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in accordance with my present intention, all oth
ersunnamed. The critical path alone is still 
open. If my reader has been kind and patient 
enough to accompany me on this hitherto untrav
elled route, he can now judge whether, if he and 
others will contribute their exertions towards 
making this narrow footpath a high road of 

thought, that which many centuries have failed 
to accomplish may not be. executed before the 
close of the present-'-namely, to bring Reason 
to perfect contentment in regard to that which 
has always, but without permanent results, oc
cupied her powers and engaged her ardent de
sire for knowledge. 
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PREFACE 

ANCIENT Greek philQsophy was divided into pirical and also a rational part. It is the same 
three sciences: physics, ethics, and logic. This with Ethics; but here the empirical part might 
division is perfectly suitable to the nature of the have the special name of practical anthropology, 
thing; and the only improvement that can be the name morality being appropriated to the ra
made in it is to add the principle on which it is tional part. 
based, so that we may both satisfy ourselves of All trades, arts, and handiworks have gained 
its completeness, and also be able to determine by division of labour, namely, when, instead of 
correctly the necessary subdivisions. one man doing everything" each confines him-

All rational knowledge is either material or self to a certain kind of work distinct from oth
formal: the former considers some object, the ers in the treatment it requires, so as to be able 
latter is concerned only with the form of the un- to perform it with greater facility and in the 
derstanding and of the reason itself, and with greatest perfection. Where the different kinds of 
the universal laws of thought in general without work are not distinguished and divided, where 
distinction of its objects. Formal philosophy is everyone is a jack-of-all-trades, there manufac
called logic. Material philosophy, however, has tures remain still in the greatest barbarism. It 
to do with determinate objects and the laws to might deserve to be considered whether pure 
which they are subject, is again twofold; for philosophy in all its parts does not require a 
these laws are either laws of nature or of free- man specially devoted to it, and whethedt would 
dom. The science of the former is physics, that not be better for the whole business of science 
of the latter, ethics; they are also called natural if those who, to please the tastes of the public, 
philosophy and moral philosophy respectively. are wont to blend the rational and empirical el-

Logic cannot have any empirical part; that is, ements together, mixed in all sorts of proportions 
a part in wbich the universal and necessary laws unknown to themselves, and who call themselves 
of thought should rest on grounds taken from independent thinkers, giving the name of minute 
experience; otherwise it would not be logic, i.e., philosophers to those who apply themselves to 
a canon for the understanding or the reason, val- the rational part only-if these, I say, were 
id for all thought, and capable of demonstration. warned not to carry on two employments togeth
Natural and moral philosophy, on the contrary, er which differ widely in the treatment they de
can each have their empirical part, since the for- mand, for each of which perhaps a special talent 
mer has to determine the laws of nature as an is required, and the combination of which in one 
object of experience; the latter the laws of the person only produces bunglers. But I only ask 
human will, so far as it is affected by nature: here whether the nature of science does not re
the former, however, being laws according to quire that we should always carefully separate 
which everything does happen; the latter, laws the empirical from the rational part, and prefix 
according to which everything ought to happen. to Physics proper (or empirical physics) a met
Ethics, however, must also consider the condi- aphysic of nature, and to practical anthropol
tions under which what ought to happen fre- ogy a metaphysic of morals, which must be care
quently does II-ot. fully cleared of everything empirical, so that we 

We may call all philosophy empirical, so far may know how much can be· accomplished by 
as it is based on grounds of experience: on the pure reason in both cases, and from what sources 
other hand, that which delivers its doctrines it draws this its a priori teaching, and that wheth
from a priori principles alone we may call pure er the latter inquiry is conducted by all moral
philosophy. When the latter is merely formal it ists (whose name is legion), or only by some 
is logic; if it is restricted to definite objects of who feel a calling thereto. 
the understanding it is metaphysic. As my concern here is with moral philosophy, 

In this way there arises the idea of a twofold I limit the question suggested to this: Whether it 
metaphysic-a metaphysic of nature and a met- is not of the utmost necessity to construct a pure 
aphysic of morals. Physics will thus have an em- moral philosophy, perfectly cleared of every-
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thing which is only empirical and which be
lbhgs to anthropology? for that such a philoso
phy must be possible is evident from the com
mon idea of duty and of the moral laws. Every
one 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 exam
ple, the precept, "Thou shalt not lie," is not val
id for men alone, as if other rational beings had 
no need to observe it; and so with all the other 
moral laws properly so called; that, therefore, 
the basis of obligation must not be sought in the 
nature of man, or in the circumstances in the 
world in which he is placed, but a priori simply 
in the conception of pure reason; and although 
any other precept which is founded on principles 
of mere experience may be in certain respects 
universal, yet in as far as it rests even in the 
least degree on an empirical basis, perhaps only 
as to a motive, such a precept, while it may be 
a practical rule, can never be called a moral law. 

Thus not only are moral laws with their prin
ciples essentially distinguished from every oth
er kind of practical knowledge in which there is 
anything empirical, but all moral philosophy rests 
wholly on its pure part. When applied to man, 
it does not borrow the least thing from the knowl_ 
edge of man himself (anthropology), but gives 
laws a priori to him as a rational being. No doubt 
these laws require a judgement sharpened by 
experience, in order on the one hand to distin
guish 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 concreto in his life. 

A metaphysic of morals is therefore indispen
sably necessary, not merely for speculative rea
sons, in order to investigate the sources of the 
practical principles which are to be found a pri
ori in our reason, but also because morals them
selves are liable to all sorts of corruption, as 
long as we are without that clue and supreme 
canon by which to estimate them correctly. For 
in order that an action should be morally good, 
it is not enough that it conform to the moral 
law, but it must also be done for the sake of the 
law, otherwise that conformity is only very con
tingent and uncertain; since a principle which 
is not moral, although it may now and then pro
duce actions conformable to the law, will also 
often produce actions which contradict it. Now 
it is only a pure philosophy that we can look for 
the moral law in its purity and genuineness (and, 

in a practical matter, this is of the utmost con
sequence): we must, therefore, begin with pure 
philosophy (metaphysic), and without it there 
cannot be any moral philosophy at all. That 
which mingles these pure principles with the em
pirical does not deserve the name of philosophy 
(for what distinguishes philosophy from com
mon rational knowledge is that it treats in sep
arate sciences what the latter only comprehends 
confusedly); much less does it deserve that of 
moral philosophy, since by this confusion it 
even spoils the purity of morals themselves, and 
counteracts its own end. 

Let it not be thought, however, that what is 
here demanded is already extant in the propae
deutic prefixed by the celebrated Wolf to his 
moral philosophy, namely, his so-called general 
practical philosophy, and that, therefore, we 
have not to strike into an entirely new field. Just 
because it was to. be a general practical philoso
phy, it has not taken into consideration a will of 
any particular kind-say one which should be 
determined solely from a priori principles with
out any empirical motives, and which we might 
call a pure will, but volition in general, with all 
the actions and conditions which belong to it in 
this general signification. By this it is distin
guished from a metaphysic of morals, just as 
general logic, which treats of the acts and can
ons of thought in general, is distinguished from 
transcendental philosophy, which treats of the 
particular acts and canons of pure thought, i.e., 
that whose cognitions are altogether a priori. 
For the metaphysic of morals has to examine the 
idea and the principles of a possible pure will, 
and not the acts and conditions of human voli
tion generally, which for the most part are drawn 
from psychology. It is true that moral laws and 
duty are spoken of in the general moral philoso
phy (contrary indeed to all fitness). But this is 
no objection, for in this respect also the authors 
of that science remain true to their idea of it; 
they do not distinguish the motives which are 
prescribed as such by reason alone altogether a 
priori, and which are properly moral, from the 
empirical motives which the understanding raises 
to general conceptions merely by comparison of 
experiences; but, without noticing the difference 
of their sources, and looking on them all as ho
mogeneous, they consider only their greater or 
less amount. It is in this way they frame their 
notion of obligation, which, though anything but 
moral, is all that can be attained in a philosophy 
which passes no judgement at all on the origin 
of all possible practical concepts, whether they 
are a priori, or only a posteriori. 
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Intending .to p~blish hereafter a metaphysic 
of morals, I Issue In the first instance these fun_ 
damental principles. Indeed there is properly no 
?the.r foundation for it than the critical exam
znatzon of a pure practical reason; just as that 
of metaphysics is the critical examination of the 
pure speculative reason, already published. But 
In the first place the former is not so absolutely 
necessary as the latter, because in moral con
c~rns human reason can easily be brought to a 
hIgh .degree of correctness and completeness, 
even m the o~mI?onest understanding, while on 
the cont=ary ~n Its theoretic but pure. use it is 
w~~lly dIalectIcal; and in the second plate if the 
cntIqu.e of a pure practical reason is to be com
plete, .It ?Iust. be possible at the same time to 
show Its IdentIty with the speculative reason in 
a common principle, for it can ultimately be on
l~ on~ and the same reason which has to be dis_ 
tmgUIshed merely in its application. I could not 
h~wever,. bring i.t to su~h completeness here: 
w.lthout m~roduCl?g conSIderations of a wholly 
dIfferent kind, whIch would be perplexing to the 
reader. On this account I have adopted the title 
of Fundam,ental Principles of the M etaphysic 
of ~ orals mstead of that of a Critical Exami
natzon of the pure practical reason. 

The pr~sent t:-eat.ise is, however, nothing more 
than the mvestIgatIOn and establishment of the 
supre;ne principle of morality, and this alone 
co~stItutes a study complete in itself and one 
whIch ?ught .to ~e kept apart from every other 
moral. mve~tIgatIOn. No doubt my conclusions 
on thIS weIghty question, which has hitherto 
be:n very un~atisfactorily examined, would re
ceIve m~c~ lIght from the application of the 
same pnnclple to the whole system, and would 
be ~r~atly confirmed by the adequacy which it 
exhIbIts throughout; but I must forego this ad
van~ag~, which indeed would be after all more 
?Tatlfymg than useful, since the easy applicabil_ 
Ity of a princ~ple and its appwrent adequacy give 
no .ver~ certam p:-oof of its soundness, but rath
er mspne a. c~rtam partiality, which prevents us 
from exammmg and estimating it strictly in it
self and without regard to consequences. 

But i~ the .third place, since a metaphysic of 
morals, In spI.te of the discouraging title, is yet 
capable of bemg presented in popular form and 
one ~dapted to the common understandi~g, I 
find It useful to separate from it this prelimi
nary treatise on its fundamental principles in 
?rder that I may not hereafter have need to 
~ntroduce these necessarily subtle discussions 3 
mto a book of a more simple character. 

I have adopted in this work the method which 
I think most suitable, proceeding analytically 
fro?I co~mon knowledge to the determination 
of Its ~ltImate principle, and again descending 
s~nthetIcally from the examination of this prin
~Iple ~nd its sources to the common knowledge 
m whIch we find it employed. The division will 
therefore, be as follows: ' 
I FIRS~ SECTION. Transition from the common 

ratIOnal knowledge of morality to the phil
osophical. 

2 SECOND SECTION. Transition from popular 
moral philosophy to the metaphysic of 
morals. 

THIRD. SECTION. Final step from the meta
phYSI~ of morals to the critique of the pure 
practIcal reason. 



FIRST SECTION 

TRANSITION FROM THE COMMON RATIONAL KNOWLEDGE 
OF MORALITY TO THE PHILOSOPHICAL 

NOTHING can possibly be conceived in the wo~ld, 
or even outof it, which can be ca~led goo~, wIth
out qualification, except a good wIll. Intelligence, 
wit, judgement, and the other talents of the 
mind however they may be named, or courage, 
resol~tion, perseverance, as qualities of. tempe!
ament are undoubtedly good and desIrable m 
many'respects; but these gifts of. nat~re ma? 
also become extremely bad and mlschlevou~ If 
the will which is to make use of them, and WhICh, 
therefore constitutes what is called character, 
is not go~d. It is the same with the gifts of for
tune. Power, riches, honour, even health, a?d 
the general well-being and conte~tmen~ w~th 
one's condition which is called happmess, msplre 
pride and often presumption, if there is not a 
good 'Will to correct the influence o.f these on the 
mind and with this also to rectify the whole 
principle of acting and adapt it to its end .. The 
sight of a being who is not adorned :WIth a 
single feature of a pure and good WIll, ~n
joying unbroken prosp~rity, ~an never gIve 
pleasure to an impartial ratlOnal spectator. 
Thus a good will appears to con.shtute the 
indispensable condition even of bemg worthy 
of happiness. 

There are even some qualities which ~r.e of 
service to this good will itself and may faclhtat.e 
its action, yet which have no intrinsic UnCOn?l
tional value, but always presuppose ~ good WIll, 
and this qualifies the esteem that we Justly have 
for them and does not permit us to regard t~em 
as absolutely good. Moderation in the a.rfech~ns 
and passions, self-control, and calm dehberatlOn 
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 quahficatlOn, although 
they have been so unconditionally ~raised by 
the ancients. For without the prmcIples of a 
good will, they may become extremely ba?, and 
the coolness of a villain not only makes hIm ~ar 
more dangerous, but also directly makes hIm 
more abominable in our eyes than he would have 
been without it. 

A good will is good not because of what it 
performs or effects, not by its aptnes~ for the 
attainment of some proposed end, but sImply by 
virtue of the volition; that is, it is good in itself, 
and considered by itself is to be esteemed much 
higher than all that can qe brought about by it 
in favour of any inclination, nay even of the sum 
total of all inclinations. Even if it should happen 
that, owing to special disfavour of fortune, or 
the niggardly provision of a step-motherly na
ture, this will should wholly lack power to ac
complish its purpose, if with its greatest efforts 
it should yet achieve nothing, and there should 
remain only the good will (not, to be sure, a 
mere wish but the summoning of all means in 
our powe;), then, like a jewel, it would still 
shine by its own light, as a thing which has its 
whole value in itself. Its usefulness or fruitful
ness can neither add nor take away anything 
from this value. It would be, asit were, only the 
setting to enable us to handle it the more con
veniently in common commerce, or to attract 
to it the attention of those who are not yet con
noisseurs but not to recommend it to true con
noisseurs' or to determine its value. , . . 

There is however somethmg so strange m 
this idea of the absol~te value of the mere will, 
in which no account is taken of its utility, that 
notwithstanding the thorough assent of even 
common reason to the idea, yet a suspicion must 
arise that it may perhaps really be the product 
of mere high-flown fancy, and that we may have 
misunderstood the purpose of nature in assign
ing reason as the governor of our will. There
fore we will examine this idea from this point 
of view. 

In the physical constitution of an organized 
being, that is, a being adapted suitably to the 
purposes of life, we assume it as a fundam~ntal 
principle that no organ for any purpose wIll be 
found but what is also the fittest and best adapt
ed for that purpose. Now in a being which has 
reason and a will, if the proper object of natu.re 
were its conservation, its welfare, in a word, Its 
happiness, then nature would have hit upon a 

256 

THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS 257 
very bad arrangement in selecting the reason of 
the creature to carry out this purpose. For all 
the actions which the creature has to perform 
with a view to this purpose, and the whole rule 
of its conduct, would be far more surely pre
scribed to it by instinct, and that end would 
have been attained thereby much more certain
ly than it ever can be by reason. Should reason 
have been communicated to this favoured crea
ture over and above, it must only have served it 
to contemplate the happy constitution of its na
ture, to admire it, to congratulate itself there
on, and to feel thankful for it to the beneficent 
cause, but not that it should subject its desires 
to that weak and delusive guidance and meddle 
bunglingly with the purpose of nature. In a word, 
nature would have taken care that reason should 
not break forth into practical exercise, nor have 
the presumption, with its weak insight, to think 
out for itself the plan of happiness, and of the 
means of attaining it. Nature would not only 
have taken on herself the choice of the ends, but 
also of the means, and with wise foresight would 
have entrusted both to instinct. 

And, in fact, we find that the more a cultivat
ed reason applies itself with deliberate purpose 
to the enjoyment of life and happiness, so much 
the more does the man fail of true satisfaction. 
And from this circumstance there arises in many, 
if they are candid enough to confess it, a cer
tain degree of misology, that is, hatred of rea
son, especially in the case of those who are most 
experienced in the use of it, because after cal
culating all the advantages they derive, I do not 
say from the invention of all the arts of com
mon 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 brought more trouble on their shoul
ders, rather than gained in happiness; and they 
end by envying, rather than despising, the more 
common stamp of men 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 judgement of those 
who would very much lower the lofty eulogies 
of the advantages which reason gives us in re
gard to the happiness and satisfaction of life, or 
who would even reduce th'em below zero, is by 
no means morose or ungrateful to the goodness 
with which the world is governed, but that there 
lies at the root of these judgements the idea that 
our existence has a different and far nobler end, 
for which, and not for happiness, reason is prop
erly intended, and which must, therefore, be re
gardedas the supreme condition to which the 

private ends of man must, for the most part, be 
postponed. 

For as reason is not competent to guide the 
will with certainty in regard to its objects and 
the satisfaction of all our wants (which it to 
some extent even mUltiplies), this being an end 
to whicH an implanted instinct would have led 
with much greater certainty; and since, never
theless, reason is imparted to us as a practical 
faculty, i.e., as one which is to have influence on 
the will, therefore, admitting that nature gener
ally in the distribution of her capacities has 
adapted the means to the end, its true destination 
must be to produce a will, not merely good as a 
means to something else, but good in itself, for 
which reason was absolutely necessary. This will 
then, though not indeed the sole and complete 
good, must be the supreme good and the condi
tion of every other, even of the desire of happi
ness. Under these circumstances, there is noth
ing inconsistent with the wisdom of nature in 
the fact that the cultivation of the reason, which 
is requisite for the first and unconditional pur
pose, does in many ways interfere, at least in 
this life, with the attainment of the second, 
which is always conditional, namely, happiness. 
Nay, it may even reduce it to nothing, without 
nature thereby failing of her purpose. For rea
son recognizes the establishment of a good will 
as its highest practical destination, and in attain
ing this purpose is capable only of a satisfaction 
of its own proper kind, namely that from the 
attainment of an end, which end again is deter
mined by reason only, notwithstanding that this 
may involve many a disappointment to the ends 
of inclination. 

We have then to develop the notion of a will 
which deserves to be highly esteemed for itself 
and is good without a view to anything further, 
a notion which exists already in the sound natu
ral understanding, requiring rather to be cleared 
up than to be taught, and which in estimating 
the value of our actions always takes the first 
place and constitutes the condition of all the 
rest. In order to do this, we will take the notion 
of duty, which includes that of a good will, al
though implying certain subjective restrictions 
and hindrances. These, however, far from con
cealing it, or rendering it unrecognizable, rather 
bring it out by contrast and make it shine forth 
so much the brighter. 

I omit here all actions which are already rec
ognized as inconsistent with duty, although they 
may be useful for this or that purpose, fot with 
these the question whether they are done from 
duty cannot arise at all, since they even conflict 
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with it. I also set aside those ac.tions which real
ly conform to duty, but to whIch men have no 
direct inclination, performing them b~ca~se t~ey 

. elled thereto by some other mclmatIOn. are Imp " . h h th 
For in this case we can readily dlstmguls .w e -
er the action which agrees wit.h duty}s done 
from duty, or from a s~lfis.h Vlew. It IS m~ch 
harder to make this distmctIOn when the ~ctIOn 
accords with duty and the subject h~s ?esldes a 
direct inclination to it. For example, It IS always 
a matter of duty that a dealer should not over
charge an inexperienced purchaser; and wherev
er there is much commerce the prudent trad~s
man does not overcharge, but keeps a ~xed pnce 
for everyone so that a child buys of hIm as well 
as any other.' Men are thus honestly served; but 
this is not enough to make us believe that the 
tradesman has so acted from duty and from 
principles of honesty: his own. ad~ant~ge re
quired it; it is out of the questIon m thIS .case 
to suppose that he might besides have a dIrect 
inclination in favour of the buyers, so that, as 
it were, from love he should give no ad~antage 
to one over another. Accordingly th~ act1~n ,,:as 
done neither from duty nor fro~ dIrect mclm-
ation, but merely with a selfish VIew. .. 

On the other hand, it is a duty to mamtam 
one's life; and, in addition, everyone .has also a 
direct inclination to do so. But on thIS account 
the often anxious care which mo.st me~ take for 
it has no intrinsic worth, and theIr maXIm has no 
moral import. They preserve their life as duty 
requires, no doubt, but ~ot beca~se duty re
quires. On the other hand, If adverSIty and hope
less sorrow have completely taken away the r~l
ish for life; if the unfortunate one, strong m 
mind, indignant at his fate rather than despond
ing or dejected, wishes for. de~th, and yet p:e
serves his life without lovmg It-not f~om m
clination or fear, but from duty-then hIS max
im has a moral worth. 

To be beneficent when we can is a duty; and 
besides this, there are many :uinds so sympa
thetically constituted that.' WIthout any other 
motive of vanity or self-mterest, they find a 
pleasure in spreading joy around them and can 
take delight in the satisfaction of .oth:rs so f~r 
as it is their own work. But I mamtam that m 
such a case an action of this kind, however prop
er, however amiable it ma?, be, has neve:theless 
no true moral worth, but IS on a level WIth oth
er inclinations, e.g., the inclination to ho~ou~, 
which, if it is happily directed to that ~hlch IS 
in fact of public utility and accordant WIth d~ty 
and consequently honourable, deserves praIse 
and encouragement, but not esteem. For the 

maxim lacks the moral import, namely,. th~t 
such actions be done from duty, not from mcl~
nation. Put the case that the mind of th.at phI
lanthropist were douded by s.orrow of hIS own, 
extinguishing all sympathy WIth the lot of oth
ers and that while he still has the power to 
be~efit other~ in distress, he is not touc~ed b1. 
their trouble because he is absorbed WIth hIS 
own' and now suppose that he tears himself out 
of this dead insensibility, and performs t~e ac
tion without any inclination to .it, but sIm~ly 
from duty, then first has his action its genUl?e 
moral worth. Further still; if nature has put llt
tle sympathy in the heart ~f this or ~hat man; 
if he, supposed to be an upnght man, IS by t~m
perament cold and indifferent to the su~ermgs 
of others, perhaps because in. res~ect of hIS. own 
he is provided with the speClal gift of pat1~nce 
and fortitude and supposes, or even reqUlres, 
that others should have the same-and such a 
man would certainly not be the meanest product 
of nature-but if nature had not specially framed 
him for a philanthropist, would he not sti.ll find 
in himself a source from whence to give hImself 
a far higher worth than that of a good-nature.d 
temperament could be? Unquestionably. It IS 
just in this that the moral worth of the charac
ter is brought out which is incomparably the 
highest of all, namely, that he is beneficent, not 
from inclination but from duty. 

To secure on~'s own happiness is a duty, at 
least indirectly; for discontent with ~n~'s con
dition under a pressure of many anXIetIes and 
amidst unsatisfied wants, might easily become a 
great temptation to trans,!ression of duty. But 
here again, without lookmg to du~y,. all n:en 
have already the strongest and most mtImate I~
clination to happiness, because it is. just ~n thIS 
idea that all inclinations are combmed m one 
total. But the precept of happiness is .often of 
such a sort that it greatly interferes WIth some 
inclinations and yet a man cannot form any 
definite and certain conception of the sum of 
satisfaction of all of them which is called hap
piness. It is not then to be wondered at that .a 
single inclination, definite bo~h. as t~ w~at It 
promises and as to the time wlthm whIch It can 
be gratified, is often able to overcom~ such a 
fluctuating idea, and' that a gouty pat.lent, for 
instance, can choose to enjoy what he .lIkes, an.d 
to suffer what he may, since, accordmg to hIS 
calculation, on this occasion at least, he has not 
sacrificed the enjoyment of the ~resent mome~t 
to a possibly mistaken expectatIOn o~ a happI
ness which is supposed to be found m health. 
But even in this case, if the general desire for 
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happiness did not influence his will, and suppos
ing that in his particular case health was not a 
necessary element in this calculation, there yet 
remains in this, as in all other cases, this law, 
namely, that he should promote his happiness 
not from inclination but from duty, and by 
this would his conduct first acquire true moral 
worth. 
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It is in this manner, undoubtedly, that we are 
to understand those passages of Scripture also 
in which we are commanded to love our neigh
bour, even our enemy. For love, as an affection, 
cannot be commanded, but beneficence for du
ty's sake may; even though we are not impelled 
to it by any inclination-nay, are even repelled 
by a natural and unconquerable aversion. This 
is practical love and not pathological-a love 
which is seated in the will, and not in the pro~ 
pensions of sense-in principles of action and 
not of tender sympathy; and it is this love alone 
which can be commanded. 

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 of 
itself, which can be an object of respect, and 
hence a command. Now an action done from du
ty must wholly exclude the influence of inclina_ 
tion and with it every object of the will, so that 
nothing remains which can determine the will 
except objectively the law, and subjectively pure 
respect for this practical law, and consequently 
the maxim! that I should follow this law even 
to the thwarting of all my inclinations. 

Thus the moral worth of an action does not 
lie in the effect expected from it, nor in any 
principle of action which requires to borrow its 
motive from this expected effect. For all these 
effects-agreeableness of one's condition and 
even the promotion of the happiness of others 
-could have been also brought about by other 
causes, so that for this there would have been no 
need of the will of a rational being; whereas it 
is in this alone that the supreme and uncondi
tional good can be found. The pre-eminent good 
which we call moral can therefore consist in 
nothing else than the conception of law in itself, 
which certainly is only possible in a rational be
ing, in so far as this conception, and not the ex
pected effect, determines the will. This is a good 
which is already present in the person who acts 
accordingly, and we have not to wait for it to 
appear first in the result. 2 

The second proposition is: That an action 
done from duty derives its moral worth, not 
from the purpose which is to be attained by it, 
but from the maxim by which it is determined, 
and therefore does not depend on the realization 
of the object of the action, but merely on the 
principle of volition by which the action has 
taken place, without regard to any object of de
sire. It is clear from what precedes that the pur
poses which we may have in view in our actions, 
or their effects regarded as ends and springs of 
the will, cannot give to actions any uncondition_ 
al or moral worth. In what, then, can their worth 
lie, if it is not to consist in the will and in ref
erence to its expected effect? It cannot lie any_ 
where but in the principle of the will without re_ 
gard to the ends which can be attained by the 
action. For the will stands between its a priori 
principle, 'which is formal, and its a posteriori 
spring, which is material, as between two roads, 
and as it must be determined by something, it 
follows that it must be determined by the for_ 
mal principle of volition when an action is done 
from duty, in which case every material princi
ple has been withdrawn from it. 

The third proposition, which is a consequence 
of the two preceding, I would express thus: 
Duty is the necessity of acting from respect for 
the law. 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; 

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

2 It might be here objected to me that I take refuge 
behind the word respect in an obscure feeling instead 
of giving a distinct solution of the question by a con
~ept of the r~ason. ~ut although r.espect is a feeling, it 
IS not a feelIng r'!cezved through mfluence, but is self
wrought by a ratIOnal concept, and, therefore, is specif
ically distinct from all feelings of the former kind 
which may be referred either to inclination or fear: 
What I recognise immediately as a law for me, I recog
nise with respect. This merely signifies the conscious
ness that my will is subordinate to a law, without the 
intervention of other influences on my sense. The im
mediate determination of the will by the law and the 
consciousness of this, is called respect, so that this is re
garded as an effect of the law on the subject, and not as 
the cause of it. Respect is properly the 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 analo
gous to both. The object of respect is the law only and 
that the law which we impose on ourselves and yet rec
ognise as necessary in itself. As a law, we are subjected 
to it without consulting seIf-lov.e; as imposed by us on 
ourselves, it is a result of our will. In the former aspect 
it has an analogy to fear, in the latter to inclination. 
Respect for a person is properly only respect for the law 
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deviate from the prinCiple .of duty is beyond all 
doubt wicked; but to be unfaithful to my max
im of prudence may often be very advantageous 
to me, although to abide by it is certainly safer. 
The shortest 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 hold good as a universal 
law, for myself as well as for others? and 
should I be able to say to myself, "Everyone 
may make a·. deceitful promise when he finds 
himself in a difficulty from which he cannot 
otherwise extricate himself?" Then I presently 
become aware that while I can will the lie, I can 
by no means will that lying should be a univer
sal law. For with such a law there would be no 
promises at all, since it would be in vain to al
lege my intention in regard to my future actions 
to those who would not believe this allegation, 
or if they over hastily did so would pay me back 
in my own coin. Hence my maxim, as soon as it 
should be made a universal law, would neces
sarily destroy itself. 

But what sort of law'can that be; the concep
tion of which must determine the will, even 
without paying any regard to the effectexpected 
from it, in order that· this will may be called 
good absolutely and without qualification? As I 
have deprived the will of every impulse which 
coilld arise to it from obedience to any law, 
there remains nothing but the universal con-

·formity of its actions to law in general, which 
alone is. to serVe the will as a principle, i.e., I am 
never to act otherwise than so that I could also 
will that my maxim should become a universal 
law. Here,now, itis the simple conformity to 
law in general; without assuming any particular 
law applicable to certain actions, that serves 
the will as its principle and must so serve it, if 
duty is not to be a vain delusion and a chimer
ical notion. The common reason of men in its 
practical judgements 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 distinguish 
here between the two significations which the 
question may have: Whether it is prudent, or 
whether it is 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 subterfuge, but it must be well 
considered whether there may not hereafter 
spring from this lie much greater inconvenience 
than that from which I now free myself, and as, 
with an my supposed cunning, the consequences 
cannot be so easily foreseen but that credit once 
lost may be much more injurious to me than 
any mischief which I seek to avoid at present, 
it should be considered whether it would not be 
more prudent to act herein according to a uni
versal maxim and to make ita habit to promise 
nothing except with the intention ·of keeping it. 
But it is soon clear to me that such a maxim will 
still only be based on the fear of consequences. 
Now it is a wholly different thing tobe truthful 
from duty and to be so from apprehension of 
injurious consequences. In the first case, the 
very notion of the action already implies a law 
for me; in the second case, I must first look 
about elsewhere to see what results may.be com~ 
bined with it which would affect myself. For to 

(of honesty, etc.) of which he gives us an example. 
Since we also look on the improvement of our talents as 
a duty, we consider that we see in a person of talents, 
as it were, the example o/a law (viz., to become like 
him in this by exercise), and this constitutes our re
spect. All so-called moral interest consists simply in re
spect for the law. 

I do not, therefore, need any far-reaching 
penetration to discern what I have to do in or
der that my will may be morally good. Inex
perienced in the course of the world, incapable 
.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 
disadvantage accruing from it to myself or even 
to others,but because it cannot enter as a prin
ciple into a possible universal legislation, and 
reason extorts from me immediate respect for 
such legislation. I do not indeed as yet discern 
on what this respect is based (this the philoso
pher may inquire), but at least I understand 
this, that it is an estimation of the worth which 
far outweighs all worth of what is recommended 
by inclination, and that the necessity of acting 
from pure respect for the practical law is what 
constitutes duty, to which every other motive 
must give place, because it is the condition of a 
will being good in itself, and the worth of such 
a will is above everything. 

Thus, then, without quitting the moral knowl
edge of common human reason, we have ar
rived at its principle. And although, no doubt, 
common men do not conceive it in such an ab
stract and universal form, yet they always have 
it really before their eyes and use it as the 
standard of their decision. Here it would be 
easy to show how, with this compass in han!i, 
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men are well able to distinguish in eve case . . . 26I 
that occurs, what is good what'bad corynfo· hlnnhocence IS mdeed a glorious thing' only on 
bl d . ' ,rm- t e ot er hand 't' d'" ~ y to uty or Inconsistent with it if without ... ,I IS. very. sa that It cannot well 

m the least teaching them anythi~g' ne mamtam Itsel~ and IS easIly seduced. On this ac-
I l'k S .w, we count even wlsdom-wh' h th . 

on y, I e ocrates, dIrect their attention to the' IC 0 erwlse consists 
principle they themselves employ' and th t mo~ m conduct than in knowledge-yet has 
therefore, we do not need science a'nd ph'I a, bnee of science, not in order to learn from it 

h . . I oso- ut to secur f 't ..' 
p y to know what we should do to be h t e or I s precepts admISSIOn and 
and ~ood, yea, even wise and virtuous. I:de~d ~~~~:~ence. Against all the commands of duty 
we rmght well have conjectured beforehand that of r easo: repres~nts. to man as so deserving 
the knowledge of what every man is bound t t e~pe~t, ~ feels In hImself a powerful coun-
do, and therefore also to know, would be withi~ ef~lse !n hIS want~ and inclinations, the entire 
the ,reach of every man even the commonest ~a IS actIOn o~ whIch he sums up under the 
Here we cannot forbear ~dmiratl'o'n when. . amde of happmess. Now reason issues its com-
h 

we see man s unyield' l·th .. 
ow great an advantage the practical jUdgement to th . r I.ng y, Wl out prormsmg anything 

has over the theoretical in the common under e mc mabons, and, as It were, with disre
standing of men. In the latter if c.ommo - gar.d and contempt for these claims which are , n rea- so Impetuous ·and t th .' 
son ventures to depart from the laws of experi- and who h: a e same time so plausible, 
ence and from the perceptions of the senses 't dl~ wIll not allow themselves to be sup-
falls into mere inconceivabilities and self'-co'nl pretsse l d~_~ny.co~mand. Hence there arises a 
t d. . - na ura zuoectzc· led' . . 
ra IctIons, at least into a chaos of uncertaint a' h .' .. " a IsposltIon, to argue 

obscurity, and instability. But in the practic~ t:~nstJ. d~se strIct laws of duty and to question 
~phere it is just when the common understand- ne:~~ van~ I~r' or a~ least their purity and strict
mg excludes all sensible springs from practic 1 d' '. I possl?le, to make them more ac
!aws that its power of judgement begins to sho~ ~~:aant WIth our WIshes and i!lclinations, that is 
Itself to advantage. It then becomes even sub- r Yi to corrupt them .at theIr very source, and 
tle, whether it be that it chicanes with its 0 en Ire y to destroy.then worth-a thing which 
~onscience or w.ith other claims respecting w:a~ ~:~ng~~~~on practIcal reason cannot ultimately 

IS to be called nght, or whether it desires for its Th' . . 
own instruction to determine honestly the worth t us IS the. common reason of man compelled 
of actions; and, in the latter case it ma eve 0 go out of ItS sphere, and to take a step into 
have as good a hope of hitting th~ mark ~s a n the field of a.practical philosophy, not to satisfy· 
philosopher whatever can promise himself N ny an~ specul~ti,:"e want (which never occurs to it 
it is almost more sure of doing so becau~e ;:' as ong as It IS content to be mere sound rea
phi}osopher . cannot have any other principlee ~~~~, ~ut. e~en on p~actical groun?s, in order to 
whIle he may easily perplex his judgement b' alI~ m It mformatlOn and clear mstruction re
multitude of considerations foreign to the :at~ ~~~~t~ng the .sou~ce of it.s ~rinciple, and the cor
~er, and so turn aside from the right way. Would maximeter:mabon of It m opposition to the 
It not therefore be wiser in moral concerns to r s w c~ are based on wants and inclina; 
acquiesce in the judgement of common reason I~ns, so .that I~ may escape from the perplexity 
or at most only to call in philosophy for th~ 0 oppo~lte claIms a~d ~ot run the risk of losing 
purpose of rendering the system of morals more all ~~nUl!le mor~l pr!nclples through the equiv
complete and intelligible and its rules more c oca I~n mto whIch It easily falls. Thus when 
venient for use (especially for disputation) ~~~ b~acb~al r;a~on c~ltivates itself, there i~sensi
not so as to draw off the common understan'd' .~ ~rISes.m It a dlaletic which forces it to seek 
from its happy simplicity, or to bring it I~g : Ih phIlos~phY,. just. as happens to it in its 
means of philosophy into a new path of inqu' y e.ore~c use, and m thIS case, therefore as well 
and instruction? Hy as m t e othe.r,. it will find test nowher~ but in 

a thorough crItIcal examination of our reason. 
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TRANSITION FROM POPULAR MORAL PHILOSOPHY 
TO THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS 

d ly behind the secret springs of actio~; ~ince, 
IF we have hitherto drawn our n~tion of ut?' when the question is of moral worth, It IS not 
from the common use of our practIcal reason, It with the actions which we see t~at. we are con
is by no means to be inferred that we have cerned, but with those inward pnnCIples of them 
treated I't as an empirical notion .. On the con,-

f s which we do not see. . 
t y if we attend to the expenenceo men Moreover we cannot better serve the wIshes 
c~a~d~ct, we meet frequent and, as we ourselves of those who ridicule all morality as a. me~e 
allow, just complaints that on~ ca~~ot find a chimera of human imagination oversteppmg It
single certain example of the dISp~sItIOn to act self from vanity, than by conceding to them that 
from pure duty. Although many thmg~ are ~o~e notions of duty must be drawn only from ex
in conformity with what duty prescnbes, It IS perience (as from indolence, people are .ready 
nevertheless always doubtful whether they ar~ to think is also the case with all othe: nO~IOns) ; 
done strictly from duty, so as t~ have a mor~ for this is to prepare for them a certam tnum~h. 

th Hence there have at all tImes been ph~- I am willing to admit out of love of humamt?' 
~~~pherswho have altogether de~red that thIS that even most of our actions are correct, but If 
disposition actually exists at al~ m human ac- we look closer at them we everywhere. come up
tions and have ascribed everythmg to a more or on the dear self which is always prormnent, a~d 
less ;efined self-love. Not that they have on that it is this they have in view and not the str;ct 
account questioned the soundness of the con- command of duty which would often re~UIre 
ception of morality; on the contrary, they sp~ke self-denial. Without being an enemy ?f vIrtue, 
with sincere regret of the frailty and corruptIOn a cool observer, one that does not ~stake ~he 
of human nature, which, though noble enough wish for good, however lively, for ~ts re~lIty, 
to take as its rule an idea so worthy of respect, may sometimes doubt whether true VIrtue IS a<:
is yet too weak to foll~w ~t and employs tu ally found anywhere in the world: and thIS 
reason which ought to gIve It the la:" only especially as years increase an.d the Judgement 
for th~ purpose of providing ~or the mterest is partly made wiser by exp~nence ~nd ?artly, 
of the inclinations, whether smgly or .at the also, more acute in observatIOn .. Thls bemg so, 
best in the greatest possible harmony WIth one nothing can secure us from fallmg a,,:ay ~lt?-
another. 'bl t k gether from our ideas of duty, or mamtam m 

In fact, it is absolutely impossI . e o. ma e the soul a well-grounded respect for its law, but 
out by experience with complete certamt?' a the clear conviction that although there should 
single case in which the maxim of an actIOn, never have been actions which reall?, sprang 
however right in itself, rest~d simply on moral from such pure sources, yet wheth~r thIS or that 

rounds and on the conceptIOn of duty. Some- takes place is not at all the questIOn; bu~ that 
~imes it happens that with the sharpest self-ex- reason of itself, independent on all expenence, 
amination we can find nothing beside the moral ordains what ought to take place, that accord
principle of duty which cou~d have been power- ingly actions of which perhaps the worl.d .~as 
ful enough to move us to thIS or that actIOn an.d hitherto never given an example, the feaSIbIlIty 
to so great a sacrifice; yet we cannot from thIS even of which might be very much d~ubted by 
infer with certainty that it was not really some one who founds everything on expenence, ar: 
secret impulse of self-love, under the false ~p- nevertheless inflexibly commanded by reason, . 
pearance of duty, that was t?e actual determm- that, e.g., even though there might neve.r yet 
ing cause of the will. We lIke them to flatter have been a sincere friend, yet ~ot a W~It the 
ourselves by falsely tak~ng credit for a m::: less is pure sincerity in friendshIp reqUIred ~f 
noble motive; whereas I~ fa~t we can n~ t ' ry man because, prior to all experience, thIS 
even by the strictest exammatIon, get comp e e- eve , 

262 

THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS 

duty is involved as duty in the idea of a reason 
determining the will by a 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 admit 
that its law must be valid, not merely for men 
but for all rational creatures generally, not mere
ly under certain contingent conditions or with 
exceptions but with absolute necessity, then it 
is clear that no experience could enable us to in. 
fer even the possibility of such apodeictic laws. 
For with what right could we bring into un
bounded 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 determination 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 priori from 
pure but practical reason? 

Nor could anything be more fatal to morality 
than that we should wish to derive it from ex
amples. For every example of it that is set be
fore me must be first itself tested by principles 
of morality, whether it is worthy to serve as an 
original example, i.e., as a pattern; but by no 
means can it authoritatively furnish the concep
tion of morality. Even the Holy One of the 
Gospels must first be compared with our ideal 
of moral perfection before we can recognise 
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 concep
tion of God as the supreme good? Simply from 
the idea of moral perfection, which reason 
frames a priori and connects inseparably with 
the notion of a free will. Imitation finds no 
place at all in morality, and examples serve only 
for encouragement, Le., they put beyond doubt 
the feasibility of what the law commands, they 
make visible that which the practical rule ex
presses more generally, but they can never au
thorize us to set aside the true original which 
lies in reason and to guide ourselves by ex· 
amples. 

If then there is no genuine supreme principle 
of morality but what must rest simply on pure 
reason, independent of all experience, I think it 
is not necessary even to put the question wheth
er it is good to exhibit these concepts in their 
generality (in abstracto) as they are established 
a priori along with the principles belonging to 
them, if our knowledge is to be distinguished 
from the vulgar and to be called philosophical. 

In our times indeed this might perhaps be neces. 
sary; for if we collected votes whether pure ra
tional knowledge separated from everything 
empirical, that is to say, metaphysic of morals, 
or whether popular practical philosophy is to be 
preferred, it is easy to guess which side would 
preponderate. 

This descending to popular notions is certain
ly very commendable, if the ascent to the prin
ciples of pure reason has first taken place and 
been satisfactorily accomplished. This implies 
that we first found ethics on metaphysics, and 
then, when it is firmly established, procure a 
hearing for it by giving it a popular character. 
But it is quite absurd to try to be popular in the 
first inquiry, on which the soundness of the prin
ciples depends. It is not only that this proceed
ing can never lay claim to the very rare merit 
of a true philosophical popularity, since there is 
no art in being intelligible if one renounces all 
thoroughness of insight; but also it produces a 
disgusting medley of compiled observations and 
half-reasoned principles. Shallow pates enjoy 
this because it can be used for every-day chat, 
but the sagacious find in it only confusion, and 
being unsatisfied and unable to help themselves, 
they turn away their eyes, while philosophers, 
who see quite well through this delusion, are lit
tle listened to when they call men off for a time 
from this pretended popUlarity, in order that 
they might be rightfully popular after they have 
attained a definite insight. 

We need only look at the attempts of moral
ists in that favourite faShion, and we shall find 
at one time the special constitution of human 
nature (including, however, the idea of a ra
tional nature generally), at one time perfection, 
at another happiness, here moral sense, there 
fear of God. a little of this, and a little of that, 
in marvellous mixture, without its occurring to 
them to ask whether the principles of morality 
are to be sought in the knowledge of human na
ture at all (which we can have only from ex
perience); or, if this is not so, if these princi
ples are to be found altogether a priori, free from 
everything empirical, in pure rational concepts 
only and nowhere else, not even in the smallest 
degree; then rather to adopt the method of 
making this a separate inquiry, as pure practical . 
philosophy, or (if one may use a name so de
cried) as metaphysic of morals,! to bring it by 

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 (meta
physic) from applied (viz., applied to human nature). 
By this designation we are also at once reminded that 
moral principles are not based on properties of human 
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264 _ . ub- as our supreme practical principle, and .tJ;1at Just 
itself to completeness, and to reqUIre the p.t in roportion as we add anything empmcal, we 
lic, !hich wish.es for popu~ar treatment, to aWaI defract from their genuine ir:rlluen~e. and from 
the Issue of thIS un~ertakmg. 1 el iso- the absolute value of actions; that It IS not o~y 

Such a me~aphys~c of morals, comr et [heol- of the greatest necessity, in a purely speculatIve 
lated, not. mIxed with any. anthr~p~i~l'1e'ss with point of view, but is als~ of the great~st prac
ogy, phYSICS, or hype~physlCs, aI!- h 11 h po- tical importance, to derive these notIons and 
occult qualities (which ~e. IDlg t b~a b;tra- laws from pure reason, to present them pure 
physical), is not only an IndIspensa e s~ f and unmixed and even to determine the com
tum of all sound theo~etical kno~ledge of ~ ~~~ pass of this p;actical or pure rational knowledge, 
but is at the SaIDe tIme a deSideratum 0 f . e to determine the whole faculty of pure 
highest importance to the actual f~liiJmen~t· 1. r~ctical reason; and, in doing so, we must not 
their precepts. For the pure co~~ePti~n of friC~ ~ake its principles dependent on the particu~ar 
unmixed with any foreign addition 0 em~ f nature of human reason though in speculative 
attractions, and, in a word, the conc~tIo~ ~y philosophy this may be permitted, or may even 
the moral law, exercises on the human ear, t times be necessary' but since moral laws 
way of reason alone (which nrst becom~s ~)are ~Ught to hold good fOr' every rationalpeature, 
with this that it can of itself be practi~~ ilian we must derive them from the general concept 
influence so much more po,,:erful th: ~he 0 ne~~ of a rational being. In this way, although for its 
springs1 which may .be denved ~ro f its application to man morality has need of anthro~ 
of experience, that, m the conSCIOusness 0 . pology yet in the nrst instance, we must treat 
worth, it despises the latter, and can. bYd de~~es it inde~end~ntly as pure philosophy, i.e., as met
become their master; wh~reas a mlxe e f IC~, aphysic complete in itself (a thing which in 
compounded partly of motIves drawn f~om ee - such di;tinct branches of science is easily done) ; 
ings and inclinations, and partly a~so 0 conc~- knowing well that unless we are in possess~on 
tions of reason, must make the IDlnd waver d e- of this it would not only be vain to deterInme 
tween motives which cannot be brought un er th m~ral element of duty in right actions for 
any principle, which lead to good. only by mere pu~poses of speculative criticism, bu! it wo~ld 
accident and very often alS? t~ e~l. h all be impossible to base morals on their genume 

From what has been SaId, .It IS clear tat.. principles even for common practical purposes, 
moral conceptio~s ?~ve their seat andd o~~~ especially' of moral instruction, so as to produce 
completely a prtoN In the reason? an s tr:l ' pure moral dispositions, and to engraft them on 
moreover in the commonest reason Just aY, IDl·nds to the promotion of the greatest 

, . •. th hi h t d gree specu- men s 
as in that whIch IS In e g e: e. ossible good in the world. 
lative' that they cannot be obtaIned by abstra~- P But in order that in this study we may not 
tion f;om any empirical, an~ ~~refor~ me~? merely advance by the natural steps from t~e 
contingent, knowledge; that It IS Just this pu Y ommon moral judgement (in this case very 
of their origin that makes them worthy to serve ~orthY of respect) to the philosophical, as h~s 

- b' t priori of themselves, while 

Ei~:j!i~~:~~l~~i~~~~i~n~l:~t~~:.ta~d ~~~~~in~~ 
ly folr ~hat o! ie~~r from the late excellent Sulzer, .in 

ave hat can be the reason that moral ID-
which he asks me w inin much that is convincing 
struction, although conta li;hes so little? My answer 
for the reaso~, 'yet dC~Oiliit I might make it complete. 
was po~tP,?ne lIDth'?~. ethat the teachers themselves have 
But It IS slmp y I.. d h they endeav-
not got th~r ow~ nO~~:b~I~:~i:: u; ;:tives of mor~l 
our to ma e up or uarter trying to make their 
goodness from everyth q ·i·t For the commonest 

. physic righ.t strong, ~tS~rlw~ . imagine, on the one 

h~~~rs!!n~~~~f s:~~ty done wift stea:fat.:~~ !~~ld 
from'~~~ v;:~ !~:nd~~~~g~~ g~:te~~ te~Ptation~ of 
~~c~~sity o~ allurement, and, on the other hand, a sim
ilar act which was affected, in however IfoW abdh~;t' ~~ 

f . n motive the former leaves ar . e l~ a 
~cli~~:~the second; it eleyatt;s the.soul and IDsYri!~~· 

. be able to act ID like manner onese . 
~:le~telY young childdrent . feetlo~~~~r:~;0:tb~~1i~h:. 
should never represent u les 

been already done, but also from a~opular phi
losophy, which goes no further than It can reach 
by groping with the help of eXaIDples, to meta
physic (which does allow itself .. to be checked 
by anything empirical and, as it must measure 
the whole extent of this kind of rati?nal knowl~ 
edge goes as far as ideal conceptIons, where 
ever: eXaIDples fail us), we must follow and 
clearly describe the practical faculty of r~ason, 
from the general rules of its determinatio~ to 
the point where the notion of duty spnngs 

from it. . 1 
Everything in nature works accordmg to aws. 

Rational beings alone have the faculty of ac:-' 
ing according to the conception of law:, th~t IS 
according to principles, i.e., have a. wi!l. Smce 
the deduction of actions from pnnclples • re
quires reason, the will is nothing but practIcal 
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reason. If reason infallibly determines the will, 
then the actions of such a being which are recog
nised as objectively necessary are SUbjectively 
necessary. also, i.e., the will is a faculty to 
choose that· only which reason independent of 
inclination recognises as practically necessary, 
i.e.; as good. But if reason of itself does not suf
ficiently determine the will, if the latter is sub
ject also to subjective conditions (particular 
impulses) which do not always coincide with the 
objective conditions; in a word, if the will does 
not in itself completely accord with reason 
(which is actually the case with men), then the 
actions which objectively are recognised as nec
essary are subjectively contingent, and the de
termination of. such a will according' to objec
tive laws is . obligation, that is to say, the rela
tion of the objective laws to a will that is not 
thoroughly good is conceived as the determina
tion of the will of a 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 
so far as it is obligatory for a will, is called a 
command (of reason), and the formula of the 
command is called an imperative. 

All imperatives are expressed by the word 
ought [orshalll, and thereby indicate the rela
tion of an objective law of reason to a will, 
which from its subjective constitution is not 
necessarily determined by it (an obligation). 
They say that something would be good to do 
or to forbear, but they say it to a will which 
does not always do a thing because it is con
ceived to be good to do it. That is practically 
good, however, which determines the will by 
means of the conceptions of reason, and con
sequently not from subjective causes, but 'ob
jectively, that is on principles which are valid 
for every rational being as such. It is. distin
guished from the pleasant, as that which influ
ences the will only by means of sensation from 
merely subjective causes, valid only for the 
sense of this or that one, and not as a principle 
of reason, which holds for every one.1 

I The dependence of the desires on sensations is called 
inclination, and this accordingly always indicates a 
want. The dependence of a contingently determinable 
will on principles of reason is called an interest. 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 interest in a thing with. 
out therefore acting from interest. The former signifies 
the practical interest in the action, the latter the patho
la gical in the object of the action. The former indicates 
only dependence of the will on principles of reason in 
themselves; the second, dependence on principles of rea
son fOf the sake of inclination, reason supplying only 
the practical rules how the requirement of the inclina-

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 lawfully, because of itself from 
its subjective constitution it can only be deter
mined by the conception of good. Therefore no 
imperatives hold for the Divine will, or in gen
eral for a holy will; ought is here out of place, 
because. the volition is already of itself neces
sarily in unison with the law. Therefore impera
tives are only formulre to express the relation of 
objective laws of all volition to the subjective 
imperfection of the will of this or that rational 
being, e.g., the human will. 

Now all imperatives command either .hypo
thetically or categorically. 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 cate
gorical imperative would be that which repre
sented an action as necessary of itself without 
reference to another end, i.e., as objectively 
necessary. 

Since every practical law represents a possi
ble action as ,good and, on this account, for a 
subject who is practically determinable by 
reason, necessary, all imperatives are formulae 
determining an action which is necessary ac
cording to the principle of a will good in some 
respects. If now the action is good only as a 
means to something else, then the imperative is 
hypothetical; if it is conceived as good in itself 
and consequently as being necessarily the prin
ciple of a will which of itself conforms to 
reason, then it is categorical. 

. Thus the imperative declares what action pos
sible by me would be good and presents the prac
tical rule in relation to a will which does not 
forthwith perform an action simply because it 
is good, whether because the subject does not 
always know that it is good, or because, 
even 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. In the nrst case it is a prob
lematical, in the second an assertorial practical 
principle. The categorical imperative which de
clares an action to be objectively necessary in 
itself without reference to any purpose, i.e., 

tion may be· satisfied. In the first case the action in
terests me; in the second the object of the action (be
cause it is pleasant to me). We have seen in the first 
section that in an action done from duty we must look 
not to the interest'in the object, but only to that in the 
action itself, and-in its rational principle (viz.,theiaw). 
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without any other end, is valid as an apodeictic 
(practical) principle. 

Whatever is possible only by the power of 
some rational being may also be conceived as a 
possible pilrpose of some will; and therefore the 
principles of action as regards the means neceS
sary to attain some possible purpose are in fact 
infinitely numerouS. All sciences have a prac
tical part,consisting of problems expressing that 
some end is possible for us and of imperatives' 
directing how it may be attained. These may, 
therefore, be called in general imperatives .of 
skill. Here there is no question whether the end 
is rational and good, but only what one must do 
in order to attain it. The precepts for the physi
cian to make his patient thoroughly healthy, 
and for a poisoner to ensure certain death, are 
of equal value in this respect, that each serves 
to effect its purpose perfectly. Since in early 
youth it cannot be known what ends are likely 
to occur to us in the course of life, parents seek 
to have their children taught a great many 
things, and provide for their skilL in the use 
of means for all sorts of arbitrary ends, of none 

choice of means to one's own happiness, i.e~, 
the precept of prudence, is still always hypo
thetical; the action is not commanded absolute
ly, but only as means to another purpose. 

Finally, there is an imperative which com
mands a certain conduct immediately, without 
having as its condition any other purpose t'O be 
attained by it. This imperative is categorical. 
It concerns' not the matter of the action, or 
its intended result, but its form and the prin
ciple of which it is itself a result; and what is 
essentially good in it consists in the mental 
disposition, let the consequence be what it 
may. This imperative may be called that of 
morality. 

There is a marked. distinction also between 

of which can they determine whether it may 
not perhaps hereafter be an object to their 
pupil,but which it is at all events possible that 
he might aim at; and this anxiety is so great 
that they commonly neglect to form and cor
rect their judgement on the value of the things 
which may be chosen as ends. 

There is one end, however, which may be as
sumed to be actually such to all rational beings 
(so far as imperatives apply to them, viz., as de
pendent beings), and, therefore, one purpose 
which they not merely may have, but which we 
may with certainty assume that they all actual
ly have by a natural necessity, and this is hap
piness. The hypothetical imperative which ex
presses the practical necessity of an action as 
means to the advancement of happiness is as
settorial. We are not to present it as necessary 
for an uncertain and merely possible purpose, 
but for a purpose which we may presuppose . 
with' certainty and a priori in every man, be
cause it belongs to his being. Now skill in the 
choice of means to his own greatest well-being 
may be called prudence,t in the narrowest sense. 
And thus the imperative which refers to the 

the volitions on these three sorts of principles 
in the dissimilarity of the obligation of the will. 
In order to mark this difference more clearly, I 
think they would be most suitably named in 
theit order if we said they are either rules of 
skill, or counsels of prudence, or commands 
(laws) of morality. For it is law only that in
volves the conception of an unconditional and 
objective necessity, which is consequently uni
versally valid; and commands are laws which 
must be obeyed, that is, must be followed, even 
in opposition to inclination. Counsels, indeed; 
involve necessity, but one which can only hold 
under a contingent subjective condition, viz., 
they depend on whether this or that man reck
ons this or that as part of his happiness; the 
categorical imperative, on the contrary, is not 
limited by any condition, and as being absolute
ly, although practically, necessary, may be quite 
properly called a command. We might also call 
the nrst kind of imperatives technical (belong
ing to art), the second pragmatic2 (to welfare), 
the third moral (belonging to free conduct gen
erally, that is, to morals). 

Now arises the question, how are all these 
imperatives possible? This question does not 
seek to know how we can conceive the accom
plishment of the action which the imperative 
ordains, but merely how we can conceive the 
obligation of the will which the imperative ex
presses. No special explanation is needed to 

him that he is clever and cunning, but, on the whole, 
imprudent. 

2 It seems to me that the proper signification of the 
1 The word prudence 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 lat
ter is properly that to which the value even of the for
mer is reduced, and when a man is prudent inc·the for
mer sense, but not in the latter, we might b.etter say of 

word pragmatic may be most accurately defined in this 
way. For sanctions are called pragmatic which flow
properly not from the law of the states as necessary en
actments, but from precaution 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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not. be avoi.ded, or to impose more wants on his 
deSIres, WhICh already give him concern enough. 
Woul.d he have long life? who guarantees to him 
that It would not be a long misery? would he 
at least have health? how often has uneasiness 
of the body restrained from excesses into which 
perfect health would have allowed one to fall? 
~d so on. In short, he is unable, on any prin~ 
cIple, to determine with certainty what would 
make him truly happy; because to do so he 
would need to be omniscient. We cannot there
fore .act on any definite principles to secure 
happm~ss, but only on empirical counsels, e.g. 
'Of .regImen, . frugality, courtesy, reserve, etc., 
WhICh expenence teaches do, on the average 
most. promo~e .well-being. Hence it follows that 
the ll;nperatives of prudence do not,' strictly 
speakmg, command at all, that is they cannot 
present actions objectively as pr~ctically nec
essary; that they are rather to be regarded as 
counsels (consilia) than precepts (praecepta) of 
reason,. that the problem to determine certainly 
and ~mversally What action would promote the 
happmess of a rational being is completely' in
solub~e, ~~d consequently no imperative re
specting It IS possible which should, in the strict 
sense, co~and. to do what makes happy; be
~aus~ ha~pmess IS not an ideal of reason but of 
Ima~m~tion! resting solely on empirical grounds, 
and It .IS vam to. expectthat these should define 
an actlO~ by WhICh one could attain the totality 
ora senes of consequences which is reallyend
less. This imperative of prudence would how_ 
ever be an analytical· proposition if we assume 
tha~ the means to happiness could be certainly 
assI~ed; for !t is distinguished from the im
perative ?f SkIll only by this, that in the latter 
t~e end IS merly possible, in the former it is 
given; as however both only ordain the means 
~o that which we suppose to be willed as an end 
It .f~llows that the imperative which ordains th~ 
yo'Ilhng of the means to him who wills the end is 
m bot~ cases analytical. Thus there is no diffi
C?lty m ~egard to the possibility of an impera_ 
tive of this kind either. 

show how an imperative of skill is possible. 
Whoever wills the end, wills also (so far as rea" 
so~ decide~ hi~ conduct) the means in his power 
whIch are mdIspensably necessary thereto. This 
propositi~n i~, ~s regard~ the volition, analyti
~al; for, m WIlling an object as my effect, there 
IS ~ready thought ~e causality of myself as an 
actmg cause, that IS to say the use of the 
means; and the imperative ed~ces from the con
ception of volition of an end the conception of 
ac~i?ns necessary to this end. Synthetical prop
OSItions must no doubt be employed in defining 
the means to a proposed end; but the~ do not 
concern the principle, the act of the ;ill but 
the object and its. realization. E.g., that i~ or
der. to bisect a line on an unerring principle 
I must draw from its extremities two intersect
ing ~rcs; thi~ no doubt is taught by math
ematics only m synthetical propositions· but if 
I know that it is only by this process that the 
intended operation can be performed then to 
say that, if I fully will the operation i also will 
th~ .action r~q~ired for it, is an analytical prop
os~tlOn; for I~ IS one and the same thing to con
ceIVe .somethm~ as an effect which I can pro
duce m a certam way, and to conceive myself 
as acting in this way. ' 

If it were only equally easy to give a definite 
conception of happiness, the imperatives of 
prude.nce would correspond exactly with those 
?f s~IlI, and would likewise be analytical. For 
In thIS case as in that, it could be said: "Who
e~er wills the end, wills also (according to the 
dIctate of reason necessarily) the indispensable 
means thereto which are in his power." But, un
fortunately, the notion of happiness is so in
definite that although every man wishes.to at
tain it, yet he never can say definitely and con
si~tently what it is that he really wishes and 
WIlls. The reason of this is that all the elements 
which belong to the notion of happiness are al. 
together empirical, i.e., they must be borrowed 
from ,experience, and nevertheless the idea of 
happiness requires an absolute whole, a maxi
~um of welfare in my present and all future 
CIrcumstances. Now it is impossible that the 
most clear-sighted and at the same time most 
pow~rful 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 t.o beooly an eye so much the sharper to 
show hIm so much the more fearfully the evils 
that are now concealed from him, and that can-

• On t~e other hand, the question how the 
Imperative of morality is possible, is un
~oubtedly ?n~, the only one, demanding a solu
tio?" II;S this IS n?t at all hypothetical, and the 
objective neceSSIty which it presents cannot 
rest on any hypothesis, as is the case with the 
hypothetical imperatives. Only here we must 
never leave out of consideration that we cannot 
~~e out by any example, in other words .em
pmcally, ~h~ther there is such an imperative 
at all, but It IS rather to be feared that all those 
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which seem to be categorical may yet be at bot
tom hypothetical. For instance, when the pre
cept is: "Thou shalt not promise deceitfully"; 
and it is assumed that the necessity 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," but that an action 
of this kind must be regarded as evil in itself, 
so that the imperative of the prohibition is 
categorical; then we cannot show with certainty 
in any example that the will was determined 
merely by the law, without any other spring of 
action, although it may appear 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 be 
categorical and unconditional, would in reality 
be only a pragmatic precept, drawing our atten
tion to our oWn interests and merely teaching 
ut'. to take these into consideration. 

We shall therefore have to investigate a 
priori the possibility of a categorical impera
tive, 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 
requisite only for its explanation, not for its 
establishment. In the meantime it may be dis
cerned beforehand that the categorical impera
tive alone has the purport of a practical law; 
all the rest may indeed be called principles of 
the will but not laws, since whatever is only 
necessary for the attainment of some arbitrary 
purpose may be considered as in itself contin
gent, and we can at any time be free from the 
precept if we give up the purpose; on the con
trary, the unconditional command leaves the 
will no liberty to choose the opposite; conse
quently it alone carries with it that necessity 
which we require in a law. 

Secondly, in the case of this categorical im
perative or law of morality, the difficulty (of 
discerning its possibility) is a very profound 
one. It is an a priori synthetical practical propo
sition; 1 and as there is so much difficulty in dis-

1 I connect the act with the wiII without presupposing 
any condition resulting from any inclination, but a 
priori, and therefore necessarily (though only objec
tively, i.e., assuming the idea of a reason possessing full 
power over all subjective motives). This is accordingly 
a practical proposition which does not deduce the willing 
of an action by mere analysis from another already pre
supposed (for we have not such a perfect will), but con-

cerning the possibility of speculative proposi
tions of this kind, it may readily be supposed 
that the difficulty will be no less with the prac_ 
tical. 

In this problem we will first inquire whether 
the mere conception of a categorical imperative 
may not perhaps supply us also with the for
mula of it, containing the proposition which 
alone can be a categorical imperative; for even 
if we know the tenor of such an absolute com
mand, yet how it is possible will require further 
special and laborious study, which we postpone 
to the last section. 

When I conceive a hypothetical imperative, 
in general I do not know beforehand what it 
will contain until I am given the condition. But 
when I conceive a categorical imperative, I 
know at once what it contains. For as the im
perative contains besides the law only the ne
cessity that the maxims2 shall conform to this 
law, while the law contains no conditions re
stricting it, there remains nothing but the gen_ 
eral statement that the maxim of the action 
should conform to a universal law, and it is this 
conformity alone that the imperative properly 
represents as necessary. 

There is therefore but one categorical im
perative, namely, this: Act only on that .maxim 
whereby thou canst at the same time will that 
it should become a universal law. 

Now if all imperatives of duty can be de
duced from this one imperative as from their 
principle, then, although it should remain un
decided what is called duty is not merely a vain 
notion, yet at least we shall be able to show 
what we understand by it and what this notion 
means. 

Since the universality of the law according to 
which effects are produced constitutes what is 
properly called nature in the most general sense 
(as to form), that is the existence of things so 
far as it is determined by general laws, the 
imperative of duty may be expressed thus: Act 
as if the maxim of thy action were to become 
by thy will a universal law of nature. 

We will now enumerate a few duties, adopt
ing the usual division of them into duties to 

nects it immediately with the conception of the will of 
a rational being, as something not contained in it. 

2 A maxim is a subjective principle of action, and 
must be distinguished from the objective principle, 
namely, practicallaw. The former contains the practicm 
rule set by reason according to the conditions of the 
subject (often its ignorance or its inclinations), so that 
it is the principle on which the subject acts,. but the law 
is the objective principle valid for every rational being, 
and is the principle on which it ought to act that is an 
imperative. 
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ourselves and to others and into perfect and' . 269 
imperfect duties.1 ' m a dIfficulty should be able to promise what_ 

.1. A man reduced to despair by a series of ~~er ~~!:eases, with th~ p~rpose pf not keeping 
mIsfortunes feels wearied of life but is still . p 'bl se, the pronnse Itself would become 
f~r in possession of his reason that he can a:~ ~~~~~~~' as. ,,:ell ~s the end that one might 
hImself whether it would not be contra to his th VI~W m It, sInce. no one would consider 
du~y to himself to take his own life. No~ he in- ri~~~~y~mg was promIsed to hi~, but would 
qUires whether the maxim of his action could A h' ~uch sta~eme.nts as vam pl'etences. 
?ec?me a universal law of nature. His' maxim wdh th \I~ finds m hImself ~ talent which 
IS; 'From self-love I adopt it as a principle to f ~ e p ~f some culture mIght make him 
shorten my life when its longer duration is ~. uself . man m many ~espects. But he finds 
!ikely to bring more evil than satisfaction." It f~:s~o i:d cfmf.ortable CIrcumstances and pre_ 
IS asked then simply whether this principle ain' u ge ~n pleasur.e rathe.r tha~ to take 
founded on self-love can become a universal p t s lmenla.rgmg and Improvmg hIS happy 
law of nature. Now we see at once that a s stem ~~ ura .capaclties .. He asks.' however, whether 
of nature of which it should be a law to d:stro .J maXIm. of neglect of hIS natural gifts, be
life by means of the very feeling whose speci~ SI es agrrmg.with his i~clination to indulgence, 
nature it is to impel to the improvement of life ~fees a so WIth what IS called duty. He sees 
would contradict itself and therefore could . ~n t?~t a system o! nature could indeed sub
not exist as a system of n~ture; hen~e that s~~ WIt such a un~versal law although men 
maxim cannot possibly exist as a universal law ~ Ik\ the South Sea Islanders) should let their 
?f nat~re and, consequently, would be wholly ~e~~l s ~est. and resolve to devote their lives 
mconslstent with the supreme principle of all t' ~: .Idlene~s, a~usement, and propaga
duty. IOn 0 t elr speCIes-m a word, to enjoyment. 

2. Another finds himself forced by necessity but?e ca~not possibly wilt that this should b; 
to borrow money. He knows that he will not be :s u:~~~rsa law of na~ure: or be implanted in us 
able to repay it, but sees also that nothing will b' h by a natu~al m:tmct. For, as a rational 
be lent to him unless he promises stoutly to d em1, ed ne~essanly WIlls that his faculties be 
repay it in a definite time. He desires to make ~ve o~~ , smce they serve him and have been 
this promise but he has still so much gIven Im, for all sorts of possible purposes. 
science as to' ask himself: "Is it not unla~~~i 4· ~ fourth, who is in prosperity, while he 
and in. consistent with duty to get out of a diffi_ :res ~ at others have to contend with great 
t;;ulty m this way?" Suppose however that he thi~~s.e~ness and tha~ ?e cou.ld help them, 
resolves to do so: then the maxim of his t' b' What concern IS It of mme? Let every-

Id b ac IOn one e as happy as H I wou e expressed thus; "When I think m If k' . eaven p eases, or as he can 
in want of money I will borrow moneyYasend ma e hlmse~f; I WIll take nothing from him nor 

. '. - even envy hIm only I d t' h . promIse to repay It, although I know that I an h' .' ,0 no WIS to contnbute 
never can do so." Now this principle of self _ di~;e~~f" t~ hIS welfare or .to his assistance in 
love or of one's own advantage may perha s be ..' ow no. doubt If such a mode of 
consistent with my whole future welfare ~ but th!n:mg were a ulllve~sal law, the human race 
the question now is "Is it right?" I h :rg t very well SUbSISt, and doubtless even 
then the suggestion o'f self-love into a un~v:~~ etter t:an in a state in which everyone talks of 
law, and state the question thus' "How would symp~t y and good-will, or even takes care 
't b 'f' . occaSIOnally to put it int f b 
1 e 1 my maXIm were a universal law?" Then th 'd 0 prac Ice, ut, on the 
I see at once that it could never hold as a uni o. h~r SI f e, also cheats when he can, betrays the 
versal law of nature, but would necessariI - ~~g s 0 ~e.n, or ~therwise violates them. But 
contradict itself. For supposing it to b ?' though .It IS pOSSIble that a universal law of 

11 h e a Ulll- nature mIght exist in d . h versa aw t at everyone when he thinks hims If . '" . acc?r ance WIt that max-
elm, It IS ImpOSSIble to will that such a principle 

d l.1t rust be noted here that I reserve the division of should have the universal validity of a law of 
. utles or a future metaphysic of morals' so that I' nature .. Fo~ a will which resolved this Would 
It here only as an arbitrary one (in orde; to arran eglve contradI t t lf . 
examples). F~r the rest, I understand by a PerfecT d::? • c 1. se ,masmuch as many cases might 
one that admIts no exception in favour of incIinatiOl{ occur m whIch one would have need of the love 
and then I. have t.'0t. merely external but also internal and sympathy of others, and in which, by such 
perfect d.utJes. ThiS IS contrary to the use of the word I f 
hdopted !n ~he schools; but I do not intend to justif it a aw 0 nature, sprung from his own will he 

e.re, as It IS all one for my purpose whether 't . y d would .deprive himself of all hope of the' aI'd 
ml tted or not. I IS a - he deSIres. 
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These are a few of the many actu.al duti~s, or 
at least what we regard as such, whl:h ?bVIOUS
ly fall into two classes on the one prInClp~e t~at 
we have laid down. We must be able to wz.ll t at 
a maxim of our action should be a um~e~sal 
law. This is the canon of the moral ~ppreClatIo~ 
of the action generally .. Some. actIOns are. ~ 
such a character that theIr maXlII? cannot Wlt.
out contradiction be even con~etve~ as a ~m
versal law of nature, far from It bemg possIble 
that we should will that it should be so. n 
others this intrinsic impossi?ility is n~t fou~d, 
but still it is impossible to WIll that theIr maxI~ 
should be raised to the universality of ~ l~w ~f 
nature since such a will would contradIct ItS~ 
It is e~sily seen that the former violate strIft 
or rigorous (inflexible) duty; the latter on y 
laxer (meritorious) duty. Thus it has been com
pletely shown how all duties depend as r.egard~ 
the nature of the obligati~n ~not the object 0 
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not at all in hypothetical imperatIves. We. h.ave 
also which is of great importance,. exhlblte? 
clea~ly and definitely for every pra~tIcal applI
cation the content of the cat:go~lcallmperatIve, 
which must contain the pnnClple of all duty 
if there is such a thing at all. We have not ~et~ 
however, advanced so far as t? prove. a prtOrt 
that there actually is such an ImperatIve, that 
there is a practical law which comm~nds ab
solutely of itself and without a~y oth~r Impulse, 
and that the following of thIS law .IS ?U~y. 

the action) on the same prInCIple. . f 
If now we attend to ourselves on occasIOn 0 

an transgression of duty, we sh~ll find that we 
in ~act do not will that our max~m should ~e a 

. sal law for that is impOSSIble for us, on umver, 't h Id 
the contrary, we will that the OppOSI e s o~b 
remain a universal law, only we assume the I -

t of making an exception in our own favour 
~~ ~just for this time only) in favo?r of ou~ 
inclination. Consequently if we c~nsldere~ al 
cases from one and the same pomt of vIew; 
namely, that of reason, we should find a con
tradiction in our own will, namely, that a cer
tain principle should be object.ivel'y necehssa~~ 

. sal law and yet sUbjectIvely s ou as a umver, . A 
not be universal, but admit of exceptIOns.. s 
however we at one moment reg.ard our actIOn 
f the point of view of a WIll wholly con
f~~:ed to reason, and then agai~ look at t~e 
same action from the point ~f vIew of a wIll 
affected by inclination, there IS not .rea~ly ~y 

d· t' but an antagonism of mclmatIon contra IC IOn, . 
to the precept of reason, whereby. the umver
sality of the principle is changed m~o ~ mere 
generality so that the practical prmclple of 

ha'll meet the maxim half way. Now, reason s .., 
although this cannot be justIfied m our own I~-

ial 'ud ement, yet it proves that we. 0 

~::l~y r~co:nise the validity of the ca~eg)orlc~l 
imperative and (with all resp~ct for Ii h o~~ 
allow ourselves a few exceptIOns, wh c 
think unimportant and forced from u~. 

We have thus established a~ le~st thIS much, 
that if duty is a conception WhlCh.ls to have any 
import and real legislative aut~onty for.our aCd 
t· s it can only be expressed m categorIcal an IOn, 

With the view of attaining to thIS, It IS of 
extreme importance to remember that w.e must 
not allow ourselves to think of deducm? the 
reality of this principle from the p~rttcular 
attributes of human nature. For. duty IS t~ b: 
a practical, unconditional necesslt~ of act~on, 
it must therefore hold for all ratIonal beIngs 
(to whom an imperative can apply at all), and 
for this reason only be also a law fo~ all human 

'11 On the contrary whatever IS deduced WI s. , . t' f 
f m the particular natural charactens ICS 0 
ro . d n humanity, from certain feelmgs an pr?pe-

sions, nay, even, if possible, from any partIcu!ar 
tendency proper to human reason,. and whIch 
need not necessarily hold for the WIll of ev~ry 
rational being; this may indeed. supply ~s w~th 

. but not with a law; WIth a subjectIve a maXIm, . 
principle on which we may have a prop.ens~on 
and inclination to act, but not with .a~ objectIve 
principle on which we should be enJ~tne.d to. act, 
even though all our propensions, mclma!IOns, 
and natural dispositions .we~e ~pp~se~ to It. In 
fact, the sublimity and Intnnslc dlgmty ~f the 
command in duty are so much the mOrt: eVIdent, 
the less the subjective impulses fll;vour It a~d the 
more they oppose it, without bel~g a?le m the 
slightest degree to weake? .the obligatIOn of the 
law or to diminish its valIdIty. 

Here then we see philosophy brought to a 
critical position, since it has to ~e firmly fixed, 
notwithstanding that it has nothmg to supp~rt 
it in heaven or earth. Here i.t must show ItS 
purity as absolute director of ItS own laws, n~t 
the herald of those which are whispered to It 
by an implanted sense or who knows what tu
telary nature. Although these may be bet!er 
than nothing, yet they can never afford pn~
ciples dictated by reason, which must ha~e theIr 
source wholly a priori and thence t~eIr com
manding authority, expecting everythmg from 
the supremacy of the law an~ the due respect. 
for it, nothing from inclinatIOn, or els.e con
demning the man to self-contempt and Inward 
abhorrence. . I 

Thus every empirical element IS not on y 
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quite incapable of being an aid to the principle 
of morality, but is even highly prejudicial to 
the purity of morals, for the proper and inesti
mable worth of an absolutely good will consists 
just in this, that the principle of action is free 
from all influence of contingent grounds, which 
alone experience can furnish. We cannot too 
much or too often repeat our warning against 
this lax and even mean habit of thought which 
seeks for its principle amongst empirical mo
tives and laws; for human reason in its weari
ness is glad to rest on this pillow, and in a 
dream of sweet illusions (in which, instead of 
Juno, it embraces a cloud) it SUbstitutes for 
morality a bastard patched up from limbs of 
various derivation, which looks like anything 
one chooses to see in it, only not like virtue 
to one who has once beheld her in her true 
form. 1 " 

which case whatever has reference to anything 
empirical is necessarily excluded; since if reason 
of itself alone determines the conduct (and it 
is the possibility of this that we are now in
vestigating), it must necessarily do so a 'priori. 

The will is conceived as a faculty of deter
mining oneself to action in accordance with the 
conception of certain laws. And such a faculty 
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 means. The subjective ground of the 
desire is the spring, the objective ground of the 
volition is the motive; hence the distinction be
tween subjective ends which rest on springs, 
and objective ends which depend on motives 
valid for every rational being. Pr-actical prin
ciples are formal when they abstract from all 
subjective ends; they are material when they 
assume these, and therefore partiCUlar springs 
of action. The ends which a rational being pro_ 
poses to himself at pleasure as effects of his 
actions (material ends) are all only relative, 
for it is only their relation to the particular de-
sires of the subject that gives them their worth, 
which therefore cannot furnish principles uni
versal and necessary for all rational beings and 
for every volition, that is to say practical laws. 
Hence all these relative ends can give rise only 
to hypothetical imperatives. 

The question then is this: "Is it a necessary 
law for all rational beings that they should al
ways judge of their actions by maxims of which 
they can themselves will that they should serve 
as universal laws?" If it is so, then it must be 
connected (altogether a priori) with the very 
conception of the will of a rational being gen
erally. But in order to discover this connexion 
we must, however reluctantly, take a step into 
metaphysic, although into a domain of it which 
is distinct from speculative philosophy, namely, 
the metaphysic of morals. In a practical phi
losophy, where it is not the reasons of what 
happens that we have to ascertain, but the laws 
of what ought to happen, even although it never 
does, i.e., objective practical laws, there it is not 
necessary to inquire into the reasons why any_ 
thing pleases or displeases, how the pleasure of 
mere sensation 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 inclina
tions arise, and from these again maxims by the 
co-operation of reason: for all this belongs to 
an empirical psychology, which would consti
tute the second part of physics, if we regard 
physics as the philosophy of nature, so far as it 
is based on empirical laws. But here we are con_ 
cerned 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 

I To behold virtue iu her proper form is nothing else 
but to contemplate morality stripped of all admixture of 
sensible tbiugs and of every spurious ornameut of re
ward or self-love. How much she then eclipses every
thing else that appears charming to the affections. every 
one may readily perceive with the least exertion of his 
reason, if it be not wholly spoiled for abstraction. 

Supposing, however, that there were some_ 
thing whose existence has in itself an absolute 
worth, something which, being an end in itself, 
could be a Source of definite laws; then in this 
and this alone would lie the SOurce of a possible 
categorical imperative, i.e., a practical law. 

Now I say: man and generally any rational 
being exists as an end in himself, not merely as 
a means to be arbitrarily used by this or that 
will, but in all his actions, whether they concern 
himself or other rational beings, must be al
ways regarded at the same time as an end. All 
objects of the inclinations have only a condi
tional worth, for if the inclinations and the 
wants founded on them did not exist, then their 
object would be without value. But the inclina_ 
tions, themselves being SOurces of want, are 
so far from having an absolute worth for which 
they should be desired that on the contrary it 
must be the universal wish of .every rational 
being to be wholly free from them. Thus the 
worth of any object which is to be acquired by 
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our action is always conditional, Beings whose 
existence depends not on our will but on na
ture's, have nevertheless, if they are irrational 
beings, only a relative value as means, and are 
therefore called things; rational beings, on the 
contrary, are called persons, because their very 
nature points them out as ends in themselves, 
that 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 has a worth for m as an effect 
of our action, but objective ends, that is, things 
whose existence is an end in itself; an end 
moreover for which no other can be substituted, 
which they should subserve merely as means, 
for otherwise nothing whatever would possess 
absolute worth; but if all worth were condi
tioned 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 the human will, a categorical 
imperative, it must· be one which, being drawn 
from the conception of that which is necessarily 
an end for everyone because it is an end in it
self, constitutes an objective principle of will, 
and can therefore serve as a universal practical 
law. The foundation of this principle is: ra
tional nature exists as an end in itself. Man 
necessarily conceives his own existence as being 
so; so far then this is a subjective principle of 
human actions. But every other rational being 
regards its existence similarly, just on the same 
rational principle that holds for me: 1 so that it 
is at the same time an objective principle, from 
which as a supreme practical law all laws of the 
will must be capable of being deduced. Acording
ly the practical imperative will be as follows: So 
act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own 
person or in that of any other, in every case as 
an end withal, never as means only. We will 
now inquire whether this can be practically 
carried out. 

To abide by the previous examples: 
Firstly, under the head of necessary duty to 

oneself: He who contemplates suicide should 
ask himself whether his action can be consistent 
with the idea of humanity as an end in itself. 
If he destroys himself in order to escape from 
painful circumstances, he uses a person merely 
as a mean to maintain a tolerable condition up 
to the end of life. But a man is not a thing, 

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

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 can
not, therefore, dispose in any way of a man in 
my own person so as to mutilate him, to damage 
or kill him. (It belongs to ethics proper to de
fine this principle more precisely, 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 pre
serve it, etc. 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 promise to others 
will see at once that he would be using another 
man merely as a mean, without the latter con
taining 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 him and, therefore, 
cannot himself contain the end of this action. 
This violation of the principle of humanity in 
other men is more obvious if we take in ex
amples of attacks on the freedom and property 
of others. For then it is clear that he who trans
gresses the rights of men intends to use the 
person of others merely as a means, without 
considering that as rational beings· they ought 
always to be esteemed also as ends, that 
is, as beings who must be capable of con
taining in themselves the end of the very 
same action. 2 

Thirdly, as regards contingent (meritorious) 
duties to oneself: It is not enough that the ac
tion does not violate humanity in our own per
son as an end in itself, it must also harmonize 
with it. Now there are in humanity capacities 
of greater perfection, which belong to the end 
that nature has in view in regard to humanity 
in ourselves as the subject: to neglect these 
might perhaps be consistent with the mainte-~ 
nance of humanity as an end in itself, but not 
with the advancement of this end. 

Fourthly, as regards meritorious duties to
wards others: The natural end which all men 
have is their own happiness. Now humanity 

2 Let it not be thought that the common "quod tibi 
non vis fieri, etc." could serve here as the rule or prin
ciple. For it is only a deduction from the former, though 
with several limitations; it cannot be a universal law, 
for it does not contain the principle of duties to one
self, nor of the duties of benevolence to others (for 
many a one would gladly consent that otherssho.uld not 
benefit him, provided only that he might be excused 
from showing benevolence to them), nor finally that of 
duties of strict obligation to one another, for. on this 
principle the criminal might argue against the jndge 
who punishes him, and so on. 
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contribute anything to the happiness of others p am . e conceptIon of duty. But we could not 
provided he did not intentionally withdraw any~ g;~;~si~~~~pen~~~tIy that there are. practical 
thing from it; but after all this would onl can it be s w I~ . c~mma~d categon~al1y, nor 
harmonize negatively not positively with h; ever coUf;obvedd m thIS secltIon; ~ne .thmg: how_ 

't nd' . l·· ,e one, name y to mdlcate m the 
manz yas an e tn ztse j, If every one does not imperative itself by some determ' t 
also endeavour, as far as in him lies, to forw.ard ~ion, that in the' case of volition f~~~e d~~pres
the. en?s of oth~rs. ~or the ends of any subject Interest is renounced, which is the s ecifi/c::1 rhlCh IS an end m hlmse!f ought as far as possi- terion of categorical as distinguish If· h-
le t~ be my ends afso, If that conception is to pothetical imperatives This is d e. .rhom y-

have ItS full effect WIth me. . ent (third) f I'f h .on~ me e pres-
Tb' " I . . ormu a 0 t e pnnclple namel 

IS pnnCIp e, that humamty and generally m the idea of the w:"ll f . ' . y, 
every rational nature is an end in itself (which as a universally le . laI t' 0 e~llery ratIOnal bemg 
. th I' " . . ... glS tng un . 
IS e supreme ImItIng condItIon of every man's For although a will wh' h .. b' 
fre~dom of action), is not borrowed from ex- may be attached to this ~t lSbsU Ject to laws 
perIence, firstly, because it is universal, apply_ interest yet a will whl'ch ~w 'tY Imf eans of an 
ing . t d t 11 . I . , IS I se . a supreme 

as I .oes ? a ratIOn a bemgs whatever, lawgiver so far as it is such cannot 'bl d 
and expenence IS not capable of determining pend on any interest since a will P~SSI Y e
anything about them; secondly, because it does would itself still ne~d another laso e~e?~~nt 
?ot .present hun:anityas an end to men (sub- the interest of its self-love b w res n~ ~ng 
JectIvely), that IS as an object which men do that it should be valid as uni:er;~~ 1~~ndltIOn 
of them~elv~s actually .adopt as an end; but Thus the principle that eve h '.. 
as. an objectIve end, whIch must as a law con- a will which in all its max' ry. uman :-vIII IS 
stItute the supreme limiting condition of all our laws 1 provided I't be th z~s pV~fis umversal 

b· t' d I '0 erWIse JustI ed would su Jec Ive en s, et them be what we will' it be very well adapted t b th .' 
t th f . , 0 e e categorIcal im 

mus . ere. ore sI?rI~g from pure reason. In fact perative, in this respect, namel that' -
t?e o?JectIve pr.mclple of all practical legisla- cause of the idea of universal ~~ . I /ust. b~_ 
tIOn lIes (accordmg to the first principle) in the not based on any interest and th gI; a I?n ;t IS 
rule and its form of universality which makes among all possible impe~ati ere o~e It a one 
it capable of being a law (say, e. g., a law of ditional. Or stilI better convves. can e unco~ 
nature); but the subjective principle is in the tion, if there is a cate~orica;ri~g th:. pro~osl
end; now by the second principle the subject of a law for the will of every rat' pert ~v~ ()' ~., 
all ends is each rational being, inasmuch as it is can only command th t Itoh~a bemg , It 
ad' 't If H a every mg e done .n en .m? se. ence follows the third prac- from maxims of one's will re r . 
hcal .p,nnclple. of the will, w~ich is .the ultimate ~hich could at the same time ~~ ~~~t ~: s~ow;~ 
c?ndltIon of ItS harmony WIth umversal prac- Itself give universal laws for in th t uI 
tIc~1 reaso~, viz.: the idea of the will of every the practical principle and the imp a /ase ~? ~ 
rat~onal bezng as a universally legislative will. it obeys are unconditional sI'nce thera Ive wtlbc 

On thi p' . I 11" , ey canno e . s. rmc.lp ea. maXIms are rejected based on any interest. 
WhICh are mconslstent WIth the will being itself Looking back now II . 

. I I . I t Th . on a prevIOUS attempts 
u.mversa egIs a or. us the ":'Ill is not ~ubject to discover the principle of moralit w 
SImply to the l~w, bu~ ~o subject that It must not wonder why they all failed It y, e n~ed 
be regarded as ztself gzv~ng the law and on this man was bound to laws b d' was. seen t at 
ground. only, subject to the law (of whi~h it can observed that the laws t: w~~Yhb~t ~t wabs .not 
regard Itself as the author). are only those f h' .. IC . e IS su Ject 

In the previous imperatives, namely, that same time the; ar~ ~:e~s~Fg, though at t~e 
bas.ed on the conception of the conformity of only bound to act in conformi and. that. he IS 
actIons to general laws, as in a physical system will; a will, however which is t% ~Ith dh~ own 
of na~ure, and t.hat based on the universal pre- ture to give univers;l laws For e:re y ~a
rogatzve of ratIOnal beings as ends in them- conceived man onl b' . en one as 
s 1 th' . , y as su Ject to a law (no 
e ves- e~e ImperatIves, Just because they matter what), then this lawrequir d . 

were hconce.lVedh ~s catego:ical, excluded from terest, either by way of attraction 0: co~~~e . mt-any ~ are m t eIr authonty all admixture of ram, 
any mterest as a spring of action; they were elu~~may .he ~xc~sed from adducing examples to 

however, only assumed to be categorical be~ been ~:eJh1:/r~r:~fJ:teasthtehosceatWhic.h Iha~e alrea.dy 
cause su h . , d't f egonca lmperalive . C aIL assumptIOn was necessary to ex an. 1 s ormula would all serve for the ll'k - here. e purpose 
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ims of his will,but only in case he is a: complete..; 
ly independent being without wants and with 
unrestricted power adequate to his will. 

274 
since it did not originate as a law from his own 
will, but this will was according to a law obliged 
by something else to act ina certain manner. 
Now by this necessary consequence all the la
bour spent in finding a supreme principle of 
duty was irrevocably lost. For men never elic
ited duty, but only a necessity of acting from 
a certain interest. Whether this interest was 
private or otherwise, in any case the imperative 
must be conditional and could not by any 
means be capable of being a· moral cQmmand. 
I will therefQre call this the principle of auton
omy Qf the win, in cQntrast with every other 
which I accordingly reckon as heteronomy.l 

The conception of the will of ·every rational 
being as one which must cQnsider 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. 

Morality consists then in the reference of· all 
action to the legislation which alone can render 
a kingdom of ends possible. This legislation 
must be capable of existing in every rational be
ing and of emanating from his will, so that the 
principle of this will is never to act on any max
im which could not without contradiction be 
also a universal law and, accordingly, aiways so 
to act that the will could at the same time re
garditself as giving in its maxims universal 
laws. If now the maxims of ratibnal beings are 
not by their own nature coincident with this ob
jective principle, then the necessity Qf acting Qn 
it is called practical necessitation, i.e., duty. 
Duty dQes not apply to. the sQvereign in the 
kingdom of ends, but it does to. every member 
Qf it and to. all in the same degree. 

The practical necessity of acting Qn this prin-

By a kingdom I understand the union of dif-
ferent rational beings in a system by common 
laws. Now since it is by laws that ends are de
termined as regards their universal validity, 
hence, if we abstract from the personal differ
ences of rational beings and likewise from all 
the content of their private ends, we shall be 
able to conceive all ends combined in a sys
tematic whole (including both ra:tional beings as 
ends in themselves, 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 possible. 

ciple, i.e., duty, does not rest at all Qn feelings, 
impulses, QI inclinations, but solely Qn the re· 
latiQn of rational beings to' Qne anQther, a rela-
tion in which the will of a rational being must 
always be regarded as legislative, since other
wise it could not be cQnceived as an end in itself· 
Reason then refers every maxim Qf the will1 

regarding it as legislating universally, to every 
other will and also. to. every action tQwards one
self; and this not on account of any other prac
tical motive Qr any future advantage, but from 
the idea of the dignity Qf a rational being, obey
ing no law but that which he himself also gives. 

In the kingdom Qf ends everything has either 
value Qr dignity. Whatever has a value can be 
replaced by something else which is equivalent; 
whatever, on the other hand, is above all value, 
and therefore .admits of no. equivalent has a 
dignity. ' 

Whatever has reference to. the general incli-

For all rational beings come under the law 
that each of them must treat itself and all 
others never merely as means, but in every 
case at the same time as ends in themselves. 
Hence results a systematic union. of rational 
being by common objective laws, i. e., a king
dom which may be called a kingdom of ends, 
since what these laws have in view is just the 
relation of these beings to one another as ends 
and means. It is certainly only an ideal. 

A rational being belongs as a member to the 
kingdom of ends when, although giving uni
versal laws in it, he is also himself subject to 
. these laws. He belongs to it as sovereign when, 
while giving laws, he is not subject to the will 

natiQns. and wants of mankind has a market 
value; whatever, withQut presupposing a want, 
corresPQnds to. a certain taste; that is to a satis
faction in the mere purposeless play Qf Qur fac.., 
ulties, has a fancy value; but that which CQn
stitutes the cQndition under which alone any~ 
thing can be an end in itself, this has not merely 
a relative worth, i.e., value, but an intrinsic 
worth, that is, dignity. 

Now morality is the condition under which of any other. 
A rational being must always regard himself 

as giving laws either as member Qr as sovereign 
in a kingdom of ends which is rendered possible 
by the freedom of wilL He cannot, however, 
maintain the latter position merely by the max-

I [Cf. Critique oj Practical Reason, p. 328.] 

alon,e a rational being can be an end in himself, 
since by this alone is it possible that be should 
be aiegislating member in the kindom of ends. 
Tbusmorality, and humanity as capable of it, is 
tbatwhich alQne has dignity.Sk111 anddiligent::e 
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m .Iab?ur have a market value; wit, lively im- . . 2,}S agmation, and humQur have fan al IS rather subjectively than ob' cti el .. 
the other hand fideIit~ to pro ~ v bue ; on intended namely to b . ~e v y practical, 
lence f '. ' . Dllses, enevo- nearer to intuitiQn (brIng an Idea Qf the .. reasQ~ 

. ~Q~ prmcIple (nQt frQm instinct) have) y means Qf a certain an I 
an. IntrIDSIC. wort~. Neither nature nQr a;t con- ?gy and thereby nearer to. feeling All . a -
tams anythIng h h' d m fact, have: . maXIms, 
put' th' I w IC 10 efauIt Qf these it could · t~n ;Ir pace, fQr their worth cQnsists not thi:' :e !ortmh , fconsisting in universality; and in 
10 e e ects which spring frQm them n ., w e Qrmula Qf the mQral . . 
the use and advantage which the secur' ot ~ IS expressed thus that th . ImperatIve 
the disposition Qf mind that I'S Yth e, .but In chosen as if th ' . e maxIms must be so. th 'n h' " e maxIms Qf Qf nature. ey were to. serve as universal laws 

in e WI h w I~h are ready to. manifest themselves suc actIons even though th h 2. A matter, namely an end d h 
have the desired effect. These acteI'oYnsS alQUsQldneneQdt fQrmula says that th '. '. an ere the n end by it e ratIQnal belOg, as it is an 

0. recQmmendatiQn from an sub'" . s own nature and the f . 
Qr sentiment that th bY JectIve taste Itself m t' re Qre an end 10 · . ' ey may e 10Qked Qn with ,us 10 every maxim serve th d' 
Imm. edlate. favour and satisfactI'on.' they need tiQn limiting all merely I t' as e con I-d ends. re a Ive and arbitrary 

~~ Im:'bI~te prQpension or feeling fQr them' ~y e I It the will that perfQrms them as a~ b 3· A complete characterization Qf all ma . 
QbJect ~f an imm. ediate respect, and nothI'ng but y means Qf that fQrmula n 1 h XIms reason d ims Qught by th . ' . am~ y, t at all max-

IS reqwre to. impose them Qn the will' with a possI'ble kie~nr Qdwn legflslatlOn to. harmQnize 
not to. flatter it into them which . th' g Qm d dutie Id b " ID e case Qf dQm Qf nature1 Th . 0. en s as with a king-
. s, WQU e a contradiction Thi ti . ere IS a prQgr h 

tI.on t~~refQ:e shQWS that the w~rth ~f es mha- Qrder Qf the categories Qf 't er ere in the 
diSPQSItIon IS di 't suc a the will (its universal' ) um y? the fQrID Qf 
above all a1 gm. y, an~ pl~ces it infinitely ter (the b' t . Ity, pluraltty of the mat-

v ue, WIth WhIch It cannQt fQr the Syst:~e~f\~e., th1e ends), .and totality Qf 

PmeQti~tI.eQnnt bwe'tbhrQutght int.o cQmparison or com~ . d ese. n forDllng Qur I I ou as t JU gement Qf actiQns 't' b mora 
sanctity. I were viQlating its wa h ,I IS etter to proceed al ge1e:~nf~r~:~i~~ methQd an~ sta:t from th~ 
w~at then is it which justifies virtue or the Act according to a _t~:. cateh~QkrIcal Imperative: 

mQ.r y gQQd disPQsitiQn, in making such loft " ..... tm w tC ca t the 
claIms? It is nQthing less than the privil ~ time ;nake itself a universal law ;~ h same secur~s. to. the ratiQnal being Qf partici at~!e t we WIsh to. gain an ent f" Qwever, 

fitheg hiI.vmg of universal laws, by which ~t qugalI~ i! is very useful to. bri:;~:e :~~ht~ mQral law, 
es m to. be b tlOn under the th . e same ac-

. a. mem er Qf a PQssible kingdo thereby as f ree speCIfied cQnceptiQns and 

~!.::d ~ p;.woge to whkh he "'" aIrea':; Intuition. '" " po .. ID!e to bring It ...;" to 
. y IS own nature as being an end i ~~msdoelf and, on that account, legislating in th~ . w.e can-nQW end where we start d 
, ... m of "''''; free " "..,,1, ill law. of gmwng, namoly with th ~ "th, he-h~y~!cal Infat~", ond ohoylng tho", only whkh un<ondltloruolly good T';"., oon~tion of a will 

b I 
Imse gIves, and by which his maxI'ms can good which cannot be evil-' I~habsolutelY 

e ong to t whose maxim if made . ID 0. er wQrds, 
a sys em Qf universal law to. h' h ,a uruversal law Id ~t thhe same time he submits himself.' FQr :Q~~_ never cQntradict itself Thi .. I ,cou ~ "ony wo,th ='pt what th, law a. It, "''''''"' law· "Ad· I 'P""OP', thon, ;, 

It. Now the legislation itself which asSignS!Ignsth as thQU canst at' the sa~ ways Qn .such a maxim 
worth Qf everything must for that e versal law'" thi . th e tIme wIll to be a unipos d" very reaSQn which a ·il s IS e sQle cQndition under 
ar!~~S IgnIty, that is an unconditional incom- . WI can never contradict itself' d ~lies = ~~~~~:ngd the WQ:d respect alQne sup- ;~~~/::r I:.per~~ive is ca!egorical. Since the a:a-
h

. h . expreSSIOn fQr the esteem . e WI as a uruversal law for p 'bl 
w IC a ratiQ.nal being must have fQr I't. A"- actIons is analogQus to. th· OSSI e t h w- of th . e uruversal cQnnexion 
onomy t en IS the basis Qf the dignit f h is th: ~XIstealnce Qf. things by general laws which 

man and Qf every rational nature y 0. u- orm notIOn of nature in ' 
The three modes Qf . . categorical imperative can al b general, the 

Qf morality that have ~~:s~~~ng ~he prin~iple 1. Teleology considers nature s~. e expressed 
tQm only so many formulae Qfucthee avre at bQt- ethics regards a possible kingd as ~ mgdom o~ ends; law d h .. ery same of nature. In tbe first case t;;m k~ dds as a kingdom 

Th
' ~ eac of Itself Involves the other t theoretical idea, adopted to' i . mg om of ends is a ere IS h wo. the latter it is a practical 'dexp am what actually is. In 

, owever, a difference in them, but it that which is not yet but I h!\adopted to bring about conduct, namely if it contor IC tcanth~e .realized by our 
, InS () IS Idea. 
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thus: Act on maxims which can at the same 
time have Jor tkeir object themselves as uni
versallaws of nature, Such then is the formula 
·of an absolutely good will, 

Rational nature is distinguished from the rest 
{If nature by this, that it sets before itself an 
end, This end would be the matter of every good 
will. But since in the idea of a will that is ab
·solutely good without being limited by any con
,dition (of attaining this or that end) we must 
abstract wholly from every end to be effected 
(since this would make every will only relative
ly good), it follows that in this case the end 
must be conceived, not as an end to be effected, 
but as an independently existing end, Conse
quently it is conceived only negatively, i,e" as 
that which we must never act against and which, 
therefore, must never be regarded merely as 
means, but must in every volition be esteemed 
as an end likewise, Now this end can be nothing 
but the subject of all possible ends, since this is 
also the subject of a possible absolutely good 
will; for such a will cannot without. contradic
tion be postponed to any other object. The prin
dple: "So act in regard to every rational being 
(thyself and others), that he may always have 
place in thy maxim as an end in himself," is ac
cordingly essentially identical with this other: 
"'Act upon a maxim which, at the same time, 
involves its own universal validity for every ra
tional being," For that in using means for every 
end I should limit my maxim by the condition 
{If its holding good as a law for every subject, 
this comes to the same thing as that the funda
mental principle of all maxims of action must 
be that the subject of all ends, Le" the rational 
being himself, be never employed merely as 
means, but as the supreme condition restricting 
the use of all means, that is in every case as an 
end likewise, 

It follows incontestably that, to whatever 
laws any rational being may be subject, he be
ing an end in himself must be able to regard 
himself as also legislating universally in respect 
<If these same laws, since it is just this fitness 
{If his maxims for universal legislation that dis
tinguishes him as an end in himself; also it fol
~ows that this implies his dignity (prerogative) 
above all mere physical beings, that he must al
ways take his maxims from the point of view 
which regards himself and, likewise, every other 
rational being as law-giving beings (on which 
account they are called persons), In this way 
a. world of rational beings (mundus intelligi
bilis) 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 king
dom 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 ra
tional 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 
self -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 far 
as it has reference to rational beings as its ends, 
it is given on this account the name of a king
dom of nature, Now such a kingdom of ends 
would be actually realized by means of maxims 
conforming to the canon which the categorical 
imperative prescribes to all rational beings, if 
they were universally 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 ar
rangements 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, 
thatit shall favour his expectation of happiness, 
still that law: "Act according to the maxims of 
a member of a merely possible kingdom of ends 
legislating in it universally," remains in 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, 
without any other end or advantage to be at
tained thereby, in other words, respect for a 
mere idea, should yet serve as an inflexible pre
cept of the will, and that it is precisely in this 
independence of the maxim on all such springs 
of action that its sublimity consists; and it is 
this that makes every rational subject worthy 
to be a legislative member in the kingdom of 
ends: for otherwise he would have to be con
ceived only as subject to the physical law of his 
wants, And although we should suppose the 
kingdom of nature and the kingdom of ends 
to be united under one sovereign, so that the 
latter kingdom 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 worth, 
For. this sole absolute lawgiver mus'c, notwith- , 
standing this, be always conceived as estimating 
the worth of rational beings only by their dis
interested behaviour, as prescribed to them
selves from that idea [the dignity of man] alone. 
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temal relations, and that which ab t eIr/x- Ica y must be capable of b . • 
~~o::: th~se, alone constitutes the absol~:~o;~: a priori, This matter, howe~~g ~~fsIze~ ;~Olly 

an, IS also that by which he must be 'd d to the present section, But that the ~io ,~ong 
whoever the judge may b d JU ge, autonomy in question i th lP, n~Ip e of 
Suprem B' M ' e, an even by the morals can be readiI se. so e prmcIple of 
of actio:s t~~1 °trahty, then, is the relation of the conceptions YOfShmOowrnall?tY mere ana. IYSI,'S 

h e au onomy of the will that is I Y For by th 
~o t e potential universal legislatI'on by'I't ' ana ysis we find that 't " ' IS 
Ims A t' h ' s max- cat 'I . 1 S prmCIple must be a 

, n ac IOn t at IS consistent with th egonca ImperatiVe and that what th' . 
tonomy of the will is permitted' one th t ed au- mands is neither more nor less than thI,s com-
not ~gree therew!th is /orbidde~, A Wilt wh~:: autonomy. IS very 
maXIms necessarIly comcide with the I f Heteronomy of th W'U 
autonomy is a h I '11 aws 0 etas the S f Z' d d 0 Y WI , good absolutely The P , ource 0 a v 
e?e~ rce of a will not absolutely good ~n the s urzous Principles of Morality . 

~~~~~fi~n OfT~~ton~my (moral necessitation) is it !!;~~:i;1 :rk~hthe ~aw which is to determine 
h 1. '. ' IS, t en, cannot be applied to a . , se an m the fitness of its max-

o y beIng The obJ'ectiv' Ims to be UnIversal laws of I't '. 
fro br'" e neceSSIty of actions consequentl if i s, own dIctatIOn, 

m 0 19atIOn IS called duty, this law in ih ~ goes out of Itself and seeks 
ho!r~~ what has just been said, it is easy to see th e c aracter of any of its objects 
d 1. a~pens that, although the conception of h ere always results, heteronomy, The will i~ 
~ty ImplIes SUbjection to the law we y tt, at c~se does not gIve itself the law but it is 

cnbe a certain dignity and -sublimit~ to th e as- ~i~;nT;' thel o?ject through its relati~n to the 
son who fulfils all his duties, There is noet p~r- tio~ Or IS re atlOn: whether it rests on inclina
~eed, any sublimity in him, so far as he is ~~~~ h o~ co~ceptlOns of reason, only admits of 

tlect to the moral law; but inasmuch as in regard >:p0thetIcalImperatives: "I ought t d 
o that very law he is likewise a legislator and thmg because I wish fo h' 0 0 some
~n ~hat account alone subject to it, he has'sub- the ~ontrary, the moral, ;n~o~:!e~~; else," O~ 
hmIty, ~e h,ave,also shown above that neI'ther cal, Imperative says' "I ht d e categon
fear I even though I sho~l oug, to 0 so and so, 
I ~o~ mc I~atlOn" but simply respect for the else" E th f d not WIsh for anything 
aw, hIS t e sprmg whIch can give actions a moral if I' ,g" e ?rmer says: "I ought not to lie 

wort , Our own w'll f would retam m ' 
1 , so ar as we suppose 't t ' " Y reputation"; the latter 

act only under the condition that its maxim 1 0 ~a~s. I ought not to lie, although it should not 
potent~ally univ~rsallaws, this ideal will w~f:~ nng me the least discredit." The latter there-
~~~~~Ibl~ t~ us IS the proper object of respect ' :~~e must so far a?stract from all objects that 

, e dIgnIty of humanity consists just in thi~ y shall ~ave no tnfluence on the will in ord 
c~PhacIhty of be,in, g universally legislative though th~t practIcal reason (will) may 't b er 
WIt t d ' stncted to d " . no e re-

e ,con ,ItlOn that it is itself subject to th" a mmIstermg an interest not b I 
same legIslatIOn, IS :~n~~ it, but o:ay simply show its Own e c~':~ 
The Autonomy, o,f the. Will as the .Supreme Thus ~gg a~thor~ty as the Supreme legislation, 
Ph! '" oug t to endeavour to promote the 

rmaple of M orality in~~~~~s a~f others, not as if its realization 

b AUht?nh°'?~ of the will is that property of it' , ,y ~oncern of mine (whether b 
y w IC It IS a law t 't If (' ImmedIate Inclmation or b '. Y 

o 1 se mdependently of indirectly gained th h y any satIsfactIOn 
an! ~roperty of the objects of volition) The roug reason) b t ' 1 
p~mclPleh of autonomy then is: "Always 'so to becauseh a maxim which excludes it ~n~~~Pb~ 
Ch oose t, at the same volition shall comprehe d compre ended as a universal law ' 
t e maXIms f h ' n the same volition, m one and 

o Our c OIce as a universal law" :v e can?ot ~rove that this practical rule is ' 
::per~tIve, I,e" ~hat the will of every ration~~ 

mg IS necessar~ly bound to it as a condition 
by a, m~re ~nalysIs of the conceptions which oc' 
cur m It, smce it is a synthetical proposition ~ 
we, must adva?~e beyond the cognition of th~ 
objects to a cntIcal examination of th b' 
that is, of the pure practical reason e;u Jec~, 
synthetic proposition which command~ a;~d~f~~ 

Classi ~cation of all PrinciPles of M oralit 
whtch can be founded on the C Y 

, OtTr 
ceptton of Heteronomy 

Here as elsewhere human reason in its 
use, so long as it was not criticall pure 
has first tried all possible wrong w1;se~~~;e?t 
Succeeded in finding the one t . e 1 

AI " rue way 
, .·1 prm:Iples which can be taken' from this 

pomt of VIew are either emp' , al ' tnc or rattonal. 
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The former, drawn from the principle of happi
ness, are built on physical or moral feelings; 
the latter, drawn from the principle of perfec
tion, are built either on the rational conception 
of perfection as a possible effect, or on that of 
an independent perfection (the will of God) as 
the determining cause of our will. 

Empirical principles are wholly incapable of 
serving as a foundation for moral laws. For the 
universality with which these should hold for 
all rational beings without distinction, the un
conditional practical necessity which is thereby 
imposed on them, is lost when their foundation 
is taken from the particular constitution of hu
man nature, or the accidental circumstances in 
which it is placed. The principle of private hap
piness, however, is the most objectionable, not 
merely because it is false, and experience con
tradicts the supposition that prosperity is al
ways proportioned to good conduct, nor yet 
merely because it contributes nothing to the es
tablishment of morality-since it is quite a dif
ferent thing to make a prosperous man and a 
good man, or to make one prudent and sharp
sighted for his own interests and to make him 
virtuous-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 better calculation, 
the specific difference between virtue and vice 
being entirely extinguished. On the other hand, 
as to moral feeling, this supposed special 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 in
finitely in degree, cannot furnish a uniform 
standard of good and evil, nor has anyone a 
right to form judgements for others by his own 
feelings: nevertheless this moral feeling is near
er to morality and its dignity in this respect, 
that it pays virtue the honour of ascribing to 
her immediately the satisfaction and esteem we 
have 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. 

Amongst the rational principles of morality, 
the ontological conception of perfection, not
withstanding its defects, is better than the theo-

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. We must 
likewise, with Hutcbeson, class. the principle of sym
pathy with the happiness of others under his assumed 
moral sense. 

logical conception which derives morality from 
a Divine absolutely perfect will. The former is, 
no doubt, empty and indefinite and consequent
ly useless for finding in the boundless ,field of 
possible reality the greatest amount suitable for 
us; moreover, in attempting to distinguish spe
cifically the reality of which we are now speak
ing from every other, it inevitably tends to turn 
in a circle and cannot avoid tacitly presuppos
ing the morality which it is to explain; it is 
nevertheless preferable to the theological view, 
first, because we have no intuition of the divine 
perfection and can only deduce it from our own 
conceptions, the most important of' which is 
that of morality, and our explanation would 
thus be involved in a gross circle; and, in the 
next place, if we avoid this, the only notion of 
the Divine will remaining to us is a conception 
made up of the attributes of desire of glory 
and dominion, combined with the awful concep
tions of might and vengeance, and any system 
of morals erected on this foundation would be 
directly opposed to morality. 

However, if I had to choose between the 
notion of the moral sense and that of perfection 
in general (two systems which at least do not 
weaken morality, although they are totally in
capable 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 rea
son; and although even here it decides nothing, 
it at all events preserves the indefinite idea (of 
a will good in itself) free from corruption, until 
it shall be more precisely defined. 

For. the rest I think I may be excused here 
from a detailed refutation of all these doc
trines; that would only be superfluous labour, 
since it is so easy, and is probably so well seen 
even by those whose office requires them to de~ 
dde for one of these theories (because their 
hearers would not tolerate suspension of judge
ment). 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 ror this reason 
they must necessarily miss their aim. 

In every case where an object of the will has 
to be supposed, in order that the rule may be 
prescribed which is to determine the will, there 
the rule is simply heteronomy; the imperative 
is conditional, namely, if or because one wishes· 
for this object, one should act so and so: hence 
it can never command morally, that is, cate
gorically. Whether the object determines the 
will by means of inclination, as in the principle 
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dIrected to objects of our possible volition gen- ob]~~ts and will contain merely the form of 
erally, as in. the principle of perfection, in either volztzon generally, and that as autonom th t . 
case the wIll never determines itself' immedi- to ~ay, 'l~he capability of the m~ms ~f e~er; 
ately by the conc r f h goo WI to make themselves a universal.l . 
.'. ep IOn 0 . t e action but only itself the only law which the will of aw, IS 

bY~he mfluence which the foreseen effect of the fib' . every ra-
actlO~ has on the will; I ought to do something, IOna emg Impo.ses on itself, without needin 
on thzs account, because I wish for something to assume any spnng or i~terest as a foundation~ 
else,. an~ here there must be yet another law How, .suc~ a synthetzcal practical a· priori 
ass~med. m n:e as its subject, by which I neces- froposztzon zs possible, and why it is necessary 
sanl?, WIll t~IS othe~ thing, and this law again IS a problem whose solution does not lie withi~ 
reqUIres ~n ImperatIve to restrict this maxim. the bounds of the metaphysic of morals' and 
Fo~the ~nfl.uence which the conception of an we have not here affirmed its truth much less 
ob]ec.t wlthm the reach of Our faculties can profe~sed to have a proof of it in 'our power. 
exerCIse o~ the will of the subject, in conse- W~ SImply showed by the development of the 
quence of Its natural properties, depends on the unIversally received notion of morality that an 
n~tur~ of the sHbject, either the sensibility (in- a~ton?my of the will is inevitably connected 
clmatlOn and taste), or the understanding and WIth It, or rather. is, its foundation. Whoever 
rea?on, the .em~loyment of which is by the pe- then. hol~s m?raIity to be anything real, and not 
cuI~ar Co~stItutlOn of their nature attended with a .chlmencal Idea without any truth, must like
satIsfactIOn. It follows that the law would b~lse admit. the P?nciple of it that is here as
prope~ly speaking, given by nature, and:~ sIgned. ThIS ?ectlOn then, like the first, was 
such, It must be known and proved by experi- ~erely an~lytlcal. Now to prove that morality 
ence and ~ould consequently be contingent and ~s no creatIOn of the brain, which it cannot be 
t?erefore lOcapable of being an apodeictic prac- If the categorical imperative and with it the 
tIcal rule, su~h ~s ~he moral rule must be. Not au.to~omy of the will is true, and as an a priori 
only ~o, but It IS znevitably only heteronomy. prm~ll?l~ absolutely necessary, this supposes the 
the wIll d?es ~ot give itself the law, but is give~ Posszbzltty?f a synthetic use of pure practical 
by a foreIgn .Im~ulse by means of a particular re.ason, whIch however we cannot venture on 
natu.ral ~onstItutlOn of the subject adapted to wI.thout first giving a critical examination of 
re~el~e It An a.bsolutely good will, then',. the thIS facult,Y of reason. In the concluding section 

I f h h we shall gIve the principal outlines of th' 't' prmc~p eo. w IC. must be a categorical im- al '. IS cn 1-
peratIve, wIll be IOdeterminate as regards all c exanunatlOn as far as is sufficient for our 

purpose. 

THIRD SECTION 

TRANSITION FROM THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS TO 
THE CRITIQUE OF PURE PRACTICAL REASON 

. ~he C~ncept oj Freedom is the Key that explains the Autonomyoj the Will 
!HE w,tllls .a kmd of causality belonging to liv
mg bemgs m so far as they are rational and 
freedom ~ould be this property of such c~usal~ 
Ity ~hat It can be efficient, independently of 
forel~ ca.uses determining it; just as physical 
nec~sSJ,ty. IS the property that the causality of 
all Irr~t~onal beings has of being determined 
to actIVIty b~ the influence of foreign causes. 
. The precedmg definition of freedom is nega

tzv~ and therefore .unfruitful for the discovery 
o.f Its e:sen.ce, but It leads to a positive concep

. tlOn 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; hence, although freedom i~ 
not a prop.er~y of the will depending on physical 
laws, yet It IS not for that reason lawless' on 
the ~ontra~ it must be a causality actin~ ac
C?rdlOg. to Immutable laws, but of a peculiar 
~md; oth.erwise a free will would be an absurd
Ity .. Physlcal necessity is a heteronomy of the 
effiCle~t causes, ,tor every effect is possible only 
accordmg . to thIS law, that something else de-
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er being endowed with reason? I will allow that 
no interest urges 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 
pass; for this "I ought" is properly an "I would," 
valid. for every rational being, provided only 
that reason determined his actions without any 
hindrance. But for beings that are in addition 
affected as we are by springs of a differenfkind, 
namely, sensibility, and in whose case that is 
not always done· which reason alone would do, 
for these that necessity is expressed only as an 
"ought," and the subjective necessity i~ ,differ
ent from the objective. 

It seems then as if the moral law, that is, the 
principle of autonomy of the will, were properly 
speaking only presupposed in the idea of free
dom, and as if we could not prove its reality and 
objective necessity independently. In that case 
we. should still have gained something consider
able by at least determining the true principle 
more exactly than had previously been done; 
but as regards its validity and the practical ne
cessity of SUbjecting oneself to it, we shOUld 
not have advanced a step. For if we were asked 
why the universal validity of our maxim as a 
law must be the condition restricting our ac
tions, and on what we ground the worth which 
we assign to this manner of acting-a worth so 
great that there cannot be any higher interest; 
and if we were asked further how it happens 
that it is by this alone a man believes' he feels 
his own personal worth, in comparison with 
which that of· an agreeable or disagreeable con
dition is to be regarded as nothing, to these 
questions we could give no satisfactory answer. 

We find indeed sometimes that we can take 
an interest in a personal quality which does not 
involve any interest of external condition, pro
vided this quality makes us capable of partici
pating in the condition in case reason were to 
effect the allotment; that is to say, the mere be
ing worthy of happiness can interest of itself 
even without the motive of participating in this 
happiness. This judgement, however, is in fact 
only the effect of the importance of the moral 
law which we before presupposed (when by the 
idea of freedom we detach ourselves from every 
empirical interest); but that we ought to de
tach ourselves from these interests, i.e., to con
sider ourselves as free in action and yet as sub
ject to certain laws, so as to find a worth simply 
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 moral law de-> 
rives 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 our
selves as subject to these laws, because we have 
attributed to ourselves freedom of will: for 
freedom and self-legislation of will are both au"" 
tonomy and, therefore, are reciprocal concep
tions, and for this very reason one must not be 
used to explain the other or give the reason of 
it, but at most ,only 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 tenns). 

One resource remains to us, namely, to in
quire whether we do not occupy different points 
of view when by means of freedom we think 
ourselves as causes efficient a priori, and when 
we form our conception of ourselves from our 
actions as effects which we see before our 
eyes. 

It is a remark which needs no subtle reflec
tion to make, but which we may assume that 
even the commonest understanding can make, 
although it be after its fashion by an obscure 
discernment of jUdgement which it calls feeling, 
that all the "ideas" that come to us involunta
rily (as those of the senses) do not enable us to 
know objects otherwise than as they affect us; 
so that what they may be in themselves remains 
unknown to us, and consequently that as re
gards "ideas" of this kind even with the closest 
attention and clearness that the understanding 
can apply to them, we can by them only attain 
to the knowledge of appearances, never to that 
of things in themselves. As soon as this distinc
tionhas once been made (perhaps merely in 
consequence of the difference observed between 
the ideas given us from without; and in which 
we are passive, and those that We produce sim
ply from ourselves, and in which we show our 
own activity), then it follows of itself that we 
must admit and assume behind the appearance 
something else that is not an appearance, name
ly, the things in themselves; although we must 
adroit that as they can never be known to us ex
cept as they affect us, we can come nO'Ilearer to 
them, nor can we ever know what they are in 
themselves. This must furnish a distinction, 
however crude, between a world of sense and 
the world of understanding, of which the for
mer may be different accOrding to the difference 

I. 
I 
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of the sensuous impressions in variou~ observ
ers while the second which is its basIs always 
reI~ains· the same. Even as to hi~s~lf, ~ man 
cannot pretend to know what h~ IS m hImself 
from the knowledge he has by 10ternal se~sa
tion. For as he does not as it were creat: hIm
self, and does not come by. the co~ceptIOn of 
himself a priori but empirICally, It naturally 
follows that he can obtain his knowledge even 
of himself only by the inner sense and, c?nse
quently, only through th~ app~arance~ of hIS n~
ture and the way in whIch hIS conSCIOusness IS 
affected. At the same time beyond these chara{:
teristics of his own subject, I?ade up of mere 
appearances, he must necessanly sL!Ppose some
thing else as their basis, namely, hIS ego, wha.t
ever its characteristics in itself may be. :r~us m 
respect to mere perception and receptIvIty. of 
sensations he must reckon himself as belong1Og 
to the world of sense; but in respect of what
ever there may be of pure activity in him (that 
which reaches consciousness immediately and 
not through affecting the senses), he must reck
on himself as belonging to the intellectual world, 
of which, however, he has no furt~er knowledge. 
To such a conclusion the refi.ecting I?an must 
come with respect to all the th10gs whIch can .be 
presented to him: it is probably to be met wIth 
even in persons of the commonest understa~d
ing, who, as is well known, are ve.ry much 10-
clined to suppose behind the objects ~f the 
senses something else invisible and acting of 
itself. They spoil it, howeve;, by pres.ently sen
sualizing this invisible ag::1O; tha~ IS. ~o say, 
wanting to make it an obJec~ of 1Ot.UltIOn, so 
that they do not become a .Whlt the WIser. 

Now man really finds in himself a faculty.by 
which he distinguishes himself fromevery~h1Og 
else even from himself as affected by obJec.ts, 
and'that is reason. This being pure spo,:tanelty 
is even elevated above the under~tandtng. For 
although the latter is a sponta~elty. ~d does 

t like sense' merely contain 1OtUltIOns that 
~~~e when we' are affected by things (and are 
therefore passive), yet it cann~t produce from 
its activity any other conceptIOn~ th~~ those 
which merely serve to bring the tntu~ttons of 
sense under rules and, thereby, to .umte them 
in one consciousness, and without thIS use of the 
sensibility it could not think at all; whereas, .on 
the contrary, reason shows s? pure ~ spontaneIty 
in the case of what I call zdeas [Ideal conc~p
tions] that it iliereby far transcends eve.r~iliI?-g 
that the sensibility can gi,:e it,. a?d e~hI.blts ItS 
most important function lndlst1OgU1s~1Og the 
world of sense from that of understand1Og, and 

thereby prescribing the limits of the under-
standing itself. . . 

For this reason a ratIOnal be10g must ~egard 
himself qua intelligence (no~ from the SIde of 
his lower faculties) as belong1Og not t~ the world 
of sense, but to that of understand~ng; hence 
he has two points of view from whIch he can 
regard himself, and recognise laws of the exe:
cise of his faculties, and consequently of all hIS 
actions: first, so far as he belongs to the world 
of sense, he finds himself subject to la~s of 
nature (heteronomy); secondly, as bel?ngmg. to 
the intelligible world, under laws whIch be~ng 
independent of nature have their foundatIOn 
not in experience but in reason alone. 

As a rational being, and consequently belong
ing to the intelligible world, man ca.n never c~n
ceive the causality of his own wIll otherWIse 
than on condition of the idea of freedom, for 
independence of the determinate cau.ses of the 
sensible world (an independence whIch reason 
must always ascribe to itself) is freedom. Now 
the idea of freedom is inseparably co,:nectt;d 
with the conception of autonomy, and !hIS ag~n 
with the universal principle of mor~hty whIch 
is ideally the foundation of all actIOn~ of ra
tional beings, just as the law of nature IS of all 
phenomena. .. 

Now the suspicion is removed whlc.h we rals~d 
above, that there was a latent circle 1Ovolved m 
our reasoning from freedom to autonomy, ~d 
from this to the moral law, viz.: that we laId 
down the idea of freedom because ~f the ~oral 
law only that we might afterwards m turn mfer 
the latter from freedom, and that co~sequently 
we could assign no reason at all for .t~IS la~, ~u.~ 
could only [present] it as a petl.tzo prtnczpzz 
which well disposed minds would gladly concede 
to us but which we could never put forward as 
a pr~vable proposition. For now we see that, 
when we conceive ourselves as free, we tr~nsfer 
ourselves into ilie world of understandmg as 
members of it and recognise the autonomy of 
the will with its consequence, morality; .wh:re
as if we conceive ourselves as under oblIgatIOn, 
w; consider ourselves as belonging to the world 
of sense and at the same time to the world of 
understanding. 

How is a Categorical Imperative Possible? 

Every rational being reckons himself qua in
telligence as belonging to the world .of under
standing, and it is simply as an efficI:nt cause 
belonging to that world that he calls hIS ca~sal
ity a will. On the other side he is also conscIO~s 
of himself as a part of the world of sense m 
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which his actions, which are mere appearances 
[phenomena] of that causality, are displayed; 
we cannot, however, discern how they are pos
sible from this causality which we do not know; 
but instead of that, these actions as belonging 
to the sensible world must be viewed as deter
mined by other phenomena, namely, desires and 
inclinations. If therefore I were only a member 
of the world of understanding, then all my ac
tions would perfectly conform to the principle 
of autonomy of the pure will; if I were only a 
part of ilie world of sense, they would neces
sarily be assumed to conform wholly, to the 
natural law of desires and inclinations, in other 
words, to the heteronomy of nature. (The for
mer would rest on morality as the supreme prin
ciple, the latter on happiness.) Since, however, 
the world of understanding contains the foun
dation of the world 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, and must be con
ceived as doing so, it follows that, although on 
the one side I must regard myself as a being be
longing 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 under
standing, i.e., to reason, which contains this law 
in the idea of freedom, and therefore as subject 
to the autonomy of the will: consequently I 
must regard the laws of the world of under
standing as imperatives for me and the actions 
which conform to iliem 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 con
sequence of which, if I were nothing else, all 
my actions would always conform to th~ auton
omy of the will; but as I at the same time in
tuite myself as a member of the world of sense, 
they ought so to conform, and this categorical 
"ought" implies a synthetic a priori proposition, 
inasmuch as besides my will as affected by sen
sible desires iliere is added further the idea of 
the same will but as belonging to the world of 
the understanding, pure and practical of itself, 
which contains the supreme condition according 
to reason of the former will; precisely as to the 
intuitions of sense there are added concepts of 
the understanding which of themselves signify 
nothing but regular form in general and in this 
way synthetic a priori propositions become pos
sible, on which all knowledge of physical nature 
rests. 

The practical use of common human reason 
confirms this reasoning. There is no one, not 

even the most consummate villain, provided on
ly that he is otherwise accustomed to the use of 
reason, who, when we set before him examples 
of honesty of purpose, of steadfastness in fol
lowing good maxims, of sympathy and general 
benevolence (even combined with great sacri
fices of advantages and comfort), does not wish 
that he might also possess these qualities. Only 
on account of his inclinations and impulses he 
cannot attain this in himself, but at 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 the sensibility 
into an order of things wholly different from 
that of his desires in the field of the sensibility; 
since he cannot expect to obtain by that wish 
any gratification of his desires, nor any position 
which would satisfy any of his actual or sup
posable inclinations (for this would destroy the 
pre-eminence of the very idea which wrests that 
wish from him): he can only expect a greater 
intrinsic worth of his own person. This better 
person, however, he imagines himself to be when 
he transfers himself to the point of view of a 
member of the world of the understanding, to 
which he is involuntarily forced by the idea of 
freedom, i.e., of independence on determining 
causes of the world of sense; and from this 
point of view he is conscious of a good will, 
which by his own confession constitutes the law 
for the bad will that he possesses as a member 
of the world of sense-a law whose authority 
he recognizes while transgressing it. What he 
morally "ought" is then what he necessarily 
"would," as a member of the world of the un
derstanding, and is conceived by him as an 
"ought" only inasmuch as he likewise considers 
himself as a member of the world of sense. 

Of the Extreme Limits of all Practical 
Philosophy. 

All men attribute to themselves freedom of 
will. Hence come all jUdgements upon actions as 
being such as ought to have been done, although 
they have not been done. However, this free
dom is not a conception of experience, nor can 
it be so, since it still remains, even though ex
perience shows ilie contrary of what on suppo
sition of freedom are conceived as its necessary 
consequences. On the other side it is equally 
necessary that everything that takes place should 
be fixedly determined according to laws of na
ture. This necessity of nature is likewise not an 
empirical conception, just for this reason, that 
it involves the motion of necessity and conse-



284 
FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES OF 

yet entangles us in a perplexit~ which sorely 
embarrasses reason in its theoretic employme?t. 
This duty, however, belongs only to speculat~ve 
philosophy. The philosopher then has no optI?n 
whether he will remove the apparent contradiC
tion or leave it untouched; for in the latter case 
the theory respecting this would be bonum ~a
cans, into the possession of which the fatahst 
would have a right to enter and chase all ~ora~
ity out of its supposed domain as occupy1Og It 

quenUy of a priori cognition. But this concep
tion of a system of nature is co?fir~ed by ex
perience; and it must ~ven b: 10evltably pre
supposed if experience Itself IS to be P?sslble, 
that is a connected knowledge of the obJects of 
sense ~esting on general laws. Th~refon: fr~e
dom is only an idea of reason, an.d ItS obJec~lve 
reality in itself is doubtful; while nature IS a 
concept of the understanding w~ich proves, and 
must necessarily prove, its reality m examples 
of experience. . 

without title. 
We cannot however as yet say that we are 

There arises from this a dialectic ?f reason, 
since the freedom attributed to the wIll appears 
to contradict the necessity of nature, and plac.ed 
between these two ways reason f~r speculat:ve 
purposes finds the road of physical ?ecesslty 
much more beaten and more appropnate than 
that of freedom; yet for pra~tical purposes the 
narrow footpath of freedom IS the only o?e on 
which it is possible to make u~e of r~ason m our 
conduct. hence it is just as Impossible for the 
subtlest' philosophy as for the commo~est rea
son of men to argue away freedom. Phllo:o~hy 
must then assume that no real contradict. IOn 
will be found between freedo~ and p~yslcal 
necessity of the same human actIOns, for It can
not give up the conception of nature any more 

touching the bounds of practical philosophy. 
For the settlement of that controversy does ~ot 
belong to it; it only demands from specu.latIve 
reason that it should put an end to t~e discord 
in which it entangles itself in theoretical ques
tions. so that practical reason may ?ave ;est 
and security from external attacks .whl.ch ml.ght 
make the ground debatable on which It deSIres 

than that of freedom. 
Nevertheless, even though we sh~uld n~ver 

be able to comprehend how freedom IS pOSSible, 
we must at least remove this apparent. con
tradiction in a convincing mann~r. Fo; If the 
thought of freedom contradicts elth~r Itself ?r 
nature, which is equally necessa;y, It mu:t m 
competition with physical necessity be entIrely 

given up. . 
It would, however, be impo~slb!e to es~ape 

this contradiction if the th1O~1Og ~ubJec~, 
which seems to itself free, conceived Itself. tn 
the same sense or in the very same relattOn 
when it calls itself free as when in respect. of the 
same action it assumes itself to be :ubJect to 
the law of nature. Hence it is an indispensable 
problem of speculative philosoph~ t? show that 
its illusion respecting the co~tradl~tlOn rests on 
this, that we think of man m a different sense 
and relation when we call him free and when we 
regard him as subject to the laws of nature as 
being part and parcel of nature. It must there
fore show that not only can both these very 
well co-exist, but that both must be ~hough.t as 
necessarily united in the same ~ubJect, s10ce 
otherwise -no reason could be given why we 
should burden reason with an ide~ ,:,hich, though 
it may possibly without contr?zcttOn be r.econ
died with another that is sufficiently establIshed, 

to build. 
The claims to freedom of will made eve? by 

common reason are founded on the conscIOUS
ness and the admitted supposition that reason 
is independent of merely subje~tively deter
mined causes which together constitute what be
longs to sensation only and :vhic? conseque?t~y 
come under the general deSignatIOn of senSibIl
ity. Man considering himself in th~s wa~ as an 
intelligence places himself thereby m a dlff:r~nt 
order of things and in a relation to determ1010g 
grounds of a wholly different kind ,,:hen ?n the 
one hand he thinks of himself as an 1Otelhge~ce 
endowed with a will, and consequently ~Ith 
causality and when on the other he perceives 
himself ~s a phenomenon in the world. of sense 
(as he really is also), and affirms ~hat. hiS causal
ity is subject to external determ1OatlOn accord
ing to laws of nature. Now he soon becomes 
aware that both can hold good, nay, must hold 
good at the same time. For there is no.t, t~e 
smallest contradiction in saying that a thtng t~ 
appearance (belonging to the :"orld of sense) IS 
subject to certain laws, of which the very same 
as a thing or being in itself is indepen~ent, a~d 
that he must conceive and think of himself m 
this twofold way, rests as to the .first on the 
consciousness of himself as an obJect affected 
through the senses, and as to t~e sec.ond on ~he 
consciousness of himself as an 1Otelhgenc~, I.e., 
as independent on sensible impressions m the 
employment of his reason (in other .words as 
belonging to the world of understand1O?"). 

Hence it comes to pass that man claims the 
possession of a will which takes no accoun~ of 
anything that comes under the head of deSIres 
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and inclinations and, on the contrary, conceives 
actions as possible to him, nay, even as neces
sary which can only be done by disregarding all 
desires and sensible inclinations. The causality 
of such actions lies in him as an intelligence 
and in the laws of effects and actions [which 
depend] on the principles of an intelligible 
world, of which indeed he knows nothing more 
than that in it pure reason alone independent 
of sensibility gives the law; moreover since it is 
only in that world, as an intelligence, that he is 
his proper self (being as man only the appear
ance of himself), those' laws apply to him di
rectly and categorically, so that the incitements 
of inclinations and appetites (in other words the 
whole nature of the world of sense) cannot im
pair the laws of his volition as an intelligence. 
Nay, he does not even hold himself responsible 
for the former or ascribe them to his proper 
self, i.e., his will: he only ascribes to his wiJl any 
indulgence which he might yield them if he 
allowed them to influence his maxims to the 
prejudice of the rational laws of the will. 

When practical reason thinks itself into a 
world of understanding, it does not thereby tran
scend its own limits, as it would if it tried to cnter 
it by intuition or sensation. The fonner is only a 
negative thought in respect of the world of sense, 
which does not give any laws to reason in deter
mining the will and is positive only in this single 
point that this freedom as a negative character
istic is at the same time conjoined with a (posi
tive) faculty and even with a causality of rea
son, which we designate a will, namely a faculty 
of so acting that the principle of the actions 
shall conform to the essential character of a 
rational motive, i.e., the condition that the max
im have universal validity as a law. But were it 
to borrow an object of will, that is, a motive, 
from the world of understanding, then it would 
overstep its bounds and pretend to be acquaint
ed 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 conceive itself as practical, which 
would not be possible if the influences of the 
sensibility had a determining power on man, but 
which is necessary unless he is to be denied the 
consciousness of himself as an intelligence and, 
consequently, as a rational cause, energizing by 
reason, that is, operating freely. This thought 
certainly involves the idea of an order and a 
system of laws different from that of the mech
anism of nature which belongs to the sensible 
world; and it makes the conception of an in-

teIIigible world necessary (that is to say, the 
whole system of rational beings as things in 
themselves). But it does not in the least au
thorize 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 conse
quently the autonomy of the latter, which alone 
is consistent 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. 

But reason would overstep all its bounds if it 
undertook to explain how pure reason can be 
practical, which would be exactly the same 
problem as to explain how freedom 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. But freedom 
is a mere idea, the objective reality of which 
can in no wise be shown according to laws of 
nature, and consequently not in any possible 
experience; and for this reason it can never be 
comprehended or understood, because we can
not support it by any sort of example or analogy. 
It holds good only as a necessary hypothesis of 
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 
itself to action as an intelligence, in other words, 
by laws of reason independently on natural in
stincts). Now where determination according to 
laws of nature ceases, there all explanation 
ceases also, and nothing remains but 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 supposed contradiction that they have dis
covered in it arises only from this, that in order 
to be able to apply the law of nature to human 
actions, they must necessarily consider man as 
an appearance: then when we demand of them 
that they should also think of him qua intelli
gence as a thing in itself, they still persist in 
considering him in this respect also as an ap
pearance. In this view it would no doubt, be a 
contradiction to suppose the causality of the 
same subject (that is, his will) to be withdrawn 
from all the natural laws of the sensible world. 
But this contradiction disappears, if they would 
only bethink themselves and admit, as is reason
able, that behind 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. I il
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The subjective impossibility of explaining the 
freedom of the will is identical with the impos
sibility of discovering and explaining an inter
est l which man can take in the moral law. Nev
ertheless he does actually take an interest in it, 
the basis of which in us we call the moral feel
ing, which some have falsely assigned as the 
standard of our moral judgement, whereas it 
must rather be viewed as the subjective effect 
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 beings that they ought 
to will, it is no doubt requisite that reason 
should have a power to infuse a feeling of pleas
ure or satisfaction in the fulfilment of duty, 
that is to say, that it should have a causality by 
which it determines the sensibility according to 
its own principles. But it is quite impossible to 
discern, i.e., to make it intelligible a priori, how 
a mere thought, which itself contains nothing 
sensible, can itself produce a sensation of pleas
ure 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 ob
jects of experience, whereas in this case, al
though 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 experience, it follows that for us 
men it is quite impossible to explain how and 
why the universality of the maxim asa law, 
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 sensibil
ity, namely, on a feeling as its principle, in 
which case it could never give moral laws), but 
that it interests us because it is valid for us as 
men, inasmuch as it had its source in our will 

1 Interest is ,that hy which reason becomes practical, 
i.e., a cause determining the will. Hence we say of ra
tional 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 uni
versal validity of its maxims is alone sufficient to de
termine 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, a,s reason by itself without experi
ence cannot discover either objects of the will or a spe
cial feeling actuating it, this latter interest would only 
be empirical and not a pure rational interest. The logi
cal interest of reason (namely, to extend its insight) is 
never direct, but presupposes purposes for which reason 
is employed. 

as intelligences, in other words, in our proper 
self, and what belongs to mere appearance is 
necessarily subordinated by reason to the na
tUre of the thing in itself. 

The question then, "How a categorical im
perative is possible," can be answered to this 
extent, that we can assign the only hypothesis 
on which it is possible, namely, the idea of free
dom; and we can also discern the necessity of 
this hypothesis, and this is sufficient for the 
practical exercise of reason, that is, for the con
viction of the validity of this imperative, and 
hence of the moral law ; but how this hypothesis 
itself is possible can never be discerned by any 
human reason. On the hypothesis, however, that 
the will of an intelligence is free, its autonomy, 
as the essential formal condition of its determi
nation, is a necessary consequence. Moreover, 
this freedom of will is not merely quite possible 
as a hypothesis (not involving any contradic
tion to the principle of physical necessity in the 
connexion of the phenomena of the sensible 
world) as speculative philosophy can show: 
but further, a rational being who is conscious of 
causality through reason, that is to say, of a will 
(distinct from desires), must of necessity make 
it practically, that is, in idea, the condition of 
all his voluntary actions. But to explain how 
pure reason can be of itself practical without 
the aid of any spring of action that could be de
rived from any other source, i.e., how the mere 
principle of the universal validity of all its max
ims as laws (which would certainly be the form 
of a pure practical reason) can of itself supply 
a spring, without any matter (object) of the will 
in which one could antecedently take any inter
est; and how it can produce an interest which 
would be called purely moral; or in other words, 
how pure reason can be practical-to explain 
this is beyond the power of human reason, and 
all the labour and pains of seeking an explana
tion of it are lost. 

It is just the same as if I sought to find out 
how freedom itself is possible as the causality 
of a will. For then I quit the ground of philo
sophical explanation, and I have no other to go 
upon. I might indeed revel in the world of in
telligences which still remains to me, but al
though I have an idea of it which is well found
ed, yet I have not the least knowledge of it, nor 
can I ever attain to such knowledge with all the 
efforts of my natural faculty of reason. It sig
nifies 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 

. . THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS 
p.n?~Iple o~ m~tives taken from the field of sen-
SIbIlIty; ~xmg Its limits and showing that it does Concluding Remark 
?ot contam all in all within itself, but that there 
IS more beyond it; but this something more I 
k~o~ no further. Of pure reason which frames 
thIS Ideal, there remains after the abstraction 
of all matter, i.e., knowledge of objects, nothing 
bu~ the ~orm, namely, the practical law of the 
u~Ivers~lIty of t~e maxims, and in conformity 
WIth thIS conceptIOn of reason in reference to a 
p~re world of understanding as a possible effi
CIent cause, that is a cause determining the will. 
There m~st. here be a total absence Of springs' 
unless t.hIS Idea of an intelligible world is itself 
the sprmg! or that in which reason primarily 
~akes ~n mterest; but to make this intelligible 
IS preCIsely t~e problem that we cannot solve. 
. H~re now IS the extreme limit of all moral 
m~ulr'y, and it is of great importance to deter
mme It even on this account, in erder that rea
son may not on the o~e hand, to the prejudice 
of morals, seek about m the world of sense for 
t?e supreme motive and an interest comprehen
~Ible but e~pirical; and on the other hand, that 
~t may not Impotently flap its wings without be
mg able to move in the (for it) empty space 
of ~r~nscendent concepts which we call the in
tellIgible world, and so lose itself amidst chi
meras. For. the rest, the idea of a pure world of 
understan?mg as a system of all intelligences, 
and to whIch we ourselves as rational beings be
long (although we are likewise on the other side 
members of the sensible WOrld), this remains 
always a useful and legitimate idea for the pur
poses of rational belief, although all knowledge 
stops. at its t?resh?ld, useful, namely, to pro
duce m us a lIvely ~nterest in the moral law by 
means o! the noble Ideal of a universal kingdom 
of ends zn themselves (rational beings), to which 
we can belong as members then only when we 
~arefully conduct ourselves according to the max
Ims of freedom as if they were laws of nature. 

The speculative employment of reason with 
respect to nature leads to the absolute necessity 
o.f some supreme cause of the world: the prac
tIcal employment of reason with a view to free
dom leads also to absolute necessity but only 
of the laws o~ t.he actions of a rati~nal being 
as such. Now It IS an essential principle of rea
son, howev~r employed, to push its knowledge 
to .a c.onscIOusness of its necessity (without 
~hlch It would not be rational knowledge). It 
IS, however, an equally essential restriction of 
the sm;ne reason that it can neither discern the 
necesstty of what is or what happens, nor of 
what ought to happen, unless a condition is sup
posed on which it is or happens or ought to hap
pen .. In this way, however, by the constant 
mqUIry. for the condition, the satisfaction of 
reason .IS only ~urther and further postponed. 
Hence It unceasmgly seeks the unconditionally 
necessary and finds itself forced to assume it 
although without any means of making it com~ 
prehe.nsible to itself, happy enough if only it 
can dlSC?Ver'a c?nception which agrcees--withthis 
assu~PtIOn. It IS therefore no fault in our de
ductIOn of the supreme principle of morality 
but an ?bjection that should be made to huma~ 
reaso~ m general, that it cannot enable us to 
C?nCeIVe the absolute necessity of an uncondi
tIona~ practical law (such as the categorical im
per~tlve must be). It cannot be blamed for re
fusm~ to explain this necessity by a condition, 
that IS to say, by means of some interest as
sumed as a basis, since the law would then cease 
to be a supreme law of reason. And thus while 
,,:,e do not c~mprehend the practical uncondi
tIOnal necessI.ty ?f the moral imperative, we yet 
comprehend Its tncomprehensibility and this is 
all .that c~n be fairly demanded of ; philosophy 
whIch. s~nves to carry its principles up to the 
very lImIt of human reason. 
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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 

KANT was born at Konigsberg in East Prussia 
on April 22, 1724. His father, a saddler in the 
city, was, descended frpm a Scottish immigrant; 
his mother was German. Both parents "were de
voted followers of the Pietist branch of the Lu
theran Church, and it was largely through the 
influence of their pastor that Kant, who was the 
fourth of eleven children but the eldest surviv
ing son, obtained an education. 

In his eighth year Kant entered the Col
legium Fredericianum, which his pastor direct
ed. It was a "Latin School," and during the eight 
and a half years that he was there, Kant ac
quired a love for the Latin classics, especially 
for Lucretius. In 1740 he enrolled in the Uni
versity of Konigsberg as a theological student. 
Though he attended courses in theology, and 
even preached on one or two occasions, he was 
principally attracted to mathematics and phys
ics. Given access to the library of his professor 
in these subjects, he read Newton and Leibniz 
and in 1744 started his first book, dealing with 
the problem of kinetic forces. By that time he 
had decided to pursue an academic career, but 
on failing to obtain the post of under-tutor in 
one of the schools attached to the university, he 
was compelled for financial reasons to with
draw and seek a position as a family tutor. 

During the nine years that Kant was a tutor 
(1746-1755), he was employed by three differ
ent families. In this position he was introduced 
to the influential society of the city, acquired 
social grace, and made his farthest travels 
from his native city, which took him to Arns
dorf, about sixty miles from Konigsberg. In 
1755, aided by a relative, he was able to 
complete his degree at the university and 
assume the role of Privat-docent, or lecturer. 
The three dissertations he presented for this 
post dealt respectively with fire, the first prin
ciples of metaphysical knowledge, and "the ad
vantages to natural philosophy of a metaphysic 
connected with geometry." With the opening 
of the winter- term he began his lectures. At 
first he restricted himself to mathematics and 
physics, and that year and the next he pub-
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lished several scientific works, dealing with the 
different races of men, the nature of winds, the 
causes of earthquakes, and the general theory 
of the heavens. But he soon branched into 
other subjects, including logic, metaphysics, 
and moral philosophy. He even lectured on 
fireworks and fortifications, and gave every 
summer for thirty years a popular course on 
physical geography. Kant enjoyed great suc
cess as a lecturer; his style, which differed 
markedly from that of his books, was humor
ous and vivid, enlivened by many examples 
drawn from his wide reading in English and 
French literature, and in books of travel and 
geography, as well as in science and philosophy. 

During his fifteen years as a Privat-docent, 
Kant's fame as writer and lecturer steadily 
increased. Though he failed twice to obtain a 
professorship at Konigsberg, he continued to 
refuse appointments elsewhere. The onlyaca
demic preferment he received during this 
lengthy probation was the post of under-librar
ian, which he was given in 1766. Finally in 1770 
he obtained the chair of logic and metaphysics. 
In later years he served six times as dean 
of the philosophical faculty and twice as rector. 

Kant's inaugural dissertation as professor, On 
the Form and Principles of the Sensible and 
Intelligible World, indicated the direction of 
his philosophical interests. In submitting it to 
a friend that same year, he wrote: "For about 
a year I flatter myself that I have attained that 
conception which I have no fear that I shall 
ever change, though I may expand it, by means 
of which all kinds of metaphysical questions 
can be tested according to sure and easy cri
teria, and by means of which it can be decided 
with certainty how far their solution is possi
ble." But it was not until 1781 that the Critique 
of Pure Reason appeared, although he declared 
that the actual writing took but four or five 
months. In the same letter he also noted his in
tention to investigate "pure moral philosophy" 
and to systematize his metaphysics of morals, 
which was first accomplished in 1785 with the 
publication of the Fundamental Principles Of 


