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in accordance with my present intention, all otl'l-
ers unnamed. The critical path alone is §t111
open. If my reader has been kind and patient
enough to accompany me on this hithert(} 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
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thought, that which many centuries have failed
to accomplish may not be executed before the
close of the present—namely, to bring Reaspn
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 philosophy was divided into
three sciences: physics, ethics, and logic. This
division is perfectly suitable to the nature of the
thing; and the only improvement that can be
made in it is to add the principle on which it is
based, so that we may both satisfy ourselves of
its completeness, and also be able to determine
correctly the necessary subdivisions.

All rational knowledge is either material or
formal: the former considers some object, the
latter is concerned only with the form of the un-
derstanding and of the reason itself, and with
the universal laws of thought in general without
distinction of its objects. Formal philosophy is
called logic. Material philesophy, however, has
to do with determinate objects and the laws to
which they are subject, is again twofold; for
these laws are either laws of nature or of free-
dom. The science of the former is physics, that
of the latter, ethics ; they are also called natural
philosophy and moral philosophy respectively.

Logic cannot have any empirical part; that is,
a part in which the universal and necessary laws
of thought should rest on grounds taken from
experience; otherwise it would not be logic, i.e.,
a canon for the understanding or the reason, val-
id for all thought, and capable of demonstration.
Natural and moral philosophy, on the contrary,
can each have their empirical part, since the for-
mer has to determine the laws of nature as an
object of experience; the latter the laws of the
human will, so far as it is affected by nature:
the former, however, being laws according to
which everything does happen; the latter, laws
according to which everything ought to happen.
Ethics, however, must also consider the condi-
tions under which what ought to happen fre-
quently does not.

We may call all philosophy empirical, so far
as it is based on grounds of experience: on the
other hand, that which delivers its doctrines
from @ priori principles alone we may call pure
philosophy. When the latter is merely formal it
is logic; if it is restricted to definite objects of
the understanding it is metaphysic.

In this way there arises the idea of a twofold
metaphysic—a metaphysic of nature and a mei-
aphysic of morals. Physics will thus have an em-

pirical and also a rational part. It is the same
with Ethics; but here the empirical part might
have the special name of practical anthropology,
the name morality being appropriated to the ra-
tional part,

All trades, arts, and handiworks have gained
by division of labour, namely, when, instead of
one man doing everything, each confines him-
self to a certain kind of work distinct from oth-
ers-in the treatment it requires, so as to be able
to perform it with greater facility and in the
greatest perfection. Where the different kinds of
work are not distinguished and divided, where
everyone is a jack-of-all-trades, there manufac-
tures remain still in the greatest barbarism. It
might deserve to be considered whether pure
philosophy in all its parts does not require a
man specially devoted to it,and whether it would
not be better for the whole business of science
if those who, to please the tastes of the public,
are wont to blend the rational and empirical el-
ements together, mixed in all sorts of proportions
unknown to themselves, and who call themselves
independent thinkers, giving the name of minute
philosophers to those who apply themselves to
the rational part only—if these, I say, were
warned not to carry on two employments togeth-
er which differ widely in the treatment they de-
mand, for each of which perhaps a special talent
is required, and the combination of which in one
person only produces bunglers. But I only ask
here whether the nature of science does not re-
quire that we should always carefully separate
the empirical from the rational part, and prefix
to Physics proper {or empirical physics) a met-
aphysic of nature, and to practical anthropol-
ogy a metaphysic of morals, which must be care-
fully cleared of everything empirical, so that we
may know how much can be accomplished by
pure reason in both cases, and from what sources
it draws this its a priori teaching, and that wheth-
er the latter inquiry is conducted by all moral-
ists (whose name is legion), or only by some
who feel a calling thereto.

As my concern here is with moral philosophy,
I limit the question suggested to this: Whether it
is not of the utmost necessity to construct a pure
moral philosophy, perfectly cleared of every-
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thing which is only empirical and which be-
Iohgs 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 @ 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 philosopky, 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 i 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 e
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 g priori, or only a posteriori.
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Intending to publish hereafter a metaphysic
of morals, I issue in the first instance these fun.
damental principles. Indeed there is properly no
9ther foundation for it than the critical exam-
ination 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-
cerns human reason can easily be brought to a
high degree of correctness and completeness,
even in the commonest understanding, while on
the contrary in its theoretic but pure use it is
wholly dialectical; and in the second place if the
critique of a pure practical reason is to be com-
plete, it must be possible at the same time to
show its identity with the speculative reason in
a common principle, for it can ultimately be on-
ly one and the same reason which has to be dis.
tinguished merely in its application. I could not
h(_)wever, bring" it to such completeness here’
without introducing considerations of a wholly;
different kind, which would be perplexing to the
reader. On this account I have adopted the title

of Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic
of Morals instead of that of a Critical Exami.
nation of the pure practical reason.

But in the third place, since a metaphysic of
morals, in spite of the discouraging title, is yet
capable of being presented in popular form, and
one adapted to the common understanding, I
find it useful to separate from it this prelir’ni-
nary treatise on its fundamental principles, in
order that I may not hereafter have need to
introduce these necessarily subtle discussions
into a book of a more simple character.
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The present treatise is, however, nothing more
than the investigation and establishment of t4e
supreme principle of morality, and this alone
cor}stitutes a study complete in itself and one
which ought to be kept apart from every other
moral investigation. No doubt my conclusions
on this weighty question, which has hitherto
be'en very unsatisfactorily examined, would re-
cetve much light from the application of the
same principle to the whole system, and would
be greatly confirmed by the adequacy which it
exhibits throughout; but T must forego this ad-
vantage, which indeed would be after all more
gratlfying than useful, since the easy applicabil-
ity of a principle and its apparent adequacy give
no very certain proof of its soundness, but rath-
er inspire a'certain partiality, which prevents ug
from examining and estimating it strictly in it-

self and without regard to consequences.
I have adopted in this work the method which

I think most suitable, proceeding analytically

from common knowledge to the determination

of its ultimate principle, and again descending
synthetically from the examination of this prin-

?1p1e z_md its sources to the common knowledge

in which we find it employed. The division will

therefore, be as follows: ’

I FIRST 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,

3 THIRD SECTION. Final step from the meta-
physic 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‘rld,
or even out of it, which can be called gooq, with-
out qualification, except a good will. Intelligence,
wit, judgement, and the other talents of the
mind, however they may be named, or courage,
resolution, perseverance, as qualities of‘tempe.r-
ament, are undoubtedly good and desirable in
many respects; but these gifts of _nat}lre may
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 good. It is the same with the gifts of for-
tune. Power, riches, honour, even health, a_nd
the general well-being and conter}tmen_t w1_th
one’s condition which is called kappiness, Inspire
pride, and often presumption, if there is not a
good will to correct the influence of these on the
mind, and with this also to rectify thé whole
principle of acting and adapt it to its end.' The
sight of a being who is not adorned )mth a
single feature of a pure and good will, en-
joying unbroken prosperity, can mever give
pleasure to an impartial rational s_pectator.
Thus a good will appears to con§t1tute the
indispensable condition even of being worthy
{ happiness.
° Thsrz are even some qualities which are of
service to this good will itself and may fac111tat_e
its action, yet which have no intrinsic uncom}l-
tional value, but always presuppose a good will,
and this qualifies the esteem that we justly have
for them and does not permit us to regard tl_1em
as absolutely good. Moderation in the a.ffectu.)ns
and passions, self-control, and calm deliberation
are not only good in many respects, but even
seem to constitute part of the intrinsic wo_rth of
the person; but they are far from deserving to
be called good without qualification, al.though
they have been so unconditionally Qralsed by
the ancients. For without the principles of a
good will, they may become extremely bafl, and
the coolness of a villain not only makes him f.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 aptness 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 muc}:
higher than all that can be 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 power), 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, as it 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, something so strange in
this idea of the absolute value of the mere will,
in which no account is taken of its utility, that
notwithstanding the thorough assent of even
commion 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. The}'e-
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 itasa fundamfantal
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 nature
were its comservation, its welfare, in a word, its
happiness, then nature would have hit upon a
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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 them 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-
garded as 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, for 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 actions which real-
ly conform to duty, but to which men have no
direct inclination, performing them because they
are impelled thereto by some other inclination,
For in this case we can readily distinguish wheth-
er the action which agrees with duty is done
from duty, or from a selfish view. It'is much
harder to make this distinction when the action
accords with duty and the subject has besides 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 trades-
man does not overcharge, but keeps a fixed price
for everyone, so that a child buys of him as well
as any other. Men are thus konestly 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 advantage re-
quired it; it is out of the question in 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 advantage
to one over another. Accordingly the action was
done neither from duty nor from direct inclin-
ation, but merely with a selfish view.

On the other hand, it is a duty to maintain
one’s life; and, in addition, everyone has also a
direct inclination to do so. But on this account
the often anxious care which most men take for
it has no intrinsic worth, and their maxim has no
moral import. They preserve their life as duty
requires, no doubt, but not because duty re-
quires. On the other hand, if adversity and hope-
less sorrow have completely taken away the rel-
ish for life; if the unfortunate one, strong in
mind, indignant at his fate rather than despond-
ing or dejected, wishes for death, and yet pre-
serves his life without loving it—not from in-
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 minds so sympa-
thetically constituted that, without any other
motive of vanity or self-interest, they find a
pleasure in spreading joy around them and can
take delight in the satisfaction of others so far
as it is their own work. But I maintain that in
such a case an action of this kind, however prop-
er, however amiable it may be, has nevertheless
no true moral worth, but is on a level with oth-
er inclinations, e.g., the inclination to honour,
which, if it is happily directed to that which is
in fact of public utility and accordant with duty

and consequently honourable, deserves praise
and encouragement, but not esteem. For the
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maxim lacks the moral import, namely, that
such actions be done from duty, not from incli-
nation. Put the case that the mind of that phi-~
lanthropist were clouded by sorrow of his own,
extinguishing all sympathy with the lot of oth-
ers, and that, while he still has the power to
benefit others in distress, he is not touched by
their trouble because he is absorbed with his
own; and now suppose that he tears himself out
of this dead insensibility, and performs the ac-
tion without any inclination to .it, but simply
from duty, then first has his action its genuine
moral worth. Further still; if nature has put lit-
tle sympathy in the heart of this or that man;
if he, supposed to be an upright man, is by tem-
perament cold and indifferent to the sufferings
of others, perhaps because in respect of his own
he is provided with the special gift of patience
and fortitude and supposes, or even requires,
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 still find
in himself a source from whence to give himself
a far higher worth than that of a good-natured
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 one’s own happiness is a duty, at
least indirectly; for discontent with one’s con-
dition, under a pressure of many anxieties and
amidst unsatisfied wants, might easily become a
great femplation to transgression of duty. But
here again, without looking to duty, all men
have already the strongest and most intimate in-
clination to happiness, because it is just in this
idea that all inclinations are combined in 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 both as to what it
promises and as to the time within which it can
be gratified, is often able to overcome such a
fluctuating idea, and' that a gouty patient, for
instance, can choose to enjoy what he likes, and
to suffer what he may, since, according to his

calculation, on this occasion at least, he has not -

sacrificed the enjoyment of the present moment
to a possibly mistaken expectation of a happi-
ness which is supposed to be found in health.
But even in this case, if the general desire for
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yappiness did not influence his will, and suppos-

ing that in his particular case health Wwas 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,

It is in this manner, undoubtedly, that we are

Fo un@erstand 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
})y a natural and unconquerable aversion. This
1s 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.
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
tgken 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 01é
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 o f the will without re.
gard to the ends which can be attained by the
ac.tion. For the will stands between its ¢ priori
principle, ‘which is formal, and its g 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 f:)r-
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 iga consequence
of the two preceding, I would express thus:
Duty is the necessity of acting from respect for
the law. T may have inclination for an object as
the effect of my proposed action, but I cannot
Pave 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 ;,
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i.e.., look on it as favourable to my own interest.
It.ls _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,
Falculation—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 subj ectively pure
respect for this practical law, and consequently
the maxim? that I should follow this law even
to the thwarting of all my inclinations,

) ’I:hus the moral worth of an action does not
he. in the effect expected from it, nor in any
prlnfslple 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 aboyt by other
Causes, so that for this there would have been no
pet.zd of the will of a rational being; whereas it

is in this alone that the supreme and uncondi-
tlopal good can be found. The pre-eminent good

whlc!l we call moral can therefore consist in
not'hmg else than ¢ke conception of law in itself
wkzch certainly is only possible in g rational be:

g, 1n so far as thig conception, and not the ex-

pec'ted‘effect, determines the will, This is a good

which }s,already present in the person who acts
accordingly, and we have not to wait for it to
appear first in the result,2

L A maxim is the subjecti inci)

LA 2 is. ubjective principle of volition
Obg)(?ctl\.le principle (1.e_., that which would aI;?J 'sgr‘sg
?:lxg;ei%t;vely ai adl:;rzhctlcal principle to alj rational be
i eason had full pow fre)
I ;hIe pranon Dad f power over the faculty of desire)

t might be here objected to me th,

: « at I take ref

behind the word respect in an obscure feeling, i:setgfg

of giving a distinct solution of the question by a con-

consciousness of this, is called respect, s is i
garded as an effect of the law on t’ile s’llb(;'etcliatartlltlilsxlz)sf I:-
the cause _of it. Respect is properly the conc’eption of :
worth which thwarts my self-love, Accordingly it i
something which is considered neither as an object ?
inclination nor of fear, although it has somethingJanalg-
gous to both, Tl}e object of respect is the law only, and
that' the law which we impose on ourselyes and yet’ rec-
OgnIse as necessary in itself. As a law, we are sub jected
to it thho_ut_ consulting self-love; as imposed by Jus o
ourselves, it is a result of our will. In the former aspecItl
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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But what sort of law can that be, the concep-
tion of which must determine the will, even
without paying any regard to the effect expected
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
could 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 mazxim should become ¢ universal
law. Here, now, it is 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? 1 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 all 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 it'a 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 to be 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

I

(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 of ¢ 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. .

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 uberring
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, “Every one
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.

1 do not, therefore, need any far-reaching
penetration to discern what T 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 hand,
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men are well able to distinguish, in every case
that occurs, what is good, what bad, conform-
bely to duty or inconsistent with it if without
in the least teaching them anythiilg ’néw we
on.ly,'like Socrates, direct their attention t(; the
Eﬁmc;ple they themselves employ; and that

e . - ’
o yret (;)rle{:l,u;n‘: sv(;l ar;o‘tn :e;(li slc(lieré_ce and philoso- but to secure for its precepts admission and
P o e o e o oud lo to be honest permanence. Against all the commands of duty
an might’weu ilave W tan virtuous. Indeed which reason represents to man as so deservin
e e lodge. of whe t]f;c ured befO}-ehand that of respect, he feels in himself a powerful coun%
the knowledge of what 1:‘ery man is bpun.d Fo terpmse in his wants and inclinations, the entire
thé ind therefore also o know, would be within - satisfaction of which he sums up under the
the reach of ¢ fO)rrbe;n,dev?n t'hg commonest. name of happiness. Now reason issues its com-
how great an advantage ?h:;::?t(;ga‘lﬁ?sgggri:gi ?;aill?: :11? }?eldti'ngly’ WiéhOUt g g
B age th clinations,- and, as it were, with disre-
i i b gt gt et B e
: , - petuous, and at the same tim i
ei)lxclev;:lléu;is) éotﬁngéicggg; ;geoia:;s osfe exper}E and wgi%h will not allow themsel\fessotglal;gsglzll;:
2 ! eptions e senses, it presse any co i
{:il;i CIEE)(; sm:trti lnio.ncelvablhtles and self-_con- natural d}i,alec)t,i;:, Tzazd.dﬁggiiito};eret: r;Sre su:
o ,a o ;:;:talbrﬁ;)t ; célitt)sigftﬁr;c;gilgtzj zﬁa.inst g.}ziese strict laws of duty and éo quest%on
ty, ar . C eir validity, or at least thei i i
islpl)éle;;;fl (;ZS]LS{ :vel:érilblt:i ;:ir;lgmofr; underst:lpdi ness; and, i%possible, toﬂ:g;rkgutrﬁ?r,na?x?oift:nacct.
! 1 s from practica cordant with our wishes and inclinati is
%?sv;lsftltlz.t al(Elf/ ;)Icl)tv;rlel(-3 oi t]liﬁgen{)ent begins to show to say, to corrupt them at their very lsoolzlsr’ctehaatnl;
e hether b eg t.hat ! E(E:I;l icz;(;rsnsvsitiv?tn sub- entirely to destroy.their worth—a thing vs;hich
Fonscience or w.ith other claims respectingsva‘:;l; EZﬁngf)?)Ig.m on practical reason cannot ultimately
Ls wt:l) ill)lztcrelxllift:i :%hté (;r wh.ether it desires for its Thus is the common reason of man compelled
own instruction ;)n fhzr{;l?tle honest}y the worth  to go out of its sphere, and to take a steg into
of actic go’od . ,h e hitg; ci;e, it may even the field of a practical philosophy, not to satisfy
philosopher whatever can pror%ﬁseehrirrl:llsrflz{lfasl\?:; :Isl}iosrfge Cetlslaitti‘l"e wantt (tw hic}tl) never oceurs to i
P ) . R 1s content to be mer -
phifozl)r;}?i T:;ﬁostur}fl:agi daomg st(;; becagse- the son)., but even on practical groundse 1Sr(1) Ltl)lige;efo
while he may easily perplex?l}i’s (j)udzrerxrl)fr::lricllge; :;E:a;grfn 31 informati(;n e in;trUCtiOH o
: ' E \ g the source of its princi
ixé?l;l;t(lidstzotzi rcﬂor;:;g:rfatlon:hfor'elgn to the mat- rect determination of it pinng;pgz,si?il(;int}iz ctohrt;
i ﬁot 150 tarn asic Wirs(;rrn- e nghlt way. Would n.laxims which are based on wants and inclina-~
e e emenltn rfnora concerns to  tions, so that it may escape from the perplexit
e o o gcall ot oh'cl:ommon reason, of opposite claims and not run the risk of losing
o philosophy for the all genuine moral principles through the equiv-
e intellig—i bl:: sa);sée'rtn oflmorals more ocati(')n into which it easily falls. Thus, when
complete and i (especiafl fol ;.ru es more con- practlgal reason cultivates itself, there i,nsensi-
venient for use (especia C)(r) I T 1spufiat10n), l?ut b}y arises in it a dialetic which forces it to seek
e it r(I)lontun e.rstar.ldmg aid ih philosophy, just as happens to it in its
o By Z,n r to Ermg it _by the.oretlc use; and in this case, therefore, as well
means of philose ew path of inquiry as in the other, it will find rest nowheré but in
a thorough critical examination of our reason.

261

Innocence is indeed a glorious thing; only, on
the_oth}er hand, it is very sad that it ca’nnot \;vell
maintain itself and is easily seduced. On this ac-
count even wisdom—which otherwise consists
more in conduct than in knowledge—yet has
need of science, not in order to learn from it




SECOND SECTION

TRANSITION FROM POPULAR MORAL PHILOSOPHY
TO THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS

Tr we have hitherto drawn our nqtion of duty
from the common use of our practical reason, 1t
is by no means to be inferre'd that we have
treated it as an empirical notion. On the cox}-
trary, if we attend to the experience of men’s
conduct, we meet frequent and, as we ourselves
allow, just complaints that one cax}n.ot find a
single certain example of the dlsp(?smon to act
from pure duty. Although many thlng§ are (%On‘e
in conformity with what duty prescribes, 1t 18
nevertheless always doubtful whether they are
done strictly from duty, so as to have a morz?l
worth. Hence there have at all times been ph}-
losophers who have altogether de¥ned that this
disposition actually exists at al} in human ac-
tions, and have ascribed everything to a more or
less refined self-love. Not that they have on that
account questioned the soundness of the con-
céption of morality; on the contrary, they quke
with sincere regret of the frailty and corruption
of human nature, which, though noble enough
to take as its rule an idea so w?rthy of respect,
is yet too weak to follgw {t and employs
reason, which ought to give it the la.w only
for the purpose of providing for the interest
of the inclinations, whether singly or 'at the
best in the greatest possible harmony with one

her.

angfl fact, it is absolutely impossible to.make

out by experience with complete certamty a
single case in which the maxim of an action,
however right in itself, rested simply on moral
grounds and on the conception of duty. Some-
times it happens that with the sha.rpest self-ex-
amination we can find nothing beside the moral
principle of duty which coul.d have been .power(i
ful enough to move us to this or that action an

to so great a sacrifice; yet we cannot from this
infer with certainty that it was not really some
secret impulse of self-love, under the false ap-
pearance of duty, that was the actual determin-
ing cause of the will. We like tl}em to flatter
ourselves by falsely taking credit for a more
noble motive; whereas in fa.ct we can never,
" even by the strictest examination, get complete-

ly bebind the secret springs of action-; §ince,
when the question is of moral worth, it is not
with the actions which we see that we are con-
cerned, but with those inward principles of them
which we do not see. )
Moreover, we cannot better serve the wishes
of those who ridicule all morality as a_mere
chimera of human imagination overstepping it-
self from vanity, than by conceding to them that
notions of duty must be drawn only from ex-
perience (as from indolence, people are .ready
to think is also the case with all other not.lons) ;
for this is to prepare for thema certain trlumph.
T am willing to admit out of love of humanlt}'
that even most of our actions are correct, but if
we look closer at them we everywhere come up-
on the dear self which is always prominent, apd
it is this they have in view and not the str}ct
command of duty which would often require
self-denial. Without being an enemy of virtue,
a cool observer, one that does not mistake .the
wish for good, however lively, for i.ts re?.hty,
may sometimes doubt whether true virtue Is ac-
tually found anywhere in the world-, and this
especially as years increase an.d the judgement
is partly made wiser by experlence :cmd Partly,
also. more acute in observation. This being so,
notliing can secure us from falling away 'alt?-
gether from our ideas of duty, or r{lamtam in
the soul a well-grounded respect for its law, but
the clear conviction that although there should
never have been actions which really sprang
from such pure sources, yet whetht?r this or that
takes place is not at all the question; but. that
reason of itself, independent on all experience,
ordains what ought to take place, that accord-
ingly actions of which perhaps the worl.d‘}?as
hitherto never given an example, the feasibility
even of which might be very much dqubted by
one who founds everything on experience, are

nevertheless inflexibly commanded by reason; .

that, e.g., even though there might never yet
have been a sincere friend, yet not a w%nt the
less is pure sincerity in friendship re'qu1red qf
every man, because, prior to all experience, this
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duty is involved as duty in the idea of a reason

determining the will by @ 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 ‘ideec 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, i.e., 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.
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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
meral principles are not based on properties of human
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itself to completeness, and to require the pub-  as our supreme practical principle, and.tl'lat just reason. If reason infallibly determines the wil .
ﬁzfﬂwlfich wislljles for p(,)pular treatment, to await in proportion as we add .anyi.;hmg empirical, we t}}en the actions of such a being which are recoglf eqéalll;ersﬁf;gt %goélb chg w;)uld th?refore be
the issue of this undertaking. detract from their genuine 1nﬂuen.ce.and from nised as objectively necessary are subjectively good). but could no tJ o ve laws (viz., 1aw§ of
Such a metaphysic of morals, completely iso- the absolute value of ?.ct19ns; that it is not 0{11y necessary also, ie., the will is a faculty to theret;y to act lawfull bgg nlfelve;i as obliged
lated, not mixed with any anthropology, thef)l— of j;he greatest necessity, in 2 purely speculative Fhogse .that only Yvhich reason independent of its subjective constituzyi’orl itac :z 0 11tstf):1f from
ogy, physics, or hyperphysics, and still less with p'omt .of view, but 1s alsq of the greatest prac(-1 l.nchnatlon recognises as practically necessary, mined by the conception of good O’III‘ gx e deter-
occult qualities (which we might call Aypo- tical importance, to derive these notions an LE., a8 good. BUt. if reason of itself does not suf-  imperatives hold for the Di gin . 1 eref.Ore no
physical), is not only an indispensable substra- laws from pure reason, to present them pure {icxently determine the will, if the latter is sub- eral for a koly will; ought is he will, or In gen-
tumn of all sound theoretical knowledge of duties, ~and unmixed, and even to determine the com- ject also to subjective conditions (parficular because the volition i 4 1 i ; ere out of place,
but is at the same time a desideratum of the  pass of this pragtlcal or pure rational knowledge, lmpuls_es) which do not always coincide with the  sarily in unison witlrl1 tlli airea Lo 1tself. neces-
highest importance to the actual fulfilment of ie., to determine the. who}e faculty of pure 0b]ec_t1vg conditions; in a word, if the will does  tives are only formulze :0 i;v- Theiifore impera-
their precepts. For the pure conception of duty, practlgal reason; and, in doing so, we must not not in .ztself completely accord with reason  objective laws of all voliti pretss e relapon’of
unmixed with any foreign addition of empirical make its principles dependent on !;he particular (which is actually the case with men), then the  imperfection of the will lfIOIlll_ o the subjective
attractions, and, in a word, the conception of nature of human reason, tho}lgh in speculative actions which objectively are recognised as nec-  being, e.g., the human 1(1)1 this or that rational
the moral law, exercises on the human heart, by phllqsophy this may be perrmttf:d, or may even essary are subjectively contingent, and the de- No’w 'aﬁ imperative:v co. d el
way of reason alone (which first becomes aware at times be necessary; but since moral laws termination of such a -will according to objec-  thetically or categoricall ’Ill‘llina%n either hypo-
with this that it can of itself be practical), an ought to holsi good for every rational creature, tive laws is.obligation, that is to say, the rela- the practical ne cge it y~f e former represent
influence so much more powerful than all other ~we must derive them from the general concept tion of the objective laws to a will that is not means to somethirslsl Z] 0 ?1 p0'551b1'e action as
springs! which may be derived from the ﬁe}d of a .ratlfmal being. In this way, although for its thoroughly good is conceived as the determina-  least which one migght Ssstibait is .lvlvﬂled (or at
of experience, that, in the consciousness of its application to man mora}lty has need of anthro- tion of the will of a rational being by principles gorical imperative woulfd ; fhWI ). ‘The cate-
worth, it despises the latter, and can by degrees  pology, yet, In the first instance, we must treat of reason, but which the will from its nature sented an action as ne ¢ that which repre-
become their master; whereas a mixed ethics, 1t independently as pure philosophy, 1.e., a8 met- does not of necessity follow. reference to another Zis;ariye Ofalstszlt;fj w1tt’h0111t
y 1.8 ectively

compounded partly of motives drawn from feel- aphysi.c, ‘complete in itself (a Ehing .WhiCh in The conception of an objective principle, in = necessary.
d partly also of concep- such distinct branches of science 1s easily done); so far as it is obligatory for a will, is called a .

i inclinations, an i :
ings and inclinations, N Since every practical law represents a possi-

i on. must make the mind waver be. knowing well that unless we are in possession command (of reason), and the formul i -
ilv(v):esnofnroet?fres,which cannot be brought under of this, it would not only bf; vain to determine command is called an)z"mpemtive. ula of the :lllijaéccttlorvlv}?s -giZOd and‘, oln this pecount, for a
any principle, which lead to good only by mere the moral element of duty In right actions for All imperatives are expressed by the word reason, necessary. p;ﬁcitrl;a o t-determmable by
accident and very often also to evil. pUurposes qf speculative criticism, but it w01.11d o.ught [or shall}, and thereby indicate the rela- dete-rrr;ining an acti pﬁ‘ra ives are formulae
Trom what has been said, it is clear that all be. m}possmle to base morals on j;helr genuine t10¥1 of an objective law of reason to a will, cording to the prin l,ori wflch is necessary ac-
moral conceptions have their seat and origin prlnc1.p1es, even for common practical purposes, which from its subjective constitution is not respects. If rloIv)v t}:;p :c tq a will good in some
completely @ priori in the reason, and that, especially of m oral instruction, so as to p}foduce necessarily determined by it (an obligation). means to something else 1tol'f1 lstth(‘)d only as a
moreover, in the commonest reason justas truly  puré mor‘al dispositions, and.to engraft them on They say that something would be good to do  hypothetical; if it f’s o 'end e imperative is
as in that which is in the highest degree specu- men’s minds to the promotion of the greatest or to forbear, but they say it to a will which and conseQuéntl as be?celve as g90d in zts.elf
lative; that they cannot be obtained by abstrac- possible good in the world. does not always do a thing because it is con- ciple of a Willywhich Ilogf n-ice?iarlly the prin-
tion from any empirical, and therefore merely But in order that in this study we frnay n}(;t ceived to be good to do it. That is practically reason, then it is caegori ;lse conforms to
contingent, knowledge; that it is just this purity merely advance by the natural steps trom the good, however, which determines the will by Thus the imperative %Z ’10 s wh i
of their origin that makes them worthy to serve common moral judgement (}n thls.case very means of the conceptions of reason, and con- sible by mewould b dc ares what action pos-
worthy of respect) to the phllosophlcal,1 as h}‘;lis §eqqently not from subjective causes, but ob- tical rule in relatioeng(t)g anqllfrese.nts the prac-
nature, but must subsist ¢ priori of themselves, while been already done, but also frorrllla popular b h jectively, that is on principles which are valid forthwith perform an ac?’ ozl i WhIICh does oot
B o such principles practical rules must be capable of losophy, which goes 1o further than it can reac for every rational being as such. It is distin- is good, whether b ion simply because it
being deduced for every rational nature, and according- by groping with the help of examples, to meta- guished from the pleasant, as that which influ- alwga ’1? ether because the subject does not
i S;?;teo; ter from the late excellent Sulzer, in physic (which does allow itself to be checked ences the will only by means of sensation from evenyisf itnl(()x:v ﬂg;t it is good, or because,
which he asks me what can be the reason that moral in- by anything empirical and, as it m}lst measure merely subjective causes, valid only for the opposed 1;)w his, _yet 1t§ maxims might be
struction, although °°“ta‘“‘1‘i‘§h;‘s‘“§g fhat 3 f,f;“gr'l‘scévnj the whole extent of this kind of rational knowl- sense of this or that one, and not as a principle rg) sed to the objective principles of practical
f,?;s‘é‘ﬁsigii‘é’é’iieﬁr?fecr"{ﬁit I might make it complete. edge, goes as far as ideal conceptions, where of reason, which holds for evéry one.l zi(c)?(;rdingly the hypothetical i ti I
imperative only

But it is simply this: that the teachers themselves have  ayen examples fail us)’ we must follow and .
i otions clear, and when they endeav- p . . 1 The dependence of the desires on sensations says that the ion i
ot got their OWE ™ ng up motives of moral clearly describe the practical faculty of reason, inclination. and fhis accordingly ale;S;su%ﬁsilcsaizlsleg 4 action is good for some purpose,

our to make up for this by raki ) A . . s ; . e

goodness from everthuarteyl, ‘try%ng ttg make the‘{ from the general rules of its determination to ‘lvt;tizlflzt;) nTl;% ff{’fé‘de'%ce of a 'cont{ngently determinable Z‘;;‘;’Zl; 10{ actilual. In t(llle first case it is a prob-

hysic right strong they spoil it. For the commones! J : notion of duty s rings inciples of reason is cal led an interest. This, , in the second an assertoria i

< B erstanding shows that if we imagine, on the one the point where the no y Spring th}f'refore, is found only in the case of a dependent wili  principle. The categorical im i lpr.actlcal

band, an act of honesty done with steadfast mind, apart from it. . ‘ “1'1 ich does not always of itself conform to reason; in 1 N g . [.)eratlve which de-
from every view to advagtagehOf any kl:ui n tthlf W°1'1‘} Everything in nature works according to laws. | itmem IZ;vxvr;?uwég welcan;lokt conceive any interest. But the ?tarffs an ECUOH to be objectively necessary in
or another and even under the greatest temptations o . A . 3 n also take an interest in a thin ith- itself withou .
Ocossity or allurement, and, on the other band, a sim-  Rational beings alone have t.he faculty of act out therefore acting from interest. The former sgigZ}‘fﬁle t reference to any purpose, ie.,
jlar act which was affected, in however low a degree, by ing according to the conception of laws, that is ;he.pr;zqtzcal interest in the actjon, the latter the patho-  tion may be satisfied. T
a foreign motive, the former leaves far behind and ording to rinciples, i.e have a will. Since ogical in the object of the action. The former indicates terests me; in th ed. In the first case the action in-
eclipses the second; it elevates the soul and inspires the. 8cC gobp N o only ‘dependence of the will on principles of reason in  cause it is pl e second the object of the action (be-
wish .to be able to aflt in flﬂie h{na:nner oneself. gﬂveg the deduction of actions from principles r:i ;gfxmf?)erlvte;'; thle{ SCC;)l'}d, 1t?epe.ndence on principles of rea-  section th:tpi:a:in;c?ox:n ggr'le“ge ha\ée seen in the first
moderately young children feel this impression, and on . . 111 is nothing but pr ctic r the sake of inclination, reason sup; lyin, A ¢ ne from duty we must look
should never represent duties to them in any other light. quires reason, the will is g pra { the practical rules how the requirement of !tjh}e, ir%cﬁg};: not to the interest-in the object, but only to that in the

action itself, and in its rational principle (viz., the law)
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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 purpose of some will; and therefore the
principles of action as regards the means neces-
sary to attain some possible purpose are 1n fact
infinitely numerous. All sciences have a prac-
tical part, consisting of problems expressing t.hat
some end is possible for us and of imperatives
directing how it may be attained. T hes'e 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 d'o
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, tha@ eacl.l serves
to effect its purpose perfectly. Since in garly
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
of which can they determine whether it may
not perhaps hereafter be an object Fo their
pupil, but which it is at all events pqsszble 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 ration:al 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 a.ll ?.ctual-
ly kave by a natural necessity, an.d this is hap-
piness. The hypothetical imperative Whl(}h ex-
presses the practical necessity of an action as
means to the advancement of happiness is as-
sertorial. 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 @ priori in every man, be-
cause it belongs to his being. Now skill in t'he
choice of means to his own greatest well-being
may be called prudence,* in the narrowest sense.
And thus the imperative which refers to the

is own purposes. 5 I
gils ?heseppugposes for his own lasting benefit. This %a.t-
ter is properly that to which the \fa.lue even 9f the fol'-
mer is reduced, and when a man 1S prudent in the or;
mer sense, but not in the latter, we might better say o
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choice of means to one’s own happiness, ie.,
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 to 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-
¢iple of which it is itself a result; and what is
essentially good in it consists in the menta}l
disposition, let the -consequence be what it
may. This imperative may be called that of
morality.

There is a marked distinction also between
the volitions on these three sorts of principl.es
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
their order if we said they are either rules of
skill, or counsels of prudence, or comman.ds
(laws) of morality. For it is law only that in-
volves the conception of an unconditional anfi
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 absolu?e-
ly, although practically, necessary, may be quite
properly called a command. We might also call
the first kind of imperatives technical (belong-
ing to art), the second pragmatic® (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,
i dent. . ;

m%)rl‘z seeems to me that the proper signification 'of th'e
word pragmatic may be most accurately (_ieﬁne{i in this
way. For sanctions are called pragmatic which flow-
propetly 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 tgaches
prudence, 1.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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show how an imperative of skill is possible.
Whoever wills the end, wills also (so far as rea-
son decides his conduct) the means in his power
which are indispensably necessary thereto. This
proposition is, as regards the volition, analyti-
cal; for, in willing an object as my effect, there
is already thought the causality of myself as an
acting cause, that is to say, the use of the
means; and the imperative educes from the con-
ception of volition of an end the conception of
actions necessary to this end. Synthetical prop-
ositions must no doubt be employed in defining
the means to a proposed end; but they do not
concern the principle, the act of the will, but
the object and its realization. E.g., that in or-
der. to bisect a line on an unerring principle
I must draw from its extremities two intersect-
ing arcs; this no doubt is taught by math-
ematics only in 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 T fully will the operation, I also will

the action required for it, is an analytical prop-

osition; for it is one and the same thing to con-

ceive something as an effect which I can pro-
duce in a certain 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
prudence would correspond exactly with those
of skill, and would likewise be analytical. For
in this case as in that, it could be said: “Who-
ever 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-
sistently 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-
mum of welfare in my present and all future
circumstances. Now it is impossible that the
most clear-sighted and at the same time most
powerful being (supposed finite) should frame
to himself a definite conception of what he
really wills in this. Does he will riches, how
much anxiety, envy, and snares might he not
thereby draw upon his shoulders? Does he will
knowledge and discernment, perhaps it might
prove to be only an eye so much the sharper to
show him so much the more fearfully the evils
that are now concealed from him, and that can-

267

not be avoided, or to impose more wants on his

desires, which already give him concern enough.

Would 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?
and 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
happiness, but only on empirical counsels, e.g.
of regimen, frugality, courtesy, reserve, etc.,
which experience teaches do, on the average,
most promote well-being. Hence it follows that
the imperatives of prudence do not, strictly
speaking, command at all, that is, they cannot
present actions objectively as practically nec-
essary; that they are rather to be regarded as
counsels (consilia) than precepts (praecepta) of
reason, that the problem to determine certainly
and universally what action would promote the
happiness of a rational being is completely in-
soluble, and consequently no imperative re-
specting it is possible which should, in the strict
sense, command to do what makes happy; be-
cause happiness is not an ideal of reason but of
imagination, resting solely on empirical grounds,
and it is vain to expect that these should define
an action by which one could attain the totality
of a series of consequences which is really end-
less. This imperative of prudence would how-
ever be an analytical proposition if we assume
that the means to happiness could be certainly
assigned; for it is distinguished from the im-
perative of skill only by this, that in the latter
the end is merly possible, in the former it is
given; as however both only ordain the means
to that which we suppose to be willed as an end,
it follows that the imperative which ordains the
willing of the means to him who wills the end is
in both cases analytical. Thus there is no diffi-
culty in regard to the possibility of an impera-
tive of this kind either.

On the other hand, the question how the
imperative of morality is possible, is un-
doubtedly one, the only one, demanding a solu-
tion, as this is not 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
make out by any example, in other words em-
pirically, whether there is such an imperative
at all, but it is rather to be feared that all those




268

which seem to be categorical may yet be at bot-
tom hypothetical. For instancq, when 'the pr’(’e:
cept is: “Thou shalt not promise _deceltful!y 3
and it is assumed that the necessity of t}ps 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 tl-{ou
shouldst destroy thy credit,” but thag an z}ctlon
of this kind must be regarded as ev1l. in .1tsel}°,
so that the imperative of the pl‘.ohlbltlor'l is
categorical; then we cannot §how with certa}ntg
in any example that the will was deterr.nlne
merely by the law, without any other spring qf
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-existen‘ce 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, WO}lld in reality
be only a pragmatic precept, drawing our attf:n-
tion to our own interests and Iperely teaching
us to take these into consideratlor}. )

We shall therefore have to investigate a
priori the possibility of a categorical impera-
tive, as we have not in this case t}le advantage
of its reality being given in experience, so that
[the elucidation of] its p0551b.111ty should .be
requisite only for its explanatlop, not for {ts
establishment. In the meantime it fnay.be dis-
cerned beforehand that the categorlcal. impera-
tive alone has the purport of a prac.tlc‘al law;
all the rest may indeed be called prmcz?les of
the will but not laws, since whatever is only
necessary for the attainment of. some arbltra.ry
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 co}rln-
trary, the unconditional command }eaves the
will no liberty to choose @he opposite; conse-
quently it alone carrif,s with it that necessity

ich we require in a law. oo
WhSl::condly,qin the case of this cat('agorlcal im-
perative or law of morality, the difficulty (of
discerning its possibility) is a very profound
one. It is an a priori synthetical pr'actlca] propo-
sition;1 and as there is so much difficulty in dis-

1 nect the act with the will w1t'hou.t presupposing
any Ic%or::iition resulting from‘ any 1nclmatloil, bgt a
priori, and. therefore necessarily (though only o %(:,:lzi
tively, i.e., assuming the idea 9f a reason I.)ossessu:ig' )
power over all subjective motives). This is accor }ﬁ'g y
a practical proposition whlcp does not deduce the (;VI ing
of an action by mere analysis from a,nother_alre% }; pre:
supposed (for we have not such a perfect will), but con

FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES OF

cerning the possibility of spect.ﬂative proposi-
tions of this kind, it may readily be supposed

that the difficulty will be no less with the prac-

tical. L

In this problem we will first inquire whetl.ler
the mere conception of a categorical. imperative
may not perhaps supply us also W{t!’l the f.or-
mula of it, containing the proposition which
alone can be a categorical imperative; for even
if we know the tenor of such an absg)lute com-
mand, yet how it is possible will. require further
special and laborious study, which we postpone
to the last section. o

When I conceive a hypothetical 1mperat1vt.a,
in general I do not know beforehanq .what it
will contain until I am given the condition. But
when I conceive a categorical imperatlve., I
know at once what it contains. For as the im-
perative contains besides the law only the ne-
cessity that the maxims? shall confor{n. 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.z 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 dl‘?-
duced from this one imperative as frorn. 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 shf)w
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 genera.l sense
(as to form), that is the existence of things so
far as it is determined by general laws, tbe
imperative of duty may be expressed thus: 4c?
as if the maxim of thy action were to become
by thy will a universal law of nature.

We will now enumerate a few .dutles, a.dopt-
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 cgntamed in it. 4

2 A maxim is a subjective prmmplp of action, _a?
must be distinguished from the objective prmcz?;i
namely, practical law. The former contains the pm(}tl:h
rule set by reason according to qhe (_:ond‘ltlons [ Ry z:
subject (often its ignorance or its }ncllnatl?ns), s}cl) ! iv
it is the principle on which thp subject acts; _but t lf la
is the objective principle v'ahd. for every rational eing,
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
imperfect duties.!

I. A man reduced to despair by a series of
misfortunes feels wearied of life, but is still so
far in possession of his reason that he can ask
himself whether it would not be contrary to his
duty to himself to take his own life. Now he in-
quires whether the maxim of his action could
become a universal law -of nature. His ‘maxim
is: “From self-love I adopt it as a principle to
shorten my life when its longer duration is
likely to bring more evil than satisfaction.” Tt
is asked then simply whether this principle
founded on self-love can become a universal
law of nature. Now we see at once that a system
of nature of which it should be a law to destroy
life by means of the very feeling whose special
nature it is to impel to the improvement of life
would contradict itself and, therefore, could
not exist as a system of nature; hence that
maxim cannot possibly exist as a universal law
of nature and, consequently, would be wholly
inconsistent with the supreme principle of all
duty.

2. Another finds himself forced by necessity
to borrow money. He knows that he will not be
able to repay it, but sees also that nothing will
be lent to him unless he promises stoutly to
repay it in a definite time. He desires to make
this promise, but he has still so much con-
science as to ask himself: “Is it not unlawful
and inconsistent with duty to get out of a diffi-
culty in this ‘way?” Suppose however that he
resolves to do so: then the maxim of his action
would be expressed thus: “When I think myself
in want of money, I will borrow money and
promise to repay it, although I know that I
never can do so.” Now this principle of self-
love or of one’s own advantage may perhaps be
consistent with my whole future welfare; but
the - question now is, “Is it right?” 1 change
then the suggestion of self-love into a universal
law, and state the question thus: “How would
it be if my maxim were 3 universal law?” Then
I see at once that it could never hold as a uni-
versal law of nature, but would necessarily
contradict itself. For supposing it to be a uni-
versal law that everyone when he thinks himself

1 It must be noted here that I reserve the division of
duties for a future metaphysic of morals; so that 1 give
it here only as an arbitrary one (in order to arrange my
examples). For the rest, I understand by a perfect duty
one that admits no exception in favour of inclination,
and then I have not merely external but also internal
perfect duties. This is contrary to the use of the word
adopted in the schools; but T do not intend to justify it

ere, as it is all one for my purpose whether it is ad-
mitted or not,
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in a difficulty should be able to promise what-
ever he pleases, with the purpose of not keeping
his promise, the promise itself would become
impossible, as well as the end that one might
have in view in it, since no one would consider
that anything was promised to him, but would

-ridicule all such statements as vain pretences,
3. A third finds in himself -a talent which
with the help of some culture might make him
a useful man in many respects. But he finds
himself in comfortable circumstances and pre-
fers to indulge in pleasure rather than to take
pains in enlarging and improving his happy
natural capacities, He asks, however, whether
his maxim of neglect of his natural gifts, be-
sides agreeing with his inclinatjon to indulgence,
agrees also with what is called duty. He sees
then that a system of nature could indeed sub-
sist with such a universal law although men
(like the South Sea islanders) should let their
talents rest and resolve to devote their lives
merely to idleness, amusement, and propaga-
tion of their species—in g word, to enjoyment ;
but he cannot possibly will that this should be
a universal law of nature, or be implanted in us
as such by a natural instinct. For, as a rational
being, he necessarily wills that his faculties be
developed, since they serve him and have been
given him, for all sorts of possible purposes.

4. A fourth, who is in prosperity, while he
sees that others have to contend with great
wretchedness and that he could help them,
thinks: “What concern is it of mine? Let every-
one be as happy as Heaven pleases, or as he can
make himself; T will take nothing from him nor
even envy him, only I do not wish to contribute
anything to his welfare or to his assistance in
distress!” Now no doubt if such a mode of
thinking were a universal law, the human race
might very well subsist, and doubtless even
better than in a state in which everyone talks of
sympathy and good-will, or even takes care
occasionally to put it into practice, but, on the
other side, also cheats when he can, betrays the
rights of men, or otherwise violates them. But
although it is possible that a universal law of
nature might exist in accordance with that max-

im, it is impossible to wjl] that such a principle

should have the universal validity of a law of

nature. For a will which resolved this would
contradict itself, inasmuch as many cases might
occur in which one would have need of the love
and sympathy of others, and in which, by such
a law of nature, sprung from his own will, he
would deprive himself of aj hope of the aid
e desires.
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not at all in hypothetical imperatives. We have
also, which is of great importance, exhibited
clearly and definitely for every practical appli-
cation the content of the categorical imperative,
which must contain the principle of all duty
if there is such a thing at all. We have not yet,
however, advanced so far as to prove a priori
that there actually is such an imperative, that
there is a practical law which commands ab-
solutely of itself and without any other impulse,
and that the following of this law is duty.
With the view of attaining to this, it is of
extreme importance to remember that we must
not allow ourselves to think of deducing the
reality of this principle from the particular
attributes of human noture. For duty is to be
a practical, unconditional necessity of action;
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 for all human
wills. On the contrary, whatever is deduced-
from the particular natural characteristics of
humanity, from certain feelings and propen-
sions, nay, even, if possible, from any particular
tendency proper to human reason, and which
need not necessarily hold for the will of every
rational being; this may indeed supply us with
a maxim, but not with a law; with a subjective
principle on which we may have a propension
and inclination to act, but not with an objective
principle on which we should be enjoined to act,
even though all our propensions, inclinations,
and natural dispositions were opposed to it. In
fact, the sublimity and intrinsic dignity of the
command in duty are so much the more evident,
the less the subjective impulses favour it and the
more they oppose it, without being able in the
slightest degree to weaken the obligation of the
law or to diminish its validity.

Here then we see philosophy brought to a
critical position, since it has to be firmly fixed,
notwithstanding that it has nothing to support
it in heaven or earth. Here it must show its
purity as absolute director of its own laws, not
the herald of those which are whispered to it
by an implanted sense or who knows what tu-
telary nature. Although these may be better
than nothing, yet they can never afford prin-
ciples dictated by reason, which must have their
source wholly @ priori and thence their com-
manding authority, expecting everything from
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These are a few of the many actual duties, or
at least what we regard as such, which obvious-
ly fall into two classes on the one principle that
we have laid down. We must be able o will that
a maxim of our action should be a universal
law. This is the canon of the moral appreciation
of the action generally. Some actions are of
such a character that their maxim cannot with-
out contradiction be even conceived as a uni-
versal law of nature, far from it being possible
that we should will that it should be so. In
others this intrinsic impossibility is not found,
but still it is impossible to w7ll that their maxim
should be raised to the universality of a law of
nature, since such a will would contradict itself
1t is easily seen that the former violate strict
or rigorous (inflexible) duty; the latter only
laxer (meritorious) duty. Thus it has been com-
pletely shown how all duties depend as regards
the nature of the obligation (not the object of
the action) on the same principle.

If now we attend to ourselves on occasion of

any transgression of duty, we shall find that we
in fact do not will that our maxim should be a
universal law, for that is impossible for us; on
the contrary, we will that the opposite should
remain a universal law, only we assume the lib-
erty of making an exception in our own favour
or (just for this time only) in favour of our
inclination. Consequently if we considered all
cases from one and the -same point of view,
namely, that of reason, we should find a con-
tradiction in our own will, namely, that a cer-
tain principle should be objectively necessary
as a universal law, and yet subjectively should
not be universal, but admit of exceptions. As
however we at one moment regard our action
from the point of view of a will wholly con-
formed to reason, and then again look at the
same action ‘from the point of view of a will
affected by inclination, there is not really any
contradiction, but an antagonism of inclination
to the precept of reason, whereby the univer-
sality of the principle is changed into a mere
generality, so that the practical principle of
reason shall meet the maxim half way. Now,
although this cannot be justified in our own im-
partial judgement, yet it proves that we do
really recognise the validity of the categorical
imperative and (with all respect for it) only
allow ourselves a few exceptions, which we
think unimportant and forced from us.

We have thus established at least this much,
that if duty is a conception which is to have any
import and real legislative authority for our ac-
tions, it can only be expressed in categorical and

for it, nothing from inclination, or else con-
demning the man to self-contempt and inward

abhorrence.

the supremacy of the law and the due respect .

Thus every empirical element is not only
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quite incgpable of being an aid to the principle
of mor?,hty, but is even highly prejudicial to
the purity of .morals, for the proper and inesti-
{nabl.e worth of an absolutely good wil consists
Just In this, that the principle of action is free
from all influence of contingent grounds, which
alone experience can furnish. We cann,ot too
ml}ch or too often repeat our warning against
this lax and even mean habit of thought which
s?eks for its principle amongst empirical mo-
tives ?,nd laws; for human reason in its weari-
Dess is glad to rest on this pillow, and in a
dream .of sweet illusions (in which ’instead of
]uno,‘lt embraces a cloud) it sub;titutes for
mo¥ahty a bastard patched up from limbs of
various derivation, which looks like anything
Ene chooses to see in it, only not like virtue
fgrr(:_lle who has once beheld her in her true
The question then is this: “Is it a necessary
law fqr all rational beings that they should al.
ways judge of their actions by maxims of which
they can themselves will that they shauld serve
as universal laws?” If it is so, then it must be
connect?d (altogether ¢ priori) with the ver
conception of the will of a rationa] being gen}-,
erally. But in order to discover this connexion
we must, .however reluctantly, take a step into
}net-ap'hysm, although into a domain of it which
Is distinct from speculative philosophy, namel
the metaphysic of morals, In a praciical ph}i,-,
losophy, where it is not the reasons of what
happens that we have to ascertain but the laws
of wh.at ought to happen, even alth,ough it never
does, i.e., objective practical laws, there it is not
Decessary to inquire into the reasons why any
thing pleases or displeases, how. the pleasure oi:
mere sensgtion differs from taste, and whether
the latter is distinct from a general satisfaction
of _reason; on what the feeling of pleasure or
bain rests, and how from it desires and inclina-
tions arise, and from these again maxims by the
C0-operation of reason: for all this belongs to
an empirical psychology, which would consti-
tute .the second part of physics, if we regard
Physms as the philosophy of nature so far as it
1s 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
7
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which case whatever hag referen i
emgirical is necessarily excluded; cs?n?:(:e ;ifn::il;ng
of itself alone determines the conduct (andofz
is t}}e Possibility of this that we are now iri
vestlgatu}g), it must necessarily do so ¢ 'priori—

.T.he will is conceived as 2 faculty of deter:
mining oneself to action i accordance with ¢},
conception of certain laws. And such a faculte
can be found only in rational beings. Now tha>t,
wh{ch serves the will as the objective ground
9f ltS‘ self-determination is the end, and, if this
1s assigned by reason alone, it must, holcf for all
rational beings. On the other hand, that which
me'rely contains the ground of possi,bﬂity of the
action of which the effect is the end, this is
call.ed Phe means. The subjective grouna of the
des_lr.e 1s-the spring, the objective ground of the
volition is Fhe motive; hence the distinction be
tween §ubjective ends which rest on sprin s-
anq objective ends which depend on motivgtaé
v.ahd for every rational being. Practical prin-
c1plfas are formal when they abstract from all
subjective ends; they are material when the
assume these, and therefore particular sprin }s’
of action, The ends which a rational being pri
poses to himself at pleasure as effects of his-
act19n§ (material ends) are all only relative
fpr 1t 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 onl ,
to Shypothetical imperatives, Y
Supposing, however, that there
thing whose existence has i itself :,Vne r:bss(())lrﬂtet;
worth, something which, being an end in itsel f
could pe a source of definite laws: then in this’
and this alone would lie the source’of a possibl
ca;gori;al imperative, Le., a practical law ¢
NOW 1 say: man and generall for

being exists as an end in }%imself,yn::;1 }7’”;2011:;

@ means to be arbitrarily ysed by this or g,hat

W.IH, but in all his actions, whether they concer

himself or other rational beings, must be al13

ways regarded at the same time %,15 an end. All
o.bjects of the inclinations have only a co'ndi-
tional worth, for if the inclinations and the
wants founded on them did not exist then thei

o_b]ect would be without value, But t’he 1'nc1inar
tions, themselves being sources of want arej
so far from having an absolute worth for v:'hich
they should be desired that on the contrar it
ml.lst be the universa] wish of every ratio};:;l
being to be wholly free from them. Thus the
worth of any object which is 2o be acquired by
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that is to say, something which can b.e used
merely as means, but must in all !ns 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 df:-
fine this principle more precisely, so as to av91d
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 thos.e
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 _Iatter con-
taining at the same time the end in himself, For
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our action is always conditional..Beings whose
existence depends not on our will bl{t 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, beca'use their very
nature points them out as ends in themselves,
that is as something which must not be u§ed
merely as means, and so far therefore restricts
freedom of action (and is an object of rgspect).
These, therefore, are not merely subjective ends
whose existence has a worth for us 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 gvould posst(:isis
> but if all worth were condi- ]
‘tzil())srfelg tear:gorfgér:fotre contingent, then there he whom I proposec ::nil;cgoz g{)(l))r’n;ssz égtuts;: rf;l))rl
v bi e epreme practical pnnc‘lple o izd(;wgfpl;.?t)ionsgstowards him and, t.heref(.)re,
l'eaiSfOItthVn at‘}tiz‘;:ri-s a supreme practical principle cannot himself cfonﬁain Fhe' elnd (f)fht};:azft‘;og;
i i is violation of the principle of hu
or, in respect of the human w'111, a c_ategorlcal Tllllls vio on of the principle of humanity in
imperative, it must be one whl.ch,‘bemg drav.vn other men is n o it sy
from the conception of that which is necess?.rl!y amples of attacks on t e] dor and property
an end for everyone because it i's an end in it of others, For. tﬁfn :)tflsnfef]arintends Who trans-
self, constitutes an objective p.rlnc1ple of vylll, gresses t?e r}llg s men intends to use the
and can therefore serve as a unlvers?.l ,pr?.ctlcal person o others me t-y s o me: th,ey -
law. The foundation of this princ1.ple is: ra- considering that as ral 1(()1[1 > a‘gs they ought
tional nature exists as an end in itself. Man ?,lways t9 be esteeme ; o % that
i ives his own existence as being is, as beings who must be capable o
Islgfesssa;;]ry t;(::zcii:;ssis a subjective princlipée.of taining :pontlzlemselves the end of the very
ions. But every other rational being same action. o o
?:gr::‘gs z:‘tcst 1((e))lzlisstence sim;lirly, just on the same I;hirdly, as reg.ards. contingent: }(11?}(:::2;?:3.
rational principle that holds for me:1 so that it d_utles to onesel_f : It 1§ not e.rtloqg  that the ac-
is at the same time an objective prlinlciple, ffr;)}lln tion does xgr)ltdvil[(l)liattsi lfurirzarxrlllu zftl:l @ harmofu'ze
i upreme practical law all laws of the son as an o 1 s i
:vvﬁicr}rlll?sst?): cﬂpablel())f being deduced. Acording-  with it. Now ther'e are }11n Euﬁmtytgafhagléﬁ
ly the practical imperative will be as follows: So  of greater perfec.tlon., which be (:in% 0 the e
act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own .that nature has in view in rfegar olect thesi
person or in that of any other, in every case e in ourselves as the sup]ect. t(')thnii t these
an end withal, never as means only. We will might perhaps be con51stentd wi ” 1;3 mainie:
now inquire whether this can be practically nance of humanity as an l(:,n 1r(1i itself,
carried out. with the advancement of t is end. duties to.
To abide by the previous examples: Fourthly, as regards ment(:irlolils_ hu ﬁ:smen
Firstly, under the head of necessary duty to wards'other.s: The natur.al en 1\‘IN ic b fmanit
oneself: He who contemplates suicide should have is their own happiness. Now y
ask himself whether his action can be consistent
with the idea of humanity as en end in itself.
If he destroys himself in order to escape from
painful circumstances, he uses a person r.nerely
as @ mean to maintain a tolerable condltlon. up
to the end of life. But a man is not a thing,

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 um\]ersal 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 o:chers should not
benefit him, provided only that he might be excused
from showing benevolence to them), nor finally that Qf
duties of strict obligation to one another, for‘on. this
principle the .criminal might argue against the judge
who punishes him, and so on.

i ition i late.
1This proposition is here stateq as a postula
The ground of it will be found in the concluding

section,
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might indeed subsist, although no one should
contribute anything to the happiness of others,
provided he did not intentionally withdraw any-
thing from it; but after all this would only
harmonize negatively not positively with #u-
manity as an end in itself, if every one does not
also endeavour, as far as in him lies, to forward
the ends of others. For the ends of any subject
which is an end in himself ought as far as possi-
ble to be my ends also, if that conception is to
have its full effect with me.

This principle, that humanity and generally
every rational nature is an end in itself (which
is the supreme limiting condition of every man’s
freedom of action), is not borrowed from ex-
perience, firstly, because it is universal, apply-
ing as it does to all rational beings whatever,
and experience is not capable of determining
anything about them; secondly, because it does
not present humanity as an end to men (sub-
jectively), that is as an object which men do
of themselves actually adopt as an end; but
as an objective end, which must as a law con.
stitute the supreme limiting condition of all our
subjective ends, let them be what we will; it
must therefore spring from pure reason, In fact
the objective principle of all practical legisla-
tion lies (according to the first principle) in the
rule and its form of universality which makes
it capable of being a law (say, e.g., a law of
nature) ; but the subjective principle is in the
end; now by the second principle the subject of
all 'ends is each rational being, inasmuch as it is
an end in itself, Hence follows the third prac-
tical principle of the will, which is the ultimate
condition of its harmony with universal prac-
tical reason, viz.: the idea of the will o f every
rational being as a universally legislative will,

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

In the previous imperatives, namely, that
based on the conception of the conformity of
actions to general laws, as in a physical system
of mature, and that based on the universal pre-
rogative of rational beings as ends in them-
selves—these imperatives, just because they
were conceived as categorical, excluded from
any share in their authority all admixture of
any interest as a spring of action; they were,
however, only assumed to be categorical, be-
cause- such an assumption was necessary to ex-

273
plain the conception of duty: But we could not
prove independently that there are practical
propositions which command categorically, nor
can it be proved in this section; one thing, how.
ever, could be done, namely, to indicate in the
imperative itself, by some determinate expres-
sion, that in the case of volition from duty all
interest is renounced, which is the specific cri-
terion of categorical as distinguished -from hy-
pothetical imperatives. This is done in the pres-
ent (third) formula of the principle, namely,
in the idea of the will of every rational being
as a universally le gislating will,

For although a will whick i subject to laws
may be attached to -this law by means of an
interest, yet a will which is itself- a supreme
lawgiver so far as it is such cannot possibly de-
pend on any interest, since a will so dependent
would itself still need another law restricting
the interest of its self-love by the condition
that it should be valid as universal law,

Thus the principle that every human will is
o will which in all its maxims gives universal
laws,* provided it be otherwise justified, would
be very well adapted to be the categorical im-
perative, in this respect, namely, that just be.
cause of the idea of universa] legislation it is
not based on any interest, and therefore it alone
among all possible imperatives can be uncon-
ditional. Or still better, converting the proposi-
tion, if there is a categorical imperative (5, e.,
a law for the will of every rational being), it
can only command that everything be done
from maxims of one’s will regarded as a will
which could at the same time will that it should
itself give universal laws, for in that case only
the practical principle and the imperative which
it obeys are unconditional, since they cannot be
based on any interest,

Looking back now on all previous attempts
to. discover the principle .of morality, we need
not wonder why they all failed. It was seen that
man was bound to laws by duty, but it was not
observed that the laws to which he is subject
are only those of his own giving, though at the
same time they are universal, and that he is
only bound to act in conformity with his own-
will; a will, however, which is designed by na-
ture to give universal laws. For when one has
conceived man only as subject to a law (no
matter what), then this Jaw required some in-
terest, either by way of attraction or constraint,

l_I may .be qxcgsed from adducing examples to
elucidate this principle, as those which have already
been used to elucidate the categorical imperative

gnd its formula would ali serve for the like purpose
ere,
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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.

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, always $O
to act that the will could at the same time ré-
gard itself as giving in its maxims umiversa

Jazws. If now the maxims of rational beings are
not by their own nature coincident with this ob-
jective principle, then the necessity of acting on
it is called practical necessitation, i.e., duty.
Duty does not apply to the sovereign in the
kingdom of ends, but it does to every member
of it and to all in the same degree.

The practical necessity of acting on this prin-
ciple, i.e., duty, does not rest at all on feelings,
impulses, or inclinations, but solely on the re-
lation of rational beings to one another, a rela-
tion in which the will of a rational being must
always be regarded as legislative, since other-
wise it could not be conceived as an end in itself.
Reason then refers every maxim of the will,
regarding it as legislating universally, to every
other will and also to every action towards one-
self; and this not on account of any other prac-
tical motive or any future advantage, but from
the idea of the dignity of a rational being, obey-
ing no law but that which he himself also gives.

In the kingdom of ends everything has either
value or 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-
nations. and wants of mankind has a market
value; whatever, without presupposing 2 want,
corresponds to a certain taste, that is to a satis-
faction in the mere purposeless play of our fac-
ulties, has a fancy value; but that which con-
stitutes the condition under which alone any-
thing can be an end in itself, this has not merely
a relative worth, ie., value, but an intrinsic
worth, that is, dignity.

Now morality is the condition under which
alone a rational being can be an end in himself,
since by this alone is it possible that he should
be a legislating member in the kindom of ends.
Thus morality, and humanity as capable of it, is
that which alone has dignity. Skill and diligence
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since it did not originate as @ law from his own
will, but this will was according to a law obliged
by something else to act in a certain manner.
Now by this necessary consequence all the la-
bour spent in finding a supreme principle of
duty was jrrevocably lost. For men never elic-
ited duty, but only 2 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 command.
1 will therefore call this the principle of auon-
omy of the will, in contrast with every other
which I accordingly reckon - as heteronomy.l
" The conception of the will of every rational
being as one which must consider itself as giving
in all the maxims of its will universal laws, so
as to judge itself and its actions from this point
of view—this conception leads to another which
depends on it and is very fruitful, namely that
of a kingdom of ends.

By a kingdom T 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 rational 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.

For all rational beings comeé 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 sovereigh when,
while giving laws, he is not subject to the will
of any other.

A rational being must always regard himself
as giving laws either as member or 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-

1 [Cf. Critique of Practical Reason, D- 328.]
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in .lab(.)ur have a market value; wit, lively im-
agination, and humour, have fa.ncy, value; on
the other hand, fidelity to promises ben’evo-
lenc.e f}'orfl principle (not from instin’ct) have
an intrinsic worth. Neither nature nor ar,t con-
ta1n§ anytt}lng which in default of these it could
PUt in their place, for their worth consists not
in the effects which spring from them, not in
the use an(.i .advantage which they secure’ but in
the dl.sp051§10n of mind, that is, the ma);ims of
_the will which are ready to manifest themselves
in such actions, even though they should not
have the desired effect. These actions also need
no recqmmendation from any subjective taste
or sentiment, that they may be looked on with
1mn.1ed1ate- favour and satisfaction: they need
no 1mme'dlate propension or feeling for them;
thgy exhibit the will that performs them as ar;
object gf an immediate respect, and nothing but
reason is required to impose them on the will;
not.to flatter it into them, which, in the case o%
d.utles, would be a contradiction’. This estima-
tion tl.le-refo.re shows that the worth of such a
disposition is dignity, and places it infinitely
above all value, with which it cannot for a
Ir)netgltl‘ent be. l})lrought into comparison or com-
ion . e .
sanctioty_ without as it were violating its
What then is it which justifies virtue or the
mo‘rally good disposition, in making such loft
claims? It is nothing less than the privilege 1};
secures to the rational being of participating in
the giving of universal laws, by which it qugali-
fies him to be a member of a possible kingdom
of eﬁnds, a privilege to which he was alread
gﬁitsmﬁd bﬁ his own nature as being an end iz
elf and, on islating i inni
o o end:l.la;rz.zcgsnrté leg(lislatmg in the ginning, namely, with the conception of i
o e a’nd e as g;r s all ]aws.of unconditionally good. That wilfJ i ng N
physical ¥ give; nd o ﬁhg }t1 }(}5e only which good which cannot be evil—in osth(Z e
bl 1 syst,e and fmivéc 1115 maxims can whose maxim, if made a universal 1er A
belong fo o system of uni® is.a aw, to which  never contradict itself. This princi Iaw’ COUI'd
B e e ettt encent v:h 1tmshe1f. For n9th- its supreme law: “Act always on Slllpl‘f , then,.ls
e e o Ii)tself a ht' ﬁ Iaw‘ assigns  as thou canst at the same time will E g e o
worth of everything must for“;,hlact visrs}ig?:asttl)ls thiirisaill IaW,jl;l S e S0l CODdil?iOIf ir?;;;
o s I it ] hich a will can new ict 1
Earable wg;ltlltlyf, ;Illlgt tlllse'ctixvlotrlélcondltlona.l incom- such an imperative is (erittcag(r)lrtircﬁlcé' Itse“h; .
parable becon,ling expressmnre,fspect ;lone sup- lidi'ty of the will as a universal la‘w 1f[:)cre y e'\l;a-
D e ot hor tf e ?steem actions is analogous to the universal copOSSI' .
e e he b ot th a\étf, or it. Au- pf the existence of things by general law Dnef.on
ey oo vt ri ignity of hu- lcsatthe f;or;na.l notion of nature in genesr,avlv i;};
o and of every | re. o egorical imperative can al ’
of morality that b asv(;be;iS(;Icllt(;gg ghe principle . hI.Teleology considers nature as aszinzzo;prr essed
of moralty that have beer ; i}i are at bot- zf ;Castfxeriarfixf ?hpossible kingdom of ends as a ;inegxé%sgl
tom on) ; : : ae o e Very same theoretica.l n e first case, the .kmgdom of ends is a
, ench of tself involves the othor fwo a, adopted to explain what actually is. In

law, and each ) the latter it is a practical idea, ad i
2 ) 0 er it adopted t
’ er, a difference in them, but it that which is not yet, but which can be rgalt;;:égb;bgg:

conduct, namely, if it conforms to this idea
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is rather subjectively than objectively practicalS
intended r'lam(?ly to bring an idea of the reasm;
gea;er tg uﬁtultion (by means of a certain anal-
: ng};acaf d a%V::feby nearer to feeling. All maxims,
I A form, consisting in univ ity; i
.thls view the formula %)f the mf)rr%:ihitrifaézctli o
is expresse_:d thus, that the maxims must be Ze
chosen as if they were to serve as universal 1 .
of nature. e
2. A matter, namely, an end
formula‘ says that the rz’itional béix?g da? T: eistgz
Eand by its own nature and thereforé an end in
g(s)fllf]"m}l§t in every maxim serve as the condi-
tlon imiting all merely relative and arbitrary
. 3. A complete characterization of all maxims
by means of that formula, namely, that all max
ims ought b‘y their own ]egislation’ to harmoniz-
with a possible kingdom of ends as with a kin; (i
dom of naturel. There is a progress here in tlige
order .of t'he categories of unity of the form of
the will (1t§ universality), plurality of the mat-
ter (the objects, ie., the ends), and tofality of
t.he system of these. In forming our moral
judgement of actions, it is better to proceed al-
ways on the strict method and start from the
general for_mula of the categorical imperative:
4ct according to a maxim whick can at the sam.
time 7nake itself a universal law. If howevee
we wish to gain an ensrance for the ;nora] la .
it is very useful to bring one and the same av::
an under the three specified conceptions, and
t er.el.)y as far as possible to bring it near’
Intuition. o
We cannow end where we started at the be-
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mbers. Therefore every rat.ionzil being
?Iiu;l :o act as if he were by his maxims in ekv_ery
case a legislating member in thf: unwersal kllng-
dom of ends. The formal pnnc1pie of t e:e
maxims is: “So act as if thy maxim werle o
serve likewise as the universal law.(of al I'il-
tional beings).” A kingdom of‘ ends is thus only
possible on the analogy of a klngdonl of nature,
the former however only by maxims, lthat’ 1;
self-imposed rules, the latter only bY thfe a\;fs of .
efficient causes acting under necessitation ron;
without. Nevertheless, although .the systemfo
nature is looked upon as a macinne, ye't SO dar
as it has reference to rational beings as its in s:
it is given on this account the name of a 1n§
dom of nature. Now such a kingdom of ends
would be actually realized by. means of maximi
conforming to the canon which .the cate'gorlczi
imperative prescribes to ail r;tl;s)nil Rigﬁ;ﬁ zaf
ikewise. Now this end can be nothing they were .unzversall.y jollowetl.lallu f?)llows h 2
e lllferse- e ible ends, since this is  rational being, even if he punc y Nlows this
e sub]e_ct oLl posleible abs’olutely good maxim himself, cannot reckon uponnor orhers
also the subject O.f1 a po ot without contradic- being thenefore true to the sa:lrnft:, ey oot
e o camc;ther object. The prin-  that the kingdom of .nature and i Sith derly ar-
tl"OIll be“%osgz(zrifldrte(;:ilci, to every rational being rangementsbshal:ob;:s 13) lf]sxc;ngi :; th i as 2
Cthyeelf 2 ting member, T
(SIYSEH and oth?rS), that hg ir:ii}in?iziefl}’,’silsu;? fl(i wlfich he himself ‘contribute_s, the;this t(;ns;};
B oty sl idendi 1 with this, other: that it shall favour his expectation of happ )
Sordingly esSentlaily 1dlfiiltllicaat the same time, still that law: “Act according to'thf(:] ma:(z)lfmesnds
— oo its own aniver 11C v’alidity for every ra- a member 9f a mer.ely posm?le king oriirl1 of ends
involves its (,)’w o that ing means for every legislating in it univ.ersa.lly, remainst rcally
tional being. Foi that in o gb the condition force, inasmuch as it commands ca elg: : that.
e ShOU_ld il Inlammforyevery subject, And it is just in this that the parz}dox1 1esa,lture
i ho}dlilg t%iOOdaifeihilriz as that the funda- the mere dignity of man as a rational cre ,
this comes to the s 7 1 :
inciple of all maxims of action mus
{n)leertlltizlt It)llie su.il)aject of all ends, i.e., the ratlion:i
being himself, be never emplo'y?d me:e.ytin
means, but as the supreme cnndltion restric aﬁ
the use of all means, that is in every case as
ikewise.
en(Iitl follows incontestably that, tn whi:;te\];:
laws any rational being may be subject, he be
ing an end in himself must.be able to regect
himself as also legislating nmyer.sally in rgiiess
of these same laws, since it is just thish fness
of his maxims for universal legislation tha

ingui i in himself; also it fol- : it Lo
;Clngufﬁiets tlllili;1 i;sp??esei?slgignliiy (p,)rerogative) latter kingdom thereby ceased to be a mer
ows tha

i eality, then it would no
i i he must al- and acqnlred true r¢ wo
ek T his th§rlIc]:11 ftiilrrrligi’hzh;gini of view doubt gain the accession of fai::ri(:::;fi Is]ISJtrCmvg(,)rt;llilt
wiyshtake rIZisS lilii;}s{:elf and, likewise, every other by no means any increase o
which rega ,
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thus: Act on maxims which can at the same
time have for their object them:relves as unlz
versal laws of nature. Such then is the formu
of an absolutely good w1il. .

Rational nature is distinguished from. thei fresrg
of nature by this, that it sets before itse ad
end. This end would be the matter Olf el\;e:y. gc;(])a

il i i i f a will that is ab-

ill. But since in the 1df.:a of a -
:i)lutely good without being hlrlmted (lj)gr at:}y ncltl)lr;t

iti ini i that end) w
dition (of attaining this or
-\ai)sltrac(t wholly from every enci to be e?etqteg
(since this would make every VI;I'H only rtehz 1;1 d

i that in this case
ly good), it follows e et
‘must be conceived, not as an end to ]
Eiluts as an independently existing _end. (;onse
quently it is conceived only negntlvely, l.fi-;z 21115
that which we must never act aga:]nsdt andr\:1 ylcas,
me

therefore, must never be regarde

irli:elins but must in every volition be esteemed

b

tained thereby, in other words, respect for a
mere idea, should yet serve as an 1niiex1bie pfﬁ-
cept of the will, and that. it is precisely in t is
independence of the maxim on ali such springs
of action that its sublimity con51st_s; and 1th1s
this that makes every rational sub]qct wort }f'
to be a legislative member in the kingdom o

ends: for otherwise he would haye to be ct;]n-
ceived only as subject to the physical law of his
wants. And although we shonld suppose tde
kingdom of nature and the ki.ngdom of enhs
to be united under one sovereign, so that the

() 1 belng as law-—glvmg belngs (On Whlch IOI thlS SOle absolute iawglver mus. I‘l()tWIth-
rationa N

standing this, be always c.onceived as estirnatén%
the worth of rational beings only by theirh is
interested behaviour, as nre§cribed to tlem-
selves from that idea [the dignity of man] alore.

z In this way

ount they are calied' persons). | 2y
zcivorld of rational beings (mundus mtellzﬁg‘z
bilis) is possible as a kingdom of ends, and this
by virtue of the legislation proper to all persons

without any other end or advantage to be at- _
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The essence of things is not altered by their ex- tically must be capable of being cognized wholly
ternal relations, and that which, abstracting ¢ priori. This matter, however, does not belong
from these, alone Constitutes the absolute worth  to the present section. But that the principle of
of man, is also that by which he must be judged, autonomy in question is the sole principle of
whoever the judge may be, morals can be readily shown by mere analysis
Supreme Being. Morality, then, is the relation of the conceptions of morality. For by this
of actions to the autonomy of the will, that is, analysis we find that its principle musf be a
to the potentia] universal legislation by its max- Categorical imperative and that what this com.
ims. An action that Is consistent with the au-  mands is neither more nor less than this very
tonomy of the will is permitted; one that does autonomy, ’
not agree therewith is forbidden. A will whose : )
maxims necessarily coincide with the laws of Heteronomy . of thq W’” as the Sou_rce of all
autonomy is a koly will, good absolutely. The Spurious Principles of M orality
If the will seeks the law which is to determine
principle of autonomy (moral necessitation) is  jt anywhere else than in the fitness of its max-
obligation, This, then, cannot be applied to a  ims o be universal laws of itg own dictation,
i jecti necessity of actions consequently if it goes out of itself and-seeks
from obligation is called duzy. . this law in the character of any of its objects,
From what has just been said, it is easy to see there always results heteronomy. The wil] in
how it happens that, although the conception of  that cage does not give itself the law; but it is
duty implies subjection to the law, we yet as- given by the object through its relation to the
cribe a certain dignity and sublimity to the per-  will. Thig relation, whether it rests on inclina-
son who fulfils all his duties. There is not, in-  tion or on conceptions of reason, only admits of
deed, any sublimity in him, so far as he s sub-  hypothetical imperatives: “T ought to do some-

thing because 7 wish for Something else.” On
the contrary, the moral, and therefore categori-
cal, imperative says: “I ought to do so and so,
even though T shouyld not wish for anything
else.” E.g. the former says: “1 ought not to lie,
if T would retajn my reputation”; the latter
says: “I ought not to lie, although it should not
bring me the least discredit.” The latter there-
fore must so far abstract from g objects that
they shall have no influence on the will, in order
that practical reason (will) ‘may not be re-
stricted to administering an interest not belong-
ing to it, but may simply show its own com-
manding authority as the supreme legislation.
hus, e.g., I ought to endeavour tg promote the
happiness of others, not as if its realization
involved any concern of mine (whether by
immediate inclination or by any satisfaction
indirectly gained through reason), but simply
because a maxim which excludes jt cannot be

comprehended as g universal law in one and
the same volition, :

limity. We have also shown above that neither
fear nor inclination, but simply respect for the
law, is the spring which can give actions a moral
worth. Our own will, so far as we suppose it to
act only under the condition that its maxims are
Dotentially universal laws, this ideal will which
is possible to us is the proper object of respect;
and the dignity of humanity consists just in this
capacity of being universally legislative, though
with the condition that it is itself subject to this
same legislation,

The Avutonomy of the Will as the Supreme
Principle of M. orality

Autonomy of the will is that property of it
by which it is a law to itself (independently of
any property of the objects of volition). The
principle of autonomy then js: “Always so to
choose that the same volition shall comprehend
the maxims of our choice as a universa] law.”
We cannot prove that this practical rule is an
imperative, Le., that the will of every rational
being is necessarily bound to it as 5 condition,
by a mere analysis of the conceptions which oc-
cur in it, since it is a synthetica] proposition;
we must advance beyond the cognition .of the
objects to a critical examination of the subject,
that is, of the pureé practical reason, for this
synthetic proposition which commands apodeic-

Classification o f all Principles o f Morality
whick can be founded op the Con-
ception of Heteronomy

Here as elsewhere human reason in jts pure
use, so long as it was not critically examined,
has first tried al] possible wrong ways before it
succeeded in finding the one true way,

All principles which can be taken from thjs
point of view are either empirical or rational,
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The former, drawn from the principle of kappi-
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,!
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-

17 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 Hutcheson, 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 T 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-
cide 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 for 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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o.f_ private happiness, or by means of reason
directed tp objects of our possible volition gen-
erally, as in the principle of perfection, in either
case the will never determines itself immedi-
ately by the conception of the action but. only
by _the influence which the foreseen eff’ect of the
actlor{ has on the will; 7 ought to do Something
on this account, because I wish for something,
else; and_ here there must be yet anothér law
assumed in me as its subject, by which I neces-
sarlly will this other thing, and this law again
requires an imperative to restrict this maxim,
Fo_r the influence which the conception of an
ob]ec.t within the reach of our faculties can
exercise on the will of the subject, in conse-
quence of its natural properties, depénds on the
ne}turf:-of the subject, either the sensibility. (in-
clination and taste), or the understanding and
reason, the employment of which is by the pe-
cuI}ar constitution of their nature attended with
satisfaction. It follows that the law would be
proper_ly speaking, given by nature, and as,
such, it must be known and proved by ex;;eri-
ence and would consequently be contingent and
t_herefore incapable of being an apodeictic prac-
tical rule, such as the moral rule must be. Not
only s0, but it is inevitably only heteronomy ;
the will d?es not give itself the law, but is giver;
by a foreign impulse by means of a particular
natu‘ral constitution of the subject adapted to
receive it. An' absolutely good will then: the
prmcgple of which must be a cateéorical, im-
perative, will be indeterminate as regards all

THIRD §
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objects and will contain mer:
volition generally, and that as ;l?tlorﬁ)lfn fo:lzn t‘;f
to say, the capability of the maxims (})’% ety
good will to make themselves g universa] I:ver.y
li.tself the. only law which the will of ever w; -
tional being imposes on itself, without negdi: .
to assume any spring or interest as foundationg
Hoze{ .such a synthetical practical a. priori
proposition is possible, and why it is necessary
1S a problem whose solution does not lie within,
the bounds of the metaphysic of morals: and
we have not here affirmed jts truth muc}’l less
profe_ssed to have a proof of it in ’our power,
Wf: simply showed by the development of the:
universally received-notion of morality that an
aqtonf)my of the will is inevitably connected
with it, or rather is.its foundation, Whoever
then.holds morality to be anything real and not
a .chlmerical idea without any truth m’ust like-
wise admit the principle of it that’is here as-
signed. This section then, like the first, was
merely ana_lytical, Now to prove that mo’rality
1S no creation of the brain, which it cannot be
if the categorical imperative and with it the
-au‘ton.omy of the will is true, and as an g priors
vprlnc_lpl? absolutely necessary, this supposes the
possibility of a synthetic yse of pure practical
reason, which however we cannot venture on
w1.thout first giving a critjical examination of
this faculty of reason. In the concluding section
we shall g.rive.the principal. outlines of this criti-
cal examination as far as is sufficient for our
purpose,

ECTION

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

The Concept of Freedom is the Key that explains the Autonomy of the Will

THE will is a kind of causality belonging to liv-

ing beings in so far as they are rational and
freedom would be this property of such ce{usal-
ity Phat it can be efficient, independently of
forelgr} causes determining it; just as physical
nece.ssztj.; is the property that the causality of
all lrr_at'lonal beings has of being determined
to activity by the influence of foreign causes
) The preceding definition of freedom is nega-'
tz'v? and therefore unfruitful for the discovery
of its essence, but it leads to a positive concep-

.tion 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 is7
not a broperty of the will depending on physical
laws, yet it is not for that reason lawless; on
the contrary it must be a causality acting, ac-~
c?rdlng to immutable laws, but of a peculiar
P:md; otherwise a free will would be an absurd-
ity, _Physical necessity is a heteronomy of the
efﬁcxen_t causes, for every effect is possible only
according to this law, that something else de-
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reason in a practical point 9f view .real y rl:f)z1 s
that is to say, all laws which are 1nsepa§a }é
connected with freedom have the sa.meia ' c;zze
for him as if his will had been shown to1 e i
in itself by a proof theoretlc_ally conclusiv .
Now I affirm that we must .attnbut.e to every tr}al.
tional being which has 2 w111‘ that it has ﬁ!so'd :
idea of freedom and acts entirely under thisidea.

. i that
. : i h a being we conceive a reason
ical imperative and  For in suc : +o in reference to
the forms - (;f tl;enfsrt:lgi(t); Cso that a free will s practical, It\?at is, hasrfr?(l)ltsa;:)tsysilbnly conceive a
is the principle © ; and its objects. Now we canno .
and a will subject to moral laws are one reason consciously receiving 2 .blé"s g():tls afr;};
. i t to its judgements,
the same. . i the other quarter with respect to1 .
hen, of freedom o© : be the determina
'gn tgfal?t};’pf(:g:ts}llse,r twith’ its principle follows  then t? ?t S“}3(]:legcetlnvt:,,r(:;1 1rflota izr;tse own reason, but
will, m : tion. tion of its ] . i
i lysis of the concept ; d itself as the au
from it by mlertet e:r;:;, synthetic proposition;  to an lrr.lpulsg. I.t 1muisrtldreegl'jgdent ¢ foreign in-
However, the la J will is that whose max= thor of its principles p ol reason o a3
viz., 20 absolutgly g(zlo itself regarded as 2 uni- fluences. Consequently as Pr-ztl must regard itself
by alwa¥s lrtllc11'u :rtl)perty of its maxim can  the will of a r.atmnal be;gg lw T et 2 being
versal law; for this ; . as free, that is to say,
: alysing the concep ) . g ept under the
never fb . dli)c%‘{ﬁiz{iy tg)oihlnwiblil Now such syn- cannotf tf)e adwﬂl '?{1 i;t?dgzv:rrlns:tc tI})lerefore i a
tion ol an &2 sble in thisway:  idea of freedom. ! :
] o ) - : every 12
thetic l}))rotposml:gnsitaif; ;)I;lz’epé);:nec ted together practical point of view be ascribed to y
that the two ¢

by their union with a third in which they are tional being.

both to be found. The positive c:oncept ‘0{1 free-
dom furnishes this third co%mtlﬁ)n, v:};;g ) fcz;.}rlle
i i ena
ot as with physical causes, b€ A e
si i t of which we fin
sensible world (in the concept Of WA e find
joi t of something in rela
conjoined the concep i "
; ect). We cann
as cause to something else as effect). ot
t this third is to whic
now-at once show wha S h
i hich we have an 1dea
freedom points us and of w i ¢ have an 1CH2
iori ake intelligible how
@ priori, nor can we m o e
i to be legitima
oncept of freedom 1s shown t
i’rompprinciples of pure practical reason and
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termines the efficient cause to exert its caillllsag;
ity. What else then can freedom of thfet;zlve e
but autonomy, that is, the property o e
to be a law to itself? But the pr9p051t},()n.1 he
will is in every action a law to itself, }i)n zrn e
presses the principie: “Tolagthoar; :(; Sota nerobject
i ich can als )

?tzei?a; ;hiixi:fv:rlscal law.” Now this is precisely

Of the Interest attaching to the Ideas
of Morality

We have finally reduced the definite con%?-
tion of morality to the idea of freedom. t\115-
latter, however, We could not prove to be acna_
ally a property of oursFlves or of humanoSed
ture; only we saw that it m.ust be pre.supli ed
if we would conceive a bc?mg as rational a
conscious of its causality in respect of its ac-
tions, i.e., as endowed with a will; and so we
find ,that on just the same grounc}s we must z\.s(-1
cribe to every being endow.eq w1'th reason an
will this attribute of dete(;‘mmmg itself to action
idea of its freedom. .
undNe(:thii resulted also from the presupposnllon
of these ideas that we became aware 9f a law
that the subjective principles of action, 1}.1e.,
maxims, must always be so assume‘zd that t e}i
can also hold as objective, ‘that is, umv;arsa
principles, and so serve as universal laws ob f)urt
own dictation. But why then shoulq 1 subjec
myself to this principle anq that 51rr}p1}ilasthat
rational being, thus also subjecting to it all o

with it the possibility of a categorical impera-

tive: but some further preparation is required.
3

Property of
m must be presupposed asal
Ereedo the Will of all Rational Beings

1t is not enough to predicate f?eedom of ourt
own will, from whatever reason, if we have nof
sufﬁcien{ grounds for predicating the same oa
(all rational beings. For as morality serves as
law for us only because we are ratz.onal bezggs,
it must also hold for all rational beings; an a:
it must be deduced simply fror}rll thefz pr(é;())frrlty;lzo
i hown that iree
freedom, it must be sho ] : X
1 beings. It is no

i roperty of all rationa :

tasn:ugh It)hen, to prove it from cert?.m _suppo;efl
‘experie,nces of human nature {which indee 12 e
quite impossible, and it can 0{11}{) tl)e Shot?:he oreﬁa}l foay ilﬁgﬁ;‘hihioggl:guls provi

jori e must show that it belongs 10 Ooce: Tot even :
Prﬁ\cg;’b&t :{1 rational beings endowed with 2 ?gexz:l%f freedom is bound by the same laws that would
ac ; i
i hat cannot act €x

will. Now 1 say every being that ca

-th:pt under the idea of freedom is just for that

i ing freedom merely as
1 ¢ this method of_ assuming fre . :
an i%i:ad(v)?hich rational beings suppose In their actions,

in order to avoid the necessity of proving it'in its the- -
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er being endowed with reason? I will allow that
no interest #rges me to this, for that would not
give a categorical imperative, but I must ¢ake
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 different kind,
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 is 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 net 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
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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 terms).

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 @ 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-
tion has 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
admit that as they can never be known to us ex-~
cept as they affect us, we can come no-nearer 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
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of the sensuous impressions %n .variou§ observ-
ers, while the second which is its basis always
remains the same, Even as to hlrpst’:lf, a man
cannot pretend to know what h(? is in himself
from the knowledge he has by internal sensa-
tion. For as he does not as it were create him-
self, and does not come b_y. the copceptlon Iof
himself a priori but empm?ally, it naturally
follows that he can obtain his knowledge even
of himself only by the inner sense and, conse-
quently, only through the appearances of his na-
ture and the way in which his consciousness is
affected. At the same time beyond these charac-
teristics of his own subject, made up of mere
appearances, he must necessarily suppose soll;mi-
thing else as their basis, namely, his ego, w. at-
ever its characteristics in itself may be. :I‘!ms in
respect to mere perception and recept1v1ty.of
sensations he must reckon himself as belonging
to the world of sense; but in r;spt?ct ?f what-
ever there may be of pure activity m.hlm (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 furtl?er knowledge.
To such a conclusion the reflecting man must
come with respect to all the things which can .be
presented to him: it is probably to be met with
even in persons of the commonest understaqd-
ing, who, as is well known, are very much in-
clir;ed to suppose behind the objects ?f the
senses something else invisible and acting of
itself. They spoil it, howeve.r, by pres.ently sen-
sualizing this invisible again; thaf: is to say,
wanting to make it an ob]ecj; of 1nt.u1t10n, SO
that they do not become a whit the wiser.

Now man really finds in himself a faculty .by
which he distinguishes himself from every!:hlng
else, even from himself as affected by ob]egts,
and that is reason. This being pure spor}tanelty
is even elevated above the under{tandmg. For
although the latter is a spontaneity ?,nd does
not, like sense, merely. contain intuitions that
aris’e when we are affected by things (and are
therefore passive), yet it cannqt produce from
its activity any other conceptions thz}r} those
which merely serve to bring the intuitions of
sense under rules and, thereby, to unite them
in one consciousness, and without this use of'the
sensibility it could not think at all; whereas? on
the contrary, reason shows so pure a spontaneity
in the case of what I call ideas [ideal concep-
tions] that it thereby far trar}scends eve_r}{thlpg
that the sensibility can give lt,‘ a{]d eg:hl.blts its
most important function in »dlstmgulsl}mg the
world of 'sense from that of understanding; and
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thereby prescribing the limits of the under-
standing itself. i L
For this reason a rational being must r.egard
himself gua intelligence (not from the 51de of
his lower faculties) as belonging not to the world
of sense, but to that of understandl'ng; hence
he has two points of view from which he can
regard himself, and recognise laws of the exer-
cise of his faculties, and consequently of all his
actions: first, so far as he belon'gs to the world
of sense, he finds himself subject to lasz of
nature (heteronomy) ; secondly, as bel'ongmg.to
the intelligible world, under law§ 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 can never con-
ceive the causality of his own will otherwise
than on condition of the idea of freedom, for
independence of the determinate causes of the
sensible world (an independence which reason
must always ascribe to itself) is freedom. Now
the idea of freedom is inseparably cor.mect(?d
with the conception of autonomy, and .thlS again
with the universal principle of morgxhty which
is ideally the foundation of all actions of ra-
tional beings, just as the law of nature is of all
henomena. .
b ;Iow the suspicion is removed whic'h we ralse:d
above, that there was a latent circle involved in
our reasoning from freedom to autonomy, aqd
from this to the moral law, viz.: that we laid
down the idea of freedom because ?f the n}oral
law only that we might afterwards in turn infer
the latter from freedom, and that coqsequently
we could assign no reason at all for tl‘ns laYv, but
could only [present] it as a petitio principii
which well disposed minds would gladly concede
to us, but which we could never put forward as
a provable proposition. For now we see that,
when we conceive ourselves as free, we trfmsfer
ourselves into the world of understanding as
members of it and recognise the autonomy of
the will with its consequence, morality;'whe'are-
as, if we conceive ourselves as under obligation,
we consider ourselves as belonging to the world
of sense and at the same time to the world of
understanding.

How is a Categorical Imperative Possible?
Every rational being reckons himself gua 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 caqsa.l-
ity a will. On the othet side he is also conscious
of himself as a part 6f the world of sense in
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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 T were only a
part of the world of sense, they would neces-

sarily be assumed to conform wholly to the
natural law of desires and inch'nations, in other
words, to the heteronomy of nature, (The for-
mer would rest on morality as the supremnie 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 lows 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 50, 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 [aw
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 them as duties.

And thus what makes categorical imperatives
possible is this, that the idea of freedom makes
me a member of an intelligible world, in con-
sequence of which, if I were nothing else, all
my actions would always conform to the auton-
omy of the will; but as T 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 ¢ priori proposition,
inasmuch as besides my will as affected by sen-
sible desires there 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
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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 burpose, 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 hig desires, nor any position

which would satisfy any of his actual or sup-
posable inclinations (for this would destroy the
bre-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 3
member of the world of the understanding, to
which he is involuntarily forced by the idea of
freedom, ie., 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 dll 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 kave not been done, However, this free-
dom is not a conception of experience, nor can
it be so, since it stil] remains, even though ex-
perience shows the contrary of what on suppo-
sition of freedom are conceived as its necessary
consequences. On the other side it is equally
nhecessary 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-
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quently of a priori cognition. But this concep-
tion of a system of nature is copﬁrrped by ex-
perience; and it must even b}e inevitably pre-
supposed if experience itself is to be pps&ble,
that is, a connected knowledge of the objects of
sense resting on general laws. The.refore? frsee-
dom is only an idea of reason, and its objective
reality in itself is doubtful; Wh.lle nature is a
concept of the understanding wlych proves, and
must necessarily prove, its reality in examples
of experience. )

There arises from this a dialectic of reason,
since the freedom attributed to the will appears
to contradict the necessity of nature, and plac'ed
between these two ways reason for speculatz-'ve
purposes finds the road of physical pecessny
much more beaten and more approprlate than
that of freedom; yet for practical purposes the
narrow footpath of freedom is the only one on
which it is possible to make use of reason in our
conduct; hence it is just as impossible for the
subtlest philosophy as for the commoqest rea-
son of men to argue away freedom. Ph110§ophy
must then assume that no real contradlct.lon
will be found between freedon} and pl}ysmal
necessity of the same human actions, for it can-
not give up the conception of nature any more
than that of freedom.

Nevertheless, even though we sh(?uld never
be able to comprehend how freedom is possible,
we must at least remove this apparent‘ con-
tradiction in a convincing manner. Fo.r if the
thought of freedom contradicts elthqr itself or
nature, which is equally necessary, it must in
competition with physical necessity be entirely
gwIetnv:rlguld, however, be impossible to escape
this contradiction if the thinking .sub]ec.t,
which seems to itself free, conceived 1tself'm
the same sense or in the very same relation
when it calls itself free as when in respect‘of the
same action it assumes itself to be §ub]ect to
the law of nature. Hence it is an indispensable
problem of speculative philosoph}" to show that
its illusion respecting the contradiction rests on
this. that we think of man in 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 caz both these very
well co-exist, but that both must be though't as
necessarily united in the same subject, since
otherwise no reason could be given why we

should burden reason with an idea which, though

it may possibly without contradiction be recon-
ciled with another that is sufficiently established,
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yet entangles us in a perplexity which sorely
embarrasses reason in its theoretic employmept.
This duty, however, belongs only to speculatfve
philosophy. The philosopher then has no option
whether he will remove the apparent contradic-
tion or leave it untouched; for in the latter case
the theory respecting this would be bonum va-
cans, into the possession of which the fatalist
would have a right to enter and chase all n}oral_-
ity out of its supposed domain as occupying it
without title. .

We cannot however as yet say that we are
touching the bounds of practical philosophy.
For the settlement of that controversy does 1}0t
belong to it; it only demands from spect{latlve
reason that it should put an end to the discord
in which it entangles itself in theoretical ques-
tions. so that practical reason may have .rest
and security from external attacks which mlght
make the ground debatable on which it desires
to build.

The claims to freedom of will made even by
common reason are founded on the conscious-
ness and the admitted supposition that reason
is independent of merely subjectively deter-
mined causes which together constitute what be-
longs to sensation only and which consequept}y
come under the general designation of sensibil-
ity. Man considering himself in this way as an
intelligence places himself thereby in a dlfft?rt?nt
order of things and in a relation to determining
grounds of a wholly different kind when on the

one hand he thinks of himself as an intelligence
endowed with a will, and consequently with
causality, and when on the other he perceives
himself as a phenomenon in the world of sense
(as he really is also), and affirms that his causal-
ity is subject to external determination 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 not tl{e
smallest contradiction in saying that a thing in
appearance (belonging to the world of sense) is

subject to certain laws, of which the very same

as a thing or being in itself is independent, aqd
that he must conceive and think of himself in
this twofold way, rests as to the first on the
consciousness of himself as an object affected
through the senses, and as to the second on .the
consciousness of himself as an intelligence, 1.,
as independent on sensible: impressions in the
employment of his reason (in other .words as
belonging to the world of understanding).
Hence it comes to pass that man claims the
possession of a will which takes no account of
anything that comes under the head of 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 will 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 enter
it by intuition or sensation. The former 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-

telligible 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 kow pure reason can be
practical, which would be exactly the same
problem as to explain kow 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 gua 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.

285,
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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! 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 ¢ 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 as ¢ 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 by 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, as 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 T 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
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p-ri{l_ciple of motives taken from the field of sen-
sibility; ﬁ'xjng its limits and showing that it does
not contain all in all within itself, but that there
Is more beyond it; but this something more T
kn.ov&: no further. Of pure reason which frames
this ideal, there remains after the abstraction
of all matter, ie., knowledge of objects, nothing
bu_t the form, namely, the practical law of the
ur}lversality of the maxims, and in conformity
with this conception of reason in reference to a
pure world of understanding as a possible effi-
clent cause, that is a cause determining the will
There must here be a total absence of. springs :
unless t‘his idea of an inteligible world is itsel%
the spring, or that in which reason primarily
_takes an 1nterest; but to make this intelligible
Is precisely the problem that we cannot solve
) H?re now is the extreme limit of aj] morai
Inquiry, and it is of great importance to deter-
mine it even on this account, in erder that rea-
son may not on the one hand, to the prejudice
of morals, seek about in the world of sense for
t?le supreme motive and an interest comprehen-
§1ble but empirical; and on the other hand, that
1t may not impotently flap its wings withotit be-
Ing able to move in the (for it) empty space
of Frgnscendent 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
understanding 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 threshold, useful, namely, to pro-
duce in us 2 lively interest in the morél law by
means of the nable ideal of a universal kingdom
of ends in themselves (rational beings), to which
we can belong as members then only’when we
garefully conduct ourselves according to the max-
ims of freedom as if they were laws of nature,
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Concluding Remark

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 of the actions of a rati(;nal being
as such. Now it is an essential principle of rea-
son, howeV(.er employed, to push its knowledge
to & consclousness of its necessity (without
yvhlch 1t would not be rational knowledge). It
is, however, an equally essential restriction of
the Same reason that it can neither discern the
necessity of what is or what happens, nor of
what ought to happen, unless a conditio;l is sup-
posed on which it is or happens or ought to hap-
.pen..In this way, however, by the constant

1nqu1ry.for the condition, the satisfaction of
reason s only further and further postponed.
Hence it unceasingly seeks the unconditionally
necessary and finds itself forced to assume it
although without any means of making it com-,
prehepsible to itself, happy enough if only jt
can dlSC(?Ver a conception which agrees-with this
assumption. It is therefore no fault in our de-
duction of the supreme principle of morality.

but an (?bjection that should be made to human’
reason in general, that it cannot enable us to
conceive the absolute necessity of an uncondi-
tlona! practical law (such as the categorical im-
berative must be). It cannot be blamed for re-
fusmg 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

we do not comprehend the practical uncondi-

tional necessity of the moral imperative, we yet

comprehend its incomprehensibility and this is
all .that can be fairly demanded of a’ philosophy
whlch. strives to carry its principles up to the
very limit of human reason,




. it i kot S o e i

FPTPPCUTTVOURTN

The Critique of Pure Reason

The Critique of Practical Reason
AND OTHER ETHICAL TREATISES

The Critique of Judgement

BY IMMANUEL KANT

WiLrLiaM Benton, Publisher

ENCYCLOPADIA BRITANNICA, INC.

CHICAGO - LONDON - TORONTO

\AAR4 .4 das




§

The Critique of Practical Reason, Fundamental Principles of the Meta-
physic of Morals, and Preface and Introduction to the M etaphysical
Elements of Ethics, With o Note on Conscience, are reprinted from
Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason and Other Works on the Theory of

Ethics, published by LoneMaNs, GREEN & Co., New York and London, k

by permission of the Executors of the translator, Thomas Kingsmill
Abbott. '

General Introduction to the M etaphysic of Morals and The Science of

Right, translated by W. Hastie, are reprinted by arrangement with T. &
- T. CLaArx, Edinburgh.

T}fe Critique of Judgement, translated by James Creed Meredith, is re-
printed by arrangement with Oxrorp UNIvERSITY PRESS.

COPYRIGHT IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 1952,
BY ENCYCLOPZDIA BRITANNICA, INC.

COPYRIGHT I952. COPYRIGHT UNDER INTERNATIONAL COPYRIGHT UNION BY

- ENCYCLOPZDIA BRITANNICA, INC, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED UNDER PAN AMERICAN

COPYRIGHT CONVENTIONS BY ENCYCLOPAZDIA BRITANNICA, INC,

BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE

IMmMANUEL KANT, 17241804

KANT was born at Konigsberg in East Prussia
on April 22, 1724, His father, a saddler in the
city, was descended from 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-

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 only aca-
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



