-1hed. On thP other hai1d, as to 
moral feeling, this supposed spPcial sense,1 the appeal to it is 
indeed superficial when those who cannot think believe that 
feeling will help them out, even in what concerns general laws: 
and besides, feelings which naturally differ infinitely in degree 
cannot furnish a uniform standard of good arnl evil, nor has 
anyone a right to form jmlgments for others by his own feel­
ings: nevertheless this moral feeling is nearer to morality and 
its dignity in this respect, that it pays virtue the honour of 
ascribing to her immediately the satisfaction and esteem we 
ha.\'e for her, and does not, as it were, tell her to her face that 
we are not attached to her by her beauty but by profit. 

(75) Amongst the mtional principles of morality, the 
ontological conception of pc1fection, notwithstanding its defects, 
is better than the theological conception which derives morality 

1 I class the principle of moral feeling under that of happiness, because 
every empirical interest promises to contribute to our well-being by the 
agreeableness that a thing affords, whether it be immediately and without 
a view to profit, or whether profit be regarded. ,ve must likewise, with 
Hutcheson, class the principle of sympathy with the happiness of others 
under his assumed moral sense. 
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from a Divine absolutely perfect will. Tlw ff11"111er is, Jl(1 doubt, 
empty and indefinite, and cnnscqnentl.\· 11sel,•,-;:-: f111· fi11ding in. 
the boundless field of possible reality tl11) grt>at,·st amount suit­
able for us; moreover, in attempting t11 disti11g11ish s1wcifically 
the reality of which \Ve are now speaking fn 1111 c,·pry other, it 
inevitably tends to turn in a circle, and c:a111111t ;1 ,·oid tacitly 
presupposing the morality which it is to explain: it is 11('\·crthl'­
less preferable to the theological ,·icw, first. hl'causl' we have no 
intuition of the-Divine perfection, and can 11 nly , kduce it from 
our own conceptions, the most important of whieh is that of 
morality,and our explanation would thus be i11\"<1]\"1•d i11 a, gross 
circle; and, in the next place, if we a,\"oifl this, the 011ly notion 
of the Divine will remaining to us is a eoncept io11 llla(le up of 
the attributes of desire of glory and 1lomini11n, c,1111 bincd with 
the awful conceptions of might and vengeancP, and any system 
of morals erected on this foundation would ltu directly opposed 
to morality. 

However, if I had to choose between the noti1111 of tlw moral 
sense and that of perfection in general (two systems which at 
least do not weaken morality, although they are totally incap­
able of serving as its foundation), then I should decide for the 
latter, because it at least withdraws the decision of the question 
from the sensibility and brings it to the court of pure reason; 
and although even here it decides nothing, it at all events 
preserves the indefinite idea ( of a will good i 11 i tsd f) free from 
corruption, until it shall be more precisely <lcfined. 

For the rest I think I may be excused here from a detailed 
refutation of all these doctrines; that would only Le superfluous 
labour, since it is so easy, and is probably so well seen even by 
those whose office requires them to decide for one of those 
theories (because their hearers would not tolerate snspe11sio11 of 
judgment) (76). But what interests us more here is to know 
that the prime foundation of morality laid down by all these 
principles is nothing but heteronomy of the will, and for this 
reason they must necessarily miss their aim. 

In every case where an object of the will has to be sup­
posed, in order that the rule may be prescribed which is to 
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determine the will, there the rule is simply heteronomy; the 
imperative is conditional, namely, ·1/ or brcausc one wishes for 
this object, one should act so and so: hence it can never 
command morally, that is categorically. ·whether the object 
determines the will by means of inclination, as in the principle 
of private happi11ess, or by means of reason directed to objects 
of our possible volition generally, as in the principle of perfec­
tion, in either case the will never tletermines itself immccNatclv 
by the conception of the action, but only by the influence 
which the foreseen effect of the action has on the will; I 011ght 

to do somcthin.'7, on this account, bcca.usc J 1cish fo1· something olsc ; 
and here there must be yet anot,her law assumed in me as its 
subject, by which I necessarily will this other thing, and this 
law again requires an imperative to restrict this maxim. For 
the influence which the conception of an object ,vithin the reach 
of our faculties can exercise on the will of the subject in conse­
quence of its natural properties, depends on the nature of the 
subject, either the sensibility (inclination and taste), or the 
understanding and reason, the employment of which is by the 
peculiar constitution of their nature attended with satisfaction. 
It follows that the law would be, properly speaking, given by 
nature, and as such, it must be known and proved by expe­
rience, and would consequently be contingent, and therefore 
incapable of being an apodictic practical rule, such as the moral 
rule must be. Not only so, but it is •inevitably only lwtcro­
nomy (ii); the will does not give itself the law, but it is given 
by a foreign impulse by means of a particular natural constitu­
tion of the subject adapted to receive it. An absolutely good 
will, then, the principle of which must be a categorical impera­
tive, will be indeterminate as regards all objects, and will 
contain merely the form of volition generally, and that as 
autonomy, that is to say, the capability of the maxims of every 
good will to make themselves a universal law, is itself the 
only law which the will of every rational being imposes on 
itself, without needing to assume any spring or interest as a 
foundation. 

How such a syntlictfral pmctfral a priorip1'oposition i'3 possible, 
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and why it is necessary, is a prol ,lem whn;-;c s"l u tion doel-1 not 
lie within the hounds of the mctaphy:,li1: of m11rab ; allll we 
have not here affirmed its truth, much less pr, ,f1!sst>d to have a 
proof of it in our power. We simply showP1l 1,y tlw dt>velop­
ment of the universally received notion of 111 .. rality that an 
autonomy of the will is ineYitably r:omw<·tPd with it. or rather 
is its foundation. Whoever then holds 1w ,ral i ty t<, be anything 
real, and not a chimerical iclea. ,..,·ithout any truth, must likl•­
wise admit the principle of it that is hPrn assigned. This 
section, then, like the first, waH merely u1mlyti<'al. Now to 
prove that morality is no creatio11 of tlw brain, whi1·h it cannot 
be if the categorical imperative a111l with it the autonomy of 
the will is true, and as an d prio1·i principle absolutely neces­
sary, this supposes the possibility of o s.'lnlhdfr 11.-;,• ,f pure 
practical ,·ca.son, which, however, we cannot VL•nturn on without 
first giving a critical examination of thiH faculty of n•aso11. In 
the concluding section we :,;hall giv1i the principal outlines of 
this critical examination as far as is sufficient for our purpose. 
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(,s) THIRD SECTION. 

TTIAXSITION FRO:\! THE :\IETAPIIYSIC OF :1\IORALS TO THE CRITIQUE 

OF PURE PRACTICAL REASON. 

1'/ic Co·nccpt !!{ F1-ccdo1n is the Key that explains the Autonomy 
of the 1Vill. 

THE 1d1! is a kind of causality belonging to living beings in so 
far as they are rational, and f?'Ccdom would be this property of 
such causality that it can be efficient, independently on foreign 
causes determining it; just as phvsieal necessity is the property 
that the causality of all irrational beings has of being deter­
mined to activity by the influence of foreign causes. 

The preceding definition of freedom is negative, and there­
fore unfruitful for the discovery of its essence ; but it leads 
to a positi1,·c conception which is so much the more full and 
fruitful. Since the conception of causality involves that of 
laws, according to which, by something that we call cause, 
something else, namely, the effect, must be produced [laid 
down J ;1 hence, although freedom is not a property of the 
will depending on physical laws, yet it is not for that reason 
lawless; on the contrary, it must be a causality acting according 
to immutable laws, but of a peculiar kind; otherwise a free 
will would be an absurdity. Physical necessity (79) is a 
heteronomy of the efficient causes, for every effect is possible 
only according to this law, that something else determines 
the efficient cause to exert its causality. What else then 
can freedom of the will be but autonomy, that is the 

1 [Gesetzt.-There is in the original a play on the etymology of Gesetz, 
which does not admit of reproduction in English. It must be confessed 
that without it the statement is not self-evident.] 

F 
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property of the will to be a law to it!-'1·1t' 1 Ent. th~ 
proposition: The will is in eYcry adi1111 a law to il!--Plf, only 
expresses the principle, to act on 110 othPr 111axirn than that 
which can also haYe as an object itself as a 1111in·1·:-al law. Now 
this is precisely the formula of the c·atPgoric:al i11q,1'rati\'P an,l 
is the principle of morality, Ro that a frt•t• will and a will 
subject to moral laws arc nnc an,l tlw :-:a11u•. 

On the hypothesis, then, of frePclo111 of tl1<· will. morality 
together with its principle follows from it hy 11a·n· analy:-i~ of 
the conception. However, the latter is a r-;yntlll'ti1· pn1pnsitio11: 
viz., an absolutely goocl will is that ,.,,·hosp maxim c·a11 always 
include itself regarded as a uni\'crsal law; fo1· this prnpcrty 
of its maxim can never 1,c discovered l,y analysi11g t.he con­
ception of an absolutely goocl will. Now i-:1wh i:;ynthetic 
propositionR are only possible in this way : that. the two 
cognitions are connected together l,y their union with a third 
in which they are both to he found. The jiosil in concept of 
freedom furnii:;hes this third cognition, which c·am10t., as with 
physical causes, be the nature of the sPusible worlcl (in the 
concept of which we find conjoiue,1 the cnHc:cpt of r,;omcthing· in 
relation as cause to sornethin,r; r/sr as effoct). W,· cannot now at 
once show what this third is to which frcP<lom points u:c;, antl of 
which we have an idea d prio;·i, nor can ,ve make intelligible 
how the concept of freedom is shown to be legitimate from 
principles of pure practical reason, ancl with it the possibility 
of a categorical imperative; but some further preparation is 
required. 

(so) FREED0:\1 

Mu,st be presupposed as ri Property of thr. 1Vm of rd/ Rational 
Beings. 

It is not enough to predicate freedom of our own will, from 
whatever reason, if we have not sufficient grounds for prelli­
cating the same of all rational beings. :For aH morality serves 
as a law for us only because we are rational bri'n.ff8, it must also 
hold for all rational beings; and as it must be deduced simply 
from the property of freedom, it must be shown that freedom 
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also is a property of all rational beings. It is not enough, then, 
to prove it from certain supposed experiences of human nature 
(v,·hich iJllleed is quite impossible, and it can only be shown 
,i prior1"), but we must show that it belongs to the actiYity of 
all rational beings endowed with a ,vill. Now I say eYery 
being that cannot act except unda the idm. qf.frccdo111 is just 
for that reason in a practical point of view really free, that is 
to say, all laws which arc inseparably connected with freedom 
have the same force for him as if his will had been shown to 
Le free in itself hy a proof theoretically conclusive. 1 Now I 
affirm that we must attribute to every rational being (s1) which 
has a. will that it has ah;o the idea of freedom and acts entirely 
under this idea. ]?or in such a being we conceiYe a reason that 
is practical, that is, has causality in reference to its objects. 
Now we cannot possibly conceive a reason consciously receiving 
a bias from any other quarter with respect to its judgments, 
for then the subject would ascribe the determination of its 
jlHlgment not to its own reason, but to an impulse. It must 
regard itself as the author of its principles independent on 
foreign influences. Consequently as practical reason or as the 
will of a rational being it must regard itself as free, that is to 
say, the v,·ill of such a being cannot be a will of its own except 
uncler the idea of freedom. This idea must therefore in a 
practical point of view be ascribed to every rational being. 

Of the Intacst attaching to the Ideas of ~1Ivml-ity. 

vVe have finally reduced the definite conception of morality 
to the idea of freedom. This latter, however, we could not 
prove to be actually a property of ourselves or of human nature; 

1 I adopt this method of assuming freedom merely as an idea which 
rational beings suppose in their ~ctions, in order to avoid the necessity 
of proving it in its theoretical aspect also. The former is sufficient for 
my purpose ; for even though the speculative proof should not be ma.de 
out, yet a being that cannot act except with the idea of freedom is bound 
by the same laws that would oblige a being who was actually free. Thus 
we can escape here from the onus which presses on the theory. 
[Compare Butler's treatment of the question of liberty in his Analugy, 
part 1., ch. vi.] 

F2 
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only we saw that it must he presupposed if we would concei,•e 
a being as rational and conscious of its e:ausalit~· i11 rcs1wct of 
its actions, i.e., as endowed with a will; an<l so we find that 011 

just the same grounds we mnHL aserihe to 0,·p1-y liPing ('n<lowc<l 
with reason and will thiH attrilrntt• of dctcnniniug itself to 
action under the idea of its frec,lmn. 

Now it resulted also from the presupposition of this itlcn. 
that we became aware of a law that the snl1jPct in· prinr-iplcs of 
action, i.e. maxims, must also he HO ass1m1l'<l that they can 
also hold as objective (s2), that iH, nnivenml principks, and so 
serve as universal laws of our own dictati(ln. Hut why, then, 
should I subject myself to this principle an<l that :-;imply as 
a rational being, thus also subjecting to it all other beings 
endowed with reason? I v..-ill allow that no interest -111:qes me 
to this, for that would not give a categorical imperative, but I 
must take an interest in it and discern how this comes to pai-;R ~ 

for this "I ought" is properly an " I wonlcl," valid for i.'\"l'l"Y 

rational being, provided only that reason determim•d his actions 
without any hindrance. But for beings that are in addition 
affected as we are by springs of a clifforcnt kind, 1w.niely 
sensibility, and in whose case that iH not alv.-ays <lone ,vhich 
reason alone would do, for these that necessity is expressed 
only as an "ought," and the suLjectiYe necessity is different 
from the objective. 

It seems, then, as if the moral law, that is, the principle of 
autonomy of the will, were properly speakiug only presupposed 
in the idea of freedom, and as if we could not prove its reality 
and objective necessity indepencle11tly. In that case we should 
still have gainecl something considerable by at least determining 
the true principle more exactly than had previously been done ; 
but as regards its validity aud the practical neces8ity of subject­
ing oneself to it, we should not lmYc advanced a step. For 
if we were asked why the universal validity of our maxim 
as a law must be the condition restricting our actions, and on 
what we ground the worth which we assign to this manner of 
acting-a worth so great that there cannot he any higher inte­
rest; and if we were asked further how it happens that it is by 
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th is alone a man believes he feels his own personal worth, in 
comparison with which that of an fiO'reeable or llisncrreeable l" . o o 
conL 1hon is to be regarded as nothing, to these questions we 
could O'i· . 

o Ve no satisfactory answer. 
. (s3) We find indeed sometimes that we can take an interest 
111 a Personal quality ,vhich lloes not involve any interei::t of 
cxte~·i~al condition, prodded this quality makes us capable of 
participating in the condition in case reason were to ettect the 
allo~iuent; that is to say, the mere being worthy of happiness 
ca~1 interest of itself even without the motive of participating in 
tlus happiness. This judament, however, is in fact only the 
effoct of the importance or° the moral law which we before pre­
supposed (when by the idea of freedom we detach ourselves 
from every empirical interest); but that we ought to detach 
ourselves from these interests, i.e., to consider ourselves as free 
i~ action and yet as subject to certain laws, so as to find a worth 
snnply in our own person which can compensate us for the loss 
of everything that gives worth to our condition; this we are not 
yet able to discern in this way, nor do we see how it is possible so 
to act-in other words, whence the nw1·al law de1·ivcs its obligation. 

It must be freely admitted that there is a sort of circle here 
from which it seems -impossible to escape. In the order of 
efficient causes we assume ourselves free, in order that in the 
order of ends we may conceive ourselves as subject to moral 
laws: and we afterwards conceive ourselves as subject to these 
laws, because we have attributed to ourselves freedom of will: 
for freedom and self-legislation of will are both autonomy, and 
therefore are reciprocal conceptions, and for this very reason 
one must not be used to explain the other or give the reason of 
it, but at most only for logical purposes to reduce apparently 
different notions of the same object to one single concept (as we 
reduce different fractions of the same value to the lowest terms). 

One resource remains to us, namely, to inquire whether 
we do not occupy different points of view when by means of 

1 [" Interest " means a spririg of the will, in so far a.s this spring is 
presented by Reason. See note, p. 80.] 
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free,lom (s-1) we think ourselves as causes Pfli<-ient 1i p1·i11,·i, arnl 
whe11 we form our conception of onrsPl ves fr, ,m , ,111· act ions as 
effects which we see before our eyes. 

It is a remark which needs no subtle ref!Pc:tin11 to makl', but 
which we may assume that even tlw comrn11111•st u111lcrnt:mding 
can make, although it be after its fashion liy an 11hsr:urc <lis­
cernment of ju,lgment which it calls l't>Pli11g, that, all t,hc 
." i1leas "1 that come to us involuntarily (m-; thw;p 11f t,!te senses) 
clo not enable us to know objects ot,lwrwisc U1a11 as tiH'Y afl'Pct 
us; so that what they may he in themselves n•mains 11nkn11wn 
to us, and consequently t,ha.t a.s n•ganls " ideas '' of t,his kind 
even with the closest attention anrl clearrn~ss Lha.t, tlw u111ler­
standing can apply to them, we can by tlwm only attain to the 
knowle,lge of rtppcaranccs, ne,·er to that of //1 i11.'fs in tho118l'l!-t·s. 

As soon as this distinction has oncn h<'c11 lliadt\ (1Jl'rhaps merely 
in consequence of the <lifforence obscrvPd between the idL•ns 
given us from without, anrl in whieh ,..,.,~ are passin•, and those 
that we produce simply from ourselves, and in which ,..,·c :--how 
our own activity), then it follows of itself that wc> must admit 
a.nd assume behind the appearance :--omething elsr> that is not 
au appearance, namely, the things in themselves; although we 
must admit that as they can never be knO\vn to us except as 
they affect us, we can come no nearer to them, nor can ,vc ever 
know what they are in themselves. This mm;t furnish :i ilis­
tiuction, however crude, between a world of sense and the ·1corld 
of unde1·.~tanding, of which the former may Le different acc.;ol'Ll­
ing to the clifference of the sensuous impressiorn; in various 
observers, while the second which is its basis al ways remains 
the same. Even as to himself, a man cannot prete111 I ~v Know 
what he is in himself from the knowlcrlge he has liy internal 
sensation (85). For as he does not as it were create himself, 
and does not come by the conception of himself ,2 priori but 
empirically, it naturally follows that he can obtain his know­
leclge even of himself only by the inner sense, an<l consequently 

1 [The common understanding being here spoken of, I use the word 
" idea " in its popular sense.] 
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011ly through the appearances of his nature and the way in 
whicJ1 his consciousness is affected. At the same time beyond 
tl1l':--t' characteristics of his own subject, made up of mere a,p­
pPara11ccs. he must necessarily suppose something else as their 
basis, namely, his c,110, whatever its characteristics in itself may 
he. 'l'hus in respect to mere perception, arnl receptivity of 
Sl'11satilll1s he must reckon himself as belonging to the 1torld of 

sl',1:;c; hut in respect nf ,vhatever there may be of pure activity 
i11 him ( that which reaches consciousness immediately aml not 
through atrecti11g the Rcnscs) he must reckon himself as belong­
i11g to the i11tdfrct11a! u•ol'!rl, of which, however, he has no further 
knnwledgL'. To such a conclusion the retlecting man must 
come with l'l'spcct to all the things which can be presented to 
him: it is probably to be met with even in persons of the com­
monest understanding, who, as is well known, are very much 
i11cli11ell to suppose behind the objects of the senses something 
Phil' im·isible and acting of itself. They spoil it, hov,·ever, by 
1n·esL•ntly senstrnlizinrr this invisible arrain ·, that is to say, want-,., 0 

ing to makl' it an object of intuitiou, so that they do not become 
a whit the wisl'r. 

:N' ow man really finds in himself a faculty by which he dis­
tinguishes himself from everything else, even from himself as 
affected by objects, aml that is Reason. This being pure spon­
L.tnL•ity is even elevatetl above the II ndcl'standin,,7. :For although 
the latter is a spontaneity and does not, like sense, merely con­
tain intuitions that" arise when we are affected by things (tind 
are therefore passiw), yet it cannot produce from its activity 
any other conceptions than those which merely serve to bring 

the int?, it ions of sense undc1' 1'lllcs (sG), and thereby to unite them 
in one consciousness, and without this use of the sensibility it 
could not think at all; whereas, on the contrary, Reason shows 
so pure ,1, spontaneity in the case of what I call Ideas [Ideal 
Conceptions] that it thereby far transcends everything that 
the sensibility can give it, and exhibits its most important 
function in distincruishiucr the world of sense from that of 

0 0 

unden,tantliwr and thereby prescribincr the limits of the under-
• ~· 0 

standi11g itself. 
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For this reason a rational lJeiug must n•garcl hiurnclf qua 
intelligence (not from the side of his lower faculties 1 as lil'lonrri1w 

J b ::, 

not to the world of sense, but to that of umlersta11di11g ; hence 
he has two points of view from which he ean regard himself, and 
recognize laws of the exercise of his faculties, awl c1111sequently 
of all his actions : first, so far as he belongs to t lie worl1l of 
sense, he finds himself subject to laws of 1rnt11rc (hctenmomy); 
secondly, as belonging to the intelligible worl<l. u11<lPr laws 
which, being independent on nature, have their fou11dation not 
m experience but in reason alone. 

As a reasonable being, and consequt•Htly hc·longi11g to the 
intelligible world, man can never conceive the ca.wmlity of his 
own will otherwise than on condition of the idea of frePdom, for 
independence on the determining causes of the sc11sibk• world 
(an independence which Reason must always ascribe to itself) is 
freedom. Now the idea of freedom is inseparably cmmected 
with the conception of autonorny, and this again with the uni­
versal principle of morality which is ideally the foumlation of 
all actions of mtional beings, just as the law of nature is of all 
phenomena. 

Now the suspicion is removed which we raised above, that 
there was a latent circle involved in our reasoning from freeclom 
to autonomy, and from this to the moral law, viY..: that we 
laid down the idea of freedom because of the moral law only 
that we might afterwards in turn infer the latter from free­
dom (87), and that consequently we coul<l assign 110 reason at 
all for this law, but could only [present] 1 it as a pctitio prindpii 
which well-disposed minds would gladly concede to us, but 
which we could never put forward as a provable proposition. 
!<'or now we see that when we conceive ourselves as free we 
transfer ourselves into the world of umlerstan<ling as members 
of it, and recognize the autonomy of the will with its conse­
quence, morality; whereas, if we conceive ourselves as under 
obligation, we consider ourselves as belonging to the world of 
sense, and at the same time to the world of understanding. 

1 [The verb is wanting in the original.] 
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H('I" i·s rt Categorical Impaatiuc Possible l 

,-.., 
iu 

E\"ery rational being reckons himself qua intelligence as 
belonging to the ,vorld of understanding, and it is simply as 
an etticicnt cause belonging to that world that he calls his 
causality a 1cill. On the other side he is also conscious of 
himself as a part of the world of sense in which his actions, 
\\"hich are mere appearances [phenomena] of that causality, are 
displayed ; we cannot, however, discern how they are possible 
from this causality which ,ve do not kno,v; but instead of that, 
these actions as belonging to the sensible world must be viewed 
as determined by other phenomena, namely, desires and inclina­
tions. If therefore I ,.,,·ere only a member of the world of 
understanding, then all my actions would perfectly conform to 
the principle of autonomy of the pure will; if I were only a 
part of the world of sense, they would necessarily be assumed to 
conform ,vholly to the natural law of desires and inclinations, 
in other words, to the heteronomy of nature. (The former 
would rest on morality as the supreme principle, the latter on 
happiness.) Since, however, the 1co?'ld of 'understanding contains 
th c fonndation qt' the ·1corld of sense, and consequently of its laws 
also, and accordingly gives the law to my will (which belongs 
wholly to the world of understanding) directly (ss), and must 
be conceived as doing so, it follows that, although on the one 
side I must regard myself as a being belonging to the world of 
sense, yet on the other side I must recognize myself as subject 
as an intelligence to the law of the world of understanding, 
i.e. to reason, which contains this law in the idea of freedom, 
and therefore as subject to the autonomy of the will: conse­
quently I must regard the laws of the world of understanding 
as imperatives for me, and the actions which conform to them 
as duties. 

And thus what makes categorical imperatives possible is this, 
that the idea of freedom makes me a member of an intelligible 
world, in consequence of which, if I were nothing else, all my 
actions woidd always conform to the autonomy oft.he will; but 
as I at the same time intuite myself as a member of the world 
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of sense, they 011gllt HO to conform, ancl tliis ,·t1t,·_,,,,;-i'r11/ "ought" 
implies a synthetic cl prim·i proposition, inasrn11l'h as hesi,les my 
will as affected by sensible desirPs there is acbl1•1l f11rthPr the 
itlea of the same will, lmt as liPlnnging t11 tlw wodd of the 
understanding, pure and practieal of itself, whieli c.;nntains the 
supreme con, lition according to Reason of the fon11Pr will : 
precisely as to the intuitions of senHe there arc a<ltle,l concPpts 
of the understanding which of themsPlws signify nothing hut 
regular form in general, and in this way f-ynthPtic <t priori 
propositions become possible, 011 which all knowledg<' of 
physical nature rests. 

The practical use of co111m11n human reason confirms this 
reasoning. There is no onc,not eYcn the most cu11s11111mate Yilla.in, 
provided only that he is otherwise aecuHtOHH'tl to the use of 
reason, who, when we set lieforo him examples of honesty of 
purpose, of steadfastness in following good maxims, of sympathy 
a.ncl general benevolence (even c0111bine1l with great ::;acrifices of 
advantages and comfort), ,lacs not wi::;h that he might also 
possess these qualities. Only on account of his inclinations 
a.ncl impulses he cannot attain this in himself (s9), but a.t the 
same time he wishes to be free from such inclinations which 
are burdensome to himself. He proves by this that he transfers 
himself in thought with a will free from the impulses of t.hc 
Hensibility into an order of things ,vholly diffprcnt from that 
of his desires in the field of the sensiLility ; since he cannot 
expect to obtain by that wish any gratification of his 1lesires, 
nor any position which would satisfy any of his actual or 
supposable inclinations (for this would 1lPstroy the prc-Pminence 
of the very idea which wrests that wish from him) : he can 
only expect a greater intrinsic worth of his ov.-i1 perr-;on. This 
better person, however, he imaginPs himself to be ,-.·hen he 
transfers himself to the point of vie,v of a m<>ml,cr of the world 
of the understanding, to which he is involuntarily forced 
by the i<lea of freedom, i.e., of independence on dcterm ining 
r.auses of the world of sense; and from this point of view he 
is conscious of a good will, which by his own eonfession 
constitutes the law for the bad will that he possesses as a 
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111e111ber of the world of sense-a law whose authority lw 
rec11g11iies while transgressing it. ·what he morally "ought" 
is then what he necessarily "would" as a member of the world 
uf the understanding, and is conceived by him as an " ought " 
only inasmuch as he likewise conshlers himself as a member of 
the w11rld of sense. 

On the B;i:tl'cmc Lhnits of all J>mctical Philosophy. 

All men attribute to thernseh-cs freedom of will. Hence 
come all judgments upon actions as being such as ought to hare 
l,,.rn done, although they have not been done. However, this 
freedom is not a conception of experience, nor can it be so, 
since it still remains (oo ), even though experience shows the 
contrary of what on supposition of freedom are conceived as 
its neeessary consequences. On the other side it is equally 
necessary that everything that takes place should be fixedly 
tletcrmined according to laws of nature. This necessity of 
nature is likewise not an empirical conception, just for this 
reason, that it involves the motion of necessity and con­
'>t'quently of d prim·-i cognition. But this conception of a 
~ystem of nature is confirmed by experience; and it must even 
be inevitably presupposed ff experience itself is to be possible, 
that is, a connected knowledge of the objects of sense resting 
on general laws. Therefore freedom is only an Idea [Ideal 
Conception] of Reas011, and its objectiYe reality in itself is 
doubtful; while nat'ure is a concept of the widcrstandhig which 
proves, and must necessarily prove, its reality in examples of 
experience. 

There arises from this a dialectic of Reason, since the free­
dom attributed to the will appears to contradict the necessity of 
nature, and placed between these two ways Reason for specula­
tive p1u71ose:, finds the road of physical necessity much ·more 
beaten aml more appropriate than that of freedom ; yet for 
practical p1t1poscs the narrow footpath of freedom is the only 
one on which it is possible to make use of reason in our 
conduct ; hence it is just as impossible for the subtlest 
philosophy as for the commonest reason of men to argue 
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.away freedom. Philosophy must then assuwn that, 110 rPal 
cop.tradiction will be found lJetween freeduw awl pltysic:al 
necessity of the same human actions, for it c:am10t give up 
the conception of nature any more than that, of fn·edum. 

Nevertheless, even though we shoulcl 1wn·r be able to 
comprehend how freedom is possible, we m rn-;L aL ll'ast n•movc 
this apparent contradiction in a. couviuc:iug 1mu111er. For if 
the thought of freedom contradicts either it!-wlf or nature, 
which is equally necessary (91), it must in competitiuu with 
physical necessity be entirely given up. 

It would, however, be impossible to escape this <:out1·.11li<:tion 
if the thinking subject, which seems to itself free, eo1wcived 
itself in the same sense or in the very same rclalit>n when it 
calls itself free as when in respect of the same aetion it m-;smm•s 
itself to be subject to the law of nature. Hent:e it is an 
indispensable problem of speculative philosophy Lo show that 
its illusion respecting the contradiction rests on this, tltat we 
think of man in a different sense antl relation when we call 
him free, and when we regard him as suhjeet to the laws of 
nature as being part and parcel of nature. lt must therefore 
.show that not only can both these very well co-exist, but 
that both must be thought as necessarily ·united iu the same 
subject, since otherwise no {·eason could be gin•n why we 
shoul~ burden reason with an idea which, though it may 
possibly without contradiction be reconciled with another that 
is sufficiently established, yet entangles us in a perplexity 
which sorely embarrasses Reason in its theoretic e1111_.1loymeut. 
This duty, however, belongs only to speculative philosophy, in 
-order that it may clear the way for practical philosophy. The 
philosopher, then, has no option whether he will remove the 
apparent contradiction or leave it untouchetl; for in the latter 
case the theory respecting this would be bonmn vacwn:; in to the 
possession of which the fatalist would have a. 1·ight to enter, aIHl 
chase all morality out of its supposed domain as occupying it 
without title. 

We cannot, however, as yet say that we are touching the 
bounds of practical philosophy. For the settlement of that 
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l:nntrovC'rsy doe's not belong to it,; it only demands from 
Rpecnlative reason that it should put an end to the discord 
in which it entangles itself in theoretical questions, so that 
practical reason may have rest and security from external 
attacks (!l~) which might make the ground debatable on which 
it uesires to build. 

The claims to freedom of will made even by common reason 
arc founded on the consciousness and the admitted supposition 
that rt>a8on is independent on merely subjectively determined 
causes which together constitute what belongs to sensation only, 
an,l which consequently come under the general designation of 
sensibility. Man considering himself in this way as an intelli­
gence plac<.>s himself thereby in a different order of things and 
in a relation to determining grounds of a wholly different kind 
when on the one hand he thinks of himself as an intelligence 
endowed with a will, and consequently with causality, and 
when on the other he perceives himself as a phenomenon in the 
world nf sense ( as he really is also), and affirms that his 
causality is subject to external determination according to laws 
of nature. 1 Now he soon becomes aware that both can hold 
good, nay, must hold good at the same time. For there is not 
the smallest contradiction in saying that a thing in appeamnce 
(belonging to the world of sense) is subject to certain faws, on 
which the very same as a thing or being i-n itself is independent; 
and that he must conceive and think of himself in this two-fold 
way, rests as to the first on the. consciousness of himself as an 
object affected through the senses, and as to the second on the 
consciousness of himself as an intelligence, i.e., as independent 
on sensible impressions in the employment of his reason (in 
other words as belonging to the world of understanding). 

Hence it comes to pass that man claims the possession of a 
will which takes no account of anything that comes under the 
head of (lesires and inclinations, and on the contrary concefres 

1 [The punctuation of the original gives the following sense : 
"Submits his causality, as regards its external determination, to laws 
of nature .• , I have ventured to make what appears to be a necessary 
correction, by simply removing a comma,] 
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actions as possible to hirn, nay, even as 11ecci-:sary. which L":.111 

only be done by disregarding all desires and sPnsih!t• i1wlina­
tions. The causality of such actions1 lies in hirn as an intelli­
gence and in the laws of effects and actions [,vhic:h d1•p0nd] on 
the principles (93) of an intelligible ,vorlcl, of whic·h i11rlecll he 
knows nothing more than that in it pure reaso11 alone in<lcpcn­
dent on sensibility gives the law; moreover sincP it is only in 
that world, as an intelligence, that he is his proppr self ( being 
as man only the appearance of himself) thm;c laws apply tn him 
directly and categorically, so that the incitements nf incliua­
tions and appetites (in other words the whole natun• nf the 
world of sefl.se) cannot impair the laws of his Yoliti011 as an 
intelligence. Nay, he does not even hole] himself rcspll11sihlc 
for the former or ascribe them to his proper sPlf, i.r., his will: 
he only ascribes to his will any indulgence which hC' might 
yield them if he allowed them to infiuenc;c his maxims to the 
prejudice of the rational laws of the will. 

·when practical Reason thi-nks itself into a worlcl of unclcr­
standing, it does not thereby transcencl its ow11 limits, as it 
would if it tried to enter it hy hit,,itinn or srnsrdion. The 
former is only a negative thought in respect of thP world of 
sense, which does not give any la,vs to n'ason in lleter­
mining the will, and is positive only in this single poi11t that 
this freedom as a negative characteristic is at the same time 
conjoined with a (positive) faculty and even with a causality 
of reason, which we designate a will, namely, a faculty of 
so acting that the principle of the actions shall c;o11form to 
the essential character of a rational motive, i.e., the condition 
that the maxim have universal validity as a law. But were it 
to borrow an object of 11:ill, that is, a motive, from tlw world of 
understanding, then it would overstep its bounds and pretend 
to be acquainted with something of which it knows nothing. 
The conception of a world of the understanding is then only a 
point of view which Reason finds itself compelled to take outside 
the appearances in order to concei·ve itself as practiral, which 

1 [M. Ba.rni translates as if he read dessclben instead of derselben, " the 
causality of this will." So also Mr. Semple.] 
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wouhl not be possible if the intluPnccs of the sensibility had a 
detL>rmining power on man (9-1), but which is necessary unless 
llC' is to he denied the consciousness of himself as an intelligence, 
arnl consequently as a rational eause, energizing by reason, 
that is, operating freely. This thought certainly invokes 
the i(lca of an order and a system of laws different from 
that of thc mechanism of nature which belongs to the sern,iblc 
world: and it makes the eonception of au intelligible world 
ueeessary (that is to say, the whole system of rational beings 
as things in themselves). ]1ut it does not in the least authorize 
us to think of it further than as to its formal condition only, 
that is, the universality of the maxims of the will as laws, and 
c011sequently the autonomy of the latter, which alone is con­
sistent with its freedom; whereas, on the contrary, all laws 
that refer to a definite object give heteronomy, which only 
belongs to laws of nature, and can only apply to the sensible 
world. 

Hut neason woultl overstep all its bounds if it undertook 
to rri:-plain how pure reason can be practical, which would be 
exactly the same probl('m as to explain hou• frrcdoni is possible. 

:For we can explain nothing but that which we can reduce 
to laws, the object of which can be given in some possible 
experience. nut freedom is a mere Idea [Ideal Conception], 
the objective reality of which can in no ,vise be shown according 
to laws of nature, and consequently not in any possible ex­
perience ; and for this reason it can never be comprehended or 
understood, because we cannot support it by any sort of example 
or analogy. It holds good only as a necessary hypothesis o! 
reason in a being that believes itself conscious of a will, that 
is, of a faculty distinct from mere desire (namely, a faculty of 
determining itseif to action as an intelligence, in other words, 
by laws of reason independently on naturnl instincts) (95). Now 
where determination according to laws of nature ceases, there 
all explanation ceases also, and nothing remains Lut defence, i.e., 
the removal of the objections of those who pretend to have seen 
deeper into the nature of things, and thereupon boldly declare 
freedom impossible. We can only point out to them that the 
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supposed contra<liction that they have c.liHco,·ercd in it arisl's 
only from this, that in order to be able to apply the la.,v nf 
nature to human actions, they must necessarily consider man as 
an appearance: then when we demand of them that they shoukl 
also think of him qua intelligence as a thing in itself. they still 
persist in considering him in this respect also as an appearance.'. 
In this view it would no doubt Le a contradiction to suppose 
the causality of the same subject (that is, his will) to he with­
drawn from all the natural laws of the sensil,le world. But 
this contradiction disappears, if they would only bethink them­
selves and admit, as is reasonable, that l1Phi11d the appearances 
there must also lie at their root (although hidden) the things in 
themselves, and that we cannot expect the laws of these to be 
the same as those that govern their appearances. 

The subjective impossibility of explaining the freedom of 
the will is identical with the impossibility of ,liHcoYering and 
explaining an interest1 which (9G) man can take in the moral 
law. Nevertheless he does actually take an interest in it, the 
basis of which in us we call the moral feeling, ,vhich some 
have falsely assigned as the standard of our moral judgment, 
whereas it must rather be viewed as the subjective effoct that 
the law exercises on the will, the objective principle of which 
is furnished by Reason alone. 

In order, indeed, that a rational being who is also affected 
through the senses should will what Reason alone directs such 

1 Interest is that by which reason becomes practical, i.e., a cause 
determining the will. Hence we say of rational beings only that they 
take an interest in a thing ; irrational beings only feel sensual appetites. 
Reason takes a direct interest in action, then, only when the universal 
validity of its maxims is alone sufficient to determine the will. Such 
an interest alone is pure. But if it can determine the will only by 
means of another object- of desire or on the suggestion of a particular 
feeling of the subject, then Reason takes only an indirect interest in 
the action ; and as Reason by itself without experience cannot discover 
either objects of the will or a special feeling actuating it, this latter 
interest would only be empirical, and not a pure rational interest. The 
logical interest of Reason· (namely, to extend its insight) is never 
direct, but presupposes purposes for which reason is employed. 
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beings that they ought to will, it is no doubt requisite that 
reason should have a power to i1tfusc a feeling of pleasure or 
satisfaction in the fulfilment of duty, that is to say, that it 
should have a causality by which it determines the sensibility 
aecording to its own principles. But it is quite impossible to 
discern, i. c. to make it intelligible d priori, how a mere thought, 
which itself contains nothing sensible, can itself produce a 
sensation of pleasure or pain ; for this is a particular kind of 
causality of which as of every other causality we can determine 
nothing whatever a priori; we must only consult experience 
about it. But as this cannot supply us with any relation of 
cause and effect except between two objects of experience, 
whereas in this case, although indeed the effect produced lies 
within experience, yet the cause is supposed to be pure reason 
acting through mere ideas which offer no object to experi­
ence, it follows that for us men it is quite impossible to 
explain how and why the miivcrsaWy of the nwtcim as a lau·, 
that is, morality, interests. This only is certain, that it is 
not because it interests us that it has validity for us (for that 
would be heteronomy and dependence of practical reason on 
sensibility, namely, on a feeling as its principle, in which case 
it could never give moral laws) (97), but that it interests us 
because it is valid for us as men, inasmuch as it had its source 
in our will as intelligences, in other words in our proper self, 
and what belongs to nicre appearance, is necessarily snbordinatcd 
by reason to the natiwc of the thing i'.n itself. 

The question then : How a categorical imperative is pos­
sible can be answered to this extent that we can assign the only 
hypothesis on which it is possible, namely, the idea of freedom; 
and we can also discern the necessity of this hypothesis, and this 
is sufficient for the pmcticctl cxc1·cisc of reason, that is, for the 
conviction of the validity of this inipcrative, and hence of the 
moral law; but how this hypothesis itself is possible can never 
be discerned by any human reason. On the hypothesis, how­
ever, that the will of an intelligence is free, its antonomy, as the 
essential formal condition of its determination, is a necessary 
consequence. Moreover, this freedom of will is not merely quite 

G 
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possible as a hypothesis (not involving any contradiction to the 
principle of physical necessity in the connexion of the phe­
nomena of the sensible world) as speculative philosophy can 
show: but further, a rational being who is eonscious of a 
causality1 through reason, that is to say, of a will (distinct from 
desires), must of ncccssit!} make it practically, that is, in idea, 
the condition of all his voluntary actions. Dut to explain how 
pure reason can be of itself practical without the aill of any 
spring of action that could be derived from any other source, 
i.e. how the mere principle of the uni'l:rrsal ndidity '!l all its 
1naxinu; as lrw;s (which ,voul«l certainly be the form of a pi1re 
practical reason) can of itself supply a spri11g, without any 
matter (object) of the will in which 011e could a11tccedently take 
any interest (98); and how it can produce an interest, v,·hich 
would be called purely moral; or in other words, liull' z111rc 

1·eason can be practical-to explain this is heyn11d the power of 
human reason, and all the labour and pains of secki11g an 
explanation of it are lost. 

It is just the same as if I sought to fiwl out how freedom 
itself is possiLle as the causality of a will. For then I quit the 
ground of philosophical explanation; and I have no other to go 
upon. I might indeed revel in the world of intellige11ces which 
still remains to me, but although I have an idea of it, which is 
well founded, yet I have not the least knoi!.:leduc of it, nor can I 
ever attain to such knowledge with all the efforts of my 11atural 
faculty of reason. It signifies only a something that remains 
over when I have eliminated everything belonging to the world 
of sense from the actuating principles of my will, serving 
merely to keep in bounds the principle of motives taken from 
the field of sensibility; fixing its limits and showing that it 
does not contain all in all within itself, but that there is more 
beyond it; but this something more I know no further. Of 
pure reason which frames this ideal, there remains af tcr the 
abstraction of all matter, i.e. knowledge of objects, nothing but 
the form, namely, the practical law of the universality of the 

1 [Reading "einer" for "seiner."] 
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maxims, and in conformity with this the conception of reason 
in reference to a pure world of understanding as a possible 
eflicicnt cause, that is a cause determining the will. There 
n:u~t here be a total absence of springs; unless this idea of an 
intelligible worlLl is itself the spring, or that in which reason 
prirnarily takes an interest; but to make this intelligible is 
pn:cisely the problem that we cannot solve. 

Here now is the extreme limit of all moral inquiry (99), and 
it is of great importance to determine it even on this account, in 
order that reason may not on the one hand, to the prejudice of 
morals, seek about in the world of sense for the supreme motive 
aud an interest comprehensible but empirical; and on the other 
hand, that it may not impotently flap its wings without being 
·_l,le to move iu the (for it) empty space of transcendent con­
cepts which we call the intelligible world, and so lose itself 
amidst chimeras. For the rest, the idea of a pure world of 
understanding as a system of all intelligences, and to which we 
ourselves as rational beings belong (although we are likewise 
on the other side members of the sensible world), this remains 
always a useful and legitimate idea for the purposes of rational 
belief, although all knowledge stops at its threshold, useful, 
namely, to produce in us a lively interest in the moral law by 
means of the noble ideal of a uniYersal kingdom of ends in 
themselves (rational beings), to which we can belong as members 
then only when we carefully conduct ourselves according to the 
maxims of freedom as if they were laws of nature. 

Concluding Remad,:. 

The speculative employment of-reason with respect to natu1·e 
leads to the absolute necessity of some supreme cause of the 
world: the practical employment of reason with a view to 
freedom leads also to absolute necessity, but only of the laws of 
the actions of a rational being as such. Now it is an essential 
prindplc of reason, however employed, to push its knowledge to 
a consciousness of its necessity (without which it would not be 
rational knowledge). It is, however, an equally essential rc­
stl'ietion of the same reason that it can neither discern the 

G2 
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necessity (100) of what is or what happens, 11or of what ought to 
hrppen, unless a condition is supposed on which it is or happens 
or ought to happen. In this way, howewr, 1,y the constant 
inquiry for the condition, the satisfaction of reason is only 
further and further postponed. Hence it u11ceasingly seeks the 
unconditionally necessary, and finds itself forced to assume it, 
although without any means of making it comprehensible to 
itself, happy enough if only it can discoYer a eonception which 
agrees with this assumption. It is therefore 110 fault i11 our 
deduction of the supreme principle of morality, but an objec­
tion that should be made to human reason in general, that it 
cannot enable us to conceive the absolute necessity of an 
unconditional practical law (such as the categorical imperative 
must be). It cannot be blamed for refusing to explain this 
necessity by a condition, that is to say, by means of some 
interest assumed as a basis since the law would then cease to be 

' a moral law, i.e. a supreme law of freedom. And thus while 
we do not comprehend the practical unconditional necessity of 
the moral imperative, we yet comprehend its incomp1·chensibility, 
and this is all that can be fairly demanded of a philosophy 
which strives to carry its principles up to the very limit ot 
human reason. 
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PREFACE. 

THIS WORK is called the "Critical Examination of 
Practical Reason " not of the pure practical reason, 

although 1·ts ' 
parallelism with the speculative critique would 

seem to require the latter term. The reason of this appears 

sufficiently from the treatise itself. Its business is to show 
that there is pure practical reason, and for this purpose it criti­

cizes the entire practical facnlty of reason. If it succeeds in 
this, it has no need to criticize the pure faculty 1'.tseif in order 

to see whether reason in making such a claim does not pre­

sumptuously overstep itself (as is the case with the speculative 

reason). For if, as pure reason, it is actually practical, it 

proves its own reality and that of its concepts by fact, and all 

disputation against the possibility of its being real is futile. 

With this faculty, transcendental freedom is also established; 

freedom, namely, in that absolute sense in which speculative 

reason required it in its use of the concept of causality in order 

to escape the antinomy into which it inevitably falls, when in 

the chain of cause and effect it tries to think the 1.mconditioned. 

Speculative reason could only exhibit this concept (of freedom) 

problematically as not impossible to thought, without assuring 

it any objective reality, and merely lest the supposed impos­

sibility of what it must at least allow to be thinkable (106) 
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should endanger its very being anrl plunge it, into an abyss 

of scepticism. 

Inasmuch as the reality of the concept of freedom is proved 

by an apodictic law of practical reason, it is the l.-1·.71stm1c of the 

whole system of pure reason, even the spec:ulatin•, and all 

other concepts (those of God and immortality) which, as being 

mere ideas, remain in it unsupported, now atlac:h themselves 

to this concept, and by it obtain consisteucc and objective 

reality; that is to say, their possibility is zn·ovcd lJy the fact 

that freedom actually exists, for this idea is revealed by the 

moral law. 

Freedom, however, is the only one of all tlw ideas of the 

speculative reason of which we know the possibility <i priori 

(without, however, understanding it), because it is the con­

dition of the moral law which we know. 1 The ideas of God 

and Immortality, however, are not conditions of the moral 

law, but only conditions of the necessary object of a ,vill 

determinetl by this law: that is to say, conditions of the 

practical use of our pure reason. Hence with respect to 

these ideas we cannot affirm that we know arnl nnclerstand, I 

will not say the actuality, but even the possibility of them. 

However, they are the conditions of the application of the 

morally (101) determined will to its object, which is given to 

1 Lest anyone should imagine that he finds an inconsistemy here when 
I call freedom the condition of the moral law, and hereafter maintain in 
the treatise itself that the moral law is the condition under which we can 
first become conscious of freedom, I will merely remark that freedom is the 
ratio essendi of the moral la.w, while the moral law is the ratio cognoscendi 
of freedom. For had not the moral law been previously distinctly thought 
in our reason, we should never consider ourselves justified in assuming 
such a thing as freedom, although it be not contradictory. But wer.:­
there no freedom, it would be impossible to trace the moral law in ourselves 
at all. 
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it ci priori, viz., the summmn bonum. Consequently m this 

practical point of view their possibility must be ass-urned, 

although we cannot theoretically know and understand it. 

To justify this assumption it is sufficient, in a practical point 

of view, that they contain no intrinsic impossibility ( contra­

diction). Here we have what, as far as speculative reason 

is concerned, is a merely subjective principle of assent, which, 

however, is objectively valid for a reason equally pure but 

practical, and this principle, by means of the concept of 

freedom, assures objective reality and authority to the ideas 

of Gou and Immortality. Nay, there is a subjective necessity 

(a need of pure reason) to assume them. Nevertheless the 

theoretical knowledge of reason is not hereby enlarged, but 

only the possibility is given, which heretofore was merely 

a problem, and now becomes assertion, and thus the practical 

use of reason is connected with the elements of theoretical 

reason. And this need is not a merely hypothetical one for 

the urbitrary purposes of speculation, that we must assume 

something if we wish in speculation to carry reason to its 

utmost limits, but it is a need which has the force of law to 

assume something without which that cannot be which we must 

inevitably set before us as the aim of our action. 

It would certainly. be more satisfactory to our speculative 

reason if it could solve these problems for itself without this 

circuit, and preserve the solution for practical use as a thing 

to be referred to, but in fact onr faculty of speculation is 

not so well provided. Those who boast of such high know­

ledge ought not to keep it back, but to exhibit it publicly 

that it may be tested and appreciated. They want to prove: 

very good, let them prove ; and the critical philosophy lays 

its arms at their feet as the victors. "Quid statis? Nolint. 
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Atqui licet esse beatis." As they then do not in fact, ehno:--c 

to do so, probably because (10s) they cannot, we wu!-t take up 

these arms again in order to seek in the mortal use of reason, 

and to base on this, the notions of Ood, f,·,nlu111, and 1··1111,w,·­

tality, the possibility of which speculation cnmwt a(lerp1ately 

prove. 

Here first is explained the enigma of the critical philosophy, 

viz. how we deny objective reality to the supcr!-ensible use of 

the categories in speculation, and yet admit this rcolity with 

respect to the objects of pure practical reason. This must 

at first seem inconsistent as fong as this practical use is only 

nominally known. But when, by a thorough analysis of it, 

one becomes aware that the reality spoken of docs not imply 

any theoretical determination of the categO?·ics, and extension 

of our knowledge to the supersensible; but that what is 

meant is that in this respect an object belongs to them, be­

cause either they are contained in the necessary determination 

of the will d priori, or are inseparably connected with its 

object; then this inconsistency disappears, because the use 
we make of these concepts is different from what specula­

tive reason requires. On the other hand, there now appears 

an unexpected and very satisfactory proof of the consistency 

of the speculative critical philosophy. For whereas it insisted 

that the objects of experience as such, including our own 

subject, have only the value of phenoniena, while at the same 

time things in themselves must be supposed as their basis, 

so that not everything supersensible was to be regarded as 

a fiction and its concepts as empty; so now practical reason 

itself, without any concert with the speculative, assures reality 

to a supersensible object of the category of causality, viz. 

Freedom, although (as becomes a practical concept) (109) only 
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for practical use ; and this establishes on the evidence uf a 

fact that which in the former case could only be conceived. 

By this the strange but certain doctrine of the speculatiYe 

critical philosophy, that the thinking subject is to itself in 

internal intuition only a phenomenon, obtains in the critical 

examination of the practical reason its full confirmation, and 

that so thoroughly that we should be compelled to adopt 

this doctrine, even if the former had never proved it at all. 1 

By this also I can understand why the most consider­

able objections which I have as yet met with against the 

Critique turn about these two points, namely, on the one 

side, the objective reality of the categories as applied to 

noumena, which is in the theoretical department of know­

ledge denied, in the practical affirmed; antl on the other 

side, the paradoxical demand to regard oneself qiui subject 

of freedom as a noumenon, and at the same time from the 

point of view of physical nature as a phenomenon in one's 

own empirical consciousness; for as long as one has formed 

no definite notions of morality and freedom, one could not 

conjecture on the one side what was intended to be the 

nonrnenon, the basis of the alleged phenomenon, arnl on the 

other side it seemed doubtful whether it was at all possible 

to form any notion of it, seeing that we had previously 

assigned all the notions Qf the pure understanding in its 

theoretical use exclusively to phenomena. Nothing but a 

detailed criticism of the practical reason can remoYe all this 

1 The union of causality as freedom with causality as rational mechanism, 
the former established by the moral law, the latter by the law of nature in 
the same subject, namely, man, is impossible, unless we conceive him with 
reference to the former as a being in himself, and with reference to the 
latter as a phenomenon-the former in pure consciousness, the latter in 
empirical consciousness. Otherwise reason inevitably contradicts itself. 
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misapprehension, and set in a clear light the consistency 

which constitutes its greatest merit. 

(110) So much by way of justification of the proceeding 

by which, in this work, the notions al)(l principles of pure 

speculative reason which have already undergone their special 

critical examination, are, now and then, again subjected to 

examination. This would not in other cases be in accordance 

with the systematic process by which a science is established, 

since matters which have been decided ought only to be 

cited and not again discussed. In this case, however, it was 

not only allowable but necessary, because Reason is here 

considered in transition to a different use of these concepts 

from what it had made of them before. Such a transition 

necessitates a comparison of the old and the new usage, in 

order to distinguish well the new path from the old one, and, 

at the same time, to allow their connexion to be observed. 

Accordingly considerations of this kind, including those which 

are once more directed to the concept of freedom in the 

practical use of the pure reason, must not be regarded as an 

interpolation serving only to fill up the gaps in the critical 

system of speculative reason (for this is for its own purpose 

complete), or like the props and buttresses which in a hastily 

constructed building are often added afterwards; but as true 

members which make the connexion of the system plain, and 

show us concepts, here presented as real, which there could 

only be presented problematically. This remark applies 

especially to the concept of freedom, respecting which one 

cannot but observe with surprise, that so many boast of being 

able to understand it quite well, and to explain its possibility, 

while they regard it only psychologically, whereas if they 

had studied it in a transcendental point of view, they must 
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have recognized that it is not only indispensable as a prob­

lematical concept, in the complete use of speculative reason, 

but also quite incomprehensible (111); and if they afterwards 

came to consider its practical use, they must needs have 

come to the very mode of detennining the principles of this, 

to which they are now so loth to assent. The concept of 

freedom is the stone of stumbling for all cmpirici,sts, but at 

the same time the key to the loftiest practical principles for 

critical moralists, who perceive by its means that they must 

nec~ssarily proceed by a rationa1 method. For this reason I 

beg the reader not to pass lightly over what is said of this 

concept at the end of the Analytic. 

I must leave it to those who are acquainted with works 

of this kind to judge whether such a system as that of the 

practical reason, which is here developed from the critical 

examination of it, has cost much or little trouble, especially 

in seeking not to miss the true point of view from which 

the whole can be rightly sketched. It presupposes, indeed, 

the Fundamental Principles of the J,fetaphysic of Morals, but 

only in so far as this gives a preliminary acquaintance with 

the principle of duty, and assigns and justifies a definite 

formula thereof; in other respects it is independent.1 It 

results from the nature of this practical faculty itself that 

1 A reviewer who wanted to find some fault with this work has hit 
the truth better, perhaps, than he thought, when he says that no new 
principle of morality is set forth in it, but only a new formula. But 
who would think of introducing a new principle of all morality, and 
making himself as it were the first discoverer of it, just as if all the 
world before him were ignorant what duty was or had been in thorough­
going error 1 But whoever knows of what importance to a mathematician 
a. formula is, which defines accurately what is to be done to work a 
problem, will not think that a formula is insignificant and useless which 
does the same for all duty in general. 
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the complete classification of all practical sciences cannot be 

added, as in the critique of the speculative reason ( 112). I•'or 

it is not possible to define duties specially, as human duties, 

with a vie,v to their classification, until the suh,ieet of this 

definition (viz. man) is known according to his actual nature, 

at least so far as is necessary with respect to duty; this, 

however, does not belong to a critical examination of the 

practical reason, the business of which is only to assign in 

a compl~te manner the principles of its possibility, extent, 

and limits, without special reference to human nature. The 

classification then belongs to the system of science, not to 

the system of criticism. 

In the second part of the Analytic I have given, as I 

trust, a sufficient answer to the objection of a truth-loving 

and acute critic1 of the Fmidamcntal Pri'nci'plcs qf the Alcta-

11hysic of Morals-a critic always worthy of respect-the ob­

jection, namely, that the notion of good was not established befo1·c 

the 1n,01·al principle, as he thinks it ought to have bean2 (113). 

1 [Probably Professor Garve. See Kant's '' Das mag in Der Theo1·ie 
richtig seyn, etc." Werke, vol. vii., p. 182.] 

2 It might also have been objected to me that I h1wo not first defined 
the notion of the faculty of desire, or of the feeling <if pleas11rc, although 
this reproach would be unfair, because this definition might reasonably 
be presupposed as given in psychology. However, the definition there 
given might be such as to found the determination of the faculty of 
desire on the feeling of pleasure (as is commonly done), and thus the 
supreme principle of practical philosophy would be necessarily made 
empirical, which, however, remains to be proved, and in this critique 
is altogether refuted. I will, therefore, give this definition here in 
such a manner as it ought to be ctiven in orcler to leave this contested 

t:, ' 

point open at the beginning, as it should be. LIFE is the faculty a 
being has of acting according to laws of the faculty of desire. The 
fawlty of DESIRE is the being's faciilty of becoming by means of its ideas 
~he cmise of the actuat existence of the objects of these ideas. PLEASURE is the 
ulea of the agreement of the object 01· the action with the subjective conditions 



OF rRACTICAL REASOX. 95 

I have also had regard to many of the objections which have 

reached me from men ,vho show that they have at heart the 

discovery of the truth, and I shall continue to do so (for those 

who ha.Ye only their old system before their eyes, and who 

have already settled what is to be approved or disapproved, 

do not desire any explanation which might stand in the way 

of their own private opinion). 

\.Vhen we have to study a particular faculty of the human 

mind in its sources, its content, and its limits; then from the 

nature of human knowledge we must begin with its pa1·ts, 

with an accurate and complete exposition of them ; complete, 

namely, so far as is possible in the present state of our know­

ledge uf its elements. But there is another thing to be 

aUcndcLl to which is of u. more philosophical and architectonic 

chu.mcter, namely, to grasp correctly the idea of the 1,;hole, 

and from thence to get a view of all those parts as mutually 

related by the aid of pure reason, and by means of their 

derivation from the concept of the whole (114). This is only 

of life, i.e. with the faculty of cmisality of an idea in respect of the 
uctw1lity of its object ( or with the determination of the forces of the subject 
to the action which produces it) (113). I have no further need for the 
purposes of this critique of notions borrowed from psychology ; the 
criticiue itself supplies the rest. It is easily seen that the . question, 
whether the faculty of desire is always based on pleasure, or whether 
under certain conditions pleasure only follows the determination of 
desire, is by this definition left undecided, for it is composed only 
of terms belonging to the pure understanding, i.e. of categories which 
contain nothing empirical. Such precaution is very desirable in all 
philosophy, and yet is often neglected ; namely, not to prejudge 
questions by adventuring definitions before the notion has been 
completely analysed, which is often very late. It may be obsen·ed 
through the whole course of the critical philosophy (of the theoretical 
a11 well as the practical reason) that frequent opportunity offers of 
supplying defects in the old dogmatic method of philosophy, and of 
correcting errors which are not observed until we make such rational 

use of these notions i-iewing them as a whole. 
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possible through the most intimate acquaintance with t.lie 

system; and those who find the first inquiry too troublesome, 

and do not think it worth their while to attain such an 

acquaintance, cannot reach the second stage, namely, the 

general view, which is a synthetical return to that which 

had previously been given analytically. It is no wonder 

then if they find inconsistencies everywhere, although the 

gaps which these indicate are not in the system itself, but 

in their own incoherent train of thought. 

I have no fear, as regards this treatise, of the reproach 

that I wish to introduce a new language, since the sort of 

knowledge here in question has itself somewhat of an every­

day character. Nor even in the case of the former critique 

could this reproach occur to anyone who had thought it 

through, and not merely turned over the leaves. To invent 

new words where the language has no lack of expressions 

for given notions is a childish effort to distinguish oneself 

from the crowd, if not by new and true though ts, yet by new 

patches on the old garment. If, therefore, the readers of 

that work know any more familiar expressions which are as 

suitable to the thought as those seem to me to be, or if they 

think they can show the futility of these thoughts themselves, 

and hence that of the expression, they would, in the first 

case, very much oblige me, for I only desire to be under­

stood ; and, in the second case, they would deserve well of 

philosophy. But, as long as these thoughts stand, I very 

much doubt that suitable, and yet more common. expressions 

for them can be found. 1 

1 I am more afraid in the present treatise of occasional misconception in 
respect of some expressions which I have chosen with the greatest care(115), 
in order that the notion to which they point may not be missed. Thus, in 
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(115) In this manner, then, the <i priori principlrs or two 

faculties of tlw mind, the faculty of cognition anci ( 1 rn) that 

of tlesire, would be fournl aml determined as to the conditions, 

extent, and limits of their use, and thus a sure foundation be 

laid for a scientific system of philosophy, both theoretic and 

practical. 

Nothing worse could happen to these labourers than that 

anyone should make the unexpected discovery that there neither 

is nor can be any <i 1J1·i01·i knowlecl(l'e at all. But there is no 
' 0 

clanger of this. This would be the same thing as if oue 

sought to prove by reason that there is no reason. For 

WL' only say that we know something by reason when ,ve 

are conscious that we could have known it even if it had 

not been given to us in experience ; hence rational know­

ledge aml knowlellge <i priori are oue and the same. It is 

a clear contradiction to try to extract necessity from a prm­

ciple of experience (c.~ punn:cc aqumn), and to try by this to 

give a judgment true universality (without which there 1s 

no rational inference, not even inference from analogy, which 

is at least a presumed universality and objective necessity). 

To substitute subjective necessity, that is, custom, for objec­

tive, which exists_ only in d priori judgments, is to deny to 

reason the 11ower of J'uclo'inu about the obiect, -i.1·. of knowing 0 ~ J ~ 

it·,, and what belongs to it. It implies, for example, that we 

must not say of something which often ol' always follows a 

certain antecedent state, that we can cuncl11rfr from this to 

that (for this would imply objective necessity and the notion 

of an d vrior-i connexion), but only that we may expect 

the table of categories of the pmcticcil reason under the title of ..itod«lif11, 
the pe1·mittecl and/ ol'bidden (in a practical objective point of view, Possiblo 
and Impossible) have almost the same meaning in common language as the 

II 



98 PREFACE TO CRITICAL EXA~II::'.\ATIO::-S [11,J 

similar cases (just as animals clo), that is, that we reject Llw 

notion of cause altogether as false and a nwrc ,lnlnsion. Af; 

to attempting to remedy this want of objective, ancl con~e­

quent universal, validity by saying that WP can see no 

ground (117) for attributing any other sort of knowledge to 

other rational beings, if this reasoning were valid, our igno­

rance would do more for the enlargement of our knowledge 

than all our meditation. For, then, on this very ground 

that we have no knowledge of any other rational beings 

besides man, we should have a right to suppose them to be 

of the same nature as we know ourselves to he: that is, we 

should really know them. I omit to mention that universal 

assent does not prove the objective vali11ity of a judgment 

(i.e. its validity as a cognition), and although this universal 

assent should accidentally happen, it could furnish no proof 

of agreement with the object,; on the contrary, it is the 

objective validity which alone constitutes the basis of a neces­

sary universal consent. 

next category, Duty and OonfA·m·y to Duty. Here, however, theformel' 
means what coincides with, or contradicts, a merely possible practical prc­
cept(for example, the solution of all problems of geometry and mechanics); 
the latter, what is similarly related to a law actually present in the reason; 
and this distinction is not quite foreign even to common language, although 
somewhat unusual. For example, it is forbidden to an orator, as such, to 
forge new words or constructions; in a certain degree this is ve1·mitted to a 
poet; in neither case is there any question of duty. For if anyone choo~es 
to forfeit his reputation as an orator, no one can prevent him. "\Ve have 
here only to do with the dist.inction of imperatives into problemutical, asse1·­
torial, and apodictic. Similarly in the note in which I havo compared the 
moral ideas of practical perfection in different philosophical schools, I have 
distinguished the idea. of wisdom from that of holiness, although I have 
stated that essentially and objectively they are the same. But in that 
place I understand by the former only that wisdom Lo which man (the Stoic) 
lays claim ; therefore I take it snbJ.ectively as an attribute alleged to belong 
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Hume ,vouhl be quite satisfied with this system of uni­

versal empirieism, for, as is well known, he desired nothing 

more th:m that instead of ascribing any objectfre meaning 

to the necessity in £he concept of cause, a merely subjectfre 

one should be assumed, Yiz. custom, in order to deny that 

reason could judge about Goll, freedom, and immortality; 

and if once his principles were grantetl, he was certainly well 

able to delluce his conclusions therefrom, with all logical 

coherence. But even H1nnc did not make his empiricism so 

universal as to include mathematics. He holds the princi­

ples of mathematics to be analytical ; and if his were correct, 

they would certainly be apodictic also : but we could not infer 

from this that reason has the faculty of forming apodictic 

judgments in philosophy also-that is to say, those which are 

synthetical judgments, like the judgment of causality. But 

if we adopt a iini'Vc1·sal empiricism, then mathematics will be 

included. 

Now if this science 1s m contradiction with a reason that 

to man. (Perhaps the expression vfrt11e, with which also the Stoic made 
great show, would better mark the characteristic of his school.) The ex­
pression of a poshtlute of pure practical reason might give most occasion to 
misapprehension in cnse the reader confounded it with the signification of 
the postulates in pure mathematics, which carry apodictic certainty with 
them. These, howe,·er, postulate the possibility of cm action, the object of 
which has been prC\·iously recognized c1 p1·iori in theory as possible, and 
that with perfect certainty. But the former postulates the possibility of an 
object itself (God and the immortality of the soul) from apodictic practical 
laws, and therefore only for the purposes of a practical reason. This cer­
tainty of the postulated possibility then is not at all theoretic, and conse­
quently not apodictic, that is to say, it is not a known necessity as regards 
the object, but a necessary supposition ns regards the subject, necessary for 
the obedience to its objective but practical laws. It is, therefore, merely a 
necessary hypothesis. I could find no better expression for this rational 
necessity, which is subjective, but yet true and unconditional. 

H2 
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admits only empirical principles (us), as it ineYitahly is in 

the antinomy in which mathematics proYc the infinil!~ tliYisi­

bility of space, which empiricism cannot ad111it; then the 

greatest possible evidence of demonstration is in manifest 

contra11iction with the allege1l conclusions frolll experience, 

and we are driven to ask, like Cheseldcn's hliwl palit>11i, 

"Which deceives me, sight or touch ? " (for empiricism is 

based on a necessity felt, rationalism on a 11ecessi t,y seen)• 

And thus universal empiricism reveals itself as alisolutdy scPp­

ticism. It is erroneous to attribute this in such an un­

qualified sense to llmnr,1 since he left at least one certain 

touchstone of experience, namely, mathematics ; whereas 

thorough scepticism admits no such touchstone (which can 

only be found in cl priori principles), although experience 

consists not only of feelings, lmt also of judgments. 

However, as in this philosophical and critical age such 

empiricism can scarcely be serious, and it 1s probably put 

forward only as an intellectual exercise, and for the purpose 

of putting in a clearer light, by contrast, the necessity ol" 

ratioual cl prio1'i principles, we can only lie grateful to tl1osl' 

who employ themselves in this otherwise uninstructiYc la.hour. 

1 Names that designate the followers of a sect have always been accom­
panied with much injustice ; just as if one said, N is an Idealist. Fur 
although he not only admits, but even insists, that our ideas of external 
things have actual objects of external things corresponding tu them, yet 
he holds that the form of the intuition docs not depend on them hut on 
the human mind. [N is clearly K1mt himself.] 
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IXTRODUCTION. 

OF THE IDEA OF A CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL 

REASON. 

THE theoretical use of reason was concerned with objects of 
the cognitive faculty only, and a critical examination of 

it with reference to this use applied properly only to the purr 
faculty of cognition; because this raised the suspicion, which 
WaH afterwards confirmed, that it might easily pass beyond its 
limits, and be lost among unattainable objects, or even contra­
dictory notions. It is quite different with the practical use of 
roason. In this, reason is concerned with the grounds of deter-
1uination of the will, which is a, faculty either to produce objects 
c11rresponding to ideas, or to determine ourselves to the effecting 
uf such objects (whether the physical power is sufficient or not) ; 
that is, to c.letenni11e our causality. For here, reason can at 
least attain so far as to determine the will, and has always 
objective reality in so far as it is the volition only that is in 
l!Uestion. The first question here, then, is, whether pure reason 
of itself alone suffices to determine the will, or whether· it can 
be a ground of determination only as dependent on empirical 
conditions (120). Now, here there comes in a notion of caus­
ality justified by the critique of the pure reason, although not 
capable of being presented e1n.pirically, viz. that of freedom ; 
and if we can now discover means of proving that this property 
does in fact belong to the human will (and so to the will of all 
rational beings), then it will not only be shown that pure reason 
can be practical, but that it alone, and not reason empirically 
limited, is indubitably practical; consequently, we shall have 
t.o make a cl'itical examination, not of p1wc pmctical reason, but 
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only of practiced reason generally. For wlH•n 01H·c pure reason 
is shown to exist, it needs no critical exalllination. For reason 
itself contains the standard for the critical examinatiun of e\"ery 
use of it. The critique, then, of practical reason gPnerally is 
bound to prevent the empirically conditioner! i·eas1111 from claim­
ing exclusively to furnish the ground of lletermi11atim1 of the 
will. If it is provecl that there is a [practical j 1 rt>ason, its l'Ill­

ployment is alone immauent; the empirically conditioned use, 
}Vhich claims supremacy, is on tlie contrary trarn,cernh·nt, and 
expresses itself in demands and precepts which go quite heyoml 
its sphere. This is just the opposite of what might lie said of 
pure reason in its speculatiYe employment. 

However, as it is still pme reason, the kno\vledge of which 
is here the foumlatiou of its practical ernployrnenl, the ge1wral 
outline of the classification of a critique of practical reason must 
be arranged in accordance with that of the Hpeculative. ,,v e 
must, then, have the Element.-; awl the Jtfctlwdvlugy of· it: and in 
the former an Analytic as the rule of truth, and a Dialcctfr as 
the exposition and dissolution of the illusion in tlw judgments 
of practical reason (121). But the order in the subdivision of 
the Analytic will be the reverse of that in the critique of the 
pure speculative reason. For, in the present case, we shall com­
mence with the principles and proceed to the concepts, and only 
then, if possible, to the senses; wherea!'l in the case of the specu­
lative reason we began with the senses, and had to ernl with the 
pi·inciples. The reason of this lies again in this : that now we 
have to do with a will, and have to consider reason, not in its 
relation to objects, but to this will a.nd its causality. We must, 
then, b~gin with the principles of a causality not empirically 
comlitioneLl, after which the attempt can be made to establish 
our notions of the determining grounds of such a ,vill, of their 
application to objects, and finally to the subject and its sense 
faculty. We necessarily begin with the law of causality from 
freedom, that is, with a pure practical principle, and this deter­
mines the objects to which alone it can be appliecl. 

1 [The original has "pure," an obvious error.] 
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BOOK 1. 

THE AN.A LYTIC OF })URE PRACTICAL REASON. 

CHAPTER I. 

OF TlIE PRINCIPLES OF PURE PRACTICAL REASON. 

§ !.-DEFINITION. 

PRACTICAL PRINCIPLES are propositions which contain 
n general determination of the will, having under it several 

practical rules. They are su~jective, or J.1[a.dms, ,vhen the 
condition is regarded by the subject as valid only for his 
own will, but are objective, or practical laws, when the con­
dition is recognized as objective, that is, valid for the will 
of every rational being. 

REMARK. 

Supposing that p1wc reason contains in itself a• practical 
motive (126), that is, one adequate to determine the will, theu 
there are practical laws ; otherwise all practical principles 
will be mere maxims. In case the ,vill of a rational being 
is pathologically affected, there may occur a conflict of the 
maxims with the practical laws recognized by itself. For 
example, one may make it his maxim to let no injury pass 
unrevenged, and yet he may see that this is not a practical 
law, but only his own maxim; th.at, on the contrary, regarded 
as being in one and the same maxim a rule for the will of 
every rational being, it must contradict itself. In natural 
philosophy the principles of what happens (e.g. the principle 
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of equality of action and rcacLiou in tlll' c111111111111ication of 
motion) are at the same time lav,;s of nat11n·; f11r the use 
of reason .there is theoretical, and detl·n11i1ll'd by the nature 
of the object. In practical philosophy, i.e. that which has to 
do only with the grounds of detcrminati, >ll , it' th,~ ,..,·ill, the 
principles which a man makes for himself are nut laws by 
which one is inevitably bou)l(l; because reas, >IL iIL practical 
matters has to do with the subject, namely, wit,h the faculty 
of desire, the special character of which may oc<.:asioIL variety 
in the rule. The practical rule is always a pruduct of reason, 
because it prescribes action as a means to t,he clle<.:t. But in 
the case of a being with whom reason lloce; not of itself 
determine the will, this rule is an ·i,11pcmlil'I', i.e. a rule 
characterized by "shall,'' which expresses the uhjl'c:tive necessi­
tation of the action, and signifies that if rcas, m <.:ornpletely 
determined the will, the action would incvitaLly take place 
according to this rule. Imperatives, therefore, are objectively 
valid, and are quite c.fo;tinct from maxims, whid1 are subjective 
principles. The former either determine the l:OIHlitions of 
the causality of the rational being as an ellieicnt cause, i.e. 
merely in reference to the effect and the means of attaining 
it; or they determine the will only, ,vhether it is adequate 
to the effect or not (121). The former would be hypothetical 
imperatives, and contain mere precepts of skill ; the latter, 
on the contrary, would be categorical, and would alone be 
practical laws. Thus maxims are principles, but not inipcra­
ti'vcs. Imperatives themselves, however, when they are con­
ditional (i.e. do not determine the will simply as will, but only 
in respect to a desired effect, that is, when they are hypothetical 
imperatives), are practical precepts, but not laws. Laws must 
be sufficient to determine the will as will, even before I ask 
whether I have power sufficient for a desired effect, or. the 
means necessary to produce it, ; hence they are categorical : 
otherwise they are not laws at all, because the necessity is 
wanting, which, if it is to be practical, must be independent 
on conditions which are pathological, and are therefore only 
contingently connected with the will. Tell a man, for example, 
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that he must be industrious and thrifty in youth, in order 
that he may nnt want in old age; this is a correct and 
important practical precept of the will. But it is easy to 
:,;ee that in this case the will is directetl to something else 
whieh it is presupposed that it desires, and as to this 
desire, we must leave it to the actor himself whether he 
looks fo_rward to other resources than those of his own acqui­
sition, or does not expect to be old, or thinks that in case 
of future necessity he will be able to make shift ,vith little. 
Heason, from which alone can spring a rule involving necessity, 
tloes, indeed, giYc necessity to this precept (else it would 
not be an imperative), but this is a necessity dependent on 
~nbje<..:tive conditions, and cannot be supposed in the same 
tlegree in all subjects. But that reason may give laws it is 
necessary that it should only need to presuppose itself, because 
rules are objectively and universally valid only when they 
hold without any contingent subjective conditions, which dis­
tinguish one rational being from another. Now tell a man 
that he should never make a deceitful promise, this is a rule 
which only concerns his will, whether the purposes he may 
have can be attainetl thereby or not (12s); it is the volition 
only which is to be determined d JJriori by that rule. If now 
it is found that this rule is practically right, then it is a law, 
11ecause it is a cateaorical imperative. Thus, practical laws 
refer to the will only, without considering what is attained 
by its causality, allll we may disregard this latter (as belong­
ing to the world of sense) in order to have them quite _pure. 

§ II.-THEOREi\I I. 

All practical principles which presuppose an object (matter) 
of the faculty of desire as the ground of determination of the 
will are empirical, and can furnish no practical laws. 

By the matter of the faculty of desire I mean an object 
the realization of which is desired. Now, if the desire for this 
object precedes the practical rule, and is the condition of our 
making it a principle, then I say ( in the first place) this principle 
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1s m that case wholly ernpirical. for then \Yliat ddPnui11ps the 
choice is the itlca of an ol,ject, arnl tliat rPlati1111 of this idea tc, 
the subject 1Jy which its faculty of desire is cll't1•nni1wd tn its 
realization. Sud1 a relation to the sul1_jec-t is called tlll' ;1/msw·t 

in the realization of an ohj0r:t. This, then, 1uust 111• pn•suppnt:-ed 
as a condition of the prn;silJility of cll'l<·rmi11ati1111 of the will. 
But it is impossiLle to know d JHi,,n· of any idea of an ol ,jee:t 
whether it ,vill be eo1111ccte1l with ]'l1;,ts1 1 r 1• 11r 1"1i11, 11r l1l' iwlif­
ferent. In sneh cases, tlwrPfor<', tlw dt>ter111i11ing pri11!'iple of 
the choice mnst be empirical, ancl, tlwrcfon•, also tliP praL:tical 
material principle which prcsnpp,1ses it as a 1·1111<liti11n. 

(129) In the .s,,co11rl placl', since susePptiliility to a pleasure or 
pain can he known only empirically, am! cannot hold in the 
same degree for all rational beings, a prinr:ipl,~ ,vhieh is based 
on this subjective condition may serve inclced as a 111,,.ri111 fllr the 
subject which possesses this HUsccptibility, liut, not as a law 
even to him (because it is wnnting in objceti,·e neel'ssity, which 
must be recognizecl <L 1n•in;·i); it follows, theref1 ,re, that sueh a 
·principle can never furnish a practical law. 

§ III.-THEOHE;1[ II. 

All material praetical principles as such an~ of one and the 
same kind, and eome under the general prin<"iple of self-love nr 
private happiness. 

Pleasure arising from the idea of the existencp of a thing, 
in so far as it is to 1letermine the desire of this thing, is founded 
on the susceptibility of the subject, since it (frpcnds on the pre­
sence of an olJject; hence it belongs to sense (feeling), and not 
to understanding, which expresses a relntion of tlw idea to ru1 

object according to concepts, not to the subject, aceonling to 
feelings. It is, then, practical only in so far as the faeulty of 
desire is determinerl by the sensation of agroeableness which 
the subject expects from the actual existe11ce of the object. 
Now, a rational being's consciousness of the pleasantness of 
li~e uninterruptedly accompanying his whole existence is hap­
pmess ; and the principle which makes this the supreme ground 
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11 f detL'nnination of the will is the principle of self-loYe. All 
11u1tL'rial principles, then, which place the determining ground 
of the will in the pleasure or pain to be receiwd from the 
Pxiste11ce of any object arc all of the same kind (130), inas-
111 nch as they all belong tn the principle of self-lorn or private 
happi11l'ss. 

C'OHOLLAl!Y. 

All matCi'ia/ practical rules place the determining principle 
of the will in the lowo· dcsi)'('s, and if there were no 1mrdiJjcmnol 
hm; of the will adequate to determine it, then we could 11ot 

admit an,11 higlta desire at all. 

RE~IAHK I. 

It is surprising that men, otherwise acute, can think it pos­
sible to distinguish bet,veen Mglta and lo/l'Ci' dcsz:rcs, according 
as the ideas which are connected with the feeling of pleasure 
have their origin in the sense.~ or in the undastanding; for 
when we inquire what are the determining gruuncls of desire, 
and place them in some expecte1l pleasantness, it is of 11,0 con­
sequence whence the idcct of this pleasing object is derived, Lut 
only how much it pleases. ·whether an idea has its seat and 
snurce in the lll1Llerstanding or not, if it can only determine 
the choice by presupposing a feeling uf pleasure in the subject, 
it follows that its capability of determining the choice depern1s 
altogether on the nature of the inner sense, namely, that this 
can be agreeably affected by it. However dissimilar iLleas of 
0 Ljects may Le, though they be ideas of the understanding, or 
even of the reason in contrast to ideas of sense, yet the feeling 
of pleasure, by means of which they constitute the determining 
principle of the will (the expected satisfaction which impels the 
aetivity to the production of the object) (131), is of one arnl the 
same kind, not only inasmuch as it can only be known empiri­
cally, but also inasmuch as it affects one and the same vital 
force which manifests itself in the faculty of desire, arnl in this 
reRpect can only differ in degree from every other ground of 
determination. Otherwise, how could we compare in respect of 
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. . • I f 1 • t· ti • I · of which magnitude two pnnc1p es o ( ctenmna 1011, w 1, ('as 
depend upon different faculties, so as to prf'fcr that, which affects 
the faculty of desire in the highest degree. Tlw :-;ame man lll~Y 

return unread an instructive book which lw cannot again obtaui, 

in onler not to miRs a hunt; he may depart in the midst of a 
fine speech, in order not to he lat<) for cli111H•r : he may leave a 
rational conversation, such as he otlwrwisp \"al ncs highly, to 
take his place at the rramin'•-tahlc • he 11ia \' eYcn repulsr a 

0 ,.., ' • . 

poor man whom he at other times takes plcas111·p in l,cnditu1g, 
because he has only just enough money in his pockPt to pay f'.ll' 
his admission to the theatre. If the determination of his will 
rests on the feelincr of the aareeableness or disar•rccahlcncss that ::, o n 

he expects from any cause, it is all the Sallie to him by what 
sort of ideas he will be affected. The only thiner that conClff118 . :-, 

him, in order to decide his choice, is, how great, how long con-
tinued, how easily ol,taiued, and how often rc1wated, this agree­
ableness is. ,Tust as to the man who wants money to speIHl, it 
is all the same whether the gold ,vas llug out of the mountain 
or washed out of the sand, provided it is eYcrywhere accepted 
at the same value; so the man who cares only for the enjoy­
ment of life does not ask whether the ideas arc of the under­
standing or the senses, but only how much and how .'f1'1'at plc11surc 
they will give for the longest time. It is only those that would 
gladly deny to pure reason the power of determining the will, 
without the presupposition of any feeling, who could deviate so 
far from their own exposition as to describe as quite hetero­
geneous what they have themselves previously brought under 
one and the same principle (132). Thus, for example, it is ob­
served that we can find pleasure in the mere c.rcrcisc of poll'cr, 
in the consciousness of our strength of mind in overcoming 
obstacles which are opposed to our designs, in the culture of 

.our mental talents, etc.; and we justly call these more refined 
pleasures and enjoyments, because they are more in our power 
than others; they do not ,vear out, but rather increase the 
capacity for further enjoyment of them, and while they delight 
they at the same time cultivate. But to say on this account 
that they determine the will in a different way, and not through 
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~ense, wlwreas the po:-sihility of the pleasure presupposes a, feel­
mg_ for it implanted in us, which is the first condition of this 
s,ttisfaction; this is just as when ignorant persons that like to 
dabbh, in nwtnphysics imagine matter so subtle, so super-subtle, 
that they almost make themselves giddy with it, and then think 
that in this way they haw concei;·ed it as a spiritual and yet 
extentlPtl being. If with Epicm·us we make Yirtue determine 
the \Vill only by means of the pleasure it promises, we cannot 
afterwards blame him for holding that this pleasure is of the 
same kind as those of the coarsest senses. For we ha.Ye no 
reason whatever to charrre him with holclinO' that the itleas by I. o o 
w nch this feeling is excited in us belong merely to the bodily 
senses. As far as can be conjectured, he sought the source of 
many of them in the use of the higher cognitiYe faculty ; but 
this llid not pren•nt him, and could not prevent hiin, from 
holding on the principle above stated, that the pleasure itself 
which those intellectual ideas give us, and by which alone 
they can determine the will, is just of the same kind. Con­
sistency is the highest obligation of a philosopher, and yet the 
most rarely found. The ancient Greek schools gh-e us more 
examples of it than we find in our sync1·ctistic age, in which 
a certain shallow and dishonest s.11stcm of comp1·omisc of con­
tradictory principles is devised, because it commends itself 
better to a public (133) which is content to know something of 
everything and nothing thoroughly, so as to please eYery party.1 

The principle of private happiness, however much under­
standing and reason may be used in it, cannot contain any 
other determining principles for the will than those which 
be~ong to the lowc1· desires ; and either there are no [higherJi 
desires at all, or pm·e reason must of itself alone be practical : 
that is, it must be able to determine the will by the mere form 
of the practical rule without supposing any feeling, and conse­
quently without any idea of the pleasant or unpleasant, ,vhich 

[ 1 Literally, '' to have a firm seat in any saddle." It may be noted 
that Kant's father was a saddler.] 

(2 Not in the original text.] 



112 TIIE A::--;AJ.YTIC OF [13-t] 

is the matter of the desire, and which is always an empirical 
condition of the principles. Then n11ly, wltP11 !'Pason of itself 
determines the will (not as the spn·a11t of the im·li11atio11), it is 
1·eally a hif;hc,· 1lesire to which that which is 1,atltologically 
determined is subordinate, and is really, ancl P\'l'll spPeifieally, 
distinct from the latter, so that even the slightt>st admixture of 
the motives of the latter impairs its stn·11gth and s1qwriority; 
just as in a mathematical demoustration tlll· least Pill] ,iriL:al con­
dition would degrade an<l destroy its foree and nt!uL'. Iteason, 
with its pI"acLical law, (letermines the will i111111Pdiatf'l_\·, not by 
means of an intervening feeling of pleasure or pain, not l'\·e11 of 
pleasure in the law itsl'lf, and it is only lieeause it can, as pure 
reason, be practical, that it is possible for it to lie lcr1is/,t1icc. 

HE'.\IAHK II. 

To be happy is necessarily the wish of e\·ery finite rational 
being, and this, therefore, is inevitably a determining principle 
of its faculty of desire. For we are not in possession originally 
of satisfaction with our whole existence-a. bliss \vhieh ,vould 
imply a consciousness of our O\Vn independent s1•lf-sufllcicncy­
this is a problem imposed upon us by our 0\,:11 finite nature, 
because we have wants, antl these \Van ts regard ( J 3-1) the matter 
of our desires, that is, something that is relative to it su bjecti vc 
feeling of pleasure or pain, which determines what Wl' need in 
order to be satisfied with our condition. Hut just because this 
material principle of tletermination ean 011ly be empirically 
known by the subject, it is impossible to regard this problem 
as a law i for a law being objective must contain the very same 
JYl'ineiple nf determination of the will in all eases ancl for all 
rational beings. For, although the notion of happiness is in 
,·very case the foundation of the practical relation of the objects 

to the desires, yet it it:i only a general name for the subjective 
determining principles, and determines 11othi11g specifically ; 
whereas this is what alone we are concerned with in this prae­
tical problem, which cannot be solved at all without such specific 
determination. For it is every man's own special feeling of 
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pleasure and pain that decitles in what he is to placl' his 
happiness, and even in the same subject this will vary with 
the lliffercncc of his wants according as this feelin<• clw.n<TeR. 

'- b b • 

and thus a law ,vhich is su~jccti1:cl,11 ncccsmry (as a Jaw of 
nature) is objccti1:cly a very contingent practical principle, which 
can and mm;t be very diffl.•rent in difforent subjects, and there­
fore can never furnish a law; since, in the desire for happiness 
it is not the form ( of conformity to law) that is decisive, but 
simply the matter, namely, whether I am to expect pleasure in 
following the law, and how much. Principles of self-love may, 
indeed, contain universal precepts of skill (how to find means 
to accomplish one's purposes), but in that case they are merely 
theoretical principles ;1 as, for example, how he who would like 
to eat bread (135) should contrive a mill; but practical precepts 
founded on them can never be universal, for the determining 
principle of the desire is based on the feeling of pleasure and 
pain, which can never be supposed to be universally directed to 
the same objects. 

Even supposing, however, that all finite rational beings ,vere 
thoroughly agreed as to what were the objects of their feelings 
of pleasure and pain, and also as to the means which they 
must employ to attain the one and avoid the other; still, they 
could by no means set up the p1·indplc qj' sclf-!01:e as a practical 

law, for this unanimity itself would be only contingent. The 
principle of determination would still be only subjectively valid 
and merely empirical, and would. not possess the necessity 
which is conceived in every law, namely, an objective necessity 
arising from d p1·i01·i grounds ; unless, indeed, we hold this 
necessity to be not at all practical, but merely physical, viz. 
that our action is as inevitably de,termined by our inclination, 
us yawning when we see others yawn. It would be better 

1 Propositions which in mathematics or physics are called practical 
ought properly to be called technical. For they have nothing to do with 
the determination of the will ; they only point out how a certain effect is 
to be produced, and are therefore just as theoretical as any propositiom; 
which express the connexion of a cause with an effect. Kow whoever 
chooses the effect must also choose the ca.use. 

I 
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to maintain that there are no practical laws at all, hut only 
cownsels for the service of our desires, than to raise merely 
subjective principles to the rank of practical laws, which have 
objective necessity, and not merely suhjectivc, ancl which must 
be known by reason a 1wio?'I·, not by experience (however 
empirically universal this may be). Even the rules of corre­
sponding phenomena are only called laws of nature (c.,q. the 
mechanical laws), when we either know them really d priori, 
or (as in the case of chemical laws) suppose that they would 
be known a 1rriori from objective grounds if our insight reached 
further. But in the case of merely subjective practical prin­
ciples, it is expressly made a condition (136) that they rest 
not on objective but on subjective conditions of choice, and 
hence that they must always be represented as mere maxims; 
never as practical laws. This second remark seems at first sight 
to be mere verbal refinement, but it defines1 the terms of the 
most important distinction which can come into consideration in 
practical investigations. 

§ IV.-THEOREM III. 

A rational being cannot regard his maxims as practical 
universal laws, unless he conceives them as principles which 
determine the will, not by their matter, but by their form 
only. 

By the matter of a practical principle I mean the object of 
the will. This object is either the determining ground of the 
will or it is not. In the former case the rule of the will is sub­
jected to an empirical condition (viz. the relation of the deter­
mining idea to the feeling of pleasure and pain); consequently 
it cannot be a practical law. Now, when we abstract from a 
law all matter, i.e. every object of the will (as a determining 
principle), nothing is left but the mere form of a universal 
legislation. Therefore, either a rational being cannot conceive 
bis subjective practical principles, that is, his maxims, as being 

1 [The original sentence is defective; Hartenstein supplies "enthiilt."] 
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at the same time universal laws, or he must suppose that their 
mere form, by which they are fitted for universal legislation, is 
alone what makes them practical la,vs. 

(13i) RE~fARK. 

The commonest understanding can distinguish without in­
struction what form of maxim is adapted for universal legisla­
tion, and what is not. Suppose, for example, that I have made 
it my maxim to increase my fortune by every safe means. Now, 
I have a deposit in my hands, the owner of which is dead and 
has left no writing about it. This is just the case for my 
maxim. I desire, then, to know whether that maxim can also 
hold good as a universal practical law. I apply it, therefore, 
to the present case, and ask whether it could take the form of a 
law, and consequently whether I can by my maxim at the same 
time give such a law as this, that everyone may deny a deposit 
of which no one can produce a proof. I at once become aware 
that such a principle, viewed as a law, would annihilate itself, 
because the result would be that there would be no deposits. A 
practical law which I recognize as such must be qualified for 
universal legislation; this is an identical proposition, and there­
fore self-evident. Now, if I say that my will is subject to 
a practical law, I cannot adduce my inclination (e.g. in the 
present case my avarice) as a principle of determination fitted 
to be a universal practical law; for this is so far from being 
fitted for a universal legislation that, if put in the form of a 
universal law, it would destroy itself. 

It is, therefore, surprising that i~telligent men could have 
thought of calling the desire of happiness a universal practical 
law on the ground that the desire is universal, and, therefore, 
also the maxim, by which everyone makes this desire determine 
his will. For whereas in other cases a universal law of nature 
makes everything harmonious ; here, on the contrary, if we 
attribute to the maxim the universality of a law, the extreme 
opposite of harmony will follow, the greatest opposition, and 
the complete (138) d~struction of the maxim itself, and its 

12 
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purpose. For, in that case, the will of all has n"L "ne and the 
same object, but everyone has his own (his pri,·ate welfare), 
which may accidentally accord with the puq 11iscs of others 
which are equally selfish, but it is far from snllil:ing for a law; 
because the occasional exceptions which one is pPr111itted to 
make are endless, and cannot be llefinitcly cmliraced in one 
universal rule. In this manner, the11, results a harmony like 
that whidt a certain satirical poem dPpicts as existing betwPen 
a married couple bent on going to ruin, "0. marn·llous har­
mony, what he ,vishrs, she wishes also"; or like what, is said 
of the pledge of Francis I to the Emperor Charles V, "\Vhat 
my brother Charles wishes that I wish also" (,·iz. l\Iilan). 
Empirical principles of determination are not fit for :rny uni­
versal external leuislation lmt 1·ust as little for internal; for 

0 ' ' 

each. man makes his own imbject the foundation of his inclina-
tion, and in the same subject sometimes one inclination, some­
times another, has the preponderance. To discrJver a law which 
would govern them all under this condition, namely, bringing 
T,hem all into harmony, is quite impossible. 

~ V.-PROBLE:'11 T. 

Supposing that the mere legislative form of maxims is alone 
the sufficient determining principle of a will, to firnl the nature 
of the will which can be determined by it alo11e. 

Since the bare form of the law can only be conceived by 
reason, and is, therefore, not an object of the senses, and conse­
quently does not belong to the class of phenomena, it follo,vs 
~hat the idea of it ( 139), which determines the will, is distinct 
~rom all the principles that determine events in nature accord­
mg to the law of causality, because in their case the determiHing 
~ri:nciples must themselves be phenomena. Now, if no other 
determining principle can serve as a law for the will except 
that universal legislative form, such a will must be conceived 
as quite independent on the natural law of phenomena in their 
mutual i'elation, name!~·, ~h 8 law of causality; such indepen­
dence is calledfreedoni in the strictest, that is in the transcen-
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dental sense; consequently, a will which can have its law in 
nothing but the mere legislative form of the maxnn 1s a free 
,vill. 

~ YI.-PROBLE:Sl II. 

Supposing that a "·ill is free, to foul the law which alone 
is competent to determine it necessarily. 

Since the matter of the practical law, i.e. an object of the 
maxim, can neYer be given otherwise than empirically, and 
the free will is indepemlent on empirical conditions (that is, 
conditions belonging to the worl<l of sense), and yet is deter­
minable, consequently a free ,vill must find its principle of 
determination in the law, arnl yet independently of the matter 
of the law. But, beside the matter of the law, nothing is 
contained in it except the legislatiYe form. It is the legislative 
form, then, contained in the maxim, which can alone constitute 
a principle of determination of the [ free J will. 

( 1-10) RE:'l!ARKS. 

Thus freedom and an unconditional practical law recip­
rocally imply each other. Now I do not ask here whether 
they are in fact distinct, or whether an unconditional law if 
not rather merely the consciousness of a pure practical reason, 
and the latter identical ,vith the positive concept of freedom ; 
I only ask, whence bcv·ins our knou:lcdgc of the unconditionally 
practical, whether it is from freedom or from the practical law? 
Now it cannot begin from freedom, for of this we cannot be 
immediately conscious, since the first concept of it is negative : 
nor can we infer it from experience, for experience gives us 
the knowledge only of the law of phenomena, and hence of 
the mechanism of nature, the direct opposite of freedom. It is 
therefore the moral law, of which we become directly conscious 
(as soon as we trace for ourselves maxims of the will), that 
first presents itself to us, and leads directly to the concept 
of freedom, inasmuch as reason presents it as a principle of 
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determination not to be outweighc<l by any sensible conditions, 
nay, wholly independent of them. But how is the consciousness 
of that moral law possible? We can become conscious of pure 
practical laws just as we are conscious of pure theoretical 
principles, by attending to the necessity ,vith which reason 
prescribes them, and to the elimination of all empirical con­
ditions, which it directs. The concept of a pure will arises out 
of the former, as that of a pure understanding arises out of 
the latter. That this is the true subordination of our concepts, 
and that it is morality that first discovers to us the notion of 
freedom, hence that it is practical rcnson which, with this 
concept, first proposes to speculative reason the most insoluble 
problem, thereby placing it in the greatest perplexity, is evident 
from the following consideration :-Since nothing in phenomena 
can be explained by the concept of freedom, but the mechanism 
of nature must constitute the only clue (141); moreover, when 
pure reason tries to ascend in the series of causes to the 
unconditioned, it falls into an antinomy which is entangled in 
incomprehensibilities on the one side as much as the other i 
whilst the latter (namely, mechanism) is at least useful in the 
explanation of phenomena, therefore no one would ever have 
heen so rash as to introduce freedom into science, had not the 
moral law, and with it practical reason, come in and forced 
this notion upon us. Experience, however, confirms this order 
of notions. Suppose some one asserts of his lustful appetite 
that, when the desired object and the opportunity are present, 
it is quite irresistible. [Ask him]-if a gallows were erected 
before the house where he finds this opportunity, in order that 
he should be hanged thereon immediately after the gratification 
of his lust, whether he could not then control his passion; 
we need not be long in doubt what he would reply. Ask him, 
however-if his sovereign ordered him, on pain of the same 
immediate execution, to bear false witness against an honourable 
man, whom the prince might wish to destroy under a plausible 
pretext, would he consider it possible in that case to overcome 
his love of life, however great it may be. He would perhaps 
not venture to affirm whether he would do so or not, but he 
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must unhesitatingly admit that it is possible to do so. He 
judges, therefore, that he can do a certain thing because he is 
conscious that he ought, and he recognizes that he is free-a fact 
which but for the moral law he would never have known. 

§ VIL-FUNDAMENTAL LAW OF THE PURE PRACTICAL 

REASON. 

Act so that the maxim of thy will can always at the same 
time hold good as a principle of universal legislation. 

(142) REMARK. 

Pure geometry has postulates which are practical propQ­
sitions, but contain nothing fu~ther than the assumption that 
we can do something if it is required that we should do it, and 
these are the only geometrical propositions th!l.t concern actual 
existence. They are, then, practical rules under a problematical 
condition of the will; but here the rule says :-We absolutely 
must proceed in a certain manner. The practical rule is, 
therefore, unconditional, and hence it is conceived d p1·i01·i as 
a categorically practical proposition by which the will is 
objectively determined absolutely and immediately (by the 
practical rule itself, which thus is in this case a law); for pm•g 

'reason pmctical of itself is here directly legislative. The will is 
thought as independent on empirical conditions, and, therefore, 
as pure will determined by the 11ic1·e jonn of the law, and this 
principle of determination is regarded as the supreme condition 
of all maxims. The thing is strange enough, and has no 
parallel in all the rest of our practical knowledge. For the 
d p1·i01·i thought of a possible universal legislation which is 
therefore merely problematical, is unconditionally commanded 
as a law without borrowing anything from experience or from 
any external will. This, however, is not a precept to do some­
thing by which some desired effect can be attained (for then 
the will would depend on physical ·conditions), but a :i;ule that 

• determines the will d priuri only so fa~· as regards the forms 
of its maxims ; and thus it is at least not impossible to 



120 THE ANALYTIC OF 

conceive that a law, which only applies Lo the s1 1 lu·,,,·t,ic 1• t'11r111 of 
principles, yet sen-es as a principle of <letcnnination liy llleans 
of the objective form of law in general. ·w c rnay call the r: 0 11-
sciousness of this fundamental. law a fact of reason, lll'c:ausc we 
cannot reason it out from antecedent data of n~asu11, '-!I• the 
consciousness of freedom (for this is not anlccc1ll'ntly gin:11), 

but it forces itself on us as a synthetic <ipriuri prupusiti1111 111:i), 

which is not basell on any intuition, either pure or empirical. 
It would, irnlced, he analytical if the frecllom of the will were 
presupposed, but to presuppose freedom as a positiYc 1·u,1crpt 

would require an intellectual intuition, which ca11n,,t l1erc be 
assumed; however, when we reganl this law as yirrn, it 111ust 
be observed, in order not to fall into any misco11ccptio11, that it 
is not an empirical fact, but the sole fact of the pui-c rl'ason, 
which thereby announces itself as originally legislative 18ir- rulo 
sic j1tbco ). 

COHOLLAitY. 

l'ure reason is practical of itself al011e, and g1 ves ( tu lll.tll) 

a universal law which we call the 11frmd La·1u. 

HE:llAHK. 

The fact just mentioncll is undeniable. ! t is only 11eccs­
sary to analyse the judgment that men pass on the lawfulness 
of their actions, in order to find that, whatever inclination way 
say to the contrary, reason, incorruptible and scif-constrai11cd, 
always coufronts the maxim of the will in any action with 
the pure will, that is, with itself, considering itself as d p1·io,·i 
practical. Now this principle of morality, just on account of 
the universality of the legislation which makes it the fonua.l 
supreme determining principle of the will, without reganl to 
any subjective differences, is declarell by the reason to bn a 
law for all rational beings, in so far as they have a will, that 
is, a power to determine their causality by the conception of 
rules ; and, therefore, so far as they are capable of acting 
acconling to principles, and consequently also according to 
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practical d ptio;·i principles (for these alone have the necessity 
that reason requires in a principle). It is, therefore, not limited 
to men only, but applies to all finite beings that possess reason 
arnl will (14-1); nay, it even includes the Infinite Being as the 
supreme intelligence. In the former case, however, the law 
has the form of an imperative, because in them, as rational 
beings, we can suppose a pnre will, but being creatures affected 
wit.h wants aiul physical motives, not a holy will, that is, one 
which would be incapable of any maxim conflicting with the 
moral law. In their case, therefore, the moral law is an 
·impc;•ati-i:c, which commands categorically, because the law is 
unconditioned ; the relation of such a will to this law is de­
pendence under the name of obligation, which implies a constraint 
to an action, though only by reason and its objective law; and 
this action is called duty, because an elective will, subject to 
pathological affections (though not determined by them, and 
therefore still free), implies a wish that arises from snbJcctivc 
causes, and therefore may often be opposed to the pure objectiYe 
determining principle; whence it requires the moral constraint 
of a resistance of the practical reason, which may be called an 
internal, but intellectual, compulsion. In the supreme intelli­
gence the elective will is rightly conceived as incapable of any 
maxim which could not at the same time be objectively a law; 
and the notion of holiness, which on that account belongs to it, 
places it, not indeed above all practical laws, but above all 
practically restrictive laws, and consequently above obligation 
anu duty. This holiness of will is, however, a practical idea, 
which must necessarily serve as a type to which finite rational 
beings can only approximate indefinitely, and which the pure 
moral law, which is itself on this account called holy, constantly 
and rightly holds before their eyes. The utmost that finite 
practical reason can effect is to be certain of this indefinite 
progress of one's maxims, and of their steady disposition to 
advance. This is virtue, and virtue, at least as a naturally 
acquired faculty, can never be perfect, because assurance in 
such a case never becomes apodictic certainty, and when it 
only amounts to persuasion is very dangerous. 
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(145) § VIII.-THEORE~l IV. 

The autonomy of the will is the sole principle of all moral 
laws, and of all duties which conform to them ; on the other 
hand, heteronorny of the electiYe will not only camwt be the 
basis of any obligation, but is, on the contrary, opposell to the 
principle thereof, and to the morality of the will. 

In fact the sole principle of morality consists m the inde­
pendence on all matter of the la.w (namely, a desired object), 
and in the determination of the electi Ye will by the mere uni­
versal legislative form of which its maxim must be capable. 
Now this independence is freedom, in the negative sense, and this 
self-legislation of the pure, and therefore practical, reason is 
freedom in the positive sense .. Thus the moral law expresses 
nothing else than the autononiy of the pure practical reason ; 
that is, freedom; and this is itself the formal cornlition of all 
maxims, and on this condition only can they agree with the 
supreme practical law. If therefore the matter of the volition, 
which can be nothing else than the object of a desire that is 
connected with the law, enter::; into the practical law, as the 
condition of its possibility, there results heteronomy of the elective 
will, namely, dependence on the physical law that we should 
follow some impulse or inclination. In that case the will does 
not give itself the law, but only the precept how rationally to 
follow pathological law; and the maxim which, in such a case, 
never contains the universally legislative form, not only produces 
no obligation, but is itself opposed to the principle of a pure 
practical reason, and, therefore, also to the moral disposition, 
even though the resulting action may be conformable to the 
law. 

(146) REMARK I, 

Hence a practical precept, which contalns a material (and 
therefore empirical) condition, must never be reckoned a prac­
tical law. For the law of the pure will, which is free, brings 
the will into a sphere quite different from the empirical; and 
as the necessity involved in the law is not a physical necessity, 
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it can only ronsist in the formal conditions of the possibility 
of a law in general. All t.he matter of practical rules rests on 
subjective conditions, which give them only a conditional uni­
versality (in case I desire this or that, what I must do in order 
to obtain it), and they all turn on the principle of p1-ivatc 
lwppincss. Now, it is indeed undeniable that every volition 
must have an object, and therefore a matter; but it does not 
follow that this is the determining principle, and the condition 
of the maxim; for, if it is so, then this cannot be exhibited in a 
universally legislative form, since in that case the expectation of 
the existence of the object would be the determining cause of 
the choice, and the volition must presuppose the dependence of 
the faculty of desire on the existence of something; but this 
dependence can only be sought in empirical conditions, and there­
fore can never furnish a foundation for a necessary and universal 
rule. Thus, the happiness of others may be the object of the will 
of a rational being. But if it were the determining principle 
of the maxim, we must assume that we find not only a rational 
satisfaction in the welfare of others, but also a want such as 
the sympathetic disposition in some men occasions. But I 
cannot assume the existence of this want in every rational 
being (not at all in God). The matter, then, of the maxim may 
remain, but it must not be the condition of it, else the maxim 
could not be fit for a law. Hence, the mere form of law, which 
limits the matter, must also be a reason (147) for adding this 
umtter to the will, not for presupposing it. For example, let 
the matter be my own happiness. This (rule), if I attribute it 
to everyone (as, in fact, I may, in the case of every finite bein'g), 
can become an objective practical law only if l include the 
happiness of others. Therefore, the law that we should promote 
the happiness of others does not arise from the assumption that 
this is an object of everyone's choice, but merely from this, that 
the form of universality which reason requires as the condition 
of giving to a maxim of self-love the objective validity of a law, 
is the principle that determines the will. Therefore it was not 
the object (the happiness of others) that determined the pure 
will, but it was the form of law only, by which I restricted my 
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maxim, founded on inclination, so as t 11 giH· it tlH~ uniH'r:-ality 
of a law, and thus to a(lapt it to the practic·al n•aso11 ; and it is 
this restriction alone, and not the addition "f a11 l'Xt1•rnal spring, 
that can give rise to the notion of the 1J'1! i.1f' 1 I 111;1 t() t>xte!lll tl1e 
maxim of my self-love to the happirwss uf others. 

HE:',IAHK 11. 

The direct opposite of the principle.of 111<,rality is, when the 
principle of pri1.:atc happiness is made the d1•l1•r111i11ing principle 
of the will, and with this is tu be rccko11Pd, a;-; I han~ shown 
above, everything that places the deknui11i11g principle whid1 
is to serve as a law anywhere but in the lPgisluti\'e form of the 
maxim. This contradiction, however, is ll1,t 111erC'l,\' logical, like 
that which would arise between rules 1•mpi1·ieally con,litiuncd, 
if they were raised to the rank of necessary principles of cog­
nition, but is practical, and would ruin rnorality altogether were 
not the voice of reason in refcre11ce to tlw will so clear, so 
irrepressible, so distinctly audible even t() tlH• 1:1m1111onest men. 
It can only, indeed, be maintained in the perpl,·xing (1-rn) specu­
lations of the scho.ols, which are bolrl enfJuglt t,, Hllllt their ears 
against that heavenly voice, in onler tu su lJl>ort a theory that 
costs no trouble. 

Suppose that an acquaintance whom you otherwise liked 
were to attempt to justify himself to you for ha Ying borne false 
witness, first by alleging the, in his view, f-:iacrecl duty of con­
sulting his own happiness; then by enumerating the advantages 
which he had gained thereby, pointing out the prudern:e he 
had shown in securing himself agai1rnt cletecti011, eveu by your­
self, to whom he now reveals the secret only in order that 
he may be able to deny it at any time; and suppose he were 
then to affirm, in all seriousness, that he haf-:i fulfilled a true 
human duty; you would either laugh in hif-:i face, or shrink 
back from him with disgust ; and yet, if a man has regulated 
his principles of action solely with a view to his own advan­
tage, you would have nothing whatever to object against this 
mode of proceeding. Or suppose some one recommends you a 
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man as ste,vanl, as a man to whom yon can blindly trust all 
your affairs; and, in order to inspire you with confidence, 
extols him as a prudent man who thoroughly understands his 
own interest, and is so indefatigably active that he lets slip 
no opportunity of a.dnmcing it; lastly, lest you should be afraid 
11f finding a n1lgar selfishness in him, praises the go_od taste 
with which he lives: not seeking his pleasure in money-making, 
or in coarse wantonness, but in the enlargement of his know­
l<'dge, in instructirn intercourse with a select circle, and even in 
rnlieving the needy; ,vhile as to the means (which, of course, 
llerive all their value from the end) he is not particular, and is 
rmuly to nse other people's money for the purpose,-as if it were 
his o,vn, provided only he knows that he can do so safely and 
,vithout discovery; you would either believe that the recom­
mender was mocking yon, or that he had lost his senses. So 
sharply and clearly marked are the boundaries of morality and 
self-love that even the commonest eye (149) cannot fail to dis­
tint:>cruish whether a thiner belonas to the one or the other. The 

::, b 

few remarks that follow may appear superfluous where the truth 
is so plain, but at least they may serve to give a little more 
<listinctness to the judgment of common sense. 

The principle of happiness may, indeed, furnish maxims, 
hut never such as would be competent to be laws of the will, 
even if nnivcrsal happiness were made the object. For since 
the knowledge of this rests on mere empirical data, since every 
man's judgment on it depends very much on his particular 
point of view, which is itself moreover very variable, it can 
supply only gcncml rules, not 1tnivcrsal ; that is, it can give 
rules which on the average will most frequently fit, but not 
rules which must hold good always and necessarily; hence, no 
practical la-ws can be founded on it. Just because in this case 
an object of choice is the foundation of the rule, and must 
therefore precede it; the rule can refer to nothing but what is 
[fclt]1, an1l therefore it refers to experience and is founded on 
it, and then the variety of judgment must be endless. This 

1 [Reading '' e111ptindet" instead of "empfiehlt. "] 
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principle, therefore, does not prescribe the same practical rules 
to all rational beings, although the rules are all incl ude<l 1111der 
a common title, n~mely, that of happiness. The moral Ia,~, 
however, is conceirnd as objectively necessary, only because it 
holds for everyone that has reason and will. 

The maxim of self-love (prudence) only adris,,s; the law of 
morality cornnwnclc;. Now there is a great rli ffercucn between 
that which we are advised to do and that to which we are 
obliged. 

The commonest intelligence can easily and wit]10ut hesita-
tion see what, on the principle of autonomy of the will, rcq nires 
to be done; but on supposition of heteronomy of the will, it is 
hard and requires knowledge of the world to see what is to be 
done. That is to say, what duty is, is plain of itself to every­
one; but what is to bring true durable advantage, such as will 
extend to the whole of one's existence ( 1so), is al ways veiled 
in impenetrable obscurity; and much prudence is required to 
adapt the practical rule founded on it to the ends of life, even 
tolerably, by making proper exceptions. But the moral law 
commands the most punctual obedience from everyone; it 
must, therefore, not be so difficult to judge what it requires to 
be done, that the commonest unpractised undenitanding, even 
without worldly prudence, should fail to apply it rightly. 

It iR always in everyone's power to satisfy the categorical 
command of morality; whereas it is but seldom possible, and 
by no means so to everyone, to satisfy the empirically con­
ditioned precept of happiness, even with regard to a single 
purpose. The reason is, that in the former case there is ques­
tion .only of the maxim, which must be genuine and pure; but 
in the latter case there is question also of one's capacity and 
physical power to realize a desired object. A command that 
.everyone should try to make himself happy would be foolish, 
for one never commands anyone to do what he of himself 
infallibly wiflhes to do. We must only command the means, or 
rather supply them, since he cannot do everything that he 
wishes. But to command morality under the name of duty is 
.quite rational; for, in the first place, not everyone is willing 
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to obey its p1· "f h 1 . . 1· . d 
th ecepts 1 t ey oppose us me mations; an as to 

e llleans of b • · I · b 
t 1 o eying this law, these need not m t us case e aucr lt f · II ' or Ill this respect whatever he wishes to do he can do. 
f 11 . e wh? has lost at play may be vexed at himself and his 
ho i' but if he is conscious of having cheated at play (although 

e as gained thereby), he must despise himself as soon as he 
compares h" 

imself with the moral law. This must, therefore, be 
somethino d"ci> · · 1 f · h · F O iuerent from the prmcip e o private appmess. 

0
1~ a lllan must have a different criterion when ho is com­

phe ed to say to himself: I am a wo1·tliless fellow, though I 
ave filled . 

my purse; and when he approves lumself (151), and 
says=. I am. a prudent man, for I have enriched my treasure. 
. Finally, there is something further in the idea of our prac-

tical reasoi1 1 • h . . f 1 , w uc accompames the transoression o a mora 
law-namely, its ill desert. Now the notion of punishment, 
as such, cannot be united with that of becoming a partaker 
of happiness; for although he who inflicts the punishment may 
at t~ie same time have the benevolent purpose of directing this 
pun~shment to this end, yet it must first be justified in itself as 
punishment, i.e. as mere harm, so that if it stopped there, and 
the . person punished could get no glimpse of kindness hidden 
b~hmd this harshness, he must yet admit that justice was done 
him, and that his reward was perfectly suitable to his conduct. 
In every punishment as such there must first be justice, and 
this constitutes the :ssence of the notion. Benevolence may, 
indeed, be united with it, but the man who has deserved punish­
ment, has not the least reason to reckon upon this. Punish­
m~nt, then, is a physical evil, which, though it be not connected 
with moral evil as a natural consequence, ought to be connected 
,vith it as a consequence by the principles of a moral legislation. 
Now, if every crime, even without regarding the physical con­
~equence with respect to the actor, is in itself punishable, that 
is, forfeits happiness (at least partially), it is obviously absurd 
to say that the crime consisted just in this, that he has drawn 
punishment on himself, thereby injuring his private happiness 
(which, on the principle of self-love, must be the proper notion 
of all crime). According to this view the punishment vwuld 



128 THE A~ALYTI<' OF 

he the reason for calling anythin~ a c-ri11w, and ,iusticP would, 
on the contrary, consist in omitting all p11nis!t1111•11l, and eYen 
preventing that which naturally follows: f1,r, if this were done, 
there would no longer be any evil in tlu~ ar:tiou, siuee the harm 
which otherwise followed it, and 011 aceou11t of which ::dune the 
action was called evil, \vnulcl now lie 1,re\·e11tcd. To look, how­
ever, on all re\vards and punishments as rncn•ly the rnnehinery 
in the hand (152) of a higher power, wliic!t is to serve only to set 
rational creatures striving after their ti11al end !happiness), this 
is to reduce the \vill to a mechanism destruetiYe of freedom; 
this is so evident that it neerl 11nt detain us. 

More refined, though equally false, is the t!t1)ory of those 
who suppose a certain special moral sense, which sense aml not 
reason determines the moral law, and in co11sequencc of which 
the consciousness of virtue is supposed to he ,lirectly connected 
with contentment and pleasure; that of vice, with mental dis­
satisfaction and pain; thus reducing the whole to the desire of 
private happiness. vVithout repeating \vhat has been said 
above, I will here only remark the fallacy they fall into. In 
order to imagine the vicious man as tormented with mental 
dissatisfaction by the consciousness of his transgressions, they 
must first represent him as in the main basis of his character, 
at least in some degree, morally gooc.l; just as he who is pleased 
with the consciousness of right conduct must be conceived as 
already virtuous. The notion of morality and duty must, 
therefore, have preceded any regard to this satisfaction, and 
cannot be deriverl from it. A man must first appreciate the 
importance of what we call duty, the authority of the moral 
law, and the immediate dignity which the following of it gives 
to the person in his own eyes, in order to feel that satisfaction 
in the consciousness of his conformity to it, and the bitter 
re~orse that accompanies the consciousness of its transgression. 
I~ is, therefore, impossible to feel this satisfaction or dissatisfac­
twn prior to the knowledge of obligation, or to make it the 
basis of the latter. A man must be at least half honest in 
order even to be able to form a conception of these feelings. I 
do not deny that as the human will is, by virtue of liberty, 
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capahlc of l,eing immediately determined by the moral law, 
so frequent practice in accordance with this principle of 
determination can, at last, produce subjectively a feeling of 
satisfaction (153); on the contrary, it is a duty to establish alHl_ 
to cultivate this, which alone deserves to be called properly the 
moral feeling; but the notion of duty cannot be derived from 
it, else we should have to suppose a feeling for the law as such, 
and thus make that an object of sensation which can only be 
thought by the reason; and this, if it is not to be a flat contra­
diction, would destroy all notion of duty, and put in its place 
a mere mechanical play of refined inclinations sometimes con­
tending with the coarser. 

If now we compare our fo1·mal supreme principle of pure 
practical reason (that of autonomy of the will) with all previous 
material principles of morality, we cari exhibit them all in a 
table in which all possible cases are exhausted, except the one 
formal principle ; and thus we can show visibly that it is v[l.in 
to look for any other principle than that now proposed. In 
fact all possible principles of determination of the will are either 
merely subfcctivc, and therefore empirical, or are also obfectivc 
and rational; and both are either ctdcrnal or intm·nal. 

(154) Practical Material Principles of 1Jctc1·mination taken as 
the Fomidation of .!lforality, arc :-

SUBJECTIVE. 

EXTERNAL. 

Education. 
(Montaigne.) 
The civil Consti­

tution. 
(Mandeville.) 

INTERNAL, 

Physical feelin~. 
(Epicurris.) 
Moral feeling. 
( H 1itcheson.) 

OBJECTIVE. 

INTERNAL, EXTERNAL. 

Perfection. Will of God. 
(Wolf and the (Ornsius and other 

Stoics.) theological Mo­
ra.lists.) 

(155) Those at the left hand are all empirical, and evidently 
incapable of furnishing the universal principle of morality; but 
those on the right hand are based on reason (for perfection as a 
quality of things, and the highest perfection conceived as sub­
.stance, that is, God, can only be thought by means of rational 
concepts). But the former notion, namely, that of perfection, 

K 
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may either be taken in a throrctir signiticati.,11. and then it 
means nothing but the completeness of Pad1 thing in its own 
kind (transcendental), or that of a thing, rncrPly as a thing 
(metaphysical); and wit,h that we am not c-1111<:C'n1e1l here. nut 
the notion of perfection in a practi('(/1 sl·11sl' is t hP fitness or 
sufficiency of a thing for all sorts of puq111sl's. This p«'rfection, 
as a quality of man, and consertuently inLPrnal, is nothing but 
talent, and, what strengthens or completes this, sl:i!I. Supreme 
perfection conceived as substance, that is, ( ~od, allll c:onsequently 
external (considered practically), is the suflicie11cy of this being, 
for all ends. Ends then must first lie given, relatively to which 
only can the notion of pc1:fcction (whether intf'rnal in ourselves 
or external in God) be the determining principle of the will. 
But an end-being an object which must precede t.he clctermina­
tion of the will by a practical rule, and euntain the ground of 
the possibility of this determination, and therefore eontain also 
the matter of the will, taken as its deterrni11i11g principle-such 
an end is always empirical, and, therefore, may serve for the 
Epicurean principle of the happiness theory, hut not for the 
pure rational principle of morality and duty. Thus, talents 
and the improvement of them, because they contribute to the 
advantages of life; or the will of God, if agreement with it Le 
taken as the object of the will, without any antecedent iI~de­
pendent practical principle, can be motives only by reason of 
the happiness expected therefrom. Hence it follows, first, that 
all the principles here stated are ma,lcrial ; second! 11, that they 
include all possible material principles (156); and: finally, the 
conclusion, that since material principles are quite incapable of 
furnishing the supreme moral law (as has been shown), the 
formal practical principle of the pure reason (according to which 
the mere form of a universal legislation must constitute the 
supreme and immediate determining principle of the will) is 
~he only one possible which is adequate to furnish categorical 
imperatives; that is, practical laws (which make actions a duty); 
and in general to serve as the principle of morality, both in 
criticizing conduct and also in its application to the human will 
to determine it. 
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I.-Of the Dl'(luction of the Fl'ndamcntal Principles of the Pure 
Pmctical Reason. 

This Analytic shows that pure reason can be practical, that 
is, can of itself determine the will irn lepemlently of anything 
empirical ; and this it proves by a fact in which pure reason in 
ns proves itself actually practical, namely, the autonomy shown 
in the fundamental principle of morality, by which reason 
determines the will to action. 

It shows at the same time that this fact is inseparably 
con11ectecl with the consciousness of freedom of the will ; nay, 
is illentical with it; and by this the will of a rational being, 
although as belonging to the world of sense it recognizes itself 
as necessarily subject to the laws of causality like other efficient 
causes; yet, at the same time, on another side, namely, as a 
being in itself, is conscious of existing in and being determined 
by an intelligible order of things; conscious not (15i) by virtue 
of a special intuition of itself, but by virtue of certain dyna­
mical laws which determine its causality in the sensible world; 
for it has been elsewhere proved that if freedom is predicated 
of us, it transports us into an intelligible order of things. 

Now, if we compare with this the analytical part of the 
critique of pure speculative reason, we shall see a remarkable 
contrast. There it was not fundamental principles, but pure, 
sensible intuition (space and time), that was the first datwn that 
made d prio1·i knowledge possible, though only of objects of the 
senses. Synthetical principles could not be derived from mere 
concepts without intuition; on the contrary, they could only 
exist with reference to this intuition, and therefore to objects 
of possible experience, since it is the concepts of the under­
standing, united with this intuition, which alone make that 
knowledge possible which we call experience. Beyond objects 
of experience, and therefore with rega~·d to things as noumena, 
all positive knowledge was rightly disclaimed for speculative 
reason. This reason, however, went so far as to establish with 
certainty the concept of noumena; that is, the possibility, nay, 

K2 
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all objections that the supposition of freedom, negatiYcl)' ~OI~-
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tations of pure theoretic reason. B~1t it could not give us 
any definite enlargement of our knowledge with respect to 
such objects, but, on the contrary, cut off all view of them 
altogether. 

On the other hand, the moral law, although it gives no 
view, yet gives us a fact absolutely inexplicable from any d_ata 
of the sensible world, and the whole compass of our theoretical 
use of reason, a fact which points to a pure world of the nucler­
standing (158), nay, even defines it positively, and enables us to 
know something of it, namely, a law. 

This law (as far as rational beings are concerned) gives to 
the world of sense, which is a sensible system of nature, the 
form of a world of the understanding, that is, of a superscn­
sible system of nature, without interfering with its mechanism. 
Now, a system of nature, in the most general sense, is the 
existence of things under laws. The sensible nature of rational 
beings in general is their existence under laws empirically con­
ditioned, which, from the point of view of reason, is hetc1·01wm.y. 
The supersensible nature of the same beings, on the other hand, 
is their existence according to laws which are independent on 
every empirical condition, and therefore belong to the au,tonomy 
of _pure reason. And, since the laws by which the existence of 
thmgs depends on cognition are practical, supersensible nature, 
80 far as we can form any notion of it, is nothing else than a 
8Ystem of nature under the autonorny of p~tre practical 1•C(t8on. 
Now,_ the law of this autonomy is the moral law, which, there­
fore, 18 the fundamental law of a supersensible nature, and of 
~ pure world-of understanding, whose counterpart must exist 
m the world of sense, but without interfering with its laws. 
We might call the former the a1·chetypal world (natura archc­
typa), which we only know in the reason; and the latter the 
ectypal world (natura ectypa), because it contains the possible 
effect of the idea of the· former which is the determining 
principle of the will. For the moral law, in fact, transfers 
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us ideally into a system in which pure reason, if it were 
accompanied with adequate physical power, would produce 
the _smnniwm, bonuni, and it determines our will to give the 
sensible World the form of a system of rational beings.1 

The least attention to oneself proves that this idea really 
serves as a model for the determinations of our will. 

. _( 159) When the maxim which I am disposed to follow in 
giving testimony is tested by the practical reason, I always 
consider what it would be if it were to hold as a universal law 
of nature. It is manifest that in this view it would oblige 
everyone to speak the truth. :For it cannot hold as a universal 
law of nature that statements should be allowed to have the 
fore~ of proof, and yet to be purposely untrue. Si~ilarly, the 
1~1ax~m which I adopt with respect to disposing freely of my 
~ife is at once determined, when I ask myself what it should be,· 
m order that a system, of which it is the law, should main­
tain itself. It is obvious that in such a system no one could 
arbitrarily put an end to his own life, for such an arrangement 
would not be a permanent order of things. And so in all 
similar cases. Now, in nature, as it actually is an object of 
experience, the free will is not of itself determined to maxims 
which could of themselves be the foundation of a natural system 
of universa;l laws, or which could even be adapted to a system 
so constituted; on the contrary, its maxims are private inclina­
tions which constitute, indeed, a natural whole in conformity 
with pathological (physical) laws, but could not form part of a 
system of nature, which would only be possible through our 
will acting in .accordance with pure practical laws. Yet we are, 
through reason, conscious of a law tp which all our maxims are 

. subject, as though a natural order must be originated from 
our will. This law, therefore, must be the idea of a natural 
system not given in experience, and yet possible through free­
dom; a system, therefore, which is supersensible, and to which 
we give objective reality, at least in a practical point of view, 
since we look on it as an object of our will as pure rational beings. 

1 [The original text is, I think, corrupt.] 
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Hence the 1listinction hctwcen tlu· laws 111' a natural system 
to which the 11·ill is .~,,~jcct, ancl of :i 11at11ral systrm which is 
snb}cct to rt 11;ill (as far as its relatio11 tn its frpp adio11s is con­
cerned) (160), rests on this, that i11 the f11rm,·r thP objects must 
be causes of the ideas which determine Llw will; whereas in 
the latter the will is the cause of the ohjer:ts; so that its causa­
lity has its determining principle solely in tht> pure faculty of 
reason, whi.ch may therefore he called a pnrP JJl'acti<:al reason. 

There are therefore two Yery distinct prulil0ms: IHrn', on tlw 
one side, pure reason can ro.'Jnisc olije<:ts ,, priori, :md how on 

the othr.i· side it can hr~ an immcrliatl! ,lt•termining principle> of 
the will, that is, of the causality of the rational being ,.,.·ith 
respect to the reality of objects (throngh the 1J1Pre thought of 
the universal validity of its own maxims as laws). 

The former, which belongs to the criti'}llC of the pure 
speculative reason, requires a previous explanation, how intui­
tions without which no object can he giH•n, and, therefore, 
none kw,wn synthetically, are poHsihle d 111·1'.1J1·i; arnl its soln­
tion turns out to he that these are all only senHible, and 
the:efore do not render possible any speculative knowle,lge 
which goes further than possible expcrie11cP reaclteH ; and that 
the~·efore all the principles of that pure spcculative 1 reason 
a;ail ouly to make experience possible; either experience of 
given objects or of those that may be gin'11 od /11Jin-il1 1 m, but 
never arc completely given. 

. ~he latter, which belongs to the critiquP of pra(;t,ieal reason, 
ieqmres no explanation how the objects of the faculty of desire 
are possible, for that l)einrr a prohicm of the thcon1tical know-
le,lrre <Jf n t . 1 o . . . 

0 a ure 1s eft to the cnt1que of the spPcula.t1y•· .L•ason, 
but only he • } • f 1 • 11 >w reason can dctermme t 1c maxnns o • t ie w1 ; 
w~et~er this takes plaee only by means of empirical i1leas as 
prmc~}Jles <Jf 1letermination, or whether pure reason can be 
~ractical and be the law of a possible onler of nature, which 
is not empirically knowable (161). 'l'he possibility of such a 
supersensible systen1 of nature, the conception of which can 

I [1'1 .. 
le or1gmal text has "practical," obviously an error.] 
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also be the ground of its realit,· throuah our own free will 
I .J t, J 

does not require any d p1·iori intuition (of an intelligible world) 
which, being in this case supersensible, would be impossible for 
us. For the question is only as to the determining principle 
of volition in its maxims, namely, whether it is empirical, or is 
a conception of the pure reason (having the legal character 
belonging to it in general), and how it can be the latter. It 
is left to the theoretic principles of reason to decide whether 
the causality of the will suffices for the realization of the objects 
or not, this being an inquiry into the possibility of the objects 
of the volition. Intuition of these objects is therefore of no 
importance to the practical problem. We are here concemed 
only ,vith the determination of the will and the determining 
principles of its maxims as a free will, not at all ,vith the result. 
1/or, provided only that the will conforms to the law of pure 
reason, then let its po1cc1· in execution be what it may, whether 
according to these maxims of legislation of a possible system 
of nature any such system really results or not, this is no 
concern of. the critique, which only inquires whether, and in 
what way,pure reason can be practical, that is directly determine 
the will. 

In this inquiry criticism may anu must begin with pure 
practical laws and their reality. But instead of intuition it 
takes as their foundation the conception of their existence in 
the intelligible ,.,,.odd, namely, the concept of freedom. For 
this concept has no other meaning, and these laws are only. 
possible in relation to freedom of the will; but freedom 
being supposed, they are necessary; or conversely freedom is 
necessary because those laws are necessary, being practical 
postulates. It cannot be further explained how this conscious­
ness of the moral law, or, what is the same thing, of freedom, 
is possible; but that it is admissible is well established in the 
theoretical critique. 

(162) The Exposition of the supreme principle of practical 
reason is now finished; that is to say, it has been shown first, 
what it contains, that it subsists for itself quite a p1·io1·i and 
independent on empirical principles; and next in what it is 



U6 THE ANALYTIC OF 

<listingnished from all other practical principles. \Vith the 
dedu,etion, that is, the justification of its objedivc and uni\·ersal 
validity, and the discernment of the po::;sibility of s11ch a 
synthetical proposition d priori, ,vc cannot expect to succeed 
so well as in the case of the principles of pme theoretical 
reason. For these referred to objects of 1_.Jussible experience, 
namely, to phenomena; and we could prove that these pheno­
mena could be known as objects of experience only by being 
brought under the categories in accordance with these laws; 
and consequently that all possible experience 1mrnt couform to 
these laws. But I could not proceed in this way with the 
deduction of the moral law. For this does not collccrn the 
knowledge of the properties of objects, which may be given 
to the reason from some other source; but a kn~wledge which 
can itself be the ground of the existence of the objects, and 
by which reason in a rational being has causality, i.e. pure 
reason, which can be regarded as a faculty immediately 
determining the will. 

Now all our human insight is at an end as soon as we have 
arrived at fundamental powers or faculties; for the possibility 
of these cannot be understood by any means, and just as little 
should it be acbitrarily invented and assumed. Therefore, in 
the theoretic use of reason, it is experience alone that can 
justify us in assuming them. But this expedient of adducing 
empirical proofs, instead of a deduction from d priori sources 
of knowledge, is denied us here in respect to the pure practical 
faculty of rea~on (163). For whatever requires to draw the 
proof of its reality from experience must depend for the 
grounds of its possibility on principles of experience; and pure, 
yet practical, reason by its very notion cannot be regarded a:;; 
such. Further, the moral law is given as a fact of pure reason 
of which we are a priori conscious, and which is apodictically 
certain, though it be granted that in experience no example of 
its exact fulfilment can be found. Hence the objective reality 
of the moral law cannot be proved by any deduction by any 
efforts of theoretical reason, whether speculative or empirically 
supported, and therefore, even if we renounced its apodictic 
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certainty, it could not be proved d. posteriori by experience, ancl 
yet it is firmly established of itself. 

But instead of this vainly sought deduction of the moral 
principle, something else is found which was quite unexpected, 
namely, that this moral principle serves conversely as the 
principle of the deduction of an inscrutable faculty which no 
experience could prove, but of which speculative reason was 
compelled at least to assame the possibility (in oi·der to find 
amongst its cosmological ideas the unconditioned in the chain 
of causality, so as not to contradict itself)-! mean the faculty 
of freedom. The moral law, which itself does not require a 
justification, proves not merely the possibility of freedom, but 
that it really belongs to beings who recognize this law as 

• binding on themselves. The moral law is in fact a law of the 
causality of free agents, and therefore of the possibility of a 
supersensible system of nature, just as the metaphysical law of 
events in the world of sense was a law of causality of the 
sensible system of nature; and it therefore determines what 
speculative philosophy was compelled to leave undetermined, 
namely, th.e law for a causality, the concept of which in the 
latter was only negative; and therefore for the first time gives 
this concept objective reality. 

(164) This sort of credentialof the moral law, viz. that it is 
set forth as a principle of the deduction of freedom, which is a 
causality of pure reason, is a sufficient substitute for all a p1·iori 
justification, since theoretic reason was compelled to assume at 
least the possibility of freedom, in order to satisfy a want of its 
own. For the moral law proves its reality, so as even to satisfy 
the critique of the speculative reason, by the fact that it adds 
a positive definition to a causality previously conceived only 
negatively, the possibility of which was incomprehensible to 
speculative reason, which yet was compelled to suppose it. 
}'or it adds the notion of a reason that directly determines the 
will (by imposing on its maxims the condition of a universal 
legislative form); and thus it is able for the first time to give 
objective, though only practical, reality to reason, which always 
bec;ame transcendent when it sought to proceed speculatively 
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with its ideas. It thus changes the tra11scendn1t use of reason 
into an im1nanent1 use (so that reason is itself, by means of 
ideas, an efficient cause in the field of experience). 

The determination of the ca~ISality of beings in the \vorhl of 
sense, as such, can never be unconditionecl; and yet for every 
series of conditions there must he something u11cmu.litioned, 
and therefore there must be a causality which is determined 
wholly by itself. Hence, the idea of freedom as a faculty of 
absolute spontaneity was not found to be a want, but 11s f(lr as 

its possibility is concerned, an analytic principle of pure specu­
lative reason. But as it is absolutely impossible to find in 
experience any example in accordance with this idea, because 
amongst the causes of things as phenomena, it would be impos­
sible to meet with any absolutely unconditioned determination 
of causality, we were only able to dcfrnd our supposition that a 
freely acting cause might be a being in the world of sense, in 
so far as it is considered in the other point of view as a 
nomncnon (165), showing that there is no contradiction in 
regarding all its actions as subject to physical comlitions so far 
as they are phenomena, and yet regarding its causality m;. 

physically unconditioned, in so far as the acting beiHg belongs 
to the world of understanding,2 and in thus making the concept 
of freedom the regulative principle of reason. By this principle 
I do not indeed learn what the object is to which that sort of 
causality is attributed; but I remove the difficulty; for, on the 
one side, in the explanation of events in the ,vorhl, and conse­
quently also of the actions of rational beings, I leave to the 
mechanism of physical necessity the right of ascending from 
conditioned to condition ad infinitum, while on the other 
side I keep open for speculative reason the place which for 
it is vacant, namely, the intelligible, in order to transfer the 

1 [By "immanent" Kant means what is strictly confined within the 
limits of experience; by "tram;cendent" what pretends to overpass 
these bounds. Cf. Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed. Rosenkr ., p. 240. 
Meiklejohn's transl., p. 210.] 

" [Is a '' V erstandeswesen. "] 
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unconditioned thither. But I was not able to ve1·{fy this 
s11ppos1"tion; that is, to change it into the knowledge of a being 
so acting, not even into the knowledge of the possibility of such 
a being. This meant place is now filled by pure practical 
reason with a definite law of causality in an intelligible world 
(causality ,vith freedom), namely, the moral law. Speculative 
reason does not hereby gain anything as regards its insight, but 
only as regards the crrtainty of its prol.ilematical notion of 
freedom, which here obt,ains objective 1·cality, which, though only 
practical, is nevertheless undoubtctl. Even the notion of caus­
ality-the application, and consequently the signification, of 
which holds properly only in relation to phenomena, so as to 
connect them into experiences (as is shown by the critique of 
pure reason)-is not so enlarged as to extend its use beyond 
these limits. For if reason soucrht to tlo this it would have to 

0 ' • 

show how the logical relation of principle and consequence can 
be used synthetically in a different sort of intuition from the 
sensible; that is how a ea.nscl noumenon is possible (1G6). This 
it can never do; and, as practical reason, it docs not even concern 
itself with it, since it only places the determining principle of 
carn;ality of man as a sensible creature (which is given) in pure 
1wrnon (which is therefore called practical) ; and therefore it 
e111ploys the notion of cause, not in order to know objects, but 
Lu determine causality in relation to objects in general. It can 
al 1stract altogether from the application of this notio!1 to objects 
with a view to theoretico,l knowledge (since this concept is always 
found d prio1·i in the understanding, even independently on any 
intuition). Reason, tJ,r_:n, employs it only for a practical purpose, 
ai~d hence we can transfer the determining principle of the 
will into the intelligible order of things, admitting, at the same 
time, that we cannot understand how the notion of cause can 
determine the knowledge of these things. But reason must 
cognise causality with respect to the actions of the will in the 
sensible world in a definite manner; otherwise, practical reason 
could not really produce any action. But as to the notion 
which it forms of its own causality as noumenon, it need not 
determine it theoretically with a view to the cognition of its 
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supersensible existence, so as to give it significance in this way. 
For it acquires significance apart from this, though only for 
practical uf!e, namely, through the moral law. Theoretically 
viewed, it remains always a pured priori concept of the uuclcr­
standing, which can be applied to ol~jects whether they have 
been given sensibly or not, although in the latter case it has 
no definite theoretical significance or applicatio11, l,n t is ouly 
a formal, though essential, conception of the undcrstancliug 
relating to an object in general. The significance which reason 
gives it 'through the moral law is merely practical, inasrnnch as 
the idea of the law of causality (of the will) has itself ca.usality, 
-0r is its determining principle. 

{167) II.-.0/ the 1·ight that Pit1·c Reason in its practical use has tu 
an extension which is not j1ossivle to it in its speculative ·use. 

We have in the moral principle set forth a law of causality, 
the determining principle of which is set above all the con(li­
tions of the sensible world; we have it conceived how the will, 
as belonging to the intelligible worhl, is determinaule, and 
therefore we have its subject (man) not merely conceived as 
belonging to a world of pure uuderstanding, ancl in this respect 
unknown (which the critique of speculative reason enabled us 
to do), but also de.fined as regards his causality by means of a 
law which cannot be reduced to any physical law of the sensible 
world; and therefore our knowledge is extenclcd beyond the 
limits of that world-a pretension which the critique of the pure 
reason declared to be futile in all speculation. Now, how is 
the practical use of pure reason here to be reconciled with 
the theoretical, as to the determination of the limits of its 
faculty? 

JJavicl Hu,1ne, of whom we may say that he commenced the 
assault on the claims of pure reason, whicp. made a thorough 
investigation of it necessary, argued thus: the notion of ca1tse 
is a notion that involves the necessity of the connexion of the 
,existence of different things, and that, in so far as they are 
different, so that, given A, I know that something quite dis­
tinct therefrom, namely B, must necessarily also exist (10s). 
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Now necessity can be attributed to a connexion, only in so far 
as it is known d priori; for experience would only enable us to 
know of such a connexion that it exists, not that it necessarily 
exists. Now, it is impossible, says he, to know dpri01·i and as 
necessary the connexion bet,veen one thing and another ( or 
between one attribute and another quite distinct) when they 
have not been given in experience. Therefore the notion of a 
cause is fictitious and delusive, and, to speak in the mildest 
way, is an illusion, only excusable inasmuch as the c-nstonz. (a 
snbjcctive necessity) of perceiving certain things, or their attri­
butes as often associated in existence along with or in succession 
to one another, is insensibly taken for an objective necessity of 
supposing such a connexion in the objects themselves, and thus 
the notion of a cause has been acquired surreptitiously and not 
legitimately; nay, it can never be so acquired or authenticated, 
since it demands a connexion in itself vain, chimerical, and 
untenable in presence of reason, and to which no object can 
e'ver correspon<l. In this way was empiricism first introduced 
as the sole source of principles, as far as all knowledge of the 
existence of things is concerned (mathematics therefore remain­
ing excepted); and with empiricism the most thorough scepticism, 
even with regard to the whole science of nature (as philosophy). 
For on such principles we can never conclude from given attri­
butes of things as existing to a consequence (for this ,vould 
require the notion of cause, which involves the necessity of such 
a connexion); we can only, guided by imagination, expect 
similar cases-an expectation which is never certain, hO\vever 
often it has been fulfilled. Of no event could we say: a certain 
thing m11,St have preceded it (169), on which it necessarily 
followed; that is, it must have a cause; and, therefore, however 
frequent the cases we have known in which there was such an 
antecedent, so that a rule could be derived from them, yet we 
never could suppose it as always and necessarily so happening ; 
we should, therefore, be obliged to leave its share to blind 
chance, with which all use of reason comes to an end; and this 
firmly establishes scepticism in reference to arguments ascend­
ing from effects to causes, and makes it impregnable. 
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Mathematics escaped well, so far, because Jl,un,· th, 111ght 
that its propositions were analytical; that, is, prneccclccl from 
one property to another, by virtue of identity, arnl co11sccp1ently 
according to the principle of contraclietion. This, however. is 
not the case, si11ce, on the contrary, they are synthetical; and 
although geometry, for example, has not to do with the f'xis­
tence of things, hut only with their d p1·iori properties in a 
possible intuition, yet it proceecls just as in the case of the 
causal notion, from one property (A) to another wholly distinct 
(B), as necessarily connected with the forrner. X everthclL•ss, 
mathematical science, so highly vauntc<l for its apmlictic 
certainty, must at last fall under thif; cmpirfris111 for the sa111e 
reason for which J[wmc put custom in the place of ob,ieetive 
necessity in the notion of cause, and, in spite uf all its pride, 
must consent to lower its bold pretension of claiming assent 
a prio1·i, and depend for assent to the univen;ality of its pro­
positions on the kindness of observers, who, when called as 
witnesses, would surely not hesitate to admit that what the 
geometer propounds as a theorem they have always perceived 
to be the fact, and, consequently, although it Le not necessarily 
true, yet they would permit us to expect it to be true in the 
future. In this manner Hiwic's empiricism leads inevitably to 
scepticism, even with regard (110) to mathematics, and conse­
quently in every scientific theoretical use of reason (for t;his 
belongs either to philosophy or mathematics). Whether with 
such a terrible overthrow of the chief branches of kuowleclge, 
common reason will escape better, and will not rather become 
irrecoverably involved in this destruction of all knowledge, so 
that from the same principles a universal scepticism should 
follow (affecting, indeed, only the learned), this I will leave 
everyone to judge for himself. 

As regards my own labours in the critical examination of 
pure reason, which were occasioned by Hume's sceptical teach­
ing, but went much further, and embraced the whole field of 
pure theoretical reason in its synthetic use, anrl, consequently, 
the field of what is called metaphysics in general; I proceeded 
in the following manner with respect to the doubts raised by 
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the Scottish philosopher touching the notion of causality. If 
H11 me took the objects of experience for thi·ngs in thcmsel'Vcs 
(as is almost always done), he was quite right in declaring 
the notion of cause to be a deception and false illusion; for 
as to things in themselves, and their attributes as such, it is 
impossible to see why because A is given, B, which is different, 
must necessarily be also given, and therefore he could by no 
means admit such an d priori knowledge of things in them­
seh·es. Still less could this acute writer allow an empirical 
origin of this concept, since this is directly contradictory to 
the necessity of connexion which constitutes the essence of 
the notion of causality; hence the notion was proscribed, and 
in its place was put custom in the observation of the course 
of perceptions. 

It resulted, however, from my inquiries, that the objects 
with which ,ve have to do in experience (111) are by no 
means things in themselves, but merely phenomena; and that 
although in the case of things in themselves it is impossible 
to see how, if A is supposed, it should be contradictory that 
B, which is quite different from A, should not also be supposed 
( i.e. to see the necessity of the connexion between A as cause 
and B as effect); yet it can very well be conceived that, as 
phenomena, they may be necessarily connected in one e;i,'Pcricnec 
in a certain way (e.g. with regard to time-relations); so that 
they could not be separated without contradicting that con­
nexion, by means of which this experience is possible in which 
they are objects, and in which alone they are cognisable by us. 
And so it was found to be in fact; so that I was able not only 
to prove the objective reality of the concept of cause in regard 
to objects of experience, but also to dedu,ce it as an d priori 
concept by reason of the necessity of the connexion it implied; 
that is, to show the possibility of its origin from pure under­
standing without any empirical sources ; and thus, after re­
moving the sources of empiricism, I was also able to overthrow 
the inevitable consequence of this, namely, scepticism, first 
with regard to physical science, and then with regard to mathe­
matics (in which empiricism has just the same grounds), both 
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being sciences which have reference tu obj .. cts of possible 
experience; herewith overthrowing the t.horough <louht of 
whatever theoretic reason professes to discern. 

But how is it with the application of this category of 
causality (and all the others; for without them there can be 
no knowledge of anything existing) to things which are not 
objects of possible experience, but lie beyond its bounds ? 1''or 
I was able to deduce the objective reality of these concepts only 
with regard to objects of pos.~iblc e:J,71e1-icncc ( 1 ;2). Rut even this 
very fact, that I have saved them, only in case I have proved 
that objects may' by means of them be thought, though not 
determined ci priori; this it is that gives them a place in the 
pure understanding, by which they are referred to objects in 
general (sensible or not sensible). If anything is still wanting, 
it is that which is the condition of the application of these 
categories, and especially that of causality, to objects, namely, 
intuition; for where this is not given, the application w-ith a. 
view to theoretic knowledge of the object, as a noumenon, is 
impossible; and therefore if anyone ventures on it, is (as in 
the critique of the pure reason) absolutely forbidden. Still, 
the objective reality of the concept (of causality) remains, and 
it can be used even of noumena, but without our being able 
in the least to define the concept theoretically so as to produce 
knowledge. For that this concept, even in reference to an 
object, contains nothing impossible, was shown by this, that 
even while applied to objects of sense, its seat was certainly 
fixed in the pure understanding; and although, when refened 
to things in themselves (which cannot be objects of experience), 
it is not capable of being determined so as to represent a definite 
object for the purpose of theoretic knowledge; yet for any other 
purpose (for instance, a practical) it might be capable of being 
determined so as to have such application. This could not be 
the case if, as Hume maintained, this concept of causality 
contained ·something absolutely impossible to be thought. 

In order now to discover this condition of the application 
of the said concept to noumena, we need only recall why we 
are not content with its application to objects of experience, but 
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clesirc al~o to apply it to things in themselves. It will appear, 
thl'n, that, it is not a theoretic but a practical purpose (173) 
that makes this a necessity. In speculation, even if we were 
su(•cessfnl in it, we should not really gain anything in the 
knnwleLlgc of natur~, or generally with regard to such objects 
as arc given, but we should make a wide step from the sensibly 
conditioned (in which we have already enough to do to main­
Lain omsPlves, and to follow carefully the chain of causes) to 
the snpcn;ensible, in order to complete our knowledge of prin­
ciples awl to fix its limits: whereas there always remains an 
infinite chasm unfilled between those limits and what we know: 
arnl wc 8hould have hearkened to a vain curiosity rather than a 
solid desire of knowledge. 

But, besicles tho relation in which the nndcrstanding stands 
to objects (in theoretical knowledge), it has also a relation to 
the faculty of desire, which is therefore called the will, and the 
pure will, inasmuch as pure understanding (in this case called 
reason) is practical through the mere conception of a law. The 
objective reality 9f a pure will, or, what is the same thing, of a 
pure practical reason, is given in the moral law d priori, as it 
were, by a fact, for so we may name a determination of the will 
which iR inevitable, although it does not rest on empirical prin­
ciples. :.Now, in the notion of a will the notion of causality is 
already contained, and hence the notion of a pure will contains 
that of a causality accompanied with freedom, that is, one which 
is not determinable by physical laws, and consequently is not 
capable of any empirical intuition in proof of its reality, but, 
n8vertheless, completely justifies its objective reality a priori in 
the pure practical law; not, indeed (as is easily seen) for the 
purposes of the theoretical, but of the practical use of reason. 
Now, the notion of a being that has free will is the notion of a, 
caiisa nounwnon; and that this notion involves no contradiction 
(174) we are already assured by the fact that, inasmuch as the 
concept of cause has arisen wholly from pure understanding, 
and has its objective reality assured by the Deduction, as it is 
moreover in its origin independent on any sensible conditions, 
it is, therefore, not restricted to phenomena (unless we wanted 

L 
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to make a definite theor<'tic USL' of it), 1,ut <·an IH' applied 
equally to things that are oh,ie<:ts of t lw 1n11·p 111ull·1·stamling. 
But, since thii-; applieatinn ea1111ot rpst 1111 a11y i11t11ition (for 
intuition can only he scnsil1lL•), th<'rl'fon•. ,·,u,.,,, nu11111u1nn, as 
regards the theoretie m;c of reason, alt hough a possible and 
thinkable, is yet an L'lllpt.y notion. Xow, I do 1111t <lesire by 
means of this to mulcrstwul thrnrdi,·,,l/y tlH· 11at11n· of a being, 
in so far as it has a 1n11·c will; it is ew,ugh fur me to hiwe 
thereby <lesignatecl it as such, an<l hPrn·1• tu eomhi11e the notion 
of causality with that of frec<lom (awl what is insPparable from 
it, the moral law, as its determining prineiple). No\',·, this right 
I certainly have by virtue of the purl', 1111t-p111pirieal urigin of 
the notion of cause, since I du not eo11sid<•1· 111ysdf 1•ntitlcd to 
make any use of it except in reference to tlw mo1·al law which 
determines its reality, that is, only a praetical use. 

If, with J[uml', I had tlcnied to the 11ut ion of causality all 
objective reality in its [thcorl'tie1] USl', nut lllPn·ly with rL•gard 
to things in themselves (the supernensil,h•), h11t also ,vith regard 
to the objects of the st>nses, it woulll havP lost all signifieanee, 
and being a theoretically impossible not ion woul1l han• been 
declared to be quite useless; ancl :,;inec what. i:-: 1111thi11g cannot 
be made any use of, the practic:al use of a c, 11w1•pt ll11·u1·1·timll!J 

null would have been absurd. Hut, as it is, t hl' concPpt of 
a causality free from empirical cornlitin11s, although empty 
(i.e. without any appropriate intuition), is yet theoretically 
possible (liii), and refers to an indeterminate object; lint in 
compensation significance is given to it i11 t.he moral law, and 
consequently in a practical sense. I lm,·e, indeed, no intuition 
which should <letennine its objective theorl'lic reality, but not 
the less it has a real application, which is exhibited ·in 1·011ado 

in intentions or maxims; that is, it has a practical reality 
which can be specific1l, and this is sufiicil'nt to justify it ewn 
with a view to nuumcna. 

Now, this objeetive reality of a pure concept of the under­
standing i11 the sphere of the supersensible, one<! Lrought m, 

~ [The original has " practical "; clearly an error. J 
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givPs an objective reality also to all the other categories, 
although only so far as they stand in ncassary connexion with 
tlw dPtcrmining principle of the will (the moral law); a reality 
only of practical application, whic:h has not the least effoet in 
enlarging our theoretical knowledge nf these objects, or the 
discernment of their nature by pure reason. So we shall find 
also in the seq nel that these categories refer only to beings as 
intdliyf'1ttJ1·s, and in them only to the relation of 1·cason to the 
,,.;11; consequently, always only to the practical, and heyowl 
thiH eannot pretend to any knowlellge of these things; and 
,vhatl'ver other propeL·ties belonging to the theoretical repre­
Hentation of supersensible things may be brought into connexion 
with these categories, this is not to be reckoned as knowledge, 
utlt only as a right (in a practical point of view, however, it is 
a necessity) to admit and assume such beings, even in the 
case where we [conceive1] supersensible beings (c.fJ. God) accord­
ing to analogy, that is, a purely rational relation, of which we 
make a practical use with reference to what is sensible; and 
thus the application to the supersensible solely in a practical 
point of view does not give pure theoretic reason the least 
encouragement to run riot into the transcendent. 

1 [Tho vel'l>, iutlispensable to the senst:l, is abiseut from the original 
text.] 
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(1iG) CHAPTE!t II. 

OF THE CONCEPT OF A!-. OB.JECT OF PUHE l'l:ACTICAL 

HEASO~. 

[1nJ 

BY a concept of the practical reason I unclerstaml the idea of 
an object as an effect possible to be produced through freedom. 
To be an object of practical knowledge, as such, signifies, 
therefore, only the relation of the will to the action by which 
the object or its opposite would be realized ; and to dl'cide 
whether something is an object of pure practical rerson or not, 
is only to discern the possibility or impossibility of 1n"lli11,r; the 
action by which, if we had the required power (about which 
experience must decide), a certain object would be realized. ::::f 

the object be taken as the determining principle of our desire, 
it must first be known whether it is physiml!!J possible by the 
free use of our powers, before we decide whether it is an object 
of practical reason or not. On the other hand, if the law can 
be considered ct priori ~s the determining principle of the 
action, and the latter therefore as determined by pure practical 
reason; the judgment whether a thing (177) is an object of 
pure practical reason or not does not depend at all on the 
comparison with our physical power; and the question is only 
whether we should will an action that is directed to the exist­
ence of an object, if the object were in our power; hence the 
previous question is only as to the moral possibility of the 
.action, for in this case it is not the object, but the law of the 
will, that is the determining prinr;ir,lc of the action. The only 
objects of practical reason are therefore those of good and evil. 
For by the former is meant an object necessarily desirell 
according to a principle of reason ; by the latter one necessarily 
shunned, also according to a principle of reason. 

If the notion of good is not to be derived from an antecedent 
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practical law, but, on the contrary, is to serve as its foundation, 
it can only be the notion of something whose existence promises 
pleasure, and thus determines the causality of the subject to 
produce it, that is to say, determines the faculty of desire. 
Now, since it is impossible to discern a JYriori what idea will be 
accompanied with pleaS'li1·c, and what with pctin, it will depend 
on experience alone to find out what is primarily1 good or evil. 

-The property of the subject, with reference to which alone 
this experiment can be made, is the feeling of pleasure and 
pain, a receptivity belonging to the internal sense; thus that 
only would be primarily good with which the sensation of 
pleasure is immediately connected, and that simply evil which 
immediately excites pain. Since, however, this is opposed 
even to the usage of language, which distinguishes the pleasant 
from the ,qood, the unpleasant from the evil, and requires that· 
good and evil shall always be judged by reason, and, therefore, 
by concepts which can be communicated to everyone, and not 
by mere sensation, which is limited to individual subjects2 and 
their susceptibility (11s) ; and, since nevertheless, pleasure or 
pain cannot be connected with any idea of an object a priori, 
the philosopher who thought himself obliged to make a feeling 
-of pleasure the foundation of his practical judgments would 
call that good which is a nieans to the pleasant, and evil, what is 
a cause of unpleasantness and pain; for the judgment on the 
relation of means to ends certainly belongs to reason. But, 
although reason is alone capable of discerning the connexion of 
means with their ends (so that the will might even be defined 
.as the faculty of ends, since these are always determining 
principles of the desires), yet the practical maxims which would 
follow from the aforesaid principle of the good being merely a 
means, would never contain as the object of the will anything 
good in itself, but only something good/01· something; the good 
would always be merely the useful, and that for which it is 

1 L Or " immediately," i.e. without reference to any ulterior result.] 
2 [The original has "objects" [objecte], which makes no sense. I have 

therefore ventured to correct it.] 
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useful must always lie outsiill' the will, m :,;p11,-atio11. Xow if 
this as a pleasant sensation were to be di,-tingui:-he1l fwm the 
notion of goo<l, then there woul1l he nothing prirnarily good at 
all, but the good woulcl han' tn he sought 11111,r in th•! IIH'ans to 

Hnmething else, namely, some pleasantness. 
It is an old formula of tlw sehonb: ~Yi/, i/ "Ji/id i 11111,; n i.-;i s1i7> 

1Y1h°one boni; Nihil r11•1Tw1m 1,r nisi s11h ratinnr 1111d i: a1u l it- i:- used 
often correctly, but often also in a nrnrnH.'r injurious to philo­
Hophy, because the expressions l)t1n1· ancl 1110/i an• amhiguous, 
owin('J" to the llOVerty of lanrrnacre, in consv11uPnf'e of which 0 1-:, b 

they admit a double sense>, and, therefore, inevit.al,ly bring the 
practical laws into ambiguity; and phil11snphy, whieh in employ­
ing them becomes aware of tlw different meauings in th<' same 
word, but can find no special ex.prl'ssions for LhPm, is d1·iven 
to subtle distinctions a hunt which there is su h~e1p1ently no 
unanimity, because the 1listinction (17!}) co11l1l not he directly 
marked by any suitable expre,-sion. 1 

The German language has the goo<l fortune to possess expn•s­
sions which do not allow this difference to be oYerl,,nkecl. 
It possesses two very distinct conc:epts, aml espceially distinct 
expressions, for that which the Latins express by a single word, 
l)(Jnmn. For bonmn it has " das Gute '' [gond], and "1las 
Wohl" [well, weal], for nw/1011 "clas Hose" [cYil], arnl "das 
Ubel" [ill, bad], or "1las Wch '' [v,,oe]. Sn that we exprC'ss 
two quite cfo;tinct judgments when we consider i11 an aeti011 the 
,rpmrl and cril nf it, or our 11·cuf and 1!·or (ill). HP1wc it already 
follo\vs that the al,ovc-quotecl psychological proposition i::-; at 
least very doubtful if it is translated: "we desire nothing 
except with a view to our 1,,,,rtl or 1!•oc "; on the other 

1 Besides this, the expression snl> ratione bani is also ambiguous. For 
it may mean: \Ve represent something to ourselves as good, when and 
becanse we de:iire (will) it; or, we desire something because we rep1·esc11t 
it to ourselves as good, so that either the desire determines the notion of 
the object as good, or the notion of good determines the desire (the will); 
so that in the first cn.se sub ratiune lH11ii would mean we will something 
nnder the iden of the good ; in the second, in ,:unse'luence of th-is ·idea, 
which, as determining the volition, must precede it. 
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haud. if we render it, thrn,, : "under the direction of reason we 
dl'sire nothing except so far as we esteem it good or eYil," 
it is indubitably certain, and at the same time quite clearly 
cxpressell. 1 

1Vdl or ill always implies only a reference to our condition, 
as 11lms11nt or 1rnp!easant, as one of pleasure or pain, and if we 
de:-ire or aYoid an object on this account, it is only so far as it is 
n•fcned to onr sensibility and to the feeling of pleasure or pain 
Lhat, it produces. But ,<JO(l{l or cril always implies a reference to 
the will, as lh'termined by the law c!f' reason tn make something 
its u bject ( 1so) ; for it is neYer determined directly by the object 
allli t,he idea of it, I.mt is a faculty of taking a rule of reason 
for the mo ti Ye of an action ( by which an nb,iect may be 
realised). Good and eYil, therefore, are properly referred to 
act:ons, not to the sensations of the person, and if anything is 
to be good or e,·il absolutely (i.e. in eYery rnspect and without 
anr fnrt,her condition), or is to be so esteemed, it can only be 
till' manner of acting, the maxim of the will, and consequently 
the acting person him8elf as a good or eYil man that can be so 
called, and 110t a thing. 

However, then, men may laugh nt the Stoic, who in the 
scwerest paroxysms of gout cried out: Pain, however thou tor­
mentcst me, I will ncYcr admit that thou art an eYil (i,:ai,:61,, 

·11ud 11111) : he was right. A bad thing it certainly was, and his 
cry bctmycd that; but that any eYil attached to him thereby, 
;;his he had no reason whateYer to admit, for pain did not in 
the least diminish the worth of his person, but only that of his_ 
condition. 1f he had been conscious of a single lie, it would 

1 [Tho English language marks the distinction in question, though not 
perfectly. " Evil " is nut absolutely restricted to moral evil ; • we speak 
also of physical evils; but certainly when not so qualified it applies usually 
(as an adjective, perhaps exclusively) to moral evil. "Ilad" is more 
general; but when used with a word C!onnotiug moral qnalitics, it expresses 
moral e\"il ; for cx:\mple, a "bad man," a " bad scholar." These wurds 
arc etymologically the same as the German "libel" and "bose" respcc­
ti,·ely. "Good" is ambiguous, being opposed to "bad," as well as to 
'' evil," but the corresponding German word is equally ambiguous. l 
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have lowered his pride, but pain ser\"e!l ouly t,, raise it, 
when he was conscious that he had not, !lescn·ed it !ty any 
unrighteous action by ,,hich he had rendered Jiimsdf worthy 
of punishment. 

\Vhat we call good must be an object of 1lesirn in t,hc judg­
ment of every rational man, and evil an objce;t, of n\"crsiun in 
the eyes of everyone; therefore, in addition to sense, this 
judgment requires reason. So it is with truthfulnci;s, as op­
posed to lying ; so with justice, as opposed to violence, &c. 
But we may call a thing a bad [or ill] thing, which yet every­
one must at the same time acknowle<lge to be goo<l, sometimes 
directly, sometimes indirectly (1s1). The mun who submits to 
a surgical operation feels it no doubt as a bad [ill] thing, but 
by their reason he and everyone acknowledge it to be good. 
If a man who delights in annoying aud n~xing peaceable 
people at last receives a right good beating, this is no doubt a 
bad [ill] thing; but everyone approves it arnl regards it as a 
good thing, even though nothing else resulted from it; nay, 
even the man who receives it must in his reason aeknowledge 
that he has met justice, because he sees the proportion between 
good conduct and good fortune, which reason inevitably places 
before him, here put into practice. 

No doubt our weal and woe are of very _rp·r.at importance in. 
the estimation. of our practical reason, and as far as onr nature 
as Sb11sible beings is concerned, our happinc.'ls is the ouly thing 
of consequence, provided it is estimated as reasou especially 
requires, not by the transitory sensation, but by the influence 
that this has on our whole existence, and on ou~ satisfaction 
therewith; but it is not absolutely the only thing of consequence. 
Man is a being who, as belonging to the world of sense, has 
wants, and so far his reason has an office which it cannot re­
fuse, namely, to attend to the interest of his sensible nature, 
and to form practical maxims, even with a view to the happi­
ness of this life, and if possible even to that of a futme. But 
he is not so completely an animal as to be indifferent to what 
reason says on its own account, and to use it merely as an 
instrument for the satisfaction of his wants as a sensible being. 
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For the pos&ession of reason would not raise his worth above 
that of the brutes, if it is to serve him only for the same pur­
pose that instinct serves in them ; it would in that case be only 
a particular method which nature had employed to equip man 
for the same ends (182) for which it has qualified brutes, without 
qualifying him for any higher purpose. No doubt once this 
arrangement of nature has been made for him, he requires reason 
in order to take into consideration his weal and woe; but besides 
this he possesses it for a higher purpose also, namely, not only 
to take into consideration what is good or evil in itself, about 
which only pure reason, uninfluenced by any sensible interest, 
can judge, but also to distinguish this estimate thoroughly from 
the former, and to make it the supreme condition thereof. 

In estimating what is good or evil in itself, as distinguished 
from what can be so called only relatively, the following points 
are to be considered. Either a rational principle is already 
conceived as of itself the determining principle of the will, 
without regard to possible objects of desire (and therefore by 
the mere legislative form of the maxim), and in that case 
that principle is a practical d p1'UYri law, and pure reason is 
supposed to be practical of itself. The law in that case deter­
mines the will directly; the action conformed to it is good in 
itse(f; a will whose maxim always conforms to this law is good 
absoliitely in every respect, and is the sup1·eme condition. of all good. 
Or the maxim of the will is consequent on a determining prin­
ciple of desire which presupposes an object of pleasure or pain, 
something therefore that pleases or displeases ; and the maxim of 
reason that we should pursue the former and avoid the latter 
determines our actions as good relatively to our inclination, 
that is, good indirectly (i.e. relatively to a different end to 
which they are means), and in that case these maxims caµ 
never be called lawfl, but may be called rational practical pre­
•Cepts. The end itself, the pleasure that we seek, is in the latter 
case not a good but a welfare; not a concept of reason (183), but 
au empirical concept of an object of sensation; but the use of 
the means thereto, that is, the action, is nevertheless called 
good (because rational deliberation is required for it), not, 
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however, good absolutely, but ()nly relatively t" "11r s<•nsnous 
nature, ,vith reganl to its feelings of plea,:;nr<> and displt>asnre; 
but the will whose maxim is affected then•l,y is not, a pun· will; 
this is directed only to that in which pnre n~as,i11 by its<'lf l'an 
be practical. 

This is the proper place to explain tlw parad,,.x of method 
in a critique of Practical Reason, 11a11wly, t/111/ th,· 1·11,u•1pt of 

goud and evil nwst not be detennin((l lJ1ji1,·I' t/i,· 11/()1·1,/ /,,,,.(.it!' 1ch icl, 

it seems as 1f it must be the fu1tndr!li011), IJ1 1 I 011/_111(/hr ii !!ml 11,11 

mcct11sofit. In fact,even if we did n()t know that, tlw principle 
of morality is a pure d p;·iori law deten11i11iu~ the~ will, yet, 
that we may not assume principles quite graLni t1111sly, we must, 
at least at first, leave it undecided, ,vheth<~l' the will has 11wrely 
empirical principles of deterrninatiou, ur wheLlwr iL has 110L also 
pure a priori principles; for it, is c,mtrary Lu all rules of philn­
sophical method to assume as decidell that ,vhich is t,he n•ry 
point in question. Supposing t,hat we wished to lw,'.2,"ill wiLh the 
concept of good, in order to deduce fro111 it t hu laws of t,he ,vill, 
then this concept of an object (as a gu"d) wc,uld at, t,he same 
time assign to us this object as Lhe sole delt~rmining principle 
of the will. Now, since this concept, had nuL any prnet.ical <i 
priori law for its stamlard, the criterion of go()d c>r eYil could 
not be placed in anything but the agreement, of the ob.i<'cL \\'iLh 
our feeling of pleasure or pain ; and the use\ of reason eouhl 
ouly consist in determining in t,he first place this pleasure or 
pain iu connexion with all the scnsaLions uf my l'xislenee, and 
in the second place the means of securing to mp;elf t,lw object 
of the pleasure (184). Now, as experie1we al()Jw can dceidc what 
conforms to the..feeling of pleasure, arn l by hypotl1esis t,he prac­
tical law is to be based on this as a conditi()n, it follows t,lrnt 
the possibility of a priuri practical laws \Vonld lJe at, once ex­
cluded, because it was imagined to be necessary first of all to 
find an object the concept of which, as a good, should constitute 
the universal though empirical principle of dcterrnina.Liou of the 
will. But what it was necessary to inquire Jirst of all was 
whether there is not an d priori determining principle of the 
will (and this could never be found anywhere but iu a pure 
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practical law, in sn far as this law prescribes to maxims merely 
thPir form withunt, regard to an object). Since, however, we 
laid Lhe fonndatinn of all practical law in an object determined 
liy our ennceptions of good and evil, whereas without a preYious 
law that objeet could only be conceive_d by empirical concepts, 
Wt' have deprived ourselves beforehand of the possibility of eYen 
concl'iving a pure practical law. On the other hand, if we had 
lir:--t investigatell the latter analytically, we should have found 
that it is not the concept of good as an object that determines 
tlil• moral law, and makes it possible, but that, on the contrary, 
it. is the moral law that first determines the concept of good,. 
a111l makes it possible, so far as it deserves the rn1.me of good 
absolutely. 

This remark, which only concerns the method of ultimate 
Ethical inquiries, is of importance. It explains at once the 
oeeasion of all the mistakes of philosophers with respect to the 
supreme principle of morals. l◄'or they sought for a11 object of 
the will which they could make the matter and principle of a 
law (which consequently could not determine the will directly 
lmt., by means of that oQject referred to the feeling of pleasure 
or pain) (ls.;); whereas they ought first to have searched for a 
law that wouhl determine the will d pri01·-i and directly, mul 
afterwards determine the object in accordance with the will. 
Nuw, whether they placed this object of pleasure, which was 
to supply the supreme conception of goodness, in happiness, in 
perfection, in moral [feeling1], or in the ,vill of God, their 
principle in every case implied heteronomy, and they must 
inevitably come upon empirical comlitions of moral law, since 
their object, which was to be the immediate principle of the 
will, could not be called good or bad except in its immelliate 
relation to feeling, which is always empirical. It is only a 
formal law-that is, one which prescribes to reason nothing 
more than the form of its universal legislation as the supreme 
condition of its maxims-that can be a p1·i0Ti a determining 

1 [Rosenkranz' text has "law "-certainly an error (" Gesetz" for 
"Uefi.ihl "): Hartenstein corrects it.] 
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principle of practical reason. The ancients a,·ow1•d thi: _error 
without concealment by directing all their moral i1H1U1nes to 
the determination of the notion of the swm 11111111 l,11111m1, whieh 
they intended afterwards to make the determining princ:iple of 
the will in the moral law; whereas it is only far lat1H', when 
the moral law has been first, established for itself, aml shown 
to be the direct determining principle of the will, that this 
object can be presented to the will, whose form is tHHV deter­
mined d priori ; and this we shall undertake in the JJialectic 
of the pure practical reason. The moderns, with whom the 
question of the summinn bomwi has gone out of fashion, or at 
least seems to have become a secondary matter, liide the same 
error under vague ( expressions as in many other cases). 1 t 
shows itself, nevertheless, in their systems, as it always pro­
duces heteronomy of practical reason ; and from this can nevet· 
be derived a moral law giving universal commands. 

(186) Now, since the notions of good and evil, as conse­
quences of the d priori determination of the will, imply also 
a pure practical principle, and therefore a causality of pure 
reason; hence they do not originally refer to objects (so as to 
be, for instance, special modes of the synthetic unity of the 
manifold of given intuitions in one consciousness1 ) like the 
pure concepts of the understanding or categories of reason in 
its theoretic employment; on the contrary, they presuppose 
that objects are given; but they are all modeH (modi) of a 
single category, namely, that of causality, the determining 
principle of which consists in the rational conception of a law, 
which as a law of freedom reason gives to itself, thereby a 
priori proving itself practical. However, as the actions on tlte 
one side come under a law which is not a physical law, but 
.a law of freedom, and consequently belong to the conduct of 
beings in the world of intelligence, yet on the other side as 
events in the world of sense they belong to phenomena; hence 
the determinations of a practical reason are only possible in 

1 [For the meaning of this expression, see the Oritique of Pure Reason, 
trans. by Meiklejohn, p. 82.] 
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refer"?H:e t . . 
c· t . • 0 the latter, and therefore m accordance with the 

<1, er•or1 f 
t} ·-=- l's O the understanding; uot indeed with a view to any 

leoretic ' 1 . . . 
(s, .b einp oyinent of 1t, ·i.e. so as to brmg the manifold of 
"ens1 le) • t . 

-in uition under one consciousness d prion:; but only 
t~ snbject the manifold of desi?-es to the unity of consciousness 
01 a l)r•tl'!. 1 • • • d • l 1 1 . . " , -1ca reason, g1vrng 1t comman s m t 1e mora aw, 'l.e. 
to a lJ111· , ·11 , . . e WI a pr-wri. 
. These ca.tc,r,orics of fnedmn-for so we choose to call them 
111 contrast to those theoretic categories which are categories of 
Ph . ~ 

. Ysical nature-have an obvious advantage over the latter, 
lltaainllch as the latter are only forms of thought which desig­
Pn.to 0 h.iects in an indefinite manner by means of universal 
concepts for every possible intuition; the former, on the con­
~rary, refer to the determination of a free elective will (to which 
uuleed no exactly corresponding intuition can be assigned (1s1), 

hnt Which has as its foundation a pure practical a p1·iori law, 
which is not the case with any concepts belonging to the 
theoretic use of our cognitive faculties); hence, instead of the 
!0 l'l11 of intuition (space and time), which does not lie in reason 
Itself, but has to be drawn from another source, namely, the 
sensibility, these being elementary practical concepts have as 
their foundation the form of a pu,rc will, which is given in 
reason, and therefore in the thinking faculty itself. From this it 
happens that as all precepts of pure practical reason have to do 
only with the detennination of tlw wm, not with the physical 
conditions (of practical ability) of the exeC'lttion of one's pitrpose, 
the practical d priori principles in relation to the supreme 
principle of freedom are at once cognitions, and have not to wait 
for intuitions in order to acquire significance, and that for thil:! 
remarkable reason, because they themselves produce the reality 
of that to which they refer (the intention of the will), which 
is not the case with theoretical concepts. Only we must be 
careful to observe that these categories only apply to the 
practical reason; and thus they proceed in order from those 
which are as yet subject to sensible conditions and morally 
indeterminate to those which are free from sensible conditions, 
and determined merely by the moral law. 
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(1ss) Table of the CHlc!Jm·ics qf F,wdo111 ,·,·l11ti1·,·l.,1 tu th,· 

.Notions <!l C:ootl a 11d J-.,',-i/. 

1.-C.lC .A~TITY. 

Subjective, according to maxims (111·r1di,·,1I upi11i0Hs of the individual). 

Objective, accordiug to principles (prl'•·1p/.s). 
A priori, both objective and subjective principles nf freedom (law.-). 

Il.-QL\LITY. 

Practical 1·ules of actiu1~ (prnccplii:,1•). 

Practical rult,s of omission (prohibit irrr ). 
Practical rules of e:,:ccptiu,i (e.,:,;ez,tii:a·). 

Ill.-H.ELATIO~. 
'J.lo pe1·sonality. 
To the condition of the person. 
Reciprocal, of one person to the conditiou of the others. 

IV .-MODALITY. 
The permitted and the forbidden. 
Duty and the contrary to d1tty. 
Pe1fect and imperfect duty. 

(189) It will at once be observed that in this table freCllom 
is considcre(l as a sort of causality not subject to Pmpiri(:al prin­
ciples of determination, in regard to actions posHible by it, whid1 
are phenomena in the world of sense, arnl that corn;cqnently it 
is referred to the categories which concern its physical possi­
bility, whilst yet each category is taken so unirnnmlly that the 
determining principle of that causality can lie placed outside the 
world of sense in freedom as a property of a l ,eing in the world 
of intelligence; and finally the categories of modality introduce 
the transition from practical principles generally to those of 
morality, but only problcmnticnlly. These can Le establishe(l 
dognuttically only by the moral law. 

I add nothing further here in explanation of the present 
table, since it is intelligible enough of itself. A division of this 
kind based on principles is very useful in any science, both for 
the sake of thoroughness and intelligibility. Thus, for instance, 
we know from the preceding table and its first number what 
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we must liegin from in practical inquiries, namely, from the 
maxillls ,vhich on•ryone founds on his own inclinations; the 
pri~ccpts ,vhich hnld for a species of rational beings so far as 
tlwy agree iu certain inclinations; and finally the law which 
hold~ fur all without regard to their inclinations, &c. In this 
way we snn·l'Y the whole plan of what has to be done, every 
qncst ion of pract.ical philosophy that has to be answered, and 
also the order that is to be followed. 

Of the Typic <f th( I'11rc Practical Judgment. 

It is the notions of good and evil that first determine an 
ob,icct of the will. They themselves, however, (190) are subject 
to a practical rule of reason, which, if it is pure reason, deter­
mines the will d priori relatively to its object. Now, whether 
an action which is possible to us in the world of sense comes 
nuder the rule or not, is a question to be decided by the prac­
tical Judgment, by which what is said in the rnle universally 
(in abstmrto) is applied to an action in concrcto. But since a 
practical rule of pure reason in the ,first place as practical con­
cerns the existence of an object, and in the second place as a 
j)i'((c/ica1 ndc of pure reason implies necessity as regards the 
existence of the action, and therefore is a practical law, not a 
physical law depending 011 empirical principles of determination, 
but a law of freedom by which the will is to be determined 
independently on anything empirical (merely by the conception 
of a Lt,v and its form), whereas all instances that can occur of 
possible actions can only be empirical, that is, belong to the 
experience of physical nature; hence, it seems absurd to expect 
to find in the world of sense a case which, while as such it 
depends only on the law of nature, yet admits of the application 
to it of a law of freedom, and to which we can apply the super­
sensible idea of the morally good which is to be exhibited in it 
1·11 <'oncrcto. Thus. the Jn<lgment of the pure practical reason is 
subject to the same difficulties as that of the pure theoretical 
reason. The latter, however, had means at hand of escaping 
from these difficulties, because, in regard to the theoretical 
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employment, intuitions were rer1uirccl to which pure concepts 
of the understanding could he applied, and suc.:!1 intuit ions 
(though only of objects of the sern,es) can he gin·n ti Jli'iori, 

and therefore, as far as regards the union of the manifohl in 
them, conforming to the pure d _nriori concepts of the urnler­
standing as schemata. On the other hand, the morally gond is 
something whose object is supersensible; fur whi<-11, therefore, 
nothing corresponding can lJe found in any sern,i lilc in tn i tion ( HJ 1). 
Judgment depending on laws of pure practieal reason seems, 
therefore, to be subject to special ditficultit•s arising from thii,:, 
that a law of freedom is to be applied to actio11s, which are 
events taking place in the world of sense, and which. so far, 
belong to physical nature. 

But here again is opened a favourable prospect for the pure 
practical ,Judgment. When I subsume under a pure prr1ctical 
law an action possible to me in the world of sense, I am not 
concerned with the possibility of the action as an event in the 
world of sense. This is a matter that belongH to the llecision 
of reason in its theoretic use according to the law of causality, 
which is a pure concept of the understanding, for which reason 
has a schema in the sensible intuition. Physical causaJity, or 
the condition under which it takes place, belongs to the physi­
cal concepts, the schema of which is sketched by transcendental 
imagination. Here, however, we have to do, not with the 
schema .of a case that occurs according to laws, but with the 
schema of a law itself (if the word is allowable here), since 
the fact that the will (not the action relatively to its effect) is 
determined by the law alone without any other principle, con­
nects the notion of causality with quite different conditions 
from those which constitute physical connexion. 

The physical law being a law to which the objects of sen­
sible intuition, as such, are subject, must have a schema corre­
sponding to it-that is, a general procedure of the imagination 
(by which it exhibits d priori to the senses the pure concept of 
the understanding which the law determines). But the law of 
freedom (that is, of a causality not subject to sensible condi­
tions), and consequently the concept of the unconditionally 
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good, cannot have any intuition, nor consequently any schema 
supplied to it for the pmpose of its application 1·n concrcto. 
Consequently the moral law has no faculty (192) but the under­
Htanding to aid its application to physical objects (not the 
irnagination); and the understanding for the purposes of the 
judgment can provide for an idea of the reason, not a sc/irnl(f, 
of the sensibility, but. a law, though only as to its form as law; 
such a law, howen~r, as can be exhibited hi conc1'do in objects 
of the senses, and, therefore a law of nature. ·we can therefore 
call this law the T_1111e of the moral law. 

Tlw rule of the judgment acconling to laws of pure prac­
tical reason is this : ask yourself whether, if the action you 
propose \Vere to take place by a law of the system of nature of 
which you \Vere yourself a part, you could reganl it as possible 
by your own will. Everyone does, in fact, decide by this rule 
whether actions are morally good or evil. Thus, people say: 
If everyone permitted himself to deceive, when he thought it to 
his advantage; or thought himself justified in shortening his 
life as soon as he was thoroughly weary of it; or looked with 
perfect indifterence on the necessity of others; and if you 
belonged to such an order of things, would you do so with 
the assent of your own will ? Now everyone knows well that 
if he secretly allows himself to deceive, it does not follow that 
everyone else does so; or if, unobserved, he is destitute of com­
passion, others would not necessarily be so to him ; hence, this 
comparison of the maxim of his actions with a universal law of 
nature is not the determining principle of his will. Such a law 
is, nevertheless, a type of the estimation of the maxim on moral 
principles. If the maxim of the action is not such as to stand 
the test of the form of a universal la\v of nature, then it is 
morally impossible. This is the judgment even of common 
sense; for its ordinary judgments, even those of experience, 
are always based on the law of nature. It has it, therefore, 
always at hand, only that in cases (193) where causality from. 
freedom is to be criticized, it makes that law of nature only the 
type of a lctw of ftc1idom, because without SQmething which it 
could use as an example in a case of experience, it could not. 

M 
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give the law of a pure practical reaHllll it:,; proper use in 
practice. 

It is therefore allowable to use the systnn '!f th,· 11·odd of 

sense as the t ypc of a supn-scnsiblr sy..,fnn ,1( t It inys, provided I 
do not transfer to the latter the intuitions, allll what depelllls 
on them, but merely apply to it the ji>rm of '" ,,. in general (the 
notion of which occurs even in the [ commo11Pst ]1 nHc of reason, 
but cannot be definitely known d priori for nny other purpose 
than the pure practical use of reason) ; for laws, as such, are 
so far identical, no matter from what they deriv<' th<'ir 1lcter­
mining principles. 

Further, since of all the supersensihlc ahHolntely nothing 
[is known] except freedom (through the moral law), and this 
only so far as it is inseparably implied in that law, and more­
over all supersensible objects to which reason might lea1l us, 
following the guidauce of that law, haYc still no reality for us, 
except for the purpose of that law, and for the use of mere 
practical reason ; and as reason is authorized allll even com­
pelled to use physical nature (in its pure form ,cd an object 
of the understanding) as the type of the judgment; hence, 
the present remark will serYe to guar1l against reckoning 
amongst concepts themselves that which belongs only to the 
l!Jpic of concepts. This, namely, as a typic of the ju1lgment, 
guards against the empiricism of practical reason, which founds 
the practical notions of good and evil merely on experience1l 
consequences (so-called happiness). No douLt happiness and 
the infinite advantages which would result from a will deter­
mined by self-love, if this will at the same time erected itself 
into a universal law of nature (194), may certainly serve as a 
perfectly suitable type for the morally good, but it is not iden­
tical with it. The same typic guards also against the mysticism­

of practical reason, which turns what served only as a s,1;1nbol 

into a schema, that is, proposes to provide for the moral concepts. 
actual intuitions, which, however, are not sensible (intuitions of 

1 [Adopting Hartenstein's conjecture "gemeinste," for "reinste," 
" purest."] 
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an invisible Kingdom of God), and thus plunges into the tran­
scendent. ,vhat is befitting the use of the moral concepts is only 
the rrrtio11alism of the judgment, which takes from the sensible 
system of nature only what pure reason can also conceive of 
itself, that is, conformity to law, and transfers into the super­
sensible nothing but what can conversely be actually exhibited 
by actions in the world of sense according to the formal rule of 
a law of nature. However, the caution against cmpfricism of 
practical reason is much more important; for1 m!Jsticisni is 
quite reconcilable with the purity and sublimity of the moral 
law, and, besides, it is not very natural or agreeable to common 
habits of thought to strain one's imagination to supersensible 
intuitions; and hence the danger on this side is not so general. 
Empiricism, _on the contrary, cuts up at the roots the morality 
of intentions (in which, and not in actions only, consists the 
high worth that men can and ought to give to themselves), and 
substitutes for duty something quite different, namely, an 
empirical interest, with which the inclinations generally are 
secretly leagued; and empiricism, moreover, being on this 
account allied with all the inclinations which (no matter what 
fashion they put on) degrade humanity when they are raised 
to the dignity of a supreme practical principle; and as these, 
nevertheless, are so favourable to everyone's feelings, it is 
for that reason much more dangerous than mysticism, which 
can never constitute a lasting condition of any great number 
of persons. 

[1 Read "weil" with Hartenstein, not "womit. "J 
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( ) CH ,\l'TEl~ Ill. 19i> ~ 

OF THE '.\[OTIVE~ OF J•1·i:i,: l'J:ACTI<:AL 1:1-:,\:-;IJ~. 

WHAT is essential in the moral worth uf adi1111s is f/,t1f flit 

nwral law shnuld dirrctly dd1 n,1 in,. ti,,· 11·i/1. If t.lw tleLer­
mination of the will takes plact> in conforwity in1let•1l to the 
moral law, but only by means of a feeling, n11 rnat tP.r of what 
kind, which has to be presuppm;ecl in order that tl11~ law rnay be 
sufficient to determine the will, arnl tlwrefore 111,t ji11· ti,,. sok( 

0/ the law, then the actiou will posse~s fryalif:!J hut not 111 11 1·1,lity. 

Now, if we understand by mot in· [or s1n·,:nyJ (l'/r(f,·,· f/11i111i) the 
subjective grouwl of determination of the will of ,L being 
whose reason does not necessarily conform to the 01 1.iectiYe 
law, by virtue of its own nature, then it will follo,v, first, that 
no motives can he attributecl to the Divine will, awl that the 
motives of the human will (as well as that of Pvery created 
rational being) can never l1e anything else thau the moral law, 
and consequently that the ol1jec.:ti,·e principle of dl'Lerrninatinn 
must always and alone he also the subjectively snflicient 
determining principle of the action (u>G), if this is not merely 
to fulfil the lcttc1· of the law, without containing its spirit.1 

Since, then, for the purpose of giving the 11wrnl law in­
fluence over the will, we must uot seek for any otlH'r motives 
that might enable us to dispense with the motive of the Ia,v 
itself, because that v.;ould produce mere hypoerisy, ,vithout 
consistency; and it is even danr;e1·0-ns to allow other motives 
(for instance, that of interest) even to co-operate alony ·w'itk the 
moral law; hence nothing is left us but to determine ean,fnlly 

1 \Ve may say of every action that conforms to the law. hut is not done 
for the 1mke of the law, that it is morally good in the lel,lr!r, not in the 
spfrit (the intention). 
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in what way the mornl la\v bet:nmes a motive, a1Hl what cllect • 
this has 11po11 the faculty of desire. Fol' as to tho question how 
a hw ean lie llireetly and of ibelf a detcnninino- principle of. • t, 

t hl: will (which is tho essence of morality), this is, for human 
n:ason, an insoluble problem and identical with the question: 
how a frcl' will is possible. Therefore what we have to show 
ci zn·io;·i is, not ,vhy the mor.ll lav"· in itself supplies a motiYe, 
lint what effect it, as such, prod nee" (or, mnre correctly speaking, 
l11Hst produce) un tho mind. 

The essential point in ewry determination of the will by 
thL\ moral litw, is that being a free will it is determined simply 
by the moral law, not only without the co-operation of sensible 
impulses, hut m·e11 to the rejection of all such, aml to the 
ehecking of all inclinations so far as they might be opposed to 
that la,v. So far, then, tho effect of the moral law as a motive 
i8 nnly negative, :ind this motiYe can lie known d priori to be 
i,nch. Fnr all inclination and eYery sensible impulse is founded 
011 feeli11g, and the uegative effect (197) prolluced on feeling (by 
the check on the inclinations) is itself feeling; consequently, 
we can see d p,·iori that the moral law, as a determining prin­
cii,le of the \Vil!, must by thwarting all our inclinations produce 
:i feeling which may be called pain; and in this we have the 
fir8t, perhaps the only, instance in which we are able from 
d 71,·io;·i considerations to determine the reln.tion of a cognition 
(in this case of pure practical reason) to the feeling of pleasure 
or di8ple:tsure. All the inclinations together (which can be 
reduced to a tolerable system, in which case their satisfaction 
is called happiness) constitute sc(f-rc,11a1·d (solipsisnws). This is 
either the scif-l01.x that consists in au excessive fondnc.ss for 
oneself (philrmtia ), or satisfaction with oneself ( arrogantia ). 
The former is called particularly selfishness ; the latter sclf­
conccit. Pure practical reason only checks selfishness, looking· 
on it as natural and active in us even prior to the moral law, so • 
far as to limit it to the condition of agreement with this law, 
and then it is called rational self-love. But self-conceit reason 
.~trikes clo1cn altogether, since all claims to self-esteem which 
precede agreement with the moral law are vain and unjustifiable, 
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for the certainty of a state of mind that coincides with this law 
is the first condition of personal worth (as we shall presently 
Rhow more clearly), and prior to this conformity any pretension 
to worth is false and unlawful. Now the prope11sity to self­
esteem is one of the inclinations which the moral la.,v checks, 
inasmuch as that esteem rests only on morality. Tlwrefore 
the moral law breaks down self-conceit. Rut as this law is 
something positive in itself, namely, the form of an intellectual 
causality, that is, of freedom, it must be an oLject of respect; 
for by opposing the subjective antagonism of the inclinations 
(198) it ~ccakcns self-conceit; awl since it even brmks down, 
that is, humiliates this conceit, it is an object of the highest 
respect, and consequently is the foundation of a positive feeling 
which is not of empirical origin, but is known ,; priori. There­
fore respect for the moral law is a feeling which is pro1lucctl 
by an intellectual cause, a.ml this feeling is the only one that 
we know quite a pim·i, arnl the necessity of which we can 
perceive. 

In the preceding chapter we have seen that everything that 
presents itself as au object of the will prior to the moral law is 
by that law itself, which is the supreme condition of practical 
reason, excluded from the determining principles of the will 
which we have called the uncornlitionally goml; and that the 
mere practical form which consists in the adaptation of the 
maxims to univen;al legislation first determines wha.t is good in 
itself and absolutely, an<l is the ba::;is of the maxims of a pure 
wilJ, which alone is good in every respect. However, we find 
that our nature as sensible beino·s is such that the· matter of 
desire (objects of inclination, ,:hether of hope or fear) first 
presents itself to us ; and our pathologically affected self, 
although it is in its maxims quite unfit for universal legislation, 
yet, just as if it constituted our entire self, strives to put its 
pretensions forward first, and to have them acknowledged a.s the 
first and original. This propensity to make ourselves in the 
subjective <leterminiug principles of our choice serve as the 
objective <letermining principle of the will generally may be 
called self-love; an(l if this pretends to be legislative as an 
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n11c01ulitional practical principle, it may be called sc(f-conccit. 
Now the moral law, which .1lone is truly objective (namely, in 
Pvcry respect), entirely excludes the influence of self-lm·e on 
the supreme practical principle, and indefinitely checks the self­
conceit that prescribes the subjective conditions of the former 
as laws (mo). Now whatever checks our self-conceit in our 
own judgment lnuniliates; therefore the moral Jaw inevitably 
humbles every man when he compares with it the physical 
propensities of his nature. That, the idea of which as a. deter­
mining pri,,tciplc of 0111· ·1cill humbles us in our self-consciousness, 
awakes 'l'CSpl'ct for itself, so far as it is itself positive, and a 
(letermining principle. Therefore the moral law is even sub­
jectively a cause of respect. Now since everything that enters 
into self-love belongs to inclination, and all inclination rests 
on feelings, and consequently whatever checks all the feelings 
together in self-love has necessarily, by this very circumstance, 
1.q1 influence on feeling; hence we comprehend how it is pos­
sible to perceive a p1·i.01·i that the moral can produce an 
effoct on feeling, in that it excludes the inclinations and the 
propensity to make them the supreme practical condition, i.e. 
self-love, from all participation in the supreme legislation. 
This effect is on one side merely nc,qatii·c, but on the other side, 
relatively to the restricting principle of pure practical reason, it 
is positi·vc. No special kind of feeling need be assumed for this 
11.nder the name of a practical or moral feeling as antecedent to 
the moral law, and serving as its foundation. 

The negative effect on feeling (unpleasantness) is patho­
l o,r1ica.l, like every intl uence on feeling, and like every feeling 
generally. But as an effect of the consciousness of the moral 
law, and consequently in relation to a supersensible cause, 
namely, the subject Qf pure practical reason which is the 
supreme lawgiver, this feeling of a rational being affected by 
inclinations is called humiliation (intellectual self-depreciation); 
but with refereu:ce to the positive source of this humiliati?n, the 
law, it is respect for it. Thete is indeed no feeling for this 
law (200); but inasmuch as it removes the resistanoe out of the 
way, this removal of an obstacle is, in the judgment of reason, 
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esteemed ef1uivalent to a positiYe help t,, its 1·a11sality. There­
fore this feeling may also lJe called a fceliug r,f rcsped for the 
rnoral law, arnl for both reasons together 1,. 1111,m! Ji·di11_r;. 

While the moral law, therefore, is a f1Jrlllal determining 
principle of action by practical pure n°as,,11, autl is woreoYer a 
material though only objective tletern1i11ing priHciple of the 
olJjects of action as called good au<l evil, il is also a subjeetive 
determining principle, that -is, a motive to this action, inasmuch 
as it has intlueuce on the morality of the su l ,jeet, and produces 
a ,feeling conducive to the influence of tlie law 011 the will. 
There is here in the subject no crnti-c,·,lnit feeling tending to 
morality. :For this is impossible, since every feeling is sensible, 
and the motive of moral intention must lJe free from all sensible 
eonditions. On the contrary, while the sensible fceli11g whid1 is 
at the 1Jottom of all our inclination.s is the condition of that 
impression whieh we call respect, the cause that dctermillCS it 
lies in the pure practical reason; arnl this impre3sion therefore, 
on account of its origin, must be called, not a pathological but 
a prnctical ~ff'cct. :For by the fact tl1at t,he conception of the 
moral law deprives self-love of its iuiluence, ancl self-conceit of 
its illusion, it lessens the obstacle to pure practical reason, and 
produces the conception of the superi11rity of its objective law 
to the impulses of the sensi1Jility; and thus, by removing the 
counterpoise, it gives relatively greater ,veight to the law in the 
judgment of reason (in the case of a will affected by the afore­
said impulses). Thus the respect for the law is not a motive 
to morality, lrnt is morality itself subjectively considered as a 
motive, inasmuch as pure practical reason (201), by rejecting all 
the rival pretensions of self-love, gives authority to the law 
which now alone has influence. Now it is to be ubscrvetl that 
as respeet is an effect on feeling, aUL1 theref ui-e 011 the sensi­
bility, of a rational being, it presupposes this sensibility, and 
therefore also the finiteness of such beings on w h0111 the moral 
law impo:-;es respect; and that respect for the fo·w cannot be 
attributed to a supreme being, or to a11y being free from all 
sensibility, in whom, therefore, this sensibility cmrnot be an 
obstacle to practical reason. 
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This feeling [sentiment] (which we call the moral feeling) 
is therefore protlncetl simply by reason. It does not serve for 
the estimation of actions nor for the foundation of the objectiYe 
moral law itself, but merely as a motive to make this of itself 
a maxim. But what name coultl we more suitably apply to this 
singular feeling which cannot be compared to any pathological 
feeling ? It is of such a peculiar kind that it seems to be at 
the disposal of reason only, and that pure practical reason. 

Respect applies always to persons only-not to things. The 
latter may arouse inclination, and if they are animals (e.g. 
horses, dogs, &c.), even love orfcar, like the sea, a volcano, a 
beast of prey ; but never respect. Something that comes nearer 
to this feding is admiration, and this, as an affection, astonish­
ment, can apply to things also, e.g. lofty mountains, the mag­
nit.ude, number, and distance of the heavenly bodies, the 
strength and swiftness of many animals, &c. But all this is 
not respect. A man also may be an object to me of love, fear, 
or admiration, even to astonishment, and yet not be an object 
of respect. His jocose humour, his courage and strength, his 
power from the rank he has amongst others (202), may inspire 
me with sentiments of this kind, but still inner respect for him 
is wanting. Fontenelle says, "I bow before a great man, but 
my mind does not bow." I ,voulcl add, before an humble 
plain man, in whom I perceive uprightness of character in a 
higher degree than I am conscious of in myself, my niind bou:s 
whether I choose it or not, and though I bear my head neYer 
so high that he may not forget my superior rank. ·why is 
this? Because his example exhibits to me a law that humbles 
my self-conceit when I compare it with my conduct: a law, 
the practicability of obedience to which I see proved by fact 
before my eyes. Now, I may even be conscious of a like degree 
of uprightness, and yet the respect remains. For since in man 
all good is defective, the law made visible by an example still 
humbles my pride, my standanl being furnished by a man 
whose imperfections, whatever they may be, are not known to 
me as my own are, and who therefore appears to me in a more 
favourable light. Respect is a tribntc which we cannot refuse 
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to merit, whether we ,vill or not; we may irnleed outwardly 
withhold it, but we cannot help feeling it inwar,lly. 

Respect is so far from bci-n.'J a feeling of pleasure that we 
only reluctantly give way to it as regards a man. Vil c try to 
find out something that may lighte11 the lnmlC'n of it, some 
fault to compensate us for the humiliation which such an ex­
ample causes. Even the dead are not always secure from this 
criticism, especially if their example appears inimitable. Even 
the moral law itself in its solemn ·nwj,·sty is exposed to this 
endeavour to save oneself from yielding it respect (20a). Can it 
be thought that it is for any other reason that ,vc arc so ready 
to reduce it to the level of our familiar inclination, or that it 
is for any other reason that we all take such trouble to make it 
out to be the chosen precept of oul' own interest well understood, 
but that we want to be free from the deterrent respect which shows 
us our own unworthiness with such severity ? :N everthelcss, 
on the other hand, so little is there pain in it that if once one 
has laid aside self-conceit and allowed practical influence to 
'that respect, he can never be satisfied with contempla.ting the 
majesty of this law, and the soul believes itself elen1.tcd in pro­
portion as it sees the holy law elevated above it and its frail 
nature. No doubt great talents and activity proportioned to 
them may also occasion respect or an analogous feeling. It is 
very proper to yield it to them, and then it appears as if this 
sentiment were the same thincr as admiration. But if we look 

t, 

closer, we shall observe that it is always uncertain ho,v much of 
the ability is due to native talent, and how much to diligence 
in cultivating it. Reason represents it to us as probably the 
fruit of cultivation, and therefore as meritorious, and this 
notably reduces our self-conceit, and either casts a reproach on 
us or urges us to follow such an example in the way that is . 
suitable to us. This respect, then, which we ·show to such a 
person (properly speaking, to the law that his example exhibits) 
is not mere admiration ; and this is confirmed also by the fact, 
that when the common run of admirers think they have 
learned from any source the badness of such a man's character 
(for instance, Voltaire's), they give up all respect for him; 
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whereas the true scholar still feels it at least with regard to 
his talents, because he is himself encraaed in a business and a. 

::, 0 

vocation (20.1) which make imitation of such a man in some 
degree a law. 

Hespect for the moral la,v is therefore the only and the 
undoubted moral motive, an1l this feeling is directed to no 
object, except on the ground of this la,v. The moral law first 
determines the will objectively and directly in the judgment 
of rPa.son ; and freedom, whose causality can be determined only 
by the law, consistsjust in this, that it restricts all inclinations, 
and consequently self-esteem, by the condition of obedience to 
its pure ln.w. This restriction now has an effect on feeling, and 
pro1lnces the impression of displeasure which can be known d 
p,·iori from the moral law. Since it is so far only a negative 
effect which, arising from the influence of pure practical reason, 
checks the activity of the subject, so far as it is determined by 
inclinations, and hence checks the opinion of his personal worth 
(which, in the absence of aareement with the moral law, is 

0 

l'l'Lluced to nothing) ; hence, the effect of this law on feeling 
iH merely humiliation. "\Ve can, therefore, perceive this a priori, 
hut cannot know by it the force of the pure practical law as a 
motive, but only the resistance to motives of the sensibility. 
lhtt since the same law is objectively, that is, in the conception 
of pure reason, an immediate principle of determination of the 
will, and consequently this humiliation takes place only rela­
tively to the purity of the law; hence, the lowering of the pre­
tensions of moral self-esteem, that is, humiliation on the sensible 
si1le, is an elevation of the moral, i.e. practical, esteem for the 
law itself on the intellectual side; in a word, it is respect for 
the law, and therefore, as its cause is intellectual, a positive 
feeling which can be known d priori. For whatever diminishes 
the obstacles to an activity furthers this activity itself (205). 

Now the recognition of the moral la,v is the consciousness of 
an activity of practical reason from objective principles, which 
only fails to reveal its effoct in actions because subjective 
(pathological) causes hinder it. Respect for the moral law, 
then, must be regarded as a positive, though indirect, effect of 
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it on feeling, inasnrneh as thi~ n•,-111•1·L 1 w,•;i].,:,. 11-s tlH· impeding 
influence of inclinations by hu111iliati11;..: ,-,·li'-•·--t1·,·iu: a)l(l hence 
also as a subjecti,·e J1ri11ciplc of ar:ti,·ir,·. that i.--. a;-; a ,110/irl' to 
obedience to the law, al}(l as a 1,ri1wi1.J;. ,,t' t 111' 11i:1,ii11s of a life 
conformable to it. From the 1111ti1111 11f a 1J1•t1 jy,, arises that of 
an interest, which ca11 11en~r IH! attril111t1•,l 111 ;lily IJl'i11.!.! unless 
it possesses reason, and which ;-;ig11ifi1•;-; a 11111/,1·, .. f till• will in so 
far as it is conceived 1,y the n•a,.;rn1. :--:i111·1• i11 a uwrally go0tl 

will the hw itself must be the 111otin·, tlw 1111,ml i11t1'/'1'st is u 
pure interest of practical reas1111 al11111·. i11d1•pP111l1•11t nu scuse. 
On the notion of an interest is 1,asl'd t l1at 11t' a 1,1, 1 , im. This, 
therefore, is morally go1Jd only in ca.-=" it n·sts simply on the 
interest taken in olJedience to tlw law. ..,\ II t Ii n·t! w ,tious, how­
ever, that of a ·,nutfr,·, of a11 ·iilf,·,•,·st, and of a 1,u1.1•im, eau be 
applied only to finite beiugs. F"r LIH'y all s1q,p,1st• a limita­
tion of the nature of the being, in that tllf' s11l1,i<·l'.li,·1• eha.raetcr 
of his choice does n<,t of itself agn·e -.,·itl, tl1<i oli_j1·<:tin\ law of 
a practical reason; they sup111,sc that. tlw lwi11g n•1111ires to he 
impelled to action by s<m1ethiug, l11•r:a11sp a11 i11tPrnal ohstade 
opposes itself. Therefore th"Y <'.a111111t 111• ;q,pli,·d t11 tl11~ I >iviuc 
will. 

There is somethin;; sn si11g11lar i11 tlw 11nl11,1111cll'd pstccm for 
the pure moral law, apart frolll all adYantag", as it, is presented 
for our oLedience by practical n·ason, the voicl' uf whil'.11 makes 
even the boldest sinner tremble, a111l 1·111111;1'1~ hi1n tn hide him­
self from it (206), that we cann<Jt wowl0r if ,vu find t.his iutluence 
of a mere intellectual irlea <m the ft!eli11gs 1p1it" i1H·1,111prehen­
sible to speculative reason, and l1t1ve to lie satisfied with seeing 
so much of this d Jii·ion·, that su<:h a ft>l'li11g is i11sPparably con­
nected with the conception of tlw rn11ral law i11 l'Very finite 
rational being. If this feeling of n'speet were paLhological, 
and therefore were a feeling of pleasure bas<'d on the inner 
sense, it would be in vain to try to discover a connexion of it 

1 ["Jener," in Rosenkranz' text is an error. \Ve must read either 
"jene," "this respect," or "jcnes," "this feeling-." Hartenstein adopts 
"jenes."] 
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with any i, 1Pa <i p;·iori. nut [it1] is a feeling that applies 
merely t,1 what is practical, and llepernls on the conception of 
a bw, i-;imply as to its form, not on account of any object, and 
thl'refurc cannot be n•cknncd either as pleasure or pain, aml yet 
prnrlnccs an intcrcRt in obe1lience to the law, which we call the 
mu;·11I i11fl'1•,·st, just as the capacity of taking snch an interest in 
the law (or respect for the moral law itself) is properly the 
mom/ fcdin!J [l)r .-;c11ti111rnt]. 

The consciousness of a f;-cc submission of the will to the law, 
yet comhincll with an inevitable constraint put upon all incli­
na.timrn, though only by ,mr own reason, is respect for the law. 
The law that demands this respect allll irn;pires it is clearly 
no other than the moral (for no other precludes all inclinations 
from c:xPrcising any direct influence on the will). An action 
which is ohjectiYely practical according to this law, to the 
exclusion of c,·ery determining principle of inclination, is dut,11, 
awl this by reason of that exclusion includes in its concept 
practical ohh!Jrition, that is, a determination to actions, hmvever 
1·,·lnrtontl,11 they may be done. The feeling that arises from 
the consciousness of this obligation is not pathological, as 
woulll be a feeling proclnced by an object of the senses, but 
practical only, that is, it is made possible by a preceding (2oi) 
(objective) 1letermination of the will and causality of the 
1·eaH011. As snlnniBsion to the law, therefore, that is, as a com­
mand (a11nouncing constraint for the sensibly affected subject), 
it contains in it no pleasure, but on the contrary, so far, pain 
in the action. On the other haml, howeYer, as this constraint 
is exercised merely by the legislation of our mm reason, it also 
contai11s something clc1-·atin,r1, and this subjective effect on feel­
ing, inasmuch as pure practical reason is the sole cause of it, 
may be called in this respect sclf-ltpp1·obat-ion, since we recognize 
ourselves as determined thereto solely by the law without any 
interest, and are now conscious of a quite different interest 
subjectively produced thereby, and which is purely practical and 

1 [The original sentence is incomplete. I have completed it in what 
seems the simplest way.] 
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free; and our taking this interest in an action of rluty is not 
suggested by any inclination, but is cu111111a111 led allll actually 
brought about by reason through the prac:tical law ; whe11ce 
this feeling obtains a special name, that of respect. 

The notion of duty, tlwreforc, n•ciuires in tlw actio11, ol>jff­

tivcly, agreement with the law, and, suli,iceti,·cly in its maxim, 
that respect for the law shall bo the solP 1110,lc in which the 
will is dete.rmined thereby. Arni on this rests the llistinction 
between the consciousness of having a.eted 01·1·ordi11y to duty 
andjrom d1ity, that is, from respect for the law. The former 
(legality) is possible even if inclinations havli bce11 the deter­
mining principles of the will; but the latter (momlity), moral 
worth, can be placed only in this, that the action is done from 
duty, that is, simply for the sake of the law. 1 

(20s) It is of the greatest importauee to aUend with the 
utmost exactness in all moral judgments to the subjective 
principle of all maxims, that all the uwralit.y of actio11s may 
be placed in the necessity of acting from duty and from respect 
for the law, not from love and inclination for that which the 
actions are to produce. For men and all created ratio11al beings 
moral necessity is constraint, that is obligation, and every action 
based on it is to be conceived as a 1luty, not as a proc·ceding 
previously pleasing, or likely to be pleasing to us of our own 
accord. As if indeed we could ever bring it about that with­
out respect for the law, which implies fear, or at least appre­
hension of transgression, we of ourselves, like the independent 
Deity, could ever come into possession of holiness of will by the 
coincidence of our will with the pure moral la.w Lecoming as it 
were part of our nature, never to be shaken (in which case the 

1 If we examine accurately the notion of respect for persons as it has 
been already laid down, we shall perceive that it always rests on the con­
sciousness of a duty which an example shows us, and that respect, there­
fore, can never have any but a moral ground, and that it is very good and 
even, in a psychological point of view, very useful for the knowledge of 
mankind, that whenever we use this expression we should attend to this 
secret and marvellous, yet often recurring, regard which men in their 
judgment pay to the moral law. 
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law would cease to be a comurnml for us, as we could never be 
tempted to be untrue to it). 

The moral law is in fact for the will of a perfect being a 
law of holiness, but for the will of eYery finite rational being a 
law of duty, of moral constraint, and of the determination of its 
actions by rc.-;pcd for this law and reYerence for its duty. No 
other subjective principle must be assumed as a motive, else 
while the action might chance to be such as the law prescribes, 
yet as it does not proceed from duty, the intention, which is 
the thing properly in question in this legislation, is not moral. 

(2ou) It is a very beautiful thin(T to do rrood to men from _., t, 

lln.,.e to them and from sympathetic good will, or to be just from 
love of order; but this is not yet the true moral maxim of our 
conduct which is suitable to our position amongst rational beings 
as men, when we pretend with fanciful pride to set ourselves 
above the thought of duty, like volunteers, and, as if we were 
independent on the command, to want to do of our own good 
pleasure what we think we need no command to do. "\\re stand 
under a discipline of reason, and in all our maxims must not 
forget our subjection to it, nor withdrn.w anything therefrom, 
or by an egotistic presumption diminish aught of the authority 
of the law (although our own reason gives it) so as to set the 
determining principle of our will, even though the law be con­
formed to, anywhere else but in the law itself and in respect 
for this law. Duty and obligation are the only names that we 
must give to our relation to the moral law. We are indeed 
legislative members of a moral kingdom rendered possible by 
freedom, and presented to us by reason as an object of respect; 
but yet we are subjects in it, not the sovereign, and to mistake 
our inferior position as creatures, and presumptuously to reject 
the authority of the moral law, is already to revolt from it in 
spirit, even though the letter of it is fulfilled. 

With this agrees very well the possibility of such a com­
mand as: Love God above everything, and thy neighbour as th,11-
sclf. 1 For as a command it requires respect for a law (210) 

1 This law is in striking contmst with the principle of private lrnpJJiness 
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which command.c; love ancl does not lPan: it tn our own ar­
bitrary choice to make this our prineiple. Lo,·e to Goel, 
however, considered as an inclination (pathol11gical love), is 
impossible, for he is not an ob,ier:t of tlH' se11s0s. The same 
aflection towards men is possible· no <l11uht, lmt ca1111ot be com­
manded, for it is not in the power 11f n11y ma11 to love anyone 
at command; therefore it is 011ly p,-1,,·ti1·,,/ /11r,· that is meant in 
that pith of all laws. To love Goel IlH'ans, in this sensP, tn like 
to do His commandments; to lo,·1• ,,up's 11eighbour rneans_ to 
like to praotise all duties towards lti111. Hut, the c,,mnrn.nd that 
makes this a rule cannot commancl us to /ion' this 1lisposition 
in actions conformed to duty, l,ut only t11 nulmro11;· after it. 
]<'or a commancl to like to do a thing is in itself co11tradictory, 
because if we already know of ourseh-es what we arc l1onml 
to do, and if further we are conscious of liking to 110 it, a com­
mand would be quite nee11less; awl if we do it not willingly, 
hut only out of respect for the law, a command that makes this 
respect the motive of our maxim woulcl directly counteract the 
disposition commanded. That law of a.11 lawH, therefore, like 
all the moral precepts of the Gospel,cxhil,its the moral disposition 
in all its perfection, in which, viewecl as an Ideal of holiness, 
it is not attainable by any creature, but yet is the pattern 
which we should strive to approach, and in an uninterrupted 
but infinite progress become like to. In fact, if a rational 
creature could ever reach this point, that he thoroughly l-ikcs 
to do all moral laws, this would mean that there does not exist 
in him even the possibility of a desire that would tempt him 
to cleviate from them; for to overcome Huch a desire always 
costs the subject some sacrifice, a1Hl therefore requires self­
compulsion, that is, inward constraint to something that one 
1loes not quite like to uo ; and no creature can ever reach this 
Htage of moral disposition (211). For, being a creature, and 
therefore always dependent with respect to what he requires 

which some make the supreme principle of morality. This would be 
expressed thus: LO'Ve thyself above ever71thin11, mul God an<l thy neighbour 
for thine oivn 6ake. 
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fnr c0111plete ~atisfaction, he can never be quite free from 
desires awl inclinations, and as these rest ou physical causes, 
they can nen'r of themselves coincide with the moral law,1 the 
sourees nt' which are quite different; and therefore they makt· 
it m~ecs:,;ary to found the mental disposition of one's maxims 
011 moral obligation, not on ready inclinatio11, but nn respect, 
which tl,-111(11ld8 obedie11ce to the law, even though one may 1wt 

like it : 11nt, on love, which apprehends no inwar1l reluctance 
nf thL' will t-0\varcls the la.w. Kevertheless, this latter, namely, 
love to the law (which ,vnuld then cease to be a c011111urnd, 

and then morality, which wonhl have passe1l subjectively into 
holinc:::s, would cea8c to be cirfuc), must be the constant though 
nnuttai11al,1L, goal of his ernleavours. For in the c~se of what 
we highly esteem, but yet (on account of the consciousness 
of our weakness) dread, the increased facility of satisfying it 
changes the most reverential awe into inclination, and respect 
into love: at least this would be the perfection of a 1lisposition 
tlevote1l to the law, if it were possible for a creature to attain it.2 

1 [Compare Butler :-" Though we should suppose it impossible for 
particular :dfoctions to ho absolutely coincident with the moral principle, 
and conse11nently should allow that such creatures ... would for e\"er 
remain dofoctihlo ; yet their danger of actually deviating from 1·ight may 
bo :dmost in tinitely lessened, and they fully fortified against what remains 
of it-if that may ho ciilled danger against which there is an ade11uate 
effectual s1icurity."-.Analur,y, Fitzgerald's Ed., p. 100.J 

" ["'hat renders this discussion not irrelevant is the fact that the 
German language, like the English, possesses but one word to exp1·ess 
</nl\.f,.,, a:ya,,.,,,,. and lpciv. The first, </H,\E,.,, expresses the lo\"e of affection. 
The general good-will clue from man to nm~ had no name in dassical Greek; 
it is described in one aspect of it by Aristotle as tp,l\.ia li11fu ,ra6ovs ,cai Toii 

uTip-yuv (Eth. Nie. iv. (i5); elsewhere, howc,·e1·, he calls it simply _q,,i\,a 

(viii. 11, 1). The Ycrb a.-ya,rciw was used hy the LXX in the precept quoted 
in the text, though eh,ewhero they ernployed it as= lpiiv. But in the New 
Test. the verb, aucl with it t,he noun a.-ya,rTf (which is not found in classical 
,niters), were appropriated to this state of mind. Aristotle, it may bo 
ohservccl, uses a-ya,raw, of love to one's own better part (ix. 8, fi). 'Epci.11 

does not occur in the New Test. at all. Butler's Sermons on Love of our 
Neighbour. and Love of Goel, may be usefully compared with these 
observations uf Kant.] 
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This reflection is intendecl not so much to clear up the 
evangelical command just cited, in onler to prevent rdi(liow; 
fanatic'ism in regard to love of God, but to define accurately 
the moral disposition with regard directly to our duties 
towards men, and to check, or if possible prevent, a merely moml 
fanaticism, which infects many persons. The stage of morality 
on which man (and, as far as we can see, every rational creature) 
stands is respect for the moral law. The disposition that he 
ought to have .in obeying this is to obey it from duty, not 
from spontaneous (212) inclination, or from an endeavour taken 
up from liking and unbidden; and this proper moral condition 
in which he can always be is virtue, that is, moral disposition 
militant, and not holiness in the fancied possession of a perfect 
purity of the disposition of the will. It, is nothing but moral 
fanaticism and exaggerated self-conceit that is infused into 
the mind by exhortation to actions as noble, sublime, and 
magnanimous, by which men are led into the delusion that it 
is not duty, that is, respect for the law, whose yoke (an easy 
yoke indeed, because reason itself imposes it on us) they nmst 
bear, whether they like it or not, that constitutes the deter­
mining principle of their actions, and which always humbles 
them while they obey it; fancying that those actions are ex­
pected from them, not from duty, but as pure merit. For not 
only would they, in imitating such deeds from such a prin­
ciple, not have fulfilled the spirit of the law in the least, 
which consists not in the legality of the action (without regard 
to principle), but in the subjection of the mind to the law; not 
only do they make the motives pathological (sea~ed in sympathy 
or self-love), not moral (in the law), but they produce in this 
way a vain, high-flying, fantastic way of thinking, flattering 
themselves with a spontaneous goodness of heart that needs 
neither spur nor bridle, for which no command is needed, and 
thereby forgetting their obligation, which they ought to think of 
rather than merit. Indeed actions of others which are done with 
great sacrifice, and merely for the sake of duty, may be praised 
as noble and sublime, but only so far as there are traces which 
suggest that they were done wholly out of respect for duty 
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and not from excited feelings (213). If these, however, are set 
before anyone as examples to be imitated, respect for duty 
(which is the only true moral feeling) must be employeLl as 
the motive-this severe holy precept which neYer allows our 
vain self-love to dally with pathological impulses (however 
analogous they may be to morality), and to take a pride in 
'i;w;·ito,rious worth. Now if we search we shall find for all 
actions that are worthy of praise a law of duty which com­
nwnds, and does not leave us to choose what may be agree­
able to ou~· inclinations. This is the only way of representing 
things that can give a moral training to the soul, because it 
alone is capable of solid and accurately defined principles. 

If fanaticism, in its most general sense is a deliberate over­
stepping of the limits of human reason, then moral janaticis1n 
is such an overstepping of the bounds that practical pure reason 
sets to mankind, in that it forbids us to place the subjective 
determining principle of correct actions, that is, their moral 
motive, in anything but the law itself, or to place the disposition 
which is thereby brought into the maxims in anything but 
respect for this law, and hence commands us to take as the 
supreme vital principle of all morality in men the thought of 
duty, which strikes down all arrogance as well as vain self-love. 

If this is so, it is not only writers of romance or sentimental 
educators (although they may be zealous opponents of senti­
mentalism), but sometimes even philosophers, nay, even the 
severest of all, the Stoics, that have brought in 111,oral fanaticism 
instead of a sober but wise moral° discipline, although the fana­
ticism of tho latter was more heroic, that of the former of an 
insipid, effeminate character; and we may, without hypocrisy, 
say of the moral teaching of the Gospel (214), that it first, by 
the purity of its moral principle, and at the same time by its 
suitability to the limitations of finite beings, brought all the 
good conduct of men under the discipline of a duty plainly set 
before their eyes, which does not permit them to indulge in 
dreams of imaginary moral perfections; and that it also set the 
bounds of humility (that is, self-knowledge) to self-conceit as 
well as to self-love, both which are ready to mistake their limits. 

N2 
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D11.fy .1 Thon subli11tc' awl 111i:..!lit_\· 1tallll' t l1at .[11,-1 1•111hraCL' 
nothing charming or i11si1rnating. l,11t n•r111ir1•,-1 ,-11l1111i:-,-io11, allll 
yet seekest. not to 1110,·e th,· will hr thn·at,·11i11: .. r aught that 
would aroui::e natural an:n,i1111 or t,·1Tri1·. 11111 nwn·ly l111ltlP:-L 
forth a law whieh of itself find:-. 1•11tra111·1· i11111 tlw 1lli11d. a11d 
yet gains reluctant reY1•rp11<•n (thr,11gl1 w,t alwa_\·,- ,il,1•di,·11t·P). 
a law hefore which all i11dinati1111s an· d1t111l,, t'\'1•11 t lt1111;.d1 thl'y 
secretly counter-work iL; what. nrigi11 i,- l.h1•r1• w11rl lty 111' tltL't'. 
and \\.·here is to he found the ro,,t of t lty 11111.1,: d,·:-.1·1·11L whieh 
proudly rejeets all kirnlrPcl wit.It 1111: i11r-li11:it.i1111:-. : a r1111I to he 
1leriYetl fro111 which is tlH· i11disp1•11:-.a ld1• ('1Jt1di1 i1111 .. r I 111' only 
worth wliieh 111cn can ~in! tlH•111:-.t•hl':- '. 

It ea.n lJe nothing less than a p11w,·r wl1i1·lt ..!,·\'all's man 
:~bove hinu,elf (as a part or t,ltl' w11rltl nf :-1:w;t• ). a p11wl'r whid1 
eonne<:ts him \vith an rmln nf t hi11~s that ri11ly I lw 1111d1•rstand­
ing can conceive, with a wurld which aL the :-.a1111· t i1111' c11111111at1ds 
the whole sern,il,le world, a11tl \vith it the c'rnpil'i1·all.,· cll'l.L'n11in­
ablc existence of man in ti1111•, a:- well as tl11• ,-11111-t11tal 11 1' all 
ends (whieh totality alo111· :-11it:- :-1wh 1t11C·1111ditin11al pral'.lil'al 
lav,;s as the moral). This p,,wpr i:-. nothi11µ: 1111[. i,,.,.s,,,111/il,1,1, that 
is, freedom arnl intlepcndeuce 1111 t ltt\ 1ll('<'haui:-.111 111' 11at 11n'. )'Pl, 

rega.r1le1\ also as a faculty ()fa lici11'.,!· whid1 is s11l1,i1·r·l 1,, spL•cial 
laws, na111ely, pure pradi<·al law:-. gi\'1•11 by it:- ow11 n•as1111 l:!1.-,): 

so that the penmn as belo11gi 11 '.-! t11 t!H· s1'11:-.ililP Wllr!d is :-11li,i1'l't 
to his own personality as lwl1111µ:i11).! t,, the iut1·lliµ:il,l1\ L:-.11per­
sensible] world. It is, Lhe11. 1111L t11 IJl' wo11d1·n•d at I l1at man. 
as bdrm'.,!'ing to hoth worlds, m11st. n·µ:an\ hi:-. 11,,·11 11at 11r1' i11 
reference to its Sl'C()nd al\Cl hiµ:hesL characl1·risl it· llllly with 
reYerence, u11rl its la,vR \\'ith tlw highl•sL n•s1n•1·t. 

On this origin are fon11clecl 111a11y L'xpn·ssio11s whit·l1 1lt-siµ:11atl' 
the worth of oh,jt,cts a1:<'.nrili1112; tr, m,iral irl,·as. Till' 1110ml law 
i8 hrJl,11 (inviolable). Man is i1;rk1·d u11huly e11m1gl1; l111l lw 111ust 

regard l11u,11,n-it,11 in his own persnn aR huly. I 11 :tll en•atinn 
overythin6 one chooses, and 11,·pr whit:!1 nnc has any power. 
may be ust•d mc1·d.lJ 11s 11,mns: man alone, and with him t•very 
mtional creaturr, is an ,. 11.,1 m /,i11,.,,·U: Hy virtue of t.he auto­

nomy of his freetlom he is the s11 1,,ir\et of the lllnral law, which 
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i:-; h11ly. .J nsL for Lhis l't'nsun l'\'l'ry will, m·c11 every person's 
,1w11 i111li\·i1lnal will. in relntion to ibl'lf, i:,; rcstrict.L•d to the 
<·111Hlitiu11 of agree11H•nt with the 1utf111wm11 of the rational 
l1L•i11g, t.lut, is ln say, that it is nut to be sub,ji,ct to any purpose 
whit'.h ca1111ut accord with a la,v ,vhich might arise from the 
will nf tlw passive subjL•ct himself; the latter is, tlwrefore, 
IIL'\'l'I' to lw employl'Ll mcrdy as nwans, but as itst>lf also, 
c1111c11nt•ntly, an end. "\\re justly attribute this comlition even 
tu the l>ivine will. with reganl to the rational beings in t,he 
wurl<l. which am His creatures, since it rests on theirpl'1·so,1,d-it,11, 

hr ,vhich alone the,· arc ends in thcmselves. . . 
This respect-irn;piri11g iLlea of personality which sets before 

our eyt':-; the sublimity of our natme (in its higher aspect), 
while at the same timt' it shows us the want of acconl of our 
conduct with it, and- thereby strikes down self-conceit, is even 
natural to the commonest reason, allll easily observetl ('.}IG). Has 
not every even moderately honourable man sonietimes fournl 
t.lmt. where hy an otherwise inoffensive lie he might either have 
withdrawn himself from an unpleasant business, or even have 
111·ocurpd sonie advanta•~L~ fur a loYl'Ll and well-deserving friend, 

0 ~ 

he has avoided it, solely lL'St he should despise himsrlf secretly 
in his own L'yes ? \Ylwn an upright man is in the greatest 
di:-;trt>ss, which he mi(rht have avoidt•d if he could oulv have 

0 V 

disn•ganh•tl duty, is he not sustni1ll'd by the conscionsnPss that 
lw has maintai11l'tl hmnanity in its proper dignity in his own 
person aml honoured it, that he has no reason to be ashamL•cl of 
himself in his own sight, or to drea,l the inward glancti of St>lf­

exalllination ? This consolation is not happiness, it is not eYen 
t,hc smallest part of it, for no one would wish to haw occasion 
for it, or would perhaps eVL'n LlL•sire a life in such circum­
stances. But he lives, and lw cannot endure that he should be 
in his own eyes unworthy of life. This inward peace is there­
fore merely negative as rPgarcls what ca.n make life pleasn.nt; it 
is, in fact, only the escaping the danger of sinking in personal 
,vorth, after everything else that is valuable has been lost. It 
is the eftect of a respect for something g_uite different from lift•, 
something in comparison and contmst with which life with all 
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its enjoyment has no value. He still lives only hc<;ause it is 
his duty, not because be finds anythin~ pleasant in life. 

Such is the nature of the true motive of pnrc practical 
reason; it is no other than the pure moral law itsPlf, inasmuch 
as it makes us conscious of the sublimity of our own super­
sensible existence, and subjectively (21,) produces respect for 
their higher nature in men who are also conseious of their 
sensible existence and of the consequent dq1endcnce of their 
pathologically very susceptible nature. Now with thi::; motive 
may be combined so many eharms ancl satisfaetions of life, that 
even on this account alone the most pruclent choice of a rational 
Epicurean reflecting on the greatest advantage of life would 
declare itself on the side of moral conduct, and it may even be 
advisable to join this prospect of a cheerful enjoyment of life 
with that supreme motive which is alrea<ly suflicient of itself; 
but only as a counterpoise to the attractions which vice does not 
fail to exhibit on the opposite side, and not so as, even in the 
smallest degree, to place in this the proper moving power when 
duty is in question. :For that would be just the same as to 
wish to taint the purity of the moral disposition in its source. 
The majesty of duty has nothing to do with enjoyment of life; 
it has its special law and its special tribunal, and though the 
two should be never so well shaken together to he given well 
mixed, like medicine, to the sick soul, yet they will soon 
separate of themselves; and if they do not, the former will not 
act; and although physical life might gain somewhat in force, 
the moral life would fade away irrecoverably. 

CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF THE ANALYTIC OF PURE PRACTICAL 

REASON. 

By the critical examination of a science, or of a portion of it, 
which constitutes a system by itself, I understand the inquiry 
and proof why it must have this and no other systematic 
form (21s), when we compare it with another system which is 
based on a similar faculty of knowledge. Now practical and 
speculative reason are based on the same faculty, so far as both 
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are pnrc 1·eason. Therefore the difference in their systematic 
form must be determined by the comparison of both, and the 
ground of this must be assigned. 

The Analytic of pure theoretic reason had to do with the 
knowledge of such objects as may have been given to the 
understanding, and was obliged therefore to begin from int1tition, 
and consequently (as this is always sensible) from sensibility; 
and only after that could advance to concepts (of the objects of 
this intuition), and could only end with p1·inciples after- both 
these had preceded. On the contrary, since practical reason 
has not to do with objects so as to know them, but with its own 
faculty of 1·calizing them (in accordance with the knowledge of 
them), that is, with a will which is a causality, inasmuch as 
reason contains its determining principle; since consequently it 
has not to furnish an object of intuition, but as practical reason 
has to furnish only a law (because the notion of causality 
always inplies the reference to a law which determines the 
exi~tence of the many in relation to one another); hence a 
critical examination of the Analytic of reason, if this is to be 
practical reason (and this is properly the problem), must begin 
with the possibility of pmctica.l prinoiples d p1-io1·i. Only after 
that can it proceed to concepts of the objects of a practical 
reason, namely, those of absolute good and evil, in order to 
assign them in accordance with those principles (for prior to 
those principles they cannot possibly be given as good and evil 
by any faculty of knowledge), and only then could the section 
be concluded with the last chapter, that, namely, which treats of 
the relation of the pure practical reason to the sensibility(21s) and 
of its necessary influence thereon, which is d priori cognisable, 
that is, of the nwral sentiment. Thus the Analytic of the prac­
tical pure reason has the whole extent of the conditions of its 
use in common with the theoretical, but in reverse order. The 
Analytic of pure theeretic reason was divided into transcen­
dental JEsthetic and transcendental Logic, that of the practical 
reversely into Logic and JEsthetic of pure practical reason (if 
I may, for the sake of analogy merely, use these designations, 
which are not quite suitable). This logic again was there 
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1lividecl into the .Analytic of coneeptH and that of 1n·im·iph•s: 
here into that of principles arnl CllllCepts. Tlw .·E,-thPti<: also 
had in the former cases two pa1·ts, on ac.:count "' tlw t \\'o kinds 
of sensible intuition; here the sensibility is not <· 0 11,-idPrc1l as 
a capacity of intuition at all, but merely as fe<'li11g ( which <.:an 
be a suLjcctive ground of desire), and in regard t11 it pure 
practical reason admits no further <livision. 

It is also easy to see the reason why this di\·i,-i,111 into two 
parts with its subdivision was Hilt actually a1lu1 1tl'd hl'l'I' :as one 
might have lJeen incluce<l to attempt by the t•xanq,IP nf the 
former critic1ue). }'or since it is 7J1,;·i: rms,111 Lhat i,- hl'l'L' con­
sidered in its practical use, a.ml consequently as 111·11,·t•L"cling from 
<t priori principles, arnl not from empirical ·principl1•s 11f lleter­
mination, hence the ,livision of tlw analytic 0 1' pure practic:tl 
reason must resemble that of a syllogism, natm' ly, prnccccling 
from the universal in the 1ilrtjn;· 11ri·;,1is.s (the moral principle), 
through a '111in01· p;·cillis.'; containing a snlJsumptiun of possible 
actions (as good or evil) ui1<ler the former, to th1• ,·1111d11sion, 

namely, the subjective determination of the will (an interest in 
the possible practical good, a,)1(1 i11 the maxim f(n1wl(•<l on it). 
He who has been able to convincl' himself of the tnith of the 
positions occurring in the Analytic (220) will takl' 1•ll'asure in 
such comparisons; for they justly suggest the cxpec.:talion t.hat 
we may perhaps some day be able to discern the unity of the 
whole faculty of reason (theoretical as well as practic:al ), and be 
able to derive all from one principle, which is what human 
:eason inevitably demalllls, as it finds complete satisfat:tion only 
m a perfectly systematic unity of its knO\vledge. 

If now we consider also the contents of the knowledge that 
we can have of a pure practical reason, aml hy lUL'ans of it, as 
shown by the Analytic, we ti11d, along with u remarkable 
analogy between it and the theoretical, no less rpnmrkable 
diff~rences. As regards the theoretical, the fac11/t.'I '!l n p1uc 
rational CO!Jnition <l p1·i01·i could be easily and evi,lcutly proved 
b~ examples from sciences (in which, as they put their prin­
ciples to the test in so many ways by methodical nsc, there is 
not so much reason as in common knowledge to fear a secret 
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mixture of empirical principles of cognition). Hut, i.11at pure 
reas11n ,vi thou t the ,llhuixtnrc of any empiric-al principle is 
practical of itself, this could only be shown from the 1·0111inoncst 

pml'tical use of ,·cas1u1, by verifying the fact, that ewry man's 
natural reason acknowledges the supreme practic-al principh\ 
as the sn111·0me law of his will-a Lnv completely d p;·i(lj·i, and 
not dcpenLling on any sensible data. It was necessary first 
to establish anu ,·erifr the pui·it\• of its ori,Tin even in the J011<l<J-

,., J O ' • 

lill'i1t <!/' this common rc11;:;0;1, before science could take it in hand 
to make use of it, as a faet, that is, prior to all dispnt,1tion about 
its possibility, and all t-hc consequences that may be drawn from 
it. But this circumstance may be rea1lily explninell from what 
has just been said (221); because practical pure n'ason must 
necessarily begin with principles, which therefore must be the 
first data, the foundation of all science, a1Hl cannot be derfred 
from it. It was possible to effect this rnritir·ation of moral 
principles as principles of a pure reason qnit1: well. and with 
sutticient certainty, by a single appeal to the jnclgnwnt of com­
mon sense, for this reason, that anything empirical which might 
slip into our maxims as a determining principle of the will can 
be detectetl at once by the feeling of pleasure or pain which 
necessarily attaches to it as exciting desire; ,vhereas pure prac­
tical reason positively ,,·,fuse~ to admit this feeling into its prin­
ciple as a condition. The heterogeneity of the dPterminiug 
P1'inciples (the empirical and rational) is clearly detected by 
this resistance of a practically legislating reason against, every 
admixture of inclination, and by a peculiar kind of 8cnt-imcnt, 

which, however, does not precede the legislation of the practical 
reason, but, on the contrary, is produced by this as a constraint, 
namely, by the feeling of a respect such as no man has for incli­
nations of whatever kind but for the lu.w only; and it is detected 
in so inarked and prominent a manner that even the most unin­
structed cannot fail to see at once in an example presented to 
him, that empirical principles of volition may indeed urge him 
to follow their attractions, but that he can iiever l.,e expected to 
obey anything but the pure practical law of reason alone. 

The. distinction between the doctrine of happinc118 and the 
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doctrine of morality [ethics], in the former of which empirical 
principles constitute the entire foundation, while in the second 
they do not form the smallest part of it, is tlw first n.nd moSt 

important office of the analytic of pure practical reason ; and 
it must proceed in it with as much uact11t'8s ( 222) and, so. to 
speak, scrupulousness as any geometer in his work. The plnlo­
sopher, however, has greater difficulties to contenu with here 
(as always in rational cognition by means of concepts merely 
without construction), because he cannot take any intuition as 
a foundation (for a pure noumenon). He has, ho\vcver, this 
advantage that, like the chemist, he can at any time make an 
experiment with every man's practical reason for the purpose of 
distinguishing the moral (pure) principle of determination from 
the empirical, namely, by adding the moral law (as a determin­
ing principle) to the empirically affected will (e.g. that of the 
man who would be ready to lie ·because he can gain something 
thereby). It is as- if the analyst added alkali to a. solution of 
lime in hydrochloric acid, the acid at once forsu.kes the lime, 
combines with the alkali, and the lime is precipitu.te<l. Just in 
the same way, if to a man who is otherwise honest (or who for 
this occasion places himself only in thought in the position of 
an honest man), we present the moral law by which he recog­
nizes the worthlessness of the liar, his practical reason (in form­
ing a judgment of what ought to be done) at once forsakes the 
advantage, combines with that which maintains in him respect 

. for his own person (truthfulness), and the advantage after it has 
been separated and washed from every particle of reason (which 
is altogether on the side of duty) is easily weighed by everyone, 
so that it can enter into combination with reason in other cases, 
only not where it could be opposed to the moral law, which 
reason never forsakes, but most closely unites itself with. 

But it does not follow that this distinction between the 
principle of happiness and that of morality is an opposition 
between them, and pure practical reason does not require that we 
should renounce all claim to happiness, but only that the moment 
duty is in question we should take no accoiint of happiness-(223)­
It may even in certain respects be a duty to provide for happi• 
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ness ; partly, because (including skill, wealth, riches) it contains 
me~ns for the fulfilment of our duty ; partly, because the absence 
of it_ (c.q. poverty) implies temptation to transgress our duty. 
B~t it can never be an immediate duty to promote our happiness, 
st~11. less can it be the principle of all duty. Now, as all cleter­
muung principles of the will, except the law of pure practical 
reason alone (the moral law) are all empirical, and therefore, as 
such belong to the principle of happiness, they must all be kept 
apart from the supreme principle of morality, and never be in­
corporated with it as a condition; since this would be to destroy 
a.ll moral worth just as much as any empirical admixture with 
g:ometrical principles would destroy the certainty of mathema­
tic_al evidence, which in Plato's opinion is the most excellent 
thmg in mathematics, even surpassing their utility. 

Instead, however, of the Deduction of the supreme principle 
0 ~ _pure practical reason, that is, the explanation of the possi­
bility of such a knowledge d pri01·i, the utmost we were able to 
do ,vas to show that if we saw the possibility of the freedom of 
an etlicient cause, we should also see not merely the possibility, 
but even the necessity of the moral law as the supreme practical 
law of rational beings, to whom we attribute freedom of cau­
sality of their will; because both concepts are so inseparably 
united, that we might define practical freedom as independence 
of the will on anything but the moral law. But we cannot 
perceive the possibility of the freedom of an efficient cause, 
especially in the world of sense; we are fortunate if only we 
can be sufficiently assured that there is no proof of its impos­
sibility, and are now by the moral law which postulates it com­
pelled (224), and therefore authorized to assume it. However, 
there are still many who think that they can explain this free­
dom on empirical principles, like any other physical faculty, 
and treat it as a psychologico,l property, the explanation of which 
only requires a more exact study of the tiatitre of tke soitl and of 
the motives of the will, and not as a t?-anscendental predicate of 
the causality of a being that belongs to the world of sense (which 
is really the point). They thus deprive us of the grand revela­
tion which we obtain through practical reason by means of the 
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llloral law, the reYclatinn. 11a111ely, of a s111wr,-.1•11:-d ,l1• w, q·]d hy 
the realization of the 11therwis1~ tra11se1•111\u111'.11111·1·pt ,,1· fn•1•dm11, 
and by this depri\"e us abo ot' tlu~ moral law it:-1•li". wl1i1·lt ;:,\111itc: 
110 empirical principle nt detenui11ati1J11. Tlt1•n•t'11r1• it will lie 
11ecessary to add so111cthi11g ltel'l' m; a lll't•l1·1·t i11n a:.-:ainst. I hi::: 
delusion, a!lll to exhibit ,•111 11i,·i,·i.,111 in its naked s1q,nti1·i,tlity. 

The notilln of causality as 11h_11-,iml i11·,·,·s.,it_11, in 1•1•1•11siti11n tn 
the same notio11 asf!'cnlu111, eon<:l'rns only Ll1L' 1·xist1·111·(• 11!' 1 l1i11gs 
so far as it is rlcltnili,1,11v/,: i,,. ti1111:, anc.l, co11seq11t>111ly. as ]d1t·nu-
11Jena, in opposition tn their eausality as tilings i11 I hP111s1·l\'t•s. 
Nuw if we take the attrihnles of exisLL'IICl' c,f things i11 ti111t• fnr 
attributes of things in thcmseh·es ( \'•,hich is t ])(' 1·111111111 ,n , iPw). 
then it is impossible t" rcc:oneile tlw rn•cps:-;ity .-,f I lw 1·aiu,al n•la­
tion with freedom; they are contra1lictory. For t'n1111 t ht> f11r11u'r 
it follows that every eYcnt, and <:011scr1ue11Lly m·1•ry a1·tion that 
takes place at a certain point (If timl', is n ncc:l'ssary n·s1tlt. ,1f 
what existecl in time preceding. :Now as tim«' past i,-; 1111 l1111gt•r 
in my power, hence every action that, l perfurrn 11111:,t. he the 
necessary result of certain deterrni11ing1p·11m1ds w/,i,·h on· 1111l ·in 
lll_lJ powe1·, that is, at the 111oment in which I a111 al'! i11g I am 
never free (22r,). Nay, even if I as:-;n111e that 1i1y \\'holt1 Pxis­
tence is in<lepenclcnt 011 any foreign ca11se (fur i11:-ta1we, (:od\, 

80 that the tletermini11g principles of rny cau:-;ality, and l'VL'll of 
my whole existence, were 11ot outside myself, yl't this m,nld not 
in the least transform tha,t' physical m•et•ssity i11Lo fn·,•dorn. For 
at every moment of time I am still u11der the 11<'<.:t's:-it \" 111' l1ei1w 
determined to action by that which is ,,,it i,1 111,11 p11w,:,._ arnl t,h: 

series of events infinite a JHtrlc 11;·iu,·i whieh I only c·,111ti11m' 
according to a pre-<letenni11ed onler, a.ncl eoulcl IIL'vcr begin of 
myself, would l,e a continuous physieal chaiu, ancl tl1t•rc:forn rny 
causality would never be freedom. 

If, then, we would attribute freeclom to a being who:-;e exi~­
tence is determined in time, we cannot except him frnm the law 
of necessity as to all events in his existence, al!ll co11sequently 
as to his actions also; for that would be to hantl him uver to blind 
chance. Now as this law inevitably applies to all thl' causality 
of things, so far as their c.cistcnce is <leterminaLle in tiuu:, it 
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follows that if this were the modL' in ,vhich we had also to 
concpin, lite o_·isfr111·1· <!I' thcsl' thi11,11s hi thr111srhcs, freedom must 
he l'l',icdcd as a Yain and impossible co11ception. Consequently, 
if Wt' Wl>tilll still save it 110 other wav remains bnt tn cousiLler 
thaL the <'xist.L'llCC' of a' thing, so fa;, as it is determinable in 
t i111L'. and therdon' its causalitT accorclino- to the law of 1)h)·sical 

L' ) t, 

lll'Cf'ssity. l1l'lo11g to (IJJJ1mronrl', and to attrilrntP f,·1·1·do111 to ti/( 

.,o ,11,· li1·i,,.,, rt.~ a !kin.'/ in itsl'lf'. This is certainly ine\'itable, if 
m• w11nld retain both these contradictory concepts together; 
hut i11 applicatio11 wlwn we try to explain tlwir combination 
in onp and tlw ::.amp action, great ditlicnlties present t.hemselw::. 
which :-<t~L'lll to render such a combination impracticable. 

(:!:!i;, ,\'lwn l say of a man who commits a theft that, by 
the physic·al law of causality, this deed is a necessary result of 
the th~tt'n11ini110- canf:'es in llrececli1w time, then it was impossible ;:-, b 

that it. L·mdd nnt have happened; how then can the judgment, 
according to the moral Lrn-, make any change, and suppose 
that it c·,iuld b:we been omitted, because the lav,· says that it 
•night tu haYe been omitted: that is, how can a man be called 
<i u i tc free at the same moment. and ,vi th respect to the sa11w 
action in which he is subject tn an inevitable physical necessity? 
~. >me try tu evade this by saying that the causes that determine 
his e:wsality are 11f snch a, kind as to agree with a compara(irl' 
notion of freedom. According tL) this, that is sometimes called 
a f1·c•e ef'foct, the determining physical cause of which lies with in 
in the actino· thi1w itself c.o. th:1,t which a l)rojectile 11erforrns 

b b ' ii ' 

\\'hen it is in frl)C motion, in which case we nse the wol'd "frce-
d 11111." because while it is in flight it, is not urged hy anything 
cxtt•1·11al; or as ,ve call the motion of a clock a free motio11, 
lil'c·anse it moves its hands itself, which therefore do not reqnin• 
t, 1 be pus hell by extemal force; so although the actions of man 
arc necL'ssarily determined by causes which preceLle in time, we 
yd call them free, becanse these en.uses are ideas produced by 
our own faculties, whereby desin's are eYokeLl on occasion of 
circnmstances, and hence actions are wrought ar.cnrding to our 
own pleasure. This is a wretclwd snbtcrfnge wit.Ii which some 
J>l'rsons still let themselves be put off, allll so think they haw 
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1·11· lt 1irolilem ·tt the solved, with a petty word-jugglery, that< 1 icu. '. < 

l • f h" h • I 1 l I •11 v·1111 and winch can so ut10n o w 1c centnnes rn,·e a Jon re< 1 '· ' • 
1 the surface In therefore scarcely be found so complete y 011 • • • 

fact, in the question about the freedom which rnust ~e _ ~he 
foundation of all moral laws and the consequent respuirn1L1hty 
(221), it does not matter whether the principles ,vhich I1t'ccssarily 
determine causality by a physical law reside within the subject 
or without him, or in the former case whether these principles 
are instinctive or are concei\'ed by reason, if, as is arlmitted by 
these men themselves, these dete;.mining ideas have the grnund 
of their existence in time and in the antecedent state, and this 
again in an antecedent, &c. Then it matters not that these 
are internal; it matters not that they have a psychological 
and not a mechanical causality, that is, pro<luce actions by 
means of ideas, and not lJy bodily movements i they are still 
determining p1·ineiples of the causality of a being whose existence 
is determinable in time, and therefore under the necessitation 
of conditions of past time, which therefore, when the subject 
has to act, are no longer in his power. This may imply psycho­
logical freedom (if we choose to apply this term to a merely 
internal chain of ideas in the mind), but it involves physical 
necessity, and therefore leaves no room for transcendental 
freedom, which must be conceiYed as independence on every­
thing empirical, and, consequently, on nature generally, whether 
it is an object of the internal sense considered in time only, or 
of the external in time and space. Without this freedom 
(in the latter and true sense), which alone is practical a priori, 
no moral law and no moral imputation are possible. Just for 
this reason the necessity of events in time, according to the 
physical law of causality, may be called the mechanis1n of 
nature, although we do not mean by this that things which 
are subject to it must be really material machines. We look 
here only to the necessity of the connexion of events iu a time­
series as it is developed according to the physical law, whether 
the subject in which (22s) this development takes place is called 
ailtornaton materiale when the mechanical being is moved by 
matter, or with Leibnitz spirituale when it is impelled by 
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ideas ; and if the freedom of our will were no other than the 
latter (say the psychological and comparative, not also transcen­
dental, that is, absolute), then it would at bottom be nothing 
better than the freedom of a turnspit, which, when once it is 
wound up, accomplishes its motions of itself. 

Now, in order to remove in the supposed case the apparent 
contradiction between freedom and the mechanism of nature in 
one and the same action, we must remember what was said in 
the Critique of })ure Reason, or what follows therefrom, viz. 
that the uecessity of nature, which cannot co-exist with the 
freedolll of the subject, appertains only to the attributes of the 
thing that is subject to time-conditions, consequently only to 
those1 of the acting subject as a phenomenon; that therefore in 
this respect the determining principles of every action of the 
same reside in what belongs to past time, and is no longer in his 
power (in which must be included his own past actions and the 
character that these may determine for him in his own eyes as 
a phenomenon). But the very same subject being on the other 
side conscious of himself as a thing in himself, considers his 
existence also in so Ja1· as it is not subject to tinic-conditions, and 
regards himself as only determinable by laws which he gives 
himself through reason ; and in this his existence nothing is 
antecedent to the determination of his will, but every action, 
and in general every modification of his existence, varying 
according to his internal sense, even the whole series of his 
existence as a sensible being, is in the consciousness of his 
supersensible existence nothing but the result, and never to 
be regarded as the determining principle, of his causality as 
a noumcnon. In this view now the rational being can justly 
say of every unlawful action that he performs (220 ), that he 
could very well have left it undone; although as appearance 
it is sufficiently determined in the past, and in this respect is 
absolutely necessary; for it, with all the past which deter­
mines it, belongs to the one single phenomenon of his character 
which he makes for himself, in consequence of which he 

1 [ Read "den en," not " dem. "] 



L:.?3oJ 

imputes the r:ausality of those a1'}11•am11ct·s L11 l1irnspJf as a ca.use 
indepenrleut nn :-:e11sibility. 

"\-Vith thi-: a~re<· pL•rfp,·t.Jy tlw _j11,li,·ial St'llll'IH;Ps of that 
wonderfnl iacnlty i11 11s which w,] <:all eonsciew•f'. 1 .\ man 
may use as much art as he lik<'s in 1J1"dl'r to paint to hi1w,elf an 
unlawful ar:t that, he rememlH.·rs, a:-: an u11i11lt•11ti11nal error, a 
mere o,·crsight, such as one can 111•\"l'l" alt11gl'lher a,·oid, and 
therefore as something in wl1ir:l1 h_l' was carried away by the 
stream of physieal neccssiLy, awl thn:-: tn rnakP himself out 
innocent,.yl't he fiuds that the ndn,eat,· wl111 spPaks in his 
favour ean IJ_r 11 0 uwans sile111:(' tlw a<·,·11:-:t•r witlti11, if only he 
is eonscions that at the tirnc w1ien lie did tltis wrung he was in 
his semws, that i:-:, i11 possesHion of his fret>d11rn; and, neverthe­
less, he aeeunnts for his r:n"r fr11m ~•111.e 1,ad habits, which by 
gmdnal uc~le<:t ()f attcnt10n he ha:-: ;d]11wed to grow upon him 
to such a ;Jt,_!.free that lie can regard Ii is PITor as its natural 
consequenee. although this ea1111ot pr11~eet h_im .r~·o_,11 . the blame 
and reproach which li_e casts 11po11 hw~sell. I h18 1s also thl' 
g1·ound of rcpt•ntance for a lo11g- 1,ast a<:twn at. every recollection 
of it; a painful fceli11~ p~·oil11e~•d l,y t_lw mnral He11ti1neut, and 
,.,1 • 1 . . ti·c·illv nnd m so far as 11. r·anw>t- serve to 11 l 
,. l!C 1 IS prae ' J . lll o 

what has been done. (He,iet• /'nodl,·_,,. as a true Ullll consistent 
/otali8t, declares it alJSIIJ'tl, awl !IC' t[,,;-;,•n·f's ~n he c:omu1enuetl 
f ti . l 11. Jll(l!'e than th11s,· whu, wlnle tlwy 111 ,. 1·nt • or 11s caw ot ..., a.111 

ti l . of the will in faet, and its freedom in ,., d 
le llleC IanJSlll nOr S 

ouly (:1ao), yet wish it to_ lH• t.l1n11.!.d1t tltat thc•y inelude it in 
their Hystern of compr(lnn~e, alLho_11gh they do not explain the 
possi!Jility of such moral 1mputat1mi._) But_ the pain is quite 
legitimate, becanse when the law nt ':nu·. rntclligilJlc [s11per­
s1.•nsible J existence (the rnornl law) is 111 q iwstion, reason 
i-ecognizes 110 dist i1wti1111 t ii.' 1.i l 1w. ;i \\<.\ ,,x\\,~- ,1,-.ks whether 

the event \Jdow1~ \.,, 11w, it.', 1.u.v ,.1.~·\. ,\\\1\ \ \\,'\\ -;;\\ \\i.\Y$ mora\\, 

\!.\:\\.\\\\~f,'.\::,, till' ~:.Lill.'=- 'h~di11g wi(li it. whdlu•r it, haR, ha.ppe\\~~l 

~\1-::,t \"\:.1J-..., or long ago. For in rdereuce t,, the :,;i, pc1·sci1siblc 
c:onsciousnes!> of its existence (i.e. freedom) the life of sense is 

1 [Seo note on Cuascicucc. J 
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hut a Ri11 1 } l • l • l • g e p 1enomenon, w uc 1, masmuc 1 as it contains 
merely 1na1 ·f t • f h t 1 1· • • · l ' 11 es at10ns o t e men a c 1spos1t10n wit 1 reo·ard 
tu the_ n1oral law (i.e. of the character), must be judged 0 not 
according to the physical necessity that belongs to it as phe­
nomenon, but according to the absolute spontaneity of freedom. 
It niay therefore be admitted that if it ,vere possible to have so 
!'rofountl an insight into a man's mental character as shown by 
mtcrnal as well as external actious, as to know all its motives, 
even the smallest, and likewise all the external occasions that 
("'1ll ii 1i • 
:• 1 nence them, we could calculate a man's conduct for the 
future ,vith as great certainty as a lunar or solar eclipse; and 
nevertheless we may maintain that the man is free. In fact, if 
~ve ~vere capable of a further glance, namely, an intellectual 
mtmtion of the same subject (which indeed is not granted to 
us, and instead of it we have only the rational concept), then 
we should perceive that this whole chain of appearances in 
rngard to all that concerns the moral la,vs depends on the 
s~lontaneity of the subject as a thing in itself, of the lletermina­
tion of which no physical explanation can be giYen. In default 
of this intuition the moral law assures us of this distinction 
between the relation of our actions (2a1) as appearance to our 
sensible nature, and the relation of this sensible nature to the 
supersensible substratum in us. In this view, which is natural 
to our reason, though inexplicable, ,ve can also justify some 
judgments which we passed with all conscientiousness, a1Hl 
which yet at first sight seem quite opposed to all equity. There 
are cases in which men, even v,:ith the same education which has 
lieen profitable to others, yet show such early depravity, and 
so continue to progress in it to yeari;; of manhood, that they are 
thought to be born villains, and their character altogether 
incapable of improvement; and nevertheless they are judged 
for what they do or leave undone, they are reproached for their 
faults as guilty; nay, they themselves (the children) regard 
these reproaches as well foumled, exactly as if in spite of the 
hopeless natural quality of mind ascribed to them, they re­
mained just as responsible as any other man. This could not 
happen if we did not suppose that whatever springs from a 

0 
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man's choice (as every action intentioually performed undoubt­
edly does) has as its foundation a free causality, which from 
early youth expresses its character in its manifestations (i.t. 
actions). These, on account of the 1111iformity of conduct, 
exhibit a natural connexion, ,vhich, howevPr, ,lops 1wt make the 
vicious quality of the will neeessa ry, but, on the contrary, is the 
consequence of the evil prineiplc>s voluntarily aclopte1l and un­
changeable, which only make it so much the rnon~ culpable and 
deserving of punishment. There still remains a dilliculty in 
the combination of freedom with the mecha11ism of nature in a 
being belonging to the world of sense : a diflicul ty which, even 
after all the foregoing is a<lmitted, threatern; fn•c1lom with com­
plete destruction (232). But with this danger there is also a 
circumstance that offers hope of an issue still favourable to 
freedom, namely, that the same difficulty presses much more 
strongly (in fact, as we shall presently see, prc•ssPs only) on the 
system that hol<ls the existence 1leterminable in time and space 
to lJe the existence of things in themselves ; it, 1 loes not there­
fore oblige us to give up1 our capital supposition of the ideality 
of time as a mere form of sensible iBtuitioll, and consequently 
as a mere manner of representation whieh is proper to the 
subject as belonging to the world of sense ; and therefore it 
only requires that this view be reconciled with this idea [of 
freedom]. 

The difficulty is as follows :-Even if it is admitted that the 
supersensible subject can be free with respect to a given action, 
although as a subject also belonging to the world of sense, he is 
under mechanical conditions with respect to the same action; 
still, as soon as we allow that God as universal first rniuse is also 
the cause of the existence of substance (a proposition which can 
never be given up without at the same time givi11g up the 
notion of God as the Being of all beings, and therewith giving 
up His all-sufficiency, on which everything in theology depends), 
it seems as if we must admit that a man's actions have their 
determining principle in something 1rhich 1:s 1~,holl;i; ont <!/ his 

1 [Reading " aufzugeheu.'·J 
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power, namely, in the causality of a Supreme Being distinct 
from himself, and on whom his own existence and the whole 
determination of his causality are absolutely dependent. Iu 
point of fact, if a man's actions as belonging to his modifications 
in time were not merely modifications of him as appearance, 
but as a thing in itself, freedom could not be saved. Man 
would be a marionette or an automaton, like Vaucanson's,1 

prepared and wound up by the Supreme Artist. Self-conscious­
ness would indeed make him a thinking automaton ; but the 
consciousness of his own spontaneity would be mere delusion if 
this were mistaken for freedom (233), and it would deserve this 
name only in a comparative sense, since, although the proximate 
determining causes of its motion and a long series of their 
-determining causes are internal, yet the last and highest is 
found in a foreign land. Therefore I do not see how those 
who still insist on regarding time and space as attributes 
belonging to the existence of things inthemselves, can avoi1l 
admitting the fatality of actions ; or if (like the otherwise acute 
Mendelssolm2) they allow them to be conditions necessarily 
belonging to the exi~tence of finite and derived beings, but not 
to that of the infinite Supreme Being, I. do not see on what 
ground they can justify such a distinction, or, indeed, how they 
can avoid the contradiction that meets them, when they hol1l 
that existence in time is an attribute necessarily belonging to 
finite things in themselves, whereas Goel is the cause of this 
existence, but cannot be the cause of 'time (or space) itself (since 
this must [ on this hypothesis] be presupposed as a necessai·y 

1 [Vaucanson constructed an automaton flute-player which imitated 
accurately the movements and the effects of a genuine performer, and 
subsequently a mechanical duck which swam, dived, quacked, took barley 
from the hand, ate, drank, digested, dressed its wings, &c., r1uite natu­
rally. 'l'his was exhibited in Paris in 1741. These automata are described 
by D'Alembert in the Encyclop,:die, Arts. Andrui"de and A1ifo11tttl<t: cf. 
also Condorcet, Eloyes, tom. i., p. 643, ed. 1847.J 

2 [Muses Mendelssohn, a distinguished philosopher, grandfather of thu 
musical composer. He is said to luwe been the prototype of Lessing's 
Nathan der 1Veise.] 

0 :2 
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t •JJI }\· d prio;·i condition of the existence of thin:,.:-s): and 1·1111.-<eqt 1 • 

mi regards tlw existence of these things His c·a11sality 111 11st Ill' 
1. • • 1· • l I 1 • • • • · • a Ill l Sllu.JCCt to cont 1t1011s, aill cn•n to t lP (;1Jn1 It JCJ}l 11! llllll • 

this would inevi tal,ly bring in (•Yerythi 11g c:nn trail ic•t11ry to t ltl' 
notions of His infinity ancl i111lcpewh•nc:P. On tlw 11tlwr lia 11d • 
it is quite easy for us tll draw the clistinr·ti1111 l,l'tweell th t' 

attribute of the clivi1w cxistenr:e of lieing i11clqw11dent 011 all 
time-conditions a11d that of a 1,eincr of tl;c world of s1•J1Sl', the ' ,-, . 
distinction being that between the r.,·istnic,· 1!f' ,, h,·iil.'/ iJ1 i/.';I!(~ 

and that of a thing in u1>pa1rrnu·r. lfpnce, if this idPalit.,· nf 
time and space is not adopted, nothing n•mains hut S1,i11o:isiil, 

in which space and time arc essential attrilrntl·s of the Supreme 
Being Himself, and the thingi-; dependent 011 Him (011rsdYes, 
therefore, included) are not substances, hut merely accidents 
iuhering in Him; since, if these things as JI is effcc-ts (:!:l1: exist 

in time only, this being the condition of tlwir exii-;te1wc in them­
selves, then the actions of these beings mui-;t 1,c simply Hi:-; 
actions which He performs in some place and tiuw. Thns, 
Spinozism, in spite of the absurclity of its fn11tlamental idea, 
argues more consistently than the creation theory can, when 
beings assumed to be substances, and beings in themselves 
i•.,·i.sting in time, are regarded as effects of a Supreme ( 'a11He, arnl 
yet as not [belonging] to Him and His action. b11L as separa.tl' 
H n bstances. 

The above-me11tioned difficulty is resolved briefly and clearly 
as follows :-If existence in t-i111r is a mere sensible mode of 
representation belonging to thinking beings in the world, Ull(l 
consequently does not apply to them as things in themselves, 
then the creation of these beings is a creation of things i11 them­
selves, since the notion of creation docs not belong to the 
sensible form of representation of existence or to causality, but 
can only be referred to noumena. Consequently, when l say of 
beings in the world of sense that they are created, I so far 
regard them as noumena. As it would be a contradiction, there­
fore, to say that God is a creator of appearances, so also it is a 
contradiction to say that as creator He is the cause of actions in 
the world of sense, and therefore as appearances, although He 



lfl, 

i:-; the . I eallse ot t 1l' cxi,-tL'm·e of the aeting lici11gs ( which a1·e 
ll(lll)lll'll·t) If • • ·11 f · . l . . . ' • • now 1t 1s poss1 1 e to a hnn free( om lll spite u[· 
1 he n·ttnral I • f • l 1· .· ' • , mee 1a111,;m o • act10ns as appcaranees ( J.Y regan mg 
1•x1st, · • 

• • l nee llt t1111c as something that l1t>lo11gs only to appearances 
nut t . ti . ~ ~ • , 

. <> nngs i11 thenrnelves), then the cireurnstanec that the 
actinu be1· · t I I 1· I • 1· 1· . t> ngs are creatures callll() maw t 10 s 1g 1test < 11 ercncc, 
;-;u'.vc creation eonccms their sHpersc11sihle a11d 11ot their sensible 
cx'.stence, and therefore cannot lie regarded as tlw Lletermining 
pr~nciplc of the appearanres. 1t wnultl be quite diffol'ellt if the 
lic111"s 1·1 tl l l I • • l I ( ) • l • t. . t:,' 1 • 1C wor l as t nngs l1l t 1emsc \"CS 23;i CXlSlCl IJl. 11//l', 
suice in that ca;-;c the creator of snhstnncc wonlLl he at the same 
tiine the author of the ,vhole mechanism of this substance. 

Of so great importance is the separation of ti11w (a,; ,vell as 
:-;p'.tce) from the existence uf thingg in themselves which was 
el1Pctetl in the Critique of the Pure Speculative Reason. 

It 1nay he saiLl that the slllution here prnposed im·olvL'S 
great Llifliculty in itself, aml is scarcely susceptible of a luciil 
exposition. But is any other solution that has been attempted, 
ui·_ that may he attempteLl, easier and more intelligilile? Hatlwr 
nught we say that the dogmatic teachers of metaphysies ha,ve 
:,;hown lllore shrewdness than candour in kel)pi11g this ditticult 
P0 _i 11 t out of sight as much as possible, in the hope that if they 
:-;a'.<l llothing about it, probably 110 one wuuld think of it. lf 
science is to be ad\'anced, all <liHiculties must be laid open., all\l 
we mnst even search for those that arc hidden, for cYerv ditli­
eulty calls forth a remctly, which cannot be <liscovered without 
:-;eience gaining either in extent or in exactness; aml thus even 
ob:-;tacles beeome means of increasing the thoroughness of science. 
On the other hand, if the dittir.:ulties are intentionally concealed, 
or merely removed by palliatives, then s()oner or later they burst. 
out into incurable mischiefs, which bring science to rnin in all 
absolute scepticism. 

Since it is, properly speaking, the notion of freedom alone 
amongst all the ideas uf pure speculative reason that so greatly 
enlarges our knowledge in the sphere of the supersensihle (236), 

though only of om practical knowledge, I ask myself v;hy it 
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e.'Ccl?tsfrcly possr,.<:ses .<;o _qrcat fc1'lihty, whereac; tlw other,.; only 
designate the vacant space for possible beings of the purl' m1df'r­
standing, but are unable by any means t,, 1lcfi1w Llw Cllncept of 
them. I presently find that as I cannoL thiuk anything without 
a category, I must first look for a categfJry for tlw J:atio11al Idea 
of freedom with which I am 110,v com:en1ed ; an<l thiH is the 
category of crrnsality; an,1 al though fr1!1~dnm, a runnpt of tl11• 
1·ea.<:on, being a transcendent concept, cannot haYP any intuition 
corresponding to it, yet the conrrpt rif l/11: ,,n,1,·,·slrrnchn!J-for the 
synthesis of which thr fo,'illl!i" 1 demands the 1mcll11ditio11ecl­
(namely, the concept of causality) must ha Ye a. sPnHible intuition 
given, by which first its objectiYe reality is assured. Now, the 
categories a.re all <livided into two classes-t111~ 111athr1,1"tim!, 
which concern the unity of synthesis in the c1111ceplion of 
objects, aw I the dynrr,mical, which refer to the unity of Hyn the:-;is 
in the conception of the existence of ol,jeets. The former (those 
of magnitude aml quality) ahvays contain a synthe:-ds of the 
homogeneous; and it is not possible to find in this the uncon­
ditioned antecedent to what is given in sensible intuition as 
con<litione1l in space awl ti'me, as this v..-ould itself have to 
belong to space and time, anrl therefore lie again still con­
<litionecl.2 Whence it resultcll in Lhe l>ialectic of Pure TheorPtic 
lteason that the opposite method:,; of attai11ing lhc uncon­
ditione1l and the totality of the cornlitiuns werl' ])()th wrong. 
The categories of the second class (those of c,1usa.lity and of the 
necessity of a thing) did not require this homog<'11eity (of the 
conditioned and the con<lition in synthesis), since here what we 
have to explain is not how the intuition is compouncled from a. 

i [The original is somewhat ambiguous; it has been 1mggested that "the 
former" refers to the Understanding (" Verstand" in "Verstandes­
begriff"). I am satisfied that it refers to "V crnunftbegriff," for it is not the 
Understanding, but the Reason that seeks the unconditioned. Compare 
Kritik 1ler B. V., p. 262 (326). "The transcendental concept of the reason 
always aims at absolute totality in the synthesis of thu conditions; and never 
rests except in the absolutely unconditioned." (1lfeilclejohn, p. 228). J 

2 [Rosenkranz erroneously reads "unbedingt," "unconditioned"; and 
"musste" for "mtisste.''J 
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manifold in it, but only how the existence of the conditioned 
object correspo~ding to it is added to the existence of the 
condition (237) (added, namely, in the understanding as con­
~iected therewithj; and in that case it was allowable to suppose 
Ill the supersensible world the unconditioned antecedent to the 
altogether conditioned in the world of sense (both as regards 
the causal connexion and the contingent existence of things them­
selrns), although this unconditioned remained indeterminate, 
and to make the synthesis transcendent. Hence, it was found 
in the Dialectic of the Pure Speculative Reason that the two 
apparently opposite methods of obtaining for the conditioned 
the unconditioned were not really contradictory, e.g. in the 
synthesis of causality to conceive for the conditioned in the 
series of causes and effocts of the sensible world, a causality 
which has no sensible condition, and that the same action which, 
as belonging to the world of sense, is always sensibly con­
ditioned, that is, mechanically necessary, yet at the same time 
may be derived from a causality not sensibly conditioned­
being the causality of the acting being as belonging to the 
supersensible world-and may consequently be conceived as 
free. Now, the only point in question was to change this niay 
be in to is ; that is, that we should be able to show in an actual 
case, as it were by a fact, that certain actions imply such 
a causality (namely, the intellectual, sensibly unconditioned), 
whether they are actual or only commanded, that is, objectively 
necessary in a practical sense. We could not hope to find this 
connexion .in actions actually given in experience as events of 
the sensible world, since causality with freedom must always be 
sought outside the world of sense in the world of intelligence. 
But things of sense are the only things offered to our perception 
and observation. Hence, nothing remained but to find an 
incoutestable objective principle of causality which excludes all 
sensible conditions: that is, a principle in which reason does not 
appeal further to something else as a determining ground of its 
causality (238), but contains this determining ground itself by 
means of that principle, an<l in which therefore it is itself 
n~ pure ?·eason practical. Now, this principle had not to be 
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searche1l for or ilisco\"ere1l; iL hail long bPen in the n~asllll nf all_ 
l . l . l . - l . I ·1· 11('i1>le ot men, anl mc:<H'}HJ!'atel m t 1c1r natun-, all( ts t w pt -

. I 1· • I 1·t ,·ith the 11w1·allf11. Therefore t 1at 1mc:0111 1t1011L•1 eausa I r, ' 
• ' • • · ,f ·teiv 

faculty of it nameh· freedom 1s 110 lo,wcr rnercly w1h nu • , J, ' n .. 

aml problematically tlw11.1ht (this speculatiw n•ason c:01tld pro~·c 
to be feasible), hut is even as r111ai'I/,~ the !,,,,. r!f' it., ,·rni.~ahf,i/ 

definitely anil assertorially known; arnl with it the fad that a 
b,eing (I myself) belonging to the world of se11se, h1•longs also 
to the supersensible worhl, this is also positi\'el~· k11 11 1n1, tu~d 
thus the reality of the supersensible world is established, aud Ill 

practical respects d1:fin1'tcl,11 given, and this definiteness, wluch 
for theoretical purposes would be trani::ttiuln1t, is for practieal 
purposes immanent. We could not, however, make a siwilar 
step as regards the second llynamical idea, namely, that of a 
neccssm'l/ being. vVe could not ri8e to it from tlw sensi blc world 
without the aid of the first dynamical idea. For if we at­
tempted to 110 so, we should have Ycntured to lea\'C at a bouucl 
all that is giYen to us, and to leap to that nf which n11thing iR 
given us that can help us to effoct the connexion of such a 
supersensilJle being with the world of sense (8ince th<-' 11ecessary 
being would haYc to be known as gi\'en m1t8frli: oursclrcs). On 
the other hand, it is now obvious that this connexion is quite 
possible in relation to om· 01m subject, inasmuch as I know 
myself to l1e on the one side as an intelligible [ supersensible] 
licing determined liy the moral law (by means of free1lum), and 
on the othn· .~idc as acting in the world of sense. 1 t is the 
c011cept of freedom alone that enables ui:; to find the uncon­
ditioned and intelligible [ supersensil>lc J for the couilitionecl 
and sensilJle without going out of ourselves (239). ]◄'or it is our 
own reason that by means of the supreme and uncomlitional 
practical law knows that itself and the beiug that ii:; eonsciouR 
uf this law (our own person) belongs to the pure world of under­
stauding, and moreover defines the manner in which, as sm:h, 
it can be active. In this way it can be understood why in the 
whole faculty of reason it is the pmctical 1·eason 011/y that can 
help us to pass beyond the world of sense, and giYe us know­
ledge of a 8nperse11sible order and connexion, which, however, 
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fi ,r l hiR Ycry reason ca11not be extended further than is necessal'y 
f< •r pure practical purposes. 

LL't 111(' !i(' permitictl on this occasion to make one more 
reinark, namely, that e,·ery step that we make with pure reason, 
cn,n in the practical sphere where no attention is paid to subtle 
8PL'cnlation, nevertheless accords with all the material points of 
~he Cri Liq ue nf the Theoretical Reason as closely arnl directly as 
if each step had been thought out with deliberate purpose to 
establish this confirmation. Such a thorough agreement, wholly 
unsought for, and quite obYious (as anyone can convince him­
self, if he will only carry moral inquiries up to their principles), 
between the most important proposition of practical reason, 
an(l the often seeminrrly too subtle and needless remarks of the 
Critique of the Spe~ulative Reason, occasions surprise and 
Ut,;lonislunent, and confirms the maxim already recognized and 
praisetl by others, namely, that in every scientific inquiry we 
Rhouhl pursue our way steadily with all possible exactness and 
frankness, ,vithout caring for any objections that may be raised 
from outside its sphere, but, as for as ,ve can, to carry out 
our inquiry truthfully and completely by itself. Frequent 
observation has convinced me that when such researches are 
concluded, that which in one part of them appeared to me very 
q n<:>stionable (2.10 ), considered in relation to other extraneous 
tloctrines, when I left this tloubtfnlness out of sight for a time, 
and only attended to the business in hand until it ,vas com­
pleteu, at last was unexpectedly found to agree perfectly with 
what had been discovered separately without the least regard to 
those tloctrines, and without any partiality or prejudice for them. 
Authors would saye themselves many errors and much labour 
lost (because spent on a delusion) if they could only resohe to 
go to work with more frankness. 



(241) B o o K r r . 
DIALECTIC OF Pl"ltE PRACTICAL REASON. 

CHAPTER I. 

OF A DIALECTIC OF PvRE PRACTICAL I:EASO~ GENEHALLY. 

PU~E :eason always has its clialecti~, whether it is eorn;idere_tl 
m its speculative or its practical employment; for 1t 

requires the absolute totality of the eollllitions of what is 
given conditioned, and this can only be fountl in things in 
themselves. But as all conceptions of things in themselves 
must be referred to intuitions, and with us men these can 
never be other than sensible, and l1ence ean never c1111blc m~ 
to know objects as things in themselves but only as appear­
ances, and since the unconditioned can never be found in this 
chain of appearances which consists only of conditionetl and 
conditions; thus from applying this rational idea of the totality 
of the conditions (in other words, of the unconditioned) to 
appearances there arises an inevitable illusion, as if these latter 
w~r~ things in themselves (242) (for in the absence of a warning 
cntique they are always regarded as such). This illusion 
would never be noticed as delusive if it did not betray itself by 
~ conflict of reason with itself, when it applies to appearances 
its fundamental principle of presupposing the unconditioned to 
everything conditioned. By this, however, reason is compelled 
to trace this illusion to its source, aml search how it can be 
removed, and this can only be done by a complete critical 
examination of the whole pure faculty of reason; so that the 



[:.?-13] DIALECTIC OF PuHE PRACTICAL REASON. 203 

antinomy of the pure reason which is manifest in its dialectic 
is in fact the most beneficial error into which human reason 
could ever have fallen, since it at last drives us to search for 
the key to escape from this lahyrinth; and when this key is 
found, it further discovers that which we did not seek but yet 
lrn.<l neetl of, namely, a view into a higher and an immutable 
order of things, in which we even 110,v are, and in which we 
are there~y enabled by definite precepts to continue to lh-e 
according to the highest dictates of reason. 

It may be seen in detail in the Critique of Pure Reason how 
in its speculative employment this natural dialectic is to be 
soh·ed, and how the error which arises from a very natural 
illusion may be guarded against. But reason in its practical 
use is not a whit \Jetter of[ As pure practical reason, it like­
wise seeks to find the unconditioned for the practically con­
ditioned (which rests on inclinations and natural wants), and 
this not as the determining principle of the will, but even when 
this is given (in the moral law) it seeks the unconditioned 
totality of the object of pure practical reason under the name 
of the ... '·i'ummmn B01rn1n. 

To defo1e this idea practically, i.e. sufficiently for the max­
ims of our rational conduct, (243) is the business of practical 
w1'sdu111 [ 1Vcishcitslehrc ], and this again as a science is philosophy, 
in the sense in which the word was understood by the ancients, 
with whom it meant instruction in the conception in which the 
s1111unnin 11onwm was to Le placed, and the conduct by which it 
was to lie obtained. It vrnuld be well to leave this word in its 
ancient signification aQ a doct1·ine of the s1wini1t1n bonmn, so far 
as reason endeavours to make this into a science. For on the 
one hand the restriction annexed would suit the Greek expres­
sion (which signifies the love of wisdorn), and yet at the same 
time would be sufticient to embrace under the name of philo­
sophy the love of science: that is to say, of all speculative 
rational knowledge, so far as it is serviceable to reason, both for 
that conception and also for the practical principle determining 
our conduct, without letting out of sight the main end, on 
account of which alone it can be called a doctrine of practical 
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wis,lom. On the lltlwr hand, it wm1l<l IJp 1111 hanu t11 dt•t1•1· the 
self-conceit of one who n•ntnre:-; to daim th1· ti tit• ot' phi)llSll]'lll'r 
by hohling bdorc him in the very 1leli11itio11 a ,;tawlanl of self­
estimation which woul<l very mueh lower hi:-; prl'lP11siuns. Fur 
a tcacha of wisrlo111, would mea11 Ht 1111Plhi11g 111ore tha11 a sehular 
who has not come so far as to gnhl" hi1m,l'lf, 111w:h ll',-;s to gniill' 
others, with certain Pxpcc;tation of attaining s11 high a11 l'tlll: it 
would mean a ;,uu;tc;- i,1 the l.·nuwltcl!J," ,f ,,·is,/,,m, whieh implies 
more than a modest man would claim for himself. Tims 
philosophy as well as wisdom wonld always remain all i1ll'al, 
which objectively is presented eornJJlet<' in reason alllne, while 
subjectively for the person it is only tlw g(lal of his 1111eeasing 
endeavours, and no one wonl<l be justified in prnfc•ssing tu be 
in possession of it so as to assume the n:rn1P of philllsllplll'r, who ,,. 
could not also show its infallilJle cllects in his uw11 person as all 
example (2-14) (in his self-mastery awl till' 1mtp1esti01w,l illtert•st 
that he takes pre-eminently in the general good), awl thi:-; the 
ancients also rcquire,l as a eondition of deserving that hon11111·­
able title. 

We have another preliminary rl'llutrk tu mak,\ respt>eiing 
the dialectic of the pure practical n·ason, on th<' point of the 
definition of the .snmmmn l)(Jnnm (a Htwccssful i,;olution of whid1 
dialectic would lead uic; to 9xpeet, as in ease of that, of the 
theoretical reason, the moic;t beneficial pffeets, i11as11111(:h as the 
self-contradictions of pure pra.etiea.l reason honestly statell, and 
not concealed, force us to undertake a co111ph·t1i eritiqne of this 
faculty). 

The moral law is the sole lletermi11ing priueiph• of a pme 
will. But since this is merely formal (viz. as preseribing only 
the form of the maxim as universally legislative), it alistmets 
as a determining principle from all matter-that is to say, from 
every object of volition. Hence, though the 1muu,uw1 bunnin 
may be the whole object of a pure practical reason, i.1·. a pure 
will, yet it is not on that account to be reganled as its dclc1·­

niining pi·inciple; and the moral law alone must be regarded as 
the principle on which that and its realization or vrornution are 
aimed at. This remark is important in so delicate a case as the 
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dPt1'rmi11atinn of m11ral principles, when' the slightest misinter­
pretation 1w1Terts men's minds. For it will have been seen 
from the A11alytic, that if we assume any object under the 
name uf ,L good as a dl'tPrmining principle of the will prior to 
the moral law, a111l then deduce from it the supreme practical 
pri11cipl<', this would always intr<)lluce heteronomy, and crush 
ont the mural principle. 

It is, however, evident that if the notion of the snm1111wi 

bon11 m includes that of the moral law (:!-!5) as its supreme con­
di tinn, then the s11 nun 111n bonum wonhl not merely be an objl'ct, 
but the notion of it and the conception of its existence as possible 
by our own practical reason would likewise be the dctcrmhdn,(J 
principfr of the will, since in that case the will is in fact deter­
mined hy the moral lav,· which is already included in this 
conception, and by no other object, as the principle of autonomy 
req nireH. This order of the conceptions of determination of 
the will must not l.Je lost sight of, as otherwise we should 
misunderstand ourselves, and think we had fallen into a 
contradic~ion, ,vhile everything remains in perfect harmony. 
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(2-1G) CHA l'TEH I I. 

OF THE DIALECTIC OF l'L'ltE ltEASO~ I~ l>EFI~l~G THE 

CO:,;'CEPTIO~ OF THE "St:\L\IL\I Jl()~l;\I." 

THE conception of the sm;u,111i,1 ibelf cc,ntains an amhigulty 
which might occasion needless 1lisput0s if we did not attend to 
it. The .mmmmn may mean either the supreme (s111>rn;1m11) or 
the perfect (con8mm,wtum). The former is that condition which 
is itself unconditioned, i.e. is not su liordinate to any other 
(01·iginariitm); the second is that whole which is not a part of 
a greater whole of the same kiw l (pr:1f1:ct issim mn ). It has been 
shown in the Analytic that 'cir/11,· (as worthi1wss to be happy) 
is the supreme condit'ion of all that ean appear to us desirable, 
and consequently of all our pursuit of happiness, and is there­
fore the supreme good. But it 1loes not follo\V that it is the 
whole and perfect good as the object of the desires of rational 
finite beings ; for this requires happiness also, and that not 
merely in the partial eyes of the person who makes himself 
an end, but even in the judgment of an impartial reason, 
which regards persons in general as ends in themselves. For 
to need happiness, to deserve it (21;), anJ yet at the same time 
not to participate in it, cannot lJe com;istent with the perfect 
volition of a rational being pussessed at the same time of all 
power, if, for the sake of experiment, we conceive such a being. 
Now inasmuch as virtue and happiness together constitute the 
possession of the surnnwm bonwn in a person, awl the clif,tribution 
of happiness in exact proportion to morality (v-,hich is the worth 
of the person, and his worthiness to be happy) constitutes the 
smnmum b01mm of a possible world; he11ce this s1011·111nm bonum 
expresses the whole, the perfect crood in which howc\·er virtue 

b , ' ' 

as the condition is always the supreme good, since it has no 
condition above it; whereas happiness, while it is pleasant to 
the possessor of it, is not of itself a1Jsolutely and in all respects 
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good, but. always presupposes morally right behaviour as its 
condition. 

When two elements are necessarily united in one concept, 
they must be connected as reason and consequence, and this 
either so that their unity is considered as analytical (logical 
connexion), or as synthctical (1·eal conne:xion)-the former 
following the law of identity, the latter that of causality. The 
connexion of virtue and happiness may therefore be understood 
in two ,vays: either the endeavour to be virtuous and the 
rational pursuit of happiness are not two distinct actions, but 
absolutely identical, in ,vhich case no maxim need be made the 
principle of the former, other than what serves for the latter; 
or the connexion consists in this, that virtue produces happiness 
as something distinct from the consciousness of virtue, as a 
cause produces an effect. 

The ancient Greek schools were, properly speaking, only 
two, and in determining the conception of the sum,1nmn b01mm, 
these followed in fact one and the same method, inasmuch as 
they did not allow virtue and happiness to be regarded as two 
distinct elements of the s1tnim1tm bonmn, and consequently 
sought (248) the unity of the principle by the rule of identity; 
but they differed as to which of the two was to be taken as 
the fundamental notion. The Epic1wcan said: To be conscious 
that one's maxims lead to happiness is virtue ; the Stoic said : 
To be conscious of one's virtue is happiness. With the former, 
P1·udencc was equivalent to morality; with the latter, ,vho 
chose a higher designation for virtue, morality alone was true 
wisdom. 

While we must admire the men who in such early times 
tried all imaginable ways of extending the domain of philo­
sophy, we must at the same time lament that their acuteness 
was unfortunately misapplied in trying to trace out identity 
between two extremely heterogeneous notions, those of happi­
ness and virtue. But it agrees with the dialectical spirit of 
their times (and subtle minds are even now sometimes misled 
in the same way) to get rid of irreconcilable difforences in 
principle by seeking to change them into a mere contest about 
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words, and thns apparently ,rnrkin~ ont tlH\ i(le11tity of t lw 
notion under llifferent names, and this nsuall.Y •H:cnr:-; in c:a:-;L':-; 

,vhere the combination of heterogeneous principle:-; lie:-; :-;o ,leep 
or so high, or ,vould require so complete a traw-Jnrmation of the 
doctrines assumed in the rest of the phiJosophical :-;y:-;lL\lll, thitt 
men are afraid to penetrate deeply into the real dif!'erence, and 
prefer treating it as a difference in matters of form. 

While both schools souaht to trace out the identity nf the 0 V 

practical principles of virtue and happiness, they were not 
agreed as to the way in which they tried to force this identity, 
but were separated infinitely from one another, the une placing 
its principle on the side of sense, the other on that of reason ; 
the one in the consciousness of sensihle wants, the other in the 
independence of practical reason (~-19) on all sem;ilile grounds of 
determination. According to the Epicurean the notion of Yirtue 
was already involved in the maxim: Tn promote one's own 
happiness; according to the Stoics, on the other hand, the feel­
ing of happiness was alreacly contained in the consciousness of 
virtue. Now whatever is contained in another notion is i<lentical 
with part of the containing notion, but not with the whole, and 
moreover two wholes may be specifically distiuct, although they 
consist of the same parts, namely, if the parts are united into a 
whole in totally different ways. The Stoic maintaiued that 
virtue was the ll'holc swnmwn bonmn, and happiness only the 
consciousness of possessing it, as making part of the i;tate of the 
subject. The Epicurean maintained that happinesH was the 
whole s1wi-1;wni bonnm, and virtue only the form of the 1uaxim 
for its pursuit, viz. the rational use of the means for attain­
ing it. 

Now it is clear from the Analytic that the maxims of virtue 
and those of private happiness are quite heterogeneous as to 
their supreme practical;principle; and although they belong to 
one summmn bonmn which together they make possible, yet they 
are so far from coinciding that they restrict and check one 
another very mnch in the same subject. Thus the question, 
How is the smnmuni bonwn practically possible ? still remains an 
unsolveJ. problem, notwithstandincr all the attempts at coalition 

. 0 
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that have hitherto been made. The Analytic has, however, 
shown what it is that makes the problem difficult to solve; 
namely, that happiness and morality are two specifically distinct 
clements of the s1tmmum bonu111, and therefore their combination 
cannot be ana1,11tically cognized (as if the man that seeks his own 
happiness should find by mere analysis of his conception that in 
so acting he is virtuous, or as if the man that follows virtue 
should in the consciousness of such conduct find that he is 
already happy 1j1so facto) (250,) but must be a synthcsi.s of con­
cepts. Now since this combination is recognized as d JJJ'iori, 
and therefore as practically necessary, and consequently not as 
derived from experience, so that the possibility of the sum-mum 
bonwm, does not rest on any empirical principle, it follows 
that the deduction [legitimation] of this concept must be tmn­
sccndcntal. It is d 1n·iori (morally) necessary to produce tl1t· 
sumniu,111, bonmn by f1·ecdo1n of will: therefore the condition of its 
possibility must rest solely on d pri01·i principles of cognition. 

1.-Thc Antinomy of Practical Reason. 

In the swmnzrni bon,u,111, which is practical for us, i.e. to be 
realized by our will, virtue and happiness are thought as neces­
sarily combined, so that the one cannot be assumed by pure 
practical reason without the other also being attached to it. 
Now this combination (like every other) is either analytical or 
SJJnthctical. It has been shown that it cannot be analytical; it 
must then be synthetical, and, more particularly, must be con­
ceived as the connexion of cause and effect, since it concerns a 
practical good, i.e. one that is possible by means of action ; 
consequently either the desire of happiness must be the motive 
to maxims of virtue, or the n;i.axim of virtue must be the 
efficient cause of happiness. The first is absolutely impossible, 
because (as was proved in the Analytic) maxims which place 
the determining principle (251) of the will in the desire 
of personal happiness are not moral at all, and no virtue 
can be founded on them. Ilut the second is also impossible, 
because the practical connexion of causes and effects in the 
world, as the result of the determination of the will, does not 

p 
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depend upon the moral dispositions of the will, lJUt on the 
knowledge of the laws of nature and the physical power to use 
them for one's purposes; consequently we cannot expect in the 
world by the most punctilious observance of the moral laws any 
necessary connexion of happiness with virtue adecp1a.te to the 
summu,m bmutm. Now as the promotion of this s11,11w1 nni bonmn, 
the conception of which contains thiH connexion, is cl JYriori a 
necessary object of our will, and inseparably attached to the 
moral law, the impossibility of the former mtrnt prove the 
falsity of the latter. If then the supreme goocl is not possible 
by practical rules, then the moral law also which couunamh; us 
to promote it is <lirected to vain imaginary ends. and must 
consequently be false. 

II.-Critical Solution of the Antinorny of Practical 
Reason. 

The antinomy of pure speculative reason exhibits a similar 
conflict between freedom and physical necessity in the causality 
of events in the world. It was solved by showing that there is 
no real contradiction when the events and even the world in 
which they occur are regarded (as they ought to be) merely as 
appearances ; since one and the same acting being, as ctn ap­
pearance (even to his own inner sense) (252), has a causality in 
the world of sense that always conforms to the mechanism of 
nature, but with respect to the same events, so far as the acting 
person regards himself at the same time as a noumenon ( as pure 
intelligence in an existence not dependent on the condition of 
time), he can contain a principle by which that causality acting 
according to laws of nature is determined, but which is itself 
free from all laws of nature. 

It is just the same with the foregoing antinomy of pure 
practical reason. The first of the two propositions-That the 
endeavour after happiness produces a virtuous mind, is absolutely 
false ; but the second, That a virtuous mind necessarily pro­
duces happiness, is not cibsolutely false, but only in so far as 
virtue is considered as a form of causality in the sensible world, 
and consequently only if I suppose existence in it to be the only 
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sort of existence of a rational being; it is then only conditionally 
false. But as I am not only justified in thinking that I exist 
also as a noumenon in a worhl of the understanding, but even 
haw in the moral law a purely intellectual determining prin­
ciple of my causality (in the sensible world), it is not impossible 
that morality of mind should have a connexion as cause with 
happiness (as an effect in the sensible world) if not immediate 
yet mediate (viz. : through an intelligent author of nature), 
and moreover necessary ; ,vhile in a system of nature which 
is merl'ly an object of the senses this combination could never 
occur except contingently, and therefore could not suffice for 
the surnrnu,m bonwn. 

Thus, notwithstanding this seeming conflict of practical 
:·eason with itself, the summwn bonum, which is the necessary 
supreme encl of a will morally determined, is a true object 
thereof ; for it is practically possible, and the maxims of the 
will which as regards their matter refer to it have objective 
reality, which at first ,vas threatened by the antinomy that 
appeared in the connexion (253) of morality with happiness 
by a general law; but this was merely from a misconception, 
because the relation between appearances was taken for a 
relation of the thincrs in themselves to these appearances. 

0 

vVhen we find ourselves obliged to go so far, namely, to the 
connexion with an intelligible world, to find the possibility of 
the sunirnmn bonum, which reason points out to all rational 
beings as the goal of all their moral wishes, it must seem 
strange that, nevertheless, the philosophers both of ancient and 
modern times have been able to find happiness in accurate 
proportion to virtue even in this life (in the sensible world), or 
have persuaded themselves that they were conscious thereof. 
For Epicurus as well as the Stoics extolled above everything 
the happiness that springs from the consciousness of living 
virtuously ; an<l the former was not so base in his practical pre­
cepts as one might infer from the principles of his theory, which 
he used for explanation and not for action, or as they were 
interpreted by many who were misled by his using the term 
pleasure for contentment; on the contrary, he reckoned the most 
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disinterested practice of good amongsl the ways of C'n,ioying 
the most intimate delight, awl his scheme of pl1•as11n· ( hy which 
he meant constant cheerfulness of mirnl; inclll<lecl t lw modera­
tion and control of the inclinations, such as the stridest moral 
philosopher might require. He clifferccl from thC' St11ics chielly 
in making this pleasure the motive, ,vhich thf'y Ycry rightly 
refused to do. For, on the one hand, the Yirtuous Epicurns, like 
many well-intentione1l men of this day, who clo not reflect 
cleeply enough on their principles, fell into the error of pre­
supposing the virtuous di5']Josition in the pcrsorn; f,>r whom he 
wished to provide the springs to virtue (and inclcecl the upright 
man cannot be happy (254) if he is not first conscious of his 
uprightness; since with such a character the reproac:h that his 
habit of thought would oblige him to make against himself in 
case of transgression and his moral self-condcn111atio11 would 
rob him of all enjoyment of the pleasantness which his condition 
might otherwise contain). But the question is, How is such a, 

disposition possible in the first instance, and such a habit of 
thought in estimating the worth of one's existence, since prior to 
it there can be in the subject no feeling at all for mora1 worth? 
If a man is virtuous without being conscious of his integrity in 
every action, he will certainly not enjoy life, however favourable 
fortune may be to him in its physical circumstances; but can we 
make him virtuous in the first instance, in other wonls, before 
he esteems the moral worth of his existence so highly, by 
praising to him the peace of mincl that would result from 
the consciousness of an integrity for which he has no sense? 

On the other hand, however, there is here an occasion of a 
vitiurn subreptioni.s, and as it were of an optical illusion, in the 
self-consciousness of what one docs as distinguishe1l from what 
one feels-an illusion which even the most experiP11cc<l cannot 
altogether avoid. The moral <lisposiLion of mind is necessarily 
combined with a consciousness that the will is determined directly 
by the law. Now the consciousness of a determination of the 
faculty of desire is always the source of a satisfaction iu the 
resulting action; but this pleasure, this satisfaction in oneself, 
is not the determining principle of the action ; on the contrary, 
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the determination of the will directly by reason is the source of 
the feeling of pleasure, and this remains a pure practical not 
sensible determination of the faculty of desire. Now as this 
determination has exactly the same effect within (255) in im­
pelling to activity, that a feeling of the pleasnre to be expectell 
from the desired action would have had, we easily look on what 
we ourselves do as something which ,~e merely passively feel, 
and take the moral spring for a sensible impulse, just as it 
happens in the so-called illusion of the senses (in this case the 
inner sense). It is a sublime thing in human nature to be 
<leterminecl to actions immediately by a purely rational law; 
sublime even is the illusion that regards the subjective side of 
this capacity of intellectual determination as something sensible, 
and the effect of a special sensible feeling (for an intellectual 
feeling would be a contradiction). It is also of great importance 
to attend to this property of our personality, and as much as 
possible to cultivate the effect of reason on this feeling. But 
-we must beware lest by falsely extolling this moral determining 
principle as a spring, making its source lie in particular feelings 
of pleasure (which are in fact only results), we degrade and 
disfignre t,he true genuine spring, the law itself, by putting as 
it were a false foil upon it. Respect, not pleasure or enjoyment 
of happiness, is something for which it is not possible that 
reason should have any antecedent feeling as its foundation 
(for this would always be sensible and pathological); [and] 1 

consciousness of immediate obligation of the will by the law is 
by no means analogous to the feeling of pleasure, although in 
relation to the faculty of desire it produces the same effect, but 
from different sources: it is only by this mode of conception, 
however, that we can attain what we are seeking, namely, that 
actions be done .not merely in accordance with duty (as a 
result of pleasant feelings), but from duty, which must be the 
true end of all moral cultivation. 

1 [The origi11al has not • und,' but 'als,' which does not give auy 
satisfactory sense. I have, therefore, adopted Hartenstein's emendation, 
which seems at least to give the meaning intended.] 
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Have we not, however, a wor,l which does not express enjoy­
ment, as happiness does (266), hut indicates a Ratisfaction in one's 
existence, an analogue of the happiness which mm,t JH'eessarily 
accompany the com,ciousncss of virtue ? Y eH '. th is won l is .~df­
contentnient, which in its proper signification always ,lesignates 
only a negative satisfaction in one's existencP, in whieh one is 
conscious of needing nothing. Frceclom awl th<· consciommess 
of it as a faculty of following the moral law with unyielding 
resolution is independence on hiclinations, at least as motives 
determining (though not as ajfcctiny) our ,lcsirc, awl so far as I 
am conscious of this freedom in following rny moral maxims, it 
is the only source of an unaltered contentment which is neces­
sarily connected with it and rests on no special feeling. This 
may be callecl intellectual contentment. The sensible con­
tentment (improperly so-called1 which rests 011 the satisfaction 
of the inclinations, however delicate they may be imagined to 
lie, can never he aclequate to the conception of it. For the incli-
11 ations change, they grow with the indulgence shown them, and 
always leave behincl a still greater void than we hatl thought to 
fill. Hence they are always lmrdcnsome to a rational being, and 
although he cannot lay them aside, they wrest from him the wish 
to be rid of them. Even an inclination to wh:Lt iH right (1·.g. to 
beneficence), though it may much faeilitate the cllic:acy of the 
u~oml maxims, cannot produce any. l◄'or in theHc all must be 
~lirected to the conception of the law aH a tletermiuing principle, 
if the action is to contain nwmlity and not merely lc.ffal-it!J. 

Inclination is lJlind and slavish whether it be of a gootl sort 
or not. and when morality is in question, reason mu:-;t not play 
~he part merely of guardian to inclination, lmt, disregarding 
it alt?gether, must attend simply to its own interest as pur~ 
praetical reason (26i). This very feeling of compassion and 
tender sympathy, if it precedes the deliberation on the question 
of u~ity and becomes a determining principle, is even annoying 
to 1wht think· · h • l 1·1. • . ,., . - mg persons, brmgs t eu· < e 1ueratc maxuns mto 
confuswn, and makes them wish to be clelivered from it and to 
lie Subject to law-giving reason alone. 

From this we can understand. how the consciousness of this 
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faculty of a pure practical reason produces by action (virtue) a 
consciousness of mastery over one's inclinations, and therefore 
of independence on them, and consequently also on the dis­
content that always accompanies them, and thus a negative 
satisfaction with one's state, i.e. contentment, which is primarily 
contentment with one's own person. Freedom itself becomes 
in this ,vay (namely indirectly) capable of an enjoyment which 
cannot be called happiness, becam:e it does not depend on the 
positive concurrence of a feeling, nor is it, strictly speaking, 
hlisi;, since it does not include complete independence on in­
clinations and wants, but it resembles bliss in so far as the 
determination of one's will at least can hold itself free from 
their influence; and thus, at least in its origin, this enjoyment 
is analogous to the self-sufficiency which we can ascribe only 
to the Supreme Being. 

From this solution of the antinomy of pure practical reason 
it follows that in practical principles we may at least conceive 
as possible a natural and necessary connexion between the 
consciousness of morality and the expectation of a proportionate 
happiness as its result, though it does not follow that we can 
know or perceive this connexion; that, on the other hand, 
principles of the pursuit of happiness cannot possibly produce 
morality; that, therefore, morality is the snprcrne good (as the 
first condition of the swnrn1i1n bomwi, while happiness con­
stitutes its second element, but only in such a way that it 
is the morally conditioned, but necessary consequence of the 
former (268). Only with this subordination is the s1t1nmm1i 

bunion the whole object of pure practical reason, which must 
necessarily conceive it as possible, since it commands us to 
contribute to the utmost of our power to its realization. But 
since the possibility of such connexion of the conditioned with 
its condition belongs wholly to the supersensual relation of 
things, and cannot be given according to the laws of the world 
of sense, although the practical consequences of the idea belong 
to the world of sense, namely, the actions that aim at realizing 
the S1.tnwnu.rt1, bon1un; we will therefore endeavour to set forth 
the grounds of that possibility, first, in respect of ,vhat is 
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inm1e<liatel • . . . . . 
not · Yin our power and then sccon1lly, 111 that wluch rn 

lll our p . . ' ' - -1 , mei t f owe1, but wluch reason presents to us as the supp e-
1 0 our • • · bon ( impotence for the reahzat10n of tlw s1un11111 711 
um. whi J J . ' . . c 1 )Y practical principles 1s 11ccessary ). 

Ill.-Oj th,,, p · · 1 , rirnacy of P1ti'C Practical Rcrtson i ,1 -its Um'un 1czt,1 

the Speculative Reason. 

By priinacy between two or more things connected by 
rc:ason r d • 
1 . ' un erstand the prerocra.tive helo11ging to one, of 
Jemg the fl. . t d o . . • I 
11 - 18 etermining principle m the connex10n wit 1 

a the rest I . · - } · . • n a narrower practical sense 1 t means t ie pie-
rohgati~e of the interest of one in so far as the interest of the 
ot er 18 sub •d' . . . 
th Ol mated to it while 1t 1s not postponed to n.ny 

o er T ' . 
• 0 every faculty of the mind we c;an attribute an m-

terest that i . . . 1 1. • J • } 
1 ' 8 a prmciple that contams t 1e con( 1t1011 on w nc 1 

afone the former is called into exercise. Reason, as the faculty 
0 • . 
h pri~ciples, determines (260) the interest of all the powers of 

t e mmd, and is determined by its own. The interest of its 
speculative 1 • • • l • t emp oyment consists m the cognition of the o i,1ec 
pushed to the highest a priori principles : that of its practical 
employment • • • f h , lll the determination of the will m respect o t e 
final and 1 . • b' . compete end. As to what 1s necessary for the poss1-

11_1tY_ of any employment of reason at all, namely, that its 
Pnnc 1 

. 1P es and affirmations should not contradict one another, 
tlus const't t • 1· • 1 u es no part of its interest, but 1s the com 1t10n 
of h~ving reason at all; it is only its development, not mere 
consiatency with itself, that is reckoned as its interest . 

. If practical reason could not assume or think as given any­
~hmg further than what speculative reason of itself could offer 
it from its own insight, the latter would have the primacy. 
But supposing that it had of itself original d 1n·iori principles 
with which certain theoretical positions were inseparably con­
nected, while these were withdrawn from any possible insight 
of speculative reason (which, however, they must not contra­
dict); then the question is, which interest is the superior (not 
which must give way, for they are not necessarily conflicting), 
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whether speculative reason, which knows nothing of all that the 
practical offers for its acceptance, sh~uld take u~ these propo­
sitions, and (althouah they transcend it) try to mute them with 
its own concepts 3~ a foreign possession h_and~d over to it, or 
whether it is justified in obstinately followmg \ts own separate 
interest, and accordina to the canonic of Epicurus rejecting 
as vain subtlety every~hing that cannot ac_credit it~ objective 
reality by manifest examples to be shown m experience, even 
though it should be never so much interwoven with the 
interest of the practical (pure) use of reason, and in itself not 
contradictory to the theoretical, merely because it infringes on 
~he interest of the speculative reason to this extent _(261), that 
it removes the bounds which this latter had set to Itself, and 
gives it up to every nonsense or delusion of imagination? 

In fact, so far as practical reason is taken as dependent 
on pathological conditions, that is, as merely regulating the 
inclinations under the sensible principle of happiness, we could 
not require speculative reason to take its principles from such a 
source. JJiohammcd's paradise, or the absorption into the Deity 
of the tltcosuphists and mystics, would press their monstrosities 
on the reason according to the taste of each, and one might as 
well have no reason as surrender it in such fashion to all sorts 
?f dreams. But if pure reason of itself can be practical and 
Is actually so, as the consciousness of the moral law proves, 
then it is still only one and the same reason which, whether 
in a theoretical or- a practical point of view, judges according 
to d p1·i01·i principles; and then it is clear that although it 
is in the first point of view incompetent to establish certain 
propositions positively, which, however, do not contradict it, 
then as soon as these propositions are insepambly attached to 
the pmctical interest of pure reason, then it must accept them, 
though it be as something offered- to it from a foreign source, 
something that has not grown on its own ground, but yet is 
sufficiently authenticated; and it must try to compare and 
connect them with everything that it has in its power as 
speculative rnason. It must remember, however, that these 
are not additions to its insight, but yet are extensions of its 
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employment in another, namely, a practical aspect; and this 
is not in the least opposed to its interest, which consists in 
the restriction of wild speculation. 

Thus, when pure speculative and pure practical reason are 
combined in one cognition, the latter has the pri111r1c,11, provided, 
namely, that this combination is not contin_qc.nt and arbitrary, 
but founded a priori on reason itself ancl therefore nrrcssary (262). 

For without this subonlination there woul1l arise a conflict of 
reason with itself; since if they were merely co-ordinate, the 
former would close its boundaries strictly and admit nothing 
from the latter into its domain, while the latter would extend 
its bounds over everything, and when its needs req uire<l would 
seek to embrace the former within them. X or could we reverse 
the order, and require pure practical reason to be subordinate 
to the speculative, since all interest is ultimately practical, and 
even that of speculative reason is conditional, and it is only in 
the practical employment of reason that it is complete. 

IV.-Thc Immortality of thr SO'ld (IS a Postulr!tc of Pure 
Practical Reason. 

The realization of the smnnmm bonmn in the world is the 
necessary object of a will determinable by the moral law. But 
in this will the perfect nccordance of the mind with the moral 
law is the supreme condition of the S1.wimiwi bonmn. This then 
must be possible, as well as its object, since it is contained in 
the command to promote the latter. Now, the perfect accor­
dance of the will with the moral law is hol-incss, a perfection of 
which no rational being of the sensible world is capable at any 
moment of his existence. Since, nevertheless, it is required as 
practically necessary, it can only be fountl in a prog?'css in 
infinitum towards that perfect accortlance, and on the principles 
of, pure practical reason it is necessary ( 263) to assume such a 
practical progress as the real object of our will. 

Now, this endless progress is only possible on the supposition 
of an endless duration of the e,xistence and personality of the 
same rational being (which is called the immortality of the 
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soul). The su1111n111n bonmn, then, practically is only possible 
on the supposition of the immortality of the soul; consequently 
this immortality, being inseparably connected with the moral 
law, is a postulate of pure practical reason (by which I mean 
a theoretical proposition, not demonstrable as such, but which 
is an inseparable result of an unconditional d priori practical 
law). 1 

This principle of the moral destination of our nature, 
namely, that it is only in an ernlless progress that we can 
attain perfect accordance with the moral law, is of the greatest 
W:lL', not merely for the present purpose of supplementing the 
impotence of speculative reason, but also with respect to re­
ligion. In default of it, either the moral law is quite degraded 
from its holiness, being made out to be ind,ulgcnt, and con­
fonnablc to our convenience, or else men strain their notions 
of their vocation and their expectation to an unattainable goal, 
hoping to acquire complete holiness of _will, and so they lose 
thenrnelves in fantastical theosophic dreams, which wholly con­
tradiut self-knowledge. In both cases the unceasing effort to 
obey punctually and thoroughly a strict and inflexible command 
of reason, ,vhich yet is not ideal but real, is only hindered. 
For a ra,tional but finite being, the only thing possible is an 
endless progress from the lower to higher degrees of moral per­
fection. The Infinite Being, to ,vhom the condition of time is 
nothing, (264), sees in this to us endless succession a whole of 
accordance with the moral law; and the holiness which His 
comma11cl inexorably requires, in order to be true to His justice 
in the share which He ai:::signs to each in the s1l1111num, bonnm, 
is tu be found in a sincrle intellectual intuition of the whole 

b 

existc-rice of rational beings. All that can be expected of the 
creature in respect of the hope of this participation would be 
the coILsciousness of his tried character, by which, from the 
progress he has hitherto made from the worse to the morally 
better, and the immutability of purpose which has thus become 
lrnown to him, he may hope for a further unbroken continuance 

1 [See Preface, p. 115, note.] 
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of the same, howeYer long his existence may last, eYC'll l1eyoml 
this life,1 and thus he may hope, not indeed here, 1111r i11 any 
imaginable point of his future existence, lrnt only in the 
endlessness of his duration (which C-od alone can sun·ey) (2G5) 

to be perfectly adequate to his will (v,;ithout indulgence or 
excuse, which do not harmonize with justice). 

V.-Thc Existence of Goel as a Postulate of Pure ]'i'((dical 
Reason. 

In the foregoing analysis the moral law led to a practical 
problem which is prescribed by pure reaHon alone, without the 
aid of any sensible motives, namely, that of the necC'ssary 
completeRess of the first and principal element; of the summum 
bonmn, viz. Morality; and as this can be perfectly :,;olve1l only 
in eternity, to the postulate of immortality. The Harne law 
must also lead us to affirm the possibility of the second clement 
of the smnmmn bonmn, viz. Happiness proportioned to that 
morality, and this on grounds as disinterested as before, and 

1 It seems, nevertheless, impossible for a creature to have the conviction 
of his unwavering firmness of "mind in the progress towards goodness. 
On this account the Christian religion makes it come only from the same 
Spirit that works sanctification, that is, this firm purpose, and with it the 
consciousness of steadfastness• in the moral progress. But naturally one 
who is conscious that he has persevered through a long portion of his life 
up to the end in the progress to the better, and this from genuine moral 
motives, may well have the comforting hope, though not the certainty, 
that even in an existence prolonged beyond this life he will continue 
steadfast in these principles ; and although he is never justified here in 
his own eyes, nor can ever hope to be so in the increased perfection of his 
nature, to which he looks forward, together with an increase of duties, 
nevertheless in this progress which, though it is directed to a goal 
infinitely remote, yet is in God's sight regarded as equivalent to posses­
sion, he may have a prospect of a blessed future ; for this is the word that 
reason employs to designate perfect well-being independent on all con­
tingent causes of the ,vorld, and which, like holiness, is an idea that can 
be contained only in an endless progress and its totality, and conse'luently 
is never fully attained by a creature. 

• [The u,roµov,j of the N. T .] 
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solely from impartial reason; that is, it must lead to the 
supposition of the existence of a cause adequate to this effect; 
in other words, it must postulate the c:ristcncc of God, as the 
necessary condition of the possibility of the summ.mn bonmn 
(an object of the ,vill which is necessarily connected with the 
mnrnl legislation of pure reason). We proceed to exhibit this 
cnnuexion in a convincing manner. 

Happiness is the condition of a rational being in the world 
with whom everything goes according to his m·sh and u:ill; it rests, 
therefore, on the harmony of physical nature with his whole 
end, and likewise with the essential determining principle of 
his will. Now the moral law as a law of freedom commands 
by determining principles (266), which ought to be quite inde­
pendent on nature and on its harmony with our faculty of 
desire (as springs). But the acting rational being in the world 
is not the cause of the world and of nature itself. There is not 
the least ground, therefore, in the moral law for a necessary 
connexion between morality and proportionate happiness in a 
being that belongs to the world as part of it, and therefore 
dependent on it, and which for that reason cannot by his will 
be a cause of this nature, nor by his own power make it 
thoroughly harmonize, as far as his happiness is concerned, with 
his practical principles. Nevertheless, in the practical problem 
of pure rnason, i.e. the necessary pursuit of the snrnmmn bonum, 
such a connexion is postulated as necessary: we ought to 
endeavour to promote the swmmmn bomtni, which, therefore, 
must be possible. Accordingly, the existence of a cause of all 
natnre, distinct from nature itself, and containing the principle 
of this connexion, namely, of the exact harmony of happiness 
with morality, is also post1datcd. Now, this supreme cause must 
contain the principle of the harmony of nature, not merely with 
a law of the will of rational beings, but with the conception 
of this law, in so far as they make it the sup1·erne determining 
principle of the will, and consequently not merely with the form 
of morals, but with their morality as their motive, that is, with 
theii' moral character. Therefore, the surnmnni bonu1n is possible 
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in the world only on the supposition of a Supreme Being 1 

having a causality corresponding to moral character. ~ ow a 
being that is capable of acting on the conception of laws is an 
intelligence (a rational being), and the causality of such a being 
according to this conception of laws is his m'/l ; therefore the 
supreme cause of nature, which must be prcsuppoiw<l as a con­
dition of the sumuimn bonmn (2G7) is a being which is tlw cause 
of nature by intelligence and will, consequently its author, that 
is Goel. It follows that the postulate of the possibility nf the 
highest derived good (the best world) is likewise the postulate of 
the reality of a hi,r;hcst original good, that is to say, of the 
existence of God. Now it was seen to be a duty for us to 
promote the summum bonmn; consequently it is not merely 
allowable, but it is a necessity connected with duty as a 
requisite, that we should presuppose the possibility of thi8 
smnmum bonum; and as this is possible only on condition of 
the existence of God, it inseparably connects the supposition 
of this with duty; that is, it is morally necessary to assume the 
existence of God. 

It must be remarked here that this moral necessity is 
subjective, that is, it is a want, and not obJcctiu, that is, itself a 
duty, for there cannot be a duty to suppose the existence of 
anything (since this concerns only the theoretical employment 
of reason). Moreover, it is not meant by this that it is necessary 
to suppose the existence of God as a basis of all obl-i_r;ation in 
general (for this rests, as has been sufficiently proved, simply on 
the autonomy of reason itself). What belongs to duty here is 
only the endeavour to realize and promote the sunww.,1n bonmn 
in the world, the possibility of which can therefore be postu­
lated; and as our· reason finds it not conceivable except on the 
supposition of a supreme intelligence, the admission of this 
existence is therefore connected with the consciousness of our 

. 1 ~The original has" a Supreme Nature." "Natur," however, almost 
mvariably means "physical nature"; therefore Hartenstein supplies the 
words "cause of" before "nature." More probably "Natur" is a slip 
for "Ursache," "oause."] 
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duty, although the admission itself belongs to the domain of 
speculative reason. Considered in respect of this alone, as a 
principle of explanation, it may be c:alled a hypothcsi.,s, but in 
reference to the intelligibility of an object given us by the 
moral law (the summ11m bonmn), and consequently of a require­
ment for practical purposes, it may be called faith, that is to 
say a pure rational jaith, since pure reason (268) (both in its 
theoretical and its practical use) is the sole source from which 
it springs. 

:From this deduction it is now intelligible why the Greek 
schoola could never attain ~he solution of their problem of the 
practical possibility of the S1.t,111mn1n bonw11, because they made 
the rule of the use which the will of man makes of his freedom 
the sole and sufficient ground of this possibility, thinking that 
they had no need for that purpose of the existence of God. No 
doubt they ,vere so far right that they established the principle 
of morals of itself independently on this postulate, from the 
relation of reason only to the will, and consequently made it 
the s11prcmc practical condition of the su1111111trn bonum; but it 
was not therefore the 1vlwlc condition of its possibility. The 
Epicnrcans had indeed assumed as the supreme principle of 
morality a wholly false one, na1nely, that of happiness, and had 
substituted for a law a maxim of arbitrary choice according to 
every man's inclination; they proceeded, however, consistently 
enough in this, that they degraded their s11m1mw1. bonwn like­
wise just in proportion to the meanness of their fundamental 
principle, and looked for no greater happiness than can be 
attained by human prudence (including temperance and modera­
tion of the inclinations), and this, as we know, would be scanty 
enough and would be very different according to circumstances; 
not to mention the exceptions that their maxims must perpetu­
ally admit and which make them incapable of being laws. The 
Stoics, on the contrary, had chosen their supreme practical 
principle quite rightly, making virtue the condition of the 
su.rnmwrn bonurn; but when they represented the degree of 
virtue required by its pure law as fully attainable in this life, 
they not only strained the moral powers of the man whom 
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they called the 1cisc beyond all the limits of his nature, and 
assumed (269) a thing that contradicts all our knowledge of 
men, but also and principally they would not allow the second 
clcmf.nt of the swmn·um borw.,m, namely, happiness, to be properly 
a special object of human desire, but made their 1d.~c man, like a. 
divinity in his consciousness of the excellence of his person, 
wholly independent on nature (as regards his own contentment); 
they exposed him indeed to the evils of life, but rnaLlc him not 
subject to them (at the same time representing him also as free 
from moral evil). They thus, in fact, left out the second element 
of the summ11,m bonmn, namely, personal happiness, placing it 
solely in action and satisfaction with one's own personal worth, 
thus including it in the consciousness of being morally minded, 
in which they might have been sufficiently refuted by the voice 
of their own nature. 

The doctrine of Christianity,1 even if we do not yet consider 
it as a religious doctrine, gives, touching this point (:wn ), a. con­
ception of the summum bonwn (the kingdom of God), which 
alone satisfies the strictest demand of practical reason. The 
moral law is holy (unyielding) and demands holiness of morals, 

1 It is commonly held that the Christian precept of mornlity has no 
advantage in respect of purity over the moral conceptions of the Stoics ; 
the distinction between them is, however, very obvious. The Stoic system 
made the consciousness of strength of mind the pivot on which all moral 
dispositions should turn; and although its disciples spoke of duties ancl 
even defined them very well, yet they placed the spring ancl proper deter­
mining principle of the will in an elevation of the mind above the lower 
springs of the senses, which owe their power only to weakness of minil. 
With them, therefore, virtue was a sort of heroism in the wise man who, 
raising himself above the animal nature of man, is sufficient for himself, 
and while he prescribes duties to others is himself raised above them, and 
is not subject to any temptation to transgress the moral law. All this, 
however, they could not have done if they had conceived this law in all its 
purity and strictness, as the precept of the Gospel does. When I give the 
name idea to a perfection to which nothing adequate can be given in 
experience, it does not follow that the moral ideas are something transcen­
dent, that is something of which we could not even determine the concept 
adequately, or of which it is uncertain whether there is any object corre-
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alt h, ,ugh all the moral perfection to which man can att.ttin is 
st.ill nnly virtne, that is, a rightful disposition arising from 
Ns/wd for the law, implying consciousness of a. constant pro­
pcnsit,r to lrnnsgression, or at least a want of purity, that is, a 
mixture of many s:rurious (not moral) motives of obedience to 
the law, eonscqucntly a self-esteem combined with humility. In 
n•sp1•l't. then, of the holiness which the Christian law requires, 
this ll'a\·es the creature nothing bnt a progress ·in i11Jinit111n, but 
for that very reason it justifies him in hoping for an endless 
duration of his existence. The ·iroi'lh of a character pc1,'fi·ctly 
aceordant with the moral law is infinite, since (:!70) the only 
rest rid ion on all possiLle happiness in the judgment of a wise 
and all-pll\verfnl distributor of it is the absence of conformity of 
rational liciug::1 to their dnty. But the moral law of itself does 
110L ,,,·01,1 isc any happiness, for .wconling to our conceptions of 
an order of nature in general, this is not necessarily connected 
with nbediencc to the law. Now Christian morality supplies 
this dPfeet (of the second indispensable element of the sw11111w 111 

lion 11 111) by representing the world, in which rational beings 
dcn•te themselves with all their soul to the moral law, as a 
ki11!f1lo111 ,!f God, in which nature and lllo_rality are brought into 

sponcling to it at all (2'i0), as is the case with the ideas of speculative 
reason ; on the contrary, being typos of practical perfection, they scr,·e as 
the indispensable rule of conduct and likewise as the sta11dard of comzm,·i­
son. Now if I consider Christian momls on their philosophical side, then 
compared with the ideas of the Greek schools they would appear as follows: 
the ideas of the Cynics, the Epicureans, tho Stoics, and the Chri8tin11s are: 
sim1ilicil !I of natnre, prudence, wisdo,n, and holiuess. In respect of the way 
of attaining them, the Greek schools were distinguished from one another 
thus, that the Cynics only required common swse, the others the path of 
scic11cc, but both found t.hc mere rise of. natnral powers sufficient for the 
purpose. Christian morality, because its precept is framed (as a moral 
precept must be) so pure and unyielding, takes from man all confidence that 
ho can be fully adequate to it, at least in this life, but again sets it up by 
enabling us to hope that if we act as well as it is in our 7Jo1va to do, then 
what is not in our power will come in to our aid from another source, 
whether we know how this may be or not. A1·istotle and P.lato differed only 
as to the oriu1:n of our moral conceptions. [See Prrface, p. 115, note.] 

Q 
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a harmony foreign to each of itself, by a h"ly .Aut,h"r who 
maker-; the derived summum bonum possible. llulincss uf life is 
prescribed to them as a rule even in this life, while the welfare 
proportioned to it, namely, Uiss, is representc,l aH att1i11able 
only in an eternity; because the ji.J;•nw· must always be the 
pattern of their conduct in every state, allll progress towards it 
is already possible and neces:,;ary in this life; while the lot/a, 

under the name of happiness, cannot be attained at all in this 
worl<l (so far as our own power is concerned), and therefore is 
made simply an object of hope. NcYerthcless, the Christian 
principle of morality itself is not theological (so as to be hl'lero­
nomy), Lut is autonomy of pure practical reason, since it, 1loes 
not make the knowledge of Go<l and His will the foundation of 
these laws, but only of the attainment of the summum bonwn, on 
condition of following these laws, an<l it does not even place the 
proper spring of this obe<lience in the <lesired results, hut solely 
in the conception of duty, as that of ,vhich the faithful observ­
ance alone constitutes the worthiness to obtain those happy 
consequences. 

In this manner the moral laws lead through the conception 
of the sunwtwu bonum as the object and final end of pure prac­
tical reason to religion (271), that is, to the rcco,r;nit·io11 of all 
duties rts divine commanrls, not as sanctio11s,1 fh(lt 1·s to say, arbi­
trary ordinances of a foreign 1(:ill and contingent ?°-n thrms,Ircs, but 
as essential lwws of every free will in itself, which, nevertheless, 
must be regarded as commands of the Supreme Being, because 
it is only from a morally perfect (holy and good) and at the 
same time all-powerful will, and consequently only through 
harmony with this will, that we can hope to attain the summwn 
bonum which the moral law makes it our duty to take as the 
object of our endeavours. Here again, then, all remains dis­
interested and founded merely on duty; neither fear nor hope 
being made the fundamental springs, which if taken as prin-

1 [The word 'sanction ' is here used in the technical Gennan sense, 
which is familiar to students of history in connexion with the 'Pragmatic 
Sanction.' 
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ciples woultl destroy the whole moral worth of actions. The 
moral law commands me to make the highest possible good i11 a 
worhl the ultimate object of all my conduct. Dut I cannot 
hope to effect this otherwise than by the harmony of my will 
with that of a holy and good Author of the ,vorlcl; and although 
the conception of the s1u11111 nm bonwn as a whole, in which the 
greatest happiness is concciYell as combined in the most exact 
proportion with the highest degree of moral perfection (possible 
in ereatures), includes 111y oll"n happiness_. yet it is not this that 
is the 1letermining principle of the will which is enjoined to 
promote the summwn bonnm, but the moral law, which, on the 
contrary, limits by strict conditions my unbounded desire of 
happiness. 

Hence also morality is not properly the doctrine how we 
should mal.:c ourselves happy, but how we should become worth,11 
of happiness. It is only wlrnn religion is added that there also 
comes in the hope of participating some clay in happiness in 
proportion as we have endeavoured to be not unworthy of it. 

(2;2) A man is worthy to possess a thing or a state when his 
possession of it is in harmony with the summ11m bon11111. We 
can now easily see that all worthiness depends on moral conduct, 
since in the conception of the snmnwm, bonnm this constitutes 
the condition of the rest (which belongs to one's state), namely, 
the participation of happiness. Now it follows from this that 
momlity should never be treated as a doctrine of happiness, 
that is, an instmction how to become happy; for it has to do 
simply with the rational condition (conditio sine qua non) of 
happiness, not with the means of attaining it. Dut when 
morality has been completely expounded (which merely im­
poses duties instead of providing mles for selfish desires), then 
first, after the moral desire to promote the sn111111wn bomun (to 
bring the kingdom of God to us) has been awakened, a desire 
founded on a law, and which could not previously arise in any 
selfish mind, and when for the behoof of this desire the step to 
religion has been taken, then this ethical doctrine may be also 
called a doctrine of happiness because the hope of happiness 
first begins with religion only. 

Q2 
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\.Ve can also see from this that, whP11 Wt• ask what i:-; U111/';,; 

1dti11,alt end in creating the world, we rnust nut ,iarnc thl' !,11;1pi­
nc,;s of the rational beings in it, hut the 81111111111111 l,un1 1 111. which 
athls a further comlition to that wi,;h of stll:h l1l•i11g:,;, 11a111cly, 
the condition of being worthy of hapJ1illL'ss, that i:-;, tht> 11111,·,dity 
of these same rational beings, a co11tlitiuu whid1 alo111\ 1·011tains 
the rule by which only they <:au hope t1J sham in th1• forrner at 
the hand of a 1,;is,· Authur. For as //'1sdo111 tht•rll·l'Lic'.,tl)y con­
sidered signifies the knu,dcil!Jr' 11/ t/11: s11111m11111 hu,111m, allll practi­
cally the accordrrncc of the will irilh lit,· s1111111111m b11n11111, \Vl' 

cannot attribute to a supreme inclqwnr!PuL wisdom au t'ntl 
based merely 011 good,u·s.-; (2,:i). For wt1 ca11111JL c·o11el'ive the 
action of this gooclness tin respcr:t nf the happim•ss of rational 
beings) as suitable to the highest 1Jrigi11al good, <'Xcept. 1111dcr 
the restrictive cornlitiom; of han11011y with the h11li11l'ss of His 
will. 'l'hereforc those who pl:u.:etl the end of en•at.i,m in t.he 
glory of God (provided that this is not curn.:cin~1l a11thropm11or­
phically as a desire to he praised) han\ perhaps hit upon the 
best exprcs:-;iu11. For nothing glorifit•s nod m11rP than that 
which is the most estimable thing i11 tlw world, n•:,;pet.:t for His 
commawl, the tJbsPrvanec of the h,ily 1l11t,y that His law imposes 
on us, \vhen there is added thL•reto His gloriuus pla11 of erow11-
ing such a beautiful order of things with corrcspo11tli11g happi­
ness. If the latter (to speak huma.11ly) makes Him worthy of 

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

1 In order to make these characteristics of theim conceptionH clear, I 
add the remark that whilst we ascribe tu God various attributes, the 
tjlutlity of which we also find applicable to creatureH, only that in Him 
they are raised to the highest degree, e.u. power, knowledge, presence, 
goodness, &c., under the designations of omnipotence, omnii;cience, omni­
presence, &c., there are three that are ascribed to God exclusively, and 
yet without the addition of greatness, and which are all moral. Ile is the 
1111ly holy, the only blessed, the unl·y 1cis1', because these conceptions already 
imply the absence of limitation. In the order of these attributes He is 
also the holy lmryirer (and creator), the guocl yoi-ernur (and preserver), 
and the just j11dye, three attributes which include everything by which 
God is the object of religion, and in conformity with which the metR.­
physical perfections are added of themsehes in the reason. 
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l"VL\ h~· the jiir1;1a He is an object of adoration. Even men 
can lll'Ycr acquire re::;pect by beneYolence alone, though they 
may gain Ion\ ::;o that the greatest beneficence only procures 
them hnnonr when it is regulated by worthiness. 

That in the order of ends, man (and with him every rational 
being) i8 rrn end in Mms1·(f, that is, that he can never be used 
merely as a means by any (:?i-l) (not even by God) without being 
at the :,;amc time an end also himself, that therefore lmmanit,11 
in our person must he hol,11 to onrsdves, this follows now of 
itsl'lf liecause he is the subjfft1 of the moi'(/1 law, in other words, 
of that which is holy in itself, and on account of which and 
in agreement with which alone can anything be termell holy. 
For this moral law is founded on the autonomy of his will, 
as a free will which by its universal laws must necessarily be 
able to agree with that to which it is to submit itself. 

VI.-Of the Postulates of Pure Practical Reason in 
G(')1cml. 

They all proceed from the principle of morality, which is 
not a postulate but a law,· by which reason determines the 
will directly, which will, because it is so deterrnerlin as a pure 
will, requires these necessary conditions of obedience to its 
prec<'pt. These postulates are not theoretical dogmas but, 
suppositions practically necessary; while then they do [notr 
extend our speculative kno,vledge, they give objective reality 
tu the ideas of speculative reason in general (by means of 
their reference to what is practical), and give it a right to 
concepts, the possibility even of which it could not otherwise 
venture to affirm. 

These postulates are those of immo1'tality,jrccdo1n positiYely 
considered (as the causality of a being so far as he belongs to 

------------ --------------------
' [That the ambiguity of the word s11bjcct nmy not mislead the reader, 

it may be remarked that it is here used in the psychological Rens l' 

~,r/,jectmn leui.s, not s1!1,ject11S Terri.] 
2 [.Absent from the original text. J 



DIALECTIC OF 

the intelligible ,rnrld) and the o;istnu·,, ,f f/nrl. The fi,·.~t 
r:sults from tlw pra;tically neccsc:ary condition of a dura­
tion (275) adert11ate to the con~plete fullillllcnt of the moral 
law· th • · • • I l ' e scconrl from the necessary suppos1t1011 ol 1111 ~pcnl Clll:C 
0 ~ the sensible world, and of the fal:ulLy of dPtermining une's 
will according to the law of an intelligible world, that is, of 
~reedoin; the thil'(l from the necessary l:ornlition of the ex-
1~tc11ce of the swnmirni. bon 1,,n in sud1 an i11telligibh· world, 
by the supposition of the supreme independent, good, that is, 
the ex1·"t • ., Cll<.;c of Uocl. 

Thus tltc fact t,hat respect for the moral law ncc:cssarily 
111,Ukes the snmmmn bon1un an object of our crnleavoun;, all(\ 
the sup • • 1 • • f • I • • 1 • 1 l • 1>os1t1011 thence resu tmg o its o JJed1ve rl'a 1Ly, P,H 

th rough the postulates of prae;tical reason to <.;011<.;cptin11s whid1 
sper;ulutive reason might indeed present as prnlikws, but <·oulcl 
never solve. Thus it leads-I. To that mw in the sulution of 
Which the latter could do nothing lmt cm11mit, 111 1 ,·,do!Ji:;//IS 

( 11a1nely, that of immortality), because it <.;oulcl 11ot lay ltuld of 
the cha1·uctel' <A permanenee, hy which to eo111pll'Le the v,ychn­
logical conception of an ultimate sulJjeet ueeessarily ascribed to 
the soul in sclf-e;onscious11ess, so as to rnakl' it U1e real <.;onccp­
tion of a substance, a chanwter which prncLicul reason fun1islws 
by the postulate of a Lluration rerpiirerl for uel:ol'I lance wi Lh the 
moral law in the s11m1,wni bon11m, whid1 is Lite whule end of 
practical reason. 2. It leads to that of which speculative reason 
containell nothing but c1nthw111y, the solution of which it <.;011!11 
only fottncl on a notion prohlcmatically cunceiYalilP indeed, bnt 
whose ol1jective reality it could not prove or detenuino, namely, 
the 1;os111olo_r;icrd idea of an intelligible world and the conscious­
ness of our existence in it, by means of the pnstulate of freedo!ll 
(the 1·eality of which it lays dowu lJy virtue of the moml law), 
and with it likewise the law of an intelligible world, to which 
speculative reason could only point, but could not define its 
cont;Pption. :;. What speculative reason was ahle to think, but 
\Vas obliged to leave uncletermiuetl as a mere tran8cendent,al 
id,·,1,l ( 2ic; ), viz. the theological conception of the First Being, to 
this it gives significance (in a vractical view, that is, as a 
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condition of the possibility of the objec_t o! a will determined 
by that law), namely, as the supreme prmc1ple _of th~ sw~mm_m 
bmw 111 iu an intelligible ,vorld, by means of moial leg1slat1011 m 

it in n·sted with sovereian power. 
Is our knowledae l;owever, actually extended in this way 

by pure practical l~a~on, and is that immanent in practical 
reason which for the speculative was only t?-ansccndent ? 
Certai11ly, but onl!J in ct practical point of ·vicu:. For we do 
not thereby take knowledae of the nature of our souls, nor of 
the intelligible world, nor ~f the Supreme Being, with respect 
to what they are in themselves, but we have merely combined 
the conceptions of them in the practical concept of the swm1nuni 
bon111n as the object of our will, and this altogether d priori, but 
only by means of the moral law, and merely in reference to it, 
in respect of the object which it commands. But how freedom 
is possible, and how ,ve are to conceive this kind of causality 
theoretically and positively, is not thereby discovered; but only 
that there is such a causality is postulated by the moral law 
antl in its behoof. It is the 8 3,me with the remaining ideas, the 
possibility of which 110 human intelligence will ever fathom, 
but the truth of which, on the other hand, no sophistry will 
ever wrest from the conviction even of the commonest man. 

( 2i7) VIL-How i·s it possible to concciz:c an c.dcnsion of Pm·f' 
Reason in a Practical point of z;ic1c, Zl'itlw11t its Kno1clcdyc 
as Speculative being enlarged at the same ti111c ! 

ln order not to be too abstract, we ,vill answer this question 
at once in its application to the present case. In order to 
extend a pure cognition practically, there must be an d p1·iori 
pw·posc given, that· is, an end as object (of the will), which 
independently on all theological principle is presented as 
practically necessary by an imperative which determines the 
will directly (a categorical imperative), and in this case that is 
the su.1~inium, bomun. This, however, is not possible ,vithout pre­
supposing three theoretical conceptious (for which, because they 
are mere conceptions of pure reason, no corresponding intuition 
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can he fonrnl, nor conscqncntly by the path 11f t henry any 
objective r0ality),narncly, frectlom, immortality, and C:C1d. 'J'hns 
by the practical law which commands the l•xistcrn·P of the 
highest good possiblP in a worhl, the possiliility (If th11s1' 11h_il'Cl-s 
of pure speculative reason is post,nlated, and t hi• 11li,i1•l'lin· 
reality which the latter could not, assure them. J\y this tlw 
theoretical lrnowlc1lge of pure reason dm•s i11dvl·d ()lit ain an 
ar:cession; but it consists only in this, that those' concepts \\"hich 
otherwise it, had tli look npnn as prolJlemat ieal (11H·n·ly think­
able) concept,s, are now shown asscrtorially lei he such as al'l11ally 
have objects; because practical reason irnlispe11salily rl'q11ires 
their existence for the possi bilit,y of• its ol_1jcct, the 81' 1111111 1 m 
lio-nmn, which practically is absolutely llPCl'ssary, aud this 
justifies theoretical reason in assurning thern. l\nt this ex­
tension of theoretical reason (278) is no extension of speculatiYe, 
that is, we cannot make any positive m;c of it in a f/,!'o;·di,·al 

point of viC11·. For as nothing is aecornplislicrl in this liy pr,H:I ical 
reason, furt,her than that these concepts arc real and ac-t 11ally 
have their (possible) ol.ijects, and nothing in the way of intui­
tion of them is given thereby (which illllccrl could u1,t, be 
<lemarnled), hence the admission of this realit,y docs not render 
any synthetica,l proposition possil,le. Consequently this dis­
covery does not in the least help us to cxtcrn1 this kllo\\·lcdge of 
ours in a speculat,ive poillt of view, although it, docs i11 rl'spcet 
of the practical employment of pure reason. The aliun· three 
ideas of speculative reason are still in themsel\'l•s 1wt c·ngni­
tions; they are, however, (transcendent) tho11!Jlits in \\·hich there 
is not,hing impossible. Now, by help of an a11odictic practical 
law, being necessary conditions of that ,,.,hich it corn1qautls to bt1 

11wdc <m o~jcct, they acquire oLjective reality: that is, ,n• learn 
from it that they have objects, without being aLle tu point out 
how the concl·ption of them is related to an object,, and this, 
too, is still not a cognition of these o~jccts; for ,ve cannot 
thereby fonu any synthetical judgment aLout thc111, nor tlctcr­
mine their application theoretically; conserp1e11tly we can make 
no theoretical rational use of them at all, i11 which use all 
speculative knowledge of reason corn;i:-its. N cvcrtheless, the 



[2rn] PURE PRACTICAL HEASOX. 

theoretical knowledge~ not indeed t?( these objects, lint of reason 
generally, is so far enlarged by this, that by the practical pos­
tulates ulijl'ds 11·,Tc _qircn to those ideas, a merely problematical 
thought having by this means first acquired objective reality. 
There is therefore no extension of the knowletlge of gfrcn s11pc1·­
srnsiblf vldccts, but an extension of theoretical reason and of its 
lrnow ledge in respect of the supersensible generally; inasmuch 
as it. is compelle1l to admit that there arc such objects (2i9), 

although it is uot able to define them more closely, so as itself 
to l'Xtend this knowledge of the objects (which have now Leen 
giYen it un practical grounds, and only for practical use). For 
this accession, then, pure theoretical reason, for which all those 
illeas arc transcendent and without object, has simply to thank 
its practical faculty. In this they become immanent and consti­
tutfrc, being the source of the possibility of 1•calizing the ncces..~a1·y 
object of pure practical rnason (the su11i1nmn bonum-); whereas 
apart from this they are transcendent, and merely 1·cgulativc 
principles of speculative reason, which do not require it to 
assume a new object beyond experience, but only to bring its 
use in experience nearer to completeness. But when once 
reason is in possession of this accession, it will go to work with 
these ideas as speculath-e reason (pi·operly only to assure the 
certainty of its practical use) in a negative manner: that, is, 
not, extending but clearing up its knowledge so as on one side 
to keep off anthropomorpMsm, as the source of superstition, or 
sec111i ng extension of these conceptions by supposed experience ; 
and on the other side fanatfrism, which promises the same by 
1ueans of supersensible intuition or feelings of the like kind. 
All these are hindrances to the practical use of pure reason, so 
that the rnmoval of them may certainly be considerell an 
extension of our knowledge in a practical point of view, with­
out contradicting the admission that for speculative purposes 
reason has not in the least gained by this. 

Every employment of reason in respect of an object requires 
pure concepts of the understanding (catcgotics), without which 
no object can be conceived. These can be applied to the theo­
retical employment of reason, i.e., to that kind of knowledge, 
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unly in case an intuiLion (which is always sensibll') is Laken as 
a hasis, aml therefore merely in onler (2so) to concei \-,~ by means 
of them an object of possible experience. i'low here \\·hat haw 
to be thought by means of the categories, in 11nl,~r to be known, 
are idc(ls of reason, which cannot be giYe11 in any expPrience. 
Only we are not here concerne,l with the theoretical lrnov,·ledge 
of the objects of these ideas, but only with this, whether they 
have objects at all. This reality is supplie,l liy pure practical 
reason, and theoretical reason hm; nothing further to <lo in this 
but to think those objects by means of categories. This, as we 
have elsewhere clearly shown, can he done well e11011gh without 
needing any intuition (either sensible 01· supcrse11silile), because 
the categories have their seat an<l origin in the pure understand­
ing, simply as the faculty of thought, liefore and indepemlently 
on any intuition, and they always only signify an ol,jcct in 
general, no 1nr1,ttc1· in idwt Kay it ma.'/ be yfrcn tu 1rn. Kow \Vhen 
the categories are to be applied to these idem;, it is not pm;sible 
to giYe them any object in intuition ; hut thot Sl!ch an objLct 
actwdly e.,;,ists, and consequently that the category as a mere 
form of thought is here not empty lJut has significance, this is 
sufficiently assured them by an object which practical reason 
presents beyond Joubt in the concept of the s/111111111'111 b01wm, 

namely, the 1·eulity of the conceptions which arc required. for 
the possibility of the snmmzun bon1w1, without, hmvevcr, effect­
ing by this accession the least extension of our knovdedge on 
theoretical principles. 

·when these ideas of God, of an intelligible world (the 
kingdom of God), and of immortality are further determined by 
predicates taken from our own nature, we must not regard this 
determination as a scn.malizing of those pure mt.ional icleaf> (2s1) 

(anthropomorphism), nor as a transcendent knowledge of supcr­
scnsihle objects; for these predicates arc no others than under­
standing and will, considered too in the relation to each other 
in which they must be conceived in the moral law, and there­
fore only so far as a })Ure practical use is made of them. As to 
all the rest that belongs to these conceptions psychologically, 
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LhaL is, so far as we obsen-e these faculties of ours empirically 
'tn t/u·fr c.;•crdsc (e.g. that the understanding of man is discursivP, 
a111l its notions therefore not intuitions but thoughts, that these 
follow one another in time, that his will has its satisfaction 
always •1lependent on the existence of its object, &c., which 
c:a.11not bl' the case in the Supreme Being), from all this we 
abstract in that case, and then there remains of the notions Ly 
which we conceive a pure intelligence nothing more than just 
what is required for the possibility of conceiving a moral law. 
There is then a knowledge of God indeed, but only for practical 
purpo:;es; and if we attempt to extend it to a theoretical know­
ledge, we find an understanding that has intuitions, not thoughts, 
a will that is directed to objects on the existence of which its 
satisfaction does not in • the least depend (not to mention the 
transccndcn tal predicates, as, for example, a magnitude of exist­
enc.:c, that is duration, which, however, is not in time, the only 
pos!-:\iblc means ,vc have of conceiving existence as magnitude). 
Now these are all attributes of which we can form no conception 
that would help to the knou·lcdgc of the object, and we learn 
frorn this tlrnt they can ne,·er be used for a theory of supersen­
sible beings, so that on this side they are quite incapable of 
being the foundation of a speculative knowledge, and their use 
is limited simply to the practice of the moral law. 

(28:!) Thi:;; last is so obvious, and can be proYed so clearly by 
fact, that we may confidently challenge all pretended natuml 
theologians (a singular name)• to specify (over and above the 

1 [This remark, as well as the following note, applies to the etymological 
form of the German word, which is God-learned.] Learning is J,Jl'Operly 
only the whole content uf the histuricul sciences. Consequently it i11 only 
the teacher of re\·enlecl theology that can he called a learned theologian 
[God-learned]. If, howeve1·, we choose to call a man learned who is in 
possession of the rational sciences (mathematics and philosophy), although 
even t,his would bo contrary to the signification of the word (which always 
counts as learning only that which must be 'learned' [taught], and which, 
therefore, he cannot discover of himself by reason), even in that case the 
philosopher would make too poor a figure with his knowledge of God as 
a positive science to let himsl'lf be called on that account a learned man. 
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merely ontological pretlicatei--) 111w 8inglP attril,11tl'. wlll'tlw1 11 f 
the understanding or of the will, detPn11iui11'..!: t lti8 ob_jpl't 111' 

theirs, of which we could not sh<i\Y i11eo11tn1n•rtil,l,r that if ,w 
abstract from it everything anthropornurphic·. 111,t hi11g w1111)d 
remain to us but the mere wmd, without our being abh· t11 t·1m1H-et 
with it the smallest notion by wliieh WP l'ould h11p(• for an 1·xll'll­

sion of theoretical knowledge. But ai-- to thl• pral'tieal. tlll'n' 
still remains to us of the attri~mtl's of umlPrstanding and will t lw 
conception of a relation to which objectiYc !'Pali ty is gi u·n 1 •,Y till· 

practical law (which determines d prim·i precis(•!y this n·lati1 111 

of the understanding to the will). \Ylten onel' this is cl11ue, 
then reality is given to the conception of tlH' uh,iL•c:t of a will 
morally determined (the conception of the s11111 ;,111111 l,0,111 ,,, l. awl 
with it to the conditions of its possibility, thl' idea8 of (:11d, 

freedom, and immortality, but always only !'Plat iwly !11 thl' 
practice of the moral law (and not for any speeulatiYP 1n11·p11s1•}. 

According to these remarks it is now easy to find tlw alli--\\·L·r 
to the weighty question : 1chctluT the notion 1f fiorl i.~ 0;11· l,d,,,1!/­

ing to Physics (and therefore also to J\fotaphpit·s (:!s:1:, whi1·h 
-contains the pnre a priori principles of the former in their 1111i­
versal import) 01· to morals. lf we have reeoun;e to ( :11d as tl1e 
Author of all things, in order to 1·.rp/0 in the anaJ1gernt•11 ts , ii' 
nature or its changes, this is at least not a 1,hysical expla11at i11n, 
and is a complete confession that our philosophy has coml' l•• all 
end, since we are obliged to assume surnet.l1i11g of which iu it:-;plf 
we have otherwise no conception, i11 onler to be al1IP to frallle 
a conception of the possibility of what we sec bdon• om t'}'l's. 
l\fotaphysics, however, cannot cnal,le ns to attain l,.'f ,·n·l 11 in 
h~fcrcncc from the knowledge of thi.~ world to tlll' t·o1H·epti,111 
of God ancl to the proof of His cxisteuce, for this n•a8oll. that.. iu 
order to say that this world co11l1l l,e produce1l only liy a Uod 
(according to the conception implied l,y thi8 word) we 8houhl 
know this world as the most perfect whole possible; autl for 
this purpose should also know all possible world:-- {in order to Im 
able to compare them with this); in other wonl:--, \\'l' should lw 
omniscient. It is absolutely impossible, howcve!', to lrnow the 
existence of this Being from mere c;onceptH, because t'Yt'ry 
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Pxi,-t1·11tial proJH)sition, that is, every proposition that aftirms 
th,· 1•xi,.;tew·L' uf a bL•ing of which I frame a concept, is a 
sy11ll1L'lil' prnposition, that is, one by which I go beyond that 
l' 111H·1•pt ion and atlirm of it more than was thought in the 
t.:< 11H·1·pt.i11n itsl'lf, namely, that this concept -in the 11ndl'1·stand­
i1,_,, has an oh1'l'ct co1Tes11omlina to it outside tlic -u11dc1·standing 

' ti ' 

and thi,.; it is oh,·ionsl~- impossible to elicit by any reasoning. 
Tlin1• n·mains. tlwrpfore, only one single process :possible for 
l'l'a:--11 11 to ;tt.lnin this knowleLlge, namely, to start from the 
s1q 1n'lllL' prinl'iph• of its pure practical use (which in every 
ea:--1· i:-- din•ctcd simply to the l'.vistcnce of something as a 
eonH'tt ttL'nce of reason), and thus determine its object. Then 
it:-- inL·,·itable problem, namely, the necessary direction of the 
will tu the s11m111um bonum, discovers to us not only the 
n1•1•1 ·:--:--it Y nf assmuina such a First Beina (284) in reference • ~ 0 

Lu tlt0 pusHibility of this good in the world, but what is 
111ns1 n•111a1·kal,1L,, smnething which reason in its progress on 
tlll' path nf physical nature altogether foiled to find, namely, 
a11 a1·1·umtl'ly d0tincd conception of this :First Being. As 
w1• <'a11 k1111,v 011ly a small part of this world, and can still 
h':--s 1·n111 pare it with all possible worlds, we may indeed from 
its L•l'dl'1·, dt>sign, and great11l'ss, infer a wise, good, powerful, 
&l' .. A 111 lwr of it, but not that He is all-wise, all-good, all­
}H1w1•dnl. &c. It mny indeed, VL'ry well be granted that we 
i:-:hunld lie justified in supplying this inevitable defect by a 
lc~it imatc n.1111 reasonable hypothesis, namely, that when 
wi:--d11m, goodm•Hs, &c., are displayed in all the parts that 
offt•r t ht>mHelws to our nearer knowledge, it is just the same 
in a 11 the n'Ht, anll that it would. therefore be reasonable to 
as(·ribe nil possibh• perfections to the Author of the world; 
lint tlwse arc not strict lorrical i1~fc·1·cnccs in which we can 
pride onrsel\'cs on our insight, but only permitted con­
cl 11:--io11K in which ,vc may be indulged, and which require 
fun.her recommendation before we can make use of them. On 
tlw path of empirical inquiry then (physics) the conception 
of God remains always a conception of the perfection of the 
I•ii-st Being not accurately enough determined to be held 
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adequate to the conception of Deity. ("\Vith rnet,q,hysic in iLs 
transcendental part nothing whatcYcr can be accornplislll·il.) 

When I now try to test this conception by referc1HT to 
the object of practical reason, I find that the moral pri1ll'iple 
admits as possible only the conception of an Author of the 
world possessed of the Jn'qhcst J!Cl"ftetiun. He must be 111,uii_­
seient, in order to know my conduct up to the irnuosl n)l)t 
of my mental state in all possible cases arnl into all future 
time; omnipotent, in order t,o allot to it its titting conse­
quences; similarly He must be o,nniprcsent, clan"!, &c. Tims 
the moral law, by means of the conception of the sIunIIII1m 

bonUJn (285) aH the object of a pure practical reason, determines 
the concept of the First. Being r1s the Supri:mc Rci·n.r1 ; a thing 
which the physical (and in its higher develop111pnt the meta­
physical), in other words, the whole speculative course of 
reason, was unable to effect. The conception of God, then, 
is one that belongs originally not to physics, i.e. to spccnlatiYc 
reason, but to morals. The same may Le said of the other 
conceptions of reason of which we have treated above as postu­
lates of it in its practi.cal use. 

In the history of Grecian philosophy we find no distinct 
traces of a pure rational theology earlier than Anr1:,:ariora0; lntt 
this is not because the older philosophers had not intelligence 
or penetration enough to raise themselves to it by the path of 
speculation, at least with the aid of a thoroughly reasonable 
hypothesis. ·what could have been easier, what more natural, 
than the thought which of itself occurs to everyone, to assume 
instead of several causes of the world, instead of an indeterminate 
degree of perfection, a single rational cause having all pc1fcction? 
But the evils in the world seemed to them to be much too serious 
objections to allow them to feel themselves justified in such a 
hypothesis. They showed intelligence and penetration then in 
this very point, that they did not allow themselves to adopt it, 
but on the contrary looked about amongst natural causes to see 
if they could not find in them the y_ ualities and power rerpiired 
for a :First Being. But when this acute people had advanced 
so far in their investigations of nature as to treat even moral 
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tptestions philosophically, on which other nations had never 
done anything but talk, then first they found a new and 
practical want, which did uot fail to give definiteness to their 
conception of the First Being: and in this the speculative 
reason played the part of spectator, or at best had the merit 
of embellishing a conception that had not grown on its own 
ground, and of applying a series of confirmations (286) from 
the study of natnre now brought forward for the first time, not 
indeed to strengthen the authority of this conception (which 
was already established), but rather to make a show with a 
supposed discovery of theoretical reason. 

l◄'rom these remarks the reader of the Critique of Pure 
Speculative Reason will be thoroughly convinced how highly 
necessary that laborious deduction of the categories was, and 
how fruitful for theology and morals. For if, on the one hand, 
we place them in the pure understanding, it is by this deduction 
alone that we can be pre,·ented from regarding them, with 
Plato, as innate, and founding on them extravagant pretensions 
to theories of the supersensible, to which we can see no end, and 
by which we should make theology a magic lantern of chimeras: 
on the other hand, if we regard them as acquired, this deduction 
saves us from restricting, with Epicu1·11s, all and every use of 
them, even for practical purposes, to the objects and motives 
of the senses. But now that the Critique has shown by that 
deduction, jfrst, that they are not of empirical origin, but have 
their seat, and source a pri01·i in the pure understanding; secondly, 
that as they refer to objects in gcneml independently on the 
intuition of them, hence, although they cannot effect theoretical 
knowledge, except in application to empirical objects, yet when 
applied to an object given by pure practical reason they enable 
us to conceive the s1ipe1·sensible definitely, only so far, however, as 
it is defined by such predicates as are necessarily connected with 
the pure practical pm-pose given a priori and with its possibility. 
The speculative restriction of pure reason and its practical 
-extension bring it into that (287) relation of equality in which 
reason in general can be employed suitably to its end, and this 
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example proves lwtter than a11y ,,tl11:r that tlw }'ath l<.~ wi.,c~om, 
if it is to be matle sun· awl not tn he impa,.:,.:,tl,lt> 111' n11slcatlmg, 
must with us men inevitably pa:-:s thro11gh :-:c·i1•m·e; bnt it ~s 
not till this is completed that we can 1H' 1·1111,·i11c·!' 1l tha.t it 

leads to this goal. 

VIII.-Of Belief from ,, 1:,·,111i,·, 111011 ,f /'11,·,· !.',·(l.,o11. 

A want or rcquirl•Jllent of p11n· n·.1:-:"11 in it:-; :-:1n•eulativc use 
leads only to a hypolhc~i,;; that, of pun· pral"l i1·al rca:-;on to :t 

postulate; for in the former ease ! a:-:<-1~11,l fi-0111 t 111' r!'s11lt. as high 
as I please in the series of caus1•s, n"l in ord1•r Lo gin· olijeeti,·e 
reality to the result r, •. !J. the c·au:-:al c:111111t>xi,111 of things aiul 
changes -in the worhlJ, hut in onlt>r tJi.,ro11ghly to satisfy my 
inquiring reason in respect of it. Thus I st•t• 1,dure me order 
and design in nature, and need not resort l1, sp!'e11lalion to assure 
myself of their rcal-ity, but to 1·J·pln i II thc111 I ha \"l~ tu 11rc-s11ppo.~c 
a Deity as their cause ; and then since the inft>rencl' from an 
effect to a definite eausc is always 111H:P1·tain and 1loubtful, 
especially to a cause so prceisc arnl s11 perfp1•tly defined as we 
have to conceive in God, hence the higl1t•st th•gn•t> ()f <:crtainty to 
which this pre-supposition can he brought is, that it is the most 
rational opinion for us men1 (2ss). On the other hand, a require­
ment of pure practical reason is lmsecl on a duty, tha.t of making 
something (the sunwtwu bonum) the object of my will so as to 
promote it with all my powers ; in which c:asc I must suppose 
its possibility, and eonse<prnntly n.bm the conditions necesRary 

1 But even here we should not be a\,lc tD allege ii rc11uircmont <,f 
reason, if we had not before our eyes a prohlemat,ical, but yet inovitnblo, 
conception of reason, namely, that of im absolntcly necessary being. 'l'his 
conception now seeks to be defined, and this, in addition to tho tendency 
to extend itself, is the objective ground of a requirement of speculative 
reason, namely, to have a more precise definition of the conception of 1\ 

necessary being which is to serve as the first cause of other beings, so ns 
to make these• fatter k.uv,vable by some means. \Vithout such antecedent 
necessary problems there are no re'luirements-at least not uf pure 1·cason 
-the rest are requirements of inclination. 

• I read 'diese' with the ed. of 1791. Rosenkranz an~ Hartenstein hoth r<'ad 'dicscs,' 
'this being.' 
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tl1t'rl't1i, 1111mely, Untl. freedom, ancl immortality: since' I (':tllnot. 
pron' thesL~ l\Y my speculative reason, although neither can 1 
rl'fntl' thPm. Thi:-- 1lnt vis founded on sornethi11n· that is indeed . ~ 

quit1' ind1'JW11dc11t 011 tlwse suppositions, and is nf itself apnclic-
tic:tll_v cntai11. 11amel~·, the nwral lmv; a11tl sn far it. needs no 
fmthL'r support hy theoretical views as to the inner constitution 
of t hi11gs, the secret tina,l aim of the order of the world, or a 
1n·1,:e;idi11g ruler therl'nl', in order to bind me in the most perfect 
lllanner to act in n11cn11clitional co11forrnity to the law. But the 
f-ulijccti,·e effect nf this law, namely, the mental di.-y10.~ition con­
t', inned to it and made necessary by it, to promote the practically 
J H>f-Hi hh, su m1111 1 m bmwm, this pre-supposes at least that the latt.Pr 
i:-- 11ossiblc. for it would be practically impossible tn strive after 
the llbjL'ct of a conception which at bottom was empty and had 
110 object. :Now the above-mentioned postulates concern only 
the physical nr metaphysical conditions of the po8siliilit.71 of the 
su 11111iu m bonn111 ( 2so) ; in a v,:orcl, those which lie in the nature 
of things; not, however, for the sake of an arbitrary speculatiw 
purpose, but of a practically necessary ell(l of a pme rational 
,, .. ill, which in this case does not choose, bnt obc/jS an inexorablP 
command of reasou, the foundation of which is objcctirc, in the 
constitution of things as they mnst be universally judged by 
pure reason, arnl is not based on i11cli11ation; for we are in no­
wise justitiell in assuming, on account of what we 1oii;h on merely 
.rn1u·1·r.t ire grournls, that the means thereto are possible or that its 
object i:-; real. This, then, is an a,bsolutely necessary requirement. 
anti what it pre-::mpposes is not merely justitiell as an allowable 
hypothesis, but as a postulate in a practical point of view; and 
allmitting that the pure moral law inexorably binds every man 
as a comnumd (not as a rule of pr~1tlence), the righteous ma11 
lllay say : I ·1cil1 that there be a God, that my existeuce in this 
wor-hl be also au existence outside the chain of physical causes, 
n.1Hl in a, pure world of the understanding, arnl lastly, that my 
duration be endless; I firmly abide by this, and will nnt let this 
faith be taken from me; for in this instance alone my interest, 
lwcausc I must not n'lax anything of it, inevitably ,letennine::; 
my judgment, ,vitlwnt regarding sophistrie::-, however unable 

n 
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I may be to a11swer them or to oppose them wi tl I otlwrs 1111 ,re 
}Jlausible.1 

(290) In order to prevent misconception in the use nf a 1111tinn 
as yet so unusual as that of a faith nf pure practieal n•nson, lt·t 
11H.' lie permitted tu atl1l one more remark. It lllight almost 
seem as if this rational faith were here annonnce,l as itself a 
,·omuianrl, namely, that we should assume the s11111m-1tm bun-um as 
}JOSsible. But a faith that is commanded is nonsrnse. Lrt the• 
prec.:eding analysis, however, be remembered of what is requin·1l 
to he supposed ia the conception of the s1wi1;111111- bnn1n,i, and it 
will be seen that it cannot lie comma1Hled to nsimme this possi­
bility, and no practical disposition of mind is required to rul1wit 

it; but that speculative reason mui;t c:onc.:e1le it without being 
asked, for no one can affirm that it is impos.~iblc in itself that 
rational beings in the world should at the same time be worthy 
of happiness in conformity with the moral lav.·, arnl also posst•ss 
this happiness proportionately. Now in rl'spect of the firnt 
element of the swm1n1w1. bo,wm, namely, that which concerns 

1 In the De1itsches Mnswm, February, 1787, there is a dissertation 
by a very subtle and clear-headed man, the late Wi:;enmann, whose early 
death is to be lamented, in which he disputes the right to argue fro111 a. 
want to the objective reality of its object, and illustrates the point by tho 
example of a mcm in lr,i,e, who, having fooled hi111self into an idea of 
beauty, 1vhich is m.:rely 11. chimera of his own brain, would fain conclude 
that such an object really exists somewhere (2B0). I '}Uite agree with 
him in this, in all cases where the want is founded on inclincif.ion, which 
cannot necessarily postulate the existence of its object even for the man 
that is affected by it, mnch less can it contain a demand valid for every­
one, and therefore it is merely a subjective ground of the wish. But in the 
present case we have a want of reason springing from an objective deter­
mining principle of the will, namely, the moral law, which necessarily 
binds every rational being, and therefore justifies hi111 in assuming 
ri ])1'io1'i in nature the conditions proper for it, and makes the latter 
inseparable from the complete practical use of reason. It is a duty to 
realize the s11mmmn bonmn to the utmost of our power, therefore it must 
be possible, consequently it is unavoidable for every rational being in the 
world to assume what is necessary for its objective possibility. The 
assumption is as necessary as the moral law, in connexion with which 
alone it is valid. 
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morality, the moral law gives merely a command, and to doubt 
the prn;sibility of that element would be the same as to call in 
l!UeHtion the moral law itself (201). But as regards the second 
element of that ol,ject, namely, happiness perfectly proportioned 
to that worthiness, it is true that there is no need of a command 
tll atlrnit its possibility in general, for theoretical reason has 
1111thing to 1:my against it; but the manner in which we have to 
c11m·ei,·c thi:-; harmony of the laws of nature with those of 
freellolll has in it :·mmethiug in respect of which we have a 
cltuicc, because theoretical reason decides nothing with apodictic 
<;ertainty about it, and in respeet of this there may be a moral 
interest which turns the scale. 

I ha.tl said above that in a mere course of nature in the worhl 
an accurate correspomlence between ha.ppiness and moral worth 
is not to be expected, and must be regarded as impossible, awl 
that therefore the possibility of the su11inm1n bonum cannot be 
achnitted from this side except on the supposition of a moral 
Author of the world. I purposely reserved the restriction of this 
,iudgmeut to the subjcdii:c conditions of our reason, in order not 
to make use of it until the manner of this belief should be 
defined more precisely. The fact is that the impossibility 
referred to is mcref.11 subjective, that is, our reason finds it 
i111pos1,iblc for it to rcmler conceivable in the way of a mere 
course of nature a connexion so exactly proportioned and so 
thoroughly adapted to an end, between two sets of events 
hap!Jcning according to such distinct laws; although, as with 
e,·erything else in nature that is atlaptecl to an end, it cannot 
prove, that is, show by sufficient objective reasons, that it is not 
poHsible by universal laws of nature. 

Now, however, a tleciding principle. of a llifferent kind 
comes into play to turn the scale in this uncertainty of specu­
lative reason. The command to promote the s111111mtm bonum is 
established on an objective basis (in practical reason); the pos­
sibility of the same in general is likewise established on an 
objective basis (292) (in theoretical reason, which has nothing to 
say against it). But reason cannot tlecide objectively in what 
way we are to conceive this possibility; whether by universal 

n .:! 
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laws of nature ,viLhout ,l wise Author presidi11g 11 \"Pl' nat Ul'I'. 

or only un ic;upposition of snc:h an Authur. .'.\11\\- lH•r1· tlwn~ 
comes i11 a subJcdin· cu]l(lition ,,t· reasni1, tlw 111ily w.1y thl' 11 -
retically possilile for it, of ('c11wPiving the l'Xad h:n1111111y of till· 
kingdom of nature ,vith till' kingclc,111 of 11111rals, \\·hil·h is the 
condition of the possibility nf tlw s11nm111111 /,,,,!Iii/I: awl at till' 
same time the only one c:ornlul;in) to 1u11rality ( whi<'l1 d1·p1•1Hls 
onan objective law of reason). ?\ow since' the pn1111,1Lic111 of this 
81l1nmum bmwm, arnl thercfote Lhc supp"sition 11f its p11ssiliility, 
are ohjectircly necessary (tl1ough only as a n·sult uf practicai 
reason), while at thl' same time tlw 11ian11er in whi1·h ,,·c w,Hild 
conceive it rests with our o,vn c:hoicf', arnl in this d111icc a frPl' 
interest of pnrP practical reason Jeci1les for tlw assu11q1t i,111 of a 
wise Author of the world; it is ckar that the ]'l'i11t:ipk that, 
herein determines our 1·udcrmcllt thoucrh as a want it is s11b-

• t, ' ~ 

.fcctive, yet at the ic;arne time being tlw mc•,ms 1 ,f l ,rnrn, iting ,vhat, 
is objectively (practically) necessary, is tlw foundat i, lll, if a 111lvi111 

of belief in a moral point of view, that is, af11ith of 1>11,-1· 1i;·r1dil'f,/ 

rmson. This, then, is not conmiandl'd, buL lwing a Yolrn1tary 
determination of our 1·udument. c1111dneive to tlH' moral (cu111-

• b ' 

man Jee!) purpose, and moreover harmonizing with ti w theorl't ic·,tl 
requirement of reason, to assume thaL exisLl'.l1ce a11(l t() lllake it 
the foundation of our further e11iploynwnt of reaso11, it has itsc•ll' 
sprung from the moral clisposition of mind; it, 11ia_\· t hcrd1 1n• at 
times waver even in the ,vcll-disposetl, lint call 1wver lH' rctl11cl'1l 
to unlielief. 

(2n) IX.-0/ the }Vise Ada,pl(/,tion nf ,ll/lii'.S Cog11itirt Fr1c11ltic8 

to his Practical Dtsti11rdiou. 

If human nature is destined to enrkavnur aftl'l' the s111i11111 1 m 

h011,ilm, we must suppose abn that the mcasnn· of its e11g11itin' 
facul Lies, and particularly their rel:ttion to 011P another, is suitalile 
to this enJ. Now the Criticiuc of l'urc SJ11·r·11l11lin· J:1~aso111 1111\·ps 
that this is incapable of solving satisfactorily tlw moi'.\L \H·ight.y 
prolJlems that arc proposed to it, although it 1lm's 110L ig11orl' till' 

natural and important l1inL,., n•ecin:-cl from the same reason, 11 11r 

the grcJt. skps that it can makP tu approach to thi~ great goal 
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that is set before it, which, ho\VL'\'t'r, it can never reach of itself 
' e\'e11 with the help of the greatest knowletlge of nature. Natme 

thl'll SL'L'llls here to have proYitlcd us only in a 1Jtcp-mothcri_.•1 
fashion with the faculty requin'd for our end. 

~uppose now that in thi:::; rnatter nature had conformed to 
011r \vish, and had gi\·en us that uipacity of tliscernment or tha~ 
e11fo.d1te11ment which we wonld «latlh· 11ossess or which some ._, 0 J ) 

111111.'tiw· they actually possess, what wonld in all probability be 
the co11seqnencc? lrnless onr whole nature were at the same 
tinw c:hanged, um· inclinations, which always have the first 
wonl, wunld first of all tlemand their own satisfaction, and, 
joined ,vith rational reflection, the greatest possible and most 
lastin.~ satisfaction, under the name of happiness; the moral 
law (~D-1) wonld afterwanls s1wak, in order to keep them within 
their proper bomub, and e,·en to subject them all to a higher 
end, which has nu regard to inclination. Ent instead of the 
conllict that the moral disposition has now to carry on with the 
indinalions, in \Vhich, though after some defeats, moral strength 
of mintl may be gradually acquired, GOll and ctcndt.11 with their 
11 /lf1d nwjcsty would stand unceasingly brforc our f'/Jl'S (for what 
we can prove perfectly is to us as certain as that of which we 
are assurel l by the sight of our eyes). Transgression of the 
law, would, 110 Lloubt, be avoided; what is commanded would 
be dune; but the mental disposition, from which actions ought 
to proceed, caunot he infusetl by any command, and in this case 
the spur of action is ever active and ta.:tcrnal, so that reaso1i. 
has no need to exert itself in order to gather strength to resist 
the inclinations by a lively representation of the dignity of 
the law : hence most of the actions that cnnformetl to the law 
wuultl lm tlone from fear, a, few only from hope, and none at a.ll 
from tluty, and the moral worth of actions, on which alone in 
the eyes of supreme wisdom the worth of the person and even 
that of the world depends, would cease to exist. As long as 
the nature of man remains ,vhat it is, his conduct would thus 
be changed into mere mechanism, in which, as in a puppet­
show, everything would ycstic1 1latc well, llllt there would 1,e 
no life in the figures. Now, when it is quite otherwise with 
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ns, \Vhe11 with all the efli,rt of our reason we ha\"f~ only a \"Pry 
obscure and doubtful view intn the futmc, when the ( :on•rnnr 
of the world allows us only to conjecture Hif existcnr:P and His 
majesty, not to behold them or prove them clearly; and, <in the 
other hand, the moral law within us, without prnrnising nr 
threatening anything with certainty, demands of ns disintPrcstcd 
respect; and only when this resped has 1Jeco111e actiYe ('.!!lfi) 

and dominant does it allov.- us by means of it a prospcc:t into 
the world of the supersensible, and then only with wc~ak glaiict•s; 
all this being so, there is room for true moral disposition, in1111P­
diately clcvoted to the law, and a rational creature can lH~com1~ 
worthy of sharing in the s1, 111m1on hon,, m that corresponds to 
th<, worth of his person arnl not merely to his actions. Thus 
wha~ the study of nature and of man teaches us sufliei1•ntly 
elsewhere may well be true here also ; that the 1msPa1·chalile 
wisdom by which we exist is not less worthy of admiration in 
what it has denied than in what it J1as granted. 
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METHODOLOGY 
OF 

PU HE PRACTICAL REASON. 

By the methodology of pure practical reason we are not to 
understand the mode of proceed.ing with pure practical 

prindples (whether in study or in exposition), with a view to a 
scientific knowledge of them, which alone is what is properly 

_ calletl methOll elsewhere in theordieal philosophy (for popular 
knowledge requires a mannei', science a method, i.e. a process 
w·cortlin,(J to pl'inciplcs of reason by which alone the manifold of 
any branch of knowledge can become a system). On the con­
trary, by this methodology is understood the mode in which1 we 
can give the laws of pure practical reason access to the human 
mind, and ·i11jl1in11·c on its maxims, that is, by which we can 
make the objectively practical reason s11bjcctirrly practical also. 

Now it is clear enough that those determining principles of 
the will which alone make maxims properly moral and give 
the1i1 a moral worth, namely, the direct conception of the law 
and the objective necessity of oueying it as our duty, must lie 
reganled as the proper springs of action, since otherwise legality 
of actions might be produced, but not morality of character. 
Dnt it is not so clear: on the contrary, it must at first sight seem 
to everyone very improbable that, eYen subjectively, that exhi­
bition of pure virtue can have 11wi'r po1ccr over the human mirnl, 

1 [Read 'wie' for 'clie. '] 
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and supply a far strnngcr spring eYen for affPcting that l1•gal it y nf 
aetions, and can proclncc more powerful resolutions 300 to l •l'efl'r 
the law, from pure respect for it, t11 C\'l'rr 11thm· cunsi1lt~rati 11n, 
than all the deccptiYe allurements of pleasure or 11!' all tl1at rnay 
lie reckoned as happi,ness, or c\·en than all thrcall·11i11gs of 11ain 
ancl misfortum•. Xe\'ertheless, this is actually thP casP, a11Cl if 
human nature ,vere not so constituted, no mu1le of presPnting­
the law by roundabout ,vays and indirect rcec,rnrnl'111lati11ns 
would ever produce morality of character. All would lw ::-;implc 
hypocrisy; the law would be hatccl, or at least despisc1l, while it 
was followecl for the sake of one's own a1h·a11tage. The k•ttl'r 
of the law (legality) would be fonn1l in our acti1111s, l111t 1111t tlw 
spirit of it in our minds (morality); aml as with all om efforts 
we could not quite free ourselves from reason in our jmlg111L•11t, 
we must inevitably appear in our own eyes worthle::-;s, 1lepmvecl 
men, even though ,ve should seek to cum1J(~nsatc uursl'h-cs for 
this mortification IJefore the inner tril,nnal, by enjc,yi11g the 
pleasure that a supposed natural or divine law rnight l;e imagined 
to have connected with it a sort of police machinery, regulating 
its operations by what was done without tronbli11g itself about 
the motives for doing it. 

It cannot indeed be denied that in order to bring au mwul­
tivated or degraded mind into the track of moral g11nd11l'Ss some 
preparatory guidance is necessary, to attract it, liy a view of 
its own advantage, or to ::.!arm it lJy fear of loss; but as HOO!l as 
this mechanical work, these leaLling-strings, have l_Jrrnluccd somP 
effect, then we must bring before the miml the pure mural moti\·e, 
which, not only because it is the only one that can lJe tlw foun­
dation of a character (a practically consistent habit of mind with 
unchangeable maxims) (301), but also because it teaehes 11 man 
to feel his own dignity, gives the mind a_power unexpected even 
by himRelf, to tear himself from all sensible attachments so far 
as they would fain have the rule, and to find a rich compensation 
for the sacrifice he offers, in the indepenclence of his rational 
nature and the greatness of soul to which he sees that he is 
destined. We will therefore show, by such observations as every 
one can make, that this property of our minds, this receptivity 
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ftir ,L pure moral intl'rcst, and co11f-Pque11tly the moving force of 
tht• pure conception of virtut\ when it is properly applied to the 
human heart, is the most powerful spring, and, ,vhen a continued 
and punctual observance of moral maxims is in question, the 
only spring of good comlnct. It must, however, be remembered 
that if these obserrntions only pro-n~ the reality of such a feeling, 
hut llo not show any moral im1)rowment brouO'ht about by it 

• v ' 
t hi:;; is no argument against tht:' only method that exists of 
making the objectivt>ly practical laws of pure reason subjectively 
practic:al, through the mere force of the conception of duty; nor 
drn•s it prove that this method is a vain delusion. :For as it haR 
1wver yt>t come into vogue, experience can say nothing of its 
results; one can only ask for proofs of the receptivity for such 
1-;1 1rings, and these I will now brietly present, and then sketch 
the method of foundiwr and cultivatincr crenuine moral dis-e, b b 

positions. 

"'hen we atteI1d to the conrse of conversation in mixed 
compa11ies, co11sisting not merely of learned persons and subtle 
reasoners, !mt also of·men of business or of women, we observe 
that, besides story-telling and jesting, another kind of enter­
tainment fiiuls a place in them, namely, argument; for stories, if 
they are to have novelty and interest, are soon exhausted, and 
jesting is likely to become insipitl (302). Now of all argument 
thc>rc is none in which persons are more ready to join who find 
any other subtle discussion tedious, none that brings more liveli­
ness into the company, than that which concerns the moral 1rorth 

of this or that action by which the character of some person is 
to be made out. Persons, to whom in other cases anything 
subtle arnl speculative in theoretical questions is dry and irksome, 
prcsc>ntly join in when the question is to make out the moral 
import of a good or bad action that has been related, and they 
display an exactness, a refinement, a subtlety, in excogitating 
everything that can lessen the purity of purpose, and conse­
quently the degree of virtue in it, which we do not expect from 
them in any other kind of speculation. In these criticisms 
persons who are passing judgment on others often reveal their 
own character: some, in exercising their judicial office, especially 
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upon the dead, seem inc:li1wtl r·hiL•lly to lll'f Pllll t lw :,.::, ,udni•!-:-< l hat_ 
is relate1l of this or that det>1l against all i11.i11ri 11 11,.: l'har~e:-< o[ 

insincerity, and ultimately to ,lefencl the wh 11l•· 111oral worth of 
l • 1· • 1 t' 11t1l "l'l"l'l't the person against the reproac; 1 ul 1 1ss11n11 a 111 11 ; • 

wickeduess; uthers, un the umtrary, t11r11 their th1111 ~hts uwre 
. · • l 1'- l 1· l1·1w \\'e upon attackmg tl11s worth liy aec:usallon aw ,tu t- 1111 .~· . 

camwt always, however, atlrilmte tu these latt1·r thl' intPntwn 
of ,irgning away virtue altogdl1Pr !Jill 11f all h11111a11 1•xa111 ~•lL:s 
in order to make it an empty name: ufll'H, 011 tlw 1•11 11I rary. it. is 
only well-meant strictness in determining thl' ll'IH' 111 11 ral im1wrt 
of actions accorrling to a.n ,mcurnpromisi11g law. l '11111parison 
with such a law, instead of with examples, l11wers s1•lf-euneeit in 
moral matters very much, and 11ut merely ll'ache,.: humility, 
but makes everyone feel it wlwn he exarnines hi111:-wlf dosl'ly. 
NeverthelesR, we can for the rnosl part obsc·n·1· i11 tl11• s1 • who 
defend the purity of purpor-;e in given examples. that whl•re 
there ir-; the prer-;umption of uprighln<'ss (303) th1•y ari· auxi(ll'. 8 

to remove even the least spot, lest, if all c•xampl 1:s had t hL•ir 
trnthfulness disvutecl, and if the purity of all hurna11 YirtlH' ,n·re 
denied, it might in the end be reganled as a were ph:wtn111 , and 
so all effort to attain it be made li"ht of as vain aifl'd:tli 011 and ,.., 
delusive conceit. 

I do not know why the educators of yunLh have not. loug :--iuee 
made use of this propensity of n'asou to enter with pleasHn\ npun 
the most su l>tlc examination of the practieal CJ ,wst i1111:-- that are 
thl'Own up; and why they have not, after Jin,t laying tlll' foun­
dation of a purely moral cateehir-;111, scard1ctl through the bio­
graphies of aneient and modern timei-; witb the view of lm,·ing 
at han<l instances of the dutieH lai<l down, in which, espceially hy 
comparison of similar actions under <lifferent circurnstanccr-;, they 
might exercise the critical judgment of their scholars in rl'mark­
ing their greater or less moral significance. This is a thing in 
which they would find that even early youth, which is still unripe 
for speculation of other kinds, would soon become very aeute and 
not a little interested, because it feels the progress of its faculty 
of judgment; and what is most important, the); eouhl hope with 
confidence that the frequent practice of knowing anJ approving 
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g11n1l en1ulnet in all its purity, and nn the other hand of remarking 
with rC'grPt nr c·ontcmpt the lL•ast lleYiation from it, although it 
may be p111crnetl only a::; a sport in which children may compete 
with nnc another, yet will leaYe a lasting impression of esteem 
011 thn one hand and disgu::;t on the other; and so, by the mere 
habit nf looking on such actions as deserving approval or blame, 
a gnml fnmH1ntion would be laid for uprightness in the future 
cm1rsc of life (30-1). Only I wish they would spare them the 
t>xample of so-called noble (super-meritorious) actions in which 
our st'ntimcntal books so much abound, and would refer all to 
duty merely, and to the worth that a man can and must give 
himsl'lf in his own eyes l)y the consciousness of not hasing 
trani--gn·ssetl it, since whatever rnns up into empty wishes and 
longings after inaccessible perfection produces mere heroes of 
roma,ncP, ,Yhn, ,vhile they pique themselves on their feeling for 
transcendent greatness, release ·themseh·es in return from the 
nhscrvance nf common and every-day obligations, which then 
seem to them petty and insignificant.1 

nut if it is asked, what then is really pllrc morality, by 
which as a touchstone we must test the moral significance of 
ewry action, then I must admit that it is only philosophers that 
ca,11 ma.kc the decision of this question doubtful, for to common 
sense it has been tlecided long ago, not indeed by abstract general 
formula>, but by habitual use, like the distinction between the 
right and left hand. We will then point out the criterion of 
pure virtue in a.n example first, and imagining that it is set 

1 It is r1uite proper to extol actions that display a great, unselfish, 
sympathizing mind or hmnanity. But in this case we must fix attention 
not so much on the elci-at·ion t~f s011l, which is very fleeting and transitory, 
as on the :mbjcction of the heart tu d11ty, from which a more enduring 
impression may be expected, because this implies principle (whereas the 
former only implies ebullitions). One need only reflect a little and he 
will alw,iys find ,\ debt that he has by some means incurred towards the 
human race (even if it were only this, that by the inequality of men in 
the civil constitution he enjoys advantages on account of which othe1·s 
must be the more in want), which will prevent the thought of d11fy from 
being repressed by the self-complacent imagination of merit. 
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before a bny of, say, ten years (lld, f()r his .i11rl~11H·nt, we wili Sl'C 

whether (305) he ,vmtl<l nc•(;cssarily ,iudgl' S<> (lf hirnsdf with()ut 
being guided by his teacher. Tell him the history , ,t· a11 h11m·st 
man whom men ,vant to 1iers11ade to ,i()in thl' calumniators of 
an innocent arnl p•Jwcrless pers<m (say, .Aune l\uh-y11, aC(;llSt>d 
1Jy Henry VIII ot' England). He is uffere,l a,ha11tag,·s, great 
gifts, 01· high rank; he rejL•cts them. This will cxl'ill' nll'l'C 

approbation all(l applause in the mind of tl11~ hcawr. ~<>\V 
begins the threatening of loss. .Amongst tlws<· t1:ulucers are 
his best friends, who now renounce his friendship; 11ear kiusf11lk, 
who threaten to disinherit him (he being withl/ut fortune): 
po,verful persons, ,vho can persecute and harass him i11 all places 
9.,nd circumstances; a prince who threatens him with l()ss uf 
freedom, yea, loss of life. Then to till the measure of sufforint!, 
and that he may feel the pail! that only the mora,lly go()cl heart 
can feel very deeply, let us c,mccive his family threatened with 
extreme diRtrcss and wallt, ,·,it,·catin:J lcim tu :i;id,1; <:<11JceiYe 
himself, though upright, yet with feelings not hard u1· insensililc 
either to compa!;:sion or to his own distress; collcl'ive him, l say, 
at the moment when he ,vishes that he hall nP.Yer liYcd to see 
the uay that expoi,,ed him tu sut;h unutteralJle angnish, yet 
remaining true to his uprightness of purpose, without waYering 
or even uoubting; then will my youthful hearer be raised 
gradually from mere approval to admiration, from that to 
amazement, an<l finally to the greatest veneration, all(l a liYely 
wish that he himself could be such a man (though certainly not 
in such circumstances). Yet virtue is here worth so much only 
because it costs so much, not because it brings any profit. All the 
admiration, and even the endeavour to resemble this character, 
rest, wholly on the purity of the moral principle, which can only 
Le strikingly shown (306) by removing from the springs of 
action everything that men may regard as part of happiness. 
:Morality then must have the more power over the human heart 
the more purely it is exhibited. Whence it follows that if the 
law of morality and the imau-e of holiness and virtue arc to 

0 

exercise any influence at all 011 our souls, they can do so only 
so far as they are laid to heart in their purity as motives, 
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unmixeLl "·ith any Yiew to prosperity, for it is in suffering that 
they display themseh·es most nobly. Now that whose removal 
strengthens the effect of a moving force must have been a 
hindrance, consequently every admixture of motives taken from 
our own happiness is a hindrance to the infiuence of the moral 
law on the heart. I aflirm further, that even in that admirell 
action, if the motive from which it was tlone was a hio-h reo-ard 0 0 

fur lluty, then it is just this respect for the law that has the 
greatest influence on the mind of the spectator, not any preten­
sion to a supposed inwarJ greatness of rninll or noble meritorious 
:-:;cntimenLs; consequently <lnty, not merit, must have not only 
the most tlefinite, but, when it is represented in the true light of 
its inviolability, the most penetrating influence on the mind. 

It is more necessary than ever to direct attention to this 
method in our times, when men hope to produce more effect on 
the mind with soft, tender feelings, or high-flown, puffing-up 
pretensions, which rather wither the heart than strengthen it, 
than by a plain and earnest representation of duty, ,vhich is 
more suited to human imperfection and to progress in goodness. 
To set liefore chilllren, as a pattern, actions that are called noble, 
magnanimous, meritorious, with the notion of captivating them 
by infusing an enthusiasm for such actions, is to defeat our 
end (aoi). For as they are still so backward in the observance 
of the commonest duty, and even in the correct estimation of it, 
this means simply to make them fantastical romancers betimes. 
But, even with the instructed and experienced part of mankirn 1, 
this supposed spring has, if not an injurious, at least no genuine 
moral effect on the heart, which, however, is what it was Jesired 

to produce. 
Allj('Clings, especially those that are to produce unwonted 

exertions, must accomplish their effect at the moment they are 
at their height, and before they calm clown; otherwise they effect 
nothing; for as there was nothing to strengthen the heart, but 
only to excite it, it naturally returns to its normal moderate 
tllne, and thus falls back into its previous languor. Principles 
must Le built on conceptions; on any other basis there can only 
be paroxysms, which can give the person no moral worth, nay, 
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not en•n c11nfhle11ce i11 himself, without which th0, hi_! .. dwst. gno,l 
in man, conscious11css of the morality of his mind a111l <·haracter, 
cannot exist.. No\v if these cn11ceptio11s arc te1 llf'<•n11H' s11l1,il'L·­
tively prae:tical, \VC must not rest satisfiecl with admiring the 
objective law of morality, an,l estPeming it hi!.!:hly i11 rPl'Pn'nee 
to humanitv hut we must consider the !'.1111cc·1,tio11 nf it in 

" ' 
relation to man as a11 illllivi<lual, ancl then this law appPars i11 a 
form indeed that is highly deserving c,f n·sJH'<:l, l,11L not sn 
pleasani,as if it belonged to the clement to which hc1 is naturally 
aceustomed, lmt, on the contrary, as ofteu cnrnpelli11g him to 
quit this element, not without self-denial, and to lwtake himself 
to a higher, in which he ca11 only maintain himsdf with troulJle 
aiul with unceasing apprehension of a relapse. ln a wonl, tlw 
moral law i1emands (308) olJedience, from duty, not from prl'di­
lection, which cannot and ought not to be pre-supposed at all. 

Let us now see in an exampll' whether the concept.ion of an 
action as a noble and marrnanimous one has more sul1jective 

0 ' 

moving power than if the action is conceived merely as duty in 
relation to the solemn law of morality. The action by which a 
man endeavours at the greatest peril of life to rescue people 
from shipwreck, at last losing his life in the attempt, is reckoned 
on one si,le as duty, but 011 the other ancl for the most part as a 
meritorious action, but our esteem for it is nrnch \veakeued l1y 
the notion of cl llt,11 to himsdf, which seems in this case to he some­
what infringed. More decisive is the magnanimous sacrilice of 
life for the safety of one's country; and yet there still remains 
some scruple whether it is a perfect duty to devote one's self to 
this purpose spontaneously and 11nbi1lden, and the action has 
not in itself the full force of a pattern and impulse to imitation. 
]~ut if an indispensable duty be i11 questio11, the transgression 
of which violates the moral law itself, and without regard to the 
welfare of mankind, and as it were tramples on its holiness (such 
as are usually called duties to Goel, because in Him we conceive 
the ideal of holiness in substance), then we give onr moet perfect 
esteem to the pursuit of it at the sacrifice of all that can have 
any value for the clearest inclinations, and we find our soul 
strengthened and elevated by such an example, when we convince 
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ourselves Ly contemplation of it that human nature s capable 
of RO great an elevation above every motive that nature can 
oppose to it. Juvenal describes such an example in a climax 
which makes the reader feel vividly the force of the spring that 
is contained in the pure law of duty, as duty : 

(309) Esto bonus miles, tutor bonus, arbiter idem 
Integer ; iuubiguae si quando citabere testis 
Incertaeq ue rei, Phalaris licAt imperet ut Ris 
Falsus, et admoto dictet periuria tauro, 
Summum crede nefos animam praeferre pudori, 
Et propter vitam vivendi perdere causas. 

"\,Vhen we can bring any flattering thought of merit into our 
action, then the motive is already somewhat alloyed with self­
love, and has therefore some assistance from the side of the 
sensibility. But to postpone everything to the holiness of duty 
alone, and to be conscious that we can because our own reason 
recognizes this as its command and says that we ought to do it, 
this is, as it were, to raise ourselves altogether above the world 
of sense, and there is inseparably involved in the same a con­
sciousness of the law, as a spring of a faculty that controls the 
sensibility; aml although this is not always attended with 
effect, yet frequent engagement with this spring, and the at 
first minor attempts at using it, give hope that this effect may 
be wrought, and that by degrees the. greatest, and that a purely 
moral interest in it may be produced in us. 

The method then takes the following course. At first we 
are only concerned to make the judging of actions by moral 
laws a natural employment accompanying all our own free 
actions as well as the observation of those of others, and to 
make it, as it were, a habit, and to sharpen this judgment, asking 
first whether the action corifo1·ms objectively to the moml law, 
and to what law; and we distinguish the law that merely 
furnishes a principle of obligation from that which is really 
obligatory (lcges obligandi a lcgibus obligantibus) ; as, for instance, 
the law of what men's wants require from me, as contrasted with 
that which their rights demand, the latter of which prescribes 

s 
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(310) essential, the former only non-essential duties; and thus 
we teach how to distinguish different kincls of <lntiPs which meet 
in the same action. The other point to which attention must be 
directed is the question ,vhether the action was also (subjec­
tively) done.for the sake of the moral lo1r, so that it not only is 
morally correct as a deed, but also, by the maxim from which it 
is done, has moral worth as a disposition. Now there is no 
doubt that this practice, and the resulting cultmc of our reason 
in judging merely of the practical, must gradually produce a 
certain interest even in the law of reason, and euusequently in 
morally good actions. ]for we ultimately take a liking for a 
thing, the contemplation of which makes us fcl'l that the use of 
our cognitive faculties is extended, and this extension is espe­
cially furthered by that in which we fiIHl moral correctness, 
since it is only in such an order of things that reason, with its 
faculty of determining d pri01·-i on principle what ought to be 
done, can find satisfaction. An observer of nature takes liking 
at last to objects that at first offencle<l his spnscs, when he 
discovers in them the great adaptation of their organization to 
design, so that his reason finds food in its eontemplation. So 
Leibuitz spared an insect that he hiul carefully C\xaminecl with 
the microscope, and replaced it on its leaf, becauic;e he had found 
himself instructed by the view of it, and had as it were received 
a benefit from it. 

But this employment of the faculty of judgment, which 
makes us feel our own cognitive powers, is not yet the interest 
in actions and in their morality itself. It mC'rcly e:rnses us to 
take pleasure in engaging in such criticism, and it gives to 
virtue or the disposition that conforms to moral laws a form of 
beauty, which is admireJ, but not on that account sought after 
(laudatU?· ct algct); as everything the contemplation of which 
pro1luces a couscio:usness of the harmony (31 1) of our powers of 
conception, and in which we feel the whole of om faculty of 
knowle<lge (understanding and imagination) strengthened, pro­
dnces a satisfaction, which may also Le communicated to others, 
while nevertheless the existence of the object remains indifferent 
to us, being only regarded as the occasion of our uecoming aware 
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of the capacities in us which are elevatetl above mere animal 
nature. Now, however, the second exercise comes in the livina 

' 0 

exhibition of morality of character by examples, in which 
attention is directe<l to purity of will, first only as a negative 
perfection, in so far as in an action done from duty no motives 
of inclination have any influence in determining it. By this the 
pupil's attention is fixed upon the consciousness of his/1'CCdo111, 
mlll although this renunciation at first excites a feeling of pain, 
neYerthcless, by its withdrawing the pupil from the constraint 
of even real wants, there is proclaimed to him at the same time 
a deliverance from the manifold dissatisfaction in which all these 
wants entangle him, and the mind is malle capable of receiving 
the sensation of satisfaction from other sources. The heart is 
freed and lightened of a burden that always secretly presses on 
it, when instances of pure moral resolutions reveal to the man 
an inner faculty of which otherwise he has no right knowledge, 
the inward freedom to release himself from the boisterous impor­
tunity of inclinations, to such a degree that none of them, not 
€Ven the clearest, shall have any influence on a resolution, for 
which we are now to employ our reason. Suppose a case where 
I alone know that the wrong is on my side, and although a free 
confession of it and the offer of satisfaction are so strongly 
opposed by vanity, selfishness, and even an otherwise not illegi­
timate antipathy to the man whose rights are impaired by me, 
I am nevertheless able to discanl all these considerations (312); 

in this there is implied a consciousness of independence on 
inclinations and circumstances, and of the possibility of being 
sufficient for myself, which is salutary to me in general for 
other purposes also. Aud now the law of duty, in consequence 
of the positive worth which obedience to it makes us feel, finds 
easier access through the respect for 01l1·scl-vcs in the consciousness 
of our freedom. When this is well established, when a man 
dreads nothing more than to find himself, on self-examination, 
worthless and contemptible in his own eyes, then ewry good 
moral disposition can be grafted on it, because this is the best, 
nay, the only guard that can keep off from the mind the pressure 
of ignoble and corrupting motives. 

s2 



r·o:-;cr.L·s10:-;-. f:m] 

I ha,·c rmly intt•!lf \eel l11 priint 11t1! t 111· 11111:-:t .~<·11t•1·al 111:1xi111s 
of the methoJulogy uf lll11r:tl cult i\'ati1111 awl L·x,·n:i:-:1'. ..\s tllt' 

manifold ,·ariety ,,f 1lt1til':-: l'L'•1nirc·:-: s1wr·ial rt1lt.•:-: f"r each kind. 
and this wuulil J,._, a prolix affair, 1 shall lw n·adily t'X<:11sed 
if in u work lib· this, which is only 1,rdiminary. 1 c·,1ntt'lll 
myself with these ,,utlines. 

Two things fill the mind with e,·er new antl incre,rning 
athniratioll an<l awe, the oftener aml the lll11l'l' slPadily we retlect 
on the1n: the stro•;·y hcat'cns almrc <tilfl tli,· ·111ul'"I I",,. /l'illii11. I 
hnxe not to search for thelll arnl conjecture th,•rn as though 
they were veiled in darkness or \\·ere in the trauscenden t region 
heyond my horiz1111; l see them bcf11rc IIH' an<l c:u1111cl't them 
directly with the c:onscio11s11ess of my existe11ce. The former 
begins from the place I occupy in the external ,rnrld of sense, 
and enlarges (313) my c:onnexion therein tu an unbounded extent 
with worlJs upon worlds aml systems of syste111s, a11<l moreover 
into limitless times of their l)eriodic: motion, its lwcri1111i110- and 

,:, C, 

continuunce. The second begins from my invisiLle self, my 
personality, and exhibits me in a world whieh has trne infinity, 
but which is tmceahle ouly by the understanding, aud with 
whic:h I clisc:ern that I am not in a merely contingent but in a 
universal and necessary connexion, as I am also thereby with 
all those visible worlds. The former Yiew of a eom1tless 
multitude of worlch; annihilates, as it were, my importance as 
an rminurl crr:aturr, which after it has been for a short time 
providetl with vital power, one knows not how, must again 
give back the matter of which it was formed to the planet it 
inhal>its (a mere speck in the universe). The second, on the 
c:untrary, infinitely elevates my worth as au intclh'ge11cc by my 
personality, in which the moral law reveals to me a life 
independent on animality and even on the whole sensible 
world-at least so far as may be inferred from the destination 
assigned to my 1!xistence by this law, a destination not restricted 
to conditions and limits of this life, but reaching into the infinite. 
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Hnt though :lllmiration and respect may excite to inquiry, 
tlwy cannot snpply the ,vant of it. What, then, is to be done in 
urder to enter on this in a useful manner and one adapted to 
the loftiness of the subj<?ct? Examples may serw in this as a 
warning, and also for imitation. The contemplation of the 
world b('gan from the noblest spectacle 'that the human senses 
present to us, an1l that our understanding can bear to follow in 
their rnst reach ; and it ende1l-in astrology. Morality began 
with the noblest attribute of human nature, the development 
and cnlti\'ation of which give a prospect of infinite utility; and 
ended-in fanaticism or superstition (31-1). So it is with all 
crude attempts where the principal part of the business tlepends 
011 the use of reason, a use which does not come of itself, like 
the use of the feet, by frequent exercise, especially ,vhen attri­
lmtes are in question which cannot be directly exhil.Jited in 
common experience. But after the maxim had come into vogue, 
though late, to examine carefully beforehand all the steps that 
reason purposes to take, and not to let it proceed otherwise than 
in the track of a previously well-considered method, then the 
study of the structure of the universe took quite a different 
direction, and thereby attained an incomparably happier result. 
The fall of a stone, the motion of a sling, resoh·eLl into their 
elements and the forces that are manifested in them, and treated 
rnathenrntically, produced at last that clear and hencefonvard 
unchangeable insight into the system of the world, which as 
observation is continued may hope always to externl itself, but 
need ne,·er fear to be compelled to retreat. 

This example may suggest to us to enter on the same path 
in treatinir of the moral capacities of our nature, and may 2:ive b .. .._, 

ns hope of a like good result. "\Ve haYe at harnl the instances 
of the moral judgment of reason. By analysing these into 
their elementary conceptions, and in tlefault of mathematics 

adopting a process similar to that of chemistry, the scpamtivn nf 
the empirical from the rational elements that may be found in 
them, by repeated experiments on common sense, we may exhibit 
bnth pure, and learn with certainty what each part can accom­
plish of itself, so as to prevent on the one hand the errors of a 
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still cnidc untrained judgment, and on the other hand (what is 
far more necessary) the extravagances of .'Jcnius, by which, as by 
the adepts of the philosopher's stone, ,vithout any meth()(lical 
stu1ly or knowledge of nature, visionary treasures arc pro­
mised (315) and the true are thrown away. In one word, science 
lCritically undertaken and methodically directed) is the narrow 
gate that leads to the true doctrine of practical visdom,1 if we 
und,erstarnl by this not merely what one ought to do, but what 
ought to serve teachers as a guide to corn,trnct well and clearly 
the road to wisdom which everyone shoultl travel, and to secure 
others from going astray. Philosophy must always continue to 
be the guardian r,£ this science; anrl although the public does 
not take any interest in its subtle investigations, it nrn~t take an 
interest in the resulting docl1'incs, which such an examination 
first puts in a clear light. 

1 [ IVci.~htil.~lehre, \'lll"llaculn.r German for l'/i il,w,1,hy. See I'· :.m:t] 
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INTRODUCTION 
TO 

THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS. 

I. 

OF TIIE RELATION OF THE FACULTIES OF THE HUl\IAN MIND 

TO THE MORAL LAWS. 

THE appetitive faculty is the faculty of being by means of 
one's ideas the cause of the objects of these ideas.1 The 

faculty which a being has of acting according to its ideas is 
Life. Firstly-Desire or aversion has always connected with 
it plcaS'lwe or displeaS'ltre, the susceptibility to which is called 

1 [''To this definition it has been objected, that 'it comes to nothing 
as soon as we abstract from external conditions of the result of the desire. 
Yet even to the Idealist the appetitive faculty is something, although to 
him the external world is nothing.' Answer : Is there not such a thing 
as an earnest longing which yet we are conscious is in vain (ex. y1·. \Vould 
to God that man were still living !), and which, though it leads to no deed, 
is yet not without rest1Us, and has a powerful effect not indeed on outward 
things, but within the subject himself (making him ill) 1 A desire being 
an effort (nis11s) to be, by means of one's ideas, a cause, still, even though 
the subject perceives the inadequacy of these to produce the desired effect, 
is always a causality at least within the subject. What causes the mistake 
here is this : that since the consciousness of our power yenerally (in the 
given case) is at the same time a consciousness of our pott:erlessness in 
respect to the outer world, the definition is not applicable to the Idealist, 
although as here we are speaking only of the relation of a cause (the idea) 
to the effect (feeling), the causality of the idea in respect of its object 
(whether that causality be internal or external) must inevitably be 
included in the conception of the appetitive faculty."-Rechtsleh1·c, 
Anhang (to second edition), p. 130.] 
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feeling. But the converse does not always holtl; for a plc:umro 
may exist which is not connected with any desire of the object, 
but with the mere idea which one frames to one's self of an 
object, no matter whether its object exists or not. Secondly­
The pleasure or displeasure in the object of the desire docs not 
always precede the desire, and cannot always be regarded as its 
cause, but must sometimes be looked on as the effect thereof. 

Now, the capability of having pleasure or displeasure in an 
idea is called feeling, because both contain what is merely sub­
jective in relation to our idea (10), and have no relation to an 
object so as to contribute to the possible cognition of it1 ~not 
even the cognition of our own state); whereas in other cases 
sensations, apart from the quality which belongs to them in 
consequence of the nature of the subject (ex. ,IJr. red, sweet, etc.), 
may yet have relation to an object, arnl constitute part of our 
knowledge; but pleasure or displeasure (in the red or sweet) 
expresses absolutely nothing in the object, but simply a relation 
to the subject. Pleasure and displeasure cannot be more closely 
defined, for the reason just given. We can only specify what 
consequences they have in certain circumstances so as to make 
them cognizable in practice. The pleasure which is necessarily 
connected with the desire of the object whose idea affects feeling 
may be called practical pleasure, whether it is cause or effect of 
the desire. On the contrary, the pleasure which is not neces-

1 We might define sensibility as the subjective clement in our ideas; 
for it is the understanding that first refers the ideas to an object ; i.e. it 
alone thinks somewhat by means thereof. Now the subjective clement of 
our idea ma.y be of such a. kind that it can also be referred to an object 
as contributory to the knowledge of it (either as to the form or the matter, 
being called in the former case intuition, in the latter sensation). In this 
case sensibility, which is the susceptibility to tho iclea in question, is 
Sense. Or again, the subjective element of the idea may be such that it 
cannot become a piece of knowledge, inasmuch as it contains merely the 
relation of this idea to the subject, and nothing that is useful for the 
knowledge of the object ; and in this case this susceptibility to the idea is 
called Feeling, which contains the effect of the idea (whether sem1ihlo or 
intellectual) on the subject, and this belongs to the sensibility, even 
though the idea itself may belong to the understanding or the reason. 
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sarily connected with the desire of the object, and which, there­
fore, is at bottom not a pleasure in the existence of the object 
of the idea, but clings to the idea only, may be called mere 
contemplative pleasure or passive satisfaction ( 11). The feeling 
of the latter kind of pleasure we call taste. Accordingly, in a 
practical philosophy we can treat this only cp1·sodiea1ly, not as a 
notion properly belonging to that philosophy. But as regards 
the practical pleasure, the determination of the appetitfre 
faculty which is caused, and therefore necessarily preceded by 
this pleasure, is called a;pctifr fa the strict sense, and habitnal 
appetite is called inclination. The connexion of pleasure with 
the appetitirn faculty, in so far as this connexion is judged by 
the understanding to hold good by a general rule (though only 
for the subject, is called interest, and hence in this case the 
practical pleasure is an interest of inclination. On the other 
hand, if the pleasure can only follow an antecedent determina­
ti(ln of the appetitive faculty, it is an intellectual pleasure, and 
the interest in the object must be called an interest of reason. 
l•'or if the interest were one of sense, and not merely founded 
on pure principles of reason, sensation must be joined with 
pleasure, and thus be able to determine the appetitive faculty. 
Although where a merely pure interest of reason must be as­
sumed, no interest of inclination can be substituted for it, yet 
in order to accommodate ourselws to common speech, we may 
admit an inclination even to that which can only be the object 
of an intellectual pleasure-that is to say, a habitual desire 
from a pure interest of reason. This, however, would not be 
the cause but the etr;:;ct of the latter interest, and we might 
call it the scnse-j1'cc inclination (propcn.sio intellcct11alis). Fur­
ther, concupiscence is to be distinguished from the desire itself 
as beincr the stimulus to its determination. It is always a 

0 ' 

sensible state of mind, but one which has not yet arrived at an 
act of the appetitive faculty. 

The appetitive faculty which depends on concepts, in so far 
as the ground of its determination to action is found in itself ( 12:, 

not in the object, is called a faculty of doing 01· forbearing as 1ce 

please. In so far as it is combined with the consciousness of 
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the power of its action to prrnlucc its ohjr-ct, it, i:-- «·allecl 
"elective will" [ JVillkii/11· = arbitriuu1]; if not :--o c:ornhined, it:-­
act is called a wish.1 The appetitive faculty, whm;e inner 
determining principle, aml, consequently, enm it:-- "good plea­
sure" (Bcl-ieben), is found in the reason of the subject, is called 
the Rational 1Vill [Wille]. Accor1lingly the I:ational ·will i:; 
the appetitive faculty, 11ot (like the elective will) in relation t11 

the action, Lut rather in relation to \vhat determines the clccti,·c 
will [Willkiihr] to the action; aml it lms properly itself no 
determining ground ; but in so far as it can determine the 
elective will, it is practical reason itself. 

Under the will may be included the elective will [Willkiihr], 
and even mere wish, inasmuch as reason can determine tht! 
appetitive faculty; and the elective will, which can be deter­
mined by pure reason, is called free elective will. That which 
is determinable only by inclination would be animal elective 
will (wrbitrinm bmtmn). Human elective will, on the contrary, 
is one which is affected but not determined by impulses. It iR 
accordingly in itself (apart from acquired practice of reason) 
not pure; but it cau be determined to actions lJy the pure will. 
F1·eedom of the elective will is just that indcpenclencc of its 
determination on sensible impulHes: this is the negative con­
cept of it. The positive is: the power of pure reason to be 

1 [This important distinction is here explicitly made for the first time. 
In the earlier treatises, the word " \Ville " covers both significations. In 
writing the "Kritik," Kant s1~w that much confusion of thought was 
traceable to the use of the same word for two very different things, and 
in that treatise he sometimes uses " \Villkiihr." His use of the term is, 
of course, his own. In the fast treatise in the present volume the word 
"Wille" occurs only once or twice. In default of an English word suit­
able to be appropriated to the signification of Kant's "Willkiihr," I have 
adopted the compound term "elective will," reserving "rational will " 
fur " Wille." Althou~h the distinction has not been fixed in appropriate 
terms, it has been felt and more or less obscurely indicated by many 
moralists. Indeed, it is implied in St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans, 
-ch. vii., where, for instance, in ver. 15, the subject of Bb.w isl as "Wille," 
while that of ,ra,w is I as "Willki.ihr." Compare the words of Kant on the 
corrupt heart coexisting with the good "Wille," p. 352.J 
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1 ,1· it ,-,df prnetical. Now this is possible only by the subordi­
uat ion of the maxim of every action to the condition of fitness 
for nniversa.l law. For being pure reason it is directed to 
Lhe elective will, irrespective of the object of this will. Now 
it is the faculty of principles (in this case practical principles, 
so that it is a legislative faculty) (13); and since it is not pro­
vided with the matter of the law, there is nothing which it can 
make the supreme law and determining ground of the elective 
will except Lhe form, consisting in the fitness of the maxim 
of the elective will to be a universal law. And since from 
suLjective causes the maxims of men do not of themselves 
coinc:i<le with those objective maxims, it can only prescribe 
this law as an imperative of command or prohibition. 

These laws of freedom are called, in contradistinction to 
physical laws, moral laws. In so for as they are directed to 
mere l1xtenml actions and their lawfulness, they are called 
Jud frial; but when they demand that these laws themselves 
shall lie the Lleterminino- (Trnund of the actions they are rthical, r-, t, , 

Uilll in this case we say-the agreement with the former consti­
tutes the lcqctlity, agreement with the latter the morality of the 
action. The freedom to which the former laws relate can only 
be freedom in its external exercise; but the freedom to which 
the btter refer is freedom both in the internal and external 
exere;isc of the elective will in as far, namely, as this elective 
will is determined by laws of reason. Similarly, in theoretic 
philosophy ,ve say, that only the objects of the outer senses are 
in 8pace, while the objects both of the external and of the 
internal sense are in time; because the ideas of both ai'e still 
idea8, and for this reason all belong to the inner sense. Just 
so, whether we regard freedom in the external or the internal 
exercise of the elective will, in either case its laws, being pure 
practical laws of reason governing free elective will generally, 
must be also its internal grounds of determination; although 
they need not always be considered in this point of view. 
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II. 

OF THE CONCEPTIO:'.\ A);D THE ::--ECESSITY OF A ~IETAl'IIYS!t' 

OF ETIIICS. 

(14) It has been shown elsewhere that for physical science, 
which has to do with the objects of the external senses, we 
must haYe d priuri 1)l·inciples; and that it is possible-nay, 
even necessary-to prefix a system of these principles under 
the name of metaphysical principles of natural philosophy to 
physics, which is natural philosophy appliccl to special pheno­
mena of experience. The latter, however (at least when the 
f1uestion is to guanl its propositions from error), may assume 
many principles as universal on the test.imo11y of experience, 
although the former, if it is to be in the strict sense uni\'ersal, 
must be cleduced from a priori grounds; just as Newton 
adopted the principle of the equality of action and reaction as 
lJasecl on experience, and yet extended it to all material 11aturc. 
The chemists go still further, and base their rnost universal 
laws of combination and dissociation of substances by their 
own forces entirely on experience, and yet they haYe such 
confidence in their universality and necessity that, in the 
experiments they make with them, they have no apprehension 
of error. 

It is otherwise with the moral laws. These are vali1l as 
laws only so far as they ha,·e an d pn'or1: basis and can be seen 
to be necessary; nay, the concepts and judgments aLout our­
selves and our actions and omissions have no moral significance 
at all, if they contain only what can be learned from ex­
perience; and should one be so misled as to make iuto a 
moral principle anything derived from this source, he would 
be in danger of the gtossest ancl most pernicious crrots. 

If the science of morals were nothing but the science of 
happiness, it would be unsuitable to look out for d priori prin­
ciples on which to rest it. For however plausible it may sound 
to say that reason could discern, even before experience, by 
what means one might attain a lasting enjoyment of the true 
pleasures of life, yet everything which is taught on this subject 
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ci priori is either tautological or assumed without any founda­
tion. It is experience alone that can teach us what gives us 
plt'asnre (1:i). The natural impulses to nutrition, to the propa­
gation of the species, the desire of rest, of motion, and (in the 
dl'n1lopmcut of our natural capacities) the desire of honom, of 
knowledge, &c., can alone teach, and moreover teach each 
i11diYidual in his own special way, in what to place those plea­
sures; and it is these also that can teach him the means by 
,vhich he must seek them. All plausiLle d priori reasoning is 
1wrc at botLom nothing but experience raised to generality by 
intlnction: a, ueneralit'\· too so rnca(Tre that eYervone must be 

0 J' ' 0 .J 

allowed many exceptions, in order to make the choice of his 
mot_lo of life suitable to his special inclination and his suscepti­
hili ty for pleasure; so that· after all he must become wise only 
l>y his owu or others' loss. It is not so with the doctrines of 
lllurality. They are imperative for eYeryone without regard to 
his inclinations solely because and so far as he is free, ancl has ' . 
practical reason. Instruction in its laws is not dra\Vll from 
observation of himself and his animal part; not from percep­
tion of the course of the ,vorld, from that which happens and 
from the way in which men act (although the German word 
"sitton," like the Latin mores, signifies only manners and 
mode of life); Lut reason commands how men should act, even 
although 110 instance of such action could be found; moreover, 
it pays no regard to the advantage which we maJ..J1ereby 
attain, which certainly can only be learned by experience. For 
although it allows us to seek our advantage in every way that 
\ve can; and in addition, pointing to the testimony of expe­
rience, can promise us, probably and on the whole, greater 
ad van tacres from followin(T its commands than from trans0crres-

'"' o 
sion of them, especially if obedience is accompanied Ly pru-
dence, yet the authority of its precepts as cvnimands does not 
rest on this (16). Reason uses such facts only (by way of 
counsel) as a counterpoise to the temptations to the opposite, 
in order, first of all, to compensate the error of an unfair 
balance, so that it may then assure a clue preponderance to the 
a priori grounds of a pure practical i-eason. 
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If, therefore, we give the name Aletaphysic to a HJHtem of 

a priori knowledge derived from mere concepts, then a praetical 
philosophy, which has for its object not nature but freedom of 
choice, will presuppose and require a metaphysic of morals: 
that is, to hare it is itself a duty, and, moreover, every man has 
it in himself, though commonly only in an oLscure way; fur 
without d priori principles how could he belieYc that he has in 
him a universal law-giving? Moreover, just as iu the meta­
physic of natural philosophy there must be principles touching 
the application to objects of experience of those supreme uni­
versal laws of a physical system generally, so also a metaphysic 
of morals cannot dispense with similar principles; and we shall 
often have to take the special natnrc of man, which can only be 
known by experience, as our object, in order to exhibit in it the 
consequences of the universal moral pri11ciples; but this will 
not detract from the purity of the latter nor cast any doubt 
on their d priori origin-that is to say, a Metaphysic of 
Morals cannot be founded on anthropology, but may be applied 
to it. 

The counterpart of a metaphysic of morals, namely, the 
second subdivision of practical philosophy generally, would be 
moral anthropology, which would contain the subjective con­
ditions favourable and unfavourable to carrying 011t the laws of 
the power in human nature. It would treat of the pro1luctio11, 
the propagation, and strengthening of moral principles (in edu­
cation, school and popular instruction) (ti), and other like 
doctrines and precepts based on experience, which cannot be 
dispensed with, but which must not come before the metaphysic, 
nor be mixed with it. For to do so would be to run the risk of 
eliciting false or at least indulgent moral laws, which would 
represent that as unattainable which has only not been 
attained because the law has not been discerned and proclaimed 
in its purity (the very thing in which its strength consists); 
or else because men make use of spurious or mixed motives to 
what is itself good and dutiful, and these allow no certain moral 
principles to remain; but this anthropology is not to be used as 
a standard of judgment, nor as a discipline of the mind in its 
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obedience to duty; for the precept of duty must be given solely 
by pure reason d ]n'iori. 

:N"ow with respect to the division to which that just men­
tioned is suboruinate, namely, the division of philosophy into 
theoretical and practical, I have explained myself sufficiently 
elsewhere (in the Critical Examination of the Faculty of ,Tudg­
mcnt),1 and have shown that the latter branch can be nothin(l' 

b 

else than moral philosophy. Everything practical which con-
cerns what is possible according to physical laws (the proper 
business of Art) depends for its precept on the theory of phy­
sical nature; that only which is practical in accordance ,vith 
laws of freedom can have principles that do not depend on any 
theory ; for there can be no theory of that which transcends the 
properties of physical nature. Hence by the practical part of 

1 [" When Philosophy, as containing principles of the rational know­
ledge of things through concepts (not merely, as Logic does, principles of 
the form of thought in general without distinction of its objects), is 
divided into tl1eo1·etical and practical, this is quite l'ight; but, then, the 
concepts which assign to the principles of this rational knowledge their 
object must be specifically distinct, otherwise they would not justify n 
division which always presupposes a contrast of the principles of the 
rational knowledge belonging to the different parts of a science. 

Now there are only two kinds of concepts, and these admit ns many 
distinct principles of possibility of their object, namely, physical concepts 
and the concept of freedom. Now as the former make possible a tlieol'eti­
cal knowledge on a pl'iori principles, whereas in respect of these the latter 
only conveys in its concept a negative principle (that of mere contrast); 
while, on the other hand, it establishes principles for the determination of 
the will, which, therefore, are called practical ; hence philosophy is rightly 
divided into two parts with quite distinct principles-the theoretical, 
which is natural philosophy, and the pr~ctical, which is moral philosophy 
(for so we name the practical legislation of reason according to the concept 
of freedom). Hitherto, however, there has .prevailed a gross misuse of 
these expressions in the division of the different principles, and conse­
quently also of philosophy; inasmuch as what is practical according to 
physical concepts has been assumed to be of the same kind as what is 
practical according to the concept of freedom ; and thus, with the same 
denominations of ' theoretical' and ' practical' philosophy, a division is 
made by which nothing is really divided (since both parts might have 
principles of the same kind). "-K1·itik der Urtheilskraft, Einl. p. 8.] 

T 
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philosophy (co-ordinate with its theoretical part) we are to 
umlerstand not any technical doctrine, bnt a mrmdly 1n·actical 
doctrine; and if the habit of choice, accordiug to laws of free­
dom, in contrast to physical laws, is here also to be called ad, 

we must understand thereby such an art as woul<l make a system 
of freedom like a system of nature possible; truly a <li,·ine art, 
were we in a condition to fulfil by means of rcaso11 the precepts 
of reason, and to carry its I<leal into aetnality. 

III. 

(18) OF TUE SUBDIVISION OF A )IETAPIIY:';J(: OF :'IIOIL\LS.1 

All legislation (whether it prescril,cs i11ternal or external 
actions, and these either d priori by pure reas1,11 or hy the will 
of another) involves two things: fir8l, a /,w, which ol!jcctfrcly 
presents the action that is to be done as necessary, rl'. makes 
it a duty; secondly, a sprinf/, which snbjcctil'cl,11 comieet:-1 with 
the iclea of the law the motive determining the dcctive will 
to this action; hence, the secoml element is this, that the law 
makes duty the spring. By the former the action is presented. 
as duty, an<l this is a mere theoretical knnwle<lgo of the possible 
determination of the elective will, i.e. of prnetieul rnlcH; hy the 
latter, the obligation so to act is connected with a motive which 
determines the elective will generally in the agent. 

Accordingly, all legislation may be divided into two classes 
in respect of the springs employed (all(l this whether the 

1 The deductio,~ of the division of a system : tlrnt is, tho proof of its 
completeness as well as of its continnity, namely, that the transition from 
the notion divided to each member of the diviiiion in the whole series of 
subdivisions does not take place zier saltmn, is one of tho most difficult 
tasks of the constructor of a. system. It is even clitli.cult to say what is the 
ultimate notion of which right and wrong (fas mit nefris) are divi1:1ions. It 
is the uct of free choice in general. So teachers of uutology hegiu with the 
notions of .~umethiny and nothing, without being a.ware that the1:1e are 
already members of a division of a higher notion which is not given, but 
which, in fact, can only be the notion of an object in geueral. 
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actions prescribed are the same or not : as, for instance, the 
actions might be in all cases external) (19). That lecrislation 
which at once makes an action a duty, and makes this duty 
the spring, is ethical. That which does not include the latter 
in the law, and therefore admits a spring different from the 
idea of duty itself, is juridical. As regards the latter, it is 
easily seen that this sprincr which is distinct from the idea of :-,, 

duty, must be derived from the pathological motives of choice, 
namely, the inclinations and aversions, and amongst these 
from the latter, since it is a lecrislation which must be con-o > 

straining, not an invitation, which is persuasive. 
The mere agreement or disagreement of an action with the 

law, without regard to the motiYe from which the action springs, 
:::; ealleLl legality; but when the idea of duty arising from the 
law is also the motive of the action, the agreement is called 
the morality of the action. 

Duties arisinrr from forensic lecrislation can onlv be external 0 , 0 .I 

duties, because this legislation does not require that the idea 
of this duty, which is internal, shall be of itself the motive of 
the elective will of the agent; and as it nevertheless requires 
a suitable spring, it can only connect external springs with the 
law. On the other hand, ethical legislation, while it makes 
internal actions duties, does not exclude external actions, but 
applies generally to everything that is duty. But just because 
ethical legislation includes in its law the inner spring of the 
action (the idea of duty), a property which cannot belong to 
the external legislation ; hence ethical legislation cannot be 
external (not even that of a divine will), although it may adopt 
duties which rest on external legislation, and take them 
regarded as duties into its own legislation as springs of action. 

(20) From hence we may see that all duties belong to 
Ethics, simply because they are duties; but it does not follow 
that, their legislation is always 1nclucled in Ethics: in the case of 
many duties it)s quite outside Ethics. Thus Ethics requires 
that I should fulfil my pledged word, even though the other 
party could not compel me to do so; but the law (pacta sunt 
scrvanda) and the corresponding duty are taken by Ethics from 

T2 
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jurisprudence. Accordingly, it is not in Ethics but_in J11s that 
the legislation is contained which enjoins that promises IJc kept. 
Ethics teaches only that even if the spring wt>re absent ,vhich 
is connected by forensic legislation with that duty, na111cly, ex­
ternal compulsion, yet the idea of duty would ~lone lie suf1icient 
as a sprinrr. l◄'or if this were not so, and if tlte h'gislation 
itself wer/ not foren:c:ic, and the duty arising from iL 11uL pro­
pel'ly a legal duty (in contrast to a moral duty), thc11 faithful­
ness to one's engagements woulcl be put in the saml' class as 
actions of benevolence and the obligatirm to them, wltid1 cannot 
be admitted. It is not an ethical duty to kPCJ> one's promise, 
bnt a legal duty, one that we can he compelled to )>ct-form. 

Nevertheless, it is a virtnons action (a proof of virt11e) to tlo 
so, even where no compulsion is to be aJJj11"rl1nulccl. Law ancl 
morals, thereforr, are distinguished not so rn11ch by the divcrsiLy 
of their duties, lrnt rather by the diversity of the legislation 
which connects this or that motive with the law. 

Ethical legislation is that which cannut be external (although 
the duties may be external); forensic legislation is that which 
can be external. Thus to keep one's contract is an extemal 
duty; but the command (21) to <lo this merely because it is 
a duty, without regard to any other motive, belongs only to the 
int1'i-nctl legislation. Accordingly, the olJligation is reckoned as 
belonging to Ethics, not as being a special kinJ of duty (a 
special kind of actions to which one is bouml)-for in Ethics as 
well as in law we have external duties-but because in the 
supposed case the legislation is an internal one, and can have 
no external lawgiver. For the same reason duties of benevo­
lence, although they are external duties ( obligations to external 
actions), are yet reckoned as belonging to Ethics because the 
legislation imposing them can only be internal. No doubt 
Ethics has also duties peculiar to iL:iClf (1'.r. _rp._ duties to our• 
selves), but it also has duties in common with law, only the 
kind of obli_qation is different. For it is the peculiarity of 
ethical legislation to perform actions solely because they are 
duties, and to make the principle of duty itself the adequate 
spring of the will, no matter whence the clut.y may be derived. 
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Hence, while there are many directly cthfral duties, the internal 
legislation makes all others indirectly ethical. 

IV. 

PHELI:\fINAHY NOTIONS BELONGING TO THE METAPHYSIC OF 

:MORALS. 

(Plii'losopMa practica 1mivcrsalis.) 

The concept of Freedom, is a pure concept of the reason, and 
on this account it is as regards theoretical philosophy trans­
<.:ell(lent, that is, a concept for which there is no corresponding 
example in any possible experience, which therefore forms no 
object of any theoretic knowledge possible to us, and is valid 
not as a constitutive, but simply as a regulative principle of 
pure speculative reason, and that a negative one; but in the 
practical exercise of reason it proves its reality by pract.ical 
principles (22), which being laws of causality of pure reason, 
determine the elective will independently on all empirical con­
ditions (sensible conditions generally), and prove the existence 
of a pure will in us in which the moral concepts and laws have 
their origin. 

On this concept of freedom, which (in a practical aspect) 
is positive, are founded unconditional practical laws which are 
called moral, and these, in respect of us, whose elective will is 
sensibly affected, and therefore does not of itself correspond 
with the pure will, but often opposes it, are impcrati1.:cs (com­
mands or prohibitions), and, moreover, are categorical (uncon­
ditional) imperatives, by which they are distinguished from 
technical imperatives (precepts of art), which always give only 
conditional commamls. By these imperatives certain actions 
are permitted or not permitted, that is, are morally possible 
or impossible; some, however, or their opposites, are morally 
necessary, that is, obligatory. Hence arises the notion of a 
dnty, the obeying or transgressing of which is, indeed, con­
nected with a pleasure or displeasure of a peculiar kind (that 



278 INTRODUCTION TO TIIF: [23] 

of a moral feeling), of which, however, ,..,-e can take no account 
in the practical laws of reason, since they do not concern the 
.foundation of the practical laws, but only the su bjcc:t,ive cffi·ct in 
the min<l when our elective will is determined by these ; and 
they may be very 1lifferent in 1liffercnt persons without ad<ling 
to or taking from the validity or influPncc of these laws 
objcctiuly, that is, in the judgment of the reason. 

The following notions are common lo both parts of the 
Metaphysic of Morals :-

Obligation is the necessity of a free action unJer a cate­
gorical imperative of reason. The Imprmt i'l'I: is a practical 
rule by which an action in itself contingent is made necessary; 
it is distinguished from a practical law by this (2a), that while 
the latter exhibits the necessity of the action, it takes no 
account of the consi<leration whether this alrea1ly inheres by an 
internal necessity in the agent (say, a holy being), or whether, 
as in man, it is contingent; for where the former is the case 
there is no imperative. Accordingly, the imperative is a rule, 
the conception of which nutkes necessary an action that is sub­
jectively contingent, and hence represents the subject as one 
who must he con.~trained (necessitated) to agreement with this 
rule. The categorical (unconditional) imperative is one that 
does not commarnl indirectly through the idea of an end that 
can be attained hy the action, but immediately, through the 
mere conception of this action iti;:elf (its form), thinks it as 
objectively necessary and makes it necessary. 

No example of an imperative of this kind can be supplied by 
any other practical doctrine but that which prescribes obligation 
(the doctrine of morals). All other imperatives are tt'Chnical 
and conditioned. The gronnd of the possibility of categorical 
imperati vcs lies in this that they refer to no other property ' . 
of the elective will (by whi(;h any purpose could be ascribed to 
it), but only to its freedom,. An action is allowe<l (licitmn) 
which is not contrary to obligation; ancl this freedom which 
is not limited by any opposed imperative is called right of 
action (facv.ltcu; moralis) [Befugniss]. Hence it is obvious 
what is meant by disallowed (illicitwn). 
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Duty is the action to which a person is bound. It is there­
fore the matter of obligation, and it may be one and the same 
duty (as to the action), although the obligation to it may be of 
different kinds. 

The categorical imperative, since it expresses an obligation 
in respect of certain actions, is a moral practical law. But since 
obligation contains not only practical necessity (24) (which law 
in general exprrsses), but also cunstraint, the imperative men­
tioned is either a law of command or of prohibition according 
as the performance or omission is represented as duty. An 
action which is neither commanded nor forbidden is merely 
allou·cd, because in respect of it there is no law limiting freedom 
(right of action), and therefore also no duty. Such an action 
is called morally indifferent (ind(/Jc1·.ens, adiaplwron, 1·es mem: 
facultatis). It may be asked: are there any such, and if there 
are, then in order that one may be free to do or forbear a thing 
as he pleases, must there be, besides the law of command (lex 
pm:ccptiva, lex mandati) and the law of prohibition (lex pro­
hibitiva., foe vctiti), also a law of permission (le.v pcnnissiva) ? If 
this is the case, then the right of action would not be concerned 
with an indifferent action (adiaplwron); for if such an action is 
considered according to moral laws, it could not require any 
special law. 

An action is called a deed, in so far as it comes under laws 
of obligation, and, consequently, in so far as the subject is 
regarded in it accordina to the freedom of his elective will, the 

0 

agent is regarded as by such an act the author of the effect, 
and this, along with the action itself, may be imp1lted to him if 
he is previously acquainted with the law by virtue of which an 
obligation rests on him. 

A Person is the subject whose actions are capable of imputa­
tion. Hence moral personality is nothing but the freedom of a 
rational being under moral laws (whereas psychological person­
ality is merely the power of being conscious to oneself of the 
identity of one's existence in different circumstances). Hence 
it follows that a person is subject to no other laws than those 
which he (either alone or jointly with others) gives to himself. 
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(25) That which is not capalJlc of a11y irnp11tati()11 is callell a 
Thi11.1J. Every object of free elective will which is not itself 
possef3sed of freedom is, therefore, callee! a thing (ns C()1p11mlis). 

A deed is Ri.?ltt or lVrong in general (ro·t/!111 r(llf m'inus 

1·ctl1l1n), accorcling as it is consistent, or inconsistent with linty 
(fru:tmn l-icitw,n cwt illicit um), no rnaLtcr what t lw eon tent or 
·the origin of the duty may be. A deed inconsistent, with duty 
is c;alled transgression ~reat1rn). 

An unintentional transgression, which, however, may be 
i1uputed, is called mere fault (culpn). An intent,ional trans­
gression (that is, one which is accompanied by the c;onsciousnes:-; 
that it is transgression) is called crime (dulu,,). That which is 
right according to external laws is callcLl jl!st (j11.~t11111); what is 
not so is unjust ( injnstuni ). 

A conflict of duties (collisio o.fficior11n1 srn ooli,r;at1'0111 , 711) would 
l1e such a relation between them that one wouhl wholly or 
partially abolish the other. Now as duty and obligation arc 
notions which express the olJjcctive practical ncccs8ily of certain 
actions, and as two opposite rules cannot be ncce:;sary at the 
Harne time, but if it is a duty to act according to one of them, 
it is then not only not a duty but inc;onsistent with duty to act 
according to the other; it follows that a ('(mjlict of d11tfr1J arnl 
obligations is inconceivalJle (obligatio,us non cu/lidunl/11'). It 

may, however, very well happen, that in t.he Harne subject aml 
the rule which he prescribes to himself there are conjoined two 
grounds of obligation (rationcs obligandi), of which, howeYer, one 
or the other is inadequate to oulige ( ralioncs nlh,r;andi non ob[,£. 
gantcs), and then one of them is not a duty. ·when two such 
grounds are in conflict, practical philosophy does not say that 
the stronger obligation prevails (jortio1· obligatio vincit), out the 
stronger ground of obligat~·on prevails (fortior obligancl'i mtio 
'Vincit). 

(26) Binding laws, for which an external lawgiving is 
possible, are called in general external laws (lcgcs cxtcrnw). 
Amongst these the laws, the obligation to which can be re­
cognized by reason a priori, even without external legislation, 
are natural thongh external laws ; those, on the contrary, which 
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without actual external legislation would not bind at all (and, 
therefore, would. not be laws) are called positive laws. It is 
possible, therefore, to conceiYe an external legislation which 
would only contain [positive] 1 laws; but then a uaturallaw must 
precede, which should supply the ground of the authority of 
the lawgiver (that is, his right to bind others by his mere will). 

The principle which makes certain actions a duty is a prac­
tical law. The rule which the agent adopts from subjective 
grournls as his principle is called his J,faa,'i'rn; hence with the 
same laws the maxims of the agents may be very different. 

The categorical imperative, which only expresses in general 
what obligation is, is this: Act according to a maxim which 
ca11 at the same time hold good as a uniYersal law. You must, 
therefore, examine your actions in the first place as to their 
subjective pri11ciple; but whether this principle is also objec­
tively valid can only be recognized by this, that when your 
reaso11 puts it to the test of conceiving yourself as giving 
therein a universal law, it is found to be adapted to this 
u11i \'ersal legislation. 

The simplicity of this law, compared with the great and 
manifold requirements which can be drawn from it, must at 
first appear surprising, as must also the authoritative dignity 
it presents, without carrying with it perceptibly any motive. 

(2i) But when,iu this astonishment at the power of ourreason 
to determine choice by the mere idea of the fitness of a maxim 
for the universality of a practical law, we learn that it is just 
these practical (moral) laws that first make known a property 
of the will which speculative reason could never have arrived at, 
either from d p1·i01·i grounds or from experience-and if it did 
arrive at it could by no means prove its possibility, whereas 
those practical laws incontestably prove thia property, namely, 
freedom-then we shall be less surprised to find these laws, 
like mathematical axioms, 'ltndemonstrable and yet apodictic, 
and at the same time to see a whole field of practical cognitions 

1 [The original has 'natural.' The emendation, which is clearly neces­
s,Lry, was suggested to me by Mr._ Philip Sandford.] 
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opened before us, in which reason in its theoretic exercise, with 
the same idea of freedom, nay, with any other r,f its ic,upersen­
sible i<leas, must find everything absolutely elm;ccl to it. The 
a,-rreement of an action with the law of 1luty is its lcgolity .., ,. 
(legalitas); that of the maxim with the law is its 111ora 1ty 

(momlitas). Maxim is the sub}rctive principle of action, which 
the subject makes a rule to itself (namely, how he ehoosPR to 
act). On the contrary, the prineiplc of duty is that which 
Reason commands him alJsolutely and therefore ohjectiwly 
(how he ov,ght to act). The supreme principle of the onler is 
therefore: Act on a maxim which can also hold goo<l as a uni­
versal law. Every maxim whieh is not capable of being so is 
contrary to morality. 

Laws proceed from the Rationn.l Will ; maxims from the 
elective will. The latter is in man a free elccliYc will. The 
Rational Will, which is directed to nothing hut the law only, 
cannot be calle<l either free or unfree, l ,ecam;c i l is not I lireclecl 
to actions, hut immediately to the legislation for the maxims of 
actions (and is therefore practical reaHon itself). Com;cquently 
it is absolutely necessary, and is even 1'na111aUc of constraint. 
(2s) It is therefore only the clcctfrc n·ill that can lie called 
f1·ee. 

Freedom of elective will, howeYcr, cannot be 1lcfined as the 
power of choosing to act for or against the law l_libcrtas ind·(//'c­
rentice) ,as some have attempted to define it; although the elective 
will as a phenomenon gives many examples of this in experience. 
For freedom (as it becomes knov.;n to us first through the moral 
law) is known to us only as a negative properly in us, namely, 
the property of not being constrained to action by a11y sensible 
motives. Considered as a no-umenon, however, that is, as to the 
faculty of man merely as an intelligence, we are quite unable 
to explain thcorcticctlly how it has a constrain in,'] power in respect 
of the sensible elective will-that is, we carinot explain it in its 
positive character. Only this we can very readily understand: 
that although experience tells us that man as an oli.ject in the 
sensible world shows a power of choosing not only according to 

the law but also in opposition to it, nevertheless his freedom as a 
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being in the intclligiblt; 1corld cannot be thus defined, since phe­
nomena can never enable us to comprehend any supersensible 
object (such as free elective will is). We can see also that 
freedom can never be placed in this, that the rational subject is 
able to choose in opposition to his (legislative) reason, even 
though experience proves often enough that this does happen 
(a thing, however, the possibility of which we cannot compre­
hend). For it is one thing to admit a fact ( of experience); it is 
another to make it the principle of a definition (in the present 
case, of the concept of free elective will) and the uniYersal 
criterion between this and arbitrimn lYi·utimi seu scrv1t1n; since· 
in the former case we do not assert that the mark necessarily 
belongs to the concept, which we must do in the latter case. 
Freedom in relation to the inner leaislation of the reason is 

0 

alone properly a power; the possibility of deviating from this 
is an impotence. How, then, can the former be defined from the 
latter? (29) A definition which over and above the practical 
concept adds the c.--i:crcisc of it as learned from experience is a 
bastard de.fonition (dc.finitio hybrida) which puts the notion in a 
false light. 

A Law (a moral practical law) is a proposition which con­
tains a categorical imperative (a command). He who gives 
commands by a law (impcrans) is the lawgiver (legislator). He 
is the author (auctor) of the obligation imposed by the law, but 
not always author of the law. If he were so, the law would be 
positive (contingent) and arbitrary. The law which binds us 
d priori and unconditionally by our own reason may also be 
expressed as proceeding from the will of a Supreme Lawgiver, 
that is of one who has only rights and no duties (namely, from 
the Divine Will). But this only involves the idea of a moral 
being' whose will is law for all, without his being conceived as 
the author of it. 

Imputation (inipidatio) in the moral sense is the judgment by 
which anyone is regarded as the author (causa libera) of an 
action, which is then called a deed (facturn), and to which laws 
are appli9able; and if this judgment brings with it the legal 
consequences of this deed, it is a judicial imputation ( i1nputatio 
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judiciaria s. '1:ctlida), otherwise it is only discriminating impu­
tation (imputatio dijmlicatoria). The person (whether physical 
or moral) who has right to exercise judicial imputation is called 
the judge or the court ( juclc..-c s. fonwi ). 

What anyone does in accorclance with duty beyond what he 
can be compelled to by the law is meritorious (ml'l'1·tu111) ; what 
he does only just in accordance with the law is duty Vlt'l'd 
(debitum); lastly, what he cloes less than the law demands is 
moral deme1·it (clcmc1·itmn). The !eyed effect of demerit is 
punishment (poma); that of a meritorious act, reward (p,·a•111i111n) 
(30), providecl that this, promisecl in the law, was the motive• 
Conclnct which agrees with cfoty owed has no legal effect. Fair 
1·ecompense (remiincratio s. rcpcnsio bcncficn) stands in nu legal 
relation to the deed. 

The good or bad consequences of an obligatory action, or the 
consequences of omitting a meritorious action, cannot be imputed 
to the agent (modus imputationis tollcns). 

The good consequences of a meritorious action, and the bad 
consequences of an unlawful action, can be imputed (modus 
imputationis poncns). 

Subjectively considered, the degree of imputabiWy ( imputa­
bilitas) of actions must be estimated Ly the greatness of the 
hindrances which have to be overcome. The greater the natural 
hindrances (of sensibility) and the less the moral hindrance (of 
duty), the higher the imputation of merit in a good deed. For 
example, if at a considerable sacrifice I rescue from great 
necessity one who is a complete stranger to myself. 

On the other hand, the less the natural hindrance, and the 
greater the hindrance from reasons of duty, so much the more 
is transgression imputed (as ill desert). Hence the state of 
mind of the agent, whether he acted in the excitement of 
passion or with cool deliberation, makes an important difference 
in imputation. 



(2li) PH~ FA OE 

TO THE 

METAPHYSfCAL ELEMENTS OF ETHICS. 

IF there exists on any subject a philosophy (that is, a system 
of rational knowledge based on concepts), then there must 

also be for this philosophy a system of pure rational concepts, 
imlependent on any condition of intuition-in other words, a 
llfctapliysic. It may be asked whether metaphysical elements 
arc required also for every practical philosophy, which is the 
cloctrine of duties [deontology], and therefore also for _Ethics, in 
order to be able to present it as a true science (systematically), 
not merely as an aggregate of separate doctrines (fragmentarily). 
As regards pure jurisprudence no one will question this require­
ment; for it concerns only what is fo1'1nal in the elective will, 
which has to be limited in its external relations according to 
laws of freedom; without regarding any end which is the 
matter of this will. Here, therefore, deontology is a mere 
scientific docfrinc ( doct?-ina scicnt·ire ).1 

1 One who is acquainted with practical philosophy is not, therefore, a 
vractical philosopher. The latter is he who makes the rational end the 
principle of his actions, ,vhile at the same time he joins with this the 
necessary knowledge which, as it aims at action, must not be spun out 
into the most subtle threads of metaphysic, unless a legal duty is 
in question; in which case meum and faum must be accurately 
determined in the balance of justice (218), on the principle of 
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(21s) Now in this phjlosophy (of Ethics) it seems contrary to 
the idea of it that we should go back to mrtapltysical rlnncnts in 
order to make the notion of duty purified from c,·erything 
empirical (from every feeling) a motive of action. For what 
sort of notion can we form of the mighty po,ver a!l(l herculean 
strength which would Le sufficient to overcome the vice­
breeding inclinations, if Virtue is to Lorrow her " arms from 
the armoury of metaphysics,'' which is a matter of speculation 
that only few men can handle? Hence all ethical teaching in 
lecture-rooms, pulpits, and popular books, when it is decked 
out with ,fragments of metaphysics, becomes ridic:11lo11s, But 
it is not, therefore, useless, much less riclic:ulous, tu t rar.:c in 
metaphysics the first principles of Ethics; fur it is only as a 
philosopher that anyone can reach the first principles of this 
conception of duty, otherwise we coulcl not look for either 
certainty or purity in the ethical teaching. To rely for this 
reason on a certain feeling [or sense], wliich, on ar.:couu(, of the 
effect expected from it, is called moral, may, perhaps, even 
satisfy the popular teacher, provided lie desires as the criterion 
of a moral duty to consicler the problem: '' If everyone in 
every case made your maxim the universal law, how could this 
law be consistent with itself?" (219) But if it were merely 
feeling that made it our duty to take this principle as a 
criterion, then this would not be dictate1l by reason, but only 
adopted instinctively, and therefore blindly. 

But in fact, whatever men imagine, no moral principle is 
based on any feeling, but such a principle is really nothing else 
than an obscurely conceived metaphysic which inheres in every 
man's reasoning faculty ; as the teacher v,·ill easily tind who 
tries to cater.hize his pupil in the Socratic method about the 

el[uality of action and reaction, which requires something like mathe­
matical proportion, but not in the case of a mere ethical duty. For in 
this case the question is not only to know what it is a duty to do (a thing 
which on account of the ends that all men naturally have can be easily 
decided), but the chief point is the inner principle of the will, namely, 
that the consciousness of this duty be also the spriny of action, in order 
that we ma.y he able to say of the man who joins to his knowledge this 
principle of wisdom, that he is a prnctical philosopher. 
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imperative of duty and its application to the moral judgment 
of his actions. The mode of stating it need not be always 
meta.physical, and the language need not necessarily be scho­
lastic, unless the pupil is to be trained to be a philosopher. But 

• the lhnugltt must go back to the elements of metaphysics, with­
out which we cannot expect any certainty or purity, or even 
motive-power in Ethics. 

If we deviate from this principle, and begin from patho­
logical, or purely sensitive, or even moral,fccling (from what is 
subjectively practical instead of what is objective), that is, from 
the matter of the will, the Bnd, not from its form, that is, the 
lau·, in order from thence to determine duties; then, certainly, 
there are no metaphysical clements of Ethics, for feeling, by what­
ever it may be excited, is always physical. But then ethical 
teaehing, whether in schools or lecture-rooms, &c., is corrupted 
in its source. :For it is not a matter of indifference by what 
moti\'es or means one is led to a good purpose (the obedience 
to duty). However disgusting, then, metaphysics may appear to 
those pretended philosophers who dogmatize omcitlarly, or even 
brilliantly, about the doctrine of duty, it is, nevertheless, an 
iIHlispensable duty for those who oppose it to go back to its 
principles, even m Ethics, and to begin by going to school 
on its benches. 

(220) ~re may fairly wonder how, after all previous expla­
nations of the principles of duty, so far as it is derived from 
pure reason, it v..as still possible to reduce it again to a doctrine 
of Happiness-in such a way, however, that a certain moral 
happiness not resting on empirical causes was ultimately arrived 
at, a self-contradictory nonentity. In fact, when the thinking 
man has conquered the temptations to vice, and is conscious of 
having done his (often hard) duty, he finds himself in a state 
of peace and satisfaction which may well be called happiness, 
in which Virtue is her own reward. Now, says the EUilacrnonist, 
this delight, this happiness, is the real motive of his acting 
virtuously. The notion of duty, says he, does not i11i1nediately 
determine his will; it is only by mca'i1::; of the happiness in 
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prospect that he is mo,·c<l to his cluty. Xow, 011 the nt!H'r hand, 
since he can promise himself this reward of virtue only from 
the consciousness of having done his duty, it is clear that the 
latter must have preceded: that is, he must feel himself bound 
to do his duty before he thinks, and without thinking, that hap­
piness will be the consequence of ol,eclicncc to duty. He is thus 
involved in a circle in his a.ss('Jnm,;nt of caus,· anrl •:/Ji·ct. He can 
only hope to be happy if he is c011sciom; of his obedience to 
duty: 1 and he can only be moved to obedience to duty if he 
foresees that he will thereby become happy. But in this 
reasoning there is also a contmdiction. For, on the one side, 
he must obey his duty, without asking what effect this will 
have on his happiness, consequently, from a moral principle 
(221); on the other side, he can only recognize something as 
his duty when he can reckon on happiness which will accrue 
to him thereby, and consequently, on a pathological principle, 
which is the direct opposite of the former. 

I have in another place (the Berlin "l\fonatsschrift "2), 

1 (Compare the remarks of Dr. Adams: "1'he pleasures of self-appro­
bation and esteem which follow virtue certainly arise from a conscious 
sense of' having made virtue and not pleasure our choice ; not from 
preferring one interest or pleasure to another, but from acting according 
to right without any other consideration whatsoever. It seems essential 
to this pleasure that no motive of interest have any part in the choice or 
intention of the agent. And (2) To make this pleasure an obj1:ct to the 
mind, the virtue whose principle we are seeking after must be already 
formed. For, let it be observed, that the pleasurl's we arc speaking of 
are themselves virtuous pleasures; such as none but virtuous minds are 
capable of proposing to themselves or of enjoying. To the semnml or 
voluptuous, the pleasures that arise from denying our appetites or 
passions have no existence. These cannot, therefore, be the motive to 
that virtue which is already presupposed .... It is the same love of 
virtue which makes it first the ~bject of our pursuit, and, when acquired, 
the subject of our triumph and joy. To do a virtuous action for the 
sake of these virtuous pleasures is to choose virtue for the snko of being 
virtuous, which is to rest in it as an end, or to pursuo it without regard 
to any other object or interest. "-Sermon on the Obligation of Virtue 
(1754), Note 2.] 

2 [The essay referred to is that '• On the Radical Evil in Human 
Nature."] 
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l'l'duccd, as I bl'lieve, to tJic simplest expressions the distinction 
l>L•t~veen patliolor1ica/ and mvml pleasure. The pleasure, namely, 
/l"lud, 111-ust pracdc the ouedience to the law in order that one 
1_na,y act according to the law, is patlwlo!fica/, and the process 
lollows the physical order ci/ natnr(; that which must bcprc<'('(ltd 
b,11 the law i11 order that it may be felt is in the moral order. 
If this disti11ctio11 is not observed; if cudacmonisni (the prin­
ciple of happiness) is adopted as the principle instead of clcuth-
1·ronn,ny (the principle of freedom of the inner legislation), the 
(:onsecp1encc is the euthanasia (quiet death) of all morality. 

The ca.use of these mistakes is no other than the following : 
Tl_10se who arc accustomed only to physiologic/11 '.explanations 
will not admit into their heads the categorical imperatiYe from 
,.,,·hich these laws dictatorially proceed, not\'..-ithstanding that they 
feel thcmsel ves irresistibly forced by it. Dissatisfied at not being 
able to c.iplain what lies wholly beyond that sphere, namely, 
freedom, of the elective will, elevating as is this privilege that 
man has of being capable of such an i"dca, they are stirred up 
by the proud claims of speculative reason, which feels its power 
so strongly in other fields, just as if they were allies leagued in 
defence of the omnipotence of theoretical reason, and roused by 
n. general cn.11 to arms to resist that idea; and thus at present, 
ai,d perhaps for a long time to come, though ultimately in vain, 
t 0 attack the moral concept of freedom, and if possible render it 
dottbtful. 

[222] INTRODUCTION TO ETHICS. 

Ethics in ancient times signified moral pliilvsophy (philosophirt 
mom/is [sittcnldLrc] generally, which was also called the doctrine 
0f duties [deontology]. Subsequently it was found advisable 
to confine this name to a part of mornl philosophy, namely, to 
the doctrine of duties which are not subject to external laws 
(for which in German the name Tugcndlclirc was found suitable). 
Thus the system of general deontology is divided into that of 
Jwri~rudcncc (Jurisprudcntia), which is capable of external laws, 
and of Ethics, which is not thus capable, and we may let this 
division stand. 

u 
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I.-E,tpo.sition of the Conceptiun 11/ Eth ii'.';. 

The notion of duty is in itself already the notion of _a 
constmint of the free elective will by the law; whether th 's 
constraint be an e:dcrnal one or he sdf-constmi,it. Thl' 1uoral 
impemtive, by its categorical (the 0u11eu1Hlitio11al "onght ") 
announces this constraint, which therefon~ does not apply to 
all rational beings (for there may also lie hnl.11 ln:i11gs), but 
applies to men as mtionril physical being.~ (:!:.!a) who are unholy 
enough to be seduced by pleasure to the transgression of the 
moral law, although they themselves recognize its authority; 
and when they do obey it, to obey it un·1rilli11.'}l!J (with re:-iHtance 
of their inclination); and it is in this that the co11strai11t pro­
perly consists.1 Now, as man is afrl'c (moralj beiug, the notion 
of duty can contain only self-constmint (by the idea of the law 
itself), when we look to the internal detcnuination of the will 
(the spring), for thus only is it possible to combine that co,1stmint 
(even if it were external) with the freedom of the elcctirn will. 
The notion of duty then must be an ethical one. 

The impulses of nature then contain hindranl'l'S to the fulfil­
ment of duty in the mind of man, and resisting forces, some of 
them powerful; and he must judge himself able to combat these 
and to conquer them by means of reason, not in the future, but 
in the present, simultaneously with the thought; he must juclge 
that he can, do what the law unconditionally commands that 
he ought. 

1 l\'.lan, however, as at the same time a moral beiny, when ho considers 
himself objectivtily, which he is qualified to do Ly hiH pure practical 
reason (i.e. according to humanity in his own person), finds himself holy 
enough to trans6ress the law only unwillingl11 ; for there is no man so 
depraved who in this transgression would not feel IL resistance and an 
abhorrence of himself, so that he must put a force on himself. It is 
impossible to explain the phenomenon that at this part.ing of the wnyii 
(where the beautiful fable places Hercules between virtue and sensuality) 
man shows more propensity to obey inclination than the law. Ji'or, we 
can only explnin what happens by tracing it to a cau1:1e according to 
physical laws ; but then we should not be able to conceive the electh•e 
will as free. Now this mutually opposed self-constraint and the 
inevitability of it ,nakes us recognize the incomprehensible property of 
J1·eedorn. 
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Now the power and resolved purpose to resist a strong but 
unjust opponent is called fortitude (fo1·titudo) (224), and when 
concerned with the opponent of the moral character within 1ts, it 
is 1.:irtnc ( virt1ts, fortitudo vwrali.s). Accordingly, general cleon­
tology, in that part which brings not external, but internal, 
freP.clom under laws, is the doct?-ine of vfrtue [ethics]. 

Jurisprudence had to do only with theformal condition of 
external freedom (the condition of consistency with itself, if its 
maxim became a universal law), that is, with law. Ethics, on 
the contrary, supplies us with a 1natte1· (an object of the free 
elective will), an end of pure reason which is at the same time 
conceived as an objectively necessary end, i.e. as duty for all 
men. ]for, as the sensible inclinations mislead us to ends (which 
arc the matter of the elective will) that may contradict duty, 
the legislating reason cannot otherwise guard against their 
influence than by an opposite moral encl, which therefore must 
be given d zn·iori independently on inclination. 

An end is an object of the elective will (of a rational being), 
by the idea of which this will is determined to an action for the 
production of this object. Now I may be forced by others to 
actions which are directed to an end as means, but I cannot be 
forced to have an end ; I can only make something an end to 
myself. If, however, I am also bound to make something 
which lies in the notions of practical reason an end to myself, 
and therefore, besides the formal determining principle of the 
elective will (as contained in law), to have also a material prin­
ciple, an end which can be opposed to the end derived from 
sensible impulses; then this gives the notion of an end which 
is in itself a d1dy. The doctrine of this cannot belong to 
jurisprudence, but to Ethics, since this alone includes in its 
conception self-constraint according to moral laws'. 

(225) For this reason Ethics may also be defined as the 
system of the Ends of the pure practical reason. The two parts 
of moral philosophy are distinguished as treating respectively of 
Ends and of Duties of Constraint. That Ethics contains duties 
to the observance of which one cannot be (physically) forced by 
others is merely the consequence of this, that it is a doctrine of 

u2 
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Ends, ~incc to he forl'1·,I to hav<• 1·1Hls ,,1· t,, :-wt th<'Ill 1,don' onl'1S 

self is a c:ontratliction. 
Now that Ethi<:s is a r/111'/,·1,1 1• "/ rirt,,,· (d,,,·t,·i,!tt r!fft,·wrum. 

·vii-l/1118) fullows fr1111L thP ,h•li11iti1111 of \irL11,· gin•11 alH1\'l' cnm­
pan~,l with the 11l,ligaLio11, the JH'<:nliarity uf which has,iusl 1,een 
shown. There is in f:u:t 110 oth<!I' d,·t<•n11i11ati,,11 ,if till' ,•leet,ive 
will, exePpt that tu an nu/, whi<"h i11 LIH· \'<'I'." 111it i,n111t" il implies 
th:1t I cannot even 11h_,,.,il'l/ll_,1 Ii,! f111·e1·cl 1,, it 1,y tlw d,·,·ti1·1· will 
of oLhers. Another rnay i11dl'Pd .J;,,.,.,. 1111' t,, d11 s11111Pthing which 
is not, my cn1l (but only rneans Lo t.lw 1·11d 11f a1111t h11r , hut ill~ 
cannot fore1\ nw to m11!.-,· it. 111_,1 ,,,,.,1 ,.,,,1, a11,l Y"L I can ha\'l' no 
ernl cxcl'pt 11f rny own making. Tl1l~ latt,•1· s1q1p11:-;ilion would 
be a contr:ttlil:liuu-an act, of fn•edorn whi<"h yl't. at thl' imrne 
time wouhl nuL be free. Hut tlwre is 1111 1·ont.rndiction in :--1•Uing 
lJel'ore one's self an ellll whieh is also :1 duly: for in this ease I 
C:<Jnstrain myself, arnl this is q II i t,e 1:1111:-;ist.1 •11 l with free1lorn. 1 

But, how is such an encl pw;si lih• ? Th1tl is now the q m•st.ion. 
(2:.rnj For the prn;sil,ility of the 11ot,i1111 of the thing (Yit:., that it 
is not self-con Lrad i<·tory) is 110!, l'll"11gh t" prnvc~ the pussibilit,y 
of the thi11g itself (the objcc:Live reality 11f lhP 11ot io11). 

II.-E,·ptJ8ilion of the 1Vot.io1i n/ ,, ,i H11d ,,.Ji idr is 0/80 a /)11l!f. 

We can conceive the rebliun of end lo duty in Lwo ways; 
either starting from the end tu lillll the 11111.,.,1,1 of the 1lntiful 
ac:t,ious; or eonvcrsely, sPtting out frnm this t.11 fi1ul the Cllll 
which is also duty. Jnri~prll<leneu prncl'l!ds in the former way. 
It is left to everyone's free elec:tive will what. l'nd hu will ehooso 
for his action. But its maxim is determined d 11,·io,·i; namely, 
that the frecuom of the agent must be c:011siste11t with tlrn 
freedom of every other acconling to :L 1111i\'t!l'~al law. 

1 'l'he less a man can be physically forced, and the more he can be 
·norally forced (by the mere idea of duty), so nrnch the freer he is. The 
man, for example, who is of sufticiently lirm resolution and stron" mind 
not to give up an enjoyment which ho has re:-;olvccl on, hm1·eve~: much 
loss is shown as resulting therefrom, and who yet desists from his purpose 
unhesitatingly, though very reluctimtly, when he limls that it would 
cause him tu neglect an o!Hcial duty or a sick father ; this man proves 
his freedom in the highest degree by this very thing, that he cannot resist 
the voice of dut.y. 
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ELhics. how0Ycr, proceeds in the opposite way. It cannot 
start from the ends which the man may propose to himself, and 
hl)ncc giYc directions as to the maxims he should adopt, that is. 
as to his Llnty; for that would be to take empirical principles 
of maxims, and these could not give any notion of duty; since 
this, the categorical "ought," has its root in pure reason alone. 
Indeed, if the maxims were to be adopted in accordance with 
those cntls (which are all selfish), we could not properly speak 
of the notion of duty at all. Hence in Ethics the notion of 
d11ty must lead to ends, and must on moral principles give the 
fuundatinn of 11rn.1·i111s with respect to the ends ,vhich ,ve 011,r1ht 

to propose to ourselves. 
Setting aside the question what sort of end that is which is 

in itself a duty, and how such an end is possible (22i), it is 
here only necessary to show that a duty of this kind is called a 
duty of ·virtue, and why it is so called. 

To every duty corresponds a right of action (facultas 111omfi,'{ 

gcnc/'(lti111), but all duties do not imply a corresponding r(qht 
(facu!tas ju1'idica) of another to compel anyone, but only the 
duties called lq;al duties. Similarly to all ethical obligation 
corresponds the notion of virtue, but it does not follow that all 
ethical duties arc duties of virtue. Those, in fact, are not so 
which do not concern so much a certain end (matter, object of 
the elective will), but merely that which is formal in the moral 
dctenninrttion of the will (ex. g1'. that the dutiful action must also 
be done f1·01n dHty). It is only an end ll'kich is also duty that can 
be ealled a duty of virtue. Hence there are several of the latter 
kind (and thus there are distinct virtues); on the contrary, there 
is only one duty of the former kind, but it is one which is valid 
for all actions (only one virtuous disposition). 

The duty of virtue is essentially distinguished from the duty 
of justice in this respect, that it is morally possible to be exter­
nally compellell to the latter, whereas the former rests on free 
self-constraint only. For finite holy beings (which cannot even 
be tempted to the violation of duty) there is no doctrine of 
virtue, but only moral philosophy, the latter being an autonomy 
of practical reason, ,vhereas the former is also an autocracy of it. 



294 PREFACE TO TIii-: [22s] 

That is, it includes a consciousness-not. indeed immediately 
perceived, but rightly concluded from the moral categorical 
imperative-of the JJowcr to become master of one's inclinations 
which resist the law ; so that human morality in its highest 
stage can yet be nothing more than virtue ; even if it were 
quite pure (perfectly free from the influence of a. spring foreign 
to duty), (22s) a state which is poetiea.lly personified under 
t~e name of the 1cisc man (as an icleal to which one should 
continually approximate). 

Virtue, however, is not to he defined and esteemed merely as 
habit, and (as it is expressed in the prize cs8ay of Cochius1) as a 
long custom, acquired by practice of morally good actions. For, 
if this is not an effect of well-resolved and tirm principles ever 
more antl more purified, then, like any other 1i1echa11ical arrange­
ment brought about by technical practical reason, it is neither 
armed for all circumstances nor adequately secured against the 
change that may be wrought by new allurements. 

HE~IAHK. 

To virtue = + n is opposed as its lor;ical contrad·idory (contra­
dictoric oppositurn) the negative lack of vfrtur (moral weakness) 
= O; but vice.= - n is its contrary (contrarfr .<;. rcnl-itcr opposi­
tuni); ancl it is not merely a needless question hut an offensive 
one to ask whether great crimes do not perhaps (lema.llll more 
strength of mind than great virtues. For hy strength of mind 
we understand the strength of purpose of a man, as a being 
endowed with freedom, and consequently so far a.she is master 
of himself (in his senses) and therefore in a lwrtlthy condition of 
mind. But great crimes are paroxysms, the very sight of which 
makes the man of healthy mind shudder. The question would 
therefore be something like this: whether a man in a fit of mad­
ness ca.n have more physical strength than if he is in his senses; 
and we may admit this, without on that account a.scribing to 
him more strength of mind, if by mind we understand the vital 

1 [Leonhard Cochius, court preacher, who oLtaincd the prize of the 
Berlin Academy for his essay "Uber die Neigungen," Berlin, 1769.J 
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principle of man in the free use of his powers. For since those 
crimes have their ground merely in the power of the inclinations 
that weaken reason, which does not prove strength of mind, this 
question would be nearly the same as the question whether 
a man (220) in a fit of illness can show more strength than 
in a healthy condition; and this may be directly denied, since 
the want of health, which consists in the proper balance of all 
the bollily forces of the man, is a weakness in the system of 
these forc~s, by which system alone we can estimate absolute 
health. 

III.-Of th,· Reason /01· conceiving an End which is also a I>uty. 

An end is an object of the free elective will, the idea of which 
determines this will to an action by which the object is produced 
Accordingly every action has its end, and as no one can have au 
end without himse{f making the object of his elective will his 
en<l, hence to have some end of actions is an act of the frcedo·1n 
of the agent, not an effect of physical natm·c. Now, since this­
act which determines an end is a practical principle which com­
mands not the means (therefore not conditionally) but the end 
itself (therefore unconditionally), hence it is a categorical impe­
rative of pure practical reason, and one therefore which combines 
a concept of duty with that of an end in general. 

Now there must be such an end and a categorical imperative 
corresponding to it. For since there are free actions, there must 
also be ends to which as an object those actions are directed. 
Amongst these ends there must also be some which are at the 
same time (that is, by their very notion) duties. :For if there 
were none such, then since no actions can be ,vithout an encl, 
all ends which practical reason might have would be valid only 
as means to other ends, and a categ01·ical imperative would be 
impossible; a supposi.tion which destroys all moral philosophy. 

(2ao) Here, therefore, we treat not of ends which man actually 
makes to himself in accordance with the sensible impulses of his 
nature; but of objects of the free elective will under its own 
laws-objects ,vhich he oiight to make his end. ·we may call the 
former technical (subjective), properly pragmatical, includinu 

. 0 
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· · f • . •nib· l111t the la.Uer the rules of prudence m the choice II its c ' 
• f l'll' ls This dis-

we must call the moral ( objcctiYc) doctnnc O • • • . 
. . . 1 1 1 .• 11c,· moral 1il11l,,so1lhv 

tmct1011 1s, wwevcr, super! uous 1crr, si J 

I <l • . . ., tn1] from thP doctrine 
a rea y by its Ycry notion 1H clearly scpat ,L '· 

f } . . . . , •wt.hr11110]1,,,r) • the 
o p 1ys1cal nature (m the present mstancc, ' ..... ' . 
l tt • · · l · · l ·} n1•t•·tS the Jllllr.tl doctnne a er restmg on cmp1nca prmctp PS, w h '· . . . . 

of cncls which treats of duties rests 1111 principl<'s gin'n a zmvn 

in pure practical reason. 

IV.-JV/wt arc the Ends •which arf also ])l!firs? 

They arc-Our own Perfection ; TIie Hn1•1•iness of 

Others. 
We cannot invert these, and ma-kc on one :-;iclti our own 

happiness, an<l on the other the pcrfedion of others, ends whiGh 
should be in thcmsch·es duties for the :-;amc 1wrson. 

l<'or one's own happincs.~ is, no doubt, an P!lll that all men 
have (by virtue of the impulf;e of their 11ature:, lmt this encl 
cannot without contradiction be regarded as a duty. What 
a man of himself inevitably wills clors not conw under the 
notion of di!l/J, for this is a 1:onstmhit to an end reluctantly 
:11lopte<l. It iH, therefore, a contracliction to say that a man is 
·i,i duty bound to aclvance his own happiness with all his power. 

It is likewise a contradietion to J11akc the pn;/i·ction of 
another my end, and to regard myRelf as iu duty hound to 
promote it (231). }'or it is jw,t in this that I he 711·1:fcl'lion of 
another mau as a person cow;ists, uaJ11cly, that he is able q/ 
lihnscl,f to set before him his own end acr;onliug to his own 
notions of duty; and it is a contradiction to require (to makQ 
it a duty for me) that I should clo something which no other 
but himself can do. 

V.-Explanation of these two }lotions. 

(A.)-Our own Perfection. 

. The wonl Pe1:fcction is liable to many misconceptions. It 
18 sometimes understood as a notion belonging to transcen­
dental philosophy; viz., the notion of the total-ify of the mani-
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fold which taken together constitutes a Thing; sometimes, 
again, it is understood as belonging to teleology, so that it 
~ignifies the correspondence of the properties of a thing to an 
rnd. Perfection in the former sense might be called quantitati--1:c 

(material), in the latter q11alitati1,·c (formal) perfection. The 
former can be one only, for the whole of what belongs to the 
one thing is one. But of the latter there may be several in one 
thing; and it is of the latter property that we here treat. 

When it is said of the perfection that belongs to man 
generally (properly speaking, to humanity), that it is in itself 
a duty to make this our ernl, it must be placed in that which 
may be the effect of one's deed, not in that which is merely an 
ellllowment for ,vhich we have to thank nature; for otherwise 
it would not be lluty. Consequently, it can be nothing else 
than the cultfration of one's p01ccr (or natural capacity) and also 
of one's will [ 1VillcJ (moral disposit.ion} to satisfy the require­
ment of duty in general. The supreme element in the former 
(the pow:er) is the Understanding, it being the faculty of con­
cepts, and, therefore, also of those concepts which refer to duty. 
(232) First, it is his duty to labour to raise himself out of the 
nuleness of his nature, out of his animal nature more and more 
to humanity, by which alone he is ca.pable of setting before him 
ends, to supply the defects of his ignorance by instruction, and 
to correct his errors ; he is not merely counselled to do this 
liy reason as teclmically practical, with a view to his purposes 
of uther kinds (as art), but reason, as morally practical, abso­
lutely commands him to Llo it, and makes this end his duty, in 
onler that he may be worthy of the humanity that dwells in 
him. Secondly, to carry the cultivation of his will up to the 
purest virtuous disposition, that, namely, in which the law is 
alKo the spring of his dutiful actions, and to obey it from duty, 
for this is internal morally practical perfection. This is called 
the mo1·al sense (as it were a special sense, scns11s momlis), because 
it is a feeling of the effect which the legislative will within 
himself exercises on the faculty of acting accordingly. This is, 
indeed, often misused fanatically, as though (like the genius 
of Socrates) it preceded reason, or even could dispense with 



298 PREFACE TO TIii~ 
[233] 

. . . . tion makinrr ,JtHlgment of reason; but still 1t rn a moral pertcc 1' 
0 

every special enc.I, which is also a duty, one's own end • 

(B.)-Ha1•1•iness of" Otlu•r!oi. 

. . •honld wish It is inevitable for human nature that a 111a11 s .. 
d k f h . 1 . . f . "ti his conlht1011, an sec or appmess, t 1at Is, satrn aet1011 w1 1 • . . 

"th t • t f I • f J • • 1· t"on But for WI cer am y o tic contmuancc o t w; sat1s ae 1 • • , 
th • . . 1 1 . 1 clnt v. Some 

1s very reason It 18 not an em t 1at 1s a so lL J • 

·t t·11 I c.1· • • L 1 ,, 11<1 1>h,·s1cal wn ers s 1 ma {e a rntmct1011 etwePn mora ,. J 

h • • • • · • vith one's appmess (the former consistmg 111 sat1sfaetioll ' 
person (233) and moral behaviour, that iA, with what one doc.~; 
the other in satisfaction with that which nature eoufers, conse­
quently with what one enjoys as a foreign gift). \Vit_hont at 
present censuring the misuse of the word (which even mvolves 
a contradiction), it must be obsen·e1l that the feeling of the 
former belongs solely to the preceding hea1l, namely, perfection. 
For he who is to feel himself happy in t.he mere consciousness 
of his uprightness already possesses that perfcctiou which in 
the previous section was <lefineil as that end which is also 
duty. 

If happiness, then, is in quest.ion, which it is to be my <lnty 
to promote as my end, it must be the happiness of other men 
whose (permitted) encl I hcrrby make also mine. It still remains 
left to themselves to decide what they shn.11 reckon as belonging 
to their happiness ; only that it is in my power to decline many 
things which they so reckon, but which I llo not so regard, 
supposing that they have no right to demand it from me as 
their own. A plausible objection often allrnnced against the 
division of duties above adopted consists in setting over against 
that end a supposed obligation to study my own (physical) 
happiness, and thus making this, which is my natural and 
merely subjective end, my c.luty (and objective end). This 
requires to be cleared up. 

Adversity, pain, anc.l want are great temptations to trans­
gression of one's duty; accordingly it would seem that strength, 

1 ["Object," first ed.] 
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health, a competence, and welfare generally, which are opposed 
to that influence, may also be regarded as ends that are also 
duties; that is, that it is a duty to promote mir own happiness, 
not merely to make that of others our end. But in that case the 
end is not happiness but the morality of the agent; and happi­
ness is only the means of removing the hindrances to morality; 
}J1Tm ittcd means (234), since no one has a right to demand from 
me the sacrifice of my not immoral ends. It is not directly a 
duty to seek a competency for one's self; but indirectly it may 
be so; namely, in order to guard against poverty, which is a 
great temptation to vice. But then it is not my happiness but 
my morality, to maintain which in its integrity is at once my 
aim and my duty. 

Vl.-Ethics docs not supply Laws /01· Act·ions (which is done by 
Jnrispnulcnce), but only for the 11Iaxims of Action. 

The notion of duty stands in immediate relation to a law 
(even though I abstract from every end which is the matter of 
the law) as is shown by the formal principle of duty in the 
categorical imperative: "Act so that the maxims of thy action 
might become a universal law." But in Ethics this is conceived 
as the law of thy own 1uill, not of will in general, which might 
be that of others; for in the latter case it would give rise to a 
judicial duty which does not belong to the domain of Ethics. 
In Ethics, maxims are regarded as those subjective laws which 
merely have the specific character of universal legislation, which 
is only a negative principle (not to contradict a law in general). 
How, then, can there be further a law for the maxims of 
actions? 

It is the notion of an end which is also a duty, a notion peculiar 
to Ethics, that alone is the foundation of a law for the maxims 
of actions; by making the subjective end (that which everyone 
has) subordinate to the objective end (that which everyone 
ought to make his own). The imperative : "Thou shalt make 
this or that thy end (e,v.g1·. the happiness of others)," (235) applies 
to the matter of the elective will (an object). Now since no free 
action is possible, without the agent having in view in it some· 
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end (as matter of his elcclive will), it f"llows that if tl1Pre is 
an end which is also a clnty, the rnaxi111s ut' ,l(·\ i"11s ,vhiC'h are 
means to ends must contain only t Ill' ('(lnditi"n 11 1' lilll<'!-.S for a. 
possible universal legislation : on the other hand, t lit' end which 
is also a duty can make it a law that \\"!' sll(Jnld h;t\'P such a 
maxim, whih,t for the maxim itsplf tliP possil,ility "f agrpei11g 
with a universal legislation i,; snllic·icnt. 

For maxims of actions may lie a,·l,itmry, and an' only limited 
by the condition of fitness for a unin•1·sal lPgislation, whid1 is 
the formal principle of aetio11H. BnL a II///' alioli!-.heH the 
arbitrary character of actions, al!ll is Ly this 1listi11gnislwtl from 
recommendation (in which onP 011ly desires t.o know the best 
means to an end). 

VII.-Etkical D11tir.c; m·r ,![ in,frt,·,·iJlinatc, Jl!rirli,·al Di!tfr.~ 
c!f strict, Oblir1rrtion. 

This proposition is a consequence of the foregoing; for if the 
law can only command the maxim of t,hc :wtions, not t.hc actions 
themselves, this is a sign that it lean~s in tlw observancp of it a 
latitude (latitudo)for the clectivc will; that is, it eannot clefinitcly 
assign how and how much ,ve should clo by the action towards 
the end which is also duty. Rut l>y an indeterminate duty is 
not meant a permission to make exc.;cptions from tlw maxim of 
the actions, hut only the permission t.o limit <l!IP maxim of duty 
by another (236) (ex. [/1', the general love of nnr neighbour by the 
love of parents); ancl thiH in fac.;t. c11largcs the ficltl for the prac­
tice of virtue. The more irnletcrrninate the cluty, awl the more 
imperfect accordingly the obligation of the 111a11 to the action, 
and the closer he nevertheless brings this maxim of obedience 
thereto (in his own mincl) to tlw sfrict duty (of justice) [do; 

Bcehts], so much the more pcrfeet is his virt11n1rn action. 
Hence it is only imperfect duties that are dutfrs of 1:'irtw\ 

The fulfilment of them is merit (1ileritnm) =+a ; lmt their trans­
gression is not necessarily demerit (dr111crit11111) = - a, hut only 
moral 111111·orth = 0, unless the agent rnadt> it a principle not to 
conform to those duties. The strength of purpose in the former 
case is alone properly called Virt 11 r [ Tu!Jrnrl] (ri1·t11s); the weak-
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11(',;s in the latter case is not rice (vitium), but rather only lack 
,!f' cidu1· [ Untu,qcnd], a ,vant of moral strength (dq/'cetus moralis). 
(~\s the wonl 'Tugend' is de1fred from 'taugen' [to be good 
for something], • Untugend' by its etymology signifies good for 
nothing). 1 En'ry action contrary to duty is called transgression 
(11u·catum). Deliberate transgression which has become a 
principle is what. properly constitutes what is called vice 
( /'If.II! Ill}, 

Although the conformit.y of actions to justice [Recht] (i.e. to 
be au upright [rtcl1tlichn-] man) is nothing meritorious, yet the 
couformity of the maxim of such actions regarded as duties, that 
is, R1·rc/'1'1u·,· for justice, is 111aitorious. For by this the man 
makes the right of humanity or of men his 01m end, and thereby 
enlarges his notion of llut,y beyond that of indebtedness (ojici1t11i 
dd1£/i), since although another man by virtue of his rights can 
cle111aml that my actions shall conform to the law, he cannot 
tlemaml that the law shall also contain the spring of these 
actions. The same thing is true of the general ethical com­
mand, "Act dutifully from a sense of duty." To fix this 
tlisposition tirmly in one's mind and to quicken it is, as in the 
former case, 1ncritorio11s (237), because it goes beyond the law of 
duty in actions, and makes the law in itself the spring. 

But ,inst for this reason those duties also must be reckoned 
as of indeterminate oLligation, in respect of which there exist.s 
a subjective principle which ethically 1·cirnrds them ; or to bring 
them as near as possible to the notion of a strict obligation, a 
pri11ciple of susceptibility of this reward according to the law of 
virtue; namely, a moral pleasme which goes beyond mere satis­
faction with one's self (which may be merely negative), and of 
which it is proudly said that in this consciousness virtue is its 
own reward. 

When this merit is a merit of the man in respect of other 
meu of promoting their natural ends, which are recognized as 
such Ly all men (making their happiness his own), we might 
call it the su'l'Ct merit, the consciousness of which creates a moral 

1 [Usage gives it a strong meaning, podrn.ps from euphemism.] 
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enjoyment in which men are by sympathy inclined to rad; 
whereas the bitter merit of promoting the true welfare of other 
men, even though they should not recognize it as such (in the 
case of the unthankful and ungrateful), has commonly no such 
reaction, but only produces a sat·i.-;factiun with one's st>lf, although 
in the latter case this would he even greater. 

VIII.-E~;position of the Duties ol Virtue as I;tln·111tdiat,· Duties. 

(1) Our o'ft·n Perf"ectlon as an ernl which iH also a duty. 

(a,) Physical perfection; that is, culfri:alion nf all our facul­
ties generally for the promotion of the endH set before us by 
reason. That this is a duty, ancl therefore an ernl in itself, and 
that the effort to etfoct this even without reganl (238) to the 
advantage that it secures us, is based, not on a conditional 
(pragmatic), but an unconclitional (moral) imperative, may be 
seen from the following consiclerution. The power of proposing 
to ourselves an end is the characteristic of humanity (as clistin­
guished from the brutes). ·with the end of humanity in our 
own person is therefore com Lined the rational will [V cruunft­
wille J, and consequently the duty of deserving well of humanity 
by culture generally, by acquiring or a<lvu11ei11g the po1,,c1· to 
carry out all sorts of possiLle ends, so far as this pcnvcr is to be 
found in man; that is, it is a duty to cultivate the crude capa­
cities of our nature, since it is by that cultivation that the 
animal is raised to man, therefore it is a J.uty in itself. 

This duty, however, is merely ethical, that is, of indetermi­
nate obligation. No principle of reason prescribes bow far one 
must go in this effort (in enlarging or correcting his faculty of 
understanding, that is, in acquisition of knowledge or technical 
capacity) ; and besides the difference in the circumstances into 
which men may come makes the choice of the kiud of employ­
ment for which he should cultivate his talent very arLitrary. 
Here, therefore, there is 110 law of reason for actions, but only 
for the maxim of actions, viz. : " Cultivate thy faculties of mind 
and body so as to be effective for all ends that may come in thy 
way, uncertain which of them may become thy own," 
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(b) Cultivatiun of Momlity in ourselves. The greatest moral 
perfection of man is to do his duty, and that from, duty (that 
the law be not only the rule but also the spring of his actions). 
K ow at first sight this seems to be a strict obligation, and as if 
the principle of duty commanded not merely the legality of every 
:..iction, but also the moraWy, i.e. the mental disposition, with 
the exactness and strictness of a law ; but in fact the law com­
mands e\'en here only the maxim of the action (239), namely, that 
we should seek the ground of obligation, not in the sensible 
impulses (advantage or disadvantage), but wholly in the law; 
so that the action itself is not commanded. For it is not possible 
to man to see so far into the depth of his own heart that he 
could ever be thoroughly certain of the purit,y of his moral 
purpose m}d the sincerity of his mind even in one S'l·nglc act1'on.,­
although he has no doubt about the legality of it. Nay, often 
the weakness which deters a man from the risk of a crime is 
regarded by him as virtue (which gives the notion of strength). 
And how many there are who may have led a long blameless 
life, who ai-e only f01·tmiatc in having escaped so many tempta­
tions. How much of the element of pure morality in their 
mental disposition may have belonged to each deed remains 
hidden even from themselves. 

Accordingly, this duty to estimate the worth of one's actions 
not merely by their legality, but also by their morality (mental 
disposition), is only of t'ndctcrnii11ate obligation; the law does 
not command this internal action in the human mind itself, but 
only the maxim of the action, namely, that we should strive 
with all our power that for all dutiful actions the thought of 
duty should be of itself an adequate spring. 

(2) lh11apiness of" Others as an end which is also a duty. 

(a) Physical J,Vclfan.-Bcncvolent wishes may be unlimited, 
for they do not imply doing anything. But the case is more 
difficult with bcnci·olcnt action, especially when this is to be 
done, not from friendly inclination (love) to others, but from 
duty, at the expense of the sacrifoe and mortification of many 
of our appetites. That this benef,cence is a duty results . ram 
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this: that since our self-love cannot be Rcp;iratcd from the 
need to be loved by others (to obtain help from thP111 in easp of 
necessity) (240), we therefore make ourselves an end for others; 
and this maxim can never be obligatory cxeept liy ha\'ing the 
specific character of a unfrersal law, arnl con seq uen l ly l,y 111P:ms 

of a will that we should ahiu make others our 1•uds. lfrncc 
the happiness of others is an cwl that is also a d11ty. 1 

I am only boun<l then to Racrifice to others a part of my 
welfare without hope of recompense, Lecause it is my duty, and 
it is impossible to assign definite limits how far that. may go. 
l\iuch depends on what would be the true want of l'aeh acennl­
ing to his own feelings, and it must Le left. to l'ach to dPtcnni1H' 
this for himself. For that one should sacrifice hiR own happi­
ness, his true wants, in order to promote that of others, would 
be a self-contradictory maxim if made a universal law. This 
dnty, therefore, is only indeterminate; it has a certain latitude 
within which one may do more or less without om being able 
to assign its limits definitely. The law holds only for the 
1naxirns, not for tlefinite actions. 

(b) Jl{oral ~I.Jell-being of others (salus moralis) also belongs to 
the happiness of others, which it is our duty to promote, but 
only a negative duty. The pain that a man feels from remorse 
of conscience, although ils origin is moral, is yet in its operation 
physical, like grief, fear, and every other diseased condition. 
To take care that he should not be deservedly smitten by this 
inward reproach is not indeed my duty but his business; never­
theless, it is my duty to do nothing which by the nature of man 
might seduce him to that for which his conscience may hereafter 
torment him, that is, it is my duty not to give him ocmsion of 
stumbling [Skan<lal]. But there are no definite limits within 
which this care for the moral satisfaction of others must be 
kept; therefore it involves oniy an indeterminate obligation. 

·---------------

1 [" "'hatever I judge reasonable or unreasonable fur wwt.l,er to do for 
Me: That, by the same judgment, I declare reasonable or unreasonable 
that I in the like case do for Him ''-Clarke's Discourse, etc., p. zHG. 
ed. 1728.J 
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(2-11) IX.- JV/wt is a. Duty of Virtue? 

ri,·t u,· is the strength of the man's maxim in his obedience 
to clnty. All strength is known only by the obstacles that it 
can on.'r<.:ome ; and in the case of virtue the obstacles are the 
natural inclinations which may come into conflict with the 
moral purpose; anll as it is the man who himself puts these 
obstacles in the way of his maxims, hence virtue is not merely 
a self-constraint (for that might be an effort of one inclination 
to constrain another), but is also a constraint according to a 
principle of inwanl freedom, and therefore by the mere idea of 
duty, according to its formal law.1 

All duties invol-ve a notion of necessitation by the law, and 
r.tkical duties involve a necessitation for which only an internal 
legislation is possible; juridical duties, on the other hand, one 
for which external legislation also is possible. Both, therefore 
inclnde the notion of constraint, either self-constraint or con­
straint by others. The moral power of the foriner is virtue, and 
the action springing from such a disposition (from reverence for 
the law) may be called a virtuous action (ethical), although the 
law expresses a juridical duty. For it is the doctrine of virtue 
that commands us to regard the rights of men as holy. 

But it does not follow that everything the doing of which 
is virtue is, properly speaking, a duty of virtue. The former 
may concern merely the form of the maxims ; the latter applies 
to the 1izatlCI' of them, namely, to an end which is also conceived 
as duty. Now, as the ethical obligation to ends of which there 
may be many, is only i-ndetenninatc, because it contains only a 
la,v for the maxim of actions (2-12); and the end is the matter 
(object) of elective will; hence there are many duties, differing 

1 (This agrees with Dr. Adams' definition of virtue, which, he says, 
implies trial and conflict. He defines it, " the conformity of imperfect 
beings to the dictates of reason." Other English moralists use "virtue'' 
in the sense of Aristotle's apeT-1,. Hence a. difference more verbal than 
real as to the relation of virtue to self-denial.] 

X 
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according to the difference of lawful ends, whieh may lw ealled 
<liities ojvirt11c (o..fficui lwnestatis), just because they are subject 
only to free self-constraint, not to the constraint of other lllL'l1, 

and determine the encl which is also a duty. 
Virtue being a coincidence of the rational will, with every 

duty firmly settled in the character, is, like everything .fcm11al, 
only one and the same. But, as regards the ,wl of actions, 
which is also duty, that is, as regards the matter which one 
ought to make an end, there may be several virtues ; alJ(l aic: the 
obligation to its maxim is called a duty of virtur, it followR that 
there are also several duties of virtue. 

The supreme principle of Ethics (the doctrine of virtue) is: 
" Act on a maxim, the ends of which are such as it might he a 
universal law for everyone to have.'' On this principle a man 
is an end to himself as well as others, and it is not enough that 
he is not permitted to use either himself or others merely 
as means (which would imply that he might be indifferent 
to them), but it is in itself a duty of every man to make 
mankind in general his end. 

The principle of Ethics being a categorical imperative 
does not admit of proof, but it admits of a justification 
[Deduction ]1 from principles of pure practical reason. ·what­
ever in relation to mankind, to oneself, and others can he an 
end, that is an end for pure practical reason ; for this is a 
faculty of assigning ends in general; and to be indifferent to 
them, that is, to take no interest in them, is a contradiction; 
since in that case it would not determine the maxims of actions 
(which always involve an end), and consequently would cease to 
be practical reasons (243). Pure reason,however,cannot command 
any ends a vriori, except so far as it declares the same to be 
also a duty, which duty is then called a duty of virtue. 

1 [Kant here and elsewhere uses " Deduction " in a technical legal 
sense. There is deductio facti, and deductio j11ris: Kant's Deduction is 
exclusively the latter. 



[244] ::'IIETAPHYSICAL ELE::\IENTS OF ETHICS. 307 

X.-Thc Sup1·c;;ic Principle of Jm·ispru,dence was Analytical; 
that of Ethics Synthetical. 

That external constraint, so far as it withstands that which 
hinders the external freedom that agrees with general laws (is 
an obstacle of the obstacle thereto), can be consistent with ends 
generally is clear on the principle of Contradiction, and I need 
not go beyond the notion of freedom in order to see it, let the 
end which each has be what he will. Accordingly, the supreme 
1winciplc of fnrisprudcncc is an analytical principle.1 On the co11-
trary, the principle of Ethics goes beyond the notion of external 
freedom, and by general laws connects further with it an end 
which it makes a ffoty. This principle, therefore, is synthetic. 
The possibility of it is contained in the Deduction (§ ix.). 

This enlargement of the notion of duty beyond that of 
external freedom and of its limitation by the merely formal 
condition of its constant harmony; this, I say, in which instead 
of constraint from without, there is set up freedom within, the 
power of self-constraint, and that not by the help of other 
inclinations, but by pure practical reason (which scorns all such 
help), consists in this fact, which raises it above juridical duty ; 
that by it ends are proposed from which, jurisprudence altogether 
abstracts. In the case of the moral imperative, and the suppo­
sition of freedom which it necessarily involves, the law, the pou·cr 
(to fulfil it) (244) and the rational 1.oill that determines the maxim, 
constitute all the elements that form the notion of juridical 
duty. l3ut in the imperative, which commands the duty of virtue, 
there is added, besides the notion of self-constraint, that of an 
end; not one that we have, but that we ought to have, which, 
therefore, pure practical reason has in itself, whose highest, un­
conditional end (which, however, continues to be duty) consists 
in this : that virtue is its own end, and by deserving well of 
men is also its own reward. Herein it shines so brightly as an 

1 [The supreme principle of jurisprudence is: "Act externally so 
that the free use of thy elective will may not interfere with the freedom 
of any man so far as it agrees with universal law."-Rechtsleh>"e, p. 33.] 

X •) .., 
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ideal to human perceptions, it seems to cast in the shade 
even holiness itself, which is never tempted to transgression.1 

This, however, is an illusion arising from the fact that as we 
have no measure for the degree of strength exc'.ept the greatness 
of the obstacles which might have been overcome (\',·hieh in our 
case are the inclinations), we are led to mistake the s1dij,·ct-ir1· 
conditions of estimation of a magnitude for the objective con­
ditions of the magnitude itself. But when eomparctl with 
hmnan ends, all of which have their obstacles to he overcome, it 
is true that the worth of virtue itself, which is itH o\Vll end, far 
outweighs the worth of all the utility and all thP Plllpirical ends 
and advantages which it may have as consequences. 

We may, indeed, say that man is obliged to virtue (as a 
moral strength). For although the power (Jocultos) to overcome 
all imposing sensible impulses by virtue of his freedom can and 
must. be 1>rcs11ppused, yet this pO\ver regarded as strength (?"Obur) 
is something that must be acquired by the moral sprh1y (245) 
(the idea of the law) being elevated by contemplation of the 
dignity of the pure law of reason in us, and at tlw same time 
also Ly eJ:crcisc. 

1 So that one might vary two well-known lines of Haller thus:­

" With all his failings, man is still 
Better than angels void of will." 

[Haller's lines occur in the poem, ,,Uebet ~en Utfi,tung 'ceA UebdA"­

.,'.Dann @ott liebt feinen ,jruang ; tie !lllelt mit i~ten ID!dngeln 

3fl beifet aU ein !Reid) -con miflenlofen @ngeln."] 
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XI.-Acc01·din,q to the preceding Principles, the Scheme of .D1tties 
of Virtue may be tlms exhibited. 

a5 
:::s ..:, 
I'-< 

> ..... 
0 

.Q 
:::s 
A 

The Material Element of the Duty of Virtue. 

1. 

ltly own end, which 
is also my Duty. 

2. 

The End of' tithers, 
the promotion of which 
is also my Duty. 

(My own Perf'ec- (The Happiness of 
tlon.) Others.) 

3, 4. 

The Law which 1s The End which is also 
also Spring. Spring. 

On which the Mora- On which the Ler;a-
llty llty 

of every free determination of will rests. 

The Formal Element of the Duty of Virtue. 

[246 l XII.-Prdiminary Notions of the Susceptibility of the 1'1ind 
for Notions of .Duty gcnemlly. 

rrhese are such moral qualities as, when a man does not 
possess them, he is not bound to acquire them. They are: the 
moral feeling, conscience, love of one's neighbour, and respect /01· 
ou,1·selvcs (self-esteem). There is no obligation to have these, since 
they are suhjectivc conditions of susceptibility for the notion of 
dnty, not objective conditions of morality. They are all scn::;i­

tivc and antecedent, but natural capacities of mind (pm:dispos1'.tio) 
to be affected by notions of duty; capacities which it cannot be 
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regarc.lec.l as a c.luty to have, but which every ma11 has, and by 
virtue of which he can be brought under obligation. The con­
sciousness of them is not of empirical origin, but can only follow 
on that of a moral law, as an effect of the same on the mind. 

(A.)-The Moral Feeling. 

This is the susceptibility for pleasure or displeasure, merl'ly 
rom the consciousness of the agreement or disagreement of our 

action with the law of duty. Now, e,·ery determination of the 
elective will proceeds from the idea of the possible action through 
the feeling of pleasure or displeasure in taking an interest in it 
or its effect to the deed; anc.l here the scnsit ice state (the atl'ec­
tion of the internal sense) is either a 1mthulogical or a 1110ml 

feeling. The former is the feeling that precedes the idea of 
the law, the latter that which may follow it. 

(2-11) Now it cannot be a duty to have a moral feeling, or to 
acquire it; for all consciousness of obligation supposes this feel­
ing in order that one may become conscious of the necessitation 
that lies in the notion of duty; but every man (as a moral being) 
has it originally in himself; the obligation then can only extend 
to the cidtivation of it and the strengthening of it even Ly admi­
ration of its inscrutable origin; and this is effected by showing 
how it. is just by the mere conception of reason that it is excited 
most strongly, in its own purity and apart from every patho­
logical stimulus; and it is improper to call this feeling a moral 
sense ; for the word sense generally means a theoretical power 
of perception directed to an object; whereas the moral feeling 
(like pleasure and displeasure in general) is something merely 
subjective, which supplies no knowledge. No man is wholly 
destitute of moral feeling, for if he were totally unsusceptible 
of this sensation he would_ be morally dead; and, to speak in 
the language of physicians, if the moral vital force could no 
longer produce any effect on this feeling, then his humanity 
would be dissolved (as it were by chemical laws) into mere 
animality, and be irrevocably confounded with the mass of other 
physical beings. But we have no special sense £or (moral) good 
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and eYil any more than for truth, although such expressions are 
often used; but we have a snsccptibi'.lity of the free elective will 
for Leing moved by pure practical reason and its law ; and it is 
thi:-; that we call the moral feeling. 

(TI). --Of Conscience. 

!-,imilarly, conscience is not a thing to be acquired, and it is 
not, a duty to acquire it (2-1s); but every man, as a moral Leing, 
has it originally within him. To be bound to have a conscience 
would be as much as to say to be under a duty to recognize 
duties. For conscience is practical reason which, in every case 
of Lt, .... , hol1ls before a man his duty for acquittal or condem­
nation; consequently it does not refer to an object, but only 
to the subject (aflecting the moral feeling by its own act); so 
that it is an inevitable fact, not an obligation and duty. When, 
therefore, it is said : this man lws no conscience, what is meant 
is, that he pays no heed to its dictates. For if he really had 
noue, he wouhl not take credit to himself for anything <lone 
accnnling to duty, nor reproach himself with violation of duty, 
and therefore he would be unable even to conceive the duty of 
having a conscience. 

I pass by the manifold subdivisions of conscience, arnl only 
observe ,vhat follov,s from what has just been said, namely, 
that there is no such thing as an erring conscience. No doubt 
it is possible sometimes to err in the objective judgment whether 
something is a duty or not; but I cannot err in the subjective 
whether I have compared it with my practical (here judicially 
acting) reason for the purpose of that judgment; for if I erred 
I ,vould not have exercised practical judgment at all, and in 
that c;:1,se there is neither truth nor error. Unconsc·icnti011sncss 
is not want of conscience, but the propensity not to heed its 
judgment. Bnt when a man is conscious of having acted 
according to his conscience, then, as far as regards guilt or 
innocence, nothing more can be required of him, only he is 
bound to enlighten his 'llndi,rsta.nding as to what is duty or not; 
but when it, comes or has come to action, then conscience 
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speaks involuntarily and inevitably. To act <.:onscienti1111:-ly c;lll 

therefore not be a duty, since otherwise it v,·oulcl be ncepssary 
to have a second conscience, in order to he conscious nf tlll' a<.:t 
of the first. 

(249) The duty here is only to cultivate our <:onsc:icncl', to 
quicken our attention tot.he voice of the i11tcrnal j111!~1•, and Lo 
use all means to secure obedience to it, a111l is thus our illllin•ct 
duty. 1 

(C.)-Of" Love to Men. 

Lo'tJe is a matter of fcclin.'J, not of will 01· volition, allll l 
cannot love because I 11;ill to do so, still less liecau~c l "".'flit 

(I cannot be necessitated to lpve); hence there is no such thing 
as a cfoty to love. Benevolence, however (rn11m· l1c11,.n,l, 11/ia.'), as a 
mode of action, may be subject to a law of duty. I >isi11tl•n•stcLl 
benevolence is often called (though very irnpropt!rly) lun·: l'n'll 
where the happiness of the other is not c1meL'n1t•d, hu L the 
complete and free surrender of all one's own ends tu the ewls of 
another (even a superhuman) being, love is spoken of as being 
also our tluty. But all 1luty is ncecssitati11,i or e1>nstrn.int, 
although it may be self-constraint according to a law. nut 
what is done from constraint is not clone from love. 

It is a duty to do good to other men acconling to 1>11r power, 
whether we love them or not, and this duty loses nothing of 
its weight, although we must make the sad remark that our 
species, alas ! is not such as to be found particularly worthy of 
love when we know it more closely. 1/atrcd of 1111·11, however, 
is always hateful: even though without any active hostility it 
consists only in eomplete aversion from mankind (the solitary 
misanthropy). For benevolence still re1nai1rn a duty even 
towards the manhater, whom one cannot love, Lut to whom 
we can show kindness. 

To hate vice in men is neither duty nor against 1lut,y, but 
a mere feeling of horror of vice, the will having no influence on 
the feeling (250) nor the feeliug on the will. lJcnrjfrcncc is a 

1 [On Conscience, compare the note at the end of this Introduction.] 
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duty. He who often practises this, and sees his beneficent 
purpose succeed, comes at last really to love him whom he 
has benefited. ·when, therefore, it is said: Thou shalt love 
thy neighbour as thyself, this does not mean: Thou shalt first 
of all love, and by means of this love (in the next place) do him 
good; but: Do good to thy neighbour, and this beneficence 
will produce in thee the love of men (as a settled habit of 
inclination to beneficence). 

The love of complacency (m1101· complaccnticc) would therefore 
alone be direct. This is a pleasure immediately connected 
with the idea of the existence of an object, and to have a duty 
to this, that is, to be necessitated to find pleasure in a thing, is 
a contradiction. 

(D.)-OC Respect. 

Respect (rci:crcnt·ia) is likewise something merely subjective; 
a feeling of a peculiar kind not a judgment about an object 
which it would be a lluty to effect or to advance. For if con­
sidered as duty it could only be conceived as such by means 
of the respect which we have for it. To have a duty to this, 
therefore, would be as much as to say, to be bound in duty to 
have a duty. "When, therefore, it is said: Man has a duty of 
sclf-cstccni, this is improperly stated, and we ought rather to 
say: The law within him inevitably forces from him rl'spect 
for his own being, and this feeling (which is of a peculiar 
kind) is a basis of certain duties, that is, of certain actions 
which may be consistent with his duty to himself. But we 
cannot say that he has a duty of respect for himself; for he 
must have respect for the law within himself, in order to be 
able to conceive duty at all. 

(251) XIII.-Gcncral Principlc,s of the fifcta:physics of J1forali:; ·i·n 
the treatment of Pure Ethics. 

First. A duty can have only a single ground of obligation; 
and if two or more proofs of it are adduced, this is a certain 
mark that either no valid proof has yet been given, or that 
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there arc several distinct duties which have been rcganle<l 
aH one. 

For all moral proofs, being philosophical, can only be 
drawn by means of rational knowledge from co1u·,.pts, not like 
mathematics, through the construction of concepts. The latter 
science admits a variety of proofs of one and the same theorem ; 
because in intuition ci priori there may be several properties of 
an object, all of which lead back to the very same principle. 
If, for instance, to prove the cluty of veracity, au argument 
is drawn first from the lwrm that a lie causes to other men ; 
auother from the 11;o;·thlcssncss of a liar,, and the violation of hii-; 
own self-respect, what is proved in the former argument is a 
dnty of benevolence, not ,,f veracity, that is to say, not the 
duty which require1l to be proved, but a difforeut 011c. Now, if 
in giviug a variety of proofs for one and the same theorem, we 
flatter ourselves that the )uultitude of reasons will compensate 
the lack of weight in each taken separately, this is a very 
u111ihilosophic:al resomce, since it betrays trickery and dis­
hu11esty; for several insuflicient proofs place1l l1csicfr one another 
<lo 11ot produce certainty, nor even probability. (252) They 
should acli-ancc as reason and consequence in a sl'rics, up to 
the sufficient reason, and it is only iu this way that they can 
have the force of proof. Yet the former is the usual device 
of the rhetorician. 

Ser·oitdl1;. The difference between virtue and vice cannot be 
sought in the dcyrcc in which certain maxims arc followed, but 
only in the specific quality of the maxims (their relation to the 
law). In other wol'lls, the vaunted principle of Aristotle, that 
Yirtuc is t,he mcrm between two vices, is false. 1 :For instance, 

1 The common classical formulro of Ethics-medio tnt-issinms ibis; 

umne niininm ve1·titw· in vitium ; est modus in rebus, &c. ; med-inm 
fennere bectti; vfrtns est medium vitio1·1tm et ntrinque reductmn-con.tain 
a poor sort of wiRdom, which has no definite principles : for this mean 
between two extremes, who will assign it for me 1 Avarice (as a vice) is 
not distinguished from frugality (as a virtue) hy merely being the latter 
:µushed too far ; but has a quite different principle (maxim), namely, 
placing the end of economy not in the enjoyment of one's means, but in 
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suppose that good management is given as the mean between 
two vices, prodigality and avarice; then its origin as a virtue 
can neither be defined as the gradual diminution of the former 
vice (by saving) nor as the increase of the expenses of the 
miserly. These vices, in fact, cannot be viewed as if they, 
proceeding as it were in opposite directions, met together in 
good management; but each of them has its own maxim, 
which necessarily contradicts that of the other. 

( 253) For the same reason, no vice can be defined as an 
e:n:cs8 in the practice of certain actions beyond what is proper 
(ex. gr. P1·odi.'fcditas est l~-i:ccssus in consumcnd·is opibus); or, as a 
less exercise of them than is fitting (Avaritia est dcfcctus, &c.). 
l<'or since in this way the dcgicc is left quite undefined, and 
the question whether conduct accords with duty or not, turns 
wholly on this, such an account is of no use as a definition.1 

Th i;·dly. Ethical virtue must not be estimated by the power 

the mere possession of them, renouncing enjoyment ; just as the vice of 
prudigality is not to be sought in the excessive enjoyment of one's 
means, but in the bad maxim which makes the use of them, without 
regard to their maintenance, the sole end. 

1 ['' The assertion that we should do nothing either too little or too 
much means nothing, for it is tautological. ,vhat is it to do too much ~ 
Answer-More than is right. What is it to do too little 1 Answer-To 
do less than is right. What is the meaning of, I ought (to do something, 
or leave it undone) 1 Answer-It is not right (against duty) to do mure or 
less than is right. If that is the wisdom for which we must go back to 
the ancients (to Aristotle), as if they were nearer the source, we have 
chosen ill in tuming to their oracle. Between truth and falsehood 
(which are contradictories) there is no mean; there may be, however, 
between frankness and reserve (which are cont1·aries). In the case of 
the man who declares his opinion, aU that he says is true, but he does 
not say all the truth. Now, it is ve1·y natural to ask the moral teacher to 
point out to me this mean. This, however, he cannot do, for both duties 
have a certain latitude in their application, and the right thing to do can 
only be decided by the judgment, according to rules of prudence 
(pragmatical rules), not those of morality (moral rules), that is to say, 
not as strict duty (offecimn sfrictum), but as indeterminate (offecium iatum). 
Hence the man who follows the principles of virtue may indeed commit 
a J aiiU (peccatum) in his practice, in doing more or less than prudence 
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we attribute to man of fulfilling the law; but convcr:-;ely. the 
moral power must be estimated by the law, which cornmands 
categorically; not, therefore, hy the empirical knowledge that 
we have of men as they are, but by the rational knowletlge 
how, according to the ideas of humanity, they ought to bt~. 
These three maxims of the scientific treatment of Ethics am 
opposed to the olcler apophthegms:-

1. There is only one virtue and only one vice. 
2. Virtue is the observance of the mean path between twu 

opposite vices. 
3. Virtue (like prudence) must be learned from experience. 

XIV.-Of Virtue in Ocneral. 

Virtue signifies a moral strength of Will [Wille]. Bnt this 
does not exhaust the notion; for such strength might also 
belong to a holy (superhuman) being, in whom no opposing 
impulse counteracts the law of his rational Will; who therl'fore 
willingly does everything in accordancp with the law. Virtue 
then is the moral strength of a rna,1's Will [Wille] in his 
obedience to duty; and this is a moral n,:ccssitation by his own 
law giving reason (254), inasmuch as this constitutes itself a 
power exec1tting the law. It is not itself a duty, nor is it a duty 
to possess it (otherwise we should be in duty bound to have a 
duty), but it commands, and accompanies its command with a 

prescribes; but adhering strictly to these principles, ho does not commit 
a ,IJice (vitium), and the verse of Horace-

Insani sapiens nomen ferat, roquus iniqui, 
Tlltra quam satis est virtutem si petat ipsam-

literally understood, is fundamentally false. But perhaps sapiens here 
means only a prudent man, who does not form a chimerical notion of 
virtuous perfection. This perfection being an Ideal, demands approxi­
mation to this end, but not the complete attainment of it, which 
surpasses human powers, and introduces absurdity (chimerical imagina­
tion) into its principle. For to be quite too virtuous, that is, to be quite 
too devoted to duty, would be about the same as to speak of making a 

circle quite too round, or a straight line quite too straight. "-1'uyendlehl'e, 
p. 287, note.] 
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moral ctinstraint (one possible by laws of internal freedom), 
Hnt Rince this should be irresistible, strenath is requisite 0 , 

and tlw degree of this strength can be estimated only by the 
magnitude of the hindrances which man creates for himself by 
his inclinations. Vices, the brood of unlawful dispositions, are 
the monsters that he has to combat; wherefore this moral 
strength as fol't-itudc (foditudo -momh's) constitutes the greatest 
antl unly true martial glory of man; it is also called the true 
ll'Z:sdo111, 1rnmely, the practical, because it makes the itltimatc end 

[ = li11nl cause J of the existence of man on earth its own end. 
I ts possession alone makes man free, healthy, rich, a king, &c., 
11or can either chance or fate deprive him of this, since he 
possesses himself, and the virtuous cannot lose his virtue. 

All the encomiums bestowed on the ideal of humanity in its 
moral perfection can lose nothing of their practical reality by 
the examples of what men now are, have been, or will probably 
be hereafter; Anthropology which proceeds from mere empirical 
knowlellge cannot impair antlwoponorny which is erected by the 
unconditionally legislating reason; and although virtue may 
now and then be called meritorious (in relation to men, not to 
the law), and be worthy of reward, yet in itself, as it is its own 
end, so also it must be regarded as its own reward. 

Virtue considereci in its complete perfection is therefore 
1·egardccl not as if man possessed virtue, but as if virtue possessed 
the man (255), since in the former case it would appear as though 
he had still had the choice (for which he would then require 
another virtue, in ortler to select virtue from all other wares 
offererl to him). To conceive a plurality of virtues (as we 
unavoidably must) is nothing else but to conceive various moral 
objects to which the (rational) will is led by the single principle 
of virtue; and it is the same with the opposite vices. The 
expression which personifies both is a contrivance for affecting 
the sensibility, pointing, however, to a moral sense. Hence it 
follows that an Aesthetic of Morals is not a part, but a subjec­
tive exposition, of the Metaphysic of Morals, in which the 
emotions that accompany the necessitating force of the moral 
law make the efficiency of that force to be felt; for example: 
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disgust, horror, &c., which give a sensible form to the mc_irnl 
aversion in order to gain the precedence from the 'inrrr!y sensible 

inci tern en t. 

XV .-Of the Prindplc on 1d1ich Ethics i-~ s1·11arrt/Nl f,·0J11 
.Jurispntdcnrc. 

This separation on which the su bclivision of 111oi"Cll ph i!usoplt _If 

in general rests, is founded on this: that the notion of Fnwlom 
which is common to both, makes it necessary to divilk duties 
into those of external and those of internal freedom; the lat..tN· 
of which alone are ethical. Hence this internal freeclom whieh 
is the condition of all ethical duty must he cliscussed a" a 
preliminary (rliscursns prccliminnris), just as above the dnctrine 
of conscience was discussed as the condition of all cluty. 

(256) HE)IAHKS. 

Of the Doct'i·ine of Virtue on the Principle of Intunal F,·l'l'tln111. 

Habit (habitus) is a facility of action and a snbjecti\'C' per­
fection of the elective will. But not every such facility is a. fl'cc 
habit (habitus libcrtatis); for if it is custom. (assuct11do), that is, ,t 

uniformity of action which, by frequent repetition, has Leeome a 
necessity, then it is not a habit proceeding from freedom, and 
therefore not a moral habit. Virtue therefore cannot be rh/incrl 

as a habit of free law-abiding actions, unless indeed w<' aclcl 
"determining itself in its action by the idea of the law": and 
then this habit is not a property of the elective will, but of the 
Rational Will, which is a faculty that in adopting a rule also 
declares it to be a universal law, and it is only such a habit that 
can be reckoned as virtue. Two things are required for internal 
freedom : to be rnaster of oneself in a given case ( animus sm: 
compos), and to have command over oneself (i1npcriurn in scmct­
ipsum), that is to subdue his emotions and to govern his passions. 
With these conditions the character (indolcs) is noble (erccta); m 
the opposite case it is ignoble (indoles abjecta scrva). 



:METAPHYSICAL ELE:\IENTS OF ETHICS. 319 

XVI.- Virtue rcqnircs, first of all, Command over Oneself 

Emotions and Passions are essentially distinct; the former 
belong to feeling in so far as this coming hefore reflection makes 
it more difficult or even impossible. Hence emotion is called 
hasty [jiih] (aninius prwccps) (257). And reason declares through 
the notion of virtue that a man should collect himself; but this 
weakness in the life of one's understanding, joined with the 
strength of a mental excitement, is only a lack of virtue (Unt11-
_qcnd), and as it were a weak and childish thing, which may very 
well consist with the best will, and has further this one good. 
thing in it, that this storm soon subsides. A propensity to 
emotion ( ex. gr. resentment) is therefore not so closely related to 
vice as passion is. Passion, on the other hand, is the sensible 
appct·itc grown into a permanent inclination (ex. gr. hat-red in 
contrast to resentment). The calmness with which one indulge~ 
it leaves room for reflection and allows the mind to frame prin­
ciples thereon for itself; and thus when the inclination falls upon 
what contradicts the law, to brood on it, to allow it to root itself 
deeply, and thereby to take up evil (as of set purpose) into one's 
maxim; and this is then specifically evil, that is, it is a true i•icc. 

Virtue therefore, in so far as it is based on internal freedom, 
contains a positive command for man, namely, that he should 
bring all his powers and inclinations under his rule (that of 
reason); and this is a positive precept of command over hirnselr 
which is additional to the prohibition, namely, that he should 
not allow himself to be governed by his feelings and inclinations 
(the duty of apathy); since, unless reason takes the reins of 
government into its own hands, the feelings and inclinations 
play the master over the man. 

XVII.- Virt1w necessarily presupposes Apathy (considered as 
Strength). 

This word (apathy) has come into bad repute, just as if it 
meant want of feeling, and therefore subjective indifference with 
respect to the objects of the elective will (258); it is supposed 
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to he a weakness. This misco11ceptio11 may b1~ ,tvoidecl liy ~iving 
the name moral oz)(lthy to that want of emotion which is to lie 
distinguished from indifference. In the former thP feelings 
arisiiw from sensible impn•ssions lnsP tlwir i11tlue11cl' on the 

n . 
moral feeling only lJecause the respect for the law 1s mon' 
powerful than all of thern together. It is only the apparent 
strength of a fever patient that make,- even the 1i,·ely sympatJ1y 
with goorl rise to an emotion, or rather ,lcgenerate into it. Such 
an emotion is called i:nth1 18ir1.~111, and it is with reference to this 
that we are to explain the 111nrl1';-"tinn which is usually reco111-
nw~1decl in virtuous practices-

" Insani sapiens nomen ferat, m(Juus ini,1ui, 
Ultra q1wm oatio eat virtutem si petat i psmn." 

-HORACE. 

For otherwise it is ahsurcl to imagine that one could be too 1risc 
or ton ·cit'luous. The emotion always belongs to the sensibility, 
no matter hy what sort of objrct it may he excited. The true 
strength of virtue is tlw mind at rest, ,vith a firm, deliberate 
resolution to bring its law into praGtice. That is the state of 
hcrrltl, in the moral life; on the contrary, the emotion, even 
whC'11 it is excited by the iclca of the good, is a momentary glitter 
which leaves exhaustion after it. We may apply the term 
fantastically virtuous to the man who will admit nothing to be 
i,irl~ffinnt in respect of morality ((((liaz1hora), and who strews all 
his steps with duties, as with traps, and will not allow it to be 
indifforent whether a man eat fish or flesh, drink beer or wine, 
when both agree with him-a micrology which, if adopted into 
the doctrine of virtue, would make its rule a tyranny. 

( 259) RE~lARIC. 

Virtue is always in ]J?'Ogl'css, and yet always begins f1'0J11. 

thi: beginning. The former follows from the fact that, objectively 

considered, it is an ideal and unattainable, and yet it is a duty 
constantly to approximate to it. The second [characteristic] is 
founded snbjectively on the nature of man, which is affected 
by inclinations, under the influence of which virtue, with its 
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maxims adopted once for all, can never settle in a position of 
rest ; but if it is not rising, inevitably falls; because moral 
maxims cannot, like technical, be based on custom (for this 
belongs to the physical character of the determination of will) ; 
but even if the practice of them become a custom, the agent 
would thereby lose the freedom in the choice of his maxims, 
which freedom is the character of an action done from duty. 

[The two remaining sections discuss the proper division of 
Ethics, and have no interest apart from the treatises to which 
they are introductory. They are therefore not translated. I 
add some remarks on Conscience, taken from the "Tugendlehre " 
itself. J 

On Conscience. 

The consciousness of an internal fribnnal in man (before 
which "his thoughts accuse or excuse one another") is Con­
selenee. 

EYery mun has a conscience, and finds himself observed by 
an inward judge which threatens and keeps him in awe (reve­
rence combined with fear); and this power which watches over 
the laws within him is not something which he himself (arbi­
trarily) m.akcs, but it is incorporated in his being. It follows 
him like his shadow, when he thinks to escape. He may in­
deed stupefy himself with pleasures and distractions, but can­
not avoid now and then coming to himself or awaking, and 
then he at once perceives its awful voice. In his utmost 
depravity he may, indeed, pay no attention to it, but he cannot 
avoid hea1·ing it. 

Now this original intellectual and (as a conception of duty) 
moral capacity, called conscience, has this peculiarity in it, that 
although its business is a business of man with himself, yet he 
finds himself compelled by his reason to transact it as if at 
the command of another person. For the transaction here is 
the conduct of a trial (cau.sa) before a tribunal. But that he 
who is accnscd by his conscience should be conceived as one and 
the same pc1·s011 with the judge is an absurd conception of a 
judicial court ; for then the complainant would always lose his 

y 
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case. Therefore in all duties the conscience of the 111an must 
regal'd unothn· than himself as the juclgP of his acti11ns, if it is 
to avoid self-contradiction. Now this otlwr may 1,(• an actual 
or a merely ideal person which reason fra11ws to itsdf. 1 :Such 
an illealizecl person (the authorized judgl' of consciell(.:C) must lie 
om• who know:; the heart; for the trilJunal is sc•t up in the iwll'rml 

j)(li'l 1Jf man; at the same time he must also lw 111/-olJ!i_,;iil.'/, that 
is, mtrnt lJe or lie co11cei\·cd as a person in n•spcct 11f whom all 
lluties are to be regarded as his commands: si11cc co11:,ciL'ncc is 
tlw inward judge of all free actions. NO\v. sinr:P stH.:h a moral 
being mw;t at the same time possess all 1H,wPr (in hcavc11 a11d 
earth), since otherwise lw coulcl not gin• his co111111ands their 
proper effect (v;hich the office of judge 11ccc•ssarily rc1p1ircs), and 
since such a moral being possessing power o,·cr all is called God, 

hence conscience must be conccin~d as the sulijcc.:ti,·e principle 
of a responsibility for Olle's deeds beforp Uocl; nay, this latter 
concept is contained (though it he only obscmcly) in <'\'Cl')' moral 
self-consciousness.-T11gmdlc/i1·,·, p. ~9:1, ff. 

1 [In a foot-note, Kant explains this double personality of a man as 
both the accuser a11d the judge, by reference to the homo 1w1imcnon, and 
it~ specific difference from the rationally endowed homo sensibilis.] 
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(19-20) OF THE INDWELLING 
OF THE 

BAD PRINCIPLE ALONG WITH THE GOOD; 
OR1 

ON THE RADICAL EVIL IN HUMAN NATURE. 

·THAT the world lieth in wickedness is a complaint as old as 
. history, even as what is still older, poetry; indeed, as old 

as the oldest of all poems, sacerdotal religion. All alike, never­
theless, make the world begin from good ; with the golden age, 
with life in paradise, or one still more happy in communion 
with heavenly beings. But they represent this happy state as 
soon vanishing like a dream, and then they fall into badness 
(moral badness, which is always accompanied by physical), as 
hastening to worse and worse with accelerated steps ;1 so that 
we are now living (this now being, however, as old as history) 
in the last times, the last day and the destruction of the world 
are at the door; and in some parts of Hindostan (20) the judge 
and destroyer of the world, Eudra (otherwise called Siva), is 
already worshipped as the God that is at present in power; 
the preserver of the world, namely, Vishnu, having centuries 
ago laid down his office, of which he was weary, and which he 
had received from th& creator of the world, Brahrna. 

1 Aetas pa.rentum, pejor a.vis, tulit 
Nos nequiores, mox daturos 
Progeniem vitiosiorem. 

HORATIUS. 
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Later, lrnt much less general, is the opposit1' lwrnir· 11pini"n, 
whic:h has perhaps obtained c:urrenc:y only a111u11~:-:t phi!,,s,,­
phcrs, a.ncl in our times chiefly a11w11gsl i11stnwt111:-; .,f y,,uth: 

tha.t the world is c;onstantly adva11cing in ]J1·1•cis1·ly t l1P n'wrse 
,lirec:tion, nam':ly, from worse to ln:ttcr (though alrn, ,:,;t in:-;e11-

silily); at !Past, that the capac:iLy for s11c:li adY.11H:r• ,·xists in 
human nature. This opi11io11, howP\'l'l", is c·Prtai11ly n11I f1J\lllilt•tl 
Oil cxperienc:e, if what is rneant is i111"·r1{ guod or r•Yil (w,t civi­

lization;, f"r the history , d' all times speaks to11 powt'rt'nlly 
against it, but it is prol,ahly a good-natmcd l1ypothcsis of 
moralists fr()J11 Scnec:a to ]tou:sseau, :-;o as t" lll';.'.L' 111an tu the 
u11wearietl c:ultivation of the germ of gontl that Jicrhap:,; liL'S in 
us, if one can reckon on such a natural foundatir,n in 11wn. 1 

1 [One of Rousseau's earliest literary efforts was on this subject. which 
had been proposed for discussion by the Academy of DijL>n. He defended 
the thesis that the advance in science and arts was not favourable tu 
morals. Kant's own view is stated thus i11 the treatise : "Das mag in 
der Theorie, u. s. w. ," publ. in 17~:1. He is commenting on '.\Icuclclssulm, 
who had treated Lessing's hypothesis of a divine educati1111 uf mankind 
as a delusion, saying that the human race never madL• a few steps 
forward without prcsi:!ntly after slipping back with redoubled Yelocity 
into its former position. This, says Kant, is like the stone of :-,isyphus, 
and this view makes the earth a sort uf purgatory for old and forgotten 
si11s. He proceeds thus: "I shall venture to assume that, as the human 
race is constantly advancing in respect of culture, as it is designed to do, 
:,o also, as regards the moral end of its existence, it is constantly 
progressing and this progress is never broken off, although it. may be 
sometimes interrupted. It is not necessary for me to pro,·c this ; it is 
for those who take the opposite view to prove their case," Yiz., l,eeause it 
is my duty to strive to promote this improvement (p. '..!2:!). " Many 
proofs, too, may be given that the human race, on the wh,,lc, especially 
in our own, as compared with all preceding times, has made eonsi<lerahlc 
advances morally for the better (temporary checks do not prove anything 
a'..(ainst this) ; and that the cry of the continually increasing degradation 
of the race arises just from this, that when une stands on a higher step 
of morality he sees further before him, and his judgment on what men 
arc as compared with what they ought to be is more strict. Our self­
hlame is, consc11uently, more severe the more steps of morality we have 
already ascended in the whole course of the world's history as known tu 
us.'' (p. 224.)] 
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There is also the consideration that as we must assume that 
man is by nature (that is, as he is usually born) sound in body, 
there is thought to be no reason why we should not assume 
that he is abo by nature sound in soul, so that nature itself 
helps us to develop. this moral capacity for good within us. 
"Sanabilibns ,t'grotanrns malis, nosque ·in ·;·cctw,1 ,r;rnito::; natura, 
si sanari velimus, adjuvat," says Seneca. 

But since it may well be that there is error in the supposed 
experience on both sides, the question is, whether a mean is not 
at least possible, namely, that man as a species may be neither 
good nor bad, or at all C\'ents that he is as much one as the 
other, p:1rtly gootl, partly bad? (21) We call a man bad, 
however, not because he performs actions that are bad (violating 
law), bnt because these are of such a kintl that we may infer 
from them had maxims in him. Now al though ,ve can in 
expcrienc:e obsen·e that actions violate laws, and even (at least 
in omselves) that they do so consciously; yet we cannot 
observe the maxims themselves, not even always in ourselves; 
consequently, the judgment that the doer of them is a bad man 
cannot with certainty be founded on experience. In order then 
to call a man bad, it should be possible to argued pr~·ori from 
some actions, or from a single consciously bad action, to a bad 
maxim as its fonrnlation, and from this to a general source in 
the actor of all particular morally bad maxims, this sonrce 
again being itself a maxim. 

Lest any difnculty should be found in the expression nr,t1m·, 

which, if it meant (as usual) the opposite of the source of 
actions from frccdo111, would be directly contradictory to the 
p1·edic11tes monilly good or evil, it is to be observeLl, that by the 
nature of man we mean here only the subjectiYe ground of the 
use of his freedom in general (under objective moral laws) 
which precedes every act that falls under the senses, whereYer 
this grournl lies. This subjective ground, however, must itself 
again be always an act of freedom ( else the nsc or abuse of 
man's elective will in respect of the moral law could not be 
imputed to him, nor the good or bad in him be called moral). 
Consequently, the source of the bad cannot lie in any object that 
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dcte1·minc.s the elective will through inclination, or in any natural 
impulse, but only in a rule that the elective will makes for itself 
for the use of its freedom, that is, in a maxim. :X ow w1~ cannot 
go on to ask concerning this, What is the subjective ground 
why it is adopted, and not the opposite maxim? (22) For if 
this ground were ultimately not now a maxim, but a mere 
natural impulse, then the use of freedon;i ,voul<l be reduce1l to 
determination by natural causes, which is contradictory to its 
conception. When we say, then, man is by nature good, or, he 
1s by nature bad, this only means that he contaim; a primary 
source (to us inscrutable)1 of the adoption of good or of the 
adoption of bad (law-violating) maxims : and this generally as 
man, and consequently so that by this he expresses the character 
of his species. 

We shall say then of one of these characterR (which dis­
tinguishes man from other possible rational beings) it is innate, 
and yet we must always remember that Nature iR not to bear 
the blame of it (if it is bad), or the credit (if it is good), but 
that the man himself is the author of it. But since the primary 
source of the adoption of our maxims, which itself must again 
always lie in the free elective will, cannot be a fact of 
experience, hence the good or had in man (aR the subjective 
primary source of the adoption of this or that maxim in respect 
of the moral law) is innate merely in thi.-; sense, that it ii-; in 
foree before any use of freedom is cxperiencc<l (2:i) (in the 
earliest childhood back to birth) i,;o that it is eonceiwcl as being 
preRent in man at birth, not that birth is the cause of it. 

That the primary subjective source of the adoption of moral maxims 
iH inscrutable may be seen even from this, that as this adoption is free, 
its Hource (the reason why, ex. gr., I have adopted a bad and nut mther a 
good maxim) must not be looked for in any naturnl impulse, but always 
a,:,{ain in a maxim; and as this also must have its ground, and maxims 
arc the only determining principles of the free elective will that can or 
ougl1t to he adduced, we are always driven further back ad infinit1,m in 
the series of subjective determining principles, without being able to 
rc,~ch the primary source. 
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REl\IARK. 

The conflict between the two above-mentioned hypotheses 
rests on a disjunctive proposition: man is (by nature) either 
nwrally good or morally bad. But it readily occurs to every­
one to ask whether this disjunction is correct, and whether one 
might not affirm that man is by nature neither, or another that 
he is both at once, namely, in some parts good, in others bad. 
Experience seems even to confirm this mean between the two 
extremes. 

It is in general, however, important for Ethics to admit, as 
far as possible, no intermediates, either in actions (adiaplwra) 
or in human characters; since with such ambiguity all maxims 
would run the risk of losing all definiteness and firmness. 
Those who are attached to this strict view are commonly called 
'rigow·ists (a name that is meant as a reproach, but which is 
really praise): and their antipodes may be called latitudinarians. 
The latter are either latitudinarians of neutrality, who may be 
called indijj'c1·cntists, or of compromise, who may be called 
SJ/'nC1'Ct·ists. 1 

1 If good = a, its contradictory is the not-good. This is the result 
either of the mere absence of a principle of good= 0, or of a positive 
principle of the opposite = - a. In the latter case the not-good may be 
called the positively bad. (In respect of pleasure and pain there is a 
mean of this kind, so that pleasure = a, pain = - a., and the state of 
absence of both is indifference, = 0.) (24). Now if the moral law were 
not a spring of the elective will in us, then moral good - (harmony of the 
will with the law) wot~ld = a, not-good= 0, and the latter would be 
merely the result of the absence of a moral spring = a + 0. But the law 
is in us as a spring = a ; therefore the want of harmony of the elective 
will with it (= O) is only possible as a result of a really opposite 
determination of elective will, th1\t is a resistance to it = - a, that is to 
say, only by a bad elective will; there is, therefore, no mean between a bad 
and a good disposition (inner principle of maxims) by which the morality 
of the action must be determined. A morally indifferent action 
(adiaphol'on morale) would be an action resulting merely from natural 
laws, and standing therefore in no relation to the moral law, which is a 
law of freedom ; inasmuch as it is not a deed, and in respect of it neither 
command nor prohibition, nor even legal permission, has any place or is 
necessary. 
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(2-1' The answer given to the above question Ly the rigomists1 

is fou:1ued on the important consideraLion: (~ii) That frccdum 
of elective will has the peculiar characteristic that, it cannot be 
determined to action by any spring o:ccpt oJLl_11 so .Jitr as tit,· ill//il 
lws taken it 11p into his ma;i:im (has ma(lc it the universal rnlc of 
his conduct); only in this way can a spri11g, whail'ver it may 
be, co-exist with the absolute S}.JOntaneity of the electi\"C will 
(freedom). Only the moral law is of itself in the jnclgment nf 
reason a spring, and whoever makes it his maxim is 1,wi'{lll.11 
goOll. Now if the law does not determine a man's elccti\"e will 
in respect of an action which has refere11ce to it, an opposite 
spring must have influence on his elective will; and since 
by hypothesis this can only occur by the man taking it (and 
consequently deviation from the moral law) into his maxim 

1 Professor Schiller, in his masterly treatise (Tluilict, l'i!l3, pt. 3) on 
pleasantness [yrace] and dignity in morals, finds fault with this way of 
presenting obligation, as if it implied 11, Cnrthusian spirit; hut as we :ue 
agreed in the most important principles, I cannot admit that there is auy 
disagreement in this, if we could only come tu a mutual understanding. 
I admit that I cannot associate any pleasantness with the conception of 
dnty, just because of its dignity. For it involves unconditional 
obligation, which is directly contrary tu pleasantness. The majesty of 
the law (like that on Sinai) inspires (not dread, which repels, nor yet a 
charm which invites to familiarity, but) ettce, which awakes respect of the 
subject for his lawgiver, and in the present case the latter being within 
ourselves, a feeling of s11bli11iity of our own destiny, which iittracts us 
more than any beauty. But i-irlue, i.e. the firmly rooted disposition to 
fulfil our duty punctually, is in its results benejfrent also, more than 
anything in the world that can be done by nature or art; and the noble 
picture of humanity exhibited in this form admits very well the 
accompaniments of the Graces, but as long as duty alone is in question, 
they keep at a respectful distance. If, however, we regard the pleasant 
results which virtue would spread in the world if it found acceRs every­
where, then morally directed reason dram1 the sensibility into play (by 
means of the imagination). (25) It is only after vanquishing monsters 
that Hercules becomes Musagetes, before which labour those good sisters 
draw back. These companions of Venus Urania are lewd follower,:; of 
Venus Dione as soon as they interfere in the business of the determina­
tion of duty, and want to supply the springs thereof. If it is now asked, 
Of what sort is the emotional characteristic, the temperament as it were 
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(in which case he is a bad man), it follows that his disposition 
in respect of the moral law is never indiflerent (is always one 
of the two, good or bad). 

(26) Nor can he be partly good and partly bad at the same 
time. For if he is in part good, he has taken the moral law 
into his maxim; if then he ,vere at the same time in another 
part bad, then, since the moral law of obedience to duty is one 
and universal, the maxim referring to it would be uniYersal, 
and at the same time only particular, ,vhich is a contradiction.1 

"\Vhon it is said that a man has the one or the other disposi­
tion as an innate m1,tural quality, it iR not meant that it is not 
ac:quired by him, that is, that he is nut the author of it, but only 
that it is not acquirell in time (thatf,·o;,1 vo11th 11p he has ban 
<d1mys the one or the other). The disposition, that is, the 

uf 1-irtt1e : is it spirited and chee1'ful, or anxiously depressed and 
dejected? an answer is hardly necessary. The latter shwish spirit can 
never exist without a secret hail'ed of the law, and cheerfulness of heart 
in the 1mformrmce of one's duty (not compfaceucy in the recounition of 
it) is a mark of the genuineness of the virtuous disposition, even in 
deroutness, :which does not consist in the self-tormenting of the penitent 
sinner (which is very ambiguous, and commonly is only an inward 
reproach for having offended against the rules of prudence), but in the 
firm purpose to do better in the future, which, aninmted by good 
progress, must produce a cheerful spirit, without which one is never 
certain that he has taken a lil:ing to good, that is to say, adopted it into 
his maxim. 

1 The ancient moml philosophers, who nearly exhausted all that can 
be said about virtue, have not omitted to consider the two ciuestions 
above mentioned. The first they expressed thus: \Vhether virtue must 
be learned (so that man is by nature indifferent to it and vice) 1 The 
second was : \Vhether there is more than one virtue (in other words, 
whether it is possible that a man should be partly virtuous and partly 
vicious) 1 To both they replied with rigorous decision in the negative, 
and justly ; for they contem!ilated virtue in itself as an idea of the 
reason (as man ought to be). But if we are to form a moral judgment of 
this moral being, man in appearnnce, that is, as we learn to know him by 
experience, then we may answer both questions in the affirmative ; for 
t.lien he is estimated not by the balance of pure reason (before a Divine 
tribunal), but by an empirical standard (before a human judge). We 
shall treat further of this in the sequel. 
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primary subjective source of the adoption of maxims, can be but 
one, and applies generally to the whole use of free<lom. But it 
must have been itself a<lopted by free elective will, for otherwise 
it could not he imputell. Now the subjectiw ground or cause of 
its adoption cannot be further known (although we cannot help 
asking for it); since otherwise another maxim would have to be 
adduced, into which this disposition has been adopted, and this 
again must have itn reason. (2;) Since, then, we caunot deduce 
this disposition, or rather its ultimate source, from any first act 
of the electiYe will in time, we call it a characteri!;tic of the 
elective will, attaching to it by nature (although in fact it is 
founded in free1lom). Now that when we say of a man that 
he is by nature good or ba<l, ,ve are justitietl in applying this 
not to the individual (in ,vhich case one might be assumed to 
be by nature goo1l, another bad), but to the whole race, this 
can only be proved when it has lJeen shO\vn in the anthropo­
logical inquiry that the reasons which justify us in ascribing one 
of the two characters to a man as innate arc such that there is 
no reason to except any man from them, aml that therefore it 
holds of the race. 

I. 

OF THE ORIGINAL I:XCAPACITY FOR GOOD IN IIUIIIA~ NATURE. 

We may conveniently regard this capacity [Anlage] under 
three heads <livided in reference to their ernl, as elements in 
the purpose for which man exists :-

1. The capacities belonging to the anim((l nat1wc of ma11 as 
a living being. 

2. To his lrnrna.nity as a living and at the same time rational 
being. 

:]. To hiR pc1·so11rdity ar-; a rational and at the Ramc time 
nsponsiblr being [ capable of irn1mtation ].1 

1 This must not be considered as contained in the conception of tho 
preceding, but must necessarily be regarded as a special capacity. For it 
does not follow that because a being has reason, this includes a faculty of 
determining the elective will unconditionally by the mere conception of 
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(2s) 1. The capacities belonging to the Animal. Nature of 
man may be brought under the general title of physical and 
merely mechanical self-love, that is, such as does not require 
reason. It is three-fold :-first, for the maintenance of himself; 
secondly, for the propagation of his kind, and the maintenance 
of his offspring ; thfrdly, for communion with other men, that 
is, the impulse to society. All sorts of vices may be grafted on 
it, but they do not proceed from that capacity itself as a root. 
They may be called vices of coa1·seness of nature, and in their 
extreme deviation from the encl of nature become brutal vices : 
inte1npcmncc, scnsllality, and wild laiclessncss (in relation to other 
men). 

2. The capacities belonging to his Humanity may be brought 
under the general title of cmnpm·ative, though physical, self-love 
(which requires reason), namely, estimating oneself as happy 
or unhappy only in comparison with others. From this is 
derived the inclination to obtain a worth in the opinion of othe?'S, 
and primarily only that of equality : to allow no one a superiority 
over oneself, joined with a constant apprehension (29) that 
others might strive to attain it, and from this there ultimately 
arises an unjust desire to gain superiority for ourseh·es over 
others. On this, namely,jcalousy and ri-1:alry, the greatest vices 
may be grafted, secret and open hostilities against all whom 
we look upon as not belonging to us. These, however, do not 

the qualification of its maxims to be Ulliversal law, so as to be of itself 
practical : at least so far as we can see. (28) The most rational being in 
the world might still have need of certain springs coming to him from 
objects of inclination, to determine his elective will; and might apply to 
these the most rational calculation, both as regards the greatest sum of 
the springs, and also as to the means of attaining the object determined 
thereby; without ever suspecting the possibility of anything like the 
moral law, issuing its commands absolutely, and which announces itself 
as a spring, and that the highest. \Vere this law not given in us, we 
should not be able to find it out as such by reason, or to talk the elective 
will into it; and yet this law is the only one that makes us conscious of 
the independence of our elective will on determination by any other 
springs (our freedom), and at the same time of the imputability of our 

actions. 
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, t111·c as their 1·oot 1 t prnpl'l'ly spring of themsel ws I rnm na . • . , :n 
apprehending that otlH'rs Pndrarnur to gai_n a hat?d _su1wr!()nty 
over us, these are incli11ati1111s to secure this supcnonty for nur-

1 l f · I . • 11-,turc wunl<l nsc tltl' 1·c1e" i-;e vcs as a c e ern,n-e rncasnrc, w 1e1 eas " • '" 
of snch competition (which in itself Lloes not excludl' mutual 
love) only as a llllltive to culture. The vices that arP grnftcll 
on this i1~clination may therefore 1,c calll'd ~-ict':-- of nrft111·(, and 
in their highest de~rcc of malig11ancy (in wluch they arc merely 
the idea of a maximum of badness smpassing humanity), c,,·. ,1/1', 

i11 nu:y, iii ing;·r,titurlc, in ,1111 /icc, &c., are eallcLl d,·,-ilish tic1·s. 
:;_ The capacity J,elo11ging to l'crso11ality is the capability 

of respect for tlH· lllOl':11 law (IS (! :ijl/'111(/ 1!! t!u· cfrclitl' /I'm 

rrdrq1wt, in it8c1f The capability of mere rcspeet for the nwral 
la\v in us ,voukl be moral feeling, which does not of itself con­
stitntc an end of the uatmal capacity, but only so far as it is 
a spring of the elective will. Now as this is only possible uy 
free will adoptiug it into its maxim, hence the character of such 
an elective will is the good character, which, like every charac­
ter of free elective will, is something that can only be acquirell, 
the possibility of which, hovrnver, requires the presence of a 
capacity in our nature on which ab,c:olntely nothing had can be 
gmfted. The idea of the moral law alone, ,vit,h the respect in­
separable from it, cannot properly be called a capacity belonging 
to pcrson(llit.71; (3o) it is personality itself (the idea of humanity 
considered altogether intellectually). But that we adopt this 
respect into our maxims as a spring, this seems tn have a 
:-ntbjective groull(l adllitional to personality, and so this grournl 
seems therefore to desen·e the name of a capacity belonging 
to personality. 

If we consider these three capacities according to the con­
ditions of their possibility, we firnl that the jir:-;t requires no 
reason; the second is based on reason, which, though practical, 
is at the service of other motives ; the thfrd has as its root 
reason, which is practical of itself, that is, unconditionally legis­
lative ; all these capacities in man are not only (negatively) 
.ffood (not resisting the moral law), but are also capacities for 
!food (promoting obedience to it). They are original, for they 
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appertain to the possibility of human nature. Man can use 
the two former contrary to their end, but cannot destroy them. 
ny the capacities of a being, we understand both its constituent 
elements and also the forms of their combination, which make 
it f'uch and such a being. They are original if they are essen­
tially necessary to the possibility of such a being; contingent if 
the being would be in itself possible without them. It is further 
lo be observed that we are speaking here only of those capaci­
ties which have immediate reference to the faculty of desire and 
to the use of the elective will. 

II. 

OF THE PROPENSITY TO EVIL IN HUMAN NATURE. 

By 1n·opcnsity (vropcnsio) I understand the subjective source 
of possibility of an inclination (habitual desire, concupisccntia), so 
far as this latter is, as regards man generally, contingent.1 (a1) 
It is distinguished from a capacity by this, that although it may 
be innate, it need not be conceived as such, but may be regarded 
as acqufrcd (when it is good), or (when it is bad) as dmivn by 
the person on himself. Here, however, we are speaking only of 
the propensity to what is properly, i.e. morally, bad, which, as it 
is possible only as a determination of free elective will, and this 
can be adjudged to be good or bad only by its maxims, must 

1 P,·opensity (" Hang") is properly only the predisposition to the 
desire of an enjoyment, which when the subject has had experience of it 
produces an inclinat-ion to it. Thus all uncivilized men have a 
vropensity to intoxicating things; for, although many of them are not 
acquainted with intoxication, so that they cannot have any desire for 
things that produce it, one need only let them once try such things, to 
produce an almost inextinguishable desire for th-em. Between pro­
pensity and inclination, which presupposes acquaintance with the 
object, is instinct, which is a felt want to do or enjoy something of 
which one has as yet no conception (such as the mech1mical instinct in 
animals or the sexual impulse). There is a still further step in the 
faculty of desire beyond inclination, namely, passions (not affections, for 
these belong to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure), which are 
inclinations that exclude self-control. 
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consist in the subjective ground of the possibility of a dcviat,ion 
of the maxims from the moral law, and if t,his propensity may 
be assumed as belonging to man universally (and t,hcrcfore to 
the characteristics of his race) will be called a natural propensity 
of man to evil. We may add further that the capability or 
incapability of the elective will to adopt the moral law into its 
maxims or not, arising from natural propensity, is called a .fJood 
or bad heart. 

We may conceive three distinct degrees of this :-first. it is 
the weakness of the human heart in following allopted maxims 
generally, (32) or the frailty of human nature ; scr.ondly, the pro­
pensity to mingle non-moral motives with the moral (even wlwn 
it is done with a good purpose and under maxims of good), that 
is frnpurity; thfrdly, the propensity to adopt bad maxims, that 
is the depravity of human nature or of the human heart. 

First, the frailty (Jm,qilitas) of human uature is expressed 
even in the complaint of an apostle: "To will is present with 
me, but how to perform I find not"; that is, I adopt the goOll 
(the law) into the maxim of my elective will; but this, which 
objectively in its ideal conception (in thcsi) is an irresistible 
spring, is subjectively (in hypothc.si), when the maxim is to be 
carried out, weaker than inclination. 

Secondly, the impurity (irnpm·itas, i1nprobitas) of the human 
heart consists in this, that although the maxim is good in its 
object (the intended obedience to the law), aud perhapH also 
powerful enough for practice, yet it is not purely moral, that 
is, does not, as ought to be the case, involve the law alone 
as its sufficient spring, but frequently (perhaps always) has 
need of other springs beside it, to determine the elective will 
to what duty demands. In other words, that dutiful actions 
are not done purely from duty. 

Thirdly, the depravity (vitiositas,pravitas), or if it is preferred, 
the corruption (c01·ruptio), of the human heart, is the propensity 
of the elective will to maxims which prefer other (not moral) 
springs to that which arises from the moral law. It may also 
be called the perversity (pcrvc1·sitcis) of the human heart, because 
it reverses the moral order in respect of the springs of a J1·cc 
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dL•etive will; and although legally good actions may be con­
sistent with this, the moral disposition is thereby corrupted in 
its ront, and the man is therefore designated bad. 

(:1:3) It will be remarked that the propensity to evil in man 
is here ascribed even to the best (best in action), which must be 
the case if it is to be proved that the propensity to evil amongst 
men is universal, or, what here signifies the same thing, that it 
is interwoven ,vith human nature. 

However, a man of good morals (bcnc nwmtus) and a morally 
gooll man (momlitcr bonus) do not differ (or at least ought not to 
differ) as regards the agreement of their actions with the law ; 
only that in the one these actions have not always the law for 
their sole and supreme spring; in the other it is invari"ably so. 
We may say of the former that he obeys the law in the lcttc1· 
(that is, as far as the act is concerned which the law commands), 
but of the latter, that he observes it in the spfrit (the spirit 
of the moral law consists in this, that it is alone an adequate 
spring). TV!iatcvc1· is not done from, this faith fs sin (in the dis­
position of mind). For if other springs beside the law itself 
are necessary to determine the elective will to actions con/01·ming 
to the la-w (c.:>J. g1·. desire of esteem, self-love in general, or even 
good-natured instinct, such as compassion), then it is a mere 
accident that they agree with the law, for they might just as 
well urge to its transgression. The maxim, then, the goodness 
of which is the measure of all moral worth in the person, is in 
this case opposed to the law, and while the man's acts are all 
good, he is nevertheless bad. 

The following explanation is necessary in order to define the 
conception of this propensity. Every. propensity is either phy­
sical, that is, it appertains to man's will as a physical being; 
or it is moral, that is, appertaining to his elective will as a 
moral being. In the first sense, there is no propensity to 
moral evil, for this must spring from freedom; (34) and a phy­
sical propensity (foi.mded on sensible impulses) to any particular 
use qf freedom, whether for good or evil, is a contradiction. A 
propensity to evil, then, can only attach to the elective will as a 
moral faculty. Now, nothing is morally bad (that is, capable of 

z 
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being imputed) but what is our own act. On the nthrr hand, hy 

the notion of a propensity we understand a subjective ground 
of determination of the elective will antrccclr.nt to any art, and 
which is consequently not itself an act. Jfrnce then") would be 
a contradiction in the notion of a mere propern;ity t_o evil, unless 
indeed this word "act " could be taken in two distinct senses, 
both reconcilable with the notion of frecclom. Now the term 
" act" in general applies to that t!SC of freedom by which the 
supreme maxim is adopted into one's elective will (conformably 
or contrary to the law), as well as to that in which adions 
themselves las to their matter, that is, the objects of the elective 
will) arc performed in accordance with that maxim. The pro­
pensity to evil is an act in the former sense (pcccatum or,:11i­
nn1·imn), and is at the same time the formal source of every act 
in the second sense, which in its matter violates the law and is 
called vice (pi:ccutum dcrivativwn); and the first fault remains, 
even thongh the second may be often avoided (from rnoti\'f~S 
()ther than the law itself). The former is an intelligihle act 
only cognizable by reason, apart from any condition of time; 
the latter sensible, empirical, given in time (J11ctu11i plwmomr­
non). The former is especially called, in comparison with the 
secornl, a mere propensity; and innate, lJecausP it cannoL he 
extirpated (since this would' require that the supreme lllaxim 
should be good, whereas by virtue of that propensity itself it is 
supposed to be bad); (:35) and especially because, although the 
corruption of our supreme maxim is our own act, we cannot 
assign any further cause for it, any more thau for any funda­
mental attribute of our nature. What; has just been said will 
show the reason why we have at the Lecrinninrr of this see;tion 

, O b 1.... ' 

su11ght the three sources of moral evil simply in that which by 
laws of freedom affects the ultimate groun<l of our a<loptillg or 
obeying this or that maxim, not in what affects the sensibility 
(as receptivity). 
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III. 

)TAN IS BY NATURE BAD. 

'' Viti is nemo sine na.scitw·. "-HORAT. 

According to what has been said above, the proposition, 
Man is bad, can only mean: He is consciom; of the moral lav,,, 
a.ml yet has adopted into. his maxim (occasional) deviation 
therefrom. He is by nature bad is equivalent to saying: This 
hol<ls of him considered as a species; not as if such a quality 
could be inferred from the specific conception of man (that nf 
man in general) (for then it would be necessary);_ but by ,vhat 
is known of him through experience he cannot be othenvise 
judged, or it may be presupposed as subjectively necessary in 
every man, even the best. 

Now this propensity itself must be considered as morally 
ball, and consequently not as a natural property, but as some­
thing that can be imputed to the man, and consequently mnst 
consist in maxims of the elective will which are opposed to 
the law; but on account of freedom these must be looked upon 
as in themselves contingent, which is inconsistent with the 
universality of this badness, unless the ultimate subjective 
groullll of all maxims is, by whatever means, interwoven with 
humanity, and, as it were, rooted in it; hence we call this a 
natural propensity to evil ; and as the man must, uevertheless, 
always incur the blame of it, (36) it may be called even a 
·,·adical badness in human nature, innate (but not the less 'drawn 
upon us by ourselves). 

Now that there must be such a corrupt propensity roote1l in 
man need not be formally proved in the face of the multitude 
of crying examples which experience sets before one's eye~ 
in the acts of men. If examples are desired from that state 
in which many philosophers hoped to find pre-eminently the 
natural goodness of human nature, namely, the so-called stut,· vj' 

na.ht1·c, we need only look at the instances of unprovoked cruelty 
in the scenes of murder in Tofoa, Neu; Zealand, the Navi_1J1dnr 

z :2 
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Jslanrl.c;, aml the never-e;easing instrul(;CS in the wi<lc> wastes of 
North-West America (mentioned 1,y Captain /I,·,,r,1,.1), where no 
one has even the least ad\'antage from it/ and comparing these 
with that hypothesis, we han' vices of' savage life more than 
ennurrh to make ns abandon that opinion. On thP ot,hPr hand, ,., 
if one is clisposell to think that human nature ean li(1 bcttPr 
known in a e;ivilizcLl e;outlition (in which its characteristie pro­
perties ean be more perfeetly developed), then one nrnst listen to 
a long melancholy litany of complaints of humanity; (37) of secret 
falsehood, even in the most intimate friPndship, so that it is 
reckoned a general maxim of pruclenee that cvPn tlrn hcst friends 
should restrain their cnntidence in their mutual intereourse; of 
a vropensity to hate the man to whom one is under an obli­
gation, for which a benefactor must ahvays be prepare<l; of a 
hearty goo1l-will, which nevertheless admits the remark that 
"in the misfortunes of our best friends then• is s,1111ethi11g which 
is not altogether displeasing 'to us";~ and of many other vices 
concealed un1ler the appearance of virtue, 11ot Lo mention the 
vices of those who do not eo1weal them, hPeausc we are satisfied 
to eall a man good who is n bad ~oan rd' th,· ,,;:,·,·(l.'J11 dass. This 
will ~ive one enough of the vices of n,/t,10·,· and ci\'ilization (the 
most mortifying of all) to make him turn a\vay his eye from the 

1 [Hearne's Journey from Prince of \Vales Fort in Hudson's Bay to the 
Northern Ocean in 1769-72. London : 1793.J 

2 As the perpetual war between the Athapescaw and the Dog Rib 
Indians, which has no other object than slaughter. Bra.very in war is 
the highest virtue of savages, in their opinion. Even in a state of 
civilization, it is an object of admiration and a ground of the peculiar 
respect demanded by that profession in which this is the only merit., and 
this not altogether without good reason. For that a man can have 
something that he values more than life, and which he can make his object 
(namely, honour, renouncing all self-interest), proves a certain sublimity in 
his nature. But we see by the complacency with which conquerors extol 
their achievements (massacre, unsparing butchery, &c.), that it is only 
their own superiority and the destruction they can effect without any 
other object in which they properly take satisfaction. 

3 [Compare Stewart, Acti-ve nnd Moral Powe1·s, bk. 1., ch. iii, sec. 3, 
who gives an optimist explanation of this saying.] 
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c01uluct of men, lest he should fall into another vice, namely, 
misanthropy. If he is not yet satisfied, however, he need 
0111~· take into consi1lcration a condition strangely compounded 
of both, namely, the external condition of nations-for the 
relation of civilize1l nations to one another is that of a rude 
state of nature (a state of perpetual preparation for war), aud 
tht>y are also firmly resolved never to abandon it-and he will 
become a warn of principles adopted by the great societies called 
Statcs,1 (as) which llirectly contradict the public profession, aud 
yet are never to he laid aside, principles which no philosopher 
has yet been able to bring into agreement with morals, nor (sad 
to say) can they propose any better which would be reconcilable 
with human natme; so that the philosophical -m.mcnniwn, which 
hopes for a state of perpetual peace, founded on a union of 
nations as a republic of the world, is generally ridiculeLl as 
visionary, just as much as the th<'olo!Jicol, which looks for the 
.complete moral improvement of the ,vholc human race. 

Now the source of this badness (1) cannot, as is usually 
clone, be placed in the :sensibility of man and the natural 

1 If we look at the history of these merely as a phenomenon of the 
inner nature of man, which is in great part concealed from us, we may 
become aware of a certain mechanical process of nature directed to ends 
which are uot those of the nations but of Nature. As long as any State 
has another near it which it can hope to subdue, it endeavours to 
agirrandize itself by the conquest, striving thus to attain universal 
monarchy-a· constitution in which all freedom would be extinguished, 
and with it virtue, taste, and sciences (which are its consequences). (39) 
But this monster (in which all laws gmdually lose their force), after it 
has swallowed up its neighbours, finally dissolves of itself, and by 
rebellion and discord is divided into several smaller States, which, 
instead of endeavouring to form a States-union (,i republic of free united 
nations), begin the same game over again, ea.ch for itself, so that war 
(that scourae of the human race) may not be allowed to cease. War, 

b • 

indeed, is not so incurably had as the deadness of a universal monarchy 
(or even a union of nations to ensure that despotism shall not be 
discontinued in 11ny State), yet, as an ancient observed, it makes more 
bad men than it takes away. [Compare on this subject Kant's Lssay 
Zmn ewigen Frieden; Werke, vii.' Thl. 1 Abth., p. 229; also Das 1n.ag in 
der Theorie, &c., No. 3, ibid., p. 220.l 
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i11dinations springing thcrcfrorn. For not, only han' these no 
direct reference to badness (011 the contrary, they afl<H"d tlw 
11ccasion for the 111oral character to show its lHJW!'I", nccasion for 
Yirtnc), bnt fmther we are Bot responsible for thl0 ir L'Xistencc 
(we cannot be, for being implantPd in ns they have 11ot us for 
tl1cir auLhors), whereas we are accom1talik for tlw propc11sity 
to ,~vil; for as this conr:Prns the morality of tlw s11li_ject, allll is 
consequently fonnd i11 him as a freely acting lwi1,g, it rn11st h,· 
illlpntctl to him as his o,vn fault, notwithstanding its lici11g so 
,leeply roote,l in the elective ,vill that it. 11111st lie said to b(' 
fonntl in man hy natme. The snnrce uf thi:-; e,·il (~) cannot Le 
placed in a C1JiT11ptio,i of Rca8011 which gives tlw moral law (:rn). 
aH if Reason could abolish the authority of the law in itself 
,l!Ill ,lisown its obligation; fnr this is ahsoh1tcly impossible. 
To conceive one's self as a l'redy acting lJeing, a11< I y<'t released 
from the law which is appropriate to such a lwing (the moral 
law), wonl<l be the same as to concei,·c a cattS(' operating 
without. any law (for determination liy 11at11ral laws is cxdncled 
lJy frccclom), and this would be :t contradiction. For the 
pnrpose the11 of assigning a i::ource of the 111oral c,·il in man, 
8Cils,:'1ility contaim; too littlP, for in taking away the motives 
which arise from freedom it makt>s him a nw1·e r, 11 i 111 a! bt"i119; 
1m Lhc ot.her harnl, a llea8011 releasing frn111 the rnoral law, 
;I, ,11r1lif/W1llt rcr1sun, as it were a, simply bad Itational ,vm 
[" "rille ''J, involves t1Jo much, for lJy ti.is a11tago11ism to the 
Ltw would itself be made a spring of action (for the elective 
\\·ill cannot lJc ,letcrminc1l without some spring), so that thP 
s1tlJj1!ct woul,l be made a dcFil-is/i. lJeing. Ncitlwr of these 
views, however, i8 applicable to lllan. 

N"w although the exi::;tence of this prnpensity to evil i11 
h11111n11 nature can J,p i:;howu hy experience, from the actual 
a11tago11ism in ti111e 1Jetween human will all(l the law, yet this 
1 •1·1:irJf docs 11ot teach us its proper nature and the source of this 
u.11 tagonism. This propensity co11cerns a relation of the free 
<'l,·ctive will (an elective will, therefore, the conception of which 
i,, n,Jt empirical) to the moral law as a spring (the conception of 
which is likewise purely intellectual); its natme then must bl' 
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cognized a 1n·io1·i from the concept of the Bad, so far as the 
la\vs of freedom (obligation and accountability) bear upon it. 
The following is the development of the concept :-

Man (even the worst) does not in any maxim, as it were, 
l'ebelliously abandon the moral law (and renounce obedience to 
it). ( 10) On the contrary, this forces itself upon him irresistibly 
by virtue of his moral nature, and if no other spring opposed it, 
he would also adopt it into his ultimate maxim as the adequate 
determining principle of his elective will, that is, he would be 
morally good. But by reason of his physical nature, which is 
likewise blameless, he also depends on sensible springs of action, 
and adopts them also into his maxim (by the subjective prin­
ciple of self-love). If, however, he adopted them into his maxim 
m; adequate of themselves alone to determine his will without re­
garding the moral law (which he has within), then he would be 
morally bad. Now as he naturally adopts both into his maxim, 
aml as he would find each, if it were alone, sufficient to deter­
mine his will, it follows that if the distinction of the maxims 
depended merely on the distinction of the springs (the matter of 
the maxims), namely, according as they were furnished by the 
law or by an impulse of sense, he would be morally good and 
bad at once, which (as we saw in the Introduction) is a contra­
cliction. Hence the distinction whether the man is good or bad 
must lie, not in the distinction of the springs that he adopts into 
his maxim, but in the snb01·dination, i.e. which of the two he makes 
th,· cond·ition of the other (that is, not in the matter of the maxim, 
lmt in its form). Consequently a man (even the best) is bad 
only by this, that he reverses the moral order of the springs in 
adopting them into his maxims; he adopts, indeed, the moral 
law along with that of self-love; but perceiving that they cannot 
subsist together on equal terms, but that one must be subonli­
nate to the other as its supreme condi'tion, he makes the spring 
of self-love and its inclinations the condition of obedience to 
the moral law; whereas, on the contrary, the latter ought to be 
adopted into the general maxims of the elective will as the sole 
spring, being the s1ip1·c111e condition of the satisfaction of the 
former. 
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(41) The springs being thus reversell by his maxim, co11trary 
to the moral order, his actions may, 11eYertJ1eleHH, eon form to the 
law just as though they had spruug from genuine principle:--: 
provided reason employs the unity of maxims in general, which 
is proper to the moral law, merely for the purpoHC of intro­
ducing into the springs of inclination a unity that does not 
belong to them, under the name of happinesH (c.c. f/1". that 
truthfulness, if adopted as a principle, relieves UH of the anxiety 
to maintain com,istency in our lieH aml to cse:ipe being en­
tangled in their serpent coils). In which case the empirical 
character is good, but the intelligilJle character is bad. 

Now if there is in human nature a propensity to thi:--, then 
there is in man a natural propensity to evil; aml since this pro­
pensity itself must ultimately be sought in a free elccti,·e will, 
and therefore can be imputed, it is morally bad. Thi:-; badne:-s 
is rarlicnl, because it corrupts the source of all maxims; an1l at 
the Harne time being a natural propen:-;ity, it cannot be tlo;/i'O!f'd 

by human powers, since this coulcl only be done 1iy good 
maxims; and when by hypothesis the ultimate subjcetiYe s1iurce 
of all maxims is corrupt, these cannot exist; nevertheless, it 
must be possible to O'Vcrcornc it, since it is found in man m, 
a freely acting being. 

The depravity of human nature, then, is not so much to be 
called badness, if this word is taken in its strict sense, namely, 
as a disposition (subjective principle of maxims) to a1lopt the 
bad, rts bad, into one's maxims as a spring (for that is devilish); 
but rather vervcrsity of heart, which, on ac:eouut of the re:mlt, 
is also called a bacl heart. (,12) This may co-exist with a W\11 
["Wille"] good in general, and arises from the frailty of 
human nature, which is not strong enough to follow its adopte1l 
principles, combined with its impurity in not distinguishing the 
springs (even of well-intentioned actiom;) from one another liy 
moral rule. So that ultimately it looks at hest only to the 
conformity of its actions with the law, nut to their deriYation 
from it, that is, to the law itself as the only spring. Now 
although this does not always give rise to wrong actions and a 
propensity thereto, that is, to vice, yet the habit of regarding 
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the absence of vice as a conformity of the mind to the la.w of 
duty (as ,vfrtnc) must itself be designated a radical perversity of 
the human heart (since in this case the spring in the maxims is 
not regarded at all, but only the obedience to the letter of the 
law). 

This is called innate guilt (rcatus), because it can be per­
ceived as soon as ever the use of freedom manifests itself in 
man, and nevertheless must have arisen from freedom, and 
therefore may be imputed. It may in its two first degrees ( of 
frailty and impurity) be viewed as unintentional guilt (culpa), 
but in the third as intentional (doh1s), and it is characterized 
by a certain malignanc,11 of the human heart (doli,s malu1S), 
deceiving itself as to its own good or bad dispositions, and 
provided only its actions have not the bad result which by 
their maxims they might well haw, then not disquieting 
itself about its dispositions, but, on the contrary, holding 
itself to be justified before the law. Hence comes the peace 
of conscience of so many (in their own opinion conscieu­
tious) men, when amidst actions in which the law was not 
taken into counsel, (43) or at least was not the most important 
consideration, they have merely had the good fortune to escape 
bad consequences. Perhaps they even imagine they have 
merit, not feeling themselYes guilty of any of the transgres­
sions in which they see others invoh·ed; without inquiring 
whether fortune is not to be thanked for this, and whether the 
disposition which, i~ they would, they could discover within, 
would not have led them to the practice of the like vices, had 
they not been kept away from them Ly want of power, by 
temperament, education, circumstances of time and place which 
lead into temptation (all, things that cannot be imputed to us). 
This dishonesty in imposing on ourselves, which hinders the 
establishment of genuine moral principle in us, extends itself 
then outwardly also to falsehood and deception of others which, 
if it is not to be called badness, at least deserves to be called 
worthlessness, and has its root in the radical badness of human 
nature, which (inasmuch as it perverts the moral judgment in 
respect of the estimation to be formed of a man, and renders 
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ir~putation quite uncertain both inLemally arnl cxLernally) con­
stitutes the corrupt spot in our nature, ,vhich, as long as we <lo 
~wt extirpate it, hinders the source of gootl from developing 
itself as it otherwi:,e would. 

A member of the Englif;h Parliament uttered in the heat of 
llebate the declaration, "Every man has his price." 1 If this is 
true (which everyone may decide for hirnself)-if there is no 
:irtue for which a degree of temptation cannot lie fouml which 
IS capable of overthrowing it-if the c1uestiun whether the good 
or the bad spirit shall gain us to its side only depends on which 
bids highest and offers most prompt payment-then what 
the Apostle says might well Le true ,of men universally: 
" There is no difference, they are altogether sinners; there 
is none that doeth good [according to the spirit of the law], 
no, not one."~ 

1 [The saying was Sir Robert ,valpole's, but was not so general as in 
the text. He said it (not in debate) of the members of the House of 
Commons, adding that ho knew the price of oach.) 

~ Tho proper proof of this condemnation pronounced by the morally 
judging reason is not. contained in this section, but in the preceding; 
this contains only the confirmation of it by experience, which, however, 
could never discover the root of the evil, in the supreme maxim of free 
elective will in relation to the law, this being an intelligible act, which is 
antecedent to all experience. From this, that is, from the unity of the 
supreme maxim, the law to which it refers being one, it may also be 
seen why, in forming a purely intellectual judgment of men, the principle 
of exclusion of a mean between good and bad must be assumed; whereas 
in forming the empirical judgment from sensible acts (actual conduct), the 
principle may be assumed that there is a mean between these extremes : 
on one side a negative mean of indifference previous to all cultivation, 
and on the other side a positive mean of mixture, so as to be partly 
good and partly bad. But the latter is only an estimation of the 
morality of man in appearance, and is in the final judgment subject to 
the former. 
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(H) JV. 

ON THE ORIGIN OF 
Tl[E EVIL IN HUM.Al~ NATURE. 

0 • • ( . ) . tlie derivation of an effect from its 
no-111 pnmary 1R . • 

. 0 . 1 • ch is not m its turn an effect of 
pnnrnry cause, that 1s, one w 11 b "d • 
another cause of the same kincl. It may e consi ered either as 

. . • In the former sianification it is 
a rolwnal or a fl'mporal or1g1n. . . 0 • , 

1 tl · t f tl effect that is considered; m the latter 
on y 1e l'.1)1,'l rnrr o 1C • . ' 
it H ucrurrcncc, so that it is referred as an event to its caw1e in 

ti mi·. ,vhen the eflect is referred to a cause which is connected 
,,..·ith it by laws of freedom, as is the case with moral evil, then 
the determination of the elective will to the production of it is 
unt regarded as connected with its determining principle in 
time, hut merely in the conception of the reason (45), and cannot 
li1• deduced as from any antcccdnd state, ~vhich on the other hand 
11111Rt be done when the bad action, considered as an ci1cnt in the 
world, is referred to its physical cause. It is a contradict.ion 
then to se~k for the time-origin of free actions as such (as we 
<lo with physical effects); or of the moral character of man, so 
for as it is regarded as contingent, because this is the principle 
of the HS<' of freedom, and this (as well as the determining 
principle of free will generally) must be sought for simply in 
l·., mceptions of reason. 

But whatever may be the origin of the moral evil in man, 
thl' most unsuitable of all views that can be taken of its spread 
:rnd continuance through nll the members of our race and in all 
generations is, to represent it as coming to us by inheritance 
t'ron~ our first parents; for we can say of moral evil what the 
poet says of good : 

". . . Genus et proavos, et qttre non jeci?ims ipsi 

Vix ea nostra. puto. . . . " 1 [Ovrn, Met. xiii. 140.] 

1 The three so-called higher Faculties would explain this inheritance 
each in its own way, namely, as a he1·edita1·y malady, or he'l·editariJ guilt 
or _hereditary sin. 1. 'l'he medical faculty would regard the heredita~ 
evil as something like the tapeworm, respecting which some naturalists 
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(16) It is to be obsen·ed,further,that when we in(ptirc into the 
origin of evil, we do not at first take into aeeounL t,he propcn:-it,y 
to it (as pcccat1t1n in potcntia), but, ouly crm~i,lcr the acLual evil 
of given actions, in its inner possibility, all(l i11 what muRt 
concur to determine the will to the cloing of Lhem. 

Every bad action, when we inquire i11to il8 raLional 11rigi11, 
must be viewed as if Lhc man had fallen i11to it 1lireetly frnm 
the state of innocenee. For whatever rnay have been his 
pi-e • . vious conduet a.ntl of whatever kind the 11atnral causes m-
tluencing him m~y lJe, whether moreover they arc internal or 
external, his action is still free, and not, determi11ctl by any 
causes, and therefore it lJoth can and mm;t lit~ alway!-\ jllllgetl as 
~n °1·iginal exercise of his elective will. He ought to haw left 
it undone, in whatever circumstances he may have been; for by 
no cause in the world can he cease to be a freely acti11cr being. 
It is said indeed, amljustly, that the man is accountabl; for the 
~onsequenccs of his previous free but wronrr actions; lmt hy this 
18 1 0 

on Y meant that one need not have recourse to tlw snl,ter-
fuge of deciding whether the later actions arc free or not, 
because there is sufficient ground for the accountability i11 the 
admittedly free action which was their eanse. nut if a man 
~ad been neYer so bad up to the very moment of an impend­
ing free action (even i:;o that custom had become 8econcl nature), 
Y~t not only has it been his duty to be better, lrnt it is nnw still 
his duty to improve himself; (.1i) he must then he also able to do 
so, and if he docs not, he is j1rnt as acemmtable at the 111ume11t 
of ~cting as if, endowed with the natural capacity fur goml 
(which is inseparable from freedom), he had stepped into edl 

are actually of opinion that, as it is not found in any element outside us 
nor (of the same kind) in any other aninml, it must have lJcen present in 
our first parents. 2. The legal fac1tlty would regard it as the legitimate 
consequence of entering on an inheritance left to :.tH by them, but 
burdened with a heavy crime (for to be born is nothing else but to 
obtain the use of the goods of earth, so far as they are inclispens,\ble to 
?ur subsistence). We must therefore pay the debt (expiate), and slmll 
in the end be dispossessed (by death). Right, legally ! 3. The 
•heological, facmty would view this evil as a personal participation of our 
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from the state of innocence. ·we roust not inqui~e. th~n what is 
the origin in time of this act, bnt what is its or1~m m reason, 
in order to define thereby the propensity, that 1_s t~ say, the 
gPneral subjectiYe principle by which a transgress~on IS a~opted 
into our maxim, if there is such a propensity, and If possible to 

Pxplain it. 
,vith this agrees very ,vell the mode of. 1:epresen~ation 

wh~ch the Scriptures employ in depicting the ongm of ev~l _as _a 
lic.'/1tlil i11.r1 of it in the human race, inasmuch as they exh1b1t 1t 
in a history in which that which must be conceived as first in 
the nature of the thino- (without regard to the condition of 
time) appears as first ii~ time. According to the Scriptures, 
evil does not begin from a fundamental propensity to it­
otherwise its beginning would not spring from freedom-but 
from sin (by which is understood the trangression of the moral 
law as a di-vine command) ; while the state of man_ before all 
propensity to evil is called the state of innocence. The moral 
law preceded as a proMbition., as must be the case with man as a 
,being not pure, but tempted by inclination (Gen. ii. 16, 17). 
Ins_tead now of following this law directly as an adequate 
spring (one which alone is conditionally good, and in respect 
of which no scruple can occur), the man looked about for other 
springs (iii. 6) which could only be conditionally good (namely, 
so far as the law is not prejudiced thereby), and made it his 
maxim-if we conceive the action as consciously arising from 
freedom-to obey the law of duty not from duty, but from regard 
to other considerations. (4s) Hence he began with questioning 
the strictness of the law, which excludes the influence of every 
other spring; then he reasoned down1 obedience to it to the 

first parents in the revolt of a reprobate rebel, either that we (though now 
unconsciolls of it) did then co-operate in it ourselves, (46) or that now 
being born under his dominion (as prince of this world), we prefer its. 
goods to the command of the heavenly Ruler, and have not loyalty 
enough to tear ourselves from them, for which we must hereafter share 
his lot with him. 

1 _As long as the moral law is not allowed the predominance in one's 
maxuns above all other determining principles of the elective will, as the 



350 OF TIIE UAI> l'HI:--CIPLE 

:tnere conditional conformity to means (subject lo the principle 
of self-love), whence, finally, the predominance 11f scn~ible 
in t" • I 0 1_ves above the spring of the law was adoptcll rnto t, ie 
max~m of action, and so sin was committed (iii. li). J[,,talo 
nominc, <le. tc falmla narrat,n·. That we all tlo just the same, 
consequently "ha Ye all sinned in .Aclam," 1 anrl still sin, i~ 
clear_ from what has preceded; only that i11 us an innate pro­
pensity to sin is presnppose<l in time, hut in tlw first wan, 011 

the cont • 1 • 11· I • i • rary' lllnoct'IICC, so t iaL lil llll t IC transgrpss1on ~ 

called a, fall; whereas, in us it is conceived as following frnm 
the innate depravity of our nature. What is meant, howe\'er, 
by this propensity is no more than this, tha.t if we wish to 
apply ourselves to the. explanation of evil as to its b1·!Jinniil,1! in 

time, we must in the case of every intentional trnnsgres$iou 
pursue its causes in a previous period of 011r life, going back­
wards till we reach a time when the use of reason was not yet 
developed: in other words, we must trace the Honrce of edl 
to a propensity towanls it (as a foundation i11 11atnre) which, 
on this account, is called innate. In the case of the lir:-t 
man, who is represented as already possessing the full pnw<·r 
of using his reason, this is not necessary, nor indeed po=-­
sible; ( 4!J) since otherwise that natural foundation (the e\'il 
propensity) must have been created in him; therefore bis sin ii­

represented as produced directly from a state of innocenL•<'. 
But we must not seek for an origin in time of a 1110ml charault'l' 
for which we are to be accountable, however inevitable thig i;; 
when we try to explain its contingent existence (hence Scrip-

spring sufficient of itself, all profession of respect for it is feigned, alld 

the propensity to this is inward falsehood, that is, a propcnsit,y t,_o 

deceive oneself to the prejudice of the moral law in interpreting it 

(iii. 5); on which account the Bible (Christian part) calls tho author of 
evil (residing in ourselves) the liar from the beginning, and thus 
characterizes man in respect of what appears to be the 1m~in principle of 

evil in him. 
1 [Rom. v. 12; Vulgate. Luther's version is correct. Jerome also 

gives the correct interpretation, although he retains the "in q•10" of tlw 
old version. Probably this was meant by the original translator ns i~ 

literal re11dering of the Greek e,p' .; "in that."] 
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ture may have so represented it to us in accommodation to 

this our weakness). . 
The rational oriofo however, of this perversion of our 

€lective will in respe~t ~f the way in whi~h it ado~t~ subordi­
nate springs into its maxims as supreme, i.e. the 0_ngm of this 
propensity to evil, remains inscrutable to us_; for it must itself 
he imputed to us, and consequently that u_lt1mate ground of all 
maxi ms would ao-ain require the assumption of a bad maxim.1 
vVhat is bad could only have sprung from what is ~ 0:ally bad 
(not the mere limits of our nature) ; and yet the ongmal con­
stitution is adapted to good (nor could it be corrupted by any 
other than man himself if he is to be accountable for this 
corruption); there is n~t then any _source conceivable to us 
from which moral evil could have first come into us. Scrip­
ture/ in its historical narrative, expresses this inconceivability, 
at the rnme time that it defines the depravity of our race more 
precii;;ely (50) by representing evil as pre-existing at the begin­
ning of the world, not however in man, but in a spfrit originalh­
destined for a lofty condition. The fi1·st beginning of all evil 
in general is thus represented as inconceivable to us (for whence 
came tho evil in that spirit?), and man as having fallen into evil 
only by seduction, and therefore as not funda1nrmtally corrupt 
( i.e. even in his primary capacity for good), but as still capable 

1 [" It is a very common supposition of moral philosophy that it is very 
ensy to explain the existence of moral evil in man, namely, that it arises 
from the strength of the sensible springs of action on the one hand, and 
the feebleness of the rational spring (respect for the law) on the other 
that is, from 1ceakness. But in that case it should be still easier t(~ 
explain the moral good in man (in his moral capacity); for one cannot be 
conceived to be comprehensible without the other. But the faculty of 
reason to become master over all opposing springs of action by the mere 
idea ~f the lnw is absolutely inexplicable; it is then equally incompre­
hensible how the sensible springs can become masters of a reason which 
commands with such authority. For if all the world acted according to 
the precept of the law, it would be said that everything was going on in 
the natural order, and it would not occur to anyone to inquire th 

" R ,. . e cause. - - eoigion, &c., pp. 67, 68, note.] 
_2 These rei:narks must not be regarded as intended to be an interpre­

tation of Scripture-a thing that lies outside the province of mere 
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of an improvement; in contrast to a serlucing spfrit, that is, a 
heincr in whom the temptation of the flesh cannot ho reckoned 
as J1eviating his guilt ; so that the former, who, notwith­
standing his eorrnpt heart, eontinnes to hase a good Ratio1~al 
Will [" Wille "], has still left the hope of a return to the good 

from which he has ~one astray. 

GE:simAL RE:.IAHK. 1 

0~ THE RESTORATIO:S- OF THE omra:NAL CAl'ACITY FOR C:0011 

TO ITS Jl(jLJ. l'OWEH. 

What man is or ought to l>e in a moral sense he must make 
or must have made ltimsclf. l~oth must be the effect of his free 
elective will, otherwise it could not he imputed to him, and, 
consequently, he would be morully neither go0tl nor bad. 
When it is saitl he is created good, that can only mean that he 
is created for goorl, and the original cmrntitntion in man is good; 
(51) but this does not yet make the man himself good, but accord­
ing as he does or does not adopt into his maxim the springs 
which this constitution contains (which must be left altogether 
to his own free choice), he makes himself become good or bad. 
Rnpposing that a supernatural co-operation is also necessary to 
make a man good or better, whether this consists only in the 
diminution of the ohstacles or in a positive assistance, the man 

reason. \Ve explain the manner in which a moral use may be made of 
a historical statement without deciding whether this was the meaning of 
the writer, or whether we only introduce it: provided only that it is 
true in itself, without needing any historical proof, and that it is at the 
same time the only way in which we can derive something for our own­
improvement from a passage of Scripture which would otherwise be only 
an unprofitable addition to our historical knowledge. We must not 
without necessity contend about the historical authority of a matter 
which, whether it be understood in this way or in that, does not help us 
to become better men (50), when what does help can and must bo known 
without historical proof. Historical knowledge, which has no such inner 
reference, that can hold good for every man, belongs to the adiaphora, 
with respect to which everyone may judge as he finds most edifying for 

himself. 

1 [In the first edition this appears simply as No. V.] 
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must previously make himself worthy to receive it and to accept 
this aid (which is no small thing), that is, to adopt into his 
maxim the positive increase of power, in which way alone it is 
possible that the good should be imputed to him, and that he 
should be recognized as a good man. 

Now how is it possible that a man naturally bad should 
make himself a good man transcends all our conceptions ; for 
how can a bad tree bring forth good fruit? But since it is 
already admitted that a tree originally good (as to its capacities) 
has brought forth bad fruit,1 and the fall from good to bad 
(when it is considered that it arises from freedom) is not more 
conceivable than a rising again from bad to good, the possi­
bility of the latter cannot be disputed. For notwithstanding 
that fall, the command " we ought to become better men," 
resounds with undiminished force in our soul; consequently, we 
must be able to do so, even though what we ourselves can do 
should be insufficient of itself, and though we should thereby 
only make ourselves susceptible of an inscrutable higher assist­
ance. It must-, however, be presupposed that a germ of good 
has remained in its complete purity, which could not be 
destroyed or corrupted-(is2) a germ that certainly cannot be 
self-love,2 which, when taken as the principle of all our maxims, 
is in fact the source of all evil. 

(53) The restoration of the original capacity for good in us is 
then uot the acquisition of a lost spring towards good; for, this, 

1 The tree that is good as to its capacities is not yet so in fact ; for if 
it were so it certainly could not bring forth bad fruit; it is only when 
the man has adopted into his maxim the lilpring which is placed in him 
for the moral law that he is called a good man (the tree is then absolutely 
a good tree). 

a Words that admit of two totally different senses often retard con­
viction for a long time when the principles are perfectly clear. Love in 
general, and self-lO'Ve in particular, may be divided into that of good will 
and that of complacency (benevolentire et complacentia.), and both (as is 
evident) must be rational. It is natural to adopt the former into one's 
maxim (for who would not wish that it should always fare well with him­
self 1). It is rational, inasmuch as in the first place, in respect 0£ the end 
only that is chosen which is consistent with the greatest and most lasting 

2 A 
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which consists in respect for the moral law, we co11l1l ncn'r 101-,t>, 

and, were it possible to do so, we could rw\·cr n•covcr it. It is 
t.hen only the restoration of its purify, as the snprcmc principle 
of all our maxims, by which it is adopted i11l11 these not merely 
in combination with other springs or as snl>onlinate to these 
(the inclinations) as conditions, bnt in its c•ntire purity as a 
8pring su,ificicnt of itself to determine the dective will. The 
original good is hol1:ncss of maxhns in following 01w's dut~·. hy 
which the man who adopts this purity into his maxims, although 
he is not himself as yet on that account holy (for there is still 
a long interval between maxim and act), uen~rtheless is un the 
way to approximate to holiness by an endless progress. Firm­
ness of purpose in following duty, when it has bcconw a habit, 
is called also virtue, as far as legality is cuuccrne1l, which is its 
empirical character (virtus phenomenon). It has then the stl'ady 
maxim of conformity of actions to tlw la/I", ,vhatcvcr may br the 
source of the spring required for this. (54) Hence virtue in this 
sense is grculually acquired, and is describc1l by some as a long 
practice (in observing the law) by which a man has passed from· 
the propensity to vice, by gradual reform of his conduct and 

welfare, and in the next as the most fitting mcims ar(l chosen for each of 
these elements of happiness. Reason here occupies tho place of I\ 

minister to natural inclination, and tho maxim which iH assumed on that 
account has no reference whatever to morality. If, however, it is made 
the unconditional principle of choice, then it is the source of an 
immeasurably great conflict with morality. Now a rational love of 
i:omplacency in oneself may either be understood t.lms, that we have 
complacency in the above-mentioned maxims directed to tho satisfaction 
of natural inclinations (so far as that end is attained by following them) ; 
and then it is the same thing as complacency towards oneself ; one is 
pleased with oneself, as a merchant whose trading speculations succeed 
and who congratulates himself on his insight in respect of the maxims he 
has adopted. But the maxim of self-love, of um;onditional complacency 
in oneself (not depending on gain or loss as tho results of the action) 
would be the inward principle of a satisfaction which is only possible to 
us on condition of the subordination of our maxims to the moral law. 
No man to whom morality is not indifferent can have complacency iu 
himself, or indeed can be free from a bitter dissatisfaction with himself, 
who is conscious of maxims that do not agree with the moral law within. 
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strengthening of his maxims, into an opposite propensity. 
This does not require any change of heart, but only a change of 
,norals. A man regards himself as virtuous when he feels him­
self confirmed ill the maxims of observance of duty, although 
this be not from the supreme principle of all maxims ; but the 
intemperate man, for instance, returns to temperance for the 
sake of health; the liar to truth for the sake of reputation; the 
unjust man to common fairness for the sake of peace or of gain, 
&c., all on the much-lauded principle of happiness. But that a 
man should become not merely a legally bu~ a 'morally good (God­
pleasing) man, that is, virtuous in hiih intelligible character 
(virtus noumcnon), a man who, when he recognizes a thing as 
his duty, needs no other spring than this conception of duty 
itself; this is not to be effected by gradual nforrn, as long as 
the principle of his maxims remains impure, but requires a 
rcvolu,tion in the mind ( a transition to the maxim of holiness of 
mind), and he can only become a new man by a kind of new 
birth, as it were by a new creation (Gospel of John, iii. 3, 
compared with Gen. i. 2) and a change of heart. 

We might call this rational self-love, which prevents him from mixing 
with the springs of his will any other causes of satisfaction drawn from 
the consequences of his actions (under the name of happiness to be 
procured thereby). Now as the latter 'indicates unconditional respect 
for the law, why should a difficulty be put in the way of the clear under­
standing of the principle, by using the expression a rational self-love, 
which is moral only on the condition just mentioned, whereby we are 
involved in a circle (53) (for a man can love himself in a moral way only 
so far as he is conscious that his maxim is to make respect for the law 
the supreme spri'ng of his will➔ 1 For us, as beings dependent on objects 
of the sensibility, happiness is by our [physical] nat1wc the first and 
unconditional object of our desire. But (if we give the name of nature 
in general to all that is innate in us, then) as beings endowed with 
reason and freedom, happiness is by our nature far from being the first 
or unconditional object of our maxims ; this character belongs to 
worthiness of happiness, that is, the coincidence of all our maxims with 
the moral law. Herein consists the whole precept of morality, that this 
is the objective condition under which alone the wish for the former can 
coincide with the legislation of reason, and the moral character consists 
in the state of mind which admits only such a conditional wish. 

2 A 2 
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nut if a man is corrupt in the very foundation of his 
maxims, how is it possible that he shoulil effect this revolution 
l1y his own power and uecome a good man of himself? And 
yet duty commands it, aml duty commands nothing that is not 
practicable for us. The only way this di11iculty cau be got over 
is, that a revolution is necessary for the mental disposition, but 
a gradual reform for the sensible temperameut., whieh opposes 
obstacles to the former; and being necessary, mrn-;t therefore be 
possible; that is, when a man reverses the ultimate principle of 
his maxims by which he is a bad man by a single immutable 
resolution (5!i) (and in so <loing puts on a new man); then so far 
he is in principle and disposition a sulJject suseq1tible of good; 
but it is only in continued effort and growth that he is a good 
man, that is, he may hope with such purity of the principle 
that he has taken as the supreme maxim of his elective will, 
and by its stability, that he is on the good (though narrow) 
road of a constant pro!Jrcss from bad to better. In the eyes of 
one who penetrates the intelligible principle of the heart (of all 
maxims of elective will), and to whom therefore this endless 
progress is a unity, that is, in the eyes of God, this comes to the 
same as being actually a good man (pleasing to Him), and in 
so far this change may be considered as a revolution; but in 
the judgment of men, who can estimate themselves and the 
strength of their maxims only by the superiority which they 
gain over sensibility in time, it is only to be viewed as an ever 
continuing struggle for improvement; in other words, as a 
gradual reform of the perverse disposition, the propensity to evil. 

Hence it follows that the moral culture of man must begin, 
not with improvement in morals, but with a transformation of 
the mind and the foundation of a character, although men 
usually proceed otherwise, and contend against vices singly, 
leaving the general root of them untouched. Now even a man 
of the most limited intellect is capable of the impression of an 
increased respect for an action conformable to duty, in propor­
tion as he withdraws from 'it in thought all other springs which 
could have influenced the maxim of the action by means of 
self-love, and even children are capable of finding out even the 
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least trace of a mixture of spurious springs of action, in which 
c~ase the action instantly loses all moral worth in their eyes. 
This capacity for good is admirably cultivated by adducing the 
r;mmplc of even good men (good as regards their conformity to 
law), and allowing one's moral pupils to estimate the impurity 
of many maxims from the actual springs of their actions; (56), 

and it gradually passes over into the character, so that dutil 
simply of itself commences to acquire considerable weight in 
their hearts. But to teach them to admfrc virtuous actions, 
however great the sacrifice they may cost, is not the right way 
to maintain the feeling of the pupil for moral good. For how­
ever virtuous anyone may be, all the good he can ever do is 
only duty; and to do his duty is no more than to do what is in 
the common moral order, and therefore does not deserve to be 
admired. On the contrary, this admiration is a lowering of 
our feeling for duty, as if obedience to it were something 
extraordinary and meritorious. 

There is, however, one thing in our soul which, when we 
take a right view of it, we cannot cease to regard with the 
highest astonishment, and in regard to which admiration is 
right or even elevating, and that is the original moral capacity 
in us generally. What is that in us (we may ask ourselves) by 
which we, who are constantly dependent on nature by so many 
wants, are yet raised so far above it in the idea of an original 
capacity (in us) that we regard them all as nothing, and our­
selves as unworthy of existence, if we were to indulge in their 
satisfaction in opposition to a law which our reason -authorita­
tively prescribes; although it is this enjoyment alone that can 
make life desirable, while reason neither promises anything nor 
threatens. The importance of this question must be deeply felt 
by every man of the most ordinary ability, who has been pre­
viously instructed as to the holiness that lies in the idea of duty, 
but who has not yet ascended to the investigation of the notion 
of freedom, which first arises from this law; 1 (57) and even the 
incomprehensibility of this capacity, a capacity which proclaims 

1 That the conception of freedom of the elective will does not precede 
the consciousness of the moral law in us, but is only inferred from the 
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a Divine ongm, must rouse his spirit to enthusiasm, and 
strengthen it for any sacrifices which respect for this duty may 
impose on him. The frequent excitement of .this feeling of the 
sublimity of a man's moral constitution is ('specially to be 
recommended as a means of awaking moral sentiments, since it 
operates in direct opposition to the innate propem;ity to pervert 
the springs in the maxims of our elective will, (58) and tends to 
make unconditional respect for the law the ultimate con­
dition of the admission of all maxims, and so restores the 
original moral subordination of the springs of action, and the 
capacity for good in the human heart in its primitive purity. 

nut is not this restoration by one's own strength directly 
opposed to the thesis of the innate corruption of man for every­
thing good ? Undoubtedly, as far as conceivability is concerned, 
that is to say, our discernment of its possibility, just as with 
everything which has to be regarded as an eYent in time (change) 
and as such necessarily determined by laws of nature, whilst its 
opposite must yet be regarded as possible by freedom in accord­
ance with moral laws; but it is not opposed to the possibility of 
this restoration itself. For if the moral law commands that we 
shall now be better men, it follows inevitably that we also cmi be 
bet~er. The thesis of innate evil has no application in dogmatic 
mor:tiity; for its precepts contain the very same duties, and con­
tinue in the same force, whether there is in us an innate pro-

determinability of our will by this law, as an unconditional command, 
anyone may readily be convinced (57) by asking himself whether he iA 
immediately certain of a faculty enabling him by firmness of purpose to 
overcome every motive to transgression, however powerful (Phalaris licef. 
im1Jerct nt sis Falsus, et adrnoto dictet pe1juria tanro). Everyone must 
confess that he does not know whether in such a case he would not be 
shaken in his purpose. Nevertheless, duty commands him uncon­
ditionally ; thou shalt remain true to it ; and hence he justly concludes 
that he must also be able, and that accordinv;ly his will is free. Those 
who fallaciously represent this inscrutable property as quite compre· 
hensible create an illusion by the word determi.nism (the thesis that the 
elective will is determined by internal sufficient reasons), as if the 
difficulty consisted in reconciling this with freedom. which no one 
supposes; the difficulty is, how predeterminism, by which voluntary 
actions as events have their determining causes in preceding time (which 
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pensity to transgression or not. In the culture of morality thiR 
thesis has more significance, but still it means no more thau 
this, that in the moral cultivation of the moral capacity for 
good created in us, we cannot begin from a natural state of 
innocence, but must start from the supposition of a depravity 
of the. elective will in assuming maxims that are contrary to 
the original moral capacity, and, since the propensity thereto is 
ineradicable, with an unceasing effort against it. Now, as this 
only leads to a progress in infinitum, from bad to better, it 
follows that the transformation of the dispm:1it,ion of a bad into 
that of a good man is to be placed in the change of the supreme 
inner principle of all his maxims, in accordance with the moral 
law, provided that this new principle (the new heart) be itself 
immutable. A man cannot, however, natura-lly attain the 
conviction [that it is immutable], either by immediate con­
sciousness, (59) or by the proof derived from the course of life he 
has hitherto pursued, for the bottom of his heart (the sub­
,iectiYe first principle of his maxims) is inscrutable to himself; 
but unto the path that leads to it, and which is pointed out to 
him by a fundamentally improved disposition, he must be able 
to hope to arrive by his 01m efforts, since he ought to become a 
good man and can only be esteemed 'morally good by virtue of 
that which can be imputed to him as done by himself. 

Now, reason, which is naturally disinclined to moral effort. 

with what it contains is no longer in our power), can be consistent with 
freedom, by which both the action itself and its opposite must be in the 
power of the subject at the moment of its taking place; this is what men 
want to discern and never will be able to discern. 

There is no difficulty in reconciling the conception of freedom with the 
idea of God as a necessn1"!} being ; for freedom does not consist in the 
contingency of the action (that it is not determined by reasons at all), that 
is, not in determinism (that it must be equally possible for God to do 
good or evil, if His action is to be called free), but in absolute spontaneity, 
which a.lone is endangered by prQdeterminism, which places the deter­
mining principle of the action in preceding time, so that the action is now 
no lonoer in my power but in the hands of nature, and I am irresistibly 

t:, , • • 

determined; and since succession in time is not to be conceived m God, 

this difficulty disappears. 
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opposes to this expectation of self-improvemcn tall sorts of 
corrupt ideas of religion, under the pretext of natural impotence 
(among which is to be reckoned, attributing to God Himself the 
adoption of the principle of happiness as the supreme condition 
of His commands). Now we may divide all religions into two 
classes-favonr-scclcing religion (mere worship), and 1110ml 

religion, that is, the religion of n _qoocl !if,:. By the former a 
man either flatters himself that God can make him Pternally 
happy (by remission of his demerits), without his having any 
need to become a better nwn, or if this does not seem possible to 
him, that God can 'flUlke him a better man, without his having to 
do anything in the matter himself except to ask for it; which, 
as before an all-seeing being asking is no more than ll'ish inf/, 

would in fact be doing nothing; for if the mere wish were 
sufficient, every man would he good. But in the moral religion 
(and amongst all the public religions that have ever existPcl the 
Christian alone is moral) it is a fundamental principle that 
everyone must do as much as lies in his power to become a 
~Jetter man, and that it is only when he has not buril'd his 
mnate talent (Luke xix. 12-16), when he has used the original 
capacity for good so as to become a better man, that he can 
hope that what is not in his power will be supplied by a higher 
co-operation. But it is not absolutely necessary that man 
~houl<l know in what this co-operation consists; (60) perhaps it 
18 even inevitable that if the way in which it happens had been 
i·evcaled at a certain time different men at another time should 
form different conception~ of it, and that, with all honesty. But 
then the principle holds good: "it is not essential, and therefore 
1_10t necessary for everyone to know what God does or h,as done 
1 or his salvation," but it is essential to know what he himself 
hr(.s to do in order to he worthy of this assistance. 1 

1 [There is appended in the original a long note (first added in the 
Sllcond edition) on the relation between the preceding general remark 
and the corresponding remarks appended to the other three sections of 
the Philosophical Theory of Religion. As these sections are not here 
translated, the note has been omitted.] 
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I.-ON A SUPPOSED RIGHT TO TELL LIES FROM 

BENEVOLENT MOTIVES.1 

IN the work called Francs, for the yenr 1797, Fart VI., No. 1, on 
Political Reactions, by Bs,.1Jamin Constant, the following passage 
occurs, p. 123 :-

" The moral principle thnt it is one's duty to spenk the truth, if 
it were taken singly and unconditionally, would make all society 
impossible. We have the proof of this in the very direct conse­
quences which have been drawn from this principle by a German 
philosopher, who goes so far as to affirm that to tell a falsehood to a 
murderer who asked us whether our friend, of whom he was in 
pursuit, had not taken refuge in our house, would be a crime."2 

The French philosopher opposes this principle in the following 
manner, p: 124 :-" It is a duty to tell the truth. The noti_on of 
duty is inseparable from the no~ion of right. A duty is what in one 
being corresponds to the right of another. Where there are no rights 
there are no duties. To tell the truth then is a duty, but only 
towards him who has a right to the truth. But no man has a right 
to a truth that injures others." The 1rpwTov tpEv~or; here lies in the 
statement that " To tell the truth ls a duty, but only toioards him who 
lias a right to the truth." 

It is to be remarked, first, that the expression II to have a right 
to the truth" is unmeaning. We should rather say, a man has a 

1 [Rosenkranz, vol. vii., p, 296. This Essay was published in a Berlin 
periodical in 1797.J 

2 "J. D. Michaelis, in Gottingen, propounded the same strange 
opinion even before Kant. That Kant is the philosopher here referred 
to, I have been informed by the author of this work himself."-
1{. F. CRAMER.• 

• I hereby admit that I have really said this in some place which I cannot now recollect.-
I. KANT. 



362 APPE:SDIX. 

right to l1is own truthfulness (veracitas), that is, to subjective truth 
in his own person. For to have a right objectively to truth would 
mean that, as in meum and tuwn generally, it depends on his will 
whether a given statement shall be true or false, which would pro­
duce a singular logic. 

Now, the first queRtion is whether a man-in cases where he 
cannot a,oid answering Yes or No-has the right to be untruthful. 
The second question is whether, in order to prevent a misdeed that 
threatens him or some one else, he is not actually bound to be 
untruthful in a certain statement to which an unjust compulsion 
for<:es him. 

Truth in utterances that cannot be avoided is tbe formal duty of 
a man to everyone, 1 however great the disadvantage that may arise 
from it to him or any other; and although by making a fnlso stt1te­
ment I do no wrong to him who unjustly compels me to speak, yet I 
do wrong to men in general in the most essential point of duty, so 
that it may be called a lie (though not in the jurist's l:lense), that is, 
so far as in me lies I cause that declarations in general find no credit, 
and hence that all rights founded on contract should lose their force ; 
and this is a wrong which is done to mankind. 

If, then, we define a lie merely as an intentionally false declara­
tion towards another man, we need not add that it must injure 
another; as the jurists think proper to put in their definition (me11-
dacium est falsiloquium in prae.fud£cium alterius ). For it alway:; 
injures another; if not another individual, yet mankind generally, 
since it vitiates the source of justice. This benevolent lie may, how­
ever, by accident (casus) become punishable even by civil laws; and 
that which escapes liability to punishment only by accident may be 
condemned as a wrong even by external laws. For instance, if you 
have by a lie hindered a man who is even now planning o. murder, 
you are legally responsible for all the consequences. But if you 
have strictly adhered to the truth, public justice can find no fault 
with you, be the unforeseen consequence what it Jnay. It is possible 
that whilst you have honestly answered Yes to the murderer's 
question, whether his intended victim is in the house, the latter mt1y 

1 I do not wish here to press this principle so for as to say that "false­
hood is a violation of duty to oneself." For this principle belongs to 
Ethics, and here we are speaking only of a duty of jm;tice. Ethics look 
in this transgression only to the w01-thlessness, the reproach of which the 
liar draws on himself. 
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ha,c gone out unobserved, and so not have come in the way of the 
murderer, and the deed therefore have not been done; whereas, if 
you lied and said be was not in the house, and he had really gone 
out (though unknown to you), so that the murderer met him as he 
went, and executed his purpose on him, then you might with justice 
be accused as the cause of his death. For, if you had spoken the 
truth as well as you knew it, perhaps the murderer while seeking 
for his enemy in the house might have been caught by neighbours 
coming up and the deed been prevented. Whoever then tells a lie, 
however good his intentions may be, must answer for the conse­
quences of it, even before the civil tribunal, and must pay the 
penalty for them, however unforeseen they may have been; because 
truthfulness is u duty that must be regarded as the basis of all.duties 
founded on contract, the laws of which would be renilered uncertain 
and useless if even the least exception to them were admitted. 

To be trutlift,l (honest) in all declarations is therefore a sacred 
unconditional command of reason, and not to be limited by any 
expediency. 

M. Constant makes a thoughtful and sound remark on the 
decrying of such strict principles, which it is alleged lose themselves 
in impracticable ideas, and are therefore to be rejected (p. 123) :­
'' In every case in which a principle proved to be true seems to be 
inapplicable, it is because we do not know the middl~ '[J1'it1ciple which 
contains the medium of its application." Re adduces (p. 121) the 
doctrine of equality as the first link forming the social chain (p. 121): 
'' namely, that no m~ can be bound by any laws except those to the 
formation of which he hns contributed. In a very contracted society 
this principle may be directly applied iµid become the ordinary rule 
without requiring any middle principle. But in a very numerous 
society_ we must add a new principle to that which we here state. 
'!'his middle principle is, that the individuals may contribute_ to the 
form(ltion of the laws either in their own person or by representatives. 
Whoever would try to apply tho first principle to a numerous society 
without taking in the middle principle would infallibly bring about 
its clf'struction. But this circumstance, which would only show the 
ignorance or incompetence of the lawgiver, would prove nothing 
against the principle itself." He concludes (p. 125) thus: "A 
principle recognized as truth must, therefore, never be abandoned, 
however obviously danger may seem to be involved in it." (And 
yet the good man himself abandoned the unconditional principle of 
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veracity on account of the danger to society, bccausp he could n~t 
discover any middle principle which :would ~crw to pren·nt tins 
danger; and, in £act, no such principle 1s to be rnterpolatecl here.) 

Retaining the names of the persons as they have been here 
brought forward "the French philosopher" confounds the action 
by which one do;s harm (nocct) to another by telling the trnth, the 
admission of wliich he cannot avoid, with the action by which he 
does him wrong (l<Edit). It was merely an accz'dent (casus) that the 
truth of the statement did harm to the inhabitant of the house ; it 
was not a free deed (in the juridical sense). For to admit his right 
to require another to tell a lie for his benefit would be to aclmit a 
claim opposed to all law. Every man ha~ not only a right, but the 
strictest duty to truthfulness in statements which he cannot a,oid, 
whether they do harm to himself or others. He himself, properly 
speaking, docs not do harm to him who suffers thereby; but this 
harm is caUBed by accident. For the man is not free to choosl'. ~ince 
(if he must speak at all) veracity is an unconditional duty. The 
'' German philosopher'' will therefore not adopt as his principlt- the 
proposition (p. 124) : "It is a duty to speak the truth, but only to 
him who has a ri'ght to the trutli," first on account of the obscurity of 
the expression, for truth is not a possession the right to which can 
be granted to one, and refused to another; and next and chiefly, 
because the duty of wracity (of which alone we arc speaking here) 
makes no distinction between persons towards whom we h1n-e this 
duty, and towards whom we may be free from it; but is an uucon­
di"tional duty which holds in all circumstances. 

Now, in order to proceed from a metaphysic of Right (which 
abstracts from all conditions of experience) to a principle of politics 
( which applies these notions to cases of experience), and by means of 
this to the solution of a problem of the latter in accordance with the 
general principle of right, the philosopher will enunciate :-1. An 
Axiom, that is, an apodictically certain proposition which follows 
directly from the definition of external right (harmon~ of the freedom 
of each with the freedom of all by a universal law). 2. A Postulate 
of external public law as the united will of all on the principle of 
equahty, without which there could not exist the freedom of all. 
3. A Problem; how it is to be arranged that harmony may be main­
tained in a society, however large, on principles of freedom and 
equality (namely, by means of a representative system); and this will 
then become a principle of the political B!fBtem, the estnblishmrnt and 
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arrangement of -which will contain enactments which, drawn from 
practical knowledge of men, have in view only the mechanism of 
administration of justice, and how this is to be suitably carried out. 
Justice must never be accommodated to the political system, but 
always the political system to justice. 

" A principle recognized as true (I add, recognized d pN°ori, and 
therefore apodictic) must never be abandoned, however obviously 
clanger may seem to be involved in it," says the author. Only here 
we must not understand the danger of doitig harm (accidentally), but 
of doing wrong; and this would happen if the duty of veracity, which 
is quite unconditional, and constitutes the supreme condition of 
j usticc in utterances, were made conditional and subordinate to other 
considerations ; and, although by a certain lie I in fact do no wrong 
to any person, yet I infringe the principle of justice in regard to all 
indispensably necestary statements generally (I do wrong .formally, 
though not materially); and this is much worse than to commit an 
injustice to any indiYidual, because such a deed does not presuppose 
any principle leading to it in the subject. The man who, when 
asked whether in the statement he is about to make he intends to 
speak truth or not, does not receive the question with indignation at 
the suspicion thus expressed towards him that he might be a liar, 
but who asks permission first to consider possible exceptions, is 
already a liar (i"n potent-ia), since he shows that he does not recognize 
veracity as a duty in itself, but reserves exceptions from a rule which 
in its nature does not admit of exceptions, since to do so would be 
self-contradictory. 

All practical principles of justice must contain strict truths, and 
the principles here called middle principles can only contain the closer 
definition of their application to actual cases (according to the rules 
of politics), and never exceptions from them, since exceptions destroy 
the universality, on account of which alone they bear the name of 
principles. 

II.-ON THE SAYING "NECESSITY HAS NO LAW." 

'l'here is no casua neceaaitatis except in the case where an uncondi­
tional duty conflicts with a duty which, though perhaps great, is yet 
conditional ; e.g. if the question is about preserving the State from 
disaster by betraying a person who stands towards another in a 
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relation such ns, for example, that of futher and son. To save the 
State from harm is an unconditional cluty ; to save an individual is 
only a conditional duty, namely, provided he has not been guilty of u 
crime against the State. The information gi,·en to the authorities 
may be given with the greatest reluc:tancc, but it is ginm under 
pressure, namely, moral necessity. But if a shipwrecked man 
~hrusts another from his plank in order to sarn his own life, nod it 
16 said that he had the right of necessity (i.e. physical necessity) to 
do so, this is wholly false. For to maintain my own life is only a 
conditional duty (viz. if it can be done without crime), but it is an 
~~conditional duty not to take the life of another who docs not 
10JUre me, nay, docs not even bring me into peril of losing it. 
1:£0 wever, the teachers of general civil right proceed quite con• 
sistcntly in admitting this right of necessity. For the sovereign 
power could not connect any p1miakment with the prohibition • for 
th' • • ' 18 pumshment would necessarily be death, but 1t would be an 
absurd law that would threaten death to a man if when in danger 
he di~ not voluntarily submit to death.-From ".Daa mag in der 
Tkeorze rickti"g aeyn, u. a. w." (Roaenkr., vii., p. 211). 

[The two cases here considered were probably suggested by Cicero, 
who quotes them from Hecato, a disciple of Panrotius.-.De OJJ: iii. 23. J 
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THE END. 
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