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THISvolume contains the whole of Rant’s works on
the General Theory of Ethics. It consists of four
parts :I. A complete translation of the Grundlegung zur
Metaphysik de Sitten. This work was first published
in 1785.

11. A complete translation of the Kritik der Praktischen TGrnunfi (first published in 1788).

111. A translation of the General Introduction to
the Metaphysical Elenzents of Moral Philosophy (Betaphysische Aifaizgsgriinde der Sittenlehre), and of the
Preface and Introduction t o the Metaphysical Elements
of Ethics (Metaph. Anfanysgruizde der Tugendlehre).
IV. The first portion of Die ReZGion innerhalb der
Grenzen der blossen Trernunft,’ otherwise named Philosophische Religionslehre. This portion was first published
I. e. “Religion, so far as it lies Tithin the limits of Reason
alone”; not ‘LpureReason,” as some German, and perhaps a11 English,
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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE.

by Rant himself separately (in 17921, and it appea,rs
to me to be indispensable t o a complete view of Kant’s
Ethics. The remainder of the work (first edition,
1793) does not come within the sphere of Ethics
proper.

I have added, in an appendix, a translation of
Kant’s essay- Ue6er ein vernzeiiztes Recht uus MenschenZie6e zu Zugen (1797): Weyke, ed. Rose&., vol. vii.,
which is interesting as throwing further light on
Kant’s application of his principles.
The first of these treatises and half of the second
were translated by Mr. Semple (Edinburgh, 1836 ;
repi-inted 1869) i n connexion with the greater part
of the Metuphysik der Siften (which is concerned with
the discussion of particular virtues and vices). Mr.
Semple has also translated (in a distinct volume) the
Religion u. s. w.
The edition which I have used is that of Kant’s
whole works, by Rosenkranz and Schubert, vol. viii.
of which contains the Grundlegung and the Kritik, a,nd
vol. x. the Religion. For convenience of reference to
the original, I have given at the top of each page the
corresponding pages of Roseiikraiiz’ edition. It is not
writers on the history of philosophy hare it. Emt himself, indeed,
writes “reiner” in one place (p. 60, note); but this is, doubtless, a
slip, if not a printer’s error. Slips of the s m e kind are frequent, as
my footnotes show.
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very accurately printed; and, where the errors are
.obvious, I have silently corrected them ; others I have
noticed in foot-notes. Many of these errors seem .to
have been handed down through all editions from the
first. Hartenstein’s edition is more carefully revised,
aud I have referred to it and to Kirchmann’s in cases
of doubt. Rant’s grammatical errors, partly provincialisms, partly due t o his age, are usually corrected
by Hartenstein, but silently, which is a somewhat
questionable proceeding in an editor. Amongst these
errors are: uncertainty in the use of the indicative
and conjunctive ; ‘‘ an almost thoroughgoing misuse
of prepositions ” (Hartenstein), and irregularities in
the gender of substantives. His use of “ v o r ” for
r‘fii”’ has been generally corrected by editors: where
‘‘ vor ” remains, the reader must remember that its
retention is a matter of judgment.

I have to express my obligation to Professor Selss
for his kindness in rev;sing the proofs, and for many
valuable suggestions.

The Memoir prefixed will, it is hoped, prove
i nt e r e s h g .
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PREFACE T O F O U R T H EDITION.

INthis edition some corrections have been made.
The Portrait prefixed is from a photograph of an
oil-painting in the possession of Grafe and Unzer,
booksellers, of Etinigsberg. It is inferior, as a work
of art, to the portrait engraved in the former edition ;
but as it represents E a n t in the vigour of his age,
and, unlike the former, has never appeared in any
book, readers will probably be pleased with the substitution. I possess also a copy of a rare full-length
silhouette, photographic copies of which can be
supplied.

My notes are in square brackets.

PREFACE T O FIFTH EDITION.
I

added to this edition a reproduction of t h e
silhouette above mentioned.
HAVE
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DIEMOIR OF K A N T .

IMMANUEL
KANTmas born in Konigsberg on the 22nd
of L4pri1, 1724, thirteen years after Hume, and fourteen after Reid. His family was of Scottish origin,
his grandfather having been one of the many Scotchmen who emigrated from Scotland at the end of the
seventeenth century, sollie settling in Prussia, and
some in Sveden; aiid he is said t o have been himself the first to change tlie spelling of the iiame from
Cant, which he did ia order to avoid the mispronunciation Zant. His father was a saddler in modest, if
not humble, circumstances. Both pareiits were persons
of simple aiid sincere piety. Kant himself, although
he did not sympathize with their religious views, bears
the strongest testimony t o the practical cflect of their
religion 011 their life. “Although,” said he, speaking
warmly, L L the religious ideas of that time, and the
notions of what was called virtue and piety were far
from being distinct aiid satisfactory, yet such persons
had the root of the matter i n them. Let men decry
pietism as they may, the people who were i n earnest
with it were honourably distinguished. They pos‘
sessed the highest that man can possess-that calm,
: that serenity, that inward peace which is not disI turbed by any passion. No trouble, no persecution

xiv
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dismayed them ; no contest had the power to stir
them up t o anger or hostility: in a word, even the
mere observer was involuntarily compelled to respect
them. I still remember,” added he, (‘how a quarrel
once broke out between the harnessmakers and the
saddlers about their respective privileges. My father
suffered considerably ; nevertheless, even in conversation amongst his o m faniily he spoke about this quarrel
with such forbearance and love towards his opponents,
and with such firm trust in Providence, that although
I was then only a boy, I shall never forget it,” Of
his mother, especially, he ever retained a tender and
grateful meinory, saying, ‘‘ I shall never forget m y
mother, for she planted and fostered the first germ
of good in me : she opened my heart t o the impressions of nature! she awoke and enlarged my thoughts,
and her teaching has a,lwaye had an enduring and
wliolesome influence on my life.” She died when he
was only thirteen, and even in his later years he could
scarcely restrain his emotion, when he related to his
intimate friends how she had sacrificed her own life
through her devotion to a friend.’ Kant strongly resembled his mother in features and in his singularly
contracted chest.
1 The circumstances are worth recording here: ‘Illis friend had
fallen into a fevcr in consequence of being abandoned by her betrothed
lover, to whom she was deeply attached. She could not be induced
to swallow the nauseous draughts prescribed f o r her, and Kant’s
mother, who nursed her, haying failed in her attempt at persuasion,
thought t o succeed by setting the example of taking the medicine
herself. When she had done so, she as seized with nausea and
shivering, and at the same time observing spots on her friend’a body,
which she took for fever-spots or pctechiq her imagination was
excited, thinking that she had caught the infcction. She was seized
with fever the same day, and died a few d a y after.
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At ten pears of age Kant was sent t o the Collegium
Fridericianum, where he continued for seven years.
Here he applied himself chiefly t o classical studies,
and learned to write Latin with ease and fluency.
Of Greek he does not seem to have ever read much.
Amongst his schoolfellows mas Darid Ruhnken,
and these two, with a third, named Kunde, read their
favourite authors together and laid their plans for the
future, all three proposing t o devote themselves to
classical literature. Ruhnkcn actually attained high
distinctioii i n this field. At the age of sixteen Kant
passed to the University, where he applied himself
chiefly to niatheniatics and philosophy, the instruction in his favourite subject, the ancient classics, being
inadequate. R e had entered himself as a theological
student, and, as was then the practice with such
students in Prussia, he occasionally preached in tlie
neighbouring churches. Indeed, h e had completed his
theological course when he finally .are up that line of
study. No doubt his tastes had been long turning in
a different direction ; but the immediate cause of his
decision seems to have been the failure of his application for a subordinate post in a school, such posts
being usually the first step to ecclesiastical appointmen t s.
During the latter part of his residence at the Uiiiversity he had been obliged to eke out his scanty
means by giving instruction in classics, mathematics,
and natural philosophy to some of his fellow-students,
for whoni the lectures of the professors were too difficult ; but the little that he could earn in this way mas
insufficient for his support, when by his father’s death
(1746) he was thrown altogether on his own resources.

x vi
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He therefore sought and obtained employment as a
resident tutor in families of distinction. He was thus
engaged for nine years, and, according t o his own candid confession in later years, there was hardly ever a
tutor with a better theory or a worse practice. However that may be, he certaiiily gained the affection of
his pupils, and the respect of their parents. At the
beginning of this period hc published his first workan Essay on the estimation of vis viva ; and towards
the end of it his second-a briel discussioii of the
question whether the length of the day lias undergone
any change, a question which had been proposed by
the Berlin Academy as the subject for a prize essay.
Kant argues that the tides must have tlie effect of
retarding the earth’s rotation, and he enters into a
rough calculation of the amount of this retardation,
his first step t o a conjectural approximation being an
estimate of the effect of the impulse of tlie water 011
the whole east coast of the American continent. His
suggestion was sound’ and sagacious ; but he overrated
vastly the amount of the effect. He inferred that the
day had lengthened by about 1;‘ in two thousand
years. Accordiiig t o Delauiiay, tlie actual amount of
retardation is lS in 200,000 years. This result is based
on historical facts (the record of eclipses). Kaiit’s was
a purely physical calculation, and for this he did not
See an essay b-j the present writer on the Theory of the Tides
in the Philosophical iU.qaziiie, January, 1870 ; February, 1 8 7 1 ; and
January, 1 8 i 2 ; and in the Quarterly Jozirnab of Xatlteinatics, Xarch,
1872; and on the amount of the retardation, Hcrnzaihe~~a,1882.
(These essays ham now been published in a colume.) Kant subsequently thought of mother cause, which might operate in the opposite direction, ciz. the condensation of the interior parts of the earth.
He did not, however, publish the suggestion.

a

c

possess sufficient data. On account of this inevitable
lack of precision, he did not offer his essay in conipetition for the prize.
The same essay contained another very remarkable suggestion in explanation of the fact, that the
moon always presents the same face t o the earth. In
fact, if the moon were originally iii a fluid state, the
tides produced in it by the earth (which would be very
great) mould similarly retard its rotation until the fluid
surface attained a position of equilibriuni relatively to
the earth, i. e. until the moon rotated round its axis
in the same time that it revolved round the earth.
This speculation has been recently brought forward
as novel.
T h e conjecture as to the moon’s original fluidity
was n o isolated one in Iiant’s mind ; on the coiitrarj-,
he speaks of it as part of a general theory of the
Leavais, which he was about to publish. In the following year (1755), accordingly, he published (anoiiymously) an important work of about 200 p a p , entitled, A Geiieral Theory ?f the Heavens; or, Essrry o n fhe
Mecl~ccniccrl Origin of the 8tructui.e of the Uhiuei’se, O I L the
Ps.inc+les oj’liezcion. This work is ail elaborate espositioii of the Nebular Theory, commonly called by the
name of Laplace, although Laplace’s rS‘y~t2nzedu Xoolide
was not publislied till forty years latcr (1’796). The
only considerable differences are, first, that Laplace
supposes tlie condensation of the diffused iiiatter to be
tlie result of cooling ; and, secondly, that he postulates
ai1 origiiial movement of rotation ; whereas ICaiit
thought he could account for both condensation and
rotation from the two elemcntary forces of attraction
and repulsion. It is not easy to say whether Laplace
b
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was aware of Rant’s priority. He asserts, indeed, that
he was not aware of any theory except Buffon’s (a
rather exhayagant one); but then Laplace never did
acknowledge that he borrowed anything from anybody
else. Even when he used the mathematical discoveries
of contemporary Frenchmen, he introduces them as if
they were his own; how much more if he adopted a
suggestion of an anonymous German philosopher. If
he really did calculate o n the ignorance of his reader,
the event has justified his expectation ; f o r even those
writers who mention Iiant’s priority speak as if E a n t
had ruercly thrown out a hint, while Laplace had
developed a theory; whereas, in fact, Kant wrote a
treatise on the subject, a i d Laplace only a few pages.?
Kant hegins by defending his attempt agaiiist the
possible objections of those who might regard it as an
endeavour t o dispense with the necessity f o r a Divine
Aut,hor. Such persons, he says, appear t o suppose
that nature, left to its own lams, would produce only
disorder, and that the adaptations me admire indicate
the interference of a compelling hand, as if nature
were a rebellious subject that could be reduced t o
order only by com~~ulsion,
or else mere an iiidependent principle, whose properties are uncaused, and
which God strives t o reduce into the plan of His purposes. But, answers he, if the general laws of mstt,er
are themselves a result of supreme wisdom, must they
not be fitted to carry out its mise design? I n fact,
I do not suppose it likely that Laplace should hare seen Pant’s
anonymous hook, but it must be rememberctl that Eant mentioned
his theory in several publications, and probably rcferred t o it in his

lectures.
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we have liere a powerful weapon in aid of Theism.
When we trace certain beneficial effects to the regular
working of the l a m of nature, we see that these effects
are not produced b y chance, but that these lams can
work in no other may. But if the nature of things
were independent and neceksary, what an astounding
accident, or rather what an impossibility, would it not
be that they sliould fit togetlier just as a wise and
good choice mould have made then1 fit ! As this applies to such reasoning in general, so it applies also to
the preseiit undertaking. We shall find that matter
had certain laws iniposed on it, by virtue of which it
necessarily produced the finest combinations. That
there is a God is proved even by this, that Xature.
c-reii in chaos, could oiily proceed with regularity and
order.
He proceeds to work out in detail tlie problem
of the formation of the planets out of the originally
diffused matter, taking into consideration the eccentricities, inclinations, &c. , of the planets, the rings
of Saturn, the satellites, the comets. It is noticeable
that be does not, like Laplace, regard the rings of
Saturn as an illustration of his theory. On account
of their large inclination to the ecliptic (28'1, he
I thought it necessary t,o assign t o tlieni a different
! origin. His hypothesis was, that they were pro. duced by emanations from the planet itself, and
; he showed further (as Laplace afterwards did)
1 that the ring must have a movement of rotation,
: and that in consequeiice of the different, velocities
4 beloiiging to different distances from the planet, its
stability required that it sliould consist of several
; distinct rings. This conjecture, or rather deduction,
"

b2

xx

MEMOIR O F I i A K T .

has been verified. H e also conjectured, as a result of
his hypothesis regarding the forniation of the ring,
that the greatest velocity of rotation of particles of the
inner ring would be the same as that of the planet’s
equator. From this consideration, combined with the
assumption that the ring conforms to Hepler’s third
law, he deduced the time of the planet’s rotation. H e R
drew particular attention to this as the first prediction
of the kind. His deduction, however, has not been
verified. Saturn’s time of rotation is nearly double
what it ought to be on Kant’s theory.' Another conj ecture of his, subsequently verified, was, that there
are planets beyond Saturn. Later, he conjectured also
the existence of a planet between Mam and Jupiter.?
Kant then extends his view to the sidereal system.
H e states that the first to suggest to him that the fixed
stars constituted a system was Wright, of D u r h a i i ~ ~
ICant develops this conception. If gravitation is a
Kant assumed too hnstilg- that TLqilcr’s third lam applies t o the
particles of the ring, vhich aluouuts t o supliosiug tlrnt thcir mutual
clistorbanccs are ncgligihle. Yet, considering the form of the rings,
this i s not a riolent hypothesis.
P l y . Geogr., p. 4-19.
3 Wright’s work was entitled, h
a Originnl Theory ;or, a Nca Dyp
thesis of t h e o i i i c c r s e j h d c d 091 the Lacs of A’ature. By Thomaswright,
of Durham. London, 1750. It is singular that the spcculations of
this ingenious and original miter ham been samd fiom obli-rion in
liis own country by Kmt, mho -as indebted for his knowledge of
them t o a German periodical. Prof. De Norgan has described Wright’s
work at some length in the Philosophl‘cal dlagaiiae for April, 1848 ;
but De Xorgau’s attention v a s drawn t o it by Arago’s noticc in the
Amzinl‘rc f o r 161.1 ; and -hago, who had not seen the book, only kncw
it through Kant’s rcfcrcnce. Thcre is an account of Wright in the
G e ~ i t Z o ~ i nillaym‘itc,
i~’~
p. 1793, rol. 63.

i.
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universal property of matter, we caiinot suppose the
sun’s attractive force limited to our system ; but if it
extends to the iiearest fixed star, and if the fixed stars,
like suns, cxercise a siinilar force around them, then
tliey would, sooner or later, fall together if not prevented (like the planets) by a centrifugal force.
Hence we may conclude that all the stars of the
firmameiit have their own orbital motion. If we coilceive our planetary srstem multiplied a thousand-fold,
a i d the several bodies i n it to be self-luminous, the
appearance, as seen from the earth, mould resemble
t’lint of the Milky Way. The form of the heaven of
tlic fixed stars then is in great an effect of the same
s!,stematic arrangement as our system in little ; our
sun with the other stars are, in short, the plaiiets of
a raster system, which is, in fact, the Nilky Way.‘
There may be many such systems, and some of these
may appear t o us as nebulz, and these being seen
obliquely would present an elliptic form. The Milky
Way seen from a mfficient distance would appear
like one of these elliptic n e b u l z But these’ systems,
again, may be mutually related, and coiistitute t,ogether a still n i x e immeasurable system. This opens
to us a view into tlie infinite field of creation, and
: gives us a coiiception of the work of God suitable to
thc iiifiiiity of the great Creator. If the magnitude
of a planetary system in which the earth is as a grain
of sand fills our uiiderstaudiiig with woiider, with
j what amazenieiit are we seized when v e coiisider the
, vast multitude of worlds and systems which constitute
This suggestion of Iiant’s anticipated Lambert’s similar
’

tioil by
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the Milky Way ; and how is this amazement increased
again when we learn that all these immeasurable star
systems are in their turn only a unit in a number
whose limit we know not, and which is perhaps a s
inconceirably great as the former, while it is itself
the unit of a new combination.’ There is here a
veritable abyss of immensity in which all human
power of conception is lost. The wisdom, the goodness, the power, that are revealed are infinite, and in
the same degree fruitful and active; the plan of its
revelation must, therefore, be equally infinite, H e
ventures upon the conjecture (giving his reasoils) tliat
nature may in course of time be again reduced to
chaos, and again emerge like a phceiiix from its
ashes. When we contemplate nature in these successive changes, carrying out the plan by mrhich God
reveals Himself in wonders that fill space and eternity,
the mind i s overwhelmed with astonishment ; but not
satisfied with this vast yet perishable object, the soul
desires t o know more nearly that Being whose intelligence and whose greatness are the source of tliat light
which spreads as from a centre over all nature. With
what awe must not the soul regard cveii its own
nature, when it reflects that it shall outlive all these
changes. i‘ 0 happy,” he exclaims, ‘(when amid tlie
tumult of the elements and the ruin of nature it is
placed on a height, from whence it cau! as it mere, see
beneath its feet the desolation of all perishable tliiiigs

’ This conception is alludcil to in the C‘ritlpzie of Practical A e a s u n ,
p. 376. Humboldt erroneouslJ- identifies Kuut’s vierr of the ncbula:
with that of Lambert and Halley : Cosiiios (Sabiue’a trund.), rol. iii.,
p. 223.

,
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of the world. Reason could not even dare to wish for
such happiness, but Revelation teaches us t o hope for
it with confidence. When the fetters that have bound
us to the vanity of the creature have fallen off, the
immortal spirit will find itself in the enjoyment of
true happiness in conimunion with the Infinite Being.
The contemplation of the harmony of universal nature
with the will of God must fill with ever-increasing
satisfaction the rational creature who finds himself
united t o this source of all perfection.’ Viewed froin
this centre, nature will shorn on all sides nothing but
stability and fitness ; its changes cannot interfere with
the happiness of a creature mho has reached this
height. I n sweet foretaste of tliis condition the soul
can exercise its mouth in those songs of praise with
whicli all eternity shall ring :iL

‘ T h e n nature fails, and day and night
Diride thy rrorks no more,

Ny ercr-grateful hcart, 0 Lord,
Thy mercy shall adore.
Through all eternity t o thee
A joyful song I’ll raise :
For, oh ! eternity ’s t o o short
To utter all th-j praise.’ ”’

Anmsox.

Discussing the question, whether the planets are inhabited, he states his opinion that it mould be absurd
to deny this as to all or even most of them. But in
the wealth of nat8ure,in which worlds and systems are
to tlie whole creation only sundust, there niay me11 be
~~

~

1 Compare Bibhop Butlcr’s second Sermon on the L o n of God,
whcrc he SpCakS of viewing the scheme of the uniTerse in the mind
that projected it.
? Quoted by Kmt from n German translation.
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waste and uninhabited places as there are uninhabited
waste on our own earth. Perhaps, indeed, he adds,
some of the planets are not yet brought into a state
fit for habitation; i t may take thousands of years to
bring the matter of a great planet into a steady coildition. Jupiter appears to be in this t,ransition state.
One planet may come to its perfection thousands of
years later than another.’ We may be sure that most
of the planets are inhabited, and those that are not mill
be so in due time. He iinagiiies that the further the
planets are from the sui1 the more the inhabitants excel
in liveliness and distinctness of thought. Indulgiiig in
fancy, he asks, Does sin exist in those worlds? and
suggests that perhaps the beings in tlie inferior planets
may be too l o v t o be responsible ; those in the superior planets too wise and too elevated to fall into sin,
with the exception, perhaps, of Nars. Perhaps, lie
adds, some of these bodies may be prepariiig for our
future liabitation : who knows whether the satellites
which revolve round Jupiter are destined one day t o
illumine us ?
KO one, however, will base his hopes
of the future on such uncertain fancies. TVliexi corruption has claimed its part in huinan nature, then
shall the imiiiortal spirit swiftly soar above all that is
finite, mid continue its existence in a new relation t o
the whole of nature arising from its nearer relation to
the Supreme Being. Vlieii we gaze on tlie starry
heavens with our mind filled with sucli thoughts as
hare here been expressed, wliile all nature is at rest
and our senses also in repose, the hidden faculties of
This suggestion also has been lately dewloped in
manner, as a norelty.

a
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the imuiiortal soul speak in a language unutterable,
and give us conceptions which can be felt but not
described. If there are on this planet thinking beings
so base as t o bind themselves t o the service of corruption, in spite of~allthat drams thein away from it, how
uiiliappg is this globe to produce such niiserable creatures ! but how happy, on the other hand, that under
conditions worthy of all acceptation a way is opened
t o thein to attain to a happiness and a dignity infinitely beyond all the adraiitages wliich the most
favourable arraiigeineiits of nature can reach in all
tlie bodies of tlie universe ! ”
The reader mho is interested in Kaiit hitiiself will
rcadilj- pardon this long notice of a v-ork t o xliich he
attached some importance. At its first publication it
\vas dedicated to tlie Iring, Frederick the Great, and
the theory developed in i t is frequently referred to by
h a n t in his subsequent writings,’ for he never ceased
to take ai1 interest iii these subjects. So late as 1785
he wrote an essay 011 the rolcanoes in the moon, with
reference to an observation of Herschel. I n this Paper
he suggests a mode of accounting for tlie great heat of
tlie suii, and (originally) of tlic planets. His suggestion is based on the discovery of Cramford, that heat
is developed by condensation. On tlic hypothesis then
that the sui1 and planets were foriiied by the csndensation of niatter originally diffused tlnough the vhole

i

1 111 1763 lie rc1ieiitc.d the siibstmce of it in the treatise, DIT ciasiy
i)ioglic?ie L’ricri8griiid TU eiiier De~rioiisfratio~~
des D a s t ~ p sGoftes. He
t h e mentions t h n t thc foriucr rork was compnrutircly little kuolTn,
LIS it had bcen published :monFmously.
In IT91 hc caused an c d m c t ,
from it (containing what he thought rortli p resen-ing) to be :ipl)ended
t o Sommcr’s trunslatioiiof Herschel: “ O n the StiuctureoPtheHca~cns.”
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space, t.his heat would be a direct coiisequerice of the
condensation. Still later, i n 1794, writing on the influence of the moon on the weather, he throws out the
suggestion that the moon’s centre of gravity may (for
reasons which he gives) lie beyond its centre of figure’ :
a conscqucncc of which would be that any air and water
which might be upon its surface would be collected at
the side remote from us.
I n another instance, both Kant and Laplace might
have had reason to say, “ Pereant qui ante nos nostra
dixerunt.” In 1766 Kant wrote a short Paper on the
theory of the winds, in which, for the first time, as
he believed, he gave the true account of the trade
minds and monsoons. Halley had sho.lr-ii that the
effect of the sun in heating the atmosphere at tlie
equator odd be to cause an indraught towards tlie
equator from north aiid south. Tliis indraught, according to him, naturally followed the daily course of
the sun, and hence the casting.' Kant showed that
this theory was untenable. In fact, the mind mould
tend rather to meet the sun, the region to the west
being the cooler. Nor could a mind from such a cause
extend with nearly equal force all round the earth.
Kant sho-xed further, that, owing t o the difference i n
the velocity of rotation between the parts near t l ~ e
equator and those near the poles, all winds that more
from the poles towards the equator tend to become
more and more easterly, and those that move from
the equator towards the poles becoiile mo?e and 1nol.e
This coujccture also has been confirmed.
A short time prc-iiously one Dr. Lister
propounded the singular theory that the trade \rinds v e r e caused by
the breath of tlie marine plant Rargasso.-(lbid.,
v01. sio.)

’ Pliilos. T h s . , ~ o l mi.
.
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mester1y.l Hence, in the nortliern hemisphere ever)north wind tends to become a north-east, and every
south wind a south-west wind. In the soutlieiii hemisphere, on the contrary, south n7iiids tend to beconie
south-east, and north winds north-west. He follm-s
out in some detail the general priiiciplcs of this circulation of the atmosphere. We can thus explain, for
instance, the monsoons of the IndianOcean, &c., which
blow from April to September from tlie south-west ;
for when the sun is north of the equator the m7iitcl
blows from the equator towards these parts, and therefore takes a south-westerly dircction, Again, the current from the poles towards the equator is balitiiced
by a counter current, the heated air in the upper
strata at the equator overflowing a i it vere towards
the poles. When this descends, or overcomes tlte
weaker motion of the lower strata, it becomes in the
uorthern heniispliere a westerly wind, such as prewil
between tlie 28th and 40th degrees of latitude. Kant
subsequentlj- introduced this theory in to his course
of lectures on Physical Geography, which was very
numerously attended. Laplace propouiided the sanie
theory forty years later.
hant himself says that, as far as hc knew, no prcrious m i t e r
had fitntecl this principle, and hc v a s well read in such subjectq n t
that tirnc. It hnd, h o w e ~ c r been
,
stated by Gco. Hudlcy (not ‘‘ Sextant” Hadley) in 1735 (Phil. Tram., 1-01.sssis.,pub. 1798). But
TEadlcy’s paper attracted no nttcntion ; and D’Alcmbcrt, hi hib lieflrctions on the Causes of the T i n d s (154i), which obtained the prize
offered by the Berlin Academy, rejects the hcat of the sun :IS a cauce,
and niakes all the phcnomenu depcnd on the attraction of tlic siin and
moon. I n the French EncFclop6die (1765, nine ~ c a uafter hant’s
l’aper, thirty after Hadley’s), this is combined with Hallep’s theory,
and it is suggested further that the monsoons may be due t o the
melting of snow, the exhalations from mountains, 6 c .

...
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In 1763, Kant published his Essay On the on@
possible Denzoiistrative Proof of the i7xistence of God.
The proof deyeloped in this Essay is founded on the
principle that every possibility of existence presupposes
an actually existing thing on which it depends. This
he characterizes as a more thoroughly ir. priori argument than any other that has been proposed, siiice it
does iiot assume any actual fact of existence. I need
not explain how he develops step by step the attributes of Uiiity, Intelligence, &c. At a later period
lie himself abaiidoiied this line of argument. However, the greater part of the Essay is occupied with
remarks on design in the constitution of nature, and
with an exposition of the theory developed iii the
abovementioned treatise on the structure of the heam m . We may, lie observes, argue from design, either
as exhibited in a contingent arrmgement, for example,
ill the body of aii animal or in a plant; or me may
argue from the necessary results of the coiistitution of
matter, the laws of motion, &c. Tlie latter method
has the great adrautage of presenting the First Cause
not merely as an architect, but as a creator. Froni
this point of view he instances first the simplicity and
liurinony resulting from the geometrical conditions of
space, e. y. that if we seek all the paths x-liich a falling
body would traverse either to or from the s a u e point
in the same time, they are found to be chords of the
same circle. Again, lie takes the inanifold and hariiionious benefit#sresulting by iiecessary laws from the
illere fact of the esistciice of an atmosphere. The r e
niay be many reasons for its existence : if me suppose
its primary purpose to be that it should serve for
respiration, we find that its existence leads to other

m.
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important beneficial results. It makes clouds possiijle
which intercept excessive heat, prevents too rapid cooling and drying, and keeps the land supplied wit11 tile
necessary moisture from the great reservoir of tile sea.
By causing twilight it prevents the strain on the eyes
which would be caused by the suddeli change froin daj,
to night. Its existence prevents rain from dropping
with too great force, and its pressure makes s u c k i ~ ~ g
possible. If it occurs to anyone t o say-Oh, these are
all the necessary results of tlie nature of matter, &c.>
lie answers: Yes, it is just this that shows tliat they
proceed from a wise Creator. H e treats of the laws
of motion from the sanie point of view, and then takes
occasion to sliow how the laws of tlie planetary motions
result from the simplest laws of iiiattw, attraction, and
repulsion.
In conclusion, he remarks that while it is of the
greatest consequence to be convinced of the existence
of God, it is by no means necessary to have a demonstration of it, and those who cannot grasp the demonstrative proof are advised to hold fast b y the more
easily apprehended proof from design. Hardly, indeed, he observes, would anyone stake his whole
happiness on the correctness of a metaphysical proof,
especially if i t were opposed to the convictions of
sense. The argument from design is more striking
and r i d , as well as easy t o the conimon understai:ding, and more natural than any other. It also giyes
an idea of the wisdom and providence, &c., of God.
which conies home and has the greatest effect in producing awe and humility ; and i t is in fine more practical than any other, even in the viem of a philosopher
It does not, indeed, gire a definite abstract idea of
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Divinity, nor does it claim mathematical certainty ;
but so many proofs, each of great force, take possession of the soul, and the speculation may calmly
follow since conviction has preceded-a conviction
far above the force of any subtile objections.
I n the same year in which Ra n t published his
TJheory of the Hcuveiw, he issued his first metaplig-sical
treatise, P~i?zcipiommPriiizoruin Cogiaitionis JfetuyJysZ'ca?
ATovu Dilucidatio, and publicly defended it as an exercise prior t o his obtaiiiiiig permission t o deliver
lectures in the University as a '' Privat-Docent." He
forthwith coninleiiced lecturing on mathematics and
physics ; to these subjects he afterwards added
lectures on philosophy, natural theology, physical
geography, anthropology, and fortification. He had
already so great a reputation, that at hie first lecture
the room (in his own house) was filled literally t o
overflowing, the students crowding even on the stairs.
His lectures are thus described by the celebrated
Herder, who attended them in the pears 17G2-1764 :
" I have had tlie good fortune t o know a philosopher
who was my teacher ; he had the happy spriglitliness
of a youth, and this I believe he retains even in old
age. Ris open, thoughtful brow was the seat of
unruffled calmness and joy ; discourse full of thought
flowed froin his lips ; jest and wit and humour were
at his command, and his lecture was tlie most entertaining conversation. With the same genius with
which he criticised Leibnitz, Wolf, Crusius, Hume,
and expounded the lams of Newton and Kepler, he
would also take up the writings of Rousseau, or any
recent discovery in nature, give his estimate of them,
and come back again t o the knowledge of nature and
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to the moral worth of man. Natural history, natural
philosophy, the history of nations and human nature,
mathematics, and experience-these were the sources
from which lie enlivened his lecture and his conversa tion. Nothing worth knowing was indifferent to him ;
110 party, no sect, no desire of fame or profit had the
smallest charm for him compared with the advancement and elucidation of the truth. H e encouraged
and urged to independent thought, and was fa r from
wishing to dominate. This man, wliom I name with
the greatest gratitude and reverence, is Immaiiuel
Kant ; his image stands pleasantly before me.” His
lectures attracted many hearers of mature age, and
visitors to Konigsberg even prolonged their stay for
the purpose of attendiug them. At the sauie time
he continued to act as tutor t o young men specially
entrusted to his care, who lived with him.
He had to wait fifteen years in the position of
Privat-Docent ” before obtaining a professorship.
R e had, indeed, been offered a professorship b y the
Government before this, but it was almost the only
chair wliich he felt he could not wort,hily fill-the
Cliair of Poet,ry. This involved not only the censorship of new poems, but the compositioii of poems for
acsdemic celebrations, and Kant declined the office.
In the following year he vas appointed sub-librarian
at the modest salary of 62 thalers. This was his first
official appointment (at. 42). Four years later he
was nominated to the professorship of Logic a nd
Metaphysics’, with an income (from all sources) of
Not of Mathematics, as is sometimes stntcd. The Clinir o i
Mathematics vas offered t o Kant, but Buck, the professor of Logic,
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400 thalers. This mas ultimately increased to 620.
This mas of course exclusive of fees from students.
He inaugurated his professorship by defending his
essay, De iiaziizdi semibilis atque intelliyibilis f o n m c t
priw@iis. I n this he distinguishes the seiisible allprehension of phenomena from the Concept of the
Understanding, just as i n the Critique of Pure Reason.
He SLOWS,precisely as in the latter work, that space
and time are forms of the intuitions of sense.
As professor, he continued to lecture in the saiiie
wide circle of subjects as before. The lectures on
physical geography and anthropology were especially
popular. H e was fond of studying nature, but especially human nature i n all its phases, and took great
pleasure in reading books of travel, although he never
travelled. Having an excellent memory and a lively
pom-er of imagination, he could distiiictly picture to
himself, even in minute detail, the several objects
described. On one occasion he described Westminster
Bridge, its form, dimensions, kc., with such detail
and distinctness, that a n Englishman who was present
thought he was an architect, and had spent some
years in London. At another time he spoke of Italjas if he had known it from long persoiial acquaintance. So popular were his lectures, that we find Von
Zedlitz, the Prussian Minister, writing from Berlin to
say that he is reading with pleasure an imperfect
manuscript report of the lectures on Pliysical Geography, and requesting Kant to favour him with a
~~~

and Metaphysics, desired it, and Kant himself preferred the lattrr
chair. Buck, therefore, became professor of Blatl~ematics,and I h t
took hi<placc.
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correct copy. These lectures were published in lSO2.
T h e lectures on Antliropology had appeared in 1798.
Both works are written i n an extremely interesting
and popular style, and those on Anthropology are
full of entertaining remarks and illustrntire anecdotes,
not without humour. Thus speaking of the emotions
that nature einploys for the promotion of health,
which are chiefly laughing aiid weeping, he reinarks
tliat anger also conduces to health, if oiie can indulge
in a good scolding without fear of opposit,ion; and
in fact many a housewife gets no hearty exercise,
except i n scolding her cliildreii and serrants, and
provided these take it ~iatiently,a pleasant feeling of
fatigue spreads itself through the organism. ’ This sort
of exercise, however, he adds, is not without danger,
as the object of the scolding may possibly resist.
Even when lect,uring o n Metaphysics, Kant is said to
have been lucid and interesting. When the difficulty
of his writings was complained of, he used to say that
he wrote for tliinlrers by profession, and wit.11 these
techiiical expressions liad the advantage of brevity.
Besides, said lie, it flatters the vanity of the reader to
find perplexities and obscurities here aiid there, which
he can solve b y his own acuteness. But i n his lectures
he endeavoured to be clear and intelligible. H e
sought, as he expressed it, t o teach I‘ not philosophy,
but to pliilosophize.” I n one of his let,tershe states that
he was unceasingly observant of phenomena and their
laws, even in coniiiion life, so that, from first to last,
his hearers should not have to listen to a dry exposition, but be interested by being led to conipare his
remarks w-it11 their owii observations.
It was his custom t o keep liis eyes fixed on sonic
c:
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particular student sitting near him, perhaps in order
to judge from the hcarer’s countenance whether he
\Tias making himself understood. So Arago, in his
popular lectures, used to select for the sanie purpose
the most stupid-looking person iu the audience, continuing his explanations until the person “ fixed ”
showed signs of intelligence. With Rant, however,
the consequeiices were disastrous if the student happened t o have any peculiarity or defect, either in
person OF dress. One day the student thus selected
happened t o have lost a button from his coat. Iiaiit’s
glance recurred t o the vacant spot, and during the
whole lecture his thouglits were distracted, and even
confused, in a iiianner inexplicable to those mho were
not in the secret.
He did not like to see his hearers taking notes ;
but mould say, ‘‘ P u t up your pencils, gentiemen,”
aiid T T T O U ~not
~
begin until they had done so. Tlie
reason of this was that he tliought such attempts at
reporting interfered with their attention to the matter
of the lecture, by fising it on the words. Some of his
hearers took full notes, nevertheless.
In 1772 lie formed the design of writing a Critical
Exmuiliation of Pure R easoii, Theoretical and Practical, the foriiicr part of which he hoped to complete
in three montlis. The montlis grew to years. Six
years later lie writes that he expects it to appear
lithis summer,” and that it mould not be a large
volume. It did not see the light, however, uutil
1781, nine years after he had announced that it
mould be ready in three months. When this masterwork was produced, Kant was fifty-seven years of
age. H e states himself that it was Hume that roused

.
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him from his dogmatic slumber, and compelled him
t o seek a solid barrier against scepticism,’
It is stated on I<ant?s own authority that he did
not commit to writing a single sentence in tliis work,
on which he had not-first asked the judgment of his
friend Green. A man to whom Kant showed such
deference deserves a brief notice. H e was ai1 English
merchant, and during the American War of Iiidependence happened to be present d e n Rant, who sympathized with the Americans, denounced the conduct
of England in strong terms. Green sprang up in a
rage, declared that Iiant’s ~70rdswere a personal
insult to him as an Englishman, and demanded satisfaction. Iiaiit replied so caliiily and persuasively that
Green shook haiids with him, and they became fast
friends, aiid continued so until the death of Green in
1784, a loss which I<ant deeply felt.
Of the Critique of Pure Reason I need not here
speak. Suffice it to say, that as Loclie’s attempt to
lcecp tlie iiiind from going beyond its tether” was
followed at, no long iiiterral by the Idealism of Berkeley, and the annillilatillg Scepticism of Hume, so
Kaiit’s nildogous attempt led in a still shorter space
t o the iiiost complete idealism and transcelldentalism.
Indeed his reviewers not uiiiiaturally mistook him for
an idealist, and Hauiaiiii called him the Prussian Hume.
((

I It may peAaps be interesting t o note that both Bcrlielq and
Hnme produced their greatest philosophical vorlis before the age of
thirty. Fichte wrote his Wissenschaftslehre ” at thirty-three. On
the other hand, L o c h and Reid, whose object v a s , like Kant’s, to
raise a barrier against scepticism, and t o ascertain the extent and

limits of the powers of the miud, both published their first philosopliical treatises after fifty.
C 2
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The work excited a lively controversy in the philosophical world, but most of the publications to which it
gave rise have been Ioiig forgotten. Kant's fame, however, rose to the highest, and Konigsberg became a
shrine to which students and tourists niadepilgriniages.
The Critique of Pure Reason was to be followed
by the Netaphysical Elements of Natural Pliilosopliy
and of Moral Philosophy. The former appeared in
1786, under the title Xctaidysische A ~ 2 f c ~ i ~ ~ ~der
~~ii~
nTu~uul.zul'sserzschaft.' The views respecting motion with
which this treatise coimneiices had, however, already
been published as a programme of lectures iii 1758.
Motion is only relative to the surrounding space.
n7hile I sit with a ball on the table before ine iii tlie
cabin of a ship moored in a river, I say that tlie l d l
is at rest; I look out and see that the ship has been
unmoored, and is drifting westward ; the ball then is
moving. But I reflect that the earth is rotating with
greater velocity eastward; the ball then is moving
eastward. Nay ; for the earth in its orbit is moviiig
westward with still higher speed. The orbit itself is
moviiig, I cannot tell how rapidly, nor do I know iii
what direction. In any case then it is the same thing
whether I regard a point as moving in its space, or
regard the space as inovixig and tlie point as at rest.
Hence the law of the con~positionof motioils results
directly ; for if A be a point haviiig a niotion of one
foot per second westward, and tnw feet per second
southward, I can regard it as having only tlie southward motion, mliile the space in mhicli it is, is moviiig
one foot per second eastward. At the end, therefore,
Translated by Mr. Bax, in Bohn's Library, 1663.
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of one second, the point will be found two feet to the
south; and as its space i n moving east has left it one
foot behind, it will also be one foot west, relatively to
its surrounding space. This is the same as if it had
moved i n tlie diagonal of the parallelogranl. Kant
claimed as an adwntage of this proof, that it represented the resultant motion, not as an effect of the two
motions, but as actually iiicluding them. It is incomparably simpler aiid more pliilosophical thaii the
,
proof given by D’Alembert, and other contemporary
ninthematicians. When we t.reat of collision of bodies,
i this mode of viewing tlie inatter beconies absolutely
.
indispensable. If tlie body A is approaching the
.
body B (equal to it) with a relocity of two degrees,
1 we regard A as moriiig with a speed of oiie degree,
wliile B and its space move one degree in the opposite
direction. Tlie motions being equal and opposite, the
result of their contact is mutual rest ; but, as the space
is moriiig, this rest is equiralent to a motion of the two
bodies in contact8, relative to the surrouiiding space,
and in aniouiit one degree. If tlie bodies are unequal
and have unequal velocities, we 1iaJT-e oiily to divide
:
the velocities in tlie interse proportion of the masses,
1 and asfiign to the space the iiiotion which we take from
o m to add to tlie other, and tlie result will again be
mutual rest,, which is e q u i d e n t to a motion of the
bodies i n coiltact, wit11 a velocity equal and opposite
to what n-e have assigned to tlie space. We can in
this way baiiish altogether the notion of Z ~ i~cl+ict.F
Matter could not exist unless tliere were both a
.
repulsive force and an attractive force. If attraction
. onlj- existed, matter would be condensed into a poiiit ;
b

2
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if repulsion only, it would be dispersed infinitely.
The relative incompressibility of matter is nothing
but the repulsive force emanating from points, whicli
increases as the distance diminishes (perhaps inversely
as the cube), and would therefore require an infinite
pressure to overcome it altogether. Physical contact
is the immediate action and reaction of incompressibility. T h e action of matter on matter without coiltact is what is called actio iiz &stuns, and the attraction
of gravitation is of this kind. Both attraction and
repulsion being elementary forces, are inexplicable,
but the force of attraction is not a whit inore incomprehensible tliaii the original repulsive force. Incompressibility appears more comprehensible, solely
because it is immediately preseiited to the senses,
whel-eas attra.ction is only inferred. It seeins at first
sight a coiitradiction to say that a body can act a h c r e
it is not; but in fact we might rather say, that everything in space acts where it is not ; f o r t o act where it
is, it should occupy tlie very same space as the thing
acted on. T o say that there can be no action nrithout
physical contact is as muoh as to say that matter can
act only by the force of incompressibility : iii other
words, that repulsive forces are either the only forces
of matter or the conditions of all its action, which is
a groundless assertion. The ground of the niista1;e
is a confusion betveen mathematical contact and
physical contact. That bodies attract one another
without contact, means that they approach one another according to a certain law, without any force of
repulsion being required as a condition ; and this is
just as conceivable as that they should separate from

MEMOIR O F KANT.

sxxis

one another without an attractive force being supposed as a condition.'
Icant, however, thought it coriceivable that in the
case of chemical solution there might be complete
interpenetration or intuss~sception.~' On this view
of matter we may, he remarks, regard matter as infinitely divisible.
T h e Pundmeiitul P i i i z c ~ d e s of the 2lletuyAysic of
illorals had appeared the year before the last-inentioned work, and was followed in 1788 liy the Criticill
Exumiizutioiz of Practical Beason. Both these are t,ranslated in the present volume. The few reniarlrs 1
liave to offer on them vi11 be found at the end of
the Memoir. In 1790 mas published the Criticul
Exanziiiutioiz of the Fuculty of Juti'gnzent.
r i
I h e essay on the corruption of huinnn nature,
~ h i c hforins the third part of this volume, appeared
in 1792 in a Berlin magazine. Four years before
this an edict had been issued, limiting the freedom
of the Press, a i d appointing special censors, whose
'J

-

.

{

1
"

~

1

.
,

.'

?

-

Before reading this work of ICant's I had made a remark t o the
effect in Sight a r i d Toitch, p. 76, with refercnce t o the statement of Hamilton and others, that Sight is a modification of T o ~ c h .
" Contact is usually understood t o mean thc approach of tn-0 bodies,
so that no space interrcncs between them ; but in this sense there is
probably no such thing as contact in nature. Phgsically speaking,
bodies in contact are only at such a distance that thcrc is a sensible
wsistnnce t o tearer rlpproach. Sensation by contact then is sensation
by resistance ; t o say then that Sight is a modification of touch, is t o
sa7 that the antecedent of T-ision is the exercise or feeliug of the same
repulsive force, which is a physical hypothesis, u d , considcred as
Such, is in fact absurd. Bet.ween ponderable substances and light,
contact, in the sense just specified, is either im1lossiblc: 01' is the normal condition."
Same
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business was to exaniiiie as t o the orthodoxy, not only
of books, but of professors, lecturers, and theological
caudidates. Tlie magazine in question was printed
in Jena; but in order t o avoid any appearance of
underhaiid dealing, Kant expressly desired that his
essay should be subniitted to the Berlin licensing
authority, who gave his imprimatur, on the ground
that only deep tliinkers read ICaut’s w~orlis. The
secoiid part of the work on the Theory of Religion
was referred t o the tlieological ceiisor, who refused liis
imprimatur, ICant accordingly submitted his essay to
the censorship of tlie theological faculty of IGkigsberg, and tliis uiianimousiy saiictioned the publication, which reached a secoiid edition in tlie following
year. The Berlin ceiisors were naturally ailnored at
this way of escaping their decision, and tlie severe
remarks in tlie preface did not teiid t o conciliate them.
A few rnoiitlis afterwards Kant received ail order
from the king (Frederick William 11.))forbidding
liiin to teach or write aiiytliiiig further in this manner. Rant did not nilention the order even t o his
intiinate friends. A slip of paper, found after his
death, contailled this reflection : i c T o deny one’s
inner coiivictioii is iiieaii, but iii such a case as this
deiice is the duty of a subject ; and, altliough a inaii
niust say only what is true, it is not, always a duty to
say all the truth publicly.” He therefore, in his reply
t o the king, declared that to avoid all suspicion, lie,
‘ as his Majesty’s most loyal subject,” solemnly engaged t o refrain from writing or lecturiiig 011 religion, natural or revealed. T l ~ ewords, ‘ ( a s your
Majesty’s most loyal subject,” were inserted with the
intention of limiting liis engagement to the life of

:

:

tlie king, a i d on the death of Frederick William in
1797, Iiaiit regarded liirnself as free, and published
liis Coiztest of the Puculties ( L e . of the Academical
Faculties).
In 1797 Iiaiit ceased to lecture publicly. Iii the
same year he published liis flIetapJiysicaZ Elenzeizts of
iVoruZs, which treats of the several virtues aiid vices
in detail,’ and i7leetcyJhysicaZ Elenzents of Luzu. After the
publication of these, he seems to have been regarded
as a couiisellor to be consulted in all difiiculties, and
an authority in all questions of conscience. The pains
lie took to give real assistance in such cases, both by
his owii reflection, aiid by inquiring from liis colleagues, are attested by liis written aiid ofteii corrected memoranda. As ail example niay be inentioiled
the question whether inoculation mas 1ilorally allowable or not. This question was addressed to him at
the same time by a Professor of Medicine i n Halle,
aiid by a young iiobleniaii who was going to be
married, and whose bride wished to be inoculated.
Iiaat’s reply is not hiiowii, although some iuelvoranda
for it exist.
AftJer tliis t i u e he began t o feel the burden of age,,
and liis powers, nieiital and bodily, gradually failed.
He was quite aware of his condition, aiid resigned.
“ Gentlemen,” said he oiie day, ‘‘ I do not fear t o die.
I assure you, as iii the presence of God, that. if on this
1-ery night, suddenly the suiniiioiis to death were t o
reach me, I sliould bear it with calumess, s!iould raise
m y haiids to liearen, aiid say, ‘Blessed be God I ’
Were it indeed possible that such a n-hisper as this
Trauslnted by Xr. &mple.
3rd edition, Edinburgh, 1 6 i I .

Edinburgh, 1836 ; rc-issued, 1869 ;

slii

MEMOIR OF KANT.

could reach my ear-‘ Fourscore years thou hast lived,
in whicli time thou hast inflicted much evil upon thy
fellow-men,’ the case would be otherwise.” This was
spoken, says Wasianski, i n a tone of earnest sincerity.
T w o days after his seventy-ninth birthday he wrote iii
his nienioraiida : “According to the Bible our life lasts
seventy years, and if very long, fourscore years, and
though it was pleasant, it has been labour and sorrow.’”
Up to this time he was able to read the sniallest print
without spectacles, although he had lost the sight of
one eye nearly twenty years before. But soon after
he had written this inemoranduni his sight also failed,
and he died in February, 1804, i n his eightieth year.
His body was so dried up that the physicians said
they had hardly ever seen so wasted a body. Indeed
he hac1 himself said jestingly some years before, that
he thought he had reached the minimum of ii~uscular
substan ce.2
Kant was of weak frame, and still weaker muscular
power; he was barely five feet in height.3 His chest
was flat, almost concave, the right shoulder slightlicrooked, his complexion fresh, his forehead high,
square, and broad, wliile his piercing blue eyes made
so lively an impression that i t was long remembered
by some of his pupils. Even after he had lost the
sight of one eye, the defect was not visible to a
stranger. I n consequence of his contracted chest he
suffered from a feeling of oppression, which early in
life caused a tendency to hypochondria, to such an
__
~ _ _ _ _
Luther’s translation.
’ An interesting account of ‘ I The Last Days of Xant,” taken from
Wasianslti, may be found in De Quincefs works, r o l . iii.
Fire German feet would be less than five feet two inches English.
~

~
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extent as even t o make him feel weary of life. This,
however, he overcame by force of thought. Wheii
engaged on the Krritik, in 1771, he speaks of his
health being seriously impaired, and some years later
lie says that it is unceasingly broken ; yet by dint of
carcful attention and great regularity he was able,
witliout medical aid, to maintain such good health on
the whole, that at a later period he used to say to
liimself on going t o bed, ‘ I Is it possible to conceive
any human being enjoying better health than I do ? ”
His maxim for preserving health was, s u d m e t abstiiie.
His practice illustrated this. The t w o indulgences of
which he was fond were tobacco and coffee. But of
the former he limited himself to a single pipe in the
morning, whilst lie altogether abstained from the latter
until far advanced in life, thinking it injurious to
Iiealth. At thc age of scvcnty hc wrote an cssaj-,
On the Power of tlw JIiizd to &ster the Feeling of
Illness bg Force of Reso1utioii.l The essay was originally addressed t o Hufeland, the celebrated author
of the treatise on the Art of ProZougiq Life, and the
principles contained in it are exemplified from I<ant‘s
own experience. He attached great importance to
the habit of breathing tlirougli tlic nostrils instead of
through the moutli, and asserted that he had by this
means overcoime a tendency t o cough and cold in the
head. There is more truth in this than is perhaps
generally tl~ouglit.~Kant, howeT-er, is said t o have
Afterwards included in the “ Streit der Facultitcn.” This essnr
has had a. circulation of orer 50,000 in Gemany, and a n e F edition
has lately appeared.
? See an amusing book, by George Catlin, Shut yoiu Xoirfh.
London, 1869.
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regarded it as of so much importance that he did not
like to have a companion in his daily walk, lest h e
sliould have to open his mouth. T h e true reason of
this preference (in later life only) for solitary walks
was, beyond doubt, that which is meiitioiied in this
essay, that it is undesirable to exercisethelimbs and the
brain (or the brain and the stomacli) at the same time.
His 1)unctilious attention to health is amusingly
illustrated by the artifice he used for suspending his
stoc1;iiigs. Thinking that garters injuriously impeded
tlie circulation, he had a couple of bands attached to
each stocking, and passing through a hole in the
pvcket of his breeches. Iiiside the pocket t h y were
connected nitli a spring enclosed in a box, and this
spring regulated tlie teusion. That he might not be
without some esercise in his study, he habitually left
his haiidkcrcliief at the other side of the room, so that
iiom and tlicn lie sliould have t o get up and walk t o it.
On the saine priiiciple his hours of deep, &c., were
adhered to with the utmost regularity. H e went to
bed puiictuallg at tea, and rose punctuaIlF a t fire.
His servant had orders not t o let h i m sleep longer on
auy accouiit; a i d on being asked once by Kant, in
preseiice of guests, testified that for thirty years his
niaster liad never once indulged beyond the ap1)oiiited
hour. 011 rising he took a cup (indefinite cups) of
tea, but no solid food. The earlyliours were devoted
to preparatioa for his lectures, which in his earlier
years occupied four or five hours, but subsequently
011ly two. At seven o'clock precisely, or eight, as the
case might be, he entered liis lecture-room. Lectures
ended, at iiiiie or ten, he returned to his study, and
applied hinisdf to preparing his books for the press.

,
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He worked thus without interruption until one o'clock,
the hour for dinner. This was his only meal, and he
liked to h a w pleasant company, and to prolongthe mca!
(ducere ccenmiz) with lively, sometimes brilliant conVersation, for three or four hours. Kaiit had no Boswell,
and nothing is preserved of these coiiversations, in
which he is said to have often tlirown out pi*ofouiid
and suggestive remarks with extraordinary richness.'
Until liis sixty-third pear, not having a house of his
own, he dined at a public restaurant, which, hotve\-er,
he occasionally found it necessary t o change, i n consequence of persons coming for tlie purpose of discussing philosophical questions with him. He considered
that meal-time ought t o be a time of perfect menta1
relaxation, and was not disposed to turn the dinner
table into a lecture pulpit. His afteriiooiis verc,
however. often spent at the houses of liis friend$,
where he en joyed meeting foreign mercliauts, sea
captains, aiid travelled scholars, from whom he might
learn much about foreign natioiis aiid couutries. His
instructive and entertaining conversation, flaroured
with mild satiric humour, made hiim a velcome guest,
and even with the cliildren he was a favourite. After
he becaine famous he declined invitations if lie thought
he was t o be made a lion of.
Some of his critical biographers thought he ate t o o much, farZetting that this TTRS his only rued in thc twenty-four hours. " It
is beliered," says De Quincey, " that his critics ate their way from
morn t o d c w r evc,' through the following course of ueals :lst, Breakfust early in the morniiig ; h l l , Breakfast d la~fourclrctrc,
about 10 8.31. ; 3rd, Dinncr a t 1 ox '7 ; 4th, T'cspr Brod; 5th, i t b e d
B r o d ; all mhicli does seem n very fair allowance for a man T T ~ O
means to IN t i i i , c ~on abstinence at night."
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When he had a house of his own, he had every
day a few friends to dine with him. He liked to have
a mixed compaiiy--merchants, professional men, and
especially a few younger men. After dinner followed
regularly his daily walk for an hour or more, along
what was from him named ‘(The Philosopher’s Walk,”
uiitil he was driven from it by the number of beggars
whom his habit of almsgiving had attracted there.’
Even the severest weather did not interfere with this
daily walk, in which iii his earlier years lie usually
liad companions ; after sixty years of age he n d k e d
alone, for the reason already mentioned.
I-Ie had on one occasion a narrow escape from
assassination. A lunatic, w h o had made up liis mind
to kill soue one, waylaid Kant for the purpose, and
followed liini for three miles, b u t on reflection, think0
have so
ing it a pity to kill ail old professor ~ 1 1 must
maiiy sins on his head, the unfortunate madmail killed
a child instead.
The evening was devoted to lighter reading and
meditation. He mould read over and over again such
books as Don Quisote, EIudiibras, Swift’s Tala of a
Tub, Juveiial, and Horace. In his later years he was
especially fond of reading books on physical science,
and books of travel. Purely speculative works he
cared little for, but liked to read Loclre, Hutcheson,
Pope, Hume, Montaigne, Rousseau.
How unwilling Kant was to depart from his regular routine appears from a characteristic anecdote.
One day as he was returning fro111 his walk, a noble]

Yet 6ome of his biographers stntc that he never gave alms t o

beggars.
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man mho was driring came up with him, aiid politely
invited hiiii t o take a drive with liim as the evening
w a s fine. IGmt yielded to tlie first impulse of politeness, and consented. The Count, after driving over
some of liis property near the city, proposed t o visit a
friend some miles from the town, and Rant of course
could not refuse. At last Kant was set down a t his
own door near ten o'clock, full of vexation at this
violation of his regular habits. He thereupon iiiade
it a fixed rule never to get into a carriage that lie
had not hired himself, so that he c,ould iiiaiiage it as
lie pleased. When once he had made such a resolution, lie was satisfied that lie could not lje taken by
surprise, and iiotliing would make liiiii depart from it.
So his life passed, sal's one of his biographers, like
the iiiost regular of regular rerbs.
Punctual, l i o m ~ r e r as
, he was, his punctu:ility did
not coiiie up to the standard of liis friend Green.
One evciiiiig I h i t liad proiiiised that lie would accompany Grecn in a drive the next iiiorning at eight.
At a quarter before eiglit Green was walking up and
down liis rooni, matcli i u hand ; at fifty miiiutes past
seren he put on his coat, at fifty-five he took his stick,
and a t the first stroke of eiglit entered his carriage
and drove off; and altliough he met Icant, who was a
couple of minutes late, he would not stop for him,
because this m-as against the agreement and against
his rule. Tliis gentleman, for whom liaiit liad a great
esteem, served as the model for tlie description of the
Eiiglisli cliaracter in the AizthropoZogie. Kaiit's savings
were invested with this Mr. Green, aiid allowed to
accumulate at 6 per cent. interest.
IZant is said to have been on two occasions on the

point of marrying, or at least of iiialring a proposal,
but he took so long to calculate his iiicornings and
outgoings with exactness, i n order t o see whether he
could afford it, that the lady in the first case was
married, and in the second had left Eoiiigsberg before
he had made up his mind. When he was seventy
years of age, an officious friend actually printed a
dialogue on marriage, with a riew to persuade the
philosopher to marry. Kant reiinbursed him for the
expense of printing, but at that age, n o t unnaturally,
thouglit the adviTe rather too late. How sensible he
mas to the charnis of female society appears from the
Eway 01i the Siddime and Beuutqul, p. 426 ff, where
lie discusses tlle difference hetween the sublime and
benntiful in the natural relations of the sexes.
Iiaiit’s p e r s o d character is described, by those
who knew hiiii best, as truly childlike. He was kindhearted and actively benevolent ; of rare cnndour in
estimating the abilities of other men, with high respect for el-ery- thing that was noble or deserving ;
always disposed to recognise tlie good rather than the
bad in iiieii’s characters. He was aln-ajTs ready 1.6tIi
counsel and assistance for the young. His modesty
towards scholars of great fame almost degenerated
into shyness.
As may be supposed from the regularity of his
habits, he iiever allowed himself t o run into debt.
When a Rtucleiit at the University, with very 11:trrow
means, liis only coat had once beconie so shabby, that
some friends subscribed a suin of money, whicli m-as
offcrecl to him in the most delicate niaiiiier possible
for the purchase of a new one. Icant, hornever, preferred to retain his shabby coat rathcr than incur del,t
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or lose his independence.’ I n his old age he boasted
that he had never owed any mail a penny, so that
when a knock came t o his door he was never afraid
t o say, (‘Come in-” When his means had increased
(chiefly through the profits on his writings), he assisted
such of his relatives as mere in want in the most liberal
manner. On the death of his brother, he assigned to
tlie widow a pension of 200 thalers. Many poor persons also received a weekly allowaiice from him, and
Wasianski, who i u later years managed Kant’s affairs
for him, states that his charitable expenses amounted
t o about 400 thalers annually.
His kindness was shown in his last will, in which
he left an annual sum to a servant who had treated
him shamefully, but mho had served him (not indeed
faithfully) for thirty years. Kant had dismissed him
two years before, with a pension, on condition of his
never setting foot inside the house again. After some
other small legacies, the residue was left t o the children of his brother and sisters. The whole amount
mas under four thousand pounds.

The principal questions on the Theory of Morals
may, with sufficient accuracy for the present purpose,
he said to be these: First, the purely speculative
question, What is the essential nature of moral rightness? Secondly, the practical questions, What is to
man the criterion of his duty ? and what is the foundation of obligation ? T he additional question, By what
faculty do we discern right and wrong? is properly a
psychological one.
The reader mill be reminded of the similar story of Dr. Johns011
and the boots.

d
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If we had only to do with a being in whom Reason
was irresistibly dominant, we should not need to raise
any further questions; but having to treat of a being
with affections and appetites distinct from reason, and
not of themselves dependent on it, we must answer
the further question: How is Reason to maintain
its authority in spite of these resisting forces? i. e .
What is the Motive? Lastly, since we have to deal
with a corrupt creature, a new question arises : How
is such a creature to be reformed ?
Now how does Kant deal with these questions?
His categorical imperative-Act as if the maxim of
thy action were to become b y thy will EL universal law
of Nature-gives perhaps not the essence of virtue, but
a property of it, which may indeed serve as a subjective criterion. That this criterion is formal only, and
therefore empty, is hardly of itself a valid objection.
T he test of valid reasoning, the syllogism, is equally
empty. T he categorical imperative is, however,
rather negative than positive, and it is far from
being sufficiently clear as a test of the morality of
actions. This appears even in the examples which
Kant himself gives. F o r example, treating of Compassion, he supposes that if a man refuses aid to the
distressed, it is out of selfishness, and then shows that
if selfishness was the ruling principle, it would contradict itself. But why assume a motive for refusing
h elp? What we want is a motive for giving help.
There is nothing contradictory in willing that none
should help others. So in the case of gratitude,
there is no contradictioii ih willing that those who
receive benefits should entertain no peculiar feeling
toward their benefactor. It is true we should look

MEMOIR O F KANT.

li

for it ourselves, but this implies that such a feeling is
natural to man, and that we approve it. Again, put
the case of self-sacrifice of a man giving his life to
save his friend; it would seem as easy on Rant’s
principle to prove this a vice as a virtue.
Kaiit has in fact treated human nature too abstractly. In eliminating the matter ” he has eliminated that on which frequently the whole question
turns. Indeed, in some of the instances he himself
chooses, lie elicits a contradiction only by bringing
i n a teleological consideration ; e . g. as to suicide, he
brings in the end for which self-love was given. The
will to destroy one’s own life is not contradictory of
the will to sustain it, unless the circumstances be
supposed the same.
These remarks, however, only show that the formula is not a mechanical rule of conduct; they do
not disprove its scientific value. I n fact precisely
similar objections have been alleged against the logical analysis of speculative reasoning, that it leaves
untouched what in practice is the most difficult part
of the problem. If all poisonous substances could be
brouglit under a single chemical formula, the generalization would be of value both tlieoretically and
practically, although its application to particular
cases might be difficult and uncertain. Kant never
attempted “to deduce a complete code of duty from
a purely formal principle ”; he expressly states that
((

1 Sidgaick, Xethod yf Ethics, page 1 6 1 ; 3rd ed., page 205.
In
his third edition, hlr. Sidgwicli appeals, in defence of his view, t o
Kant’s statements in pp. 3 8 - 4 2 of the present book. The passage on
p. 2 9 9 was, he remarks, mitten ten years later. But I think it will
be found that in each of his hflothetical cases lie docs not deduce

a 2
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this is only a negative principle, and that the matter
of practical maxims is to be derived from a different
source [e$ the present work, p. 290). Nor is it to be
supposed that Kant was not fully aware of the difficulty
of applying his formula to the complex circumstances
of actual life. In his Metaphysic of -!orals he states a
great number of questions of casuistry, which he leaves
undecided, as puzzles or exercises to the reader. And
indeed siniilar difficulties might be raised, from a
speculative point of view, respecting the rule, Whatsoever ye would that men should do unto you, even
so do unto them”-a
rule of which we may nevertheless say that in practice it probably never misled
anyone, for eoeryoiie sees that the essence of it is the
elimination of self-partiality and inward dishonesty.
The scientific basis of it is stated by Clarke in language nearly equivalent to Kant’s. The reason of
it, says the former, is the same as that which forces
us in speculation to affirm that if one line or number
be equal t o mother, that other is equal to it. Whatever relation or proportion one man in ally case bears
to another, the same that other, when put in like circumtames, bears to him. Whatever I judge reasonable or unreasonable for another to do for me, that,
by the same jzcdggmeiit, I declare reasonable or unreasonable that I in the like case should do for him.”l
Kant’srule is a generalization of this, so as to i?iclude
duties to ourselves as well as t o ot,hers. As such i t
has a real scientific value. PracticalIy, its value
((

(‘

the maxim from the imperative. m a t he does is t o test the maxim
by the imperative, just as hc might test an argument by tho rules of
syllogism.
Diecourse on the Attributes, &c. Ed. 1728, p. 200,

I
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consists, like that of the golden rule, in the elimination
of inward dishonesty.
nlr. BIill’s criticism on Kant’s forniula is, that when
we speak of a maxim being ‘(fit” to be a universal
law, i t is obvious tliat some test of fitness is required,
and that Kaiit, in fact, tests the maxiins by their consequences; as if the whole gist of Icant’s argument
were iiot that the only test of this fitness is logical
possibility; or as if this were not the one thing expressed in his formula. As to testing maxims by
consequences, he does so in the same sense in which
Euclid in indirect demonstrations tests a liypotliesis by
its consequences, and in no other, i.e. by the logical
consequences, not the practical. Take the case of a
promise. In Kant’s view, the argument against tlie
1a.m permitting unfaithfulness is iiot that it would be
attended with consequences injurious to society, but
that it mould aiiniliilate all promises (the present
included), and therefore annihilate itself. 01 inconvenience to society not a word is said or implied.
Hence Kant’s objection rests vholly 011 tlie absolute
universality of the supposed lam, whereas the Utilitarian objection from practical consequences xould be
applicable in a proportionate degree t o a lam not supposed universal. Hence, also, Kant’s test would hold
eye11 if the present promise were never t o be followed
by another; nay, it would be of equal force even
though it should be proved that it would be better for
society that there should be no verbal proniises.
It has been said’ that in applying Kant’s formula
Sidgwick, Metlrod of Ethics, page 450 ; 3rd cd., page 4S2.

Jh.Sidg~icli’sargument inrolres the nesumption, that the sum of
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we must qualify it by introducing the consideration
of the probability that our example or rule will be
generally followed; and the instance of celibacy has
been suggested, which, it is said, would be necessarily
condemned as a crime if tested b y Rant’s rule, pure
and simple; for if all men practised celibacy there
would be an end of the race, and, on the “greatest
happiness” principle, to effect this mould be the worst
of crimes. Now, if a qualification were required, o r
admissible, Rant’s formula would be deprived of all
scientific significance, and its application made dependent on private and uncertain opinion. As to the
example of celibacy, R a n t has himself indicated how
lie would dispose of it by the way in which he treats
suicide. H e does not show its unlawfulness by alleging that if everyone committed suicide the human
race would come to an end, but by exposing the inconsistency in the principle of action which would lead
to suicide. I n every case it is the mental principle
which is to be tested, not the mere external action.
Bearing this in mind, we shall find no difficulty in
the case of celibacy. It may proceed from motives
which there would be no absurdity in supposing universal, because the circumstances which give them tliis
particular direction could only be exceptional. But,
suppose celibacy recomniended on grounds which are
in their own nature universal, e.g. as a condition of
moral perfection, then Rant’s formula would properly
human happiness is certainly known t o exceed that of human misery.
Even on his own statement, a man mho doubted or disbelieved this
would be justified in adopting celibacy. Nay, in the latter case, he
might regard it as a duty.
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apply, for moral perfection is an end to be aimed at
by all. One might just as well say that Kant’s rule
mould make all killing criminal, whereas Kant would
obviously require us to take into account the motive,
self-defence, or other. On the other hand, apply Mr.
Sidgwick’s qualification, and what mould result ? Why,
t,hat we might innocently kill, provided the action
were not likely to be generally imitated ! If occasional
celiba,cy is justified only because there exists a natural
passion vhich is sure t o be usually powerful enough
to prevent the example being followed, then we may
equally justify occasional violence or murder on the
ground that fear or benevolence mill naturally prevent
the action from being extensively imitated.
Kant’s view of the source of obligation in the
Autononiy of the will appears to require qualification
if we would avoid a contradiction. A law must be
above the nature to which it is a law, and which is
subject to it. A being which gave itself the moral lav,
and whose freedom, therefore, is Autonomy, would
not be conscious of obligation or dutv, since the moral
lam would coincide with its will. R a n t draws the ap
parently self-contradictory conclusion that, we, though
milling the law, yet resist it. Even if this be granted,
it would follow, not that me should feel obliged, but
that either no action at all mould follow, or the more
poverful side would prevail. That v e condemn ourselves when we have violated the law is an important
fact, on which Kant very strongly insists, but which
his theory fails to explain. Is it not a far simpler and
truer explanation to say that this self-condemnation,
this humiliation in the presence of an unbending judge,
is a proof that we have not given ourselves the law ;

hi
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that me are subjects of a higher power?’ There is,
indeed, a sense in which Autonomy may be truly vindicated to man, The moral law is not a mere precept
imposed upon us from without, nor is it forced upon
us by our sensitive nature ; it is a law prescribed to
us, or, more correctly speaking, revealed to us, by our
own Reason. But Reason is not our own in the sense
in which our appetites or sensations are our own ; it is
n o t under our own control ; it, bears the stamp of universality and authority. Thus i t declares itself impersonal : in other words, what, Reason reveals me regard
as valid for all beings possessed of intelligence? equal
or superior to our own. Hence, many ethical writers,
both ancient and modern, haye insisted as strongly as
Rant that the moral law is corninon to man with a11
rational creatures.’ And wlien R a n t speaks of Autonomy, this is all that his argument requires. Accordingly, he sometiines spenlrs of rational creatures as the
subjects of Reason, which is the supreme legislator.
As regards the saiictions of the inoral law, which
practically to inqierfect creatures furnish the iiiotiyc,
these consist, according to Rant, in the happiness and
misery which are the natural consequences of virtue
Kant appears t o recognisc this in the passage quoted p. 322.
For instance, Cicero de Legibus argucs that there is ‘‘ c o i m z t n i o
j z w i s iizter deos e t Izonziim.” Dr. hdams (in his celebrated sennon
011 the ObZigution of Tirtue), like Kant, remarks that t o found the
obligation of 5-irtue on m y good affections, or on a moral scme (as
this is generally understood), is t o make its nature wlioll-~-precarious,
t o S U ~ se
~ that
O
men might I i a ~ cbecn intelligent beings without such
sentiments, or with the Tery rererse. So Clarke had insisted that
the eternal relations of things, with thcir consequent fitnesses, must
appear the same t o the iinderstandings of all intelligent beings. I n
fact, this is a commonplace of English moralists.
1
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and vice, and lie thinks that when they are regarded
as natural consequences, the dread of the misery will
have more effect than if it mere thought t o be an
arbitrary punishment. '' The view into an illimitable
future of happiness or misery is sufficient to serve as
a motive to the virtuous t o continue steadfast in welld'oing, and to arouse in the vicious tlie condemning
voice of conscience to check his evil course."' In
this Ra n t agrees with Cuuberland. Rant's argument
for imniortality is in substance that it is necessary for
a continued indefinite approximation to the ideal of
tlie moral lam. But since, as lie maintains, we ha r e
ourselves to blame for not having attained this ideal,
what right have we to expect such an opportunity?
Having iiiissed the true moment in his argument,
whicli led t o the existence of a Supreme Lawgiver, lie
arrived at this fundanien tal trutli by a roundabout r a y ,
tlirough the coiiception of the S U ~ I Z I I bouzm.
~U~
But tliis
introduces a quite heterogeneous notion, viz., that of
liappiness. Happiness belongs to a man as a seiisible
creature, and all tliat he has a right to say is, that if
Practical Reason had happiness to confer, it would
coiifcr i t on virtue. Horn much more direct and convincing is the argument suggested by Butler's brief
words : '' Consciousness of a rule or guide of action,
in creatures ~ ~ 7 1 1 are
0
capable of considering it as giren
them by their Maker, not only raises iumediatelg- a
sense of duty, but also a sense of security i n following
it, and of danger in deviating from it. A direction of
tlie Author of Kature, given to creatures capable of
looking upon i t as such, is plainly a command from
I
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him ; and a command from him necessarily includes
in it at least an implicit promise i n case of obedience,
or threatening in case of disobedience ” ; and since
“ h i s method of government is to reward and punish
actions, his having annexed to some actions an inseparable sense of good desert, and to others of ill,
this surely amounts to declaring upon whom his
punishments shall be inflicted, and his rewards bestowed .”
ICant sees no mode of reconciling morality with the
law of Causality, except by his distinction of noumeiia
and phenomena. When the law of Causality is rightly
understood there is no inconsistency. For the cause
which it demands is an efficient cause, and the idea of
an efficient cause involves the idea of mind.’ It is involved in the idea of matter, that it cannot originate
(this Kant himself adopts as a first principle in his
Metapliysics of Natural Philosophy) ; whereas it is t,lie
very idea of mind with will that i t does originate.
This has been recogniscd bp philosophers of all periods r h o hare
n o t begun Kith a particular theory as t o the origin of the idea and the
principle. Thus, t o take only non-metaphSsicalwriters, Si1 J. Herschel
says : “ It is our o m immediate consciousness of effort which we exert
t o put matter in motion, or t o oppose and neutralise force, which gives
us this internal conriction of power and causation, so far as it refers
t o the matcrial world, and compels us t o believe that mhenevcr we see
material objects put in motion . . it is in consequence of such an
effort, somehow exerted, though not accompanied with our consciousness.” (Astronomy, 10th ed., sec. 439.) Dubois Reymond makes 3

.

similar statement, deriving the principle from “ an irresistible tendency t o personify.” It is somewhat singular that the philosophers
who most strenuously deny that the principle of causality has any
basis other than our observation of the phenomena of passive matter,
yet insist most &on& on extending it t o those of actiw will.
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When we seek the cause of motion we are satisfied
when we trace it to a will. True, we may then ask
for the motive; but the nature of motive and that of
efficient cause are heterogeneous.
Kant’s view of Fieedom, however, does not involve
anything of caprice or indeterminateness. Freedom,
according to him, is not independence on law which
we can consciously follow, but independence on the
physical relation of causality, the not being determined by physical or sensible causes. On this view
the contradiction, which to Hobbes and others seemed
to exist between the conception of freedom and that
of the dirine foreknowledge, would have little weight.
A sliort consideration suffices to show that there is a fallacy involved in Hobbes’ argument. Suppose a being
perfectly wise and good, and at the same time free,
then we should only require perfect knowledge of the
circumstances of a particular case in order to predict
his conduct, and that infallibly. If he were not free
we could not do so. And the more nearly a being
approaches such perfection, the more certainly could
we predict his actions. If his goodness were perfect,
but liis knowledge imperfect, and if we knew how far
his knowledge extended, we could still predict. It
would be absurd to say that this would be a contradiction.
It is worthy of notice that Cudworth’s conception
of liberty corresponds closely with that of Rant.
“ T h e true liberty of a man, as it speaks pure perfection, is when by the right use of the faculty of
free will, together with the assistance of Divine grace,
he is habitually fixed in moral good ”; “but when by
th e abuse of that faculty of free will men come to be
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habitually fixed i n evil and sinful inclinations, then
are they, as Bogthius well expresses it, pro pic^ Jiberiati
captizi-made captive and Lrouglit into bondage by
their o m free will.” It may have been suggested
to both of them by St. Paul, who represents sin as
slavery, righteousness as freedom.
Rant is by no means happy in his treatment of
the corruption of human nature. I n order to escape
the difficulty of reconciling respoiisibility with the innate corruption on which he so strongly dwells, he ha5
recourse (as in the case of freedom) to the distinction
between man nournenon and inan phenomenon. T h e
innate evil of human nature rests on an inversion of
the natural order, the legislative will being subordinated to the sensibility. But how can this be reconciled with tlie self-given, and therefore self-willed law
whicli makes good a duty ? It is inconceivable that
the pure supersensible essence could invest the sensational nature (tbe objects of which have for it no
reality) with a preponderance over itself. A further
contradiction appears to be involved in the relation of
evil to freedom; for he states that freedom is as inseparably connecked with the law of Practical Reason
as the physical cause with the law of nature, so that
freedom witliout the law of Practical Reason is a
causality without law, which would be absurd ; and
yet, on the other hand, he regards freedom as an
ability from which proceeds contradiction to the
moral law.
A still more insuperable difficulty meets him when
he attempts to answer the question, Is reformation
possible? H e replies: Yes; for it is a duty. You
ought, therefore you can, How the return from evil
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to good is possible cannot indeed he comprehended,
but the original fall from good to evil is equally
incomprehensible, and yet is a fact. Now, freedom
which belongs to the supersensible sphere (the sphere
of noumena) cannot be determined by anything in the
phenomenal world; consequently, if freedom has, apart
from time, given the man a determination, then no
event in time can produce a change. Nay, it would
be a contradiction to suppose the removal of an act i n
the noumenal (supersensible) world by a succeeding
act. Contrary or contradictory attributes cannot bc
attributed to the same subject except under the coudition of time. If, therefore, the intelligent being is
timeless, we cannot possibly attribute t o it two decisions, of which one annuls the other. H e is not el-eii
consistent, for he argues that it is not possible t o
destroy this radical corruption by human power, but
only to overcome it. Why does he n o t conclude here,
I ought to destroy it, therefore I can? Lastly, even
if this ‘(1c a n ” were granted, it mould be only :t
theoretical, not a practical possibility. If the mail
endowed with the faculties in their true subordinat,ion, with reason supreme, has yet not had strength
or purity of will to remain so, what practical possibility is there that having this subordination perverted
he can restore i t ? There is obviously an external
aid necessary here. Not that anything wholly esternal could effect the change, which can only be
produced by something operating on man’s o~vii
moral nature; but there must be a moral leverage,
an external fulcrum, a TOG UT&
Such aid, sucl~
leverage are provided by the Christian religion. It
has introduced a new motive, perfectly original a n d
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unique, the overpowering force of which has been
proved in many crucial instances ; and no more complete theoretical proof of the absolute necessity of
some such revelation could be given than is supplied
by the attempts of the profoundest philosopher of
riioderii times to dispense with it.
Kant’s own position with respect to Christianity
is that of a Rationalist. He acceuts t
jle moral
and spiritual teachin&the
New Testament, becaus,e
he finds it i n accordance with reason, and this being
s< he judges that it is a matter of no practical consequence whether its introduction was supernatural or
..
n s H
e
m
d
q
w aid TVas re&ed
t o make reforniatioii
possible, but h d h l i ~ h tt-0
1-ni
belief
- - _ or knowledge-of
OUTS could be a
sih-nw
ct orical
questions were adia~hora. But this is to take %r
granted, that i f God gives such aid at all, it must be in
a particular way. Butler’s argument from analogy is
conclusive against sucli assumptions. And, indeed, it is
certain that the moral and the historical in Christianity
cannot be thus kept apart. It is to the facts that the
doctrines owe their life and motive power. It is these
that supply the leverage, without which the most perfect moral teaching will fall dead on the ears at least
oI” the masses of mankind.
Besides, as Butler shows, revealed facts may be
the foundation of moral duties to those to whom the
revelation has come.
It is remarkable that, although Rant was fond of
reading English authors, and was influenced in his
moral discussions by English moralists, Butler (who
had writteii half a century before the publication of
I
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the Kritik) was wholly unknown t o him. What is
more remarkable is, that Butler has remained equally
unknown to German writers up to the present day.
Whilst German historians of moral philosophy are
careful to note the merits of even Wollaston and
Ferguson, they pass over Butler’s name in silence.
T h e reason of this silence, doubtless, is to be found
iu the title of his work. But although foreign philosophers could not be expected to look for a treatise
on moral philosophy in a book called F$ieen Xemoizs,
liow is it that attention was not called to him by the
notices in Mackintosh (who is largely cited, e.g. by
I. H. Fichte), wliich showed the high estimation in
wliich the work mas held in England ? I t is certainly
a curious and suggestive fact that writers, professedly
and learnedly treatiiig of English moral philosophers,
should be wholly ignorant of the writer who holds by
far the highest rank among them, whose work is the
classical work, the text-book of the Universities, and
with a wider circulation, probably, than the works of
all t<heother moralists put together.
-7
T h e most striking peculiarity of Kant’s moral
theory is its connexion with his metaphysical system.
It is in the moral lam that he finds the means of establishing the existence, aiid to some extent&e nature-ofthe supersensible r e a l i t L 1 He has been charged with
incoiisisteiicy in this. What h e pulls down in the
Critique of the Speculative Reason, he restores illogically, it is said, in that of the Practical Reason.
T h e fact appears to be, that readers of the former
work are apt to fall into two mistakes. First, they
suppose that they have before them a complete system
instead of a portion only ; and secondly, they mistake

r
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the attitude of suspense with regard to the supersensible reality f o r a dogmatic negation of all knoivledge
t,hereof. When they__come
-.
to the Practical mr+
they find the impression thus formed
..
. reqecting
K a 5 a t t , i t u d e towards-the supersensible contradicted.
--Bgt the inconsistency is n o t L e i w e e g J h 2 t y o E y t s of
Kant’s system, bebet ween
... his_sg_st_em-.as_
a x h s l e and
the impression derived
from a partial view of it. That
he limits his affirmation of the supersensible to its
practical aspect is quite in accordance with the spirit
of his philosophy. Nor is this limitation so very
unlike that of the common-sense philosopher, Locke,
who, in speaking of the limits of our faculties, says that
inen have reason to be well satisfied,- since God hath
given them l l whatever is necessary for the conveniences of life, and the information of virtue ”; adding
l L How short soever their knowledge may come of an
uiiiversd or perfect comprehension of whatsoever is,
it yet secures their great concernments, that they
have light enough to lead them to the knowledge
of their Maker, and the sight of their own duties.”
/
(Xssay, bk. I. ch. i. § 5 . )
~
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'NT GREXK PHILOSOPHY was divided into
three sciences : Physics, Ethics, and Logic. This divi-

sion is perfectly suitable to the nature of the thing, a i d 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.

AI1 rational knowledge is either mnfcrirrl or $ w i i i ~ 2 : the
former considers some object, the latter is concerned only mith
the form of the understanding and of the reason itself, and mith
Iho univcrsal laws of thought in general without distinction
of its objects. Formal philosophy is called Logic. Material
philosophy, however, which has to do mith determinate objects
and the laws to which they are subject, is again two-fold; for
these Iaws are eitlier lams of

or of jjwdom. The science
of the former is Thysics, that of tlie latter, Etliics ; they are also
called natirin2 philosophy aud u i o i . c r l i ~ 7 ~ i ~respectively.
o~~~~~Ii~
Logic cannot hare any empirical part; that is, a part in
which the universal and necessary lams of thought should rest
on grounds taken from experience ; otherwise it mould not be
logic, ;.e. a canon for the understanding or the reason, valid
for all thought, and capable of demonstration (4). Natural and
iic7fui.c
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moral philosophy, on the contrary, can each have their empirical part, since the former has to determine the lams 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 t o happen.’
Ethics, however, must also consider the conditions under which
what ought to happen frequently does not.
W e may call all philosophy eiizpii*ic~~,
so far as it is based
on grounds of experience: on the other hand, that which
delivers its doctrines from d 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 metrqdiysic.
I n this way there arises the idea of a two-fold metaphysica metaphysic qf i i n f u ~ and
e
a metophysic qf morals. Physics will
thus have an empirical and also a rational part. It is the same
with Ethics ; but here the empirical part might have the special
name of practical rrnthropology, the name moraZity being appropriated to the rational part.
All trades, arts, and handiworks have gained by division of
labour, namely, when, instead of one man doing everything,
each confines himself to a certain kind of work distinct from
others in the treatment itirequires, 60 as to be able to perform
it with greater facility and in the greatest perfection. Where
the differentkinds of work are not 60 distinguished and divided,
where everyone is a jack-of-all-trades, there manufactures remain
still in the greatest barbarism. It might deserve to be considered

--

I [The word “law” is here used in two different senses, on which see
Vhately’s I,ognic, Appendix, Art. ‘ I Law.”]
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wliether pure philosophy in all its parts does not require a man
specially devoted t o 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 t o blend the rational aud empirical elements together, mixed in all sorts of proportions unknown to
themselves ( 5 ) , and who call themselves independent thinkers,
giving the name of minute philosophers to those who apply
themselves t o the rational part only-if these, I say, were
warned not to carry on two employments together which diff‘er
widely in the treatment they demand, 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 require that me should always carefully separate the empirical from the rational part, and prefix
to Physics proper (or empirical physics) a metaphpsic of nature,
and t o practical anthropology a metaphysic of morals, +&ch
must be carefully cleared of everything empirical, so that we

may know how much can be accomplished by pure reason in
both cases, and from what sources it draws this its u priori
teaching, and that whether t,he latter inquiry is conducted by
all moralists (whose name is legion), or only by soIlie who feel
a calling thereto.
AS my concern here is with moral philosopLy, I limit the
question suggested to this: Whether it is not of the utmost
necessity to construct a pure moral philosophy, perfectly cleared
of everything which is only empirical, and which belongs to
anthropology ? for that such a phdosophy must be possible is
evident from the common idea or duty and of the moral laws.
Every one must admit that if a law is t o have moral force, i.e.
i o be the basis of an obliption, it must carry with it absolute
necessity ; that, for e s a q l e , the precept, “Thou shalt not lie,”
B 2
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is not valid for men alone, as if other rational beings had no
need to observe it ; and so with all the other moral lams properly
SO called ; that, therefore, the basis of obligation must not be
souglit in the nature of man, or in the circumstances in the
world in which he is placed, but d priori simply iu the conceptions of (6) 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 oilly as t o a motive, such
a precept, while it may be a practical rule, can never be called
a moral law.
Thus not ouly are moral lams Kith their pricciples essentially
distinguished from every other kind of practical knowledge in
which there is anything empirical, but all moral philosophy
rests wholly on its pure part. V h e n applied to man, it does
not borrow the least thing from the knowledge of mau himself

(anthroplogy), but gives laws d p i * i o i i to him as a rational
being. No doubt these lams require a judgment sharpened by
experience, in order on the one hand to distinguish in what
cases they are applicable, and on the other to procure for them
access t o the will of t h e man, and effectual influence on conduct ;
since man i:: acted ou by SO many inclinations that, though
capable of the i d x of a practicnl piire reason, lie is not so easily
able to make it effective iir roiirwto in his life.
A metaphysic of morals i s therefore indispensably necessary,
not merely for speculatixe reasonsJ in order to investigate the
sources of the practicd principles which are t o be found d priori

in oiir reason, but also because % s a l s themselves are liable to all
sorts of corruption, as long as ve are without that clue and
supreme canon by which to estimhLe them correctly. For in
order that an action should be moral$ good, it is not enough
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that i t coilfbi-ii~t o the moral law, but it must also be done fool.
the sake qf the /mu, otherwise that conformity is only very contingent and uucertain ; since a principle which is not moral,
altliough it may now and then produce actions conformable to
the law, will also often produce actions which contradict it (7).

Nom it is only in 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 consequence) : we must, therefore,
begin with pure philosophy (metaphysic), and without it there
cannot be any m o r d philosophy a t all. That which mingles
these pure principles with the empirical does not deserve tlie
name o€ philosophy (for mliat distinguishes philosophy from
coulmon rational knowledge is,' that i t treats in separate

sciences what the latter only comprehends confusedly) ; much
less does it deserve h a t 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 propzedeutic prefixed by the celebrated
Wolf' to his moral philosophy, namely, his so-called general
3)rcrctical~hilosoi)J~~,and that, therefore, we have not to strike
into an entirely new field. Just because i t was to be a general
practical philosophy, it has not taken into consideration EL will
of any particular kind-say one which should be determined
solely from ci priori principles without any empirical motives,
and which we might call a pure mill, but volition in general,
with all the actions and conditions which belong to it in this

' [Johann Christian Ton Wolf (1679-1796) wns the author of treatises
philosophj, mntliematics, kc., which were for a long time the standard
text-books i n the German Universities. His philosophy mas founded on
on

that of Leibnitz.]
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By this it is distingiiished from a meta-

physic of morals, just as general logic, which treats of the acts
and canons of thcught I I , yenemif, is distinguished from transcendental philosophy, which treats of the particular acts and
canons of pzwe thought, ii.e. that whose cognitions are altogether d priori. For the metaphysic of morals has to esamiiie
the idea and the principles of a possible p u r e will, and not the
acts and conditions of human volition generally, which for the
most part are drawn from psychology (8). It is true that moral
laws and duty are spoken of in the general Iiractical philosophy
(contrary indeed to all fitness). But this is no objection, for in
this respect also the authors of that science remain true t o their
idea of it ; they do not distinguish the motives which are prescribed as such by reason alone altogether ci pi-iori, and which
are properly
from the empirical motives which the
understanding raises to general conceptions merely by coniparison of experiences ; but without noticing the difference of
their sources, and looking on them all as homogeneous, they
consider only their greater or less amount. It is in tliis way they
frame their notion of obl'igafioji, which, though anything but
moral, is all that can be asked for in a philosophy which passes
no judgment at all on the origiii of all possible practical

concepts, whether they are ci pi*ioi*l',or only d p o ~ f ~ ~ i i o i i .
Intending to publish hereafter a metaphysic of morals, I
issue in the first instance these fundamental principles. Indeed
there is properly no other foundation for it than the criticaZ
exrrniiimfioii of n p r e 119xetical i * e m o n ; just as that of metapllysics is the critical examination of the pure speculative reason,
already published. B u t in the first place the former is not so
absolutely necessary as the latter, because in moral concerns
human reason can easily be brought to a high degree of cor-
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rectness 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 complete, i t must be possible a t
the same time to show its identity with the speculat'ive reason
in a common principle, for it can ultimately be only one and
the same reason which has to be distinguished merely in its application. I could not, however, bring it to such completeness
here, without introducing considerations of a ~vhollydifferent
kind, which would be perplexing to the reader (9). On this
account I have adopted the title of P h d a ~ i i c i ~ t cPriiicQiZes
il
oJ'the
Metuphysic of ~ O i Y I 7 8 instead
,
of that of a Criticrd Exaii~iiintioii
of' :he p i r e prctctieal Iirnsow.
But in the third place, since a metapliysic of moraIs, iu
spite of the discouraging title, is yet capable of being presented
in a popular form, and one adapted to the common understanding, I find it useful to separate from it this preliminary
t r e a t i 6 o n 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.
The present treatise is, homerer, nothing more thau the iuvestigntioii and establishment of

t / i c . s ~ ~ ~ i ~ e i i i e pqfinorrr/ify,
i~~i~c~~7~~

and this alone constitutes 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 hitlierto been very unsatisfactorily examined, would rcceire
much light from the application of the same principle to t,he
whole system, and would be greatly confirmed by the adequacy
which it exhibits throughout ; but I must forego this advantage,
which indeed woiild be after all more gratifying than useful,
since the easy applicability of a principle and its apparent
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adequacy give no very certain proof of its soundness, but
rather inspire a certain partiality, which prevents us from
examining and estimating it strictly in itself, and without
regard to consequences.

I have adopted in this work the method which I think
most suitable, proceeding analytically from common knowledge
t o the determination of its ultimate principle, and again dewend-

ing synthetically from the examination of this principle and its
sources to the common knowledge in which we find it employed.
The division mill, therefore, be as follows ( i o ) :-

1. Firsf ' smtion.-Trsnsition
from the common rational
knowledge of morality to the philosophical.
2. Secom' secfioi~.-Transitior1 from popular moral philosophy to the metaphysic of morals.
3. Thfi-clsectioiz.-Final

step from the metaphysic of morals

to the critique of the pure practical reason.

[l.']
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FIRST SECTION
'L'RANSITIOS FItON THE GOAIMOX

IiA'rIONAL HSOWLEDGE O F

~IOKAI,I'L'Y
TO THE I ~ I I I I . O ~ O P H H I C A I ; .

L-OTIIIKG
can possibly be conceived in the world, or even out of
it, which c m be called good without qualificstioii, except a Good
T i l l . Inteliigence, wit, judgment, and the other takvifs of the
iiiiud, however they map Le named, or courage, resolution, perseverance, as qualities of temperameiit, are undoubtedly good
and desirable iii many respects ; but these gifts of nature may
also become extremely bad and mischievous if the will which is
to ruake use of them, and wliich, therefore, constitutes what is
culled character, is not good. It is the same Tilth the yjff.s of
jortruze. Poner, riches, honour, even health, and the general
well-being and contentment with oiie's condition which is called
I u 7 p p i 1 4 , inspire pride, and often presumption, if there is not a
good mill to correct the influelice of these on the mind, and with
tliis also to rectify the whole principle of acting, and adapt it t o
its end. The sight of a being mho is not adorned with a single
feature of a pure aud good will, enjoying iiiibrokeu prosperity,
can never give pleasure t o au impartial rational spectator (12).
Thus a good will appears to constitute tlie indispensable condition eveii of being worthy of happiness.
There are even Borne qualities which are of service to this
good mill itself, mid may facilitate its action, yet which hare no
iutrinsic unconditional d u e , but always presuppose a good will,
and tliis qualifies the esteem h a t we justly hare for them, and
does not permit us to regard them as absolutoly good. Moderation in the affectioiis and passions, self-control and calm deliberation are not ouly good in many respects, but even seem to
coustitute part of the intrinsic wort11 of the person ; but they
are far from deserving to be called good without qualificatioil,
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although they have been so unconditionally praised by the
ancients. F o r without the principles of a good will, they may
become extremely bad, and the coolness of a villain not only
makes him far 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 much higher
than all that can be brought about by it in favour of auy inclination, nay, even of the sum total of all inclinations. Even if
it should happen that, owing to special disfavour of fortune, o r
the niggardly provision of a step-motherly nature, this will
should wholly lack power to accomplish its purpose, if with its
greatest efforts it should yet achieve nothing, aiid 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, i t
would still shiue by its own light, as a thing which has its
whole value i n itself ( 1 3 ) . Its usefuluess or fruitlessness cau
neither add to nor take away anything from this value. I t would
be, as it were, only the setting to enable us to handle it the
more conveniently in common commerce, or to attract t o it the
nttentiou of those who are not yet connoisseurs, but, not t o
recommend it to true connoisseurs, or t o determiue its value.
There is, however, something so strange in this idea of the
absolute vnliie of tlie mere will, in which no account is taken
of its utility, that iiotwithstandiug the thorougli assent of eveu
common reason to the idea, yet a suspicion must arise that it
niay perhaps really be the product of mere high-flown fancy,
and tliat we may have misunderstood the purpose of nature in
assigiiing reason as the governor of our will. Therefore we will
examine this idea from this point of view. )
I n the physical constitution of ail organized being, that is,
a being adapted suitably to tlie purposes bf life, we assume it as
a fundamental principle that n o organ for any purpose will l e
found but what is also the fittest and best adapted for that
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purpose. Now in a being which has reason and a will, if the
proper object of nature were its consercutio?z, its tcdfare, in a
word, its h p p i i i e s . ~ then
,
nature mould have hit upon a very bad
:~rrangementin selecting the reason of the creature t o carry out,
1 his purpose.
For all khe actions which the creature has to perform with a view t o this purpose, and the whole rule of its conduct, mould be far more surely prescribed t o it by instinct, and
that end would have been attained thereby much more certainly
than it ever can be by reason. Should reason have been communicated to this favoured creature over and above, it must
only hare served it to contemplate the happy coiistitutioii of its
iiature (i4), to admire it, to congratulate itself thereon, and
to feel thankful for it to the beneficent cause, but not that it
should subject its desires to tliat 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 fort11
into pmcfl'ctrl c m w s c , nor have the presumption, with its weak
insight, to think out for itself tlie p1au of happiuess, and of the
means of attainiiig it. Nature would not only hare taken on
herself he choice of the euds, but also of the Iueans, and with
wise oresiglit would have entrusted both to instinct.
And, in fact, me find that the more a cultivated reason
applies itself with deliberate purpose to the enjoyment of life
and happiiiess, so much tlie more does tlie ixan fail of true
satisfaction. And from this circumstance there arises in many, if
they are candid enough to confess it, a certain degree of wi.$o/ogy,
that ie, hatred of reason, especially i i i the case of those who are
most experienced in the use of it, because after calculating :dl
the advantages they derive, I do nut say from tlie invention of
d l the arts of comiuon luxury, but even from tlie sciences (which
seem to tliem to be after all only a luxury of the understanding),
they find tliat they have, in fact, only brought more trouble on
their shoulders, ratlier than gained in happiness ; and they end
by envying, rather than despising, the more coinmon stamp of
men who keep closer to the guidance of mere instinct, and do
not allow their reason much influence on their conduct. Aud
tliis me m i s t admit, that the judgment of tliose ~ 1 1 0would verT
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iiiucli lower the lofty eulogies of the advantages which reason
gives us in regard 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 judgments the idea (15)
tliat our existence has a different and far nobler end, for which,
and not for happiness, reason is properly intended, and which
must, therefore, be regarded as the supreme condition to wliich
tlie private ends of man must, for the most part, l e postponed.
F o r 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 exteut even multiplies), this being an end t o
wliich an iniplanted instinct would have led with much greater
certainty ; and since, uevertheless, reason is imparted t o us as a
practical faculty, i.e. as one which is to have influence ou the
will, therefore, admitting that nature generally in the distribution of her capacities has adapted the means to the end, its
true destination must be to produce a t d l , not merely good as
a m e c i i u t o something else, but good i i a ifse(f, for which reasoil
was absolutely necessary. This will then, though not indeed
the sole and complete good, must be the supreme good-and the
condition of every other, even of the desire of happiness. Under
these circumstances, there is nothing incousisteut with the wisdom of nature i n the fact that the cultivation of the reason,
which is requisite for the first and unconditional purpose, does
in many m a p interfere, at least in this life, n7ith the attaiument
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 reason recognises the establishment
of a good will as its highest practical destination, and i n attaining this purpose is capable only of a satisfaction of its own
proper kind, namely, tliat from the attainment of an end, which
end again is determined by reason only, notwithstanding that
this may iuvolve many a disappointment to the ends of inclination (16). 1
W e have then to develop the notion of a will which deserves
to be highly esteemed for itself, and is good without a view to
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anything furt,her, a notion which exists already in the sound
natural understanding, requiring rather to be cleared up than
t o be taught, and which in estimating the value of our actions
always takes tlie first place, and constitutes the condition of all
the rest. I n order t o do this we will take the notion of dnty,
which includes that of a good will, although implying certain
subjective restrictions and hindrances. These, however, far
from concealing it, or rendering it unrecognisable, rather
bring it out by contrast, and make it shine forth so much
the brighter.
I omit here all actions which are already recognised as inconsisteiit with duty, although they may be useful for this or
that purpose, f o r with these the question whether they are done
fr.on2 chit!/ cannot arise at all, since they eveu conflict with it. I
also set aside those actions which really conform to duty, but to
which men have 910 direct i i ~ / i d i 0 1 iperforming
,
them because
they are impelled thereto by some other incliuation. For in
this case we can readily distinguish whether tlie action which
agrees with duty is doneLfl.onaduty, or from a selfish view. It
is much harder to make this distinction when the action accords
with M y , and the subject has besides a d i r e c t inclination t o it.
F o r example, it,is always a.matter of duty that a dealer should
not overcharge an inexperienced purchaser, and wherever there
is much commerce the prudent tradesman 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 hoizmfZy served ; but this is
not enough to make us believe that the tradesman has so acted
from duty and from principles of honesty : liis own advantage
required it ; it is out of the question in this case to suppose that
he miglit besides have a direct inclination in favour of the
buyers, %othat, (17), 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 inclination, but merely with
a selfish view.
On the other hand, it is a duty to maintain one's liIe ; and.
in addition, everyone has also a direct inclination to do so. But
on this account the often anxious care which most men take for
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it has uo intriiisic worth, arid their maxim has no moral import.
They preserve their life N.S duty w p i r e s , no doubt, but not
hrcause duty m p i r e s . On the other hand, if adversity and
liopeless sorrow have completely taken away the relish for life ;
if the unfortunate one, strong in mind, indignant at his fate
rather tlian desponding or dejected, wishes for death, and yet
preserves liis life without loving it-not from inclination or
fear, but from duty-then his maxim has a moral worth.
To be beneficent when we can is a duty ; and besides this,
there are mauy ininds so sympathetically constituted that, without any other motive of vanity or self-interest, they find a
pleasure in spreading joy around them, and can take delight
i n the satisfaction of others so far as it is their own work. But
I maintain that in such a case a n action of this kind, however
proper, however amiable it may be, lias nevertheless no true moral
worth, but is on a level with other inclinations, e. 9. the iuclination to honour, which, i f it is liappily directed t o that which
is in fact of pubiic utility and accordant n d h duty, and consequently honourable, deserves praise and encouragement, but not
esteem. For the maxim lacks the moral import, nameiy, thal
such actions be done sfi.oiiz dirfy, not from inclination. P u t the
case that the mind of that pliilantliropist were clouded by sorrow of his own (is), extinguisliing all s y m ~ ~ ~ twith
l i y the lot 01'
others, aiid that while lie still lias the power t o benefit others iii
distress, he is not touched by their trouble because he is absorbed
with his own ; aud iiow suppose that lie tears himself out of this
dead insensibility, and perform the action without any inclination to it, but simply from duty, then first has his action its
genuine moral worth. Further still ; if nature has put little
sympathy in the lieart of this or that man ; if he, supposed to
be a n upright man, is by temperament 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, mould he not still find iu himself a source
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from whence to give himself a far higher worth than that of a
good-natured temperament could be ? Unquestionably. It is
juet in this that the moral worth of the character 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 owii happiness is a duty, at least indirectly ;
for discontent with one’s condition, under a pressure of many
anxieties and amidst uusatisfied wants, might easily become a
great feizpkitioii to ti*fltisgi.essioil sf diify. But here again, without lookiiig to duty, all men hare already the strongest and most
intimate inclination 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 happiness (19). I t is not then t o be wondered
a t 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 t o suffer
w h a t A m a y , since, according to his calculation, on this occasion at least, he has [only] not sacrificed the enjoyment of the
present moment to a possibly mistaken expectation of a happiness which is supposed to be found in health. But even in this
case, if the general desire for happiness did not influence his
will, and supposing that in his particular case health was not a
necessary element in this calculation, there yet remains in this,
as in all other cases, this law, namely, tliat he should proiiiote
liis happiness not from incliualion but from duty, and by this
would his conduct first acquire true moral worth.
I t is in this manner, undoubtedly, that we are to understand
those passages of Scripture also in which we are commanded to
love
- our neighbonr, even our enemy. For love, as an affection,
cannot be commanded, but beneficence for duty’s sake may ;
even though we are not impelled to it by any inclination-nay,
are even repelled by a natural and unconquerable aversion. This
is ptzcticnl love, and not pathological-a love which is seated in
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the mill, and not in the propensions 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
m ~ is
~ t o be
derives its moral worth, woi! f j - o m the p z ~ i ~wliich
c l ~is determined,
attained by it, but from the mnsini by n ~ l ~ i it
and therefore does not depend on the renlizntiou of the object of
the action, but merely on the pii1mj12c qf colition by which the
action has taken place, without regard to any object of desire ( 2 0 ) .
It is clear from what precedes that the purposes which we may
have in view in our actions, or their effects regarded as ends and
springs of the will, cnunot give t o actions any uiiconditioual or
moral worth. I n what, thcn, can their worth lie, if it is not to
consist in the will and in reference to its espected effent ? It
cannot lie anywhere but in tlie 23ri1zc1j11eqf fhe id!without
regard to the ends which can be attained by the action. nor
the will stands between its d 11rioi~'principle, which is fornial,
and its d pas!ei.iori spring, mliich is material, as between two
roads, and as it must be determined by sometliing, it follows
that it must be determined by the formal principle of volition
when an action is done from duty, in which cas0 every material
principle has been withdrawn from it.
Tlie third proposition, which is a consequence of the two
preceding, I ~voulclexpress thus : Dut,t/ is ilic I i m s s i f y qf cictiriy
Jrotii Impect f o r the Lire. I may have ~izclilinfioiifor au object
as the effect of my proposed action, but I cannot hare ~ e s p ~ c t
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 a t most, if my omn, approve it ; if
another's, sometimes even love it ; i.e. look on it as farourable
to my own interest. It is only what is connected with m y will
as a principle, by no means as an effect-what does not subserve
my inclination, but overpowers it, or at least in case of choice
excludes it from its calculation -in other words, simply the law
[The first proposition mas that to have moral worth an action must Le
done from dutj-.J
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of itself, which can be an object of respf+t,
hence a command. NOWan action done from du&
'
must vholly exclude
tlie influence of inclination, and wit{L it everg ohect of the will,
so that nothing remains which c;hn determine he will except
objectively the laic, and subject-xvelS pul-e ~ ~ P , (21)
Y ~ - for
~
tIlis

practical law, and consequently tht, masiml t]lat should Iollow
this law even t o the thwarting of all my .- inc1inatLt;ls.
Thus tlie moral worth of an action does not Il?iin the effect
expected from it, nor in any principle of action which requires
t o borrow its motive from this espected effect. For all these
eff ects-agreeableness of one's condition, and even the promotion of the happiness of others-could have been also brought
about by other causes, so that for this there would have been no
need of the mill of a rational being; whereas it is in this alone
that the supreme and unconditional good can be found. The
pre-eminent good which we call moral can therefore consist in
nothing else tliuri the c o i q i f i o i r o f Zrrw in itself, zrdich cc~fiti,/ly
is oidy pos.YiicIe in [I IztiomZ beiirg, in so far as this conception,
and not the espected effect, determines the will. This is a
good w&h is already present iu the person who acts accordingly, aiid we have not to wait for it to appear first in the
resultZ( 2 2 ) .
But what sort of law can that be, the conception of which
must determine the mill, even without paying nny r e p d t o the
effect espected f r o m it, in order that this mill mity be called
I A nznxlii is the subjectin principle of volition.
The objective principle ( L e , thot which would also serve subjectively as a practical principle t o
all rational beings if reason Iiad full power over the faculty of desire) is the
practical iuzu.
I t might be here objected t o me that I t d i e refuge behind the word
T S S ~ C
in~ an obscure feeling-, instead of giving a distinct solutiou of the
question by a concept of t h e reason. But although respect is a feeling, i t is
not a feeling 7~eceirwlthrough influence, but is sc/)wrouy!/,'rt b ~ a- mtiond
concept, and, thercfore, is specitically distinct from a11 feelings of the former
kind, ~ h i c hmay be referred either to inclination or fear. What I recognise immediately es a law for me, I recognise with respect. This merely
signifies the aonsciousness that m y will is s z r b o ? d i ~ l t at o it lam-, without the
intervention of otlier influelices on my sense. The irninediate determination
of the mill by the lam, and the consciousness of this is called txsyect, so tllnt
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good absolute17and pithout qualification ? As I have deprived
the will of evey impul)se which could arise t o it from obedience
to any law, thke remains'fi'othing but the universal conformity
of its actious 3 lam in generLid, which alone is to serve the will
as a principlt i. e. I
lleveld - to act otherwise than so that I
COlCkd aLo icii hnt ptiy l,ln,zi,ll -ioiil(l I ~ C C O I I ~ CCI itiiivei-sal hie. Here
c..-... ...--*..
-.-now, it i s l e simple, ,-conformity to law in general, without
assumiugdy rspgrcicular law applicable to certain actions, that
serves the ail1 as its principle, and must so serve it, if duty is
not to be a vain delusion and a chimerical notion. The common
reason of meu in its practical judgments perfectly coincides with
this, and always has in view the principle here suggested. L e t
the question be, for example : May I when in distress m a t e a
promise with the inteution not t o keep i t ? I readily disiinguish liere betweeu the two significations which the question
may have : Whether it is prudent (23), 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 t o estricate
myself from a present difficulty by meaus 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 cioiiiing,
the consequeuces caunot be so easily foreseeu but that credit
,~~

~

this is regarded RS an e f e c t of the law on the subject, and not as the cause
of it. Respect is properly the (22) conception of a wortli which thwarts niy
self-love. Accordingly it is something which is considered neither as an
object of inclination nor of fear, although it has something analogous to
both. The object of respect is the law only, and that, the law which me impose on oursekes, and j e t recoguise as necessary in itself. As a law, we are
suhjected to it without consulting self-lox-e; as imposed by us on ourselves,
it is a result of our will. I n the former aspect i t has an analogy to fear, in
the latter t o iuclinntion. ltespect for a person is properly onl- respect for
the law (of honesty, k c . ) , of which he gives us an example. Since me also
look on the improvement of our talents as a duty, we coiisider that we see in
a person of talents, as it were, the axample o f o kiu (viz. lo become like him
i n this by exercise), a d this constitutes our respect. All so-called moral
interest consists shqily in u q ~ e c for
t
the law.
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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 prudeiit to act herein according t o a universal maxim, and to make it a habit to promise nothing escept
with tlie 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 60 from apprehension of injurious consequences.
I n the first case, the very notion of the action already implies B
law for me ; in the second case, I must first look about elsewhere
t o see what results maybe combined with it which mould affect
myself. For to deviate from the principle of duty is beyoud all
doubt wicked ; but to be unfaithful to my maxim of prudence
may often be very advantageous to me, although to abide by it
is certainly safer. The shortest way, however, and an unerring
one, to discover the answer to this question whether a lying
promise is consistent with duty, is to ask myself, Should I be
content that my maxim (to extricate myself from difficultj by
mise) should hold good as a uuiversal law, for myself
as
a well as for others ? and should I be able to say to myself,
Every one may make a deceitful promise when he finds himself iu a difficulty from which he cannot otherwise extricate
liimself ” ? (24) Then I presently become aware that while I
can will the Lie, I can by no meaus will that lying should be n
universal law. For with such a law there would Le no promises
at all, since it would be in vain t o allege my intention in regard
t o 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 BOOU as it should be made a
universal law, would necessarily destroy itself.
I do not, therefore, need any far-reaching penetration t o
discern what I have to do in order that m y will may be morally good. Inexperienced i n the course of the world, incapable
of being prepared for all its contingencies, I only ask myself :
Canst, thou also will that thy maxim slioiild be n universal l a w ?
If not, theii it must be rejected, and that not because of a disadvantage accruing from it t o myself or even to others, but
c2
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because it cannot enter as a principle into a possible universal
legislation, and reason extorts from me immediate respect for
such legislation. I do not indeed as yet d i s c e m on what this
respect is based (this the philosopher 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 pzrre respect for the practical law is what constitutes duty, to mliich every other motive
must give place, because it is tlie condition of a will being good
in itseE and the worth of such a will is above everything.
Thus, then, without quitting the moral knowledge of common human reason, we have arrived at its principle. Aiid
although, no doubt, common men do not conceive i t in such an
abstract and universal form, yet they always have i t 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 (zj), men are well able to distinguish, in every case that
occurs, what is good, what bad, conformably to duty or incousistent with it, if, without in the least teaching them anything
new, we only, like Socrates, direct their attention to the principle they themselves employ; and that therefore we do iiot need
science and pliilosophy t o know what we sliould do to be honest
and good, yen, even wise and virtuous. Indeed we might well
have conjectured beforehand that the knowledge of what every
man is bound to do, and therefore also to know, would be withi11
the reach of every man, even the commonest.’ Here we cannot
forbear admiration tvheu we see how great an advantage the
practical judgment has over the theoretical i n the cornmoll understanding of men. I n the latter, if common reason ventures
to depart from the iaws of experience and from the perceptions
of the senses i t falls into mere inconceivabilities and self-contradictions, a t least into a chaos of uncertainty, obscurity, and
instability. But in the practical sphere it is just when the
~

[Compare the note to the Preface to the C/ d i p c of the P r u c f i c n l ReaS O N , p. 111. A specimen of Kant’s pruposed application of tlie Socratic
method may he found in M r . Semple’s translation of the ilf&rphysic of
iTt’tliics, 1’. 290.1
1
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common understanding excludes all sensible springs from practiud lams that its power of judgment begins to shorn itself to
advantage. It then becomes even subtle, whether it be that it
cliicanes with its own conscience or with other claims respecting
wliat is to be called right, or whether it desires for its own instruction to determine honestly the worth of actions ; and, in
the latter case, it may even have as good a hope of hitting the
mark as any philosopher whatever can promise himself. N a y ,
it is almost more sure of doing so, because the philosopher cannot have any other principle, while he may easily perplex his
jndgment by a multitude of considerations foreign t o the
matter, and so turn aside from the right may. Would it not
therefore be miser in moral concerns to acquiesce in the judgment of common reason (2s), or at most only to call in philosophy
for the purpose of rendering the system of morals more complete
mid intelligible, aud its rules more convenient for use (especially
for disputation), but not so as to draw off the commm understanding from its happy simplicity, or to bring it by means of
philoso 17 into a new path of inquiry aud instruction ?
Innocence is indeed a glorious thing, only, on the other
Iia~id,it is very sad that it cmnot well maintain itself, aud is
easily seduced. On this account even wisdom-wliich otherwise consists more in conduct than in knowledge-yet has need
of science, not in order to learn from it, but to secure for its
precepts admission and permanence. Against a11 the commands
of duty which reason represents to man as so deserving of respect, he feels in himself a powerful counterpoise in his m w t s
and inclinations, the entire satisfaction of which he sums up
under the name of happiness. Now reason issues its commands
unyieldingly, without promising anything t o the inclinations,
and, as it were, with disregard and contempt for these claims,
which are so impetuous, and at the same time so plausible, and
which will not allow themselves t o be suppressed by any COINmand. Hence there arises a natural dinleetic, i. e. a disposition,
t o argue against these strict lams of duty and to question their
validity, or at least [heir purity and strictness ; and, if possible,
t o make them more accordant with our wishes and inclinations,
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that is to say, to corrupt them at their very source, and entirely
to destroy their worth-a thing which even common practical
reason cannot ultimately call good.
Thus is the coiiziiioii i~eosunOf??2UiZ compelled t o go out of its
sphere, and to take a step into the field of api.acticnZplrifosui~3Jil!/,
not to satisfy any speculative want (which never occurs to it as
long as it is content t o be mere sound reason), but even on practical grounds (27), in order to attain in it information and clear
instruction respecting the source of its principle, and the correct
determination of it in opposition to the maxims mliicli are based
on wants and inclinations, so that it may escape from the perplexity of opposite claims, and not run the risk of losing all
genuine moral principles through the equivocation into which
it easily falls. Thus, when practical reason cultivates itself,
there insensibly arises in it a dialectic which forces it to seek
aid in philosophy, just as happens to it in its theoretic use; aild
in this case, therefore, as well as i n the other, it will find rest
nowhere but in a thorough critical examination of our reason.

,
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SECOND SECTION.
TItANSI'I'IOS FROM POI'UJAR MOlLhL PHILOSOPHY T O 1 H E

IIR'I'APHYSIC O F IIORALS.

IFwe have hitherto drawn our notion of duty from the commoil use of our practical reason, it is by no means to be iiiferred
that we have treated it as an empirical notion. On the contrary, if we attend to the experience of men's conduct, we
meet frequent and, as we ourselves allow, just complaints that
one cannot find a single certain esample of the disposition t o
act from pure duty. Although many thiugs are done in cor!tbrw i / y with what duty prescribes, it is nevertheless always doubtful
7 are done strictly-fjvm duty, so as t o have a moral
worth.
whet
ence there have, a t all times, been pliilosophers mho
liave altogether denied that this disposition actually esists at all
iu human actions, and have ascribed everything t o a more or
less refined self-love. Not that they have 011 that account
questioned the soundness of the conception of morality ; ou the
contrary, they spoke with sincere regret of the frailty and corruptiou of human nature, vhich though noble enough to take
as its rule an idea so worthy of respect, is yet too week to follcnv it, and employs reason, which ought t o give it the law (29)
only for the purpose of providing for the interest of the iuclinations, whether singly or a t the best in the greatest possible
liarrnony with one another.
I n fact, it is absolutely impossible t o make out by esperience with complete certainty a single case in which the
maxim of an act,ion, however right in itself, rested simply on
moral grounds aud on the conception of duty. Sometimes it
happens that with tlie sharpest self-examination we call find
nothing beside the moral principle of duty which could have
been powerful enough to move 11st o this or that action and to
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so great a sacrifice; yet we cannot from this infer with certainty

that it mas not really some secret impulse of self-love, under the
false appearance of duty, that was the actual determining cause
of the will. We like then to flatter ourselves by falsely taking
credit for a more noble motive ; whereas in fact we can never,
even by the strictest examination, get completely behind the secret
springs of action ; since, when the question is of moral worth,
it is not with the actions which we see that we are concerned,
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 itself from vanity, than by conceding t o them that
notions of duty must be drawn only from experience (as from
indolence, people are ready to think is also the case with all
other notions); for this is to prepare for them a certain triumph.
I am willing to admit out of lore of humanity that even most,
of our actions are correct, but if we look closer at them we everywhere come upon the dear self which is always prominent, and
it is this they have in view, and not the strict command of duty
which would often require self-denial (so). Without being an
enemy of virtue, a cool obserrer, one that does not mistake the
wish for good, however lively, for its reality, may sometimes
doubt whether true virtue is actually found anywhere in the
world, and this especially as years increase and the judgment is
partly made wiser by experience, nud partly also more acute in
observatioo. This being so, nothing can secure 11s from falling
away altogether from ow ideas of duty, or maintain in the soul
a well-grounded respect for its law, but the clear conviction that
although there should never liave been actions which really
sprang from such pure sources, yet whether this or that takes
place is not at all the question ; but that reason of itself, independent on all experience, ordains what ought to take place,
that accordingly actions of which perhaps the world has liitlierto
never given an example, the feasibility even of which might be
very much doubted by one who founds everything o n experience, are nevertheless inflexibly commanded by reason ; that,
ex. 91'.even though there might never yet have been a siucere

.
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friend, yet not a whit the less is pure sincerity in friendship
required of every man, because, prior to all experience, this
duty is involved as duty in the idea of a reason determining
the will by ri p i o r i priuciples.
When we add further that, unless we deny that the notion
of morality has any truth or reference to auy possible object, we
must admit that its law must be valid, not merely for men, but
for all i.crtioizal c.i-enfiii.csgeireidly, not inerely uiider certain contingent conditions or with exceptions, but wifh cibsolirte /iece.s.sity,
then it is clear tlint 110 experience could enable lis t o infer even
the possibility of such apodictic laws (31). For with what riglit
could we briug into unbounded respect as a universal precept
for every rational nature that wliich perhaps holds only uuder
the coutingent conditions of humanity ? Or liow could laws of
the determination of ozcr mill be regarded as laws of the deterinination of tlie will of rational beings generally, and f o r us
only as such, if they were merely empirical, nud did not take
their origin wholly ci p i o r i from pure but practical reasou ?
Norbould auytliing be more fatal t o morality than that
we. should wish to derive i t from examples. For every example of
it tliat is set before me must be first itself tested by principles
of niorality, whether it is worthy t o serve as an original example,
i. 0 . as a pattern, but by no means can it authoritatively furuisli
the coiiception of morality. Even the Holy One of tLe Gospels
must first be compared with our ideal of moral perfection before
me can recoguise H i m as such; and so H e says of Eimself,
. ' W h y call ye Me (whom you see; good; iioue is good (tlie
model of good) but God only (mliom ye do not see)? " B u t
wlience have we the coiiception of God as the supreme good ?
Simply from the idea of moral perfection, which reasou frames
U priori, aud connects inseparably with tlie notion of a free-mill.
Imitatiou fiuds no place at a11 iu morality, aud examples serve
only for encourageineut, i.e. they put beyond doubt the fensibility of what the law commauds, they make risible that which
the practical rule expresses more generally, but they can never
nritliorise us to set aside the true original which lies in reason,
and to guide ourselves by examples.
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If theu there is no genuine supreme principle of morality
but what milst rest simply on pure reason, independent on all
experience, I think it is not necessary even to put the question,
whether it is good (32) to exhibit these concepts in their generality (in n b s t i m t o ) as they are established d pri0i.i along vith
the principles belonging to them, if our knowledge is to lie
distinguished from the w l g w , and to be called philosophical.
I n our times indeed this might perhaps be necessary ; for if we
collected votes, whether pure rational kuowledge separated froiii
everything empirical, that is to say, metapliysic of morals, or
whether popular practical philosophy is to be preferred, it is
easy to guess which side would preponderate.
11
Lhis descending t o popular notions is certainly very commendable, if the ascent to the principles of pure reason has first
taken place and been satisfactorily accomplished. This implies
that we first ,fouird Ethics on Metaphysics, and then, when it is
firmly cstalAished, procure a / m w i / / yfor it by giving it a popular
character. But it is quite absurd to try to be popular in the
first inquiry, ou which the souudness of the principles depends.
It is not only that this proceeding can never lay claim to the
very rare merit of a true philosophicd p o p i i h i * i t y , siiice there is
no art i n being intelligible if one renounces all tlioroughriess of
insight ; but also it produces a disgusting medley o i compiled
observations and half-reasoned principles. Sliallow pates enjoy
this because it can tie used f o r every-day chat, but the sagacious
find in it only confusion, and beiiig unsatisfied and nnablc t o
help themselves, they turn away their eyes, while philosophers,
who see quite well through tliis delusion, are little listened to
when they call men off for a time from this pretended p o p larity, in order that they might be rightfully popular after thoy
bave attained n definite insight.
W e need only loolr at the attempts of moralists in that
favourite fashion, and we shall find at one time the special
constitutiou of human natrire (33) (including, however, the idex
of a rational nature generally), a t one time perfection, at
another happiness, here moral sense, there fear of God, a little
of' this, and a little of tlixt, i i i mnrr.~lloi~s
mixtiire, witlioiit its
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occurring to them to ask whether the priuciples of morality are
t o be sought in tlie knowledge of human nature at all (which we
can have only from experience) ; and, if this is n o t so, if these
principles are to be found altogether ci priori free from everything empirical, in pure rational concepts only, and nowhere
else, not even in tlie smallest degree ; then rather t o adopt the
method of mnliing this a separate inquiry, as pure lwacticnl
philosophy, o r (if one may use a iiaiiie so decried) as iuetaphysic
of morals,' to bring it by itself to completeness, and to require
the public, which mislies for popular treatment, to an-ait t,lie
issue of this undertaking.
Sucli a metaphysic of morals, completely isolated, not mixed
with any anthropology, tlieology, pliysics, or hyperphysics, and
still less with occult qualities (wliich we might call h~'pophysical),
is not only an indispensable substratum of all soucd theoretical
knowledge of duties, but is at the same time a desideratum of
the highest importance t o the actual fulfilment of their precepts.
ire conception of duty, unniised with any foreigii
addition
For
empirical attractions (34), and, in a word, tlie coliception of the moral law, exercises ou the Iiurnmi lieart, by way
of reason alone (wliich first becomes aware with this that it call
of itself be practical), nn influence so much more powerful tliaii
all other springs? which may be derived from the field of espeIience, that in the consciousness of its worth, it despises the
latter, and can by degrees become their master; whereas a
mixed etliics, compounded partly of motives drawn from feelings
and iiiclinntions, and partly also of coiiwptions of r?asoii? must

theE
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Just as pure mathematics are distinguislied from applied, pure logir
from applied, so if we choose w e may also distiiiguish pure philosophy o i
morals (iiietaphysic) from applied (yiz, applied to Irumnn iiature). Cy tlii.
designation we are also a t once reminded that moral principles a r e n o t based
on properties of humau nature, but must sxbsist d !,rLorz' of tliemscl~es.
while from snch principles practical rules must be cnpable of being deduced
for eve1-y rationnl nature, and accordingly for t h a t of man.
I have a letter from the late excellent Sulzer, in which lie asks nie what
can be the reason that moral instruction, altLougli cont;nniiig m u r h tliat is
convincing for the reason, yet accomplishes so little ? XJ-answer mas postponed in order that I might make i t complete. But it is &pi!- this, that
1
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make the mind waver between motives wliichcannot be brought
under any principle, which lead to good only by mere accident,
and very often also to evil.
From what has been said, it is clear that all moral conceptions have their seat and origiu completely ripriori in the reason,
and that, moreover, i n the commonest reason just as truly as in
that which is in the highest degree speculative ; that they cannot be obtained by abstraction from m y empirical, and therefore
merely contingent lmomIedge ; that it is just this purit,y of their
origin that makes them worthy to serve as our supreme practicalprinciple (35), and that just in proportion as me add anything
empirical, me detract from their genuine influeuce, and from the
absolute value of actions; that it is not only of the greatest
necessity, in a purely speculative point of view, but is also of
the greatest practicnl importance t o derive these notions arid
laws from pure reason, to present tliem pure aud unmixed, and
even to determine the compass of this practical or pure rational
knowledge, i.c. to determine tlie whole faculty of pure practical
reason ; aud, in doing so, we must not make its principles depmdent on the particular nature of Iiuinan reason, though in
slieculative pldosophy this may be permitted, or runy even a t
times be necessary ; but since moral laws ought t o hold good for
every rational creature, we must derive them from the general
coucept of a rational being. I n this may, although for its
q q ~ / i c ~ d i to
o i ~mail inoralit,y has need of anthropology, yet, i n
tlie first instalice, we must treat it iudependently as pure philothe teachers themselres have not got their own notions clear, and Then they
endeavour t o make up for this by raking up motives ot' moral goodness from
el-ery quarter, trFing t o make their physic right strong, they spoil it. For
the commonest understaading shows that i f me imagine, on the one hand, an
act of lionestp done with steadfast mind, apart from every T I ~ W
to advaiitage
of any kind in this world or another, and even under the greatest temptations
o i necessity or allurement, and, on t,lic other hand, a similar act nrhich was
affected, inliomever low adegree, by a foreign motive, the former leaves far
behind and eclipses the second; it elevates the soul, and inspires the misli to be
able t o act i n like manner oneself. Even moderatelj- young children feel this
impression, and one should never represent duties to them in any other light.

+
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sophy, i.e. as metaphysic, complete in itself (a thing which in
such distinct branches of science is easily done) ; knowing well
that unless we are in possession of this, it would not only be vain
to determine the moral element of duty iu right actions for
purposes of speculative ckiticism, but it would be impossible to
base morals on their genuine principles, eveu for common practical purposes, especially of moral instruction, so as to produce
pure moral dispositions, and to engraft them on men's minds to
the promotion of the greatest possible good in the world.
But in order that in this study we may not merely advance by
the natural steps from the common moral judgment (iu t,liis case
very worthy of respect) t o the philosophical, as has been already
done: but also from a popular philo opliy, which goes no further
than it can reach by groping with e help of examples, to metaphysic (ndiich does not allow itself t o be checked by anything
einpirical ( 3 6 ) , and as it must measure tlie wliole esteut of this
kind of rational knowledge, goes as far as ideal conceptions,
where even examples fail us), we must follow and cleaily
describe #&e practical faculty of reason, from the general rules
of its determination to the point where the notior: of duty
springs from it.
Everything in nature works accordiiig to laws. &horn1
beings alone have the faculty of acting according t u the co~rceptiuri of laws, that is according to principles, i.e. ha:re a /rill.
Since the deduction of actions from principles requires I - P ~ S ' O I L ,
the will is nothing but practical reason. I f reason infallibly
determines the will, then the actions of such a being which are
recoguised as objectively necessary are subjectively necessary
also, i.e. the will is a faculty to choose f h t oirT!y which reason
independent on iuclination recognises as practically uecessary,
i.e. as good. But if reason of itself does not sufficiently deterruiue the will, if the latter is subject also to subjective conditions
(particular impulses) n~hjclido riot always coincide wit11 the objective conditions ; iu a word, if' the will does not 1'11 ifsc+" completely accord with reasoli (which is actually the case with men),
then the actious whicli objectively are recogiiisecl as necessnrjare subjectively coiitiiigent, and tlie ileterniiiiatio~iof such a n d l
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according to objective laws is obligntiou, that is t o say, the relation of the objective lams to a will that is not thoroughly good
1s conceived as the determination of the will of a rational being
by principles of reason, but which the will from its nature does
not of necessity follow.
Tile conception of a n objective principle, in so far as it is
obligatory for a will, is called a command (of reason), and the
formula of the command is called an Imperative.
All imperatives are expressed by the word oirght [or s?uiU!,
and thereby indicate the relation of an objective law (si) of
reason to a will, which from its subjective constitution is
not necessarily determined by it (an obligation). They say
that something would be good to do or to forbear, but they say
it to a will which does not always do a thing because it is coilceived to be good to do it. That is practically good, howevsr,
wliich determines the will by means of tlie conceptions of
reason, and consequently not from subjective causes, but objectively, that is on princiiiles which are valid for every rational
being as such. I t is distinguished from thepkecistitlt, as that
which influences the will only by means of sensation from
merely subjective causes, valid only for the sense of this or
that one, and not as a principle of reason, which holds for every
me.’

-

The dependence of the desires on sensations is called incliuation, and
this accordingiy always indicates a t n n n t . The dependence of a contingently
determinable mill on principles of reason is called an interest. This therefore is fouud only in the case of a dependent mill, nliich does not n1rr.a) 8
of itself conform to ressou; i n the Divine mill me cauuot conceive anJinterest. But the human will can also l u b e an i ~ d c w s tin a tliillg jrithout
therefore acting.fi-om d e m s t . The former signifies the prncticci! interest i n
tlie action, the latter the p U t h < J l O , l i C U l in the object of t h e action. The former
indicates only dependence of the d l on principles of reason in themselves ;
the second, dependence on princip!es of reason for the sake of inclination,
reason supplying only the practical rules horn the requirement of the in&nation ri~aybe satisfied. I n the first case the action iuteresth mc : in the
secund the object of the action (because it is pleasant t o me). Ve ha\-e seen
in the first section that in an actioii done from duty n e must 1001~not to
the interest in the object, but only t o that in the actiou itself, nrld in its
ratiunal principle (vi%.the law).
I
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A perfectly good will would therefore be eqnally subject to
objective laws (viz. laws of good), but could not be conceived as
ohligcd thereby to act lawfully, because of itself from its subjective constitution it cau only be determined by the conception
of good (36).
Therefore no imperatives hold for the Divine
will, or in general for a holy mill; ought is here out of place,
because the volition is already of itself necessarily in unison
with the law. Therefore imperatives are only formula to
express the relation of objective laws of all volition to the subject,ive imperfection of the will of tliis or that rational being:
8 . the human will.
Now all i ~ i ~ p r i ~ ~ tcommaud
ives
either hypofheticrtliy or cafegoric~t7t7y. The former represent he practical necessity of R
possible action as means to somet u g else that is milled (or at
least which one might possibly w' 1). The categorical imperative would be tliat which represented an actiou as necessary of
itself without reference to another end, i.e. as objectively
iiecessary.
Since every practical lam represents a possible ''L ct'ion as
good, a d on this account, for a subject mho is practically
determinable by reason, necessary, all imperatives are formuke
determiuing an actiou which is necessary according to the priuciple of a will good i n some respects. If now the actiou is
good only 8s a means t o somefhi/iq d s e , tlieu the imperative is
Aypotheticril; if it is conceived as good iri itself and consequently
as being necessarily the priuciple of a will which of itself conforms to reason, then it is cirtegoriccib.
Thus the hperative declares what action possible by me
mould be good, and presents the practical rule in relation to a
will which does not forthwith perform an act,ion simply because it is good, whether because the subject does not always
know tliat it is good, or because, even if it know this, yet its
maxims might be opposed to tlie objective principles of practical
reason.
Accordiugly the hypotlietical imperative ody says that the
action is good f o r some purpose, possihble or rrcfutil ( 3 9 ) . I n tlie
first case it is IL Prolleiuatical, in the second an Assertorial
(3.
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practical principle. ‘Ihe categorical imperative wliicli declares
en action to be objectively necessary in itself without reference
to any purpose, i. e . without any other end, is valid as an
Apodictic (practical) principle.
Wliatever 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
necessary t o attain some possible purpose are in fact infinitely
numerous. All sciences have a practical part, consisting of
problems expressing that some end is possible for us, and of
imperatives directing how it may be attained. These may,
therefore, be called in general imperatives of Skill. E e r e there
is no question whether tlie end is rational and good, but only
what one must do in order’ to attain it. The precepts for the
physician to make his patieut thoroughly healthy, a d for a
poisoner to ensure certain death, are of equal value in this
respect, that each serves to effect its purpose perfectly. Since
in early youth it cannot be known what ends are likely to occur
t o us in the course of life, parents seek to have their children
taught a great vmny +hfjiys,and provide €or tlieir dill i n 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 to their pupil, but which it is at all events2iossibZr that
he might aim a t ; and this anxiety is so great that they
commonly neglect to form and correct their judgment on the
value of t h e tliings which may be chosen as ends (40).
There is oiie end, however, which may be assumed to be
actually such t o a11 rational beings (so far as imperatives apply
to them, viz. as dependent beings), and therefore, one puritose
nrhich they not merely rimy hare, but which we may with
certainty assume tlint they all actually ?Law by a natural necessity, and this is hqyiiiess. The hypothetical imperative which
expresses the practical necessity of an action as means to the
advancement of happiness is Assertorial. W e are not to preseut
it as necessary for a n uncertain and aercly possible purpose
but for a purpose which we may presuppose with certainty and
U 1i1 iori in every man, because it belongs to his beiug.
Nom
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skill in the choice of means to his own greatest well-being may
be called p w f e ~ m , in
l tlie narrowest sense. And thus the imperative which refers to the choice of means t o one's own
happiness, i. e. the precept of prudence, is still always hppotheticcrl; the action is not commanded absolutely, but only as means
to another purpose.
Finally, there is an imperative which commands 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 principle of which it is itself n'result (41) ;
and what is essentially good in it consists in the mental disposition, let the consequence be mh it may. This imperative
may be called that of Morality.
There is a marked distinction also between the volitions on
these three sorts, of principles i n the dissiinilurify of the obligation of the mill. I n order t o marl; this difference more clearly,
I think t e p mould be most suitably named in their order if me
said the are either m?es of skill, or coiomds of prudence, or
c o m t 2 m d ~(?ms.) of morality. For it is b i c only that involves
the conception of an wzcoiiclifl'oiirtl and objective necessity, which
is consequently universally valid ; and commands are lams
whicli must be obeyed, that is, must be followed, even in opposition to inclination. Couirsels, indeed, involve necessity, but
one which can only hold under a contingent subjective condition, viz. they depend on whether this or that man reckons this
or that as part of his happiness ; the categorical imperatipe, on

F
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The wordprudeme is talieu iu two senses : in the one it may bear the
uame of knowledge of the world, in the other that of private prudence.
The former is a man's ability to influence others so as t o use them for his
oFn purposes. The latter is the sagacity to combine dI these p r p o s e s for
his own lasting benefit. This latter is properly that t o which the value
even of the former is reduced, and when B man is prudent in the former
sense, but not in the latter, wc might better say of him that lie is clever
and cunning, but, on the whole, imprudent. [Compare on the difference
betmecn klug and yesclieu here alluded to, A-l,itl~i.opuluyie,§ 45, ed. Schubert,
p. 110.1
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the contrary, is not limited by any condition, and as being
absolutely, although practically, necessary, may be quite properly called a command. W e might also call the first kind of
imperatives techiiical (belonging to art), the second p ~ ~ ~ g ~ i l a / i c '
(to welfare), the third moral (belonging to free conduct generally, 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 accomplishment of the action which the imperative
ordains, but merely how we can conceive the obligation of the
will (42) which the imperative expresses. No special explanation is needed to show how an imperative of skill is possible.
Whoerer wills the end, wills also (so far as reason decides his
conduct) the means in his power which are indispensably
necessary thereto. This proposition is, as regards the volition,
analytical; for, in milling an object as my effect, there is
already tliouglit the causality of myself as an acting cause, t h a t
is to say, the use of the meaus ; and the imperative educes from
the conception of volition of an end the conception of actions
necessary to this end. Synthetical propositions 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. Ex. y.,that in order to bisect a line on
an unerring principle I must draw from its extremities two
intersecting arcs ; this no doubt is taught by mathematics only
in syuthetical propositions; but if I know that it is only by this
process that the intended operation can be performed, then to
say that if I fully will the operation, I also will the action
required for it, is an analytical proposition ; for it is one and
the 6ame tliiug to conceive something as an effect which I can
1 I t k e m s t o me that the proper signification of the word ~ i i ~ z g i ~ z u t i c
may be most acciirately defined in this way. For smctioiis [see Cr. of
Prtrct. liens., p. 2711 are called pragmatic which flow properly, not from
the lam of the states RS necessary enactments, but from p e c u u t i o n for the
general welfare. A history is composed pragmatically when it teaches
pude9zee1 i. e. instructs the world how it can provide for its interests
better, or a t least as well as the men of former time.
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produce in a certain may, and to conceive myself as acting in
this may.
If it were only equally easy to give a defiuite conception of
happiness, the imperatives of prudence would correspoud esac tly
wit11 those of skill, aud mould likewise be analytical. For i u
this case as in that, it could be said, whoever wills the end,
wills also (according to the dictate of reason necessarily) the
iudispensable means thereto which are in his power. But,
unfortunately, the notion of happiness is so indefinite that
although every man wishes t o attain it, yet he never can say
definitely aud cousistently what it is that he really wishes and
w i b (4”. The reason of this is that d l the elemeuts which
belong to the uotion of happiness re altogether empirical, 1 . e.
they must be borrowed from esperience, aud nevertheless the
idea of lisppiness requires an absolute whole, a maximum of
welhre in my present aud all future circumstances. Nom it is
impossible that the most clear-sighted, and at the same time
mostpow .ful being (supposed finite), should frame t o himself a
definite i
ronception of what he really wills in this. Does he
will riches, how mucli anxiety, envy, and snares might he not
thereby draw upon his shoulders? Docs he will knowledge
and discernment, perhaps it might prove to be only au eye so
much the sliarper to show him so much the more fearfully the
evils that are nom concealed from him, and that cannot be
avoided, or to impose more wants on his desires, which already
give him concern enough. m o u l d he have long life, who
guarantees to him that it w o d d 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 auy
priuoiyle, to determine with certainty what would make him
truly happy; because to do 60 he would need to be omniscient.
W e cannot therefore act on any definite principles to s e c u e
happiuess, but only on empirical counsels, ex. p-.of regimen,
frugality, courtesy, reserve, kc., which experience teaches do,
on the average, most promote well-being. Heme it follows
that the imperatives of prudence do not, strictly s p e d i q ,
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command a t all, that is, they cannot present actions objectively
as practically iiecessrwy ; that they are rather to be regarded as
counsels (consilia) than precepts (pl-cecepfn)of reason, that the
problem to determine certainly and universally (44) what action
mould promote the happiness of a rational being is completely
insoluble, and consequently no imperative respecting it is possible which should, in the strict sense, command to do what
makes happy; because happiness is not an ideal of reason but
of imagination, resting solely on empirical grounds, and i t is
vain to expect that these should define an action by mhich one
could attain the totality of a series of consequences which is
really endless. This imperative of prudence would however
be an analytical proposition if we assume that the xeans t o
happiness could be certainly assigned ; for it is distinguished
from the imperative of skill only by this, that in the latter the
end is merely 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 fullows that the imperative which ordains
the willing of the means t o him who wills the end is in both
cases analytical. Thus there is no difficulty in regard to the
possibility of an imperative of this kind either.
On tlie other hand the question, how the imperative of
mol-cilify is possible, is undoubtedly one, the only one, demandi n g a solution, as this is n o t a t all hypothetical, a d 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 o f consideration that we c m n o t make out
by m y excwpZe, in other words empirically, whether there is
such a n imperative at, all ; but it is rather to be feared that all
those which seem to be categorical may yet be at bottom hypothetical. F o r instance, when the precept i s : Thou shalt not
promise deceitfully; and it is assumed that the necessity of
this is not a mere counsel to avoid some other evil, so that it
should mean: thou shalt not make a lying promise, lest if it
become known thou sllouldst destroy thy credit (45), but that an
action of this kind must be regarded as evil in itself, so t l ~ a t
the imperative of the prohibition is categorical ; then we cannot
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shorn with certainty in any example that the will was determined merely by the lam, without any other spring of action,
altliough it may appear to be 60. For it is always possible that
fear of disgrace, perhaps also obscure dread of other dangers,
may have a secret intluence on the mill. Wlio can prove by
experience the non-esistence of a cause m7hen all that experience tells us is that we do not perceive it ? But in such a case
tlie so-called moral imperative, which as such appears t o be
categorical and unconditional, would in reality be only a pragiliatic precept, drawing our attention to our own interests, and
merely teacliing us to take these into consideration.
W e shall therefore have to investigate u pi.ioi*i the possihility of a categorical imperativ as we hare not in this case
the advantage of its reality being given in experience, so that
[the elucidation of] its possibility should be requisite only for
its explanation, not for its establishment. I n the meantime it
may be discerned beforehand that the categorical imperative
alone ha the purport of a practical law: all the rest may
indeed b called p i m j i l e s of tlie will but not lams, siuce what.ever is Only necessary for the attainment of some arbitrary
purpose may be considered as in itself contingent, and we can
at any time be free from the precept if we give up the purpose:
on the contrary, the unconditional command leaves the will no
liberty to choose the opposite ; consequently it alone carries with
i t that necessity which me require in a law.
Secondly, i n the case of this categorical imperative or law of
morality, the difficulty (of discerning its possibility) is a very
profound one (as). It is an d priori synthetical practical proposition’ ; and as there is so much difficulty in discerning the

4
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1 I connect the act with the will mithaut presupposing nnj- condition
resulting from any inclination, but C priori, and therefore necessarily
(though only objectively, ;.E. assuming the ides of a reason possessing full
power over all subjective motives). This is according11 n practical proposition which does not deduce the milling of an act.ion by mere analysis from
another already presupposed (for we have not sucL a perfect will), but conneots it immediately with the conception of the mill of a rational being, as
something not contained in it.
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possibilit,y of speculative propositions of this kind, it may
readily be supposed that the difficulty will be no less with t h e
practical.
I n this problem we will first inquire whether the mere conception of a categorical imperative may not perhaps supply u s
also with the formula of it, containing the proposition which
alone can be a. categorical imperative ; f o r even if we know the
tenor of such an absolute command, yet how it is possible will
require further special and laborious study, which we postpone
to the last section.
When I conceive a hypothetical imperative in general I do
not know beforehand what it will contain until I am given the
condition. But when I conceive a categorical imperative I
know at once what it contains. For as the imperative contains
besides the lam only tlie necessity that the maxims’ shall conform to this law, while the law contains no conditions restricting it, there remains nothing but the general statement that
the maxim of the action should conform t o a universal law (47),
and it is this conformity alone that the imperative properly
represents as
There is therefore but one categorical imperative, nnmely
this : Art oa(r/ oii thrrt maxiiii t c ? ~ w b ! /fliou m i s t at the ~ I I time
P
will flmt it shoiiId becoiiie CI uiii,revsal k(ir.
Now if all imperatives of duty can be deduced from this one
imperative as from their princjlde, then, although it sliould
remain undecided whether what is called duty is not merely a
1 A NATIM is a subjective principle of action, and must be distinguished
from the oijjccfite p i i i o j d e , narneh, practical luw. The former contains llie
practical rule set by reason according t o the conditions of the subject (often
its ignorance or its inclinations), so that it is the principle on which tlie
subject ncts ; but tlie lam is the objective principle valid for every ratioual
being, and is the principle on which it ought l o act that is an imperative.
2 [I hare no doubt that “ den ” in the original before “ Imperativ ” is a
misprint for “ der,” and have translated accordingly. Mr. Semple has
done the same. The editions that I have seen agree inreading *‘den,” and
M. Barni so translates. With this reading, it is the conformity that presents the imperative as necessary.]
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vain notion, yet at least we shall be able t o show what we
understand by it and what this notion means.
Since the universality of the lam according to which effects
are produced constitutes what is properly called ~ i n t i c min the
most general sense (as to form), that is the existence of things
so far as it is determined by general laws, the imperative of
duty may be expressed thus : h
i
'I(S l;f the wrrsitri qf thy ucfioii
icere to become
thy wiil (6 tTiiit.ei..s.ci/ Lnic cf ATctiil-e.
W e mill nom enumerate a few duties, adopting the usual
division of them into duties t o ourselves and to others, and into
perfect and imperfect duties.' (48)
1. A man reduced to despair by a series of misfortunes
feels wearied of life, but is still s, f a r in possession of his reason
that he can ask himself whether it mould not be contrary to his
duty to himself to take his own life. N o m lie inquires whether
the maxim of his action could become a universal lam of nature.
Eis masim is: From self-love I adopt it as a principle t o
shorten
life when its longer duration is likely to bring
more evil than satisfaction. It is asked then simply whether
this principle founded on self-love can become a universal
law of nature. Nom we see at once that a system of nature
of which it should be a lam to destroy life by means of the
very feeling whose special nature it is t o impel to the improvement of life wild 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

d
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I t must be noted here that I reserve the dirision of dut,ies for a future
that I give it here only as a11 arbitrnry one (in
order t o arrange rn3- examples). For the rest, I understand by n perfect
duty one that admits no exception in farour of inclination, and t,hen I
h a r e not merely external, but also internal perfect dnties. This is contrary
t o the use of the word adopted in tlie schools ; b u t I do not intend to justiljit here, as it is all one for my purpose whether it is admitted or not.
[PerJcct duties are usunlly understood to be those rrhieh caubr c-nforced by
external lam ; iiuperfeef, those vhich cannot be enforced. The? are also
called respectively detei.iiiiriute and iiitleterniiiiats, o s c i u .juris and oflciri
vielqi.Ttysic of' ninrrrls ; so

virlulis.]
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would be wholly inconsistent with the supreme principle of all
duty.'
2 . Another finds himself forced by necessity to borrow
money. H e knows that he will not be able to repay it, but
sees also that nothing will be lent t o him, unless he promises
stoutly t o repay it i n a definite time. H e desires t o make this
promise, but he has still so much conscience as to ask himself :
Is it not unlawful and inconsistent with duty t o get out of a
difficulty in this way ? Suppose, however, that he resolves to
do so, then the maxim of his action mould 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
EO.
Now this principle of self-love or of one's own advantage
may perhaps be consistent with m y whole future welfare ; but
the question now is, I s it right ? I change then the suggestion
of self-love iuto a uuiversal law, and state the question thus (19) :
How would i t bo if my maxim mere a universal lam ? Then I
see a t once that it could never hold as R universal law of
nature, but mould necessarily contradict itself. For supposing
it to be a universal law that everj-one when he thinks himself
in a di5culty should be able to promise whatever he pleases,
with the purpose of not lieeying his promise, the promise itself
mould become impossible, as well as the end that oue might
have in view in it, since no one would consider that anything
was promised t o him, but mould 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 prefers
to indulge i n pleasure rather than to take pains in enlarging
and improving his happy natural capacities. H e asks, however, whether his maxim of neglect of his natural gifts, besides
agreeing with his inolination to indulgence, agrees also with
what is called duty. H e sees then that a system of nature
could indeed subsist with such a universd law although men
[On suicide cf. further iWetapJiysi7~der Sitten, p. 254.1
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(like the South Sea islanders) should let their talents rust, and
resolve to devote their lives merely to idleness, amusement, and
propagation of their species-in a word, to enjoyment ; but he
cznnot possibly fcr'll 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 liave been given him,
for all sorts of possible purposes.
4. A foukh, 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 everyone
be as happy (50) as heaven pleases, or as he can make himself ;
I will take nothing from him no even envy him, only I do not
wish to contribute anything t o his welfare or to his assistance
in distress ! Now no doubt if such a mode of thinking mere a
universal law, the human race might very well subsist, and
doubtless even better than in a state in which everyone talks of
sjmpatb and good-will, or even takes care occasionally to put
it into p actice, but on the other side, also cheats when he can,
betrays the rights of men, or otherwise violates them. B u t
although i t is possible that a universal lam of nature might
exist in accordance with that masim, it is impossible t o zcill
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 mill, he would
deprive himself of all hope of the aid he desires.
These are n, few of the many actual duties, or at; least what
we regard as such, which obviously fall iuto two classes on the
one principle that we have laid down. W e must be able t o wilr!
that a maxim of our action should be a universal lam. This
is the canon of the moral appreciation of the actio11 generally. Some actions are of such a character that their niasim
cannot without contradiction be even comeired 3s a universal
lam of nature, far from it being possible that me should z d Z
that it shoicltl be so. I n others this intrinsic inipossibilitj is not

d

f

. >

42

,

/
,'

T U S D A M E X T A L PKINCIl'LIhS O F 'I'HE

E523

found, but still it is impossible to will that their maxim should
be raised to the universality of a law of nature, since ~ 1 1 ~ 1a1
will mould contradict itself. It is easily seen that the former
violate strict or rigorous (inflexible) duty (51) ; the latter only
laser (meritorious) duty. Thus it has been completely shown bp
these examples 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 oiirselves on occasion of any transgression of duty, we shall find that we in fact do not will that O W
maxim should be a universal lam, for that is impossible for US ;
on the cont,rary me will that the opposite should remain a
universal law, only we assume the liberty of Inaking an exccpiiou in our owu fayour or (just for this time o d y ) in favour of
our inclination. Consequently if me considered all cases from
one and the same point of view, namely, that of reason, me should
find a contradiction in our own will, namely, that a certain piinciple should he objectively necessary as a universal law, and yet
subjectively should not be universal, but admit of exceptions.
As liowever we at one moment regard our action from the point
of view of a will mliolly conformed to reason, and then again
look at the same action from the point of view of a will affected
by inclination, there is not really any contradiction, but an
antagonism of inclination to the precept of reason, whereby the
universality of the principle is changed into a mere generality,
SO that the practical principle of reason shall meet the maxim
half way. Nom, although this cannot be justified in our own
imliartial judgment, 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 esceptions, which we think
unimportant and forced from us.
.
We liave thus established at, least this much, that if duty is
a conception which is to have any import and real legislative
authority for our a.ctions (52), it can only be expressed in categorical, and not a t all in hypothetical imperatives. W e have
also, which is of great importance, exhibited clearly and definitely for every practical application the content of the categorical imperative, which must contain the principle of all
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duty if there is such a-thing a t all. W e have not yet, however,
advanced so far as to prove d p i o n ’ that there actually is sucli
an imperative, that there is a practical law which commands
absolutely of itself, and without a n y 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 tlie reality of this principle from the yrirticiik/r rrttribrctev q f h u n i r r i z antiwe. For duty is t o be a practical, unconditional necessity of action ; it must therefore hold for all rational
beings (to whom an imperative can apply a t all) and .for fkis
T M S O I ~0n7y be also a law for all h
an wills. On the contrary,
whatever is deduced from the p, rticular natural characteristics
of humanity, from certain feelings and propensionsll nay even,
if possible, from any particular tendency proper to human
reason, and mliich need not necessarily hold for tlie will of
every rational being ; this may indeed supply us with a maxim,
but n o t ith 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 erzjoiiicrl to act,
even though all our propensions, inclinations, and natural dispositions were opposed to it. I n fact the sublimity and intrinsic
dignity of the command in dut,y 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 weakeu
the obligation of the lam or to diminish its mlidity (53).
Here then we see philosophy brought to a critical positiou.
since it has to be firmly fixed, notwithstanding that it has
nothing t o support it either in heaven or earth. Here i t must
show its purity as absolute dictator of its own laws, not the
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[’ Kaiit dislinguibhes ‘(Hang ( p q m z s i o ) ” from

“

Keigung (i/icT~’”otio)‘’

as follows :-“ Hang ’, is a predisposition to the desire of some e n j o y c n t :
i n other words, it is the subjective possibility of excitement of R certain

desire, which precedes the conception of its object. Vlien the e n j o p e n t
has been experienced, it produces a “Keigung ” (inclination) t o it, xhicli
according]>- is defined “habitual sensible desire.”--dIitlr,.ol,olo(/lP, 59 72, 7 9 .
RelGion, p. 31.1
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lierald of those which are whispered t o it by an implanted sense
or wlio knows mliat tutelary cature. Although these may be
better than nothing, yet they can never afford principles dictated by reason, whicli must have their Bource wliolly 2 priori
and thence their commanding authority, expecting everything
from the supremacy of the lam and the due respect for it,
notliing from inclination, o r else condemning the man to selfcontempt and inward abhorrence.
Thus every empirical element is not only quite incapable of
being an aid to the principle of morality, but is even highly
prejudicial to the purity of morals, for the proper and inestimable worth of an absolutely good will consists just in this, that
the piuciple of action is free from all influence of coiltingent
grounds, which done experience can furuish. W e cannot too
much or too often repeat our warning against this lax aud even
m6au habit of thought which seeks for its principle amongst
empirical motives and lams ; for human reason i n its weariness
ifi glad to rest on this pillow, and in a dream of sweet illusions
(in which, instead of Juno, it embraces a cloud) it substitutes
for morality a bastard patched up from limbs of various derivation, which 100l;s like anything one chooses to see in it ; only
not like virtue to one who has once beheld her in her true form.'
(51) The question then is this : I s it a necessary lam,for all
?-ntioiirr? beings that they sliould always judge of their actions bg'
maxims of which they can themselves will that they should
serve as uuiversal lams ? If it is so, then it must be connected
(altogether d p - i o ~ i with
)
the very conception of the will of a
rational being generally. But in order t o discover this connesion we m i d , however reluctantly, take a step into metaphysic, although into a domain of it which is distinct from
speculative philosophy, namely, the metaphysic of morals. I n
1 To behold rirtue i n her proper form is nothing else but t o contemplate
morality stripped of all admixture of sensible things (54) and of every
spurious ornament of reward or self-love. HOWmuch she then eclipses
everything else thsc appears charming to the affections, erery one m q
readily perceire with the least exertion of his reason, if it be not m h o l l ~
spoiled for abstraction.
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a practical philosophy, where it is not the reasons of what
Aappei~sthat we have to ascertain, but the lams of what, oz~ghf
to h n p p n , even although it never does, ,i. e. objective practical

laws, there it is not necessary to inquire into the reasons why
anything pleases o r displeases, h o w the pleasure of mere sensation differs from taste, and whether the latter is distinct from
a general satisfaction of reason; on wlint the feeling of pleasure
or pain rests, and how from it desires and inclinations arise,
and from these again maxims by the co-operntion of reasou : for
all this belongs t o an empirical psychology, which would constitute the second part of physics, if we regard physics as the
philosophy qf mttzire, so far as it is sed on criqit.icttZ l a m . Bot
here me are concerned with obje ive practical laws, and consequently with the relation of the mill t o itself so far as it is
determined by reason alone, in which case mliaterer has reference to anytliing empirical is necessarily excluded ; since if
re~isoiiof itsdf uloiie determines the conduct ( 5 5 ) (and it. is the
possibility of this that we are nom investigating), it must necessarily do so d priori.
The mill is conceived as a faculty of determining oneself to
cei.toiir i(iics. And such
action in rrccoi.drriicr icilh the coirceptioti
a faculty can be found only in rational beings. Now tlint whicli
serves the will as the objective ground of its self-determinatiou
is the etrtl, aiid if this is assigned by reason alone, it must hold
for all rational beings. On the other hand, that which merely
coiitaius the ground of possibility of the action of which the
effect is the end, this is called the ~ i i e m s . The subjective
ground of tlie desire is the s p i i i g , the objective ground of
the volition is the m o t i c e ; hence the distinction between subjective ends which rest on springs, and objective ends which
t
depend ou motives valid for every rational being. Practical
principles are , f b i . m d when they abstract from all subjective
ends, they are irinterictl when they assume these, and therefore
particular springs of action. The ends which a rational being
proposes t o Iiimself a t pleasure as e#ixts of his actions (material
ends) are all only relative, f o r it is only their relation to the
particular desires of the subject that gives them their wortli,
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which therefore cannot furnish principles universal and necessary for all rational beings and for every volition, tliat is to say
practical laws. Hence all these relative ends can give rise only
to hypothetical imperatives.
Supposing, however, that there were something whose existelice has iiz itself an absolute worth, something which, being n i l
elid it/ itse(f, could be a sou.rce of definite laws, tlien in this and
this alone would lie the source of a possible categorical imperative, i. e. a practical law ( 5 6 ) .
NONI say : man and generally any rational being exists as
an end in himself, iiot i m d y as n i~ieaiisto be arbitrarily used
by this or that mill, but in all his actions, whether they concern
himself or other rational beings, must be always regarded at the
same time as an end. All objects of the inclinations have only
a conditional worth, for if the inclinations and the wants founded
on them did not exist, then their object would be without value.
But tlie inclinations themselves being sources of want, are so f a r
from liavirtg an absolute worth for which they should be desired,
that on the contrary it must be the universal wish of every
rational being to be wholly free from them. Thus the worth
of any object which is t o be acquired by our action is always
conditional. Beings whose esistence depends not on our will
but on nature’s, have nevertheless, if they are irrational heiugs,
only a relative value as means, and are therefore called thiicgs ;
rational beings, on tlie contrary, are called lwi’soiis, because their
very nature points them out as ends in themselves, that is as
something wLch must not be used merely as means, and so far
therefore restricts freedom of action (and is an object of respect).
These, therefore, are not merely subjective ends whose esistence
has a worth-jbr u s as an effect of our action, but objectiae r i d s ,
that is things whose existence is an end in itself: an end moreover for which no other can be substituted, which they should
subserve m r e l y as means, for otherwise nothing whatever would
possess a b s o h t e t i w t l b ; but if all worth were conditioned and
therefore contingout, then there would be b o supreme practical
principle of reason whatever.
If then there is a supreme practical principle or, in respect of
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the human wil1,a categorical imperative, it must be one which (67),
being drawn from the conception of that which is necessarilj
an end for every one because it is an eitd in ifself, constitutes
a n objectiae principle of will, and can therefore serve as a
universal practical law. The foundation of this principle is :
ratiowa2 mtui-e exists as mi, eiid iic it!e.erf. Mau necessarily con..
ceivesxis own esistence as being so : so far then this is a subjectioe principle of human actions. But every other rational
being regards its existence similarly, just on tile same rational
principle that holds for me :' so that it is a t the same time an
objective principle, from which as a supreme practical law a11
laws of the will must be capable o eing deduced. Accordingly
the practical imperative will Le as follows: So rrct (IS t o f m a t
hiitiiaiiify, uhetliei* ill tliirze OUVL pemoia or iic that of (iii!/ o f h i . , iii
ecri-y c m e NS (111 eiid withal, weer as ?iieaiis only. W e will nom
inquire wliether this can be practically carried out.
To abide by the previous examples :
Fimtly, under the head of necessary duty to oneself : He
who coiitemplates suicide should ask himself whether his action
can be consistent with the idea of humanity as 1111 c u d 1'12 itself.
If he destroys liimself in order to escape from painful circumstances, he uses a person merely as a ?i~caiito maiutaiu a toleraLle condition up t o the cnd of lifc. But a man is not, a thing,
that is to say, something which can be used merely as means,
but must i n all his actions be always considered as an end in
himself. I cannot, therefore, dispose in any way of a man in
my own person so as to mutilate him, to damage or kill him ( 5 8 ) .
( I t belongs to ethics proper to define this principle more precisely so as to avoid all misunderstanding, e.[/. as to the amputation of the limbs in order to preserve myself; as to exposing
my life to danger with a view to preserve it, &c. Tlus question
is therefore omitted here.)
Secoizdlg, as regards necessary duties, or those of strict obligation, towards others ; he who is thinkiug of making a lying

7

This Imposition is here stated i18 a postulate.
be found in the concluding section.
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promise t o others will see at once that he would be usiug aiiotlier
man w i d y (is a m a n , without the latter containing at the same
time the end in himself. For he whom I propose by such a
promise to use for my own purposes cannot possibly assent to
my mode of acting towards him, and therefore cannot himself
contain the end of this action. This violation of the principle
of humanity in other men is more obvious if we take in e s amples of attacks on the freedom and property of others. F o r
then it is clear that he who transgresses the rights of men,
intends to use the person of others merely as means, without
considering that as rational beings they ought always to be
esteemed also as ends, that is, as beings who must be capable of
containing in themselves the end of the very same action.’
Thirdly, as regards contingent (meritorious) duties to oneself ; is not enough that the action does not violate Iiurnanitj~
in our own person as an end in itself, it must also hmwioiii-se
Lcith it (59). Now there are in humanity capacities of greeter
perfection which belong to the end that nature has in view in
regard t o humanity in ourselves as the subject : to neglect
these might perhaps be consistent with the mninteizmicp of
humanity as an end in itself, but not with the ailcmicenieuf of
this end.
Foiwth/y, as regards meritorious duties towards others : the
natural end which all men have is their owu happiness. Nom
humanity might indeed subsist, although no one should contribute anything to the happiness of others, provided he did not
intentionally withdraw anything from it ; but after all, this
would only harmoiiise negatively not positively with 7~ir,iarr1iity
1 Let i t not be thought that the common : quod tibi t m t uisJie7 i, Gc.,
could s e n e here as the rule or principle. For it is only a deduction from
the former, though with several limitations ; it cannot be a. uuiversal law,
for it does not contain the principle of duties to oneself, nor of the duties of
benerdence t o others (for many a one would gladly consent that others
should not benefit him, provided only that he might be excused from shoming benevolence t o them), nor finally that of dutiev of strict obligation t o
one another, for on this principle the criminal might argue against the
judge p-ho punishes him, and so on.
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iii i t s d f , if everyone 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 possible
to be m y ends also, if that conception is t o have its full effect

m r m eizd

with me.
This principle, that humanity and generally every rational
nature is mi e r d in itself (which is the supreme limiting condition of ever-y man’s freedom of action), is not borrowed froni
experience, j r s t Z y , because it is universal, applying as it does to
all rational beings whatever, and experience is not capable of
determining anything about them ; sscontl(r/, because it does not
present humanity as an end to M (subjectively), that is as an
object which men do of thems ves actually adopt as an end ;
but as an objective end, which must as a law constitute the
supreme limitiiig condition of all our subjective ends, let them
be what we will; it must therefore spring from pure reason.
I n fact the objective principle of d l practical legislation lies
(according to the first principle) in the m / r and its form of
universality which makes it capable of being a law (say, e. y., a
law of nature) ; but the subjectice principle is in the ewb; nom
by tlie secoud principle the subjoct of all ends is each rational
being (GO), inasmuch as it is an end in itself. Hence follows
the third practical principle of the will, which is the ultimde
coiiditioii of its harmony with the universal liractical reason, viz. :
t ~ i eidea of ‘ f ~wiil
e sf* r w r y rrtttbimb Aeiiig ns n iitzfrei-sa//yleg;+

€r

f d i m will.

On this principle all maxims are rejected mliich are inconsistent with the will being itself universal legislntor. Thus the
mill is not subject Eimply t o the !aw, but so subject that it
must be regarded [IS itself girirtg the Imc, and on this ground
only, subject to the law (of which it can regard itself as thti
author).
I n tlie previous imperatives, namely, that based 011 the conception of the conformity of actions to geiieral laws, as in a
yhysicrtl sydtcnt of w i f w r , and that based on the universal pr’eryyatice of ratioual beings as mds i n themselves-tliese impem
tives just because they were conceived as categorical, excluded
IC
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from aiiy sliare in their authority all admixture of any interest
as a spring of action ; they were however only osaziiiied to be
categorical, because such an assumptiou was necessary to explain the conception of duty. B u t we could not prove independently that tliere are practical propositions which command
categorically, nor can it be proved in this sectioii ; one bliing
however could be done, namely, to iudicate ill the imperative
itself by some determiiiate expression, that iii the case of volition from duty all interest is renounced, wliich is the specific
criterioii of categorical as distinguished from hypothetical imperatives. This is done in the present (third) formula of the
principle, namely, in the idea of the will of every rational being
as a u i i i r i ~ i w / / ykiyislc[fitig rill.
(61) For although a mill ichich is siibject t o iaics may be
attached to this lam by means of an interest, yet a will mhicli
is itself a supreme lawgiver so far as it is such canuot possibly
depend on any interest, siuce a will so depeudeut would itself
still need another law restricting the interest of its self-love by
the couditiou that it should be valid as universal law.
Tlius the p r i t i c i p h that every human will is CI icill nAich in
til2 ita i i i a x i i i i ~giacrs zci~ive~~stnZ
Zmcs,' provided it l e otherwise
justified, woulCl be very i c p l l a c ~ r y t e i it o be the categorical imljerative, in this respect, namely, that just because of' the idea
of uuiversd legislatiou it is u v t basid 012 my i/ctci.i'st, and therefore it aloue a u o n g all possible imperatives can be tiricv~iditioizul.
Or still better, converting the proposition, if tliere is a categorical imperative (i. e., a law for tlie will of every rational
being), it can ouly 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 priuciple and the imperative
which it oLej7s are unconditional, siuce they canuot be based on
any interest.

1

I may be excused from adducing examples to elucidate thi5 principle,

as those which have already been used to elucidate the categorical impera-

tive and its formula mould all serve for the like purpose here.
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Looking back now on all previous attempts to discover the
principle of morality, we need not wonder wliy they all failed.
It was seen that man mas bound to laws by cluty, but it was
not observed that the laws t o mllich he is subject are oiily those
of /tis O W L giciizg, though at the same time they are zuiioersal (ca),
and that he is only bound to act in conformity with his own
will; a will, however, which is designed by nature to give
universal laws. For when one has conceived man only as subject to n law (no matter what), then this law required some
iuterest, either by may of attraction or constraiut, since it did
not originate as a law from his o i w will, but this will was
according to a law obliged by so ,etAiiEg else to act in a certain
manner. Now by this necess ry consequence all the labour
spent in finding a supreme principle of duty was irrevocably
lost. For men never elicited duty, but ouly a necessity of
acting from a certain interest. Whether this interest mas
private or otherwise, in any case the imperative must be conditional, nud could not by any means be capable’ of being a
moral command. I will therefore call this the principle of
d u / o n o i / ~ yof the will, in contrast with every other which I
accordingly reckon as Hefcroiioiiiy.’
The conception of every rational being as one which must
consider itself as giving in all the maxims of its will unirersal
laws, so ns to judge itself and its actious from this point of view
-this conception leads to another which depends on it and is
very fruitful, namely, that of n lirzgdom of ciids.
B y a kii~grlomI uuderstand the union of different rational
beings in a system by common lams. Now since it is by lam::
that ends are determiued as regards their universal validity,
hence, if we abstract from the personal differences of rational
beiugs, and likewise from all the content of their private ends,
we sLall be able to conceire all ends combined i n a systematic
whole (including both rational beiugs as euds in themselves, and
also the special ends which each may propose t o himself), that is

ET
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to say, we can conceive a kingdom of ends, wliich on the preceding principles is possible.
(63) For all rational beings come under the faio that each of
them must treat itself and all others iiezei’ iiierdy as I I I F C L I I S , but in
every case nt the sattae time a.s iwds i i i t h ~ r i i s d r ~ sHence
.
results a
systematic union of rational beings by common objective laws,
i e . , a kingdom wliich 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 iiw~irberto the kingdom of ends
when, although giving universal laws in it, he is also liirnself
subject to these laws. H e belongs to it as sowi-rLgn when,
while giving laws, he is not subject t o 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. H e cannot, however.
maintain the latter position merely b y the maxims of his will,
but only in case he is a completely independent beiiig witliout
wants and with unrestricted power adequate to his will.
Morality consists then in the reference of all action to t h e
legislation which alone can render a kingdom of ends possible.
This legislation must be capable of existing in every rational
being, aiid of emanating from his will, so that the principle of
this will is, never to act on any maxim which could not without
contrahction be also a universal law, and accordingly always SO
to act that the uilf coitlcl at the saiiie time w g a d itself (1s gicing it2
i t a mmim i [ ) j i c e i x / flairs. If now the maxims of rational beings
are not by their own nature coincident with this objective principle, then the necessity of acting on i t is called practical
necessitation (61), Le., 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 tliis principle, i.e., duty,
does not rest a t a11 on feelings, impulses, or inclinations, but
solely on the xelation of ratioual beings to one another, a relation in which the will of a rational being must always be
regarded as kgkkdire, since otlieraise it could not be coiiceived
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as n i l end i l l i f s d f . Reason then refers every maxim of the will,
regarding it as legislatiug universally, t o every other mill and
also to every action towards oneself ; and this not on account
of any other practical motive or auy future advantage, but from
the idea of the d i p i f y of a rational being, obeying no lam but
tliat wliich he liimself also gives.
I n the kingdom of ends everything has either Value or
Diguity. Whatever has a value can be replaced by something
else which is epriraleiit ; whatever, on the other hand, is above
a,ll value, and therefore admits of no equivalent, has a dignity.
Whatever has reference t o
e general inclinations and
wants of maukind has a niarl;e e a h t ; whatever, witliout presupposing a want, corresponds to n. certain taste, that. is t o a
satisfaction i u the mere purposeless play of our faculties, has a
f r i i c y zdue ; but that which coustitutes the condition under
which alone anything can be an end in itself, this has not
merely a relative worth, i.e., value, but an intrinsic worth, that
is ( 7 k ~ 1 it,//.
1
Nom iiiorality is the couditiou under which alone a rational
being can be an end in himself, since by this alone it is possible
that he should be a legislatiug member in the kingdom of ends.
Thus morality, and humanity as capable of it, is that which
alone lias dignity (~5). Skill and diligence in labour have a
inartet value ; wit, lively imagination, aud humour, have fancy
value; on the 0 t h hand, fidelity to promises, benevolence
from principle (uot from instinct), have an intrinsic worth.
Neither nature nor art coutaius anything wliich in default of
these it could put in their place, for their worth consists not
in the effects which spriug from them, not in the use and adTautage wliich they secure, but in the disposition of miud, that
is, the maxims of the will which are ready to manifest themselves iu such actions, even though they should not have the
desired effect. These actions also need no recommendation
from any subjective taste or sentiment, that they may be
looked on with immediate favour and satisfaction : they need
no immediate propension or feeling for them ; they exhibit the
will that performs them as an object of an immediate respect,

p
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and notliing but reason is required to inqiose them on the will ;
not to $after it into them, which, in the case of duties, would be
a contradiction. This estimation therefore shows that the worth
of such a disposition is dignity, and places it infinitely above
all value, with which it cannot for a moment be brought into
comparison or compctition without as it were violating its
sanctity.
W h a t then is it which justifies virtue or the morally good
disposition, in making such lofty claims ? I t is nothing less
than the privilege it secures to the rational being of participat
ing in the giving of universal laws, by which it qualifies him to
be a member of a possible kingdom of ends, a privilege to which
he was already destined by his own nature as being an end in
himself, and on that account legislating in the kingdom of ends;
free as regards all laws of physical nature, and obeying those
only which he himself gives, and by which his maxims can
belong t o a system of universal law, to which at the same time
he submits himself. For nothing has any worth except f t ~ what
)
the lam assigns it. Now the legislation itself which assigns the
worth of everything, must for that very reason possess dignity,
that is an unconditional incomparable worth, and the word
respect alone supplies a becoming expression for the esteem
which a rational being must have for it. Azitonoi~iythen
is the basis of the dignity of human and of every rational
nature.
The t h e e modes of presenting the principle of-morality that
have been adduced are a t bottom only so many formulce of tlie
very same law, and each of itself involves the other two. There
is, however, a difference in them, but it is rather subjectively
than objectively practical, intended namely to bring an
idea of the reason nearer to intuition (by means of a certain
analogy), and thereby nearer to feeling. All maxims, in fact,
have1. A f o i w , ccnsisting in universality; and in this view t h e
formula of the moral imperative is expressed thus, that the
maxims must be so chosen as if they were to serve as universal
laws of nature.
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2 . A ~rtafter,’ namely, nu end, and here the formula says
that the rational being, as it is an end by its own nature and
therefore an end in itself, must i n everbymaxim serve as the
condition limiting all merely relative and arbitrary ends.
3. A conqdcte chrrl-ncteiisntioit of all maxims by means of
that formula, namely, that all maxims ought by their own
legislation to harmonise with a possible kingdom of ends as
with a kingdom of nature’ (67). There is a progress here in the
order of the categories of zmify of the form of the will (its
iiniversnlity), p2walify of the matter (the objects, i.e., the ends),
arid f o f u l i f y of the system of t h e. I n forming our moral
jt;tJgn/ciif of actions it is better o proceed always on the strict
method, and d a r t from the general formula of the categorical
imperative : Act ctccoj.di/ig t o n ? M . ~ ’ I~Hc h i c hm111
nt fhc s a i i i e time
mnke itself a rriiirel-srtl k i i c . If, however, we wish to gain an
w t ~ ~ m i cf ocr the moral law, it. is very useful to brilig one and
tlie Emne action under the three specified conceptions, and
thereby as far as possible t o bring it nearer to intuition.
W e can nom elid where me started at the beginning, namely,
n7ith the conceptiou of a will uuconditionnlly good. That /rill
is ribsolute?!/ good which cannot be evil, in other words, whose
maxim, if made a universal law, could never contradict itself.
Tliis principle then is its supreme law : Act always on such a
iiiaxim as thou caust at the same time mill to be a universal
law ; this is the sole condition uuder which a will can never
contradict itself; and such an imperative is categorical. Since
tlie validity of the will as a universal law for possible actious is
analogous to the uuiversal connesioll of the existence of things
by geiieral laws,mhicli is tlic formal notion of nature in general,

n“

._
1 [The reading “ Uaxime,” which is that both of Rosenkranz and Hartenstein, is obyioiislj- an error for “ Jiaterie.”]
2 Teleology considers nature as a kingdom of ends; Ethics regards 5
possible kingdom of ends as a kingdom of nature. In the first case, the
kingdom of ends is a theoretical idea, adopted t o explain what actually is.
I n the latter i t is a practical idca, adopted t o bring about that which is not
yet, but which cnn be realised by our conduct, namely, if it conforms to
this idea.
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the categorical imperative can also be expressed thus : Act oii
manxitiis which caii nf the sume time h m e for thcii. object tlictiiselces
us ictiiversu2 L i m a of riritui-e. Such then is tlie forinula of an
absolutely good mill.
Bational nature is distinguished from the rest of nature by
this, that it sets before itself an end. This end would be the
matter of every good will (68). But since in the idea of a will
that is absolutely good without being limited by any condition
(of attaining tliis or that end) me must abstract mholly from
every end t o bc q%cted (since this would make every will only
relatively good), it follows that in this case the end must be
conceived, not as an end t o be effected, but as a u i i i d q e d e i i t l y
existing end. Consequently it is conceived only negatively,
Le., as that which we must never act against, and wliioh, therefore, must never be regarded merely as means, but must iir
every volition be esteemed as an end likewise. Now this end
can be nothing but the subject of all possible ends, since this is
also the subject of a possible absolutely good will ; for such a
will cannot without contradiction Le postponed t o any other
object. The priuciple: So zict in regard to every rational
being (thyself and others), that he may always have place in
thy maxim as an end iu himself, is accordingly essentially
identical with this other: Act upon a inasim which, at the
same time, involves its own universal validitj for every rational
being. For that in using means for every end I should limit
my maxim by the conditiou of its holding good. as a law for
every subject, this comes to the same thing as that tlie fundrtmental principle of all maxims of action must be that the
subject of all ends, i.e., the rational being himself, be never
employed merely as means, but as the supreme condition restricting the use of all means, that is in every case as an end
likewise.
I t follows incontestably that, t o whatever laws any rational
being may be subject, he being an end in himself must be able
to regard himself as also legislating universally in respect of
these same laws, since it is just this fitness of his maxims for
universal legislation that distinguishes him as an end in him-
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self ; also i t follows that this implies liis dignity (prerogative)
above all mere physical beings, that he must always take his (69)
maxims from tlie point of view which regards himself, and likemise every other rational being, as lawgiving beings (mi wliich
:tccount they are called persons). I n tliis may a world of
rational beings ( u / M M ~intelliyibi2i.s)
~~s
is possible as a kingdom
of ends, and this by virtue of tlie legislation proper to all persons as members. Therefore every rational being must so act
as if he mere by his maxims in every case a legislating member
in the universal kingdom of ends. The formal principle of
these maxims is : ,So act as if thy axim were to serve liliewise
as the universal law (of all rat’
?F nal beings). A kingdom of
ends is thus only possible on the analogy of a kingdom of
nature, the former however only by maxims, that is selfimposed rules, the latter only by the laws of efficient causes
acting under necessitation from witliout. Nevertheless, altliough
the system of nature is looked upon as a machine, yet SO far as
it has reference to rational beings as its ends, it is given on
thiis account the name of a kingdom of nature. N o m such a
kingdom of ends would be actually reslised by means of
maxims conforming t o the muon which the categorical imperative prescribes to all rational beings, i f the!/ W I Z iiiiiccimUy .fo/lozced. But although a rational being, even if he punctually
follows this maxim Iiimself, cannot reckon upon a11 others being
therefore trne to the same, nor expect that tlie kingdom of
nature and its orderly arrangements sliall be in harmony with
liim as a fitting member, so as to form a kingdom of ends to
whicli he himself contributes, that is t o say, tliat it shall favour
Lis expectation of happiness, still tliat law : Act according to
the maxims of a member of a merely possible kingdom of ends
legislntiiig in it universally, remains in its full €orce, inasmuch
as it cornmauds categorically. And it is just i n this that the
lxtrados lies ; that tlie mere dignity of man as a rational creature ( i o ) , without any other end or advautage to be attained
thereby, in other words, respect for a mere idea, should yet
serve as an iiiflexible precept of the will, aiid that it is precisely iu this independence of the maxim on d l such springs of
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action that its sublimity consists; and it is this that makes
every rational subject worthy to be a legislative member in the
kingdom of ends : for otherwise he would have to be conceived
only as subject to the physical law of his wants. And although
me should suppose the kingdom of nature and the kingdom of
ends t o be united under one sovereign, so that the latter Iringdom thereby ceased to be a mere idea and acquired true reality,
then it would no doubt gain the accession of a strong spring,
but by no means any increase of its intrinsic worth. For this
sole absolute lawgiver must, notwithstanding this, be always
conceived as estimating the worth of rational beings only by
their disinterested behaviour, as prescribed to themselves from
that idea [the dignity of man] alone. The essence of things
is not altered by their external relations, and that which
abstracting from these, alone constitutes the absolute worth of
man, is also that by which he must be judged, whoever the
judge may be, and even by the Supreme Being. Dlomlify
then is the relation of actions to the autonomy of the will, that
is, to tlie potential universal legislation by its maxims. An
action that is consistent with the autonomy of the mill is p e r n i i t t p d ; one that does not agree tlieremitli is *for.bir/dsrz. A will
whose maxims necessarily coincide with the laws of autonomy
is a holy will, good absolutely. The dependence of a will not
absolutely good on the principle of autonomy (moral necessitation) is obligation. This then cannot be applied to a holy
being. The objective necessity of actions from obligation is
called ditty.
(ii) From what has just been said, it is easy to see how it
liarpens that a1thoiigh tlie conception of duty implies subjection to the law, me yet ascribe a certain dyyi/if!/ aud sublimity
t o the person who fulfils all his duties. There is not, indeed,
any sublimity in him, so far as he is .snhjecect to the moral law ;
but inasmuch as in regard to that very law he is likewise a
Ic(/ialcitor, and on that account alone subject to it, he has sublimity. W e 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 rltr as we suli-
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pose i t to act only under the condition that its maxims are
potentially universal laws, this ideal will which is possible to us
is the proper object of respect, and the dignity of humanity
cnonsists just in this capacity of being universally legislative,
though with the condition that it is itself subject to this same
1e gislation.

The Azifonomy of the Fillas the Sicprenze Pt.hczjilr of Xorcrlify.
Autonomy of the will is that property of it by which it is a
law to itself (independently on any property of the objects of
volition). The principle of auto my then i s : Always so to
choose that the same volition shall comprehend the maxims of
our choice ati a universal law. W e cannot prove that this
practical rule is an imperative, i.e. that the will of every rational being is necessarily bound to it as n condition, by a
mere analysis of the conceptions which occur in it, since it is
a sptlietical proposition (72) ; me must advance beyord the
cognition of the objects to a critical examination of the subject,
that is of the pure practical reason, for this synthetic proposition which commands apodictically must be capable of being
vognised mliolly d priori. This matter, however, does not
belong t o the present section. But that the principle of autonomy in question is the sole principle of morals can be readily
shown by mere analysis of the conceptions of morality. For
by this analysis we find tlint its principle must be a categorical
imperative, and that what this commands is neither more nor
less than this vcry autonomy.

pb

Heteroiio?liy of the Will cis the Source ?f
Mornlity ,

ciZI

spiwioiLs Pritiezjh

of

If the will seeks tlie law which is to determine i t niiyichct.e
eLsr than in the fitness of its maxims t o be universal laws of its
o w n dictation, consequently if it goes out of itself and seeks this
law i n the character of any of its objects, there always results
fdetmoitiy.
The will in that case does not give itself the lam,
but it is given by the object through its relation t o the will.
This relation whether it rests on iiicliiintioii or on conceptions of
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reason only admits of Iiypothetical imperatives : I oiiglit to do
something hrcuztse I iiisli ,foi. sonzethirip else. On the contrary,
the moral, and therefore categorical, imperative says : I ought
to do so and so, even though I should not wish for anything
else. R r . or., the former says : I ought not to lie if I would
retain my reputatiou ; the latter says : I ought not to lie
although it should not bring me tlie least discredit. The
latter therefore must so far abstract from all objects that they
sliaIl have 110 ir!jEmizce on the will, in order that practical reason
(will) may not be restricted to admioisteriug an interest not
belonging to it (731, but may simply show its own coiiimandiug
nutliority as the supreme legislation. Thus, ex. or., I ouglit to
endeavour to promote the happiness of others, not as if its
realizatioii involved any concern of mine (whether by immediate
incliuatiou or by any satisfaction indirectly gained through
reason), bnt simply because a maxim which excludes it cannot
be comprehended as a universal law’ in one and the same
rolition.
CLASSPFICATION.

07’ crZ2 PriiicQdes qf JIol-nlify eohicl~can

Irl: foiiiiderl
fioii qf Hetei.o~iomy.

011

the Coiicey-

Here as elsewhere human reason in its pure use, so long as
it was not criticaily examined, has first tried all possible wrong
n-ays before i t succeeded in finding the one true way.
All principles which caii be taken from tliis poiut of view
are either eiiipii.imZ or im%rinZ. The ,fo~-nier,drawn froin the
principle of lmppiiiess, are built on physical or moral feelings ;
the lutter, drawn from the principle of perfeetioil, are built either
011 the rational conception of perfection as a possible effect, or 011
thab of an independent perfection (the will of God) as the determining cause o l our will.
Eiup’ricul pi.ilmjiZes are wholly incapable of serving as a
foundation for moral laws. For tlie universality with wliicli
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these should hold for all rational beings without distinction, the
unconditional practical necessity which is thereby imposed 011
them is lost when their foundation is taken from the parficiilrrr
co~isfiti~fi~iz
qf / i i m m w / f u r e , o r the accidental (74) circumstances
in which it is placed. The principle of prirrrtc h i p p i m w , however, is the most objectionable, not merely because it is false,
and experience contradicts the supposition that prosperity is
always proprtioned t o good conduct, nor yet merely because
it contributes nothing to the establishment of morality-since
it is quite a different thing to make a prosperous mail and
a good man, or to make one prude t and sharp-sighted f o r his
own interests, and to make hi?J
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 lis t o malie :L
better calculation, the specific differeuce between virtue and
vice being entirely extinguished. On the other hand, as to
moral feeling, this supposed special sense,’ the appeal t o it is
indeed superficial when those who cannot fhyitk believe that
j k l i i i g will help them out, even in what concerns general laws :
and besides, feelings which natiirally differ infinitely in degree
cannot furnish a uniform standard of good and e d , nor has
anyone a right to form judgments for others by his own feelings : nevertheless this moral feeling is nearer to morality and
its dignity in this respect, that it pays Tirtue the honour of
ascribing to her inmcdiirfely 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.
(75) Amongst the rnfiorirrl principles of morality, the ontological conception of p J r f i k f i o i i ,notwitlistanding its defects, is
hetter tlian the theological concept ion mliioii derires niolnlity
__~~___._
~

~
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~

~~~

~~

~.

~

~~

1 I class the principle of moral feeliug under that of happiness, bccausr
every empiric:rl interest promises to contribute t o our well-being
the
agreeableness that a tliiug affmds, whether i t be immediately and withour
a ricw to profit, or wliether profit be regrnrded. TTe must likevise, with
Hutchesou, class the priuciplc: of sympathy with the happiness of other>
under his assumed moral sense.
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from a Divine absolutely perfect will. The former is, no doubt,
empty and iudefinite, and consequently useless for fiuding i n
the boundless field of possible reality the greatest amount suitable for us ; moreover, in attempting t o distinguish specifically
the reality of which we are now speaking from every other, i t
inevitably tends to turu in a circle, and cannot avoid tacitly
presupposing the morality which it is to explain; it is nevertheless preferable to the theological view, first, because we Lave no
intuition of the Divine perfection, and can only deduce it from
our own conceptions, the most important of which is that oE
morality, and our esplnuation would thus be involved iu a gross
circle ; and, in tlie nest 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 wit11
the awful conccptions of might aud vengeance, aud a u y systeni
of morals erected 011 this foundation mould be directly opposed
t o morality.
However, if I had t o choose between the notiou of the moral
sense and that of perfection in general (two systems which at
least do not weaken morality, although they are totally incapable of serving as its foundation), then I should decide for the
latter, because it at least withdraws the decision of the question
from the sensibility and brings it to the court of pure reason ;
and although even here it decides nothing, it at all events
preserves the indefinite idea (of a mill good in itself) free from
corruption, until it shall be more precisely defined.
For the rest I tliink 1 may be excused here from a detailed
refutation of all these doctrines ; 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 decide for oue of these
theories (because their hearers would not tolerate suspension of
judgment) (7G). But what iuterests us more here is t o know that
the prime foundation of morality laid down by all tliese principles is nothing but heteronomy of the mill,and for this reasou
*
they must necessarily miss their aim.
I n every case where an object of the will has to be supposed, in order that the rule may be prescribed which is to
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determine the will, there the rule is simply heteronomy ; the
imperntive is conditional, namely, if or becaicse oue wishes for
this object, one should act EO and S O : hence it can never
command morally, that is categorically. Whether the object
determines the will by means of inclination, as in the principle
of private happiness, or by means of reason directed to objects
of our possible volitioii generally, as in tlie principle of perfection, in either case the will never determines itself i t i i n ~ e d i ~ t e / y
by the conception of the action, but only by the iuflueuce
which the foreseen effect of the action has on the will ; I ozi;//tt
t o d o soiizethitig, oil this uccoiort, 6ccm :e I wish f o r sotiiethiriy else ;
and here there must be yet mot, er law assumed in me as its
subject, by which I necessarily mill this other thiug, and this
law again requires an imperative to restrict this maxim. For
the influence which the conception of a u object witliiii the reach
of our faculties can exercise on the will of tlie subject in consequence of its natural prolierties, depends on the nature of the
subject, either the sensibility (inclination and taste), or the
understanding and reason, the e m p l o p e n t of whicli is by the
peculiar coustitution of their nature attended witli satisfaction.
It follows tliat the law would be, properly speaking, giren by
uature, and as S I I C ~ it
, must Le known and proved by esperience, and would consequently be contingent, and therefore
incapable of being an apodictic practical rule, such as the moral
rule must be. Not only so, but i t is i t m i f t r b ! , / oii/y heterwzo?iiy (77) ; the will does not give itself the law, but it is given
by a foreign impulse by meaus of a particular natural constitution of the subject adapted to receive it. An a?~solutel~good
mill, then, the priuciple of wliich must be a categorical imperative, will be indeterminate as regards all objects, and Ivill
coulain merely tlie j o m z of z-olitioti generally, aucl that as
autonomy, that is to say, the capability of the maxims of every
good will to make themselves a universal law, is itself tlie
ouly law d i c h the will of every rational being imposes on
itself, without needing to assume auy spring or interest as a
foundation.
Horc such II sytitl~c~ti~.trlpi~~cticnl!
B priori propositioti is yoasiblc
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and why it is necessary, is a problem whose solution does not
lie within t h e bounds of the metaphpic of morals; and we
have not here a5rmed its truth, much less professed t o have :L
proof of it in our power. W e simply showed by the development of tlte universally received notion of morality that au
autonomy of the will is inevitably connected with it, or rather
is its foundation. Whoever then holds morality t o be anything
red, and not a chimerical idea without any truth, niust likewise admit the principle of it that is here assigned. This
section then, like the first, was merely analytical. Now to
prove that morality is no creatiou of the brain, which it cannot
be if the categorical imperative and with it the autonomy of
the mill is true, and as an d p r i o i i principle absolutely necessary, this supposes the po.vuibilify qf a syirthctic uiie of p n ,
pinctic(ill! r-ensoii, which however we cannot venture on without
first giving a critical examination of this faculty of reasou. I n
the concludiiig section we shall give the priiicipd outlines of
this critical evaminatiou as far as is sufficient for our purpose.

N E T A P H P S I C OF MORALS.
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THIRD SECTION.

TRA NSITIOR' F R O M THE METAPHTSIC O F illO1lAI.S T O THE CRITIQUJ:
O F P U R E YIlACTIC..1L REASOX.

The Co1Zctyt qf Ftwdooln

i ' . ~f h e

qj'

R e i that cqliain.5 the Azdoliortcy

tire

hl.

THEfrill is a kind of causality belonging to living beings in SO
far as they are rational, and.fi-ecn'oai would be this property of
such causality that it can be efficient, independently on foreign
causes defei.minit/git ; just as physicii wecessity is tlie 1)roperty
that the causality of all irrational beings has of being determined to activity by the influence of foreign causes.
T h e preceding definition of freedom is myntl'z.e, and therefore unfruitful for the discovery of its essence ; but it lends t o 3,
posifiw conception which is SO much the more full alld fruitful.
Since the conception of causality inrolres that of laws, according t o n~Ilic.11,by something that me call cause, something else,
namely, the effect, must be produced [laid donin] ;l hence,
altliougli freedom is not a property of the will depending
on physical laws, yet it is not for that reason lan~less; on the
contrary it must be a causality acting according to immiitRble
laws, but of a peculiar kind; othermise a free will would be
an nbsurdit,y. Pliysicnl necessity (79) is a heteronomy of the
efficient causes, for every effect is possible only according to
this law, that something else determines the efficient cniise t o
evert its causality. What else then can freedom of the will be
but autonomy, that is the property of the will to be a la,w to
1 [ Gesctzt.-There
is in tlie original n play on the et'mologr of Gcsetz,
which does not admit of reproduction in English. It must he confessed
that without it the statement is not self-e~ident.]
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itself ? B u t the proposition : The will is in every action a law

to itself, only expresses the principle, to act on no other maxim
than that which can also have as an object itself as a universal
law. Nom this is precisely the formula of the categorical imperative and is the principle of morality, so that a free will and
a will subject t o moral laws are one and the same.
On the hypothesis then of freedom of the will, morality
together with its principle follows from it by mere anaiysis of
the conception. However the latter is still a synthetic propositiou ; viz., a n absolutely good mill is that whose maxim can
always include itself regarded as a uuiversal law; for this
property of its maxim can never be discovered by analysing the
conception of an absolutely good will. Now such syuthetic
propositions are ouly possible in this way : that the two cognitions are connected together by their union with a third in
which they are both t o be found. The positive concept of
freedom furnishes this third cognition, wliich cannot, as with
physical causes, be the nature of the sensible world (in the
concept of which we fiud conjoined the concept of something in
re1at;on as cause to soiiw~hiizge ~ s eas effect). W e caunot now a t
ouce shorn what this third is to which freedom points us, and of
which we have an idea u p i o r i , nor cau me make intelligible
horn the concept of freedom is sliown t o be legitimate from principles of pure practical reason, aud with it the possibility of a
categorical imperative ; but some further preparation is required.
[SO] FILEED031

Xirst be p m y p o s e r l m

CL

Propwfy of
Beings.

file

T i l / of nll Rirtiomc!

It is not enough to predicate freedom of our own will, from
whatever reason, if we lime not su5cient grounds for predicating the same of all rational beings. For as morality serves
as a law for us only because we are i~7tiowulbeiilys, it must also
!iolcl for all rational beings ; and as it mist be deduced simply
from the property of freedom, it must be shown that freedom
d s o is a property of all rational beings. I t is not enough then
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t o prove it from certain supposed experiences of human nature

(which indeed is quite impossible, and it can only be shown
d p n ' o r i ) , but we must show that it belongs to the activity of
all rational beings endowed with a will. Now I say every
being that caunot act except tiizrlei. the idea of.fi.eca?om is just for
that reason in a practical point of view really free, that is to
say, all laws which are inseparably connected with freedom have
the same force for him as if his will had been shown to be free
in itself by a proof tlieoretically conclusive.' Now I affirm that
me must attribute to every rational being (81) which has a mill
that it has also the idea of f r e p d m aud acts entirely under
this idea. For in such a being we conceive a reason that is
practical, that is, has causality in reference to its objects. Now
we cannot possibly conceive a reason consciously receiving L:
bins from any other quarter with respect to its judgments, for
then the subject would ascribe the determination of its judgment not to its own reasou, but to an impulse. It must regard
itself as the author of its principles independent on foreign
influences. Consequeutly as practical reason or as the mill of
a rational being it must regard itself as free, that is to say, the
will of such a being cannot be a mill of its own except undei,
the idea of freedom. This idea must therefore in a practical
point of Tiew be ascribed to every rational being.
Qj'[lie I u t i w s t icttacliilig to f h c Aleas (if Xoruliiy.

1

W e I n r e finally reduced the definite conception of morality
t o the idea of freedom. This latter, however, we could uot
prove t o be actually a property of ourselves or of humnu nature;
1 I ndopt this method o i assuming freedom m e r o l ~ns ( ( 1 1 rrletr nhich
rational beings suppose in tlieir actions, in order t o ar-oid tlic necessity of
proving it in its theoretical aspect also. The former is sufficient for my
purpose ; for eren though tlic speeulatirc proof should n u t be made out, yet
a being that cannot act except wit11 tlie idea of freedom i s bouud bj- the
same 1an.s that would oblige a being who n-as actually free. Thus we can
escape here from tlic onus whiclk presses on the theory. [Compnre Cutler's
treatnlent of the question of 1ibertI in his h d o ! / y ~part I., cli. ~ i . ]
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only we saw that it must be presupposed if we would conceire
a being as rational and conscious of its causality in respect of
its actions, L e . , as endowed with a will ; and so we find that on
just the same grounds we must ascribe to every being endowed
with reason and will this attribute of determining itself t o
action under the idea of its freedom.
Now it resulted also from the presupposition of this idea
that we became aware of a law that the subjective principles of
action, Le., maxims, must always be so assumed that they can
also hold as objective (sz), that is, universal principles, and SO
serve as universal laws of our own dictation. But why then
should I subject myself to this principle and that simply as a
rational being, thus also subjecting t o it all other beings endowed with reason ? I will allow that no interest 7 q v s me t o
this, for that would not give a categorical imperative, but I
must tnlie an interest in it and discern how this comes to pass ;
for this ii 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 differed kind, namely, sensibility, and in whose case that is not always done which reason
alone mould do, for these that necessity is expressed only as an
dC6
ought,” and the subjective necessity is different from the
objective.
I t seems then as if the moral lam, that is, the principle of
autonomy of the will, were properly speaking only presupposed
in the idea of freedom, and as if we could not prove its reality
and objective necessity independently. I n that case we should
still have gained something considerable by at least determining the true principle more exactly than had previously been
done; but as regards its validity and the practical necessity 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 actions, and on
what we ground the worth which me 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
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this alone a man believes he feels liis own personal worth, in
comparison with which that of an agreeable or disagreeable
condition is to be regarded as iiothing, t o these questions we
could give no satisfactory answer.
(63) W e find indeed sometimes that me can take an interest’
in a personal quality which does not involve any interest of
external condition, provided this quality makes us capable of
participating in the condition i n case reason were to effect the
allotment ; that is to say, the mere being worthy of happiness
c m interest of itself even without e motive of participating in
this liappiness. This judgment, however, is in fact only the

2”

eEect of the importance of the moral lam which we before presupposed (when by the idea of freedom we detach ourselves
from every empirical interest) ; but that me ought to detach
ourselves from these interests, i.e., to cousider ourselves as free
in action and yet as subject 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 me see how it is possible so
to act-in other words, r c l m c e the aiorcil kurc derices its obligatioii.
I t must be freely admitted that there is a sort of circle here
from which it seems impossible to escape. I n the order of
efficient causes we assume ourselves free, in order that in the
order of ends we may couceive ourselves as subject t o moral
laws : and we afterwards conceive ourselves as subject t o these
laws, because we have attributed to ourselves freedom of mill :
f o r freedom and self-legislation of will are both autonomy, and
therefore are reciprocal conceptions, and for this very reason
one must not be used to explain the other or give the reason of
it, but at most only f o r logical purposes to reduce apparently
different notions of the same object to one single concept (as me
seduce different fractioiis of the same value to the lowest terms).
One resource remains t o us, namely, to inqull.e whether
me do not occupy different points of view when by means of
-

._

~

~

..

~~

.~

1 [“ Interest ’’ means a spring of tlie will,i n so far as this spring is
presented by Eeason. See note, p. 60.1
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freedom ( 8 4 ) we think ourselves as causes eficient d prioiY, and
when we form our conception of ourselves from our actions as
effects which me see before our eyes.
It is a remark which needs no subtle reflection 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 judgment which it calls feeling, that all the
" ideas "l that come to us involuntarily (as those of the senses)
do not enable us to knom objects otherwise than as they affect
us ; so that what they may be in themselves remains unknown
to us, and consequently that as regards " ideas" of this kind
even with the closest attention and clearness that the understanding can apply t o them, we can by them only attain t o the
knowledge of nppem~aiices,never to that of things iir IheniseZres.
As soon as this distinction 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 simply from ourselves, and in which we shorn
our own activity), then it follows of itself that we must admit
and assume behind the appearance something else that is not
an appearance, namely, the things in themselves ; although we
must admit that as they can never be known to us except as
they affect us, we can come no nearer t o them, nor can we ever
know what they are in themselves. This must furnish a distinction, however crude, between a tcoi+l qf sense and the tcoi-ld
qf tiiidel-stui~lisg,of which the former may be different according to the difference of the sensuous impressions in various
observers, while the second which is its basis always remains
the same. Even as to himself, a man cannot pretend to know
what he is in himself from the knowledge he has by internal
sensation (85). For as he does not as it were create himself,
and does not come by the conception of himself dpriol-i but
empirically, it naturally follows that he can obtain his knowledge even of himself only by the inner sense, and consequently
[The common understanding being here spoken of,
stidea" in its popular sense.]

I use the word
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only through the appearances of his nature and the may in
which his consciousness is affected. At the same time beyond
these characteristics of his own subject, made up of mere appearances, he must necessarily suppose something else as their
basis, namely, his ego, whatever its characteristics in itself may
be. Thus in respect to mere perception and receptivity of sensations he must reckon himself as belonging to the zcodd of
seirse, hut in respect of whatever there may be of pure activity
in him (that which reaches conscioueness immediately and not
through affecting the senses) he m
reckon himself as belonging to the iiitellcctiinl uorh', of wh ch however he has no further
knowledge. To such a conclusion the reflecting man must
come Kith respect t o all the things which can be presented to
him : it is probably t o be met with even in persons of the commonest understanding, who, as is well known, are very much
inclined to suppose behind the objects of the senses something
else invisible and acting of itself. They spoil it however by
presently 6ensualizing this invisible again ; that is to say, manting to make i t an object of intuition, so that they do not
become a whit the wiser.
Now man really finds in himself a faculty b y which he dist i n p i s h e s himself from everything else, even from himself as
affected b y objects, and tliat is Reasoii. This being pure spontaneity is even elevated above the ~ciir~ei.stniitli/ig.F o r although
the latter is a spontaneity and does not, like sense, merely contain intuitions that arise when we are affected by things (and
are therefore passive), yet it cannot produce from its activity
any other conceptions than those which merely serve to b r h g
the iiitiritioiis qf seiisc I I I I ~ C urkes
~.
(56), 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, Renson shows
EO pure a spontaneity in the case of what I call Ideas [Ideal
\Conceptions] that it thereby far transcends ererything that
the sensibility can give it, and exhibits its most important
function in distinguishing the world of sense from that of
understanding, and thereby prescribing the limits of the understanding itself.
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For this reason B rational being must regard himself p a
intelligence (not from the side of his lower faculties) as belonging not to the world of sense, but t o that of understanding ;
hence he has two points of view from which he can regard himself, and recoguise laws of the exercise of his faculties, and
consequently of all his actions: Jivst, so far as he belongs to
the world of sense, he finds himself subject to laws of nature
(heteronomy) ; secoiid/y, as belonging to the intelligible world,
under laws which being independent on nature have their
foundation not in esperience but in reason alone.
As a rational being, and consequently belonging to the
intelligible world, man can never conceive the causality of his
own will otherwise than on condition of theidea of freedom, f o r
independence o n the determining causes of the sensible world
(an independence which Reason must alway-s ascribe to itself) is
freedom. Now the idea of freedom is inseparably connected
with the conception of autoi~omy,and this again with the universal principle of morality which is ideally the foundation of
all actions of mtioiinl beings, just as the law of nature is of all
phenomena.
Nom the suspicion is removed which me raised above, ths t,
there was a latent circle involved in our reasoniug from freedom
to autonomy, and from this t o the moral law, viz.: that we
laid down the idea of freedom because of the moral law only
that we might afterwards in turn infer the latter from freedom ( s f ) , and that consequently we could assign .no reason at
all for this law, but could only [preseut]' it as a petitio prhcipii
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 couceive ourselves as free we
transfer ourselves into the world of uuderstanding as memb era
of it, and recognise the autonomy of the will with its confiepence, morality ; whereas, if we conceive ourselves as under
obligation we conzder ourselves as belonging to the world of
sense, and at the same time to the world of understandiiig.
[The verb is wanting in the original.]
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f l o z i ~is a Cntryorical linliei-ntive Po,wibTr ?

Every rational being reckons himself piin intelligence as
belonging to the world of understanding, and it is simply as
a n efficient cause belonging to that world that he calls his
causality a wdZ. O n the other side he is also conscious of himself as a part of tlie world of sense i n which liis actions which
are mere appearances [phenomena] of that causality are displayed ; we cannot however discern how they are possible from
this causality which we do not kno
but instead of that, these
actions as belonging to the sensib e world must he viewed as
determined by other phenomena, namely, desires and iuclinations. If therefore I were only a member of the world of
understanding, then all m y actions would perfectly conform to
the principle of autonomy of the pure mill; if I were only a
part of the world of sense they mould necessarily be assumed t o
conform wholly to the natural law of desires and inclinations,
in other words, to the heteronomy of nature. (The former
would rest on morality as the supreme priuciple, the latter on
happiness.) Since however flie x o r M o f ziiidemtaiidiiig corifniiis
the foziiidnfioii ?f the icor4l of srrise, a i d corisepiteiitly of i t a laws
al-so, and accordingly gives the law t o m y will (which belongs
wholly to the world of uuderstanding) directly (88), and must
be conceived as doing so, it follows that, although on the one
side I must regard myself as a being belonging to the world of
sense, yet on the other side I must recognise myself as suhject
as an intelligeuce to the law of the world of understanding,
L e . , to reason, which contains this law in the idea of freedom,
and therefore as subject t o the autonomy of the will: consequently I must regard the laws of the world of understanding
as imperatives for me, and the actions which conform to them
as duties.
A n d thus what makes categorical imperatives possible is this,
that the idea of freedom makes me a member of an intelligible
world, in consequence of which if I were nothing else all m y
actions tc.ozcltZ always conform to the autonomy of the will ; but
as I at the same time intuite myself as a member of the world
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of sense, they ought so to conform, and tliis crrtego~zcnl“ought”
implies a synthetic ci pviori proposition, inasmuch as besides my
will as affected by sensible 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 accordiug to Rebson of the former will; precisely as
to the intuitions of sense there are added coqcepts of the understanding which of themselves signify nothing but regular
form in general, and in this may synthetic a priori propositioxs
become possible, on which all knowledge of physical nature
rests.
The practical use of common human reason confirms this
reasoning. There is no one, not even the most consummate villain,
provided only that he is otherwise accnstomed t o the use of
reason, who, when we Eet before him esamples of honesty of
purpose, of steadfastness in following good maxims, of sympathy
and general benevolence (even combined with great sacrifices of
advantages and comfort), does not wish that he might also possess
these qualities. O d y on account of his inclinations and impulses
he cannot attain this in himself (m), but a t the same time he
wishes to bo free from such inclinations mhicli are burdensome
to himself. H e proves by this that he transfers himself in
thought with a will free from the impulses of the sensibility
into an order of things wholly different from that of his desires
in the field of the sensibility; since he cannot expect to obtain
by that wish any gratification of his desires, nor any position
which would satisfy any of his actual or supposable inclinations
(for this would destroy the pre-eminence of the very idea whic11
wrests that wish from him): he can only expect a greater
jntrinsic worth of his own pereon. This better person, however,
he imagines himself to be when he transfers himself to the p o h t
of view of a member of the world of the understancling, to mhicli
he is involuntarily forced by the idea of freedom, i.e., of independence on d e f e i w i i i i i i i g causes of the world af sense ; and from this
point of view he is conscious of a good will, nhich 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
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recognises while transgressing it. W h a t he morally ‘L ought ”
is then what he necessarily “ would ” as a member of the world
of the understanding, and is conceived by him as an c 6 ought ”
only inasmuch as he likcwise considers himself as a mcmber of
the world of sense.

On the Extrenie Limits qf all Prnctical PhiZosophy.
All men attribute to tliemselves freedom of will. Hence come
all judgments upon actions as being ch as oriqlif fo hare beiw
done, although they A r m ?Lot 6eeii do4 7Eowerer this freedom is
not a conception of experience, nor can it be so, since it still
remains (go), even though experience shows the contrary of what
on supposition of freedom are conceived as its necessary consequences. On the other side it is eqiially necessary that everything that takes place should be fixedl$ determined accordiiig
to laws of nature. This necessity of nature is likewise not
an empirical conception, just for this reason, that it inrolves the
motion of necessity and consequentIy of ci priori cognition. But
this conception of a system of nature is confirmed by esperience, and it must even be inevitably presupposed if experience
itself is to be possible, that is, a connected knowledge of the
objects of sense resting on general lams. Therefore freedom is
only an Idea [Ideal Conception] of Reason, and its objective
reality in itself is doubtful, while nature is a coiieqiJt of the
zirtderstaiidi,ig which 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 nppears to contradict the necessity of
nature, and placed betmcen these two ways Reason for q)eciikrtire pzirposes finds the road of physical necessity much more
beaten and more appropriate than that of freedom; yet €or
practical pwposes the narrow footpath of freedom is the only
one on which it is possible to make use of reason in our conduct ;
hence it is just as impossible for the subtlest philosophy as for
the commonest reason of men to argue away freedom. Philosophy must then assume that no real contradiction will be found
between freedom and physical necessity of the same human
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actions, for it cannot give up the conception of nature any more
than that of freedom.
Nevertheless, even though we should never be able to comprehend how freeclom is possible, we must at least remove this
apparent Contradiction in a convincing manner. For if the
thought of freedom contradicts either itsel€ or nature, which is
equally necessary ( g i ) , it must in competition with physical
iiecessity be entirely given up.
It mould, however, be impossible to escnpe this contradiction
if tlie thinking subject,wliich seems to itself free, conceived itself
iu the s m e s e m or in the cery same d a t i o n when it calls itself
free as when in respect of the same action it assumes itself t o be
subject t o the law of nature. Hence it is an indispensable
problem of speculative philosophy to shorn that its illusion respecting the contradictiou rests on this, that we think of man i n
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 snd
parcel of nature. I t must therefore show that not only e m both
these very well co-exist, but that both must be thought, CIS ?zecess a d ! / zmited in the same subject, since otherwise no reasou could
be given why we shoiild burden reason with an idea which, though
it may possibly icithorif corrtradicZio,i be reconciled with another
that is sufficiently established, yet entangles us in a perplesity
which sorely embarrasses Reason in its theoretic employmen t.
This duty, however, belongs only to speculative philosophy, i n
order that it inny clear the way for practical philosophy. The
philosopher then has no option whether he will remove the
apparent contradiction or leave it untouched ; for in tlie latter
case the theory respecting this would be Zo?tunc cwcuiE.> into the
possession of which the fatalist would have a right to enter, and
chase all morality out of its supposed domain as occupying it
without title.
W e cannot, however, as yet say that we are touching the
bounds of practical philosophy. For t4e settlement of that
controversy does not belong to i t ; it only demands from
speculative reason that it should put an end t o the discord
iu which it entangles itself in theoretical questions, so that
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practical reason may have rest and security from external
attacks (92) mliich might make the ground debatable on i\Thich
it desires t o build.
The claims to freedom of will made even by common reason
are founded on the consciousness and the admitted supposition
that reason is independent on merely subjectirely determined
causes which together constitute what belongs t o sensation only,
and which consequently come under the general designatio,) of
sensibility. Man considering himself in this way as an intelligence, places himself thereby in a di$-ent
order of things a~id
in a relation to determining grounds of a nrholly 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 afiirms that his
causality is subject to external determination according to lams
of nature.’ Now he soon becomes aware that both can hold
good, nay, must hold good at the same time. For there is not
the smallest contradiction in saying that a fliiug iu n y p ~ ~ r n ~ i c e
(belonging to the world of sense) is subject to certain laws, on
which tlie very same n.5 II tliiw~or being in if,w(fis independent ;
and that he must conceive and think of himself in this two-fold
way, rests as to the first on the consciousness of himself as an
object affected through the senses, and as to the second on the
consciouscess of himself as an intelligence, i t . , 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 mliich takes no account of anything that comes under the
head of desires and inclinations, and on the contrary conceives
actions as possible to him, nay, even as necessary, which can
only be done by disregarding all desires and sensihle inclinn[The punctuation of the original g i w s the following sense : “ Bnbmitb
his causality, as regards its external determination. to laws of nature.” I
have ventured t o make what appears t o be a necessary correction, by simply
removing a comma.]
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tions. The causality of such actions’ lies in him as au intelligence and in the laws of effects and actions [which depend] on
the principles (93) of an intelligible morld, of which indeed be
knows nothing more than that in it pure reason alone independent on 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 appearance of himself) those laws apply to him
directly and categorically, so that the incitements of inclinations and appetites (in other words t,he whole nature of the
world of sensej cannot impair the lams of his volition as an
intelligeuce. 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 t o his will any indulgence which he might
yield them if he allowod them t o influence his maxims to the
prejudice of the rational laws of the will.
T h e n practical Eeason t h i i d s itself into a world of underI
standing it does not thereby transcend its own limits, as it
would if it tried t o enter it b y i h i t i o i ~o r seiisntioii. The
former is only a negative thought in respect of the world of
sense, which does not give any laws to reason in deternrining the will, and is positive only in this single point that
this freedom as a negative characteristic is a t the same time
coiljoined with a (positive) faculty and even with a causality of reason, which we designate a will, namely, a faculty
of so actiiig that the principle of the actions shall conform to
the essential character of a ratioual motive, i.e., tlie condition
that the maxim have universal validity as a lam. But mere it
to borrow an o4ject qf will, that is, a motive, from the world of
uuderstanding, then it would overstep its bounds and pretend
t o be acquainted with something of which it knows nothing.
The conception of a world of the understanding is then only a
poilit qf r1clic which Reason finds itself compelled to take outside
the appearances in order t o coi2ceiz:e itself‘ os prrrcfictil, whicl~
would n o t be possible if the influences of the sensibility had a

r951

IIETAPHYSIC O F NORALS.

79

determining power on man (sa), 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 mechanism of nature which belongs to the sensible
world, aud it makes the conception of au iutelligible Tvorld
necessary jtliat is to say, the mliole system of rational beings as
tliings in themselves). B u t it does not in the least authorize
us to think of it further tlian as to $~foi.nrtrZ condition only,
that is, the universality of the maxims of the will as laws, and
consequently the autonomy of the latter, whicli alone is consistent with its freedom ; whereas, on the contrary, all laws
that refer t o a definite object give heteronomy, which only
belongs to laws of nature, and can onlysapply t o the sensible
world.
But Reason mould overstep all its bounds if it undertook
to cJxphiii hoic pure reason can be practical, mliich would
be exactly tlie same problem as to explain ~ O ~K ‘ h d o i i i is
pmsib le.
For we can explain nothing but that which we cau reduce
t o laws, the object of which can be given iii some possible
experience. But freedom is a mere Idea [Ideal Conception:.
the objective reality of which can in no mise be shown according
to laws of nature, and consequently uot in any possible experience ; and for this reason it can iiever be comprehended or
understood, because we canuot support it by any sort of example or analogy. It holds good oiily as a necessary liypothesis
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, iii other n.ords,
by laws of reason independently on natural instiucts, ( 3 5 ) . Xow
where deterininntion according t o laws of nature ceases, there
all c,xpZaiimtioii ceases also, and nothing remains but d d w c c , Le.,
the removal of the objections of those mho preteiid t o hare seen
deeper iuto the nature of things, and thereupon bvldl~7declare
freedom impossible. W e cau only point out to them that the
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supposed contradiction that t.hey have discovered in it arises
only from this, that i n order to be able to apply the law of
nature to human actions, they must necessarily consider man as
L an appearance : then when we demand of them that they should
also think of him pztrr intelligence as a thing in itself, they still
persist in considering him in this respect also as an appearance.
I n this view it would no doubt be a contradiction to suppose
the causality of the sanie subject (that is, his will) t o be withdrawn from all the natural laws of the sensible world. But
this contradiction disappears, if they would only bethink them. selves and admit, as is reasonable, 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.
The subjective impossibility of explaining the freedom of
the mill is identical with the impossibility of discovering and
explaining an interest' which (96) man can take in the moral
law. Nevertheless he does actually take an interest in it, the
basis of which in us we call the moral feeling, Fhich some have
falsely assigned as the standard of our moral judgment, whereas
it must rather be viewed as the suZjeciz're effect that the law
exercises on the will, the objective principle of which is furnished by Reason alone.
I n order indeed that a rational being who is also affected
through the senses should will what Reason alone directs such
I Interest is that t q vhich reason becomes pactical; i . e . , a m u s e determining the will. Hence n'~:say of rational beings o n l y that they t&e an
interest in a thing ; irrational beings only feel sensual appetites. Reason
takes a direct interest in action then only when the unirersal validity of its
maxims is alone sufficient to determine the mill. Such an interest alone is
pure. But if it can determine the will only bj- means of another object of
dcsire or on the suggestion of a particular feeling of the subject, then
Reason takes only an indirect interest in the action, and as Reason by
itself without experience cannot discover either objects of the will or a
special feeling actuating it, this latter interest would only be empirical, and
not a pure rational interest. The logical interest o i Reason (namely, t o
extend its insight) is neyer direct, but presupposes purposes for which
reason is employed.
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beings that they ought to mill, it is no doubt requisite that
reason ehould have a power t o ii;fiisc a feeliiig of pknsuw 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 i t is quite impossible to
discern, i. e. to make it intelligible Li prioii, how a mere thought,
which itself contains nothing sensible, can itself produce a sensation of pleasure or pain; for this is a particular kind of
causality of which as of every other ca ality we can determine
nothing whatever d y r i o i - i ; me mu only consult experience
about it. B u t as this cannot supply us with any relation of
cause and effect except between two objects of experience,
whereas in this case, although indeed the effect produced lies
within experience, yet the cause is supposed to be pure reason
acting through mere ideas which offer no object to esperience, it follows that for us men it is quite impossible to
explain how and why the uiiit:ei,salif!/ of t!ie iitoxiiii as n Inlo,
that is, morality, interests. This only is certain, that it is
not because it iiitei-ests us that it has validity for us (for that
would be heteronomy and dependence of practical reason on
sensibility, namely, on a feeling as its principle, in mliicll case
it could never give moral lawsj (97), but that it interests us
because it is valid for us as men, inasmuch as it had its source
in our will as intelligences, in other words in our proper seif,
mid what belorip i o tiiri'e qy~earanceis necesstcrify sirboi-diimted by
i'ensoii t o the m t u m 01'the thiiig in itse{j:
The question then : H o w a categorical imperative is possible can be answered to this estent that me can assign the only
hFpothesis on which it is possible, namely, the idea of freedom ;
and we can also discern t,he necessity of this hypothesis, aud this
is sufficient for the pnctienl exercise of reason, that is, for the
conviction of ihe ,ralidity sf this iiiq~ei-dive,and hence of the
moral law ; but how this hypothesis itself is possible can never
be discerned by any liuman reason. On the llypotliesis, LOWever, that the mill of an intelligence is free, its m t o ~ i o i t ~ yas, the
essential forlual condition of its determination, is a necessary
consequence. Moreover, this freedom of will is not merely quite
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possible as a hypothesis (not involving any contradiction to the
principle of physical necessity in the connesion of the phenomena of the sensible world) as speculative philosophy can
show: but further, a rational being who is conscious of a
causality’ through reason, that is to say, of a will (distinct from
desires), must of ~iecessitymake it practically, that is, in idea,
the condition of all his voluntary actions. But t o explain how
pure reafion can be of itself practical without the aid of any
spring of action that could be derived from any other source,
i. e. how the mere principle of the iiiiioersal calidi/y of all ifs
n2a2inzs as Zmcs (which mould 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 interest (98) ; and how it can produce an interest which
would be called purely moral; or in other words, Aozu pure
yeason caiz be 219~ucticrtZ-to explain this is beyond the power of
human reason, and all the labour and pains of seeking an
explanation of it are lost.
It is just the same as if I sought to find out how freedom
itself is possible as the causality of a will. For then I qiiit the
ground of philosophical explanation, and I have no other to g o
upon. I might indeed revel in the world of intelligences which
still remains to me, but although I have an idea of it which is
well founded, yet I have not the least kizolcZedye of it, nor can I
ever attain to such knowledge with all the efforts of my natural
faculty of reason. It signifies only a something that remains
over when I have eliminated everything belonging to the world
of sense from the actuating principles of my will, serving
merely to keep in bounds the principle of motives taken from
the field of sensibiMy ; fixing its limits and showing that it
does not contain all in all within itself, but that there is more
beyond i t ; but this something more I know no further. Of
pure reason which frames this ideal, there remains after the
abstraction of all matter, i.e. knowledge of objects, nothing but
the form, namely, the practical lam of the universality of the
1
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masims, and in conformity with this the conception of reason
in reference to a pure world of understanding as a possible
efficient cause, that is a cause determining the mill. There
must here be a total absence of springs ; unless this idea-of an
intelligible world is itself the spring, or that in which reason
primarily takes au interest; but t o make this intelligible is
precisely the problem that we cannot solve.
Here now is the extreme limit of all moral inquiry (w),and
it is of great importance to determine i even on this account, in
order that reason may not on the on hand, t o the prejudice of
morals, seek about in the world of sense for the supreme motive
and an interest comprehensible but empirical ; and on the other
hand, that it may not impotently flap its wings without being
able to move in the (for it) empty space of transcendent concepts which we call the iiitelligible world, aiid so lose itself
amidst chimeras. For the rest, the idea of a pure world of
understanding as a system of all intelligences, and to which me
ourselves as rational beings belong (although we are likewise
on the other side members of the sensible world), this remains
always a. useful and legitimate idea for the purposes of rational
belief, although all knowledge stops a t its threshold, useful,
namely, to produce in us a lively interest in the moral law by
means of the noble ideal of a uuirersal kingdom of e i d s iri
tlirrnselres (rational beings), to mliich we can belong as members
then only when me carefully conduct ourselves accordiug to the
masims of freedom as if they were lams of natwe.
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Coricludiiig Rnwnd.

The speculative employment of reason 7cifh vespccf to w d w e
leads to the absolute necessity of some supreme cause of thc
irorld : the practical emplopment of reason wifh CI e.icic. io
,fi~ecdorii leads also to absolute necessity, but only q f t h e h i m of
the acfio~rsof a rational being as such. Now i t is an esseutial
pi.incZiJle of reason, however employed, t o push its knomledge to
a consciousness of its /ir,c.sssity (without, which it would not be
rational knowledge). I t is however an equally essential resfrictioz of the same reason that it can ueither dscern the
G2
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what is or what happens, nor of what ought to
happen, unless a condition is supposed on which it is or happens
or ought, to happen. I n this way, however, by the constant
inquirj for the condition, the satisfaction of reason is only
further and further postponed. Hence it unceasingly seeks the
unconditionally necessary, and finds itself forced to afisume it,
although without any means of making it comprehensible to
itself, happy enough if only it can discover a conception which
agrees with this assumption. It is therefore no fault in our
deduction of the supreme principle of morality, but an objection that should be made t o human reason in general, that it
cannot enable us to conceive the absolute necessity of an uuconditional practical lam (such as the categorical imperative
must be). It cannot be blamed for refusing to explain this
necessity by a condition, that is to say, by means of some
interest assumed as a basis, since the law would then cease to be
a moral lam, i.e. a supreme lam of freedom. And thus while
we do not comprehend the practical unconditional necessity of
the moral imperative, me yet comprehend its iizcon~ll.eheiisibiZify,
and this is all that can be fairly demanded of a philosophy
which strives t o carry its principles up to the very limit of
human reason.
mcessity

(100) of
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C R I T IC AL EX A M I N AT1ON
OF

PRACTICAL REASON

PREFACE.

HIS WORE is called the “Critical Examination of

T

Practical Reason,” not of the p i r e practical reason,
although its parallelism with the speculative critique would
seem to require the latter term. The reason of this appears
sufficiently from the treatise itself. I t s business is t o show
that there is pure practical 1-ensoil, and for this purpose it criticises the entire practical ,fiiculty of reason. If it succeeds in
this it has no need to criticise the pui-e facultg itself in order
t o see whether reason in making Euch a claim does not presumptuously ozwstep itself (as is the case with the speculative
reason). For if, as pure reason, it is actually practical, it
proves its own reality and that of its concepts by fact, and all
disputation against the possibility of ita being real is futile.
With this faculty, transcendental fieedont is also established;
freedom, nsmely, in that absolute sense in which speculative
reason required it in its use of the concept of causality in order
t o escape the antinomy into which it inevitably falls, when in
the chain of cause and effect it tries to think the tmcodidioned.
Speculative reason could only eshibit this concept (of freedom)
problematically as not impossible to thought, without assuring
it any objective reality, and merely lest the supposed impossibility of what it must at least allow to be thinkable (106)
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should endanger its very being and plunge it into an abyss
of scepticism.

Inasmuch as the reality of the concept of freedom is
proved by an apodictic law of practical reason, it is the
keystone of the whole system of pure reason, even the speculative, and all other concepts (those of God and immortality)
which, as being mere ideas, remain in it unsupported, nom
attnch themselvcs to this concept, and by it obtain consistence
and objective reality; that is to say, their possibility isjwoced
by the fact that freedom actually cxists, for this idea is
revealed by the moral law.
Freedom, however, is the only one of all the ideas of the
speculative reason of which we know the possibility d priori
(without, however, understanding it), because it is the condition of the moral lam which we know.' The ideas of God
and l)iamoi.tnlity, however, are not conditions of the moral
lam, but only conditions of the necessary object of a mill
determined by this law: that is to say, conditio116 of the
practical use of our pure reason. Hence with respect to
these ideas we cannot affirm that we J i ~ i o ~and
~:
zirzi/e)~sfni/d,I
will not say the actuality, but even the possibility of them.
However they are the conditions of the application of the
morally (107) determined will to its object, wllich is given to
1 Lest any one should imagine that he finds an incoirsistemy here when
I c d freedom the condition of the moral law, and hereafter maintain in
the treatise itself that, the moral law is the condition under which me can
f i s t become coiiscioirs of freedom, I mill merely remark that frecdoni is tbe
ratio essendi of the moral law, mhile the moral law is the ratio cogizoscewcli
of freedom. For had not the moral law been preriously distinctly thought.
in our reason, we should never consider ourselves justified in ossziming
such a thing as freedom, although it be not contradictory. G u t mere
there no freedom it mould be iirlyossibic to trace the moral lam in ourselves
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it a prioii, viz. the suvmaiin L o i m m Consequently in this
practical point of view their possibility must be nssziwed,
although we cannot theoretically know and understand it.
TOjustify this assumption it is sufficient, in a practical point
of view, that they contain no intrinsic impossibility (contradiction). Here we have what, as far as speculative Reasoii
is concerned, is a merely szihjectire principle of assent, which,

Iiowever, is objcctirely valid for a Reason equally pure but
practical, and this principle, by means of the concept of
freedom, assures objective reality and authority to the ideas
of' God and Immortality. Nay, there is a subjective necessity
(a need of pure reason) to assume them. Nevertheless the
theoretical knowledge of reason is not hereby enlarged, but
only tlie possibility is given, which heretofore was merely
and now becomes n.ssertion, and thus the practical
use of reason is connected with the elements of theoretical
reason. And this need is not a merely hypothetical one f o r
a problcin,

the ~ii~bitrury
purposes of speculation, that we must assume
sometliing if wo zcish in speculation to carry reason to its
utmost limits, but it is a need which has the force of ZUW to
assume sometliing without which that cannot be which we
must ine~itablyset before us as the aim of our action.
It would certainly be more satisfactory to our speculative
reason if it could solve these problems for itself without this
circuit, and preserve the solution for practical use as a thing
t o Le referred to, but in fact our faculty of speculation is
not SO well provided. Those who boast of such high knon-ledge ought uot to keep it back, but to exhibit it publicly
that it may be tested and appreciated. They want to prove :
very good, let them prove ; and the critical philosophy laps
its arms at their feet as the victors. 'I Quid statis ? Nolint.
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Atqui licet esse beatis.” As they then do not in fact choose
to do so, probably because (108) they cannot, we must take up
these arms again in order to seek in the mortal use of reason,
and to base on this, the notions of God, fieedom, and inmaortulity, the possibility of which speculation cannot adequately
prove.
Here first is explained the enigma of the critical philosophy,
viz. how we deiiy objective reality t o the supersensible use of

the categories in speculation, and yet admit this reality with
respect to the objects of pure practical reason. This must
at first seem illconsistent as long as this practical use is only
nominally known. B u t when, by a thorough analysis of it,
one becomes aware that the reality spoken of does not imply
any theoretical determiiinfion qf the categories, and extension
of our knowledge to the supersensible; but that what is
meant is that in this respect ail object belongs to them, because either they are contained i n the necessary determination
of the will d priori, or are inseparably connected with its
object ; then this inconsistency disappears, because the use
we make of these concepts is different from what speculative reason requires. On the other hand, there nom appears
an unexpected and very satisfactory proof of the coiisisteiicy
of the speculative critical philosophy. For whereas it insisted
tliat the objeots of experience as such, including our o m

subject, have only the value of pheuonaeiaa, while at the same
time things in themselves must be supposed as their basis,
so that not everything supersensible was to be regarded as
a fiction and its concepts as empty; BO now practical reason
itself, without any concert with the spbculative, assures reality
to a supersensible object of the category of causality, viz.
Freedom, although (as becomes a practical concept) (109) only
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for practical use; and this establishes on the evidence of a
fact that which in the former case could only be conceived.
By this the strange but certain doctrine of the speculative

critical philosophy, that the thiiikirzg s d j e c t is t o itself iu
intemal iiituitiou oiily a pl~enomeuon, obtains in the critical
examination of the practical reason its full confirmation, and
that so thoroughly that we should be compelled t o adopt
this doctrine, even if the former had never proved it a t a l l 1
By this also I can understand why the most considerable objections which I have as yet met with against the
Critique turn about these two points, namely, on the one
side, the objective reality of the categories as applied t o
noumena, which is in the theoretical department of knowledge denied, in the practical affirmed ; and on the other
side, the paradoxical demand t o regard oneself prrd subject
of freedom as a nournenon, and a t the same time from the
point of view of physical nature as a phenomenon in one’s
own empirical consciousness; for as long as one has formed
no definite notions of morality and freedom, one could not
conjecture on the one side what was intended to be the
nournenon, the basis of the alleged phenomenon, aud on tlie
other side i t seemed doubtful whether it mas at all possible
to form any notion of it, seeing that we had previously

assigned all the notions of the pure understanding in its
theoretical use exclusively to phenomena. Nothing but a
detailed criticism of the practical reason can remove all this
__-

-~

The union of causality as freedom mith causality as rational mechanism,
the former established by the moral law, the latter by the lam of nature in
the same subject, namely, mau, is impossible, unless me conceke him mith
reference t o the former as a being in himself, and Tiith reference to the
latter ns a phenomenon-the former i n pure consciousness, the latter in
empirioal consciousness. Otherwise reason inevitably contradicts itself.
1
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misapprehension, and set in a clear light the consistency
which constitutes its greatest merit.

So much by way of just5cation of the proceeding
by which, in this work, the notions and principles of pure
speculative reason which have already undergone their special critical examination, are, now and then, again subjected
to examination. This would not in other cases be in accordance with the systematic process by which a science is established, since matters which have been decided ought only to
be cited and not again discusoed. I n this case, however, it
was not only allowable but necessary, because Reaeon is here
considered in transition to a different use of these concepts
from what it had made of them before. Such a transition
necessitates a comparison of the old and the new usage, in
order to distinguish well the new path from the old one, and,
a t the same time, to allow their connexion t o be observed.
Accordingly considerations of this kind, iucludixig those which
are once more directed to thc concept of freedom in the
practical use of the pure reason, must not be regarded as an
interpolation Eeroing only to fill up the gaps in the critical
system of bpeculative reason (for this is for its own purpose
complete), or like the props and huttresses which in a hastily
constructed building are often added afterwards ; but as true
members which make the connesion of the system plain, and
show us concepts, here presented as real, which there could
(110)

only be presented problematically. This remark applies especially to the concept of freedom, respecting which one cannot
but observe with surprise, that so many boast of being able
to understand it quite well, and t o ‘ explain its possibility,
while they regard it only psychologically, whereas if they
had studied it in a transcendental point of -view, they must
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have recognised that it is not only iiidk1xiisable as a problematical concept, in the complete use of speculative reason,
but also quite iiacornpi-eheil,sible (111) ; and if they afterwards
came to consider its practical use, they must needs have
come to the very mode of determining the principles of this,
to which they are nom so loth to assent. The concept of
freedom is the stone of stumbling for all enzpiricisfu, but at
the same time the key to the loftiest practical principles for
ciitical moralists, who perceive by its means that they must
necessarily proceed by a rcrtiowzl method. F o r this reason I
beg the reader not t o pass liglitly over what is said of this
concept at the end of the Analytic.
I must leave it to those who are acquainted with works
of this kind to judge whether such a system as that of the

practical reason, which is here developed from the critical
examination of it, bas cost much or little trouble, especially
in seeking not to miss the true point of view from which
the whole can be rightly sketched. It presupposes, indeed,
the Fioidmeutal Piiiictjiles of the Zetaphysic qf ~Wor-ni.~,
but

only in

SO

far as this gives a preliminary acquaintance with

the principle of duty, and assigns and justifies a definite
formula thereof; in other respects it is independent.' It
results froru the nature of this practical faculty itself that
1 A reviewer T h o wanted t o find some fault with lhis work has hit the
truth Letter, perhaps, than he thought, when he says that no new principle
of morality is set forth in it, but only a nezu formula. But mho mould
think of introducing a new principle of all morality, and making himselt
as it mere the first discorerer of it, just as if nll the vorld Lefow him were
ignorant what duty mas or had been in thorough-going e n o r ? ](ut whoever
knoas of That importance t o a mathematician ajbrmiila is, which defines
accurately what is to be done t o work a problem, mill not think that a
formula is iusignlficant and useless which does the same for all duty in
general.
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the conp'ete chsijicatiojz of all practical sciences cannot be
added, as in the critique of the speculative reason [iiz). F o r
it is not possible to define duties specially, as human duties,
with a view to their classification, until the subject of this
definition (viz. man) is known according to his actual nature,
at least so far as is necessary with respect t o duty; this,
however, does not belong to a critrical examination of the
practical reason, the business of which is only to assign in a
complete manner the principles of its possibility, extent, and
limits, without special reference to human nature. The classification then belongs to the system of science, not to the
system of criticism.
I n the second part of the Analytic I have given, as I
trust, a sufficient answer to the objection of a truth-loving
and acute critic' of t h e .A~ad(inze~trr?
Pi.imQiIes qf the X r t a physic of Momls-a critic always worthy of respect-the objection, namely, that the i i o l i o i i qf good m s not estabZkhed bCf0r.e
the m o r a l prim'&
as he thinks it ought to have been' (113).
1 [Probably Professor Garre.
See Iinnt's
richtij seyn, etc." TVerke, vol. vii. p. 162.1

LL

Dus n u ~ yi i ~Der T?teorie

It might also hare been objected t o me that I harenot first defined the
notion of the-fmrculty of desire, or of the .feelin(/ of2~ledstiix, although this
reproach would be unfair, because this definition might reasonablr be presupposed as given in psychology. However, the definition there given might
be such as t o found the determination of the faculty of desire on the feeling
of pleasure (as is commonly done), and thus the supreme principle of practical philosophy would be necessarily made enqii.iccd, which, however, remains
t o be proved, and in this critique is altogether refuted. I Kill, therefore.
give this definition here in such a manner as it ought t o be giren, in order
t o leave this contested point open at the beginning, as it should he. Lz.: i s
the facultp a being has of acting sccordiDg to.lams of the facult,y of desire.
The f a c u l t y of D E ~ I E Eis the being's-faculty of becoiniirg by ?llCa/lSof its idms
the cause ?I- the. cicttlu~existe~ice
l?ft?ie o b j e d s of these idens. ??LEasnn~
is tke
idea of t?ie cigreenieiit of tlte object, or the action with tlhe subjectice conditions of

[I141

OF PRACTICAL REASON.

95

I have also had regard to many of the objections which have
reached me from men who show that they have a t heart the
discovery of the truth, and I shall continue to do so (for those
who have only their old system before their eyes, and w l ~ o
have already settled what is t o be approved or disapproved,
do not desire any explanation which might stand in the way
of their own private opinion).
When we have to study a particular faculty of the human
mind in its sources, its content, and its limits ; then from the
nature of human knowledge we must begin with its p n ~ t . r ,
with an accurate and complete exposition of them ; complete,
namely, so far as is possible in the present state of our knowledge of its elements. But there is another thing t o be attended to which is of a more philosophical and rridzitectoitrc
character, namely, to grasp correctly the idea of the uAoIe,
and from thence to get a view of all those parts as mutually
related by the aid of pure reason, and by means of their
derivation from the concept of the whole (114). This is only
Itye, i.e. with t!ie faculty of cuirsality of rot ideci in respect q f ’ t h e octiitrlily of
its ohject (or with the determination of the forces ofthe subject to the action
which produces it) ( I 13). I hare no further necd for the purpnses of this
critique of notions borrowed from psychology ; the critique itself supplies
the rest. It is easily seen that the question, whether the faculty of desire
is almays based on pleasure, or yhether under certain conditions pleasure
only iollows the determination of desire, is by this definition left undecided,
for it is composed only of terms belonging to the pure understanding, is.
of categories which contain nothing empirical. Such precaution is x-ery
desirable in all philosoph~-,and Fet is often neglected; namely, not l o
prejudge questions by adi-enturing definitions before the notion lias becn
completely nnalysed, which is often rery late. It, may be obserred through
the whole course of the critical philosophy (of the theoretical as vel1 as the
practical reason) that frequent opportunity offers of supplying defects in
the old dogmatic method of philosophj, and of correcting errors n-liieh are
not obserred lintil mc make such rational use of these notions tietc.iJi!/ l h f ? ~ i
as a wholc.
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possible through the most intimate acquaintance with the
system ; and those who find the first inquiry too troublesome,
arid do not think it worth their while to attain such an
acquaintance, cannot reach the second stage, namely, the
general view, which is a synthetical return t o that which
had previously been given analytically. I t is no wonder
then if they find inconsistencies everywhere, although the
gaps which these indicate are not i n the system itself, but
in their own incoherent train of thought.
I have no fear, as regards this treatise, of the reproach
that I wish to introduce a iieia Innpage, since the sort of
knowledge here in questiou has itself somewhat of an everyday character. Nor even in the case of t.he former critique
could this reproach occur to any one mho had thought it
through, and not merely turned over the leaves. To invent
new words where the language has no lack of expressions
f o r given notions is a childish effort t o distinguish oneself
from the crowd, if not by new and true thoughts, yet by new
patches on the old garment. If, therefore, the readers of
that work know any more familiar expressions wliicli are as
suitable to the thought as those seem to me to be, or if they
tliink they can show the .futiZity of these thoughts themselves,
and hence that of the espression, they would, in the first
case, very much oblige me, for I only desire to be understood; and, in the second case, they would deserve well of
philosophy. But, as long as these thoughts staud, I very
much doubt that suitable, and yet more common, expressions
for them can be found.'
I am more afraid in the present treatise of occasional misconception in
respect of some expressions which I have chosen with the greatest care (llj),
in order that the notion to which they point may not be missed. Thus, in the
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(115) I n this manner then the d priori principles of two
faculties of the mind, the faculty of cognition and (116) that
of desire, would be found and determined as to the conditions,
extent,, and limits of their use, and thus a sure foundation be

laid for a scientific system of philosophy, both theoretic and
practical.
Nothing worse could happen to these labourers than that
anyone should make the unexpected discovery that there neither
is, nor can be, any dpriori knowledge at all. B u t there is no
danger of this. This would be the same thing as if one
sought to prove by Reason that there is no Reason. For
we only say that we know something by Reason, when we
are conscious that we could have known it, even if it had
not been given to us in experience; hence rational know-

ledge and knowledge d priori are one and the same. I t is
a clear contradiction to try to ext.ract necessity from a principle of experience ( p a r pumice agzran~),and to try by this to
give a judgment true universality (without which there is
no rational inference, not even inference from analogy, which

is at least a presumed universality and objective necessity).
To substitute subjective necessity, that is, custom, for objective, which exists only in d priori' judgments, is to deny to
Reason the power of judging about the object, i.e. of knowing
it, and what belongs to it. It implies, for example, that we
must not say of something which often or always follows a
certain antecedent state, that we can c o i d u d e from this to
that (for this would imply objective necessity and the notion
of an u priori connexion), but only that we may expect
table of categories of the pi~acticulreason under the title of Jfodality, the
pernutted and forbidden (in a practical objective point of view, Possible
and lmpossihle) hare almost. the same meaning in common language as the
H
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similar cases (just as animals do), that is, that we reject the
notion of cause altogether as .fakc and a mere delusion. As
to attempting to remedy this mant of objective, and consequent, universal, validity by saying that we can see no
ground (117) for attributing any other sort of knowledge to
other rational beings, if this reasoning were valid, our ignorance would do more for the enlargement of our knowledge
than all our meditation. For, then, on this very ground
that we have no knowledge of any other rational beings
besides man, we should have a right to suppose them to be
of the same nature as we know ourselves t o he: that is, we
should really know them. I omit to mention that universal
assent does not prove the objective validity of a judgment
( L e . its validity as a cognition), and although this universal
assent should accidentally happen, it could furnish no proof
of agreement with the object ; on the coutrsry, it is tlie
objective validity which alone constitutes tlie basis of a neces-

sary universal consent.

next category, Duty and Contrary to Duty. Here, however, the ,fomzer
means what coincides with, or contradicts, a merely pssz'blt: practical precept (for example the solution of all problems of geometry and mechanics) ;
the latter, what is similarly related to a lam acttrolly present in the reason :
and this distinction is not quite foreign even t o common language, although
somewhat unusual. For example, it is f o r b i d d ~ ' i rt o an orator, as such, t o
forge new words of constructions ; i n a certain degree this is p w n i t t a d t o a
poet ; in neither case is there anF question of duty. For i f an!one chooses
to forfeit his reputation as an orator, no one c m prevent him. We have
here only t o do with the distinction of iinpeixtires intoIJ/.o~/el,lctlrCnl,usse1.torial, and c r p d i c l i c . Similarly in the note in which I have compared the
moral ideas of pmtica1 perfection in different, phi1osophic:il schools, I have
distinguished the idea of cisdon/ from that of Iiolisress, although I have
stated that essentiallr and objectively they are the same. But i n that
place I understand by the former only that wisdom t o which man (the Stoic)
lays claim ; therefore I take it siibjectirely as an attribute alleged to belong
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Hione mould be quite satisfied with this system of uni-

versal empiricism, for,

:LS

is well laiown, he desired nothing

more than that instead of ascribing any objective meaning
to the necessity in the concept of cause, a merely subjective
one should be assumed, viz. custom, in order to deny that
reason could judge about God, freedom, and immortality ;
and if once his principles were granted he mas certainly well
able to deduce his conclusioiis therefrom, with all logical
colierence. B u t even Hunie did not make his empiricism so
universal as to include mathematics. H e holds the principles of mathematics to be analytical, and if this mere correct
they would certainly be apodictic also ; but we could not infer
from this that reason has the faculty of forming apodictic
judgments in philosophy also-that is to say, those which are
synthetical judgments, like the judgment of causality. B u t
if we adopt a u ~ ~ i empiricism,
c e ~ ~ ~then mathematics mill be
included.
Now if this science is in contradiction with a reason that

t o man. (Perhaps the esprcssion cirtue, with which also the Stoic made
great show, would better marl; the characteristic of his school.) The espression of a postulate of pure practical reason might give most occasion t o
misapprchension in case the reader confounded it with the signification of
the postulates in pure mathcmatics, which carry apodictic certainty with
them. These, howerer, postulate the possibility of nn uclio)2, the object of
which has been previously iecognised ; p r i o r i in theory as possihlt,, and
that with perfect certain@. But the former postulates the possibility of ai1
object itself (God and the immortality of the soul) from apodictic ~ J V C L C
laws, and therefore only for the purposes of a practical reason. This certainty of the postulated possibility t,hen is not at all theoretie, and consequently not apodictic, that is t o say, it is not a known necessity as regards
the object, but a necessary supposition as regards the subject, necessary for
the obedience to its objective but practical laws. It is, therefore, merely n
necessary hypothesis. I could find no better expression f o r this rational
necessity, which is subjective, but yet true and unconditional.
H 2

’

~ ~ C ~
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admits only empirical principles (1181, as it inevitably is in
the antinomy in which mathematics prove the infinite divisibility of space, which empiricism cannot admit ; then the
greatest possible evidence of demonstration is in manifest
contradiction with the alleged conclusions from experience,
and we are driven to ask, like Cheselden's blind patient,
Which deceives me, sight or touch ? " (for empiricism is

"

based on a necessity .felt, rationalism on a necessity see))).
And thus universal empiricism reveals itself as absolute scepticism. It is erroneous to attribute this in such an unqualified sense t o Bume,' since he left at least one certain
touchstone of experience, namely, mathematics ; whereas
thorough scepticism admits no such touchstone (which can
only be found in u priori principles), although experience
consists not only of feelings, but also of judgments.
However, as in this philosophical and critical age such
empiricism can scarcely be serious, and it is probably put
forward only as an intellectual exercise, and f o r the purpose
of putting in a clearer light, by contrast, the necessity of
rational d p i o n ' principles, we can only be grateful to those
who employ tliemselves in this otherwise uninstructive labour.
1 Names that designate the followers of a sect have always been accompanied with much injastiee ; just as if one said, N is an Idealist. For
although he not only admits, but even insists, that our ideas of external
things have actual objects of external things corresponding to them, yet he
holds that the form of the intuition does not depend on them but on the
human mind. [6is clearly Kant himself.]

INTRODUCTION,
O F THE IDEA O F A CRITIQUE O F PRACTICAL

REASON.

T

HE theoretical use of reason was concerned with objects of

the cognitive faculty only, and a critical examination of
it with reference to this use applied properly only to the purr
faculty of cognition ; because this raised the suspicion, which
was afterwards confirmed, that it might easily pass beyond its
limits, and be lost among unattainable objects, or even contradictory notions. I t is quite different with the practical use of
reason. I n this, reason is concerned with the grounds of determination of the will, which is a faculty either t o produce objects
corresponding to ideas, or to determine ourselves to the effecting
of such objects (whether the physical power is sufficient or not) ;
tlint is, to determine our causality. F o r here, reason can at
least attain so far as to determine the will, and has always
objective reality in so far as it is the volition only that is in
question. The first question here then is, whether pure reason
of itself alone suffices to determine the will, or whether it can
Le a ground of determination only as dependent on empirical
conditions (120). Now, here there comes in a notion of causality justified by the critique of the pure reitson, although not
capable of beiug presented empirically, viz. t,hat of Ji.cctZoin ;
aud if me can now discover means of proving that this property
does in fact belong t o the human will (and 60 to the will of all
rational beings), then it will not only be sliown that pure reason
can be practical, but that it alone, and not reason empirically
limited, is indubitably practical ; conseqiiently, we shall have
to make a critical examination, not of ~ W p*acficaZ
C
reason, but
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only of practical reason generally. For when once pure reason
is shown to exist it needs no critical examination. For reason
itself contains the standard for the critical examination of every
use of it. The critique, then, of practical reason generally is
bound to prevent the empirically conditioned reason from claiming exclusively to furnish the ground of determillation of the
will. If it is proved that there is a [practical]’ reason, its employment is alone immanent ; the empirically conditioned use,
which claims supremacy, is on the contrary transcendent, and
expresses itself in demands and precepts which go quite beyond
its sphere. This is just the opposite of what might be said of
pure reason in its speculative employment.
However, as it is still pure reason, the knowledge of which
is here the foundation of its practical employment, the general
outline of the classification of a critique of practical reason must
be arranged in accordance with that of the speculative. W e
must then have the EZt.nients and the Methodology of it ; and in
the former an Aiinlytic as the rule of truth, and a Dialectic as
the exposition and dissolution of the illusion in the judgmeuts
of practical reason (121). But the order in the subdivision of
the Analytic will be the reverse of that in the critique of the
pure speculative reason. For, in the present case, we sliall commence with the prirrcQiles and proceed to the c o m p t s , and only
then, if possible, to the senses ; whereas in the case of the speculative reason we began with the senses, and had to end with the
principles. The reason of this lies again in this : that nom7 me
have to do with a will, and have to consider reason, not i n its
relation to objects, but to this will and its causality. We must,
then, begin with the principles of a causality not empiricnlly
conditioned, after which the attempt can be made to establish
our notions of the determining grounds of such a will, of their
application to objects, and finally to the subject and its sense
faculty. W e necessarily begin with the law of causality from
freedom, that is, with a pure practical pFinciple, and this determines the objects to which alone it can be applied.

’ [The original has

“

pure,” an obvious error.;

PART FIRST.
-.

ELEMEKTS OF PURE PRACTICAL REASOPI’.

B O O K I.
THE ANALYTIC OF PURE PRACTICAL REASON.

CHAPTER I.
O F TIIE I’RISCIPLES OF PURE PRACTICAL REASOX.
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I.-Ij*~FlxITlo~

P

RACTICAL PlIIn’ClPLES are propositions which con-

taiu a general determination of tlie will, haviug under
it several practical rules. They are subjective, or X ~ ~ i ~ t z ~ ~
when the condition is regarded by the subject as valid only
for his own will, but are objective, or practical bus, when
tlie condition is recognised as objective, that is, valid for
tlie will of every rational being.
REMARK.

Siipposing that p w e reason contains in itself a practical
motive (126), that is, one adequate to determine the will, then
there are practical laws ; otherwise all practical priiiciples
will be mere maxims. I n case the will of a rational being
is pathologically affected, there may cccur a conflict of the
maxims with tlie practical laws recognised by itself. For
example, one may make it his maxim to let 110 iujury pass
uiirevenged, and yet he may see that this is not a. practical
law, but only his own maxim; that, on the contrary, regarded as being in one and the same maxim a rule for
the will of every rational being, it must contradict itself.
In natural 1ihilosophjT the principles of what happens (e.!/.
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the principle of equality of action and reaction in the communication of motion) are at the same time laws of nature;
for the use of reason there is theoretical, and determined by
the nature of the object. I n practical philosoplly, i.e. that
which has to do only vith the grounds of determination of
the will, the principles which a man makes for himself are
not laws by which one is inevitably bound; because reas011
in practical matters has to do with the subject, namely, witll
the faculty of desire, the special character of wliich may
occasion variety in the rule. The practical rule is always a
product of reason, because i t prescribes action as a means to
tlie effect. But in the case of z being with whom reason does
not of itself deteimine the will, this rule is an ivpercltico,
i.e. a rule characterised by ball," which expresses the objective necessitation of the action, and signifies that if reasoli
completely determintd the vill, the action would inevitably
take place according t o this rule. Imperatives, therefore, are
objectively valid, and are quite distinct fxom maxims, which
are subjective principles. The former either determine the
conditions of the causality of the rational being as an efficielit
cause, i.e. merely in reference to the effect and the meails
of attaining i t ; or they determine the will only, whether
it is adequate to the effect o r not (127). The former would
be hypothetical imperatiye?, and coiitain mere precepts of
skill; the latter, on the contrary, would be categorical, aud
would alone be practical laws. Thus maxims are priiicijdes,
but not inrpe m f i z c s . Imperatives themselves, Lowever, wheu
they are con ditional (i.e. do not determine the will simply as
will, but only in respect to a desired effect, that is, when
they are hypothetical imperatives), are practical p r m y t s but
not ~ U Z C S . Laws must be suffiicient to determine the will as
will, even before I ask whether I hare power suficient for
desired effect, or the means necessary t o produce it ; hence they
are categorical : otherwise they are not laws at all, because
the necessity is wanting, which, if it is to be practical, must
be independent on conditions which are pathological, and are
therefore only contingently connect(-d with ihe will. Tell a
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man, for example, that he must be industrious and tlirifty in
youth, iu order that he may not want in old age; this is a
correct and important practical precept of the will. But it
is easy to see that in this case the will is directed to something else which it is presupposed that it desires ; and as to
this desire, we must leave it to the actor himself whether he
looks forward to other resources than those of his own acquisition, or does not expect to be old, or thinks that in case
of future necessity he will be able to make shift with little.
Reason, from which alone can spring a rule involving neces~ i t ydoes,
,
indeed, give necessity to this precept (else it would
not be an imperative), but this is a necessity dependent on
subjective conditions, and cannot be supposed in the same
degree in all subjects. But tlist reason may give laws it is
necessary that it should only need t o presuppose it.se?f, because
rules are objectively and universally valid only when they
hold without any contingent subjective conditions, which distiuguisli one rational being from another. Now tell a mau
that he should never make a deceitful promise, this is a rule
which only concerns his will, whether the purposes he may
have can Le attained thereby or not (126) ; it is the volition
only wliich is t u be determind dpriori t y that rule. If now
it is found that this rule is practically right, then it is a lam,
Lecause it is a categorical imperative. Tlius, practical lams
refer to tlie will only, without coilsidering what is attained
by its causality, and we may disregard this latter (as belongi u g to the world of sense) in order to have them quite pure.

5 II.-THEOKEI\II.
All practical principles which presuppose an object (matter.
of the faculty of desire as the ground of determillation of tlie
will are em~~iricul,
and can furnish n o practical laws.
By the matter of tlie faculty of desire I mean an object

the realization of w h h is desired. Now, if the desire for this
object ~II.L'cc~([(E.s
the practical rule, and is the condition of our
making it a principle, then I say (in the f i ~ s ~t I ~ O C this
P)
principle
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is in that case wholly empirical, for then what determines the
clioice is the idea of an object, and that relatiou of this idea to
tlie subject by wliicli its faculty of desire is determined to its
realization. Such a relation to the subject is called the pleasure
in the realization of an object. This, then, must be presupposed
as a condition of the possibility of determination of the will.
But it is impossible to h o r n d priori of any idea of an object
d i e t h e r it will be connected witli pieuswe or y u l i i i , or be indifferent. I n such cases, therefore, the determining principle of
tile choice must be empirical, and, therefore, also the practical
material principle which presupposes it as a condition.
(129) 5
1 t h e secoiari p/rrce, since susceptibility to a pleasure or
pain can be known only empirically, and cannot hold in the
same degree for all rational beings, a principle which is based
on this subjective condition may serve indeed as a 1 1 1 u i i i c for the
subject which possesses this susceptibility, but not as a lmv eveu
to him (because i t is wanting in objective necessity, which must
be recognised U p ~ i o r i;) it follows, therefore, that such a principle can never f urnish a practical law.

$ III.-THEOREM11.

All material practical principles as such are of one and the
same kind, and come under the general principle of self-love or
private happiness.
Pleasure arising from the idea of the existence of a thing,
in so far as it is to determine tlie desire of this thing, is founded
on the s~i~cq~tibilify
of the subject, since it depeiids on the presence of an object ; hence it belongs t o sense (feeling), and not
to understanding, which expresses a relation of the idea t o uii
object according to concepts, not t o the subject according to
feelings. It is then practical only in so far as the faculty of
desire is determined by the sensation of agreeableness which
the subject expects from the actual existence of the object.
Xow, a rational being’s consciousness of the pleasantness of
life uninterruptedly accompanying his whole existence is happiness, and the principle which makes this the supreme ground
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All
material principles, then, which place the determining grouud
of the will in the pleasure or pain t o be received from the
existence of nriy object are all of the same kind (I~o), inasmuch as they all belong to the principle of self-love or private
happiness.
of determination of the will is the principle of self-love.

COKOI,I.AKT.

All matPriurl practical rules place the determining priiiciple
of the mill in the lozcer desires, and if there were no piitdy.for.nin/
laws of the mill adequate to determine it, then we could not
admit any JLiqher desire at all.
REMARK I.

It is surprising that men, otlierwise acute, can thiiilr it possible to distinguish between J i i g h ~ ra i d lower tlesire8, according
as the ideas which are connected with the feeling of pleasure
have their origin in the seiases or in the ziiin'e';.sfrt,itZiiig ; f o r
when we inquire what are the determining grounds of desire,
and place them in some expected pleasantness, it is of no consequence whence the iden of this pleasing object is derived, but
only how much it plemes. Whether an idea has its seat and
source in the understanding or not, if it can only determine
the choice b y presupposiug a feeling of pleasure in the subject,
it follows that its capability of determining the choice depends
altogether on the nature of the inner sense, namely, that this
can be agreeably affected by it. However dissimilar ideas of
ohjects may be, though they be ideas of the understanding, or
even of the reason in contrast to ideas of sense, yet the feeling
of pleasure, by means of which they constitute the determining
principle of the will (the expected satisfaction which impels the
activity to the production of the object) (ui),is of one and the
same kind, not oiily inasmuch as it can be ouly known empirically, but also inasmuch as it affects one and the same vital
force which manifests itself in the faculty of desire, and in this
respect can ouly differ in degree from every other ground of
determination. Otherwise, how could we compare iu respect of
Y
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m q / / i t i t d e two principles of determination, the ideas of which
depend upou different faculties, 60 as t o prefer that whicli affects
the faculty of desire in the highest degree. The same man may
return unread au instructive book which he cannot agaiil obtain,
in order not t o m i s s a hunt; he may depart in the midst of a
fine speech, in order not to be late for dinner; lie may leave a
rational conversation, such as he otherwise values highly, tn
take his place at the gaming-table; he may even repulse :L
poor man whom he a t other times take pleasure in benefiting,
because lie has only just enough money in his pocket to pay for
his admission to the theatre. If the determination of his mill
rests on the feeling of the agreeableness or disagreeableuess that
lie expects from any cause, it is all the same to him by what
sort of ideas lie mill be affected. The only t l h g that concerns
him, in order t o decide his choice, is, how great, Iiom long continued, how easily obtained, and how often repeated, this agreeableness is. Just as to the man who wants money to spend, it
is all the same whether the gold was dug out of the mountain
or washed out of the sand, provided it is everywhere accepted
at the same value; so the man who cares only for the enjojment of life does not ask whether the ideas are of the understaiicliiig or tlie senses, but only hoic m u c h and hole grent pleo.srcre
they will gire for the longest time. I t is only those that would
giadlj deiig to pure reason the power of determining the will,
without the presupposition of any feeling, who could deviate so
,far from their own exposition as to describe as quite lieterogeneous what they have themselves previously brought under
.one and the same principle (132). Thus. for example, it is observed that we can find pleasure in the mere exercise of poioar,
in the consciousness of our strength of mind in overcoming
obstacles which are opposed t o our designs, in the culture of
our mental talents, etc. ; and we justly call these more refined
pleasures and enjoyments, because they are more in our power
than others; they do not wear out, but rather increase the
capacity for further enjoyment of them, and mliile they delight
they a t the same time cultivate. But to say on this accouiit
that they determine the will i n a different way, and not through
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sense, whereas tlie possibility of the pleasure presupposes a feeling f o r it implanted in us, which is the first condition of this
satisfaction ; this is just as when ignorant persons th:lt like to
dabble hi metaphysics imagine matter so subtle, so super-subtle,
that they almost make themselves giddy with it, alld then tliink
t h t in this way they have conceived it as a spiritzeal and yet
extended beiug. If with Epicuriis we make virtue determille
the will only by means of tlle pleasure it promises, we camiot
afterwards blame him for holding that this pleasure is of tile
same kind as those of the coarsest senses. For we have no
reason whatever to charge him with holding that the ideas by
which t h s feeliiig is excited in us belong merely to the bodily
senses. As far as can be conjectured, he sought the source of
many of them in tlie use of the higher cognitive faculty ; but
this did not prevent Iiim, aud could not prevent him, from
holding on tlie principle above stated, that the pleasure itseif
n-liich those iutellectual ideas give US, and by which aloue
they can determine the will, is just of the same kind. Con[si.&wcy is the highest obligation of a philosopher, and yet the
!most rarely foulid. The ancient Greek schools give us more
examples of it thau we find in our s y i i m f i d i c age, i n which
n certain shallow and dishonest sysfern of coiiiproiiiise of contradictory principles is devised, because it commends itself
better to a public [I%] w h h is coutent to know something of
evergrthing aud nothing thoroughly, EO as to please every party.'
The priiiciple of private happiness, however much understailding and reason map he used in it, canuot contain any
oilier determining priuciples for the will thau tliose which
belong to tlie Z O W P ~ desires ; and either there are uo [higher]'
desires at all, or p w e reason must of itself alone be 1nxcticd :
that is, it must be able to determine the will by the mere f o r m
of the practical rule without supposing any feeling, and conseqiieutly without any idea of the pleasant or unpleasant, mliich
[I Literally, '' t u have a firm seat in any saddle."
Kant's father mas a saddler.]
[? Kot iu the origiual tcst.]

It may be noted that
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is the matter of the desire, and which is always an empirical
condition of the principles. Then only, when reason of itself
determines the will (not as the servant of the inclination), it is
really a Irz$her desire t o which that which is pathologically determined is subordinate, and is really, and even specifically,
distinct from the latter, so that even the slightest admixture of
the motives of the latter impairs its strength and superiority ;
just as in a mathematical demonstration the least empirical condition would degrade and destroy its force and value. Reason,
with its practical law, determines the will immediately, not by
means of an intervening feeling of pleasure or pain, not even of
pleasure in the law itself, and it is only because it can, as pure
reason, be practical, that it is possible for it to be Iegislntke.
REMAKE 11.

To be happy is necessarily the wish of every finite rationti1
being, and this, therefore, is inevitably a determining principle
of its faculty of desire. For me are not in possession originally
of satisfaction with our whole esistence-a bliss which would
imply a consciousness of our own independent self-sufficiency-this is a problem imposed upon us by our own finite nature,
because we have wants, and these wants regard (134) the matter
of our desires, that is, something that is relative to a subjective
feeling of pleasure or pain, which determines what we need i n
order to be satisfied with our condition. But just because this
material principle of determination can only be empirically
known by the subject, it is impossible to regard this problem
as a law ; for a law being objective must contain the very s w / e
princ&Ze qf tletertiiiiiatioii of the will in all cases and for all
rational beings. For, although the notion of happiness is iri
ece1.y CN.SB the foundation of the practical relation of the objects
t o the desires, yet it is only a general name for the suhjective
determining principles, and determines nothing specifically ;
whereas this is what alone we are conberned with in this practical problem, which cannot be solved at all without such specific
determination. For it is every man’s own special feeling of
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pleasure and pain that decides in what he is to place his
happiness, and even in the same subject this will vary with
the difference of his wants according as this feeling changes,
and thus a law which is stihjectiz.eIy ~iece.ssrir.y (as a law of
nature) is objectitv?y a very contingent practical principle, whicli
can and must be very different in different subjects, and therefore can never furnish a law ; since, in the desire for happiness
it is not the form (of conformity to law) that is decisive, but
simply the matter, namely, whether I am to expect pleasure in
followicg the law, and horn much. Principles of self-love may,
indeed, contain universal precepts of skill (horn to find means
to accomplish one's purposes), but in that case they are merely
theoretical principles ;l as, for example, how he who would like
to eat bread (135) should contrive a mill ; but practical precepts
founded on them can never be universal, for the determining
principle of the desire is based on the feeling of pleasure and
pain, which can never be supposed t o be universally directed to
the same objects.
Even supposing, however, that all finite rational beings were
thoroughly agreed as to what mere the objects of their feelings
of pleasure aud pain, and also as to the means which they
must employ t o attain the one and avoid the other ; still, they
could by 910 m m ~ set
s up the p*incijilc of' . d f - l o r e as a prmficrt?
Zazc, for this unanimity itself would be only contingent. The
principle of determination would still be only subjectively valid
and merely empirical, and would not possess the necessity
which is conceived in every lam, namely, an objective necessity
arising from 2 p7.ioi.i grounds ; unless, indeed, we hold this
necessity t o be not a t all practical, but merely physical, viz.
that our actiou is as inevitably determined by our inclination,
as yawning when we see others yawii. It would be better
1 Propositious which in mathematics or phybics are called practical ought
properly to be called techizi'cal. For t h e r hare nothing t o do v i t h the determination of t h e mill; they only point out horn a certain effect is to be
produced, and are therefore just ns theoretical as any propositions which
express the connexion of a cause with an effect. F o ~ whoerer
r
chooses the
effect must d s o choose the cause.

I
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to maintain that there are no practical laws at all, but only
comsel6 for the service of our desires, than to raise merely
subjective principles to the rank of practical laws, which have
objective necessity, and not merely subjective, and which must
be known by reason ci priori, not by experience (however
empirically universal this may be). Even the rules of corresponding phenomena are only called laws of nature ( e . g . the
mechanical laws), when me either know them really d priori,
or (as in the case of chemical laws) suppose that they would
be known d 231.iori from objective grounds if our insight reached
further. But i n the case of merely subjective practical principles, it is expressly made a condition (136) that they rest
not on objective but on subjective conditions of choice, and
hence that they must always be represented as mere maxims ;
never as practical laws. This second remark seems at first sight,
to be mere verbal refinement, but it defines’ the terms of the
most important distinction which can come into consideration in
practical investigations.
$ IT.--THEOREM
111.

A rational beiug cannot regard his maxims as practical
universal laws, udess he conceives them as principles which
determine the mill, not by their matter, but by their form
only.
By the matter of a practical principle I mean the object of
the will. This object is either the determining ground of thr
will or it is not. I n the former case the rule of the will is subjected t o an empirical condition (viz. the relation of the determiuing idea to the feeling of pleasure and pain), consequently
it cannot be a practical lam. Now, when we abstract from n
law all matter, i . 0 . every object of the will (as a determining
principle), nothing is left but the mere f o m of a universal
legislat,ion. Therefore, either a rational beiug cannot conceive
liis subjective practical principles, that is, his maxims, as being
I

[The original sentence is defective ; Hartenstein supplies

‘I

enthidt.”]
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a t the same time universal laws, or he must suppose that their
mere form, by which they are fitted for universal legislation, is
alone what makes them practical laws.
(137) REMARK.

The commonest understanding can distinguish without iustruction what form of maxim is adapted for universal legislation, and what is not. Suppose, for example, that I have made
it my maxim to increase my fortune by every safe means. Now,
I have a deposit in my hands, the owner of which is dead and
has left no writing about it. This is just the case for my
maxim. I desire then t o know whether that masiru can also
hold good as a universal practical law. I apply it, therefore,
to the present case, and ask whether it could take the form of a
law, and consequently whether I can by my maxim at the same
time give such a law as this, that everyone may deny a deposit
of which no one can produce a proof. I at once become awaxe
that such a principle, viewed as a law, mould annihilate itself.
because the result would be that there would be no deposits. A
practical law which I recognize as such must be qualified for
unirersal legislation ; this is an identical proposition, and therefore self-evident. Now, if I say that my will is subject t o
a practical law, I cannot adduce my inclination ( P . I / . in the
present case my avarice) as a principle of determination fitted
to be a universal practical law ; for this is so far from being
fitted for a universal legislation that, if put in the form of a
universal law, it would destroy itself.
It is, therefore, surprising that intelligent men could have
thought of calling the desire of happiness a universal prncticaZ
kiir on the ground that the desire is universal, and, therefore,
also the m . r i n i by which everyone makes this desire determine
his will. For whereas in other cases a universal law of nature
makes everything harmonious; here, on the contrary, if we
attribute to the maxim the universality of a h w , the e-streme
opposite of harmony will follow, the greatest opposition, and
the complete (135) destruction of the m a s h itself, and its
I 2
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purpose. For, in that case, the will of all has not one and t h e
same object, but everyone has his own (his private welfare),
which may accidentally accord with the purposes of others
which are equally selfish, but it is f a r from sufficing for a law ;
because the occasional exceptions which one is permitted to
make are endless, and cannot be definitely embraced in one
universal rule. I n this manner, then, results a harmony like
that which a certain satirical poem depicts as existing between
a married couple bent on going to ruin, ‘‘ 0, marvellous harmony, what he wishes, she wishes also ; ” or like what is said
of the pledge of Francis I. to the emperor Charles V., “ What,
m y brother Charles wishes that I wish also” (viz. Milau).
Empirical principles of determination are not fit for any universal external legislation, but just as little for internal ; for
each man makes his own subject the foundation of his inclination, and in the same subject sometimes one inclination, sometimes another, has the preponderance. To discover a law which
would govern them all under this condition, namely, bringing
them all into harmony, is quite imposfiible.

S V.-PROBLENI.
Supposing that the mere legislative form of maxims is alone
the sufficient determining principle of a will, to find the nature
of the will which can be determined by it alone.
Since the bare form of the law can only be conceived by
reason, and is, therefore, not an object of the senses, and consequently does not belong t o the class of phenomena, it follows
that the idea of it (iw),which determines the will, is distinct
from all tlie principles that determine events in nature according to the law of causalit,y,because in their case the determining
principles must themselves be phenomena. Now, if no other
determining principle can serve as a law for the will except
that universal legislative- f g m , such a will must be conceived
as quite independent on the natural 1kw of phenomena in tlieir
mutual relation, namely, the law of causality ; such independence is calledfieedm in the strictest, that is in the transcen-
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dental sense ; consequently, a will which can have its law in
nothing but the mere legislative form of the maxim is a free
will.

Supposing that a will is free, to find the law which alone is
competent to determine it necessarily.
Since the matter of the practical law, i.e. an object of the
mnsim, can never be given otherwise than empirically, and the
free will is independent on empirical conditions (that is, conditions belonging to the world of sense) and yet is determinable,
consequently a free mill must find its principle of determiiiation
in the law, and yet independently of the matter of the lam.
But, besides the matter of the law, nothing is contained in it
except the legislative form. It is the legislative form, then,
contained i n the maxim, which can alone constitute a principle
of determination of the [free] will.
(140) REAlLAltIi

Thus freedom and an unconditional practical law reciprocally imply each other. Now I do not ask liere whether they
are iu fact distinct, or whet,her an uuconditioned law is not
rather merely the consciousness of a pure practical reasou, aud
the latter identical with the positive concept of freedom; I only
ash, whence beyills our k / i o i d c d p of tlie uuconditioually practical, whether it is from freedom or from the practical lam ? Now
it caunot begiu from freedom, €or of this ma cannot be immediately conscious, siuce the first concept of it is negative; nor
can we iufer it from esperieuce, for experience gives us the
knowledge only of the lam of pheuomena, aud hence of the
mechanism of nature, the direct opposite of freedom. I t is
therefore tho nioral law, of which me become directly conscious
(as soon as we trace for ourselves maxiins of the will), that Jii-~t
presents itself to us, and leads directly to the concept of freedom,
iiiasmuch as reason presents it as a principle of determination
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not to be outweighed by any sensible conditions, nay, wholly
independent of them. But how is the consciousness of that
moral law possible ? W e can become conscious of pure practical laws just as we are conscious of pure theoretical principles,
by attending to the necessity with which reason prescribes
them, and to the elimination of all empirical conditions, which
it directs. The concept of a pure will arises out of the former,
as that of a pure understanding arises out of the latter. That
this is the true subordination of our concepts, and that it is
morality that first discovers to us the notion of freedom, hence
that it is p~ncticnl9’enson which, with this concept, first proposes
to speculative reason the most insoluble problem, thereby placing
it in the greatest perplexity, is evident from the following COEsideration :-Since nothing in phenomena can be explained by
the concept of freedom, but the mechanism of nature must
constitute the only clue (141) ; moreover, when pure reason tries
to ascend in the series of causes to the unconditioned, it falls
into an antinomy which is entangledin incompreZensibilities on
the one side as much as the other ; whilst the latter (namely,
mechanism) is a t least uEeful in the explanation of phenomena,
therefore no one would ever have been so rash as to introduce
freedom into science, had not the moral law, and with it practical reason, come in and forced this notion upon us. Experience, however, confirms this order of notions. Suppose some one
asserts of his lustful appetite that, when the desired object and
the opportunity are present, it is quiteirresistible. [Ask him]if a gallows were erected before the house where he finds this
opportunity, in ordcr that he should be hanged thereon immediately after the gratification of his lust, whether he could not
then control his passion ; me need not be long in doubt what he
would reply. Ask him, however-if his sovereign ordered him,
on pain of the same immediate execution, to bear false witness
against an honourable man, whom the prince might wish to
destroy under a plausible pretext, wovld he consider it possible
in that case to overcome his love of life, however great it may
be. H e would perhaps not venture to affirm whether he would
do so or not, but he must unhesitatingly admit that it is pos-
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sible to do so. H e judges, therefore, that he can do a certain
thing because he is couscious that he ought, and he recognizes
that he is free, a fact which but for the moral law he would
never have known.

5 VII.-FUXDAMEXTAI.
LAWOF

T H E P I J K E PKACTICAL

REASOK.
Act so that the maxim of thy will can always a t the same
time hold good as a principle of universal legislation.
(142) 11EMARIi.

Pure geometry has postulates which are practical proposi.
tions, but contain nothing further than the assumption that we
cull do something if it is required that we shoirfd do it, and these
are the only geometrical propositions that concern actual existence. They are, th>n, practical rules uuder a problematical
condition of the will ; but here the rule says :-We absolutely
must proceed in a certain manner. The practical rule is, therefore, unconditional, and hence it is conceived a priori as a
categorically practical proposition by which the will is objectively determined absolutely and immediately (by the practical
rule itself, wliich thus is in this case a law) ; for p r e ~ ~ O
p m t i c u / qj' ifsrlf'is here directly legislative. The will is thought
as independent on empirical conditions, and, therefore, as pure
mill determined by the m e r e r j b m q f t h e Inzr?, and this principle
of determination is regarded as the supreme condition of all
maxims. The thing is strange enough, and has no parallel
in all the rest of our practical knowledge. For the d priori
thought of n possible universal legislation which is therefore
merely problematical, is unconditionally commanded as a law
without borrowing anything from experience or from any esternal will. This, however, is not a precept to do something
by which some desired effect can be attained (for then the will
would depend on physical conditions), but a rule that determines the will d p i o r i only so far as regards the forms of its
maxims; and thus it is a t least not impossible to conceive that

I
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a law, which only applies to the su4jective form of principles,
yet serves as a principle of determination by means of the
objectioe form of law in general. W e may call the consciousness of this fundamental lam a fact of reason, because we
cannot reason it out from antecedent data of reason, e. g. the
consciousness of freedom (for this is not antecedently given),
but it forces itself on us as a synthetic u priori proposition (143),
which is not based on any intuition, either pure or empirical.
It mould, indeed, be analytical if the freedom of the will were
presupposed, but to presuppose freedom as a positive c o r z c ~ j ~ t
mould require an intellectual intuition, which cannot here be
assumed ; however, when we regard this lam as qiuejj, it must be
observed, in order not to fall into any misconception, that it is
not an empirical fact, but the sole fact of the pure reason,
which thereby announces itself as originally legislative (sic volu
sic ,jicbeo).
COROLLARY.

Pure reason is practical of itself alone, and gives (to manj a
universal law which we call the Moral Law.
REMARK.

The fact just mentioned is undeniable. It is only necessary
to analyse the judgment that men pass on the lawfulness of
their actions, in order to find that, whatever inclination may
say to the contrary, reason, incorruptible and self-constrained,
always confronts the maxim of the will in any action with the
pure will, that is, with itself, considering itself as d prioripractical. Now this principle of morality, just on account of the
universality of tho legislation which makes it the formal
supreme determining principle of the mill, without regard to
any subjective differences, is declared by the reason to be a
law for all rational beings, in so far a! they have a will, that is,
a power to determine their causality by the conception of
rules; and, therefore, so far as they are capable of acting
according to principles, and consequently also according t o
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practical ri prio1.i priuciples (for these alone have the necessity
that reason raquires in a priuciple). It is, therefore, not limited
to men only, but applies t o all finite beings that possess reason
and mill (144) ; nay, it even includes the Infinite Being as the
supreme intelligence. I n the former case, however, the law
has the form of an imperative, because in them, as rational
beings, we can suppose a p r e will, but being creatures affected
with wants and physical motives, not a Jio!,l will, that is, one
n d d i would be incapable of any maxim conflicting with the
moral law. I n their case, therefore, the moral lam is au i i i i p e l ~ d i v e ,which commands categorically, because the lam is unconditioned ; the relation of such a will to this law is ciepeiideiice
under the name of o b l i p f i o i i , mhicii implies a coizsti,criiit to an
action, though only by reason aud its objective law; and this
actiou is called dirty, because an elective will, subject to pathological affections (though not determined by them, and therefore
still free), implies a wish that arises from sidjectice causes, and
therefore may often be opposed to the pure objective determining priiiciple ; whence it requires the moral constraint of a
resistance of the practical reason, which may be called an iuternal, but intellectual, compulsion. I n the supreme intelligence
the elective will is rightly conceived as incapable oE any maxim
which could not at the same time bg objectively a law ; and the
notion of I d i ~ m swhich
,
on that account belongs t o it, places it,
not iudeed above all practical laws, but above all practically restrictive laws, aud consequently above obligation and duty. This
holiness oE will is, however, a practical idea, which must necessarily serve as a type to which finite rational beings can ouly
approximate iudefiuitelp, aud which the pure moral law, wliicli is
itself on this accouut called holy, constantly and rightly holds
before their eyes. The utmost that finite practical reason can
effect is t o be certaiu of tliis indefinite progress of one's maxims,
and of their steady disposition to advance. This is Tirtue, and
rirtue, at least as a naturally acquired faculty, can never be perfect, because assurance i n such a case never becomes apodictic
certainty, and when it only amouuts t o persuasion is very
dangerous.
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8 VIII.-THE~ILEM
Iv.

The n z d o ~ m n y of the will is the sole principle of all moral
laws, and of all duties which conform to them; on the other
hand, hetrrououz!/ of the elective will not only cannot be the
basis of any obligation, but is, on the contrary, opposed to the
principle thereof, and to the morality of the will.
In fact the sole principle of morality consists in the independence on all matter of the law (namely, a desired object,), and
in the determination of the elective will by t h e mere universal
legislative foim of which its maxim must be capable. Now
this itidqiendeiice isfieedoiii in the Iiryitice sense, and this se!fIrgiskdioii of the pure, and, therefore, practical reason is
freedom in the pnsifice sense. Thus the moral law expresses
nothing else than the mitOIl07)Iy of the pure practical reason ;
that is, freedom ; and this is itself the formal condition of all
mnsims, and o n this condition only can they agree with the
supreme practical law. If therefore the matter of the volition,
which can be nothing else than the object of a desire that is COUnected with the lam, enters into the practical law, ns the coiiilitioii
qf’ its possibtlify, there results heteronomy of the elective will,
namely, dependence on the physical law that we sliould follow
some impulse or inclination. I n that case the will does not
give itself the la^, but only the precept how rationally to follow
pathological law ; and the maxim which, in 6UCh a case, never
contains the universally legislative form, not only produces no
obligation, but is itself opposed to the principle of a pure
practical reason, and, therefore, also to the moral disposition, even though the resulting action may be conformable to
the law.
(146) R K M A l U i 1.

Hence a practical precept, mliicli contains a material (and
therefore empirical) condition, must pever be reckoned a pmctical law. F o r the law of the pure will, which is free, brings
the will into a sphere quite different from the empirical ; and as
the necessity involved in the law is not, a physical necessity, it

b71

1'U

11E PI<A CTICAL RE A SON.

123

can only consist in the formal conditions of the possibility of a
law in general. All the matter of practical rules rests on sub-

jective conditions, which give them only a conditional universality (in case I rlesi1.e this or that, what I must do i n order to
obtain it), and they all turn on the principle ofpri~.(ite
hnppimw.
Now, it is indeed undeniable that every volition must have an
object, and therefore a matter ; but it does not follow that tliis
is the determining principle, and the condition of the maxim ;
for, if it is SO, then this cannot be exhibited in ZL universally
legislative form, Eince in that case the expectation of the existence of the object would be the determining cause of the
choice, and the volition must presuppose the dependence of the
faculty of desire on the existence of something; but this dependence can only be sought in empirical conditions, and therefore can never furnish a foundation for a necessary and universal
rule. Thus, the happiness of others may be the object of the
will of a rational being. B u t if it were the determining principle of the maxim, we must assume that me find not only I:
rational satisfaction in the welfare of others, but also a want
such as the sympathetic disposition in some men occasions. But
I cannot assume the existence of this want in every rational
being (not at all in God). The matter then of the maxim may
remain, but it must not be the condition of it, else the maxim could
not be fit for a. law. Hence, the mere form of law, which limits
the matter, must also be a reasoli (147;for adding this matter to
the will, not for presupposing it. F o r example, let the matter
be my owu happiness. This (rule), if I attribute it to everyone
(as, in fact, I may, in the case of every finite being), can become
an objccfirr practical law only if I include the happiness of
others. Therefore, the law that we should promote the happiness of others does not arise from the assumption that this is an
object of everyone's choice, but merely from this, that the form
. .
of universality wliich reason requires as the condition of glvlng
to a maxim of self-love the objective validity of a law, is the
principle that determines the will. Therefore it was not t l ~ e
object (the happiness of others) that determined the Pure wdl,
but it was the form of law only, by which I restricted my
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maxim, founded on inclination, so as to give it, the uuiversality
of a law, and thus to adapt it to the practical reason ; and it is
this restriction alone, and not the addition of an external spring,
that can give rise to the notion of the obliyatiou to extend the
maxim of my self-love to the happiness of others.
RENAl1K 11.

The direct opposite of the principle of morality is, when the
principle of pricate happiness is made the determining principle
of the will, and with this is t o be reckoned, as I have S ~ O W U
above, everjthing that places the determining principle which is
to serre as a lam anywhere but in the legislatire form of the
maxim. This contradiction, Iiowerer, is not merely logical, like
that which would arise between rules empirically conditioned,
if they were raised to the rank of necessary principles of cognition, but is practical, and mould ruin morality altogether were
not the voice of reason i n reference to the will so clear, so irrepressible, so distinctly audible even, to the commonest men. I t
can only, indeed, be maintained in the perplexing (14s) speculations of tlie schools, which are bold enough t o shut their ems
against that heavenly voice, in order to support a theory that
costs no trouble.
Suppose that an acquaintance whom you otherwisc liked
mere to attempt to justify himself to you for having borne false
witness, first by alleging the, in his view, sacred duty of consulting his omn lia11piness ; then by enumerating the advantages which he had gained thereby, pointing out the prudence
he had shown in securing liimself against detection, even by
yourself, to whom he now reveals the secret only in order tliat
he may be able to deny it at any time ; and suppose he were
then to affirm, in all seriousness, that he has fulfilled a true
human d u t y ; you would either laugh in liis face, or shrink
back from him with disgust; and yet, if a man has regulated
his principles of action solely with a view to his own advantage, you would have nothing whatever to object agaiust this
mode of proceeding. Or suppose some one recommends you a
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man as steward, as a man to whom you can blindly trust all
your affairs; and, in order to inspire you with confidence,
extols him as a prudent man who thoroughly understands his
own interest, and is so indefatigably active that he lets slip
110 opportunity of advancing it ; lastly, lest you should be afraid
of finding a vulgar selfishness in him, praises the good taste
with which he lives : not seeking his pleasure in money-making,
or in coarse wantonness, but in the enlargement of his linowledge, in instructive intercourse with a select circle, and even in
relieving the needy; while as to the means (which, of course,
derive all their value from the end) he is not particular, and is
ready to use other people’s money for the purpose as if it were
his own, provided only he knows that he can do so safely, and
without discovery ; you would either believe that the recommender mas mocking you, or that he had lost his senses. So
sliarply and clearly marked are the boundsries of morality and
self-love that even the commonest eye (149) cannot fail to distinguish whether a thing belongs to the one or the other. The
few remarks that follow may appear superfluous where the truth
is so plain, but at least they may serve to give n little more distinctness to the judgment of common sense.
The principle of happiness may, indeed, furnish maxims,
but never such as n7ould be competent to be laws of the will,
even if U I ~ ~ ~ C I . S C I I happiness
!
were made the object. For since
the knowledge of this rests on mere empirical data, since every
man’s judgment on it depends very much on his particular
point of view, which is itself moreover very variable, it can
supply only p w n l rules, not itriioersal; that is, it can give
rules which on the average will most frequently fit, but not
rules which must hold good always and necessarily ; hence, 110
practical lnics can be founded on it. Just because in this rase
an object of choice is the foundation of the rule, and must
therefore precede it ; the rule can refer to nothing but what is
[felt]’, and therefore it refers to experience and is founded 011
it, and then the variety of judgment must be endless. This
1

[lleadiiig

I‘

en~pfindet,” instead of

“

empfiehlt.”]

126

T H E AKALTTIC O F

[I501

principlc, thercfore, does not prescribe the same practical rulee
to all rational beings, although the rules are all iiicluded under
a common title, namely, that of happiness. The moral law,
however, is conceived as objectively necessary, only because it
holds for ereryone that has reason and will.
The maxim of self-love (prudence) only adrises ; the law of
morality conaniniids. Now there is a great difference between
that which we arc adcisecl to do and that to which we are
obliged.
The commonest intelligence can easily aud without hesitation see what, on the principle of autonomy of the will, requires
to be done ; but on supposition of heteronomy of the mill, it is
hard and requires knowledge of the world to see what is to be
done. That is to say, what drify is, is plain of itself to everyone ; but what is t o bring true durable advantage, such as will
extend t o the whole of one’s existence ( N O ) , is always veiled
in impenelrable obscurity ; and much prudence is required to
adapt the practical rule founded on it t o the ends of life, even
tolerably, by making proper exceptions. But the moral law
commands the most punctual obedience from everyone; it
must, therefore, not be so difficult to judge what it requires to
be done, that the commonest unpractised understailding, even
without worldly prudence, should fail to apply it righllj.
It is always in everyone’s power to satisfy the categorical
command of morality ; whereas it is but seldom possible, and
by no means so t o everyone, to satisfy the empirically conditioned precept of happiness, even with regard to ;L single
purpose. The reason is, that in the former case there is question only of the maxim, which must be genuine and pure ; but
in the latter case there is question also of one’6 capcity and
physical power t o realise a desired object. A command that
everyone should try to make hiinself happy would be foolish,
for one never comnands anyone to do what he of himself infallibly wishes to do. We must only command the means, or
rather supply them, since he caufiot do everything tliat he
wishes. But to command morality under the came of duty
is quite ratioual ; for, in the first place, not everyone is milling
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to obey its precepts if they oppose his inclinations ; and as to
the means of obeying this law, these need not in this case be
taught, for in this respect whatever he wishes to do he can do.
H e who has Zoat at play may be rexed at himself and his
folly, but if lie is conscious of having cheated at play (although
he has gained thereby) he must rie.s$c himself as soon as lie
compares himself with the moral lax7. This must, therefore, be
something different from the principle of private happiness.
For a man must have a different criterion when he is compiled to say to himself: 1 am a zc.ortI/Zrw fellow, though I
have filled my purse ; and when he approves himself ( M I ) , and
says : I am a p i d e i i t man, for I have enriched my treasure.
Finally, there is something further in the idea of our practical reason, which accompanies the transgression of a moral
law-namely, its 111 desert. Nom the notion of punishment,
as such, cannot be united with that of becoming a partaker
of happiness ; for although lie who inflicts the punishment may
at the same time liave the benevolent purpose of directing this
punishment to this end, yet it must first be justified in itself as
punishment, i.e. as mere harm, so that if it stopped there, and
the person punished could get no glimpse of kindness hidden
behind this harshness, he must yet admit that justice was done
him, and that his reward was perfectly suitable t o his conduct.
In every punishment, as sucli, there must first be justice, and
this constitutes the essence of the notion. Benevolence may.
indeed, be united with it, but the man who has deserved puuishmeut has riot the least reaqon to reckon upon this. Puuishment, then, is a physical eril, which, though it be not connected
with moral eril as a iraficrnl consequence, ought t o be connected
with it as a consequence by the principles of a moral legislation.
Now, if every crime, even without regarding the pliysical consequence with respect to the actor, is in itself punishable, that
is, forfeits happiuess (at least partially), it is obviously absurd
to say that the crime consisted just in this, that he has drawii
punisliment on himself, thereby in j uring his private happiness
(which, on the principle of self-love, must be the proper notion
of all crime). Accordiiig to this view the punishment would
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be the reason for calling anything a crime, and justice would,
on the contrary, consist in omitting all punishment, and even
preventing t,hat which naturally follows ; for, if this were done,
there would no longer be any evil in the action, since the harm
which otherwise followed it, and on account of which alone the
action was called evil, would now be prevented. To look, however, on all rewards and punishments as merely the machinery
in the hand (152) of a higher power, which is to serve ouly to set
rational creatures striving after their final end (happiness), this
is to reduce the will to a mechanism destructive of freedom ;
this is so evident that it need not detain lis.
More refined, though equally false, is the theory of those
who suppose a certain special moral sense, which sense and not
reason determines the moral law, and iu consequence of whiuli
the consciousness of virtue is supposed t o be directly connected
with contentment and pleasure ; that of vice, with mental dissatisfaction and pain ; thus reducing the whole to the desire of
private happiness. Without repeatiug what has been said
above, I will here only remark the fallacy they fali into. I n
order to imagine the vicious man as tormented with mental
dissatisfaction by the consciousness of his transgressions, they
must first represent him as in the main basis of his character,
at least in some degree, morally good ; just as he who is pleased
with the consciousnes0 of right conduct must be conceived as
already virtuous. The notion of morality and duty must,
therefore, have preceded any regard to this satisfaction, and
cannot be derived from it. A man must first appreciate the
importance of n7hat we call duty, the authority of the moral
law, and the immediate dignity which the following of it gives
to the person in his own eyes, in order to feel that satisfaction
in the consciousness of his conformity t o it, and the bitter
remorse that accompanies the consciousness of its transgression.
It is, therefore, impossible to feel this satisfaction or dissatisfaction prior t o the knowledge of obligation, or to make it the
basis of the latter. A man must .be at least half honest in
order evcn to be able t o form a conception of these feelings. I
do not deny that as the human will is, by virtue of liberty
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may either be taken in a theoretic signification, and then it
means nothing but the completeness of each thing in its own
kind (transcendental), or that of a thing, merely as a thing
(metaphysical) ; and with that we are not concerned here. But
the notion of perfection in apractical sense is the fitness or sufficiency of a thing for all sorts of purposes. This perfection, as
a quality of man, and consequently internal, is nothing but
talent, and, what strengthens or completes this, sfiill. Supreme
perfection conceived as szcbstaiicc, that is God, and consequently
external (considered practically), is the sufficiency of this beirig
for all ends. Ends then must first be given, relatively to which
only can the notion of perfecfioii (whether internal in ourselves
or external in God) be the determining principle of the will.
But an end-being an object which must precede the determination of the will by a practical rule, and contain the ground of
the possibility of this determination, and therefore contain also
the matter of the will, taken as its determining principle-such
an end is always empirical, and, therefore, may serve for the
E p i c w e a n principle of the happiness theory, but not for the
pure rational principle of morality and duty. Thus, talents
and the improvement of them, because they contribute to the
advantages of life ; or the will of God, if agreement with it be
taken as the object of the will, without any antecedent independent practical principle, can be motives only by reason of
the Jinppiness expected therefrom. Hence it follows, first, that
all the principles here stated are material ; second/y, that they
include all possible material principles (la)
; and, finally, the
conclusion, that since material principles are quite incapable of
furnishing the supreme moral lam (as has been shown), the
formal practical princcde of the pure reason (according to which
the mere form of a universal legislation must constitute the
supreme and immediate determining principle of the will) is
the o d y one possibZe which is adequate to furnish categorical imperatives ; that is, practical laws (which make actions a duty) ;
and in general to serve as the principle of morality, both in
criticising conduct and also in its application to the human will
to determine it.
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This Analytic shows that pure reason can be practical, that
is, can of itself determine the will independently of anything
empirical; and this it proves by a fact i n whicli pure reason in
us proves itself actually practical, namely, the autonomy shown
in the fundamental principle of morality, by whicli reason determines t h e will to action.
It shows at the same time that this fact is inseparably connected with tlie consciousness of freedom of the will; nay.
ie identical with it; and by this the will of a rational being,
although as belonging to the world of sense it recognises itself
as necessarily subject to the laws of causality like other efficient
causes; yet, a t the same time, on another side, iiamely, as a
being in itself, is conscious of existing in and being determined
by an intelligible order of things ; conscious not ( I j i ) by virtue
of a special intuition of itself, but by virtue of certain dynamical lams which determine its causality in the sensible world;
for it has been elsewhere proved that if freedom is predicated
of us, it transports us into an intelligible order of things.
Now, if we compare with this the analytical part of the
critique of pure speculative reason, we shall see a remarkable
contrast. There it was not fundamental principles, but pure,
sensible irit,iritioiz (space and time), Lliat was the first Ckltiim that
made u priori knowledge possible, though only of objects of the
senses. Synthetical principles could not be derived from mere
concepts without intuition ; on the contrary, they could only
esist with reference to this intuition, and therefore to objecb
of possible experience, since it is the concepts of the understanding, united with this intuition, which alone make that
knowledge possible which we call experience. Berond objects
of experience, and therefore with regard to things as noumena,
all positive knowledge was rightly disclaimed for speculative
reason. This reason, however, went so far as to establish with
certainty the concept of noumena ; that is, the possibility, nay
K 2
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the necessity, of thinking them ; for example, it showed against
all objections that the supposition of freedom, negatively considered, was quite consistent with those principles and limitations of pure theoretic reason. B u t it could not give us any
.definite enlargement of our knowledge with respect to such
objects, but, on the contrary, cut off all view of them altogether.
On the other hand, the moral law, although it gives no
cietu, yet gives us a fact absolutely inexplicable from any data
of the sensible world, and the whole compass of our theoretical
use of reason, a fact which points t o a pure world of the understanding (m),nay, even defines it posificely, and enables US to
h o w something of it, namely, a law.
This law (as far as rational beings are concerned) gives to
t h e world of sense, which is a sensible system of nature, the
form of a world of the understanding, that is, of a siqiei.sew
sibL system of nntzire, without interfering with its mechanism.
Now, a system of nature, in the most general sense, is the
existence of things under laws. The sensible nature of rational
beings in general is their existence under lams empirically conditioned, which, from the point of view of reason, is heteronomy.
The supersensible nature of the same beings, on the other hand,
.is their existence according to laws which are independent on
every empirical condition, and therefore belong to the ctutomnzy
of pure reason. And, since the laws by which the existence of
.things depends on cognition are practical, supersensible nature,
.SO far as we can form any notion of it, is nothing else than a
-system of m t w e tcndelel. the azctoiiomiy qf p w e practical wnson.
Now, the law of this autonomy is the moral law, which, therefore, is the fundamental law of a supersensible nature, and of
- a pure world of understanding, whose counterpart must exist
in the world of sense, but without interfering with its laws.
W e might call the former the nidudypal world (ncitui-a aidLetypa), which we only know in the reason; and the latter the
e&al
world (izaturn e c t y p ) , because it contains the possible
effect of the idea of the former which is the determining
principle of the will. For the moral lam, in fact, transfers
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us ideally into a system in which pure reason, if it were
accompanied with adequate physical power, would produce
the w n i t i t i m b o w m i , and it determines our will to give t h e
sensible world the form of a system of rational beings.'
The least attention t o oneself proves that this idea really
serves as a model for the determinations of our will.
(159) When the maxim which I am disposed to follow in
giving testimony is tested by the practical reason, I always
consider what it mould be if it were to hold as a universal law
of nature. It is manifest that in this view it would oblige
everyone to speak the truth. For it cannot hold as a universal
law of nature that statements should be allowed to have the
force of proof, and yet to be purposely untrue. Similarly, the
maxim which I adopt with respect to disposing freely of my
life is at once determined, when I ask myself' what it should
be, in order that a system, of which it is the law, should maintain itself. It is obvious that in such a system no one could
nrbifravily put an eud to his own life, for such an arrangement
mould not be a permanent order of things. And SO in all
similar cases. Now, in nature, as it actually is an object of
esperience, the free will is not of itself determined t o maxims
which could of themselves be the foundation of a natural system
of universal laws, or which could even be adapted to a system
so constituted ; on the contrary, its maxims are private inclinations which constitute, indeed, a natural whole in conformity
with pathological (physical) lams, but could not form part of a
system of nature, which would only be possible through our
will acting in accordance with pure practical lams. Yet we
are, through reason, conscious of a law to which all our maxims
are subject, as though a natural order must be originated from
our will. This law, therefore, must be the idea of a natural
system not given in experience, and yet possible through freedom; a system, therefore, which is supersensible, and to which
we give objective reality, at least in a practical point of Tie?,
since we look on it as au object of our will as pure rational beings.
1
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Hence the distinction between the laws of a natural system

to which the will is subject, and of a natural system which is
.suQecect to n trill (as far as its relation to its free actions is concerned) (EO)rests on this, that in the former the objects must
be causes of the ideas which determiue the mill ; whereas in
t h e latter the will is the cause of the objects ; so that its causality has its determining principle solely in the pure faculty of
reason, which may therefore be called a pure practical reason.
There are therefore two very distinct problems : how, ou t h ~
-one side, pure reason can cogiiise objects d ~ w i o ~and
i , how O N
the o f l m side i t can be an immediate determining principle of
the will, that is, of the causality of the rational being with
respect t o the reality of objects (through the mere thought of
the universal validity of its own maxims as laws).
The former, which belongs to the critique of the pure
speculative reason, requires a previous explanation, how intuitions, without which no object can be given, and, therefore,
none known synthetically, are possible u priori; and its solution turns out t o be that these are all only sensible, and
therefore do not render possible any speculative knowledge
which goes further than possible experience reaches ; and that
therefore all the principles of that pure speculative’ reason avail
only to make experience possible ; either experience of given
objects or of those that may be given ad it?fiwitum, but never
are completely given.
The latter, wliich belongs to the critique of practical reaEon,
requires no explanation how the objects of the faculty of desire
are possible, for that being a problem of the tlieoretical knowledge of nature is left to the critique of the speculative reason.
b u t only how reason can determine the masims of the will;
whether this takes place only by means of empirical ideas as
principles of determination, or whether pure reason can be
practical and be the law of a possible order of nature, which
is not empirically knowable (161). The possibility of such a
supersensible system of nature, the conception of whioh call
1
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also be the grouud of its reality through our own free will,
does not require any u pi-iori intuition (of an intelligible world)
which, being in this case supersensible, mould be impossible for
us. For the question is only as t o the determining principle
of volition in its maxims, namely, whether it is empirical, or is
a conception of the pure reason (having the legal character
belonging to i t in general), and how it can be the latter. I t
is left to the theoretic principles of reason to decide whether
the causality of the will suffices for the realization of the objects
or not, this being an inquiry into the possibility of the objects
of the volition. Iutuitiou of these objects is therefore of no
importance to the practical problem. W e are here concerned
only with the determination of the will and the determining
principles of its maxims as a free will, not at all with the result.
For, provided ouly that the loill conforms to the I ; t w of pure
reason, then let its poxeel. in execution be what it ma.?., whether
according to these maxims of legislation of a possiLle system
of nature any such system really results or not, this is no concern of the critique, which o d y inquires whether, and in what
way, pure reason can be practical, that is, directly determine
the will.
I n this inquiry criticism may and must begin with pure
practical lams and their reality. But instead of intuition it
takes as their foundation the conception of their existence in
the intelligible world, namely, the concept of freedom. For
this concept has no other meaning, and these lams are only
possible in relation to freedom of the mill; but freedom being
supposed, they are necessary ; or conversely, freedom is necessary because those laws are iiecessary, being practical postuhtes. It canuot Le iurther explained how this comciousuess
of the moral law, or, what is the same thing, of freedom, is
possible; but that it is admissible is well established in the
theoretical critique.
(162) The E.ryosifion of the supreme principle of practical
reason is now finished ; that is to say, it has been shown first,
what it contains, that it subsists for itself quite d p1.iol-i and
independent on empirical principles ; and next, in what it is
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distinguished from all other practical principles. With the
deduction,that is, the justification of its objective and universal validity, and the discernment of the possibility of such a
synthetical proposition d priori, we cnnnot expect t o succeed
60 well as in the case of the principles of pure theoretical
reason. For these referred to objects of possible experience,
namely, to phenomena, and we could prove that these phenomena could be liaown as objects of experience only by being
brought under the categories in accordance with these laws;
and consequently that all possible experience must conform t o
tbese laws. But I could not proceed in this way with the
deduction of the moral law. F o r this does not concern the
knowledge of the properties of objects, which may be given
t o the reason from some other source ; but a knowledge which
can itself be the ground of the existence of the objects, and
by which reason in a rational being has causality, L e . pure
reason, which can be regarded as a faculty immediately determining the will.
Nom all our human insight is a t an end as soon as we have
arrived at fundamental powers or faculties, for the possibility
of these cannot be understood by any means, and just as little
should it be arbitrarily invented and assumed. Therefore, in
the theoretic use of reason, it is experience alone that can
justify us in assuming them. But this expedient of adducing
empirical proofs, instead of a deduction from d, priori sources of
knowledge, is denied us here in respect to the pure practical
faculty of reason (163). For whatever requires to draw the
proof of its reality from experience must depend for t h e
grounds of its possibility on principles of experience ; and pure,
yet practical, reason by its very notion cannot be regarded as
such. Further, the moral law is given as a fact of pure reason
of which we are dpiYoii conscious, and which is apodictically
certain, though it be granted that in experience no example of
its exact fulfilment can be found. Hpnce, the objective reality
of the moral law cannot be proved by any deduction by any .
efforts of theoretical reason, whether speculative or empirically
supported, and therefore, even if we renounced its apodictic
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certainty, it could not be proved ii posteriori by experience, and
yet it is firmly established of itself.
But instead of this vainly sought deduction of the moral
principle, something else is found which was quite unexpected,
namely, that this moral principle serves conversely as the principle of the deduction of a n inscrutable faculty which no experience could prove, but of which speculative reason mas
compelled a t least to assume the possibility (in order to find
amongst its cosmological ideas the unconditioned in the chain
of causality, so as not to contradict itself)-I mean the faculty
of freedom. The moral law, which itself does not require a
justification, proves not merely the possibility of freedom, but
that it really belongs to beings who recognise this law as
binding on themselves. The moral law is i n fact a law of the
causality of free agents, and therefore of the possibility of :I
supersensible system of nature, just as the metaphysical lam of
events in the world of aense was a law of causality of the sensible system of nature ; and it therefore determines what speculative philosophy was compelled t o leave undetermined, namely,
the lam for a causality, the concept of which iu the latter mas
only negative ; and therefore for the first time gives this concept
objective reality.
(161) This sort of credential of the moral law, viz. that it is
set forth as a principle of the deductiou of freedom, which is a
causality of pure reason, is a sufficient substitute for all ii priori
justification, since theoretic reason was compelled t o assume u t
Zeast the possibility of freedom, in order to satisfy a want of its
own. F o r the moral law proves its reality, so as even t o satisfy
the critique of the speculative reason, by the fact that it adds
a positive definition to a causality previously conceived only
negatively, the possibility of which wag incomprehensible to
speculative reason, which yet was compelled to suppose it.
For it adds the notion of a reason that directly determines the
will (by imposing on its maxims the condition of a universal
legislative form) ; and thus it is able for the first time to give
objective, though only practical, reality to reason, which always
became transcendent when it sought to proceed speculatively
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with its ideas. I t thus changes the tt-aizsceiatlent use of reason
into an i m m n e i z t use (so that reason is itself, by means of
ideas, an efficient cause in the field of experience).
The determination of the causality of beings in tlie world of
sense, as such, can never be unconditioned ; and yet for every
series of oonditions there must be something unconditioned,
and therefore there must be a causality which is determined
wholly by itself. Hence, the idea of freedom as a faculty of
absolute spontaneity was not fouud to be a want, but as far as
its possibility is concei-iied, an analytic prinoiple of pure speculative reason. But as it is absolutely impossible to find in
esperience any example in accordance with this idea, because
amongst tlie causes of things as phenomena, it monld be impossible t o meet with any absolutely unconditioned determination
of causality, me were only able to dt?feiad our siippositiori that a
freely acting cause might be a being in the world of sense, in
so far as it is considered in the other point of view as a
iiounieizon (IG~), showing that there is no contradiction in regarding all its actions as subject to physical couditions so far
as they are phenomena, and yet regarding its causality as
physically unconditioned, in so far as the acting being belongs
to the world of understanding,‘ and in thus making the concept
of freedom the regulative principle of reason. By this principle
I do not indeed learn what the object is to which that sort of
causality is attributed ; but I remove the di5culty ; for, on tlie
one side, in the explanation of events in the world, and consequently also of the actions of rational beiugs, I leave to the
mechauism of physical necessity the right of ascending from
conditioned to condition ad i~~fiiiituni,
while on the other side
I keep open for speculative reason the place which for it is
vacant, namely, the intelligible, in order to transfer the uncon1 [By “immanent ’ I Emt means what is strictlp confined within the
limits of experience ; by transcendent ” what pretends t o overpass these
bounds. Cf. Xritik der reiiien Femwtft, ed. Rosenkr., p. 940. Rfeiklejohn’s
transl., p. 210.1
[Is a “ Vershndeswesen.”]
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ditioned thither. But I was not able to cerifu this srpposition ;
that is, to change i t into the Jiriowledge of a being so acting, not
even into the knowledge of the possibility of such a being.
This vacant place is now filled by pure practical reason with a
definite law of causality in an intelligible world (caiisality with
freedom), namely, the moral law. Speculative reason does not
hereby gain anything as regards its insight, but only as regards
the c e r t a i n f y of its problematical notion of freedom, whicli here
obtains objective wnlity, which, though only practical, is nevertheless undoubted. Even the notion of causality-the application, and consequently the siguification of which holds properly
only in relation to phenomena, so as t o connect them iuto experiences (as is shown by tlie crit,ique of pure reason)-is not
80 enlarged as to extend its use beyond these limits.
F o r if
reason sought to do this it would have t o show how the logical
relation of principle and consequence can be used synthetically
in a different Fort of intuition froin tlie sensible ; tliat is liow a
causn m m m o u is possible (166). This it can nerer do ; and, as
practical reason, it does not even concern itself with it, since it
only places the d e t e m i i t i ~ i ypriim'pk of causality of mau as a
sensible creature (which is given) in p o v wcisoii (which is therefore called practical) ; and therefore it employs the notiou of
cause, not in order to know objects, but to determine causality
in relation to objects in general. It can abstract altogether
from the application of this notiou to objects with a view to
theoretical knowledge (siuce this concept is always found
a priori in the understanding, even independently ou any i u tuition). Reason then employs it only for a practical purpose,
and hence we can transfer the determining priiiciple of the will
into the intelligible order of things, admitting, at the same
time, that we cannot understand how the notion of cause can
determine the h o w l e d g e of these things. But reason must
cognise causality with respect to the actions of the will in the
sensible world in a definite manner ; otherwise, practical reason
could not really produce any action. But as t o the notion
which it forms of its own causality as nournenon, it need not
determine it theoretically witli a view to the cognition of its
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supersensible existence, so as to give it significance in this way.
For it acquires significance apart from this, though only for
practical use, namely, through the moral law. Theoretically
viewed, it remains always a pure ci priori concept of the understanding, which can be applied to objects whether they have
been given sensibly or not, although in the latter case it has no
definite theoretical significance or application, but is only R
formal, though essential, conception of the understanding relati n g to an object in general. The siguificance which reasoii
gives it through the moral l a m is merely practical, inasmuch as
the idea of the law of causality (of tlie mill) has itself causalitj-,
or is its determining principle.
(167)

11.-Of the right that Piwe Reason in i t s practical tiusehas to
ail extension zchich i s not possible t o it in its spectdatiae usc.

W e have in the moral principle set forth a law of causality,
the determining principle of which is set above all the conditions of the sensible world ; we have it conceived how the will,
as belonging t o the intelligible world, is determinable, ani1
therefore me have its subject [man) not merely coiicciced as
belonging to a world of pure understanding, and in this respect
unknown (which the critique of speculative reason enabled lis
to do), but also defiiied as regards liis causality by means of a
law which cannot be reduced to any physical law of the sensible
world ; aud therefore our knowledge is extcizded beyond the
limits of that world, a pretension which the critique of the pure
reason declared to be futile in all speculation. Now, how is
the practical use o€ pure reason here to be reconciled with
the theoretical, as to the determination of the limits of its
faculty ?
Daflcicl B m e , of whom we may say that he commenced tlie
assault on the claims of pure reason, which made a thorough
investigation of it necessary, argued thus : the notion of cause is
a notion that invclves the weces.sity of the connexion of the
existence of different things, and that, in so far as they are
different, so that, given A, I know that something quite distinct therefrom, namely B, must necessarily also exist (168).
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Now necessity can be attributed to a connesion, only in so far
it is known u priori, for experience would only enable us to
know of such a connexion that it exists, not that it necessarily
exists. Now, it is impossible, says he, t o know d pt+ori and as
iieoessary the connexion between one thing and another (or
between one attribute and another quite distinct) when they
have not been given in experience. Therefore the notion of a
cause is fictitious and delusive, and, t o speak in the mildest
way, is an illusion, only excusable inasmuch as the custom (a
subjectiw necessityj of perceiving certain things, or their attributes as often associated in existence along with or in successiou
to one another, is insensibly taken for a n objective necessity of
supposing such a coniiexion in the objects themselves, and thus
the notion of a cause has been acquired surreptitiously and not
legitimately ; nay, it can never be so acquired or authenticated,
since it demands a connexion in itself vain, chimerical, and
untenable in presence of reason, and t o which no object can
ever correspond. I n this way was empirici'.sjlz first introduced as
the sole source of principles, as far as all knowledge of the esistence of things is concerned (mathematics therefore remaining
excepted) ; aud with empiricism the most thorough scepticism,
even with regard to the whole science of nature (as philosophy).
For on such principles we can never conclude from given atiributes of things as existing t o a consequence (for this would
require the ~iotionof cause, which involves the necessity of such
a connesion) ; we can only, guided by imagination, expect
similar cases-an expectation which is never certain, however
often it has been fulfilled. Of no event could we say : a certain
thing eiizisf have preceded it (itx), on which it ~ieCessuriIy followed ; that is, it must have a cause ; and therefore, however
frequent the cases we have known in which there was such a n
antecedent, so that a rule could be derived from them, yet we
never could suppose it as always and necessarily so happening ;
we should, therefore, be obliged to leave its share t o blind
chance, with which all use of reason comes t o an eud ; and this
firmly establishes scepticism in reference t o arguments ascendiug from effects to causes, and makes it impregnable.
its
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Mathematics escaped well, so far, because Hume thought
that its propositions were analytical ; that is, proceeded from
one property to another, by virtue of identity, and consequently
according t o the principle of contradiction. This, however, i5
n o t the case, since, on the contrary, they are synthetical ; and
although geometry, for example, has not to do with the existence of things, but only with their a priori properties in a
possible intuition, yet it proceeds just as in the case of the
causal notion, from one property (A) to another wholly distinct
(B), as necessarily connected with the former. Nevertheless,
mathematical science, EO highly vaunted for its apodictic certainty, must at last fall under this eiiyiricism for the same
reason for which H u m put custom in the place of objective
necessity in the notion of cause, and in spite of all its pride
must consent t o lower its bold pretension of claiming assent
dpriori, and depend for assent t o the universality of its propositions on the kiudness of observers, who, when called as
witnesses, would surely not hesitate to admit that what the
geometer propounds as a theorem they have always perceived
to be the fact, and, consequently, although it be not necessarily
true, yet they would permit us to expect it to be true in the
future. In this manner & m e ’ s empiricism leads inevitably to
scepticism, even with regard (170) to mathematics, and consequently in every scieutific theoretical use of reason (for this
belongs either to philosophy or mathematics). Whether with
such a terrible overthrow of the chief branches of knowledge
common reason will escape better, and will not rather become
irrecoverably involved in this destruction of all knowledge, so
that from the same principles a umiwsal scepticism should
follow (affecting, indeed, only the learned), this I will leave
everyone to judge for himself.
As regards my own labours in the critical examination of
pure reason, which were occasioned by Eunae’s sceptical teaching, but went much farther, and embraced the whole field of
pure theoretical reason i n its synthetic use, and, consequently,
the field of what is called metaphysics in general ; I prooeeded
in the following manner with respect to the doubts raised by
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the Scottish philosopher touching the notion of causality. If
Eume took the objects of experience for thiiiqs in thenasekes (as
is almost always done), he was quite right in declaring the
iiotion of cause to be a deception and false illusion; for as
to things in themselves, and their attributes as such, it is impossible to see why because A is given, B, which is different,
must necessarily be also given, and therefore he could by no
means admit such an a priori knowledge of things in themselves. Still less could this acute writer allow an empirical
origin of this concept, since this is directly contradictory t o
the necessity of connexion which constitutes the essence of the
notion of causality; hence the notion was proscribed, and in
its place was put custom in the observation of the course of
perceptions.
I t resulted, however, from my inquiries, that the objects
with which we have to do in experience (171) are by no
means things in themselves, but merely phenomena ; and that
although in the case of things in themselves it is impossible
to see how, if A is supposed, it sliould be contradictory that
B, which is quite different from A, ehould not also be supposed
(i. e. to see the necessity of the connexion between A as cause
and B as effect); yet it can very well be conceived that, as
phenomena, they may be necessarily connected in one experieme
in a certain way (q.
with regard to time-relations) ; so that
they could not be separated without contradicting that connesion, by means of which this experience is possible in which
they are objects, and in which alone they are cognisable by us.
And so it was found to be in fact ; so that I was able not only
to prove the objective reality of the concept of cause in regard
to objects of experience, but also to deduce it as an d priori
concept by reason of the necessity of the connesion it implied ;
that is, t o show the possibility of its origin from pure understanding without any empirical sources ; and thus, after removing the source of empiricism, I was able also t o overtlirow the
inevitable consequence of this, namely, scepticism, first with
regard to physical science, and then with regard to mathematics (in which empiricism has just the aame grounds), both
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being sciences which have reference t o objects of possible
experience ; herewith overthrowing the thorough doubt of
whatever theoretic reason prolesses to discern.
But how is it with the application of this category of causality (and all the others; for without them there can be no
knowledge of anything existing) to things which are not objects of possible experience, but lie beyond its bounds ? For
I was able to deduce the objective reality of these concepts only
with regard to objects of possilile expericiicc (172). But even this
very fact, that I have saved them, only in case I have proved
that objects may by means of them be thought, though not
determined ri prioi~'; this it is that gives them a place in the
pure understanding, by which they are referred to objects in
general (sensible or not sensible). If anytliing is still wauting,
i t is that which is the condition of the npplicatioi, of these categories, and especially that of causality, to objects, namely,
intuition; for where this is not given, the application with (I
rieiu to theoi-etic filz0~leit'p of the object, as a noumenon, is impossible; and therefore if anyone ventures on it, is (as in the
critique of the pure rea~on)absolutely forbidden. Still, the
objective reality of the concept (of causality) remains, and it
can be used even of noumena, but without our being able in
the least to define the concept theoretically so as to produce
knowledge. For that this concept, even in reference to an
object, contains nothing impossible, was shown by this, that
even while applied to objects of sense, its seat was certainly
fixed in the pure understanding ; and although, when referred
to things in themselves (which cannot be objects of experience),
i t is not capable of being determined so as to represent B defiiiite
otykt for tlie purpose of theoretic knowledge ; yet for any other
purpose (for instancc a practical) it might be capable of being
determined so as to have such application. This could not be
the case if, as Hwne maintained, this concept of causality contained something absolutely impossible to be thought.
I n order nom to discover this condition of the application
of the said concept to noumena, we need only recall why we
are not content with its application to objects of esperience, but
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desire also to apply it to things in themselvetx It will appear,
then, that it is not a theoretic but a practical purpose (173)
that makes this a necessity. I n speculation, even if we were
successful in it, we should not really gain anything in the
knowledge of nature, or generally with regard to such objects
as are given, but we should make a wide step from the sensibly
conditioned (in which we have already enough to do t o maintain ourselves, and t o follow carefully the chain of causes) to
the supersensible, in order to complete our knowledge of principles and to fix its limits : whereas there always remains an
infinite chasm unfilled between those limits and what we know :
and we should have hearkened to a vain curiosityrather than a
solid desire of knowledge.
But, besides the relation in which the tnzdersfawdiiag stands
to objects (in theoretical knowledge), it has also a relation to
the faculty of desire, which is therefore called the mill, and the
pure will, inasmuch as pure understandmg (in this case called
reason) is practical through the mere conception of a law. The
objective reality of a pure will, or, what is the same thing, of a
pure practical reason, is given in the moral law d priovi, as it
were, by a fact, for so me may name a determination of the will
which is inevitable, although it does not rest on empirical principles. Nom, in the notion of a will the notion of causality is
already contained, and hence the notion of a pure mill contains
that of a causality accompanied with freedom, that is, one which
is not determinable by physical laws, and consequently is not
capable of any empirical intuition in proof of its reality, but,
nevertheless, completely justifies its objective reality d priori in
the pure practical law ; not, indeed (as is easily seen) for the
purposes of the theoretical, but of the practical use of reason.
Nom the notion of a being that has free mill is the notion of a
efliisa ~ o z m e ~ i and
o ~ , that this notion involves no contradiction
(171) we are already assured by the fact-that
inasmuch as the
coiicept of cause has arisen wholly from pure understanding,
and has its objective reality assured by the Deduction, as it is
moreover in in its origin independent on any sensible conditions,
it is, therefore, not restricted to phenomena (unless me wanted
L
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to make a definite theoretic use of it), but can be applied
equally to things that are objects of the pure understanding.
But, since this application cannot rest on any intuition (for
intuition can only be sensible), therefore, causa iiounmzo~z, as
regards the theoretic use of reason, although a possible and
thinkable, is yet an empty notion. Now, I do not desire by
means of this to tiaderstaid theoreticall?/ the nature of a being,
i i ~so ,fur a6 it has a pzim will; it is enough for me to have
thereby designated it as such, and hence t o combine the notion
of causality with that of freedom (and what is inseparable from
it, the moral law, as ite determining principle). Now this right
I certainly have by virtue of the pure, not-empirical, origin of
the notion of cause, since I do not consider myself entitled t o
make any use of it except in reference to the moral law which
determines its reality, that is, only a practical use.
If, with Hime, I had denied to the notion of causality all
objective reality in its [theoretic'] use, not merely with regard
to thingsin themselves the (supersensible), but also with regard
to the objects of the senses, it would have lost all significance,
and being a theoretically impossible notion would have been
declared to be quite useless ; and since what is nothing cannot
be made any use of, the practical use of a concept theoretically
iadl would have been absurd. But, as it is, the concept of
a causality free from empirical conditions, although empty
(i.c. without any appropriate intuition), is yet theoretically
possible (1$5), and refers to an indeterminate object, but in
compensation significance is given to it in the moral lam, and
consequently in a practical sense. I have, indeed, no intuition
which should determine its objective theoretic reality, but not
the less it has a real application, which is exhibited in colaweto
in intentions or maxims; that is, it has a practical reality
which can be specified, and this is 6Ufhient to justify it even
with a view to noumena.
Now, this objective reality of a pure concept of the understanding in the sphere of the supersensible, once brought in
[The original has

"

practical; " clearly an error.]
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gives a n objective reality also to all the other categories,
although only so far as they stand in iiecessary connexion with
the determining principle of the will (the moral law) ; a reality
only of practical application, which has not the least effect i n
enlarging our theoretical knowledge of these objects, or the
discernment of their nature by pure reason. So we shall h d
also in the sequel that these categories refer only to beings as
iizteZZiqeiaces, and in them only to the relation of reason to the
will; consequently, always only to the pi.acticn2, and beyond
this cannot pretend to any knowledge of these beings; and
whatever other properties belonging to the theoretical representation of supersensible things may be brought into connexion with these categories, this is not to be reckoned as
knowledge, but only as a right (in a practical point of view,
bowever, it is a necessity) to admit and assume such beings,
even in the case where we [conceive'] supersensible beings
(e.g. God) according to analogy, that is, a purely rational
relation, of which we make a practical use with reference to
what is sensible ; and thus the application to the supersensible
solely in a practical point of view does not give pure theoretic
reason the least encouragement to run riot into the transcendent.
[The rerb, indispensable to the sense, is absent from the original text.]
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C H A P T E R 11.

OF THE CONCEPT O F AN OBJECT O F PURE PRACTICAL

REASON.

BYa concept of the practical reason I understand the idea of
an object as an effect possible to be produced through freedom.

To be an object of practical knowledge, as such, signifies,
therefore, only the relation of the will to the action by which
the object or its opposite would be realized; and to decide
whether something is an object of piwe practical reason or not,
is only to discern the possibility or impossibility of zciZZiiig the
action by which, if we had the required power (about which
experience must decide), a certain object would be realized. If
the object be taken as the determining principle of our desire,
it must first be known whether it is physicall!/ possible by the
free use of our powers, before we decide whether it is an object
of practical reason or not. On the other hand, if the law can
be considered ci priori as the determining principle of the
action, and the latter therefore as determined by pure practical
reason; the judgment, whether a thing (in) is an object of
pure practical reason or not does not depend a t all on the
comparison with our physical power; and the question is only
whether we should zoiZZ an action that is directed to the existence of an object, if the object were in our power ; hence the
previous question is only as to the m o m l possibility of the
action, for in this case it is not the object, but the lam of the
will, that is the determining principle of the action. The only
objects of practical reason are therefore those of good and evil.
For by the former is meant an object necessarily desired
according t o a principle of reason ; 'by the latter one necessmily
shunned, also according t o a principle of reason.
If the notion of good is not to be derived from an ante-
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cedent practical law, but, on the contrary, is to serve as its
foundation, it can only be the notion of something whose existence promises pleasure, and thus determines the causality of
the subject t o produce it, that is to say, determines the faculty
of desire. Now, since it is impossible to discern d p r i o ~ what
i
idea will be accompanied with pleasure, and what with paiiz, it
will depend on experience alone to find out what is primarily’
good or evil. The property of the subject, with reference t o
which alone this experiment can be made, is the feelizg of
pleasure and pain, a receptivity belonging to the internal sense ;
thus that only mould be primarily good with which the sensation of pleasure is immediately connected, and that simply evil
which immediately excites paiii. Since, however, this is opposed
even to the usage of language, which distinguishes the pleasad
from the yood, the uqdeasant from the ecil, and requires that
good and evil shall always be judged by reason, and, therefore,
by concepts which cau be communicated to everyone, and not
by mere sensation, which is limited to individual subjects* and
their susceptibility (176) ; and, since nevertheless, pleasure or
pain cannot be connected with any idea of an object ayrioi*i,
the philosopher who thought himself obliged to make a feeling
of pleasure the foundation of his practical judgments mould
call that good which is a nieaizs t o the pleasant, and ecil, what is
a cause of unpleasantness and pain ; for the judgment on the
relation of means to ends certainly belongs to reason. But,
although reason is alone capable of discerning the connexion of
means with their ends (so that the will might even be defined
as the faculty of ends, since these are always determining
principles of the desires), yet the practical maxims which would
follow from the aforesaid principle of the good being merely a
means, would never contain as the object of the mill auything
good in itself, but only something good L f o i *sonzefhi)lg ; the good
would always be merely the useful, and that for which it iS
- .- -~

[Or “immediately,” i. e. without reference to n q ulterior result.]
[The original has “objects” [objecte], which makes no sense. I have
therefore ventured t o correct it.]
2
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useful must always lie outside the will, in sensation. Now if
this as a pleasant sensation were to be distinguished from the
notion of good, then there would be nothing primarily good a t
all, but the good would have to be sought only in the means to
something else, namely, some pleasantness.
It is an old formula of the schools : Nihil uppetinzus i i i s i sub
yatiowe boni; Nihil avei’sanazci- iiisi sub mtiowe imZi, and it is used
often correctly, but often also in a manner injurious to philosophy, because the expressions boiri and m a l i are ambiguous,
owing to the poverty of language, in consequence of which
they admit a double sense, and, therefore, inevitably bring the
practical laws into ambiguity ; and philosophy, which in employing them becomes aware of the different meanings in the
same word, but can find no special expressions for them, is
driven to subtile distinctions about which there is subsequently
no unanimity, because the distinction (in)could not be directly
marked by any suitable expression.’
The German language has the good fortune to possess expressions which do not allow this difference to be overlooked.
It possesses two very distinct concepts, and especially distinct
expressions, for that which the Latins express by a single word,
bonzina. For 6otztima it has “das Gute ” [good], and “ das
Wohl ” [well, weal], for nznlim “ das Bose” [evil], and “ das
Ubel” [ill, bad], or (‘das Weh ” [woe]. So that we express
two quite distinct judgments when we consider in an action the
good and evil of it, or our uw6 and woe (ill). Hence it already
fOllOw6 that the above quoted psychological proposition is at
least very doubtful if it is translated ; we desire nothing
except with a view to our weal or u o e ” ; on the other hand, if
‘(

’Besides this, the expression sub i ~ i t i o i z eboni is also ambiguous. For
it may mean: We represent something to ourselves as good, when and
because we rlesire (will) it ; or, we desire something because we represent it
t o ourselves a6 good, so that either the desire determines the notion of the
object as a good, or the notion of good determines the desire (the will) ; so
that in the h s t ease sub ratione bani would mean we mill something u ~ Z e 1 .
the &?ea of the good; in the second,
eonsequeiice of this idea, which, as
determining the volition, must precede it.
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we render it thus: “under the direction of reason we desire
nothing except so far as we esteem it good or evil,” it is
indubitably certain, and at the same time quite clearly expressed.’
Well or ill always implies only a reference to our condition,
as pleasant or unpleasawt, as oue of pleasure or pain, and if we
desire or avoid an object on this account, it is only so far as it is
referred to our sensibility and to the feeling of pleasure or pain
that it produces. But good or ecil always implies a reference t o
the will, as determined by the lam qfr-eason to make something
its object (180) ; for it isnever determined directly by the object
and the idea of it, but is a faculty of taking a rule of reason
for the motive of an action (by which an object may be
realized). Good and evil therefore are properly referred to
actions, not to the sensations of the person, and if anything is
to be good or evil absolutely (i.e. in every respect and without
any further condition), or is to be so esteemed, it can only be
the manner of acting, the maxim of the will, and consequently
the actingperson himself as a good or evil man that can be so
called, and not a thing.
However, then, men may laugh at the Stoic, who in the
severest paroxysms of gout cried out : Pain, however thou tormentest me, I will never admit that thou art an evil (ror;o’v,
malum) : he was right. A bad thiug it certaiuly was, and his
cry betrayed that ; but that any evil attached to him thereby,
this he had no reason whatever to admit, for pain did not in
the least diminish the worth of his person, but only that of his
condition. If he had been conscious of a single lie it would
1 [The Euglish language marks the distinction in question, though not
perfectl?. ‘‘ Evil” is not, absolutely restricted to m o r d e d ; we speak also
of physical evils, but certainly when not so qualified it applies usually (3s
an adjective, perhaps exclusirelJ-) to moral evil. “ Bad” is more general,
but when used with a word connoting moral qualities, it expresses moral
evil; for example, a “bad man,” a “ b a d scholar.” These words are
etymologically the same as the German “ u b e l ” and “ bose” respectively.
‘ I Good ” is ambiguous, being opposed t o ‘‘ bad,” as well as t o I ‘ evil,” but
the corresponding German word is equally ambiguous.]

152

THE ANALYTIC OF

b11

have lowered his pride, but pain served only to raise it, when
he was conscious that he had not deserved i t by any unrighteous action by which he had rendered himself worthy of
punishment.
What we call good must be an object of desire in the judgment of every rational man, and evil an object of aversion in
the eyes of everyone; therefore, in addition to sense, this
judgment requires reason. 80 it is with truthfulness, as opposed to lying; so with justice, as opposed to violence, &c.
But we may call a thing a bad [or ill] thing, which yet everyone must at the same time acknowledge to be good, sometimes
directly, sometimes indirectly ( 1 8 1 ) . The man who submits to
a surgical operation feels it no doubt as a bad [ill] thing, but
by their reason he and everyone acknowledge it to be good.
I f a man who delights in annoying and vexing peaceable
people at last receives a right good beating, this is no doubt a
bad [ill] thing, but everyone approves it and regards it as a
good thing, even though nothing else resulted from it ; nay,
even the man who receives it must i n his reason acknowledge
that he has met justice, because he sees the proportion between
good conduct and good fortune, which reason inevitably places
before him, here put into practice.
No doubt our weal and woe are of ceiy great importance in
the estimation of our practical reason, and as far as our nature
as sensible beings is concerned, our knppiiiess is the only thing
of coiisepeizce, provided it is estimated as reason especially requires, not by the transitory sensation, but by the influencs
that this has on our whole existence, and on our satisfaction
therewith ; but it is not absolutely the oiiZy thiiig of consequence.
Man is a being who, as belonging to the world of sense, has
wants, and SO far his reason has an office which it cannot refme, namely, to attend t o the interest of his sensible nature,
and to form practical maxims, even with a view to the happiness of this life, and i f possible even to that of a. future. But
he is not so completely an animal a i to be indifferent to what
reason says on its own account, and t o use it merely as an
instrument for the satisfaction of his wants as a sensible being.
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F o r the possession of reason would not raise his worth above
that of the brutes, if it is to 6erve him only for the same purpose that instinct serves in them ; it would in that case be only
a particular method which nature had employed to equip man
for the same ends [iez) for which it has qualified brutes, without
qualifying him for any higher purpose. No doubt once this
arrangement of nature has been made for himhe requires reason
in order to take into consideration his weal and woe, but besides
this he possesses it for a higher purpose also, namely, not only
to take into consideration what is good or evil in itself, about
which only pure reason, uninfhenced by any sensible interest,
can judge, but also to distinguish this estimate thoroughly from
the former, and to make it the supreme condition thereof.
In estimating what is good or evil in itself, as distinguished
from what can be so called only relatively, the following points
are to be considered. Either a rational principle is already
conceived as of itself the determining principle of the mill,
without regard to possible objects of desire (and therefore by
tho mere legislative form of the m a s h ) , and in that case
that principle is a practical d priori law, and pure reason is
supposed to be practical of itself. The lam i n that case determines the will directly ; the action conformed to it is good iri
its@; a mill whose maxim always conforms to this law is good
absolutely i l l ecery yes@,
and is the siipreine coiidifioon qf allgood.
Or the maxim of the will is coilsequent on a determining principle of desire which presupposes an object of pleasure or pain,
something therefore that pZeuses or displeases, and the maxim of
reason that we should pursue the former and avoid the latter
determines our actions as good relatively to our inclination,
that is, good indirectly (i. e. relatively t o a different end to
which they are means), and in t,hat case these maxims can
never be called laws, but may be called rational practical precepts. The end itself, the pleasure that we seek, isin the latter
case not a good but a uc&re; not a concept of reason (153), but
an empirical concept of an object of sensation ; but the use of
the means thereto, that is, the action, is nevertheless called
good (because rational deliberation is required for it), not hom-

154

THIC ANALYTIC OF

~1841

ever good absolutely, but only relatively to our sensuous nature,
with regard to its feelings of pleasure and displeasure; but the
will whose maxim is affected thereby is not a pure will; this
is directed only to that in which pure reason by itself can be
practical.
This is the proper place to explain the paradox of method
in a critique of Practical Reason, namely, that the conceyt ?f
good and ecil m i s t ?lot be dctermirrcd h $ m the molnr! lniv (of uhich
it seenzs as f i t must be the sfoicirdation),but only qfter it and b.y
nieaiis of it. I n fact even if we did not know that the principle
of morality is a pure a p ~ i o r law
i
determining the will, yet,
that we may not assume principles quite gratuitously, we must,
at least at fist, leave it zrizdeciced, whether the will has merely
empirical principles of determination, or whether it has not also
pure ci p i o r i principles ; for it is contrary to all rules of philosophical method to assume as decided that which is the very
point in question. Supposing that me wished to begin with the
concept of good, in order to deduce from it the laws of the mill,
then this concept of an object (as a good) mould at the same
time assign to us this object as the sole determining principle
of the mill. Now, since this concept had not any practical a
priori lam for its standard, the criterion of good or evil could
not be placed in anything but the agreement of the object with
our feeling of pleasure or pain; and the use of reason could
oiily consist in determining in the first place this pleasure or
pain in connexion with all the sensations of my existence, and
in the second place the means of securing to myself the object
of the pleasure (164). Now, as experience alone can decide what
conforms to the feeling of' pleasure, and by hypothesis the practical law is to be based on this as a condition, it follows that
the possibility of c i y i o ~ practical
i
laws would be a t once escluded, because it was imagined t o be necessary first of all to
find an object the concept of which, as a good, should constitute
the universal though empirical prinqiple of determination of the
will. B u t what it was necessary t o inquire first of all WBS
whether there is not an d priori determining principle of tbe
will (and this could never be found anywhere but in a pure
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practical law, in so far as this law prescribes to maxims merely
their form without regard to an object). Since, however, we
laid the foundation of all practical law in an object determined
by our conceptions of good and evil, whereas without a previous
law that object could only be conceived by empirical concepts,
we have deprived ourselves beforehand of the possibility of even
conceiving a pure practical law. On the other hand, if we had
first investigated the latter analytically, we should have found
that it is not the concept of good as an object that determines
the moral law, and makes it possible, but that, on the contrary,
it is the moral law that &st determines the concept of good,
and makes it possible, so far as it deserves the name of good
absolutely.
This remark, which only concerns the method of ultimate
Ethical inquiries, is of importance. It explains at once the
occasion of all the mistakes of philosophers with respect to the
supreme principle of morals. For they sought for an object of
the will which they could make the matter and principle of a
law (which consequently could not determine the will directly
but by means of that object referred to the feeling of pleasure
O r pain (185) ; whereas they ought first to have searched for a
law that would determine the will aprioi-i and directly, and
afterwards determine the object in accordance with the will).
Now, whether they placed this object of pleasure, which was
to supply the supreme conception of goodness, in happiness, in
perfection, in moral [feeling’], or in the mill of God, their
principle in every case implied heteronomy, and they must
inevitably come upon empirical conditions of a moral lam, since
their object, which was to be the immediate principle of the
will, could not be called good or bad except in its immediate
relation to feeling, which is always empirical. It is only a
formal law-that is, one which prescribes to reason nothing
more than the form of its universal legislation as the supreme
condition of its maxims-that can be Li priori a determining

“

1 [Rosenkranz’ text has ‘I l a J - c e r t a i n I y
C3efiiI.d ”) ; Hartenstein corrects it.]

an error (.‘ Gesetz ” for

156

THE ANALYTIC OF

r

1861

principle of practical reason. The ancients avowed this error
without concealment by directing all their moral inquiries t o
the determination of the notion of the summuni boiium, which
they intended afterwards to make the determining principle of
the will in the moral law ; whereas it is only far later, when
the moral law has been first establislied for itself, aud shown
to be the direct determining principle of the will, that this
object can be presented to the will, whose form is now determined hpriori; and this we shall undertake in the Dialectic
of the pure practical reason. The moderns, with whom the
question of the stcm?~mmboiiun~has gone out of fashion, or a t
least seems to have become a secondary matter, hide the same
error under vague expressions (as in many other cases). It
shows itself, nevertheless, in their systems, as it always produces heteronomy of practical reason ; and from this can never
be derived a moral law giving universal commands.
(186) Now, since the notions of good and evil, as consequences of the ri 1 ~ 1 i 0 rdetermination
i
of the will, imply also
a pure practical principle, and therefore a causality of pure
reason ; hence they do not originally refer to objects (so as to
be, for instance, special modes of the synthetic unity of the
manifold of given intuitions in one consciousness’) like the
pure concepts of the understanding or categories of reason in
its theoretic employment ; on the contrary, they presuppose
that objects are given; but they are all modes (modi) of a
single category, namely, that of causality, the determining
principle of which consists in the rational conception of a law,
which as a law of freedom reason gives to itself, thereby li
priori proving itself practical. However, as the actions O H fhe
one side come under a law which is not a physical law, but
a law of freedom, and consequently belong to the conduct of
beings in the world of intelligence, yet on the other side as
events in the world of sense they belong to phenomena ; hence
the determinations of a practical rgason are only possible in
[For the meaning of this expression, see the Critique of Pure Reason,
trans. by Meiklejohn, p. 52.1
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reference to the latter, and therefore in accordance with the
categories of the understanding ; not indeed with a view t o any
theoretic employment of it, i. e. sc) as to bring the manifold of
(sensible) iiztuitiolz under one consciousness d p i o r i ; but only
t o subject the manifold of desires t o the unity of consciousness
of a practical reason, giving it commands in the moral lam, i. e.
to a pure will ripriovi.
These categories of freedona-for so we choose to call them in
contrast to those theoretic categories which are categories of
physical nature-have
an obvious advantage over the latter,
inasmiich as the latter are only forms of thought which designate objects i n an indefinite manner by means of universal
concepts for every possible intuition ; the former, on the contrary, refer to the determination of afiaee eZecti,ce tcill (to which
indeed no exactly corresponding intuition can be assigned (iu),
but which has as its foundation a pure practical ripriori law,
which is not the case with any concepts belonging to the theoretic use of our cognitive faculties) ; hence, instead of the form
of intuition (space and time), which does not lie in reason itself,
but has to be drawn from another source, namely, the sensibility, these being elementary practical concepts have as their
foundation the f orm of a,p w e will, which is given in reason, and
therefore in the thinking faculty itself. From this it happens
that as all precepts of pure practical reason have to do only
with the detemiiintion of the will, not with the physical conditions (of practical ability) of the execzifioih qf OIIP’S p i p o s e , the
practical ri priori principles in relation t o the supreme principle
of freedom are at once cognitions, and have not t o wait for
intuitions in order to acquire significance, and that for this
remarkable reason, because they themselves produce the reality
of that to which they refer (the intention of the will), which
is not the case with theoretical concepts. Only we must be
careful to observe that these categories only apply t o the practical reason ; and thus they proceed in order from those which
are as yet subject t o sensible conditions and morally indeterminate to those which are free from sensible conditions, and
determined merely by the moral law.
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(188)

[ias-i89]

THE AXA1,YTIC OF

Table of the Categories of Freedoin relatively to tJLe
Notions of Good and Evil.
I .-QUANTITY.

Subjective, according to maxims (2iracticriZ opinions of the individual).
Objective, according to principles (precepts).
2 priori both objective and subjectire principles of freedom ( l a w s ) .
11.-QUALITP.

.

Practical rules of action (pracepticre)
Practical rules of omission ( p r o h i b i f i m ) .
Practical rules of czceptiom (esceptica).

0

111.-RELATION.
To personality.
To the coiadition of the person.
Reciprocal, of one person t o the condition of the others.

IFT.-XODALIT Y.
The peiwiitted and the forbiddeii.
Duty and the coiitraiy to duly.
Perfect and imperfect duty.
(189)

It mill at once be observed that in this table freedom

is considered as a sort of causality not subject to empirical principles of determination, in regard to actions possible by it, which
are phenomena in the world of sense, and that consequently it
is referred to the categories which concern its physical possibility,
whilst yet each category is taken so universally that the determining principle of that causality can be placed outside the
world of sense in freedom as a property of a being in the world
of intelligence ; and finally the categories of modality introduce
the transition from practical principles generally to those of
morality, but only pro6lenmtically. These can be established
dogmatically only by the moral law.
I add nothing further here in explanation of the present
table, since it is intelligible enough ?f itself. A division of this
kind based on principles is very useful in any science, both for
the sake of thoroughness and intelligibility. Thus, for instance,
we know from the preceding table and its first number what we
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must begin from in practical inquiries, namely, from the
maxims which everyone founds on his own inclinations ; the
precepts which hold for a species of rational beings so far as
they agree in certain inclinations ; and finally the lam which
holds for all without regard to their inclinations, &c. I n this
may we survey the whole plan of what has to be done, every
question of practical philosophy that has to be answered, and
also the order that is to be followed.
Of the Typic qf the P i w c Practical Jicdguieiit.

It is the notions of good and evil that first determine an
object of the will. They themselves, however, (NO) are subject
to a practical rule of reason, which if it is pirre reason, determines the will d priori relatively to its object. Now, whether
an action which is possible to us in the world of sense, comes
under the rule or not, is a question to be decided by the practical Judgment, by which what is said in the rule uuirersally
(iri ahstrncto) is applied t o a n action z ) ~coacrefo. B u t since a
practical rule of pure reason iri the first plme as yrncticd concerns the existence of an object, and i n fhe secoidylace as a
practical rule of pure reason, implies necessity as regards the
existence of the action, and therefore is a practical law, not a
physical law depending on empirical principles of determination,
but a law of freedom by which the mill is to be determined
independently on anything empirical (merely by the conception
of a law and its form), whereas all instances that can occur of
possible actions can only be empirical, that is, belong to the
experience of physical nature ; hence, it seems absurd to expect
to find in the world of sense a case which, while as such it
depends only on the law of nature, yet admits of the application
to it of a law of freedom, and to which we can apply the supersensible idea of the morally good which is to be exhibited in it
ill coitrrcto. Thus, the Judgment of the pure practical reason is
subject to the same difficulties as that of the pure theoretical
reason. The latter, however, had means a t hand of escaping
from these difficulties, because, in regard to the theoretical
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employment, intuitions were required to which pure concepts
of the understanding could be applied, and such intuitions
(though only of objects of the senses) can be given a priori,
and therefore, as far as regards the union of the manifold in
them, conforming to the pure d priori concepts of the understanding as schemata. On the other hand, the morally good is
something whose object is supersensible ; for which, therefore,
nothing corresponding can be found in any sensible intuition (191).
Judgment depending on laws of pure practical reason seems,
therefore, to be subject t o special difficulties arising from
this, that a law of freedom is to be applied to actions, which
are events taking place in the world of sense, and which, so
far, belong to physical nature.
But here again is opened a favourable prospect for the pure
practical Judgment. When I subsume under a pure prnctical
Zazv an action possible t o me in the world of sense, I am not
concerned with the possibility of the actioii as an event in the
world of sense. This is a matter that belongs to the decision
of reason in its theoretic use according to the law of causality,
which is a pure concept of the understanding, for which reason
has a scherizn in the sensible intuition. Physical causulity, or
the condition under which it takes place, belongs t o the physical concepts, the schema, of which is sketched by transcendental
imagination. Here, however, we have to do, not with the
schema of a case that occurs according to lams, but with the
schema of a law itself (if the word is allowable here), since
the fact that the m J l (not the action relathely to its effect) is
determined by the law alone without any other principle, connects the notion of causality with quite different conditions
from those which constitute physical connexion.
The physical law being a law to whichithe objects of sensible intuition, as such, are subject, must have a schema corresponding to it-that is, a general procedure of the imagination
(by which it exhibits 6 priori to the sen~esthe pure concept of
the understanding which the law determines). But the law of
freedom (that is, of a causality not subject to sensible conditions), and consequently the concept of the unconditionally
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good, cannot have any intuition, nor consequently any schema
supplied to it for the purpose of its application in colicreto.
Consequently the moral law has no faculty (192) but the understanding to aid its application to physical objects (not the
imagination) ; and the understanding for the purposes of the
Judgment can provide for an idea of the reason, not a schema
of the sensibility, but a law, though only as to its form as law ;
such a law, however, as can be exhibited i?i concreto in objects
of the senses, aud therefore a law of nature. We can therefore
call this law the Type of the moral law.
The rule of the Judgment according to laws of pure practical reason is this: ask yourself whether, if the action you
propose were to take place by a law of the system of nature of
which you were yourself a part, you could regard it as possible
by your own will. Everyone does, in fact, decide by this rule
whether actions are morally good or evil. Thus, people say:
If e,veryoiie permitted himself t o deceive, when he thought it to
his advantage ; or thought himself justified in shortening his
life as soon as he was thoroughly weary of it ; or looked with
perfect indifference on the necessity of others; and if you
belonged to such an order of things, would you do so with
the assent of your own will ? Now everyone knows well that
if he secretly allows himself to deceive, it does not follow that
everyone else does so ; or if, unobserved, he is destitute of compassion, others would not necessarily be so to him; hence, this
comparison of the maxim of his actions with a universal law of
nature is not the determining principle of his will. Such a law
is, nevertheless, a type of the estimation of the maxim on moral
principles. If the maxim of the action is uot such as to stand
tlie test of the form of a universal law of nature, then it is
morally impossible. This is the judgment even of common
sense ; for its ordinary judgments, even those of esperience,
are always based on the law of nature. It has it therefore
almays a t hand, only that in cases (193) where causality from
f,,eedoin is to be criticised, it makes that Zuiv of ?latiwe only the
type of a Zau- of ji*eedona, because without somethng which it
could use as an example in a case of esperience, it could not
M
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give the law of a pure practical reason its proper use in
practice.
It is therefore allowable to use the system qf the world qf
seiise as the type of a super.sensi6Ze system of tliings, provided I
do not transfer to the latter the intuitions, and what depends
on them, but merely apply to it the f o r m of 1mo in general (the
notion of which occurs even in the [commonestll use of reason,
but cannot be definitely known d priori for any other purpose
than the pure practical use of reasor€); for lams, as such, are
so far identical, no matter from what they derive their determining principles.
Further, since of all the supersensible absolutely nothing
[is known] except freedom (through the moral law), and this
only so far as it is inseparably implied in that law, and moreover all supersensible objects to which reason might lead ILS,
following the guidance of that law, have still no reality for us,
except for the purpose of that law, and for the use of mere
practical reason ; and as Reason is authorized and even coinpelled to use physical nature (in its pure form as an object
of the understanding) as the type of the Judgment; hence,
the present remark will serve to guard agaiust reckoning
amongst concepts themselves that which belongs only to the
typic of concepts. This, namely, as a typic of the Judgmeiit,
guards against the en2piricis7iz of practical reason, which fouuds
the practical notions of good and evil merely on experienced
consequences (so called happiness). No doubt happiness and
the infinite advantages which would result from a will determined by self-love, if this will a t the same time erected itself
into a universal law of nature (m),may certainly Berve as a
perfectly suitable type for the morally Good, but it is not identical with it. The same typic guards also against the mysticism
of practical reason, which turns what served only as a symbol
into a schenm, that is, proposes to provide for the moral concepts
actual intuitions, which, however, are not sensible (intuitions of
an invisible Eingdom of God), and thus plunges iuto the tran~[I
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scendent. What is befitting the use of the moral concepts is only
the ratioiialisnh of the Judgment, which takes from the sensible
system of nature only what pure reason can also conceive of
itself, that is, conformity t o law, and transfers into the supersensible nothing but what can conversely be actually exhibited
by actions in the world of sense according to the formal rule of
a law of nature. However, the caution against eiilpit+isna of
practical reason is much more important ; for’ nzystiei.sin is quite
reconcilable with the purity and sublimity of the moral law,
and, besides, it is not very natural or agreeable to common
habits of thought to strain one’s imagination t o supersensible
intuitions ; and hence the danger on this side is not so general.
Empiricism, on the contrary, cuts up at the roots the morality
of intentions (in which, and not in actions only, consists the high
worth that men can and ought to give to themselves), and substitutes for duty something quite different, namely, an empirical interest, with which the inclinations generally are secretly
leagued ; and empiricism, moreover, being on this account
allied with all the inclinations which [no matter what fashiou
they put on) degrade humanity when they are raised to the
dignity of a supreme practical principle; and as these nevertheless are so favourable to everyone’s feelings, it is for that
reason much more dangerous than mysticism, which can never
constitute a lasting condition of any great number of persons.
[’ Eead
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WHATis essential in the moral worth of actions is that the
moral law should direct/y determine the will. If the deterniination
of the will takes place in conformity indeed to the moral law,
but only by means of a feeling, no matter of what kind, which
has to be presupposed in order that the law may be sufficient t o
determine the will, and therefore not for the sake of the lam,
then the action mill possess legality but not morality. Now, if
me understaud by motive [or .sp?%zg] (elatel. aiaimi) the subjective ground of determination of the will of a being whose
Reason does not necessarily conform to the objective law, by
virtue of its own nature, then it will follow, first, that no
motives can be attributed t o the Divine will, and that the
motives of the human will (as well as that of every created
rational being) can never be anything else than the moral law,
and consequently that the objective principle of determination
must always and alone be also the subjectively sufficient determining principle of the action (i96j, if this is not merely to fulfil
the letter of the law, without containing its spirit.'
Since, then, for the purpose of giving the moral law influence
m e r the will, we must not seek for any other motives that
might enable us to dispense with the motive of the law itself,
because that would produce mere hypocrisy, without consistency; and it is even clu~rgerousto allow other motives (for
instance, that of interest) even to co-operate along with the
moral law ; hence nothing is left us but to determine carefully
We may say of every action that conforms t o the lam, but is not done
for the sake of the law, that it is morally good inthe letter, not in the spirit
(the intention).
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in what way the moral law becomes a motive, and what effect
this has upon the faculty of desire. For as to the question how
a law can be directly and of itself a determining principle of
the will (which is the essence of morality), this is, for human
reason, an insoluble problem and identical with the question :
how a free will is possible. Therefore what we have to show
ci priori is, not why the moral law in itself supplies a motive,
but what effect it, as such, produces (or, more correctly speaking,
must produce) on the mind.
The essential point in every determination of the will by
the moral law is that being a free will it is determined simply
by the moral law, not oslly without the co-operation of sensible
impulses, but even to the rejection of all such, and to the
checking of all inclinations so far as they might be opposed to
that law. So far, then, the effect of the moral law as a motive
is only negative, and this motive can be known d priori to be
such. F o r all inclination and every sensible impulse is founded
on feeling, and the negative effect (197) produced on feeling (by
the check on the inclinations) is itself feeling; consequently,
we can see d p i o r i that the moral law, as a determining principle of the will, must by thwarting all our iuclinations producen feeling which may be called pain ; and in this we have the
first, ,perhaps the only instance, in which we are able from
ci p r i o r i considerations to determine the relation of a cognition
(in this case of pure practical reason) t o the feeling of pleasure
or displeasure. All the inclinations together (which can be
reduced to a tolerable system, in which case tlieir satisfaction
is called happiness) constitute se~-~f'-).epd (solipsismzis). This is
either the self-love that consists in an excessive Lfoiidiiess for
oneself (philnzitia), or satisfaction with oneself ( a w o g n j h b ) .
The former is called particularly sevshrress ; the latter selj:
coriceit. Pure practical reason only checks selfishness, looking
011 it as natural and active in us even prior to the moral law, 60
far as to limit it to the condition of agreement with this law,
aiid then i t is called mtiona2 self-love. But self-conceit Reason
strikes dozui~ altogether, since all claims to self-esteem which
precede agreement with the moral lam are vain and unjusti-
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fiable, for the certainty of a state of mind that coincides with
this law is the first condition of personal worth (as we shall
presently show more clearly), and prior to this conformity any
pretension t o worth is false and unlawful. Now the propensity
to self-esteem is one of the inclinations which the moral law
checks, inasmuch as that esteem rests only on morality. Therefore the moral law breaks down self-conceit. But as this law
I
is something positive in itself, namely, the form of an intellectual causality, that is, of freedom, it must be an object of
respect ; for by opposing the subjective antagonism of the inclinations (198) it zreakeizs self-conceit ; and since it even breaks
dozm, that is, humiliates this conceit, it is an object of the
highest respect, and consequently is tlie foundation of a positive
feeling which is not of empirical origin, but is known ripviori.
Therefore respect for the moral law is a feeling which is produced by an intellectual cause, and this feeling is the only one
that we know quite cipi,iori, and the necessity of which we can
perceive.
I n the preceding chapter we have seen that everything that
presents itself as an object of the will prior to tlie moral law is
by that law itself, which is the supreme condition of practical
reason, excluded from the determining principles of the will
which me have called the unconditionally good ; and that the
mere practical form whicli consistti in the adaptalion of the
maxims to universal legislation first determines what is good in
it.self and absolutely, and is the basis of the maxims of a pure
will, which alone is good in every respect. However, we find
that our nature as sensible beings is such that the matter of
desire (objects of inclination, whether of hope or fear) first
presents itself to us; and our pathologically affected self,
although it ie in its maxims quite unfit for universal legislation,
yet, just as if it constituted our entire self, strives to put its
pretensions forward first, and to have them acknowledged as the
first and original. This propensity to make ourselves in the
subjective determining principles of our choice serve as the
objective determining principle of the will generally may be
called sep-love; and if this pretends to be legislative as an
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uiiconditional practical principle it may be called self-conceit.
Now the moral lam, which alone is truly objective (namely, in
every respect), entirely escludes the iufluence of self-love on
the supreme practical principle, aud indefinitely checks the selfcouceit that prescribes the subjective conditions of the former as
laws (199). Now whatever checks our self-conceit in our own
judgment humiliates ; therefore the moral law iuevitably
bumbles every man when he compares with it tlie physical
propensities of his nature. That, the idea of which as a deter? i , ~ ~ ~ i ~ i ~ zqf ~o? w. iwill
i i chumbles
~ ~ ~
us in our self-consciousness,
awakes wspecf for itself, so far as it is itself positive, and a
determining principle. Therefore the moral lam is even subjectively a cause of respect. Nom since everything that enters
into self-love belongs to inclination, and all inclination rests on
feelings, aud consequeutly whatever checks all tlir feelings
together in self-love has necessarily, by this very circiimstance,
m i influence on feeling ; hence we compreliend how it is possible to perceive d p ~ i o Athat the moral law cau produce an
effect on feeling, in tliat it excludes the inclinations and the
propensity to make them the supreme practical condition, i. e.
self-love, from all participation in the supreme legislation.
This effect is ou one side merely negdire, but on the other side,
relatively t o the restricting principle of pure practical reason, it
is posifiz'e. No special kind of feeling need be assumed for this
under the name of a practical or moral feeling as antecedent to
the moral law, aud serving as its foundation.
The negative effect on feeliug (unpleasantness) is pathological, like every influence 011 feeling, and like every feeling
generally. But as an effect of the consciousness of the moral
law, and consequently in relation to a supersensible cause,
namely, the subject of pure practical reason which is the
supreme lawgiver, this feeling of a rational being affected by
inclinations is called humiliation (intellectual self-depreciation) ;
but with reference t o tile positive source of this humiliation, the
lam, it is respect for it. There is indeed uo feeling for this
law (200) ; but inasmuch as it removes the resistance out of the
way, this removal of an obstacle is, in the judgment of reason
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esteemed equivalent to a positive help to its causality. Therefore this feeling may also be called a feeling of respect for the
moral law, and for both reasom together a mol-ak.feding.
While the moral law, therefore, is a formal determining
principle of action by practical pure reason, and is moreover a
material though only objective determining principle of the
objects of aotion as called good and evil, it is also a subjective
determining principle, that is, a motive to this action, inasmuoh
as it has influence on the morality of the subject, and produces
a feeling conducive t o the influence of the law on the will.
There is here in the subject no arifecerlent feeling tending to
morality. For this is impossible, since every feeling is sensible,
and the motive of moral intention must be free from all sensible
conditions. On the contrary, while the sensible feeling which is
a t the bottom of all our inclinations is the condition of that impression which we call respect, the cause that determines it lies
in the pure practical reason ; and this impression therefore, on
account of its origin, must be called, not a pathological, but a
practical cfect. For by the fact that the conception of the
moral law deprives self-love of its influence, and self-conceit of
its allusion, it lessens the obstacle to pure practical reason, and
produces the conception of the superiority of its objective law
t o the impulses of the sensibility ; and thus, by removiiig the
counterpoise, it gives relatively greater weight to the law in the
judgment of reason (in the case of a will affected by the aforesaid impulses). Thus the respect for the law is not a motive
to morality, but is morality itself subjectively considered as a
motive, inasmuch as pure practical reason (zoi), by rejecting all
the rival pretensions of self-love, gives authority to the law
which now alone has influence. Now it is to be observed that
as respect is an effect on feeling, and therefore ou the sensibility, of a rational being, it presupposes this sensibility, and
therefore also the finiteness of such beings on whom the moral
law imposes respect ; and t8hat reqect for the law cannot be
attributed to a supreme being, or to any being free from all
sensibility, in whom, therefore, this sensibility cannot be an
obstacle to practical reason.
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This feeling [sentiment] (which we call the moral feeling)
is therefore produced simply by reason. It does not serve forthe estimation of actions nor for the foundation of the objective
moral law itself, but merely as a motive to make this of itself a
maxim. B u t what name could we more suitably apply to this
singular feeling which cannot be compared to any pathological
feeling ? It is of such a peculiar kind that it seems to be a t the
disposal of reason only, and that pure practical reason.
Respect applies always to persons only-not t o things. The
latter may arouse inclination, and if they are animals ( e . ~ .
horses, dogs, kc.), even love or & f e w , like the sea, a volcano, a
beast of prey; but never respect. Something that comes nearer
to this feeling is nchiiztion, and this, as an affection, astonishment, can apply to things also, e. 8. lofty mountains, the magnitude, number, and distance of the heavenly bodies, the
strength and swiftness of many animals, &c. But all this is
not respect. A man also may be an object to rue of love, fear,
or admiration, even to astonishment, and yet not be an object
of respect. H i s jocose humour, his courage and strength, his
power from the rank he has amongst others (202), may inspire
me with sentiments of this kind, but still inner respect for him
is wanting. I;oiitenelle says, “ I bow before a great man, but
my mind does not bow.” I would add, before an humble
plain man, in whom I perceive uprightness of character i n a
higher degree than I am conscious of in myself, nay m i i d bors
whether I choose it or not, and though I bear my head never
SO high that he may not forget m y superior rank.
Why is
this ? Because his example exhibits t o me a lam that humbles
my self-conceit when I compare it with my conduct : a lam-,
the pncticability of obedience t o which I see proved by fact
before m y eyes. Nom, I may even be conscious of a like degree
of uprightness, and yet the respect remains. For since in mail
all good is defective, the law made visible by an example still
llumbles my pride, my standard being furnished by a man
whose imperfections, whatever they may be, are not known to
me as m y own are, and mho therefore appears to me in a more
favourable light. Xespect is a tribtrte which we canuot refuse
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to merit, whether we mill or not; we may indeed outwardly
withhold it, but we cannot help feeling it inwardly.
jl,onz beiizg a feeling of pleasure that we
Respect is so
only reluctantly give way to it as regards a man. W e try t o
find out something that may ligliten the burden of it, some
fault to compensate us for the humiliation which such an example causes. Even the dead are not always secure from this
criticism, especially if their example appears inimitable. Even
the moral law itself in its solrallz mqjesfy is exposed to this
endeavour to save oneself from yielding it respect (203). Can
it be thought tliat it is for any other reason that we are 80
ready t o reduce it to the level of our familiar inclination, or that
it is for any other reason that me all take such trouble to make it
out to be the chosen precept of our own interest wellunderstood,
hut that we want t o be free from the deterrent respect which
slioms us our own unworthiness with such severity ? Nevertheless, on tlie other hand, so Iittk is there paiii in it that if once
one has laid aside self-conceit and allowed practical influence t o
tllat respect, he can never be satisfied with contemplating the
majesty of this law, and the soul belicves itself elevated in proportion as it sees the holy law elevated above it and its frail
nature. No doubt great talents and activity proliortioned to
them may also occasion respect or an analogous feeling. It is
very proper to yield it to them, and then it appears as if this
sentiment were tlie same thing as admiration. But if we look
closer we shall observe that it is always uncertain how m w h of
the ability is due to native talent, aud how much to diligence
in cultivating it. Reason represents it to us as probably the
fruit of cultiratioii, and therefore as meritorious, and this
notably reduces our self-conceit, aiid either casts a reproach on
us or urges us to follow such au example iu the may that is suitable to us. This respect then mhicli we show to such a person
(properly speaking, t o the law that his esample eshibits) is not
mnre admiration ; and this is confirmed also by the fact, that
when the common run of admirers think they have learned
from any source the badness of such a man’s cliaracter (for
instance Voltaire’s) they give up all respect for him ; whereas

[204-206]
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the true scholar still feels it at least with regard to his
talents, because he is himself engaged in a business and a
vocation (204) wliicli make imitation of sucii a man in some
degree a law.
Respect for the moral law is therefore the only and the
undoubted moral motive, and this feeling is directed to no
object, except on the ground of this law. The moral law first
determines the will objectively and directly in the judgment of
reason ; and freedom, whose causality can be determined only
by the law, consists just in this, that it restricts all incli~iations,
aid consequently self-esteem, by the condition of obedience to
its pure law. This restriction now has an effect on feeling, and
lroduces the impression of displeasure which can be known ri
priori from the moral law. Since it is so far only a iregatiw
effect which, arising from the iufluence of pure practical reason,
checks the activity of the subject, so far as it is determined by
inclinations, and hence checks the opinion of his personal worth
(which, in the absence of agreement with the moral law, is
reduced to notliing) ; hence, the effect of this lam on feeling
is merely humiliation. W e can, therefore, perceive this dpviori,
but cannot know by it the force of the pure practical lam as a
motive, but 011ly the resistance to motives of t h o sensibility.
But since the same law is objectively, illat is, in the conception
of pure reason, a n immediate principle of deterinination of the
will, and cousequently this humiliation takes place only relatively to the purity of the law ; hence, the lowering of the pretensions of moral self-esteem, that is, liuiiiiliation on the sensible
side, is an elevation of the moral, i.e. practical, esteem for the
Iilw itself on the intellectual side ; i n Q word, it is respect for
tlie law, and therefore, as its cause is intellectual, a positive
feeliug which can be known a priori. For whatever diminishes
the obstacles to an activity, furthers this activity itself ( 2 0 5 ) .
ISow the recognition of the moral law is the consciousness of
ai1 activity of practical reason from objective principles, which
only fails to reveal its effect, in actions because subjective
(l~athological)causes hinder it. Respect for the moral law
illon must be regarded as a positive, though indirect effect of
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it on feeling, inasmuch as this respect‘ weakens the impeding
influence of inclinations by humiliating self-esteem ; and hence
also as a subjective principle of activity, that is, as a motive to
obedience to the law, and as a principle of the maxims of a life
conformable to it. From the notion of a motive arises that of
an iiiterest, which can never be attributed to any being unless
it possesses reason, and which signifies a motice of the will i n so
far as it is conceived by the reason. Since in a morally good
will tlie law itself must be the motive, the nzoraZ i d e r e s t is a
pure interest of practical reason alone, independent on sense.
On the notion of an interest is based that of a nuzxinz. This,
therefore, is morally good only in case it rests simply on the
interest taken in obedience to the law. All three notions, however, that of a vnotiue, of a n i i i t e w s f , and of a maxim, can be
applied only to finite beings. F o r they all suppose a limitation of the nature of the being, in that the subjective character
of his clioice does not of itself agree with the objective law of
a practical reason ; tliey suppose that the being requires t o be
impelled to action b y something, because an internal obstacle
opposes itself. Therefore they caniiot be applied to the Divine
will.
There is something so singular in the unbounded esteem for
the pure moral law, apart from all advantage, as it is presented
for our obedience by practical reason, the voice of which makes
even the boldest sinner tremble, and compels him to hide himself from i t (206), that we cannot wonder if we find this influence
of a mere intellectual idea on the feelings quite incomprehensible to speculative reason, and have to be satisfied with seeing
so much of this d priori, that such a feeling is inseparably connected with the conception of the moral law in every finite
rational being. If this feeling of respect were pathological,
and therefore were a feeling of pleasure based on the iiiner
seiise, it would be i n vain to try to discover a connexion of it
1 [“ Jener,” in Rosenkmnz’s text is an error.
We must read either
jene,” “this respect,” or “jenes,” “ this feeling.” Hartenstein adopts
jenes.”]
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with any idea d priori. B u t [it'] is a feeling that applies
merely to what is practical, and depends on the conception of
a law, simply as to its form, not on account of any object, and
therefore cannot be reckoned either as pleasure or pain, and yet
produces an iizterest in obedience t o the law, which we call the
moral iiderest, just as the capacity of taking such an interest i n
the law (or respect for the moral law itself) is properly the inoral
.feeling [or seiitimest].
The consciousness of a.f,.ee submission of the will to the lam,
yet combined with a n inevitable constraint put upon all inclinations, though only by our own reason, is respect for the law.
The law that demands this respect and inspires it is clearly no
other than the moral (for no other precludes all inclinations
from exercising any direct influence on the mill). An actioii
which is objectively practical according to this law, to the excliision of every determining principle of inclination, is duty, and
this by reason of that exclusion includes in its concept practical obligntioii, that is, a determination t o actions, however
ductaiatly they may be done. The feeling that arises from
the consciousness of this obligation is not pathological, as
would be a feeling produced by an object of the senses, but
practical only, that is, it is made possible by a preceding (207)
(objective) determination of the mill and a causality of the
reason. As subnission to the lam, therefore, that is, as a command (announcing constraint for the sensibly affected subject),
it contains in it no pleasure, but on the contrary, so far, pain
in the action. On the other hand, however, as this constraint
is exercised merely by the legislation of our o z o ~reason, it also
contains something eleimting, and this subjective effect on feeling, inasmuch as pure practical reason is the sole cause of it,
may be called in this respect se?f-az~z~i*oba~ioii,
since me recognize ourselves as determined thereto soiely by the law without
any interest, and are now conscious of a quite different, interest
subjectively produced thereby, and which is purely practical and
1 [The original sentence is incomplete.
Seems the simplest may.]

I have completed it in what
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f r e e ; and our taking this interest in an action of duty is not

suggested by any inclination, but is commanded and actually
brought about by reason through the practical law ; whence
this feeling obtains a special name, that of respect.
The notion of duty, therefore, requires in the action, oby'ecfieely, agreement with the law, and, subjectively in its maxim,
that respect for the law shall be the sole mode in which the
will is determined thereby. And on tliis rests the distinction
between the consciousness of having acted a c c o r d k j t o duty and
$.om duty, that is, from respect for the law. The former (Zegal i f y ) is possible even if inclinations have been the determining
principles of the will ; but the latter ( m o d i f y ) , moral mortli,
can be placed only in this, tliat the action is done from duty,
that is, simply for the sake of the law.'
(208) It is of the greatest importance to attend with the
utmost exactness in all moral judgments to the subjective
principle of all maxims, that all the morality of actions may
be placed in the necessity of acting-from duty and from respect
for the law, not from love and inclination for that wliich the
actions are to produce. For men aud all created rational beings
moral necessity is constraint, that is obligation, and every action
based on it is t o be conceived as a duty, not as a proceeding
~ireviouslypleasing, or likely to be pleasing to us of our owu
accord. As if indeed we could ever bring it about that without respect for the law, which implies fear, or at least apprehension of transgression, we of ourselves, like the independent
Deity, could ever come into possession of holiness of will by the
coincidence of our will with the pure moral law becoming ae it
were part of our nature, never to be shaken (in which case the
1 If we examine accurately the notion of respect for persons as it has
been already laid down, we shall perceive that it always rests on the consciousness of' a duty which an example shows us, and that respect therefore
can never have any but a moral grouiid, and that it is very good and even,
in a psychological point of view, r e r y iisaful for the knowledge of mankind,
that whenever we use this expression we should attend t o this secret and
marvellous, yet often recurring, regard wliich men in their judgment pay to
the moral law.
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law would cease to be a command for us, as we could never be
tempted to be untrue to it).
The moral law is in fact for the will of a perfect being a
law of holitiess, but for the will of every finite rational being a
law of duty, of moral constraint, and of the determinatiou of its
actions by m y e c t for this law and reverence for its duty. No
other subjective principle must be assumed as a motive, else
while the action might chance to be such as the law prescribes,
yet as it does not proceed from duty, the intention, which is
the thing properly in question in this legislation, is not moral.
(209) It is a very beautiful thing to do good to men from
love to them and from sympathetic good will, or to be justfrom
love of order ; but this is not yet the true moral maxim of our
conduct which is suitable t o our position amongst rational beings
as n m , when we pretend with fanciful pride to set ourselves
above tlie thought of duty, like volunteers, and, as if we mere
independent on the command, to want to do of our own good
pleasure what we tliiuk we need no command to do. W e stand
under a discz$fiiie of reason, and in all onr maxims must Got
forget our subjection to it, nor withdraw anything therefrom,
or by a n egotistic presumption diminish aught of the authority
of the law (although our own reason gives it) so as to set the
determining principle of our will, even though the law be conformed to, anywhere else but in the law itself and in respect
for this law. Duty and obligation are the only names that we
must give to our relation to the moral law. W e are indeed
legislative members of a moral kingdom rendered possible by
freedom, and prescnted to us by reason as an object of respect ;
but pet we are subjects in it, not the sovereign, and to mistake
our inferior position as creatures and presumptuously to reject
the authority of the moral lam is already to revolt from it in
spirit, even though the letter of it is fulfilled.
With this agrees very well the possibility of such a command as : Loce God abore ererytfiitig, mid t h y rieigAboziv (IS thysdf.1
For as a con~maudi t requires respect for a law (210)
1

This law is in striking contrast with the principle of prirate happiness
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which commands love and does not leave it to our own arbitrary choice to make this our principle. Love to God,
however, considered as an inclination (pathological love), is
impossible, for he is not an object of the senses. The same
affection towards men is possible no doubt, but cannot be commanded, for it is not in the power of any man to love anyone
a t command ; therefore it is only practical Zoae that is meant in
that pith of all laws. To love God means, in this sense, to like,
t o do His commandments; to love one’s neighbour means to
like to practise all duties towards Him. But the command that
makes this a rule cannot command us to h a m this disposition in
actions conformed to duty, but only to eiideavozo. after it. For
.a command to like to do a thing is in itself contradictory,
because if we already know of ourselves what we are bound
to do, and if further we are conscious of liking t o do it, a command would be quite needless; and if we do it not willingly,
but only out of respect for the law, a command that makes this
respect the motive of our maxim would directly counteract the
disposition commanded. That law of all laws, therefore, like
all the moral precepts of the Gospel, exhibits the moral disposition
in all its perfection, in which, viewed as an Ideal of holiness,
it is not attainable by any creature, but yet is the pattern
which we should strive t o approach, and in an uninterrupted
but infinite progress become like to. I n fact if a rational
creature conld ever reach this point, that he thoroughly lilies
t o do all moral laws, this mould mean that there does not exist
in him even the possibility of a desire that would tempt him
t o deviate from them; for to overcome such a desire always
costs the subject some sacrifice, and therefore requires selfcompulsion, that is, inward constraint to something that one
does not quite like to do ; and no creature can ever reach th;s
stage of moral disposition (211). For, being a creature, and
therefore always dependent with respect to what he requires
which some make the supreme principle. of morality. This would be expressed thus : Love t?Aygelf above euerything, uiid God and t?&yneig?tboui-f o r
ihine own sake.
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for complete satisfaction, he can never be quite free from
desires and inclinations, and as these rest on physical causes,
they can never of themselves coincide with the moral lam,’ the
sources of which are quite different ; and therefore they make it
necessary t o found the mental disposition of one’s maxims on
moral obligation, not on reedy inclination, but on respect,
which deniancls obedience to the lam, even though one may
not like it ; not on love, which apprehends no inward reluctance of the will towards the law. Nevertheless, this latter,
namely, love to the lam (which mould then cease to be a c o m
7112md,and then morality, which would have passed subjectively
into holiness, would cease to be c i d u e ) , must be the constant
though unattai~inblegoal of his endeavours. For in the case
of what we highly esteem, but yet (on account of the consciousness of our weakness) dread, the increased facility of satisfying it
changes the most reverential awe into inclination, and respect into
love : at least this would be the perfection of a dispositicn devoted
to the law, if it were possible for a creature to attain it.z
-~

_.____
~~

~___.

1 [Compare Butler :-“
Though n e should suppose it impossible for particular affections t o he absolutely coiueident n i t h the moral principle, and
consequently should allow that such creatures . . . would for ever remain
defectible ; yet their danger of actually deviating from right may be almost
infinitely lessened, and they full>-fortified against what remains of i t 4
that may he called danger against which there is an adequate effectual
securitJ-.”--,4i/crlu~/~,
Fitzgerald’s Ed , p. 100.1
2 [What renders this discussion not irrelernnt is t h e fact that the
German language, like the English, possesses hut one word to express
c p i h c b , byuxlv. and ipiis. The first, qiheiv, expresses the lore of affection.
The general good-will due from man to man had no name in classical Greek ;
it is described in one aspect of it by Aristotle as @hlu &vsu xdOaus ~ a 7l 0 s
U T C ~ ~ E I(Eth.
V
Xic. ir. G, 5 ) ; elsewhere, hoverer, he calls it simply W L a
(riii. 11, 7). The verb b y u ~ d wv a s used by the L X S in the precept quoted
in the text, though elsewhere they emplo! ed it as = +;is. But in the Rem
Test. the verb, and with it the noun A y d ~ v(which is not found in classical
writers), mere appropriated t o this state of mind. Aristotle, it may be
observed, uses byaxdw, of love t o om’s own better part (is.8 , 6). ’E@v
does not occur in the New Test. a t all. Butler’s Sermons on Lore of our
Keighbour, and Loye of God, may be usefull? compared with these obserrations of E a n t .]
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This reflection is intended not so much to clear up the
evangelical command just cited, in order to prevent I-eligious
.fiiriraticisirz in regard t o love of God, but to define accurately
the moral disposition with regard directly to our duties towards
men, and to check, or if possible prevent, a m.eveZy aaoral,fanaticism which infects many persons. / The stage of morality on
i
which man (and, as far as v e can see, every rational creature)
stands is respect for the moral law. The disposition that he
ought to have in obeying this is t o obey it from duty, not from
spontaneous (212) inclination, or from an endeavour taken up
from liking and unbidden ; and this proper moral condition in
which he can always be is vfi*tzie, that is, moral disposition
? i d i t a d , and not holiness in the fancied possessioi~of a perfect
p i r i t y oE the disposition of the will. It is nothing but moral
fanaticism and exaggerated self-conceit that is infused into the
mind by exhortation to actions as noble, sublime, and magnanimous, by which men are led into the delusion that it is
not duty, that is, respect for the law, whose yoke (an easy
yoke, indeed, because reason itself imposes it on us) they m i s t
bear, whether they like it or not, that constitutes the determining principle of their actions, and which always humbles
them while they obey it; fancying that those actions are espected from them, not from duty, but as pure merit. For not
only would they, in imitating such deeds from such a principle,
not have fulfilled the spirit of the law in the least, which consists n o t in the legalit,y of the action (without regard t o principle), but in the subjection of the mind t o the lam ; not only
do they make the motives pathological (seated in sympathy or
self-lovej, not moral (in the law), but they produce in this way
a vain high-flying fantastic way of thinking, flattering themselves with a spontaneous goodness of heart that needs neither
spur nor bridle, for mliich no command is needed, and thereby
forgetting their obligation, which they ought to think of rather
than merit.) Indeed actions of others which are done with great
sacrifice, and merely f o r the salik of duty, may be praised as
caoble and szcbliiw, but only so far as there axe traces which
suggest that they were done wholly out of respect for duty
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‘ s u d not from excited feelings (213). If these, however, are set
i-before anyone as examples to be imitated, respect for duty
(which is the only true moral feeling) must be employed as
the motive-this
eve re holy precept which never allows our
vain self-love t o dally with pathological impulses (however
analogous they may be to morality) and to take a pride in
m e r i t o i i o u s worth. Now if we search we shall! find for all
actions that are worthy of praise a law of duty which con,muiid.s, and does not leave us to choose what may be agreeable t o our inclinations. This is the only way of representing
things that can give a moral training to the soul, because it
alone is capable of solid and accurately defined principles.
If fniinticism in its most general sense is a deliberate overstepping of the limits of human reason, then moru/ .fhtraticisin
is such an overstepping of the bounds that praotical pure reason
sets to mankind, in that it forbids us t o place the subjective
determining principle of correct actions, that is, their moral
motive, in anything but the law itself, or to place the disposition
which is thereby brought into the maxims in anything but
respect for this law, and hence commands us to take as the
supreme rital p i m j ) / c of all morality in men the thought of
duty, which strikes down all rti.i.oyarice as well as vain self-love.
If this is so, it is not only writers of romance or sentimental
educators (althougli they may be zealous opponents of sentimentalism), hut sometimes even philosophers, nay, even the
severest of all, the Stoics, that have brought in ~ w o i a lfuizafici.rii~
instead of a sober but wise moral discipline, although the fanaticism of the latter was, more heroic, that of the former of an
insipid, effemiuate character ; and we may, without hypocrisy,
say of the moral teaching of the Gospel ( 2 i g ) , that it first, by
the purity of its moral principle, and a t the same time by its
suitability to the limitations of finite beings, brought all the
good conduct of men under the discipline of a duty plainly set
before their eyes, which does not permit them t o iudulge in
dreams of imaginary moral perfections ; and that it also set the
bounds of humility (that is, self-knowledge! to self-conceit as
well as to self-love, both which nreready to mistake their limits.
N2
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Duty ! Thou sublime and mighty name that dost embrace
nothing chaining or insinuating, but requirest submission, and
yet seekest not to move the will by threatening aught that
would arouse natural aversion or terror, but merely holdest
forth a law wliich of itself finds entrance into the mind, and
yet gains reluctant reverence (though not always obedience),
a law before which all inclinations are dumb, even though they
secretly counter-work it ; what origin is there worthy of thee,
and where is t o be found the root of t h y noble descent which
proudly rejects all kindred with the inclinations ; a root to be
derived from which is the indispensable condit,ioii of the only
worth which men can give themselves ?
I t can be nothing less than a power which elevates man
above himself (as a part of the world of sense), a power which
connects him with an order of things that only the understanding can conceire, with a world which a t the same time commands
the whole sensible world, and with it the empirically determinable existence of man in time, as well as the sum total of all
ends (which totality alone suits such unconditional practical
lams as the moral). This power is nothing butpei-soiiaZity, that
is, freedom and independence on the mechanism of nature, yet,
regarded also as a faculty of a being which is subject to special
laws, namely, pure practical laws given by its own reason (215) ;
so that the person as belonging t o the sensible world is subject
to his own personality as belonging t o the int,elligible [supersensible] world. I t is then not to be wondered a t that man, as
beloiiging to both worlds, must regard his own nature iii reference to its second and highest characteristic only with reverence,
and its laws with the highest respect.
On this origin are founded many expressions which designate
the worth of objects according to moral ideas. The moral law
is holy (inviolable). Man is indeed uuholy enough, but he must
regard Iiuniaiiity in his own person as holy. I n all creation
everything one chooses, and over which one has any power,
may be used riierely as wieai~s; man done, and with him every
rational creature, is an eiicl i i i himse/f. By virtue of the autonomy of his freedom he is the subject of the moral law, which
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is holy. Just for this reason every will, even every person's
own individual will, in relation t o itself, is restricted to the
condition of agreement with the autoizomiy of the rational being,
that is to say, that it is not to be subject t o any purpose which
cannot accord with a law which might arise from the will of
the passive subject himself; the latter is, therefore, never to be
employed merely as means, but as itself also, concurrently, an
end. W e justly attribute this condition even to the Divine
will, with regard t o the rational beings in the world, which
are H i s creatures, since it rests on their pemoitcilify, by which
alone they are ends in themselves.
: - . This respect-inspiring idea of personality which sets before
.
- our eyes the sublimity of our nature (in its higher aspect),
while at tlie same time it shows us the want of accord of our
conduct with it, and thereby strikes down self-conceit, is eveu
natural to the commonest reason, and easily observed (216). H a s
not every even moderately honourable man sometimes found
that, where by an otherwise inoffensive lie he might either have
withdrawn himself from an unpleasant business, or even have
procured some advantages for a loved and well-deserving friend,
he has avoided it solely lest he should despise himself secretly
in his own eyes? When an upright man is in the greatest
distress, wliich he might have avoided if he could only have
disregarded duty, is he not sustained by the cousciousness that
he has maintained humanity in its proper diguity in his owu
person and hououred it, that he has no reason t o be ashamed of
himself in his own sight, or t o dread the inward glance of selfexamination ? This consolation is not happiness, it is not even
the smallest part of it, for no one would wish to have occasion
for it, or mould, perhaps, even desire a life in such circumstances. But he lives, and he cannot endure that he should be
in his own eyes unworthy of life. This inward peace is therefore merely negative as regards what can make life pleasant ; it
is, in fact, only the escaping the danger of siuliing in personal
worth, after everything else that is valuable has been lost. I t
is the effect of a respect for something quite different from life,
something i u comparison and contrast with which life with all
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its enjoyment has no value. H e still lives only because it is
his duty, not because he finds anything pleasant in life.
Such is the nature of the true motive of pure practical
reason ; it is no other than the pure moral law itself, inasmuch
as it makes us conscious of the sublimity of our own supersensible existence, and subjectively (217) produces respect for
their higher nature in men who are also conscious of their
sensible existence and of the consequent dependence of their
pathologically very susceptible nature. Now with this motive
may be combined so many charms and satisfactions of life, that
even on this account alone the most prudent choice of a rational
.&"iicuixwi reflecting on the greatest advantage of life would
declare itself on the side of moral conduct, and it may even be
advisable to join this prospect of a cheerful enjoyment of life
with that supreme motive which is already sufficient of itself;
but only as a counterpoise to the attractions which vice does not
fail to exhibit on the opposite side, and not so as, even in the
smallest degree, to place in this the proper moving power when
duty is in question. F o r that would be just the same as to
wish to taint the purity of the moral disposition in its source.
The majesty of duty has nothing to do with enjoyment of life;
it has its special law and its special tribunal, and though the
two should be never so well shaken together to be given well
mixed, like medicine, t o the sick soul, yet they will soon
separate of themselves, and if they do not the former will not
act ; and although physical life might gain somewhat in force,
the moral life would fade away irrecoverably.
CRITICAL EXAMIXATION O F THE AXA1,YTIC O F PCRE PKACTICAL
REASON.

By the critical examination of a science, or of a portion of it,
which constitutes a system by itself, I understand the inquiry
and proof why it must have thid and no other systematic
form (zis), when me compare it with another system wliicli is
based on a similar faculty of knowledge. Now practical and
speculative reason are based on the same faculty, so far as both
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are ;;we wasoii. Therefore the difference in their systematic
form must be determined by the comparison of both, and the
ground of this must be assigned.
The Analytic of pure theoretic reason had to do with the
knowledge of such objects a8 may have been given to the
understanding, and was obliged therefore to begin from iIltZt&07L,
and consequently (as this is always sensible) from sensibility ;
and only after that could advance t o concepts (of the objects of
this intuition), and could only end with priimjdes after both
these had preceded. On the contrary, since practical reason
has not to do with objects EO as to kliozc them, but with its own
faculty of i m l i z h g them (in accordance with the knowledge of
them), that is, with a will which is a causality, inasmuch as
reason contains its determining principle ; since consequently it
has not to furnish an object of intuition, but as practical reasou
has to furnish only a law (because the notion of causality
always implies the reference to a law which determines tlle
existence of the many in relation to one another); hence a
critical examination of the Analytic of reason, if this is t o be
practical reason (and this is properly the problem), must begin
with the possibility qf yrncticrrl prim’ples d priori. Only after
that can it proceed to coizcepts of the objects of a practical
reason, namely, those of absolute good and evil, in order to
assign them in accordance with those principles (for prior to
those principles they cannot possibly be given as good and evil
by any faculty of knowledge, and only then could the section
be concluded with the last chapter, that, namely, which treats of
the relation of’the pure practical reason t o the sensibility b i g ) and
of its necessary influence thereon, which is ci p r i o r i cognisable,
that is, of the n t o r n / seiitiiizeitt. Thus the Analytic of the practical pure reason has the whole extent of the conditions of its
use in common with the theoretical, but in reverse order. The
Analytic of pure theoretic reason was divided into transcendental Aesthetic and transcendental Logic, that of the practical
reversely into Logic and Aesthetic of pure practical reason (if
I may, for the snke of analogy merely, use these designations,
which are not quite suitable). This logic again mas there
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Jivided into the Analytic of concepts and that of principles :
here iuto that of principles and concepts. The Aesthetic also
had in the former case two parts, on account of the two kinds
of sensible intuition ; here the sensibility is not considered as
a capacity of intuition at all, but merely as feeling (which can
be a subjeotive ground of desire), and in regard t o it pure
practical reason admits no further division.
It is also easy t o ~ e the
e reason why this division into two
parts with its subdivision was not actually adopted here (as one
might have been induced to attempt by the example of the
former crit,ique). For since it is p u r e rewm that is here considered in its practical use, and consequently as proceeding from
d priori principles, and not from empirical principles of deter mination, hence the divisiou of the analytic of pure practical
reason must resemble that of a syllogism, namely, proceeding
from t,he universal in the niajor prciiiiss (the moral principle),
through a i i a i i i o ~premiss coutaining a subsumption of possible
actions (as good or evil) under the former, t o the C O I I C I U S ~ O ~ Z ,
namely, the subjective determination of the will (an interest in
the possible practical good, and in the maxim founded on it).
H e who has been able to convince himself of the truth of the
positions occurring in tlie Aualytic (220) will take pleasure iu
such comparisons; for they justly suggest the espectatiou that
we may perhaps some day be able t o discern the unity of the
whole faculty of reasou (theoretical as well as practical), and be
able to derive all from one principle, which is what human
reason iuevitably demands, as it finds complete satisfaction only
in a perfectly systematic unity of its knowledge.
If now we consider also the coutents of the knowledge that
we can have of a pure practical reason, and by means of it, as
shown by the analytic, we find, along with a remarkable
analogy between it aud the theoretical, no less remarkable
differences. As regards the theoretical, the &facirlhj of a pure
r a t i o m l cognitioii u 2117'0i.i could be efisily and evidently proved
by examples from sciences (in which, as they put their principles to the test in so many ways by methodical use, there is
not 60 much reason as in common knowledge to fear a secret
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mixture of empirical principles of cognitionj. But, that pure
reason without the admixture of any empirical principle is
practical of itself, this could only be shown from the e o m
nioiiesst p i ~ x t i c a ~U Sl E of mason, by verifying the fact, that every
man’s natural reason acknowledges the supreme practical principle as the supreme law of his will, a law completely d piioi.i,
and not depending on any sensible data. It was necessary first
to establish and verify the purity of its origin, even in thejudgj1ici2t o
f this coiimoii renuon, before science could take it in hand
to make use of it as a fact, that is, prior t o all disputation about
its possibility, and all the consequences that may be drawn from
it. B u t this circumstance may be readily esplaiuod from what
has just been said (221) ; because practical pure reason must
necessarily begin with principles, wliich therefore must be the
first d a h , the foundation of all science, and cannot be derived
from it. It. was possible to effect this verification of moral
principles as principles of a pure reason quite well, and witli
sufficient certainty, by a single appeal to the judgment of common sense, for tliis reason, that anything empirical which might
slip into our maxims as a determining principle of the will cau
be detected at once by the feeling of pleasure or pain which
necessarily attaches to it as exciting desire ; whereas pure practical reason positively y f i i s e s to admit this feeling into its principle as a condition. The heterogeneity of the determining
principles (the empirical and rational) is clearly detected by
this resistance of a practically legislating reason against every
admixture of inclination, and by a peculiar kind of sciitiiiierif,
which, however, does not precede the legislatiou of the practical
reason, but, ou the contrary, is produced by this as a constraint,
namely, by the feeling of a respect such as no man has for inclinations of whatever kind but for the law oiily; and it is detected
iu so marked aiid prominent a iuauiier that even the most uninstructed cannot fail to see at once in an example presented to
him, that empirical principles of yolition may indeed urge him
to follow their attractions, but that he cau never be espected to
obey anything but the pure practical lam of reason alone.
The distiiiction between the doctritic of happiriesx and the
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of uio1zlify [etliica], i n the former of which empirical
principles constitute the entire foundation, while in the second
they do not form the smallest part of it, is the first and most
important office of the analytic of pure practical reason ; and
it must proceed in it with a s much ex:actiwss (222) and, so to
speak, xrfqmIoiisitess, as any geometer in his work. The philosopher, however, has greater difficulties to contend with here
(as always in rational cognition by means of concepts merely
without constrnction), because he cannot take any intuition as
a foundation (for a pure noumenon). H e has, however, this
advantage that, like the chemist, he can a t any time make an
experiment with every man’s practical reason for the purpose of
distinguishing the moral (piire) principle of determination from
the empirical, namely, by adding the moral law (as a determining principle) to the empirically affected mill (c.g. that of the
man who would be ready to lie because he can gain something
thereby). It is as if tlie analyst added alkali to a solution of
lime in hydrochloric acid, the acid a t once forsakes the lime,
combines with the alkali, and the lime is precipitated. Just in
the same way, if t o a man who is otherwise honest (or wlio for
this occasion places himself only in thought in the position of
an honest man), we present the moral law by which he recognizes the worthlessness of the liar, his practical reason (in forming a judgment of what ought t o be done) a t once forsakes the
advantage, combines with that which maintains in him respect.
for his own persoil (trutlifiilness), and the advantage after it has
been separated and washed from every particle of reason (which
is altogether on the side of duty) is easily weighed by everyone,
so that it can enter into combination with reason in other cases,
only n o t where it could be opposed to the moral law, which
reason never forsakes, but most closely unites itself with.
But it does not follow that this distinction between the principle of happiness and that of morality is an o;qiositioii between
them, and pure practical reason daes not require that we sliould
~ P ~ Z O I I I Kall
P claim to happiness, but only that the moment duty
is in question we should take ,110 nccozozt of happiness (223). It
may even in certain respects be a duty to provide for lial+ness ;
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partly, because (including skill, wealth, riches) it contains means
for the fulfilment, of our duty ; partly, because the absence of it
(e.y. poverty) implies temptations t o transgress our duty. B u t
it can never be an immediate duty to promote our happiness,
still less can it be the principle of all dut,y. Now, as all determining principles of the will, except the law of pure practical
reason alone (the moral law), are all empirical, and therefore, as
such, belong t o the Friljciple of happiness, they must all be kept
apart from the supreme principle of morality, aud never be incorporated with it as a condition ; since this would be to destroy
all moral worth just as much as any empirical admixture with
geometrical principles mould destroy the certainty of mathematical evidence, which in Plato's opinion is the most excellent
thing in mathematics, even surpassing their utility.
Instead, however, of the Deduction of the supreme principle
of pure practical reason, that is, the explanation of the possibility of such a knowledge d p i o i . i , the utmost me were able to
do was t o show that if we saw tlie possibility of the freedom of
an efficient cause, we should also see not merely the possibility,
but) even the necessity of the moral law as the supreme practical
law of rational beiugs, to whom we attribute freedom of caueality of their mill ; because both concepts are so inseparably
united, that we might define practical freedom as independence
of the will on anything but the moral law. B u t we cannot
perceive the possibility of the freedom of an efficient cause,
especially in the world of sense; we are fortunate if only me
can be sufficiently assured that there is no proof of its impossibility, and are now by the moral law which postulates it compelled (2241, aud therefore authorized t o assume it. However,
there are still many who think that they can esplain this freedom on empirical principles, like any other physical faculty,
and treat it as a psychohgicnl property, the esplauatiou of which
only requires a more exact study of the Iicrfirrc o f f h e sort/ and of
the motives of the will, and not as a fi.niisceiir(c'iittrI predicate of
the causality of a being that belongs to the world of sense (which
is really the point). They thus deprive us of the grand revelation which we obtain through practical reason by means of the
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moral lam, the revelation, namely, of a supersensible world by
the realization of the o therwise transcendent concept of freedom,
and by this deprive us also of the moral law itself, which admits
no empirical principle of determination. Therefore it mill be
necessary to add something here as a protection against this
delusion, and to exhibit eiryyii.icisni in its naked superficiality.
The notion of causality as physical necessity, in opposition to
the same notion as freedom, concerns only the existence of things
so far as it is determi?inble iiz time, and, consequently, asphenomena, in opposition t o their causality as Clings in themselves.
Now if we take the attributes of existence of things in timefor
attributes of things in themselves (which is the common view),
then it is impossible to reconcile the necessity of the causal relation with freedom ; they are contradictory. For from the former
it follows that every event, and consequently every action that
takes place at a certain point of time, is a necessary result of
what existed in time preceding. Now as time past is no longer
in my power, hence every action that I perform must be the
necessary result of certain determining grounds zchich a w ~zot,iti
in!/ powel-, that is, a t the moment in which I am acting I am
never free (225). Nay, even if I assume that m y whole existence is independent on any foreign cause (for instance, Godj,
so that the determining principles of my causality, and even of
my whole existence, mere not outside myself, yet this would not
in the least transform that physical necessity into freedom. For
at every moment of time I am still under the necessity of being
determined to action by that which is giot iu 111y~10~~e1*,
and the
series of events infinite a parte y i i o r i which I only continue
according to a pre-determined order, and could never begin of
myself, would be a continuous physical chain, and therefore my
causality would never be freedom.
If then me mould attribute freedom t o a being whose existence is determined in time, we cannot except him from the law
of necessity as to all events in his eFistence, and consequently as
to his actions also ; for that mould be t o hand him over to blind
chancc. Now as this law incvitably applies to a l l the causality
of things, so far as their e.zisteiice i s determinable iiz time, it
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follows that if this were the mode in which we had also to
conceive the exisleiice of these tliiiigs ill tlieiiiselces, freedom must
be rejected as a vain and impossible conception. Consequently,
if we would still save it, no other way remains but to consider that the existence of a thing, so f a r as it is determinable
in time, and therefore its causality, according t o the law of
physical necessity, belong t o a / ~ p ~ ~ i i ~ ~and
i i c to
e , attribute J k e dom to tlie some being us n thiiig i i i itse@ This is certainly inevitable, if we would retain both these contradictory coiicepts
together ; but in application when we try to explain their combination in one and the same action, great difficulties present themselves which seem to render such a combination impracticable.
(226) When I say of a man who commits a theft that, by
the physical law of causality, this deed is a necessary result of the
determining causes in preceding time, then it was impossible
that it could not have happened ; how then can the judgment,
according to the moral law, make any change, and suppose
that it could have been omitted, because the lam says that it
ought to have been omitted : that is, horn can a man be called
quite free at the ~ a m emoment, and with respect to the same
action in which he is subject to an inevitable physical necessity ?
Some try to evade this by saying that the causes that determine
his causality are of such a k i d as t o agree with a c o n p i . a t i r e
notion of freedom. According to this, that is sometimes called
a free effect, the determining physical cause of which lies zcithi~t
in the acting thing itself, e.9. that which a projectile performs
when it is in free motion, in which case we use the word freedom, because while it is in flight it is n o t iirged by anything
external; or as we call the motion of a clock a free motion,
because it moves its hands itself, which therefore do not require
to be pushed by external force ; so although the actions of man
are necessarily determined by causes nhich precede in time, we
yet call them free, because these causes are idem produced by
o u r own faculties, whereby desires are evoked on occasion of
circumstances, and hence actions are wrouglit according to our
own pleasure. This is a wretched subterfuge with which some
persons still let themselves be put off, and so think they have

190

THE ANALYTIC O F

[227-2281

solved, with a petty word jugglery, that difficult problem, at the
solction of which centuries have laboured in vain, and which can
therefore scarcely be found so completely on the surface. I n
fact, in the question about the freedom which must be t,he foundation of all moral lams and the consequent respousibility (227),
it does not matter whether tlie principles which necessarily determine causality by a physical law reside witliiu the subject or
without him, or in the former case whether these principles are
instinctive or are conceived by reason, if, as is admitted by these
men themselves, these determining ideas have the ground of
their existence in time and in the aritecedeiit state, and this
again in an antecedent, &c. Then it matters not that these
are internal; it matters not that they have a psgchological
and not a mechanical causality, that is, produce actions by
means of ideas, and not by bodily movements ; they are still
de%tc~.miraing
pr.iric$es of the causality of a being whose existence is determinable in time, and therefore uuder the necessitatiou of conditions of past time, which therefore, when the
subject has to act, are 120 Zouger ill hisyozcer. This may imply
psychological freedom (if we choose to apply this term to a
merely internal chain of ideas in the mind), but it involves
physical necessity, and therefore leaves no room for transcerirleiital .fi.eedoolii, which must be conceived as independence 011
everything empirical, and, consequently, on nature generally,
whether it is an object of the internal sense considered i n t i m e
only, or of the external in time and space. Without this freedom (in the latter and true sense), which alone is practical u
priori, no moral law and no moral imputation are possible.
Just for this reason the necessity of events in time, according
t o the physical law of causality, may be called the muchumsnr
of nature, although we do not mean by this t,hat things which
are subject t o it must be really material niachiiaes. W e look
here only to the necessity of the connexion of events i n a timeseries as it is developed according t o the physical law, whether
the subject in whhh (225) this development takes place is called
automutori materiale when the mechanical being is moved by
matter, or with Leibnitz spirituale when it is impelled by
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ideas ; and if the freedom of our will mere no other than the
latter (say the psychological and comparative, not also transcendental, that is, absolutej, then it would at bottom be nothing better than the freedom of a turnspit, which, when once
it is mound up, accomplishes its motions of itself.
Nom, in order to remove in tlie supposed case the apparent
contradiction between freedom and the meclianism of nature in
one and the same action, we must remember what was said in
the Critique of Pure Reason, or what follows therefrom, viz.
that the necessity of nature, which cannot co-exist with the
freedom of the subject, appertains only to the attributes of the
thing that is subject to time-conditions, consequently only to
those1 of the actiug subject as a phenomeuon ; that therefore in
this respect the determining principles of every action of the
same reside in what belongs to past time, and is I L O longer iri hi&
pozceel- (in which must be included his OIVU past actious and tlie
character that these may determine for him iu his own eyes as
a iihenomenon). But the very same subject being on the other
side conscious of himself as a thiug in himself, considers his
and
existence also ill so j a r N S it is ~ z o tsubject to ti~~ze-coi~difioxi,
regards himself as only determinable by laws which he gives
himself through reason ; and in this his existelice nothiug is
aiitecedent t o the determination of his miil, but every action,
and in general every modification of his existence, raryiug
accordiug t o his internal sense, even the whole series of his
existence as a sensible being, is in the consciousness of his
supersensible existence nothing but tlie result, and uever to
be regarded as the determining principle, of his causality as
a ~ i ~ i o m i o i i .I u this view now the rational being call justly
say of every unlawful action that he performs ( 2 ~ 9 ) , that he
could very well have left it undone ; although as appearance
it is sufficiently determiued i n the past, and in this respect is
absolutely necessary; for it, with all the past which determines it, belongs t o the one 6illgle phenomenon of his character which he makes for himself, in consequence of which he
1
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imputes the causality of those appearances t o himself as a cause
independent on sensibility.
With this agree perfectly the judicial sentences of that
wonderful faculty i n us which we call conscience.' A man
may use as much art as he likes in order to paint to himself an
unlawful act that he remembers, as an unintentional error, a
mere oversight, such as one can never altogether avoid, and
therefore as something in which he mas carried away by the
stream of physical necessity, and thus to make himself out
innocent, yet he finds that the advocate mho speaks in his
favour can by no means silence the accuser within, if only he
is conscious that a t the time when he did this wrong he was in
his senses, that is, in possession of his freedom ; and, nevertheless, he accounts for his error from some bad habits, which by
gradual neglect of attention he has allowed to grow upon him
to such n degree that he cazl regard his error as its natural
consequence, although this cannot protect him from the blame
and reproach which he casts upon himself. This is also the
ground of repentance for a long past action at every recollection
of it ; a painful feeling produced by the moral sentiment, and
which is practically void in SO far as it cannot serve to undo
what has been done. (Hence Priestley, as a true and consistent
.firtalist, declares it absurd, and he deserves to be commended
f o r this candour more than those who, while they maintain
thc mechanism of the will in fact, and its freedom in words
only (230), yet wish it t o be thought that they include it in their
system of compromise, although they do not explain the possibility of such moral imputation.) But the pain is quite
legitimate, because when the law of our intelligible [supersensible] existence (the moral lam) is in question, reason
recognizes no .distinction of time, and only asks whether
the event belongs to me, as my act, and then always morally
connects the same feeling with it, whether it has happened
just now or long ago. For in reference to the siqiemeiisible
consciousness of its existence (i.e'. freedom) the ?$e of semc is
[ S e e note on Conscience. J
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but a single phenomenon, which, inasmuch as it contains
merely manifestations of the mental disposition with regard
to the moral law ( L e . of the character), must be judged not
according t o the physical necessity that belongs to it as phe.nomenon, but according t o the absolute spontaneity of freedom.
I t may therefore be admitted that if it were possible to have so
profound an insight into a man's mental character as shown by
internal as well as external actions, as t o h o w all its motives,
even the smallest, and likewise all the external occnsious that
can influence them, we could calculate a man's conduct for the
future with as great certainty as a lunar or solar eclipse; and
nevertheless we may maintain that the man is free. I n fact, if
we were capable of a further glauce, namely, an intellectual
intuition of the same subject (which indeed is not granted to
us, and instead of it we have only the rational concept), then
we should perceive that this whoIe chain of appearances in
regard to all that concerns the moral laws depends on the
spontaneity of the subject as a thing in itself, of the determination of which iio physical explanation can be given. I n default
of this intuition the moral law assures us of this distinction
between the relation of our actions (231) as appearance to our
sensible nature, and the relation of this seusible nature t o the
supersensible substratum in us. I n this view, which is natural
to our reason, though inexplicable, we can also justify some
judgments which we passed with all conscientiousness, and
which yet a t first sight seem quite opposed to all equity. There
are cases in which men, even with the same education wliich has
been profitable to others, yet show such early depravity, and so
continue to progress in it to years of manhood, that they Ere
thought to be born villains, and their character altogether
incapable of improvement ; and nevertheless they are judged
for what they do or leave undone, they are reproached f o r their
faults as guilty; nay, they themselves (the children) regard
these reproaches as well founded, exactly as if in spite of the
hopeless natural quality of mind ascribed to them, they remained just as responsible as any other man. This could not
happeu if we did not suppose that whatever springs from a
0
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man’s choice (as every action intentionally performed undoiibtedly does) has as its foundation a free causality, which from
early youth expresses its character in its manifestations (i. e.
actions). These, on account of the uniformity of conduct,
exhibit a natural connexion, which however does not make the
vicious quality of the will necessary, but, on the contrary, is the
consequence of the evil principles voluntarily adopted and unchangeable, which only make it so much the more culpable and
deserving of punishment. There still remains a difficulty in
the combination of freedom with the mechanism of nature iii a
being belonging to tho world of sense : a difficulty -it-hi&, even
after all the foregoing is admitted, threatens freedom with cornplete destruction [232). But with this danger there is iilso a
circumstance that offers hope of au issue still favouraLle to
freedom, namely, that the same difficulty presses much more
strongly (in fact as we shall presently see, presses only) on the
system that holds the existence determinable in time and space
to be the existence of things i n themselves ; it does not therefore oblige us t o give up’ our capital supposition of the ideality
of time as a mere form of sensible intuition, and consequently
as a mere mauner of representation which is proper to the
subject as belonging to the world of sense; and therefore it
only requires that this view be reconciled with this idea [of
freedom].
The difficulty is as follows :-Even if it is admitted that the
supersensible subject can be free with respect to a given action,
although as a subject also belonging to the world of sense, he is
under mechanical conditions with respect t o the same action ;
still, as soon as we allow that God as universal first cause is also
the cause of the existciice of siibstaiict (a proposition which can
never be given up without at the same time giving up the
notion of God as the Being of all beings, and therewith giring
up his all sufEciency, on which everything in theology depends),
it seems as if we must admit that a mau’s actions have their
determiuing pinciple in something P C / I ich is wholly o z i f of his
[lieading

“

aufzugeben.”]
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powel., namely, in the causality of a Supreme Being distinct
from himself, and on whom his own existence and the whole
determination of his causality are absolutely dependent. I n
point of fact, if a man’s actions as belonging t o his modifications
in time were not merely modifications of him as appearance,
but as a thing in itself, freedom could not be saved. Man
mould be a marionette or an automaton, like Taucanson’s,’
prepared and mound up by the Supreme Artist. Self-consciousness would indeed make him a thinking automaton; bllt tile
conscinusness of his own spontaneity would be mere delusion if
this mere mistakeu f o r freedom (233), and it would deserre this
name only in a comparative sense, since, although the proximate
determining causes of its motion, and a long series of til&
determining causes are interual, yet the last and highest is
found in a foreign land. Therefore I do not see liom those
who still insist, on regarding time and space as attributes
belonging to the existence of things in themselves, can aroid
admitting the fatality of actions; or if (like the otherwise arute
Mcndelssohn)‘ they allom them t o be conditions necessarily
belonging t o the esisteuce of‘ finite and derived beings, hiit not
to that of the infinite Supreme Being, I do not see on what
ground they can justify SUCIJ a distinction, or, indeed, how they
can avoid the contradiction that meets them, vlien they hold
that existence in time is a n attribute necessarilj7 belonging to
finite things in themselves, whereas God is the cause of tliis
existence, but caniiot be tlie cause of time (or space) itself (since
this uiust [on this 11ypothesisl be presupposed as a necessary
1 [Taucanson constructed iiii automaton flute-l~lnj-rr, n-liich imitated
accurately tile movements and the effects of a genuine performer, and SUI,sequently a mechanical duck which swam, dived, quacked, took barlej from
the hand, ate, drank, digested, dressed its wings, &c., quite nnturall-.
This was exhibited in Paris in 17-11. Tliese automata are described bjIJ’AlemLert. in the E I L C ~ C ~ U
Arts.
~ J &AWd ,r o l d e and dtctonwtu : e t . also
C‘ondcrcet, &yes, tom. i., 11. 643, ed. 16-17.]
2 [Nosea Meudelssohn, :I distinguished philosopher, grandfather of tlie
musical composer. He is said t o h a w been tlie protot!-pe of Lessing’s ATathnjL
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d priori condition of the existence of things) ; and consequently
as regards the existence of these things his causality must be
subject to conditions, and even to the condition of time; and
this mould inevitably bring i n everything contradictory to the
notions of his infinity and independence. On the other hand,
it is quite easy for us to draw the distinction between the
attribute of the divine existence of being independent on all
time-conditions, and that of a being of the world of sense, the
distinction being that betweeu the ezisteiice of a being in itself
a n d that of a tiliiig iiz appenmnce. Hence, if this ideality of
time and space is not adopted, nothing remains but S’inosism,
in which space and time are essential attributes of the Supreme
Being Himself, and the things dependent on H i m (ourselves,
therefore, included), are not subst,ances, but merely accidents
inhering in H i m ; since, if these things as his effects (231) exist
i i ~time only, this being the condition of their existence in themselves, then the actions of these beings must be simply his
actions which he performs in some place and time. Thus,
Spinozism, in spite of the absurdity of its fundamental idea,
argues more consistently than the creation theory can, when
beings assumed to be substances, and beings in themselves
exi.diirg in time, are regarded as effects of a supreme cause, and
yet as not [belonging] to H i m and his action, but as separate
substances.
The above-mentioned difficulty is resolved briefly and clearly
as follows:-If existence in time is a mere sensible mode of
representation belonging t.0 thinking beings in the world, and
consequently does not apply to them as things in themselves,
then the creation of these beings is a creation of things in themselves, since the notion of creation does not belong t o tlie
sensible form of representation of existence or to causality, but
can only be referred t o noumene. Consequently, when 1say ( I f
beings in the world of sense that they are created, I so far
regard them as noumena. As it would be a contradiction, therefore, to say that God is a creator’of appearauces, so also it is a
contradiction to say that as creator H e is the cause of actions in
the world of sense, and therefore as appearances, although H e
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is the cause of the existence of the acting beings (which are
noumena). If now it is possible to affirm freedom in spit,e of
the natural mechanism of actions as appearances (by regarding
existence in time as sometliing that belongs only t o appearances,
not to things in themselves), then the circumstance that the
acting beings are creatures cannot make the slightest difference,
since creation concerns their supersensible and not their seiisible
existence, and therefore cannot be regarded as the determining
principle of the appearances. It would be quite different if the
beings in the world as thiugs in themselves (235) existed ill time,
since in that case the creator of substance mould be at the same
time the author of the whole meclianism of this substance.
Of so great importance is the separation of time (as well as
space) from the existence of things in themselves which was
effected in the Critique of the Pure Speculative Reason.
It may be said that the solution liere proposed involves
great difficulty in itself, and is scarcely susceptible of a lucid
exposition. But is any other solution that Iias been attempted,
or that may be attempted, easier and more intelligible ? Rather
might we say that the dogmatic teachers of metaphysics have
shown more shrewdness than candour in keeping this difficult
point out of sight as much as possible, in the hope that if they
said notliing about it, probably no one would think of it. If
science is to be advanced, all difficulties must be h i d o p i , and
we must even search for those that are hidden, for every difficulty calls forth a remedy, wliicli cannot be discovered without
science gaining either in extent or in exactness ; and thus even
obstacles become means of increasing the thoroughness of science.
On the other hand, if the difficulties are intentionally concealed,
or merely removed by palliatives, then sooner or later they burst
ont into incurable mischiefs, which bring science to ruin in an
absolute scepticism.
Since it is, properly speaking, the notion of freedom alone
amongst all the ideas of pure speculative reason that SO greatly
enlarges our knowiedge in the sphere of the supersensible (236),
though only of our practical knowledge, I ask myself ~ h ! /if
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exclusivdy possesses so great fertility, whereas the others only
designate the vacaut space for possible beings of the pure understanding, but are unable by any means to define the concept of
them. I presently find that as I cannot think anything without
a category, I must first look for a category for the Rational Idea
of freedom with wliich I am nom concerned ; and this is the
category of cazrscility ; and although freedom, a conce1)t of the
~ ” I S O ~ Ebeing
,
a transceudent concept, cannot have any intuition
corresponding to it, yet tlie coiiceyt qf the iiiidci.stniiditig-for the
synthesis of which tke foiwzerl demands the unconditioned(namely, the concept of causality) must have a sensible intuition
given, by which first its objective reality is assured. Nom, the
categories are all divided into two classes-the ninthenlatical,
which concern the unity of synthesis in the conception of
ohjects, and tlie dyiinnzicnl, which refer to the unity of synthesis
in the conception of the existence of objects. The former (those
of magnitude and quality) always coritaiii a syntliesis of the
I I o m o g e i ? e o q and it is not possible to find in this the unconditioned antecedent t o what is given in sensible intuition as
conditioned in space and time, as this would itself have to
belong to spare and time, and therefore be again still conditioned.’ Whence it resulted in the Dialectic of Pure Theoretic
Reason that the opposite methods of attaining the unconditioned and the totality of the couditions were both wrong.
The categories of the second class (those of causality and of the
necessity of a thing) did not require this homogeneity (of the
conditioned and the condition in spthesis), since here what we
have t o explain is not how the intuition is compounded from a
[The original is somewhat ambiguous ; it has been suggested, that ‘ the
former ’ refers t o the Understanding (cTerstand’ in ‘Terstandesbegriff ’).
I am satisfied that it refers t o ‘Vernunftbegriff,’ for it is not the Understnnding, but the Reason that seeks the unconditioned. Compare Eiitik der
R.V.,p. 262 (326). ‘ The transcendental concept of the reason always aims
at absolute totality in the synthesis of tKe conditions, and never rests except
in the absolutely unconditioned.’ (Jleil&johnl p. ZZS.)]
[Rosenlrranz erroneously reads ‘ unbedingt ’ ‘unconditioned’ ; and
‘musste ’ for ‘ miisste.’]
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manifold in it, but only how the existence of the conditioned
object corresponding to it is added t o the existence of the
condition ( 2 3 7 ) (added, namely, in the understanding as connected therewith) ; and in that case it was allowable to suppose
in the supersensible world the unconditioned antecedent t o the
altogether conditioned in the world of sense (both as regards
the causal connexion and the contingent existence of things themselves), although this unconditioned remained indeterminate,
and to make tlie synthesis transcendent. Hence, it was found
in the dialectic of the pure speculative reason that the two
apparently opposite methods of obtaining for the conditioned
the uncouditioned were not really contradictory, e. 8. in the
synthesis of causality to conceive for the conditioned in the
series of causes and effects of the sensible world, a causality
wliicli has no sensible condition, and that the same action which,
as belonging to tlie world of sense, is always sensibly conditioned, that is, mechanically necessary, yet at the same time
may be derived from a causality not sensibly conditionedbeiug the causality of the acting being as belonging t o the
superseusible world-and
may consequently be conceived as
free. XGW,
the only point in question was to change this i ~ ~ y
be into is ; that is, that we should be able to show in an actual
case, as it mere by a fact, that certain actions imply such
a causality (namely, the intellectual, sensibly unconditioned),
whether they are actual or only commanded, that is, objectively
necessary in a prncticnl sense. We could not hope to find this
connexion in actions actually given in experience as events of
t h e sensible world, since causality with freedom must always be
sought outside the world of sense in the world of intelligence.
But things of sense are the only things offered to our perception
and observation. Heuce, nothing remained but to find an
incoil testable objecti ue principle of causality which excludes all
sensible conditions : that is, a principle in which reason does not
appeal further t o something else aa a determining ground of its
causality ( 2 3 ~ ) , but contains this determining ground itself by
means of that principle, and 111 which therefore it is itself
as pure veason practical. Now, this principle had not t o be
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searched for or discovered ; it had long been in the reason of all
men, and incorporated in their nature, and is the principle of
morality. Therefore, that unconditioned causality, with t h e
faculty of it, namely, freedom, is no longer merely indefinitely
and problematically thought (this speculative reason could prove
to be feasible), but is even as vegun?s the laic qf its causality
definitely and assertorially knowiz ; and with it the fact that a
being (Imyself) belonging t o the world of sense, belongs also
to the supersensible world, this is also positively R I E O Z C ~and
L,
thus the reality of the supersensible world is established, and in
practical respects dejhiitely given, and this definiteness, which
for theoretical purposes would be traiisceizdeent, is for practical
purposes inanmieiit. W e could not, however, make a similar
step as regards the second dynamical idea, namely, that of a
mcessary beiiig. W e could not rise t o it from the sensible world
without the aid of the fist dynamical idea. For if we attempted to do so, we should have ventured to leave at a bound
all that is given to us, and to leap to that of which nothing is
given us that can help us to effect the connexion of such a
supersensible being with the world of sense (since the necessary
being would have to be known as given outside ourselves). On
the other hand, it is now obvious that this connexion is quite
possible in relation to ouv own subject, inasmuch as I know
myself to be 012 the oize side as an intelligible [supersensible]
being determined by the moral lam (by means of freedom), and
on the other side as acting in the world of sense. It is the
concept of freedom alone that enables us to find the unconditioned and intelligible [supersensible] for the conditioned
and sensible without going out of ourselves (239). For it is our
own reason that by means of the supreme and unconditional
practical law knows that itself, and the being that is conscious
of this law (our own person) belongs to the pure world of understanding, and moreover defines the manner in which, as such,
it can be active. I n this way it can be understood why in the
whole faculty of reason it is the p a c t i c a l reasoil oiily that can
help us to pass beyond the world of sense, and give us knowledge of a supersensible order and connexion, which, however,
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for this very reason cannot be extended further than is necessary
for pure practical purposes.
L e t me be permitted on this occasion to make one more
remark, namely, that every step that we make with pure reason,
even in the practical sphere where no attention is paid to subtile
speculation, nevertheless accords with all the material points of
the Critique of the Theoretical Reason as closely and directly as
if each step had been thought out with deliberate purpofie to establish this confirmation. Such a thorough agreement, wholly
unsought for, and quite obvious (as any one can convince himself, if he will only carry moral inquiries up to their principles)
between the most important proposition of practical reason,
and the often seemingly too subtile and needless remarks of the
Critique of the Speculative Reason, occasions surprise and
astonishment, and confirms the maxim already recognized and
praised by others, namely, that in every scientific inquiry we
should pursue our way steadily with all possible exactness and
frankness, without caring for any objections that may be raised
from outside its sphere, but, as far as we can, to carry out
our inquiry truthfully and completely by itself. Frequent
observation has convinced me that when such researches are
concluded, that which in one part of them appeared to me very
questionable (240), considered in relation to other extraneous
doctrines, when I left this doubtfulness out of sight for a time,
and only attended t o the business in hand until it was completed, at last mas unexpectedly found t o agree perfectly with
what had been discovered separately without the least regard to
those doctrines, and without any partiality or prejudice for them.
Authors would save themselves many errors and much labour
lost (because spent on a delusion), if they could only resolve to
go t o work with more frankness.
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O F A DIALECTIC O F PURE PRACTICAL REASON GENERALLY.
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reason always has its dialectic, whether it is considered in its speculative or its practical employment ; for
it, requires the absolute totality of the conditions of what is
given conditioned, and this can only be found in things in
themselves. But as all conceptions of things in themselves
must be referred to intuitions, and with us men these can
never be other than sensible, and hence can nevor enable us
to know objects as things in themselves but only as appearances, and since the unconditioned can never ba found in this
chain of appearances which consists only of conditioned aiid
conditions ; thus from applying this rational idea of the totality
of the conditions (in other words of the unconditioned) to
appearances there arises an inevitable illusion, as if these latter
were things in themselves (242) (for in the absence of a warning
critique they are always regarded as such). This illusion
would never be noticed as delusive if it did not betray itself
a eonflicf of reason with itself, when it applies to appearances
its fundamental principle of presupposing the unconditioned t o
everything conditioned. B y this, however, reason is compelled
to trace this illusion to its source, and search how it can be
removed, and this can only be done by a complete critical
examination of the whole pure faculty of reason ; SO that the
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antinomy of the l u r e reason which is manifest in its dialectic
is in iact the most beneficial error into which human reason
could ever have fallen, since it at last drives us to search for
the key to escape from this labyrinth ; and when this key is
found, it further discovers that which we did not seek but yet
had need of, namely, a view into a higher and an immutable
order of things, in wliich we even now are, and in which we
are thereby enabled by definite precepts to continue to live
according to the highest dictates of reason.
It. mn,y he seen in detail in the Critique of Pure Reason how
in its speculative e m p l o p e i i t ~this natural dialectic is to be
s o l ~ d ,and how the error which arises from a very natural
illusion may be guarded against. B u t mason i n its practical
use is not a whit better off. As pure practical reason, it likewise seeks to h d the unconditioned for the practically conditioned (which rests on inclinations and natural wants), and
this not as the determining principle of the will, but even when
this is given (in the moral law) it seeks the unconditioned
totality of the o b j d of pure practical reason under the name
of the 5 i i m ) i ~ z i t i iBomna.
To define this idea practically, ,i.e. sufficiently for the maxims of our rational conduct, (243) is the business of p i m f i c a l
wisdoiti [ W&JicifaZ~hi.c],and this again as a science is pliilosophy,
in the sense in which the word was understood by the ancients,
with whom it meant instruction iii tlie conception in which the
S U I I I I I Z U ) ~ boizz(iiz
A
was to be placed, and the conduct by which it
was to be obtaiued. It would Le well to leave this word i n its
ancient signification as a docti.iiie of tJie ~ i i i i i i i i 1 i 1 1 Zi I O I I ~ L I I I , SO far
as reason endeavours to make this into a scioice. For on the
one hand the restriction annexed would suit the Greek espressioii (which signifies the love of ~ r i s d o i i ~ )and
,
yet at the same
time would be sufficient to embrace under the name of philosophy the love of sciciice: that is to say, of all speculative
rational knowledge, so far as it is serviceable to reason, both for
that couception and also for the practical principle determining
OUT conduct, without letting out of sight the main end, on
account of which alone it can be called a doctrine of practical
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wisdom. On the other hand, it would be no harm to deter the
self-conceit of one who ventures to claim the title of philosopher
by holding before him in the very definition a standard of selfestimation which mould very much lower his pretensions. For
a teaciier of wisdom would mean something more than a scholar
who has not come so far as to guide himself, much less to guide
others, with certain expectation of attaining so high an end : it
would mean a master ijt the k92oioledye of wisdom, which implies
more than a modest man would claim for himself. Thus philosophy as well as wisdom would a1maj.s remain an ideal, which
objectively is presented complete in reason alone, while subjectively for the person it is only the goal of his unceasing
endeavours, and no one would be justified in professing to be
in possession of it so as to assume the name of philosopher, who
could not also show its infallible effects in his own person as an
example (244) (in his self-mastery and the unquestioned interest
that he takes pre-eminently in the general good), and this the
ancients also required as a condition of deserving that honourable title.
We have another preliminary remark to make respecting
the dialectic of the pure practical reason, on the point of the
definition of the sz~iia~niim
boiium (a successful solution of which
dialectic would lead us t o expect, as in case of that of the
theoretical reason, the most beneficial effects, inasmuch as the
self-contradictions of pure practical reason honestly stated, and
not concealed, force us t o undertake a complete critique of this
faculty).
The moral lam is the sole determining principle of a pure
will. But since this is merely formal (viz. as prescribing only
the form of the m a s h as universally legislative), it abstracts
as a determining principle from all matter-that is to say, from
every object of volition. Hence, though the s i i m i i z m zl01~tc7i~
may be the whole object of a pure practical reason, <.e. a pure
will, yet it is not on that accouqt to be regarded as its deeteynziiiiizg pri,zc@Ze; and the moral law alone must be regarded as
the principle on which that and its realization or promotion are
aimed at. This remark is important in so delicate a case as the
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determination of moral principles, where the slightest misinterpretation perverts men’s minds. For it will have been seen
from the Analytic, that if we assume any object under the
name of a good as a determining principle of the will prior to
the moral law, and then deduce from it the supreme practical
principle, this would always introduce heteronomy, and crush
out the moral principle.
It is, however, evident that if the notion of the summum
boizuna includes that of the moral law (245) as its supreme condition, then the szimmuna bonum mould not merely be an object,
but the notion of it and the conception of its existence as possible by our own practical reason would likewise be the deteriniiiiiig priiicz$e
of the will, since in that case the will is in fact
determined by the moral law which is already included in this
conception, and by no other object, as the principle of autonomy
requires. This order of the conceptions of determination of
the will must not be lost sight of, as otherwise we should misunderstand ourselves, an3 think we had fallen into a contradiction, while everyt,hing remains in perfect harmony.
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CHAPTER 11.

OF THE DIALECTIC OF P U R E REASOX I N 1)EFININCt THE CONCEPTION O F THE “ S U M N U M BONUN.”

THE conception of the s w m z w z itself contains an ambiguit,y
which might occasion needless disputes if we did not attend to
it. The S U ~ ~ E L may
W L
mean either the supreme ( s i p c u 2 1 ~ n zor
)
the perfect ( ~ o i i s z r i i 2 i i i r r f i rjr.~ The former is that condition which
is itself unconditioned, i. e. is riot subordinate to any other
(o~iyiiirtrizu12); the second is that whole which is not a part of a
greater whole of the same kiiicl ( ~ ~ e / ~ ~ c ~ ~ sIt~has
~ i been
/ ~ ~
shown in the Analjtic tlint rirfiie (as worthiness o be happy)
is the supreme coiirlifiou of all that can appear t o us desirable!
and consequently of all our pursuit of happiness, and is therefore the supwii2e good. But it does not follow that it is the
whole and perfect good as tlie object of the desires of rational
finite beings; for this requires happiness also, and that iiot
merely in the partial eyes of the person who makes hiniself
an end, but even in the judgment of an impartial rearoil,
which regards persons in general as ends in themselves. For
t o need happiness, t o deserve it ( ~ 4 : )aud
~
yet at the same tinic
not to participate in it, cannot be cousistent with the perfect
volition of a rational being possessed at the same time of all
power, if, for the sake of esperiment, me conceive such a being.
Now inasmuch as virtue and happiness together constitute the
possession of the s i w m z u i i ~h z i m in a person, and the distribution
of happiness in esact proportion to morality (which is the worth
of the person, and his worthiuess to be l q p y ) constitutes the
s211/21/12111~boiz11112 of a possible world ; hence this m m i ~ ~ o
6oi11rni
n
expresses the whole, the perfect good, in which, however, virtue
its the condition is always the ;upreme good, since it has 110
condition above it ; whereas happiness, while i t is pleasant t o
the possessor of it, is riot of itself absolutely and in all respects
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good, but always presupposes morally right behaviour as its
condition.
When two elements are uecessarily united in one concept
they must be connected as reason and consequence, and this
either BO that their unity is considered as riiidytieal (logical
connesion), or as syiztlretienl (real comexion)-the former following the lam of identity, the latter that of causality.
connexion of virtue and happiness may therefore he unders ood
in two ways: either the endeavour to be virtuous and the
rational pursuit of happiness are not two distinct actions, but
absolutely identical, in which case no maxim need be made the
principle of the former, other than what serves for the latter ;
or the oonnesion consists in this, that virtue produces happiness
as something distinct from the con~ciousnessof virtue, as a
c a u ~ eproduces an effect.
The ancient Greek schools mere, properly speaking, only
two, and in determining the conception of the su1117)111711 60112rnz
these followed in fact one and tlie same method, inasmuch as
they did not allow virtue and happiness to be regarded as two
distinct elements of the szwmuiiz bonzm, and consequently
sought (24s) the unity of the principle by the rule of identity;
but they differed as to which of the two was to be taken as
the fundamental notion. The E’iicuveniz said : To be comcious
that one’s maxims lead t o happiuess is virtue ; the Stoic said :
To be conscious of one’s virtue is happiness. With the former,
Prudence was equivalent to morality ; with the latter, who
chose a higher designation for virtue, morality alone was true
wisdom.
While we must admire tlie men who in such early times
tried all imaginable ways of extending the domain of philosophy, we must at the same time lament that tlieir acuteness
was uufortuiiately misapplied in trying t o trace out identity
between two extremely heterogeneous notions, those of hnppiness ,and virtue. But it agreed with the dialectical spirit of
their times (and subtle minds are even now souetimes misled
iE the same way) to get rid of irreconcilable differences in
principle by seeking to change them into a mere contest about
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words, and thus apparently working out the identity of the
notion under different names, and this usually occurs in case0
where the combination of heterogeneous principles lies so deep
or so high, or would require so complete a transformation of the
doctrines assumed in the rest of the philosophical system, that
men are afraid t o penetrate deeply into the real difference, and
prefer treating it as a difference in matters of form.
While both schools sought to trace out the ident,ity of the
practical principles of virtue and happiness, they mere not
agreed as to the may in which they tried to force this identity,
but were separated infinitely from one another, the one placing
its principle on the side of sense, the other on that of reason ;
the one in the consciousness of sensible wants, the other in the
independeuce of practical reason (249) on all sensible grounds of
determination. According to the Epicurean the notion of virtue
was already involved in the maxim : To promote one's own
happiness ; according to the Stoics, on the other hand, the feeling of happiness mas already contained in the consciousness of
virtue. Now whatever is contained in another notion is identical with part of the containing notion, but not with the whole,and
moreover two wholes may be specifically distinct, althougli they
consist of the same parts, namely, if the parts are united into a
whole in totally different ways. The Stoic maintained that
virtue was the whole S I L I ~ ~ ~ ~bon
I T i Li i u , and happiness only the
consciousness of possessing it, as making part of the state of the
subject. The Epicurean maintained that happiness was the
whole S Z L I I Z ~ ~ bontim,
L M ~
aud virtue only the form of the maxim
for its pursuit, vie. the rational use of the means for attaining it,.
Now it is clear from the Analytic that the masims of virtue
and those of private happiness are quite heterogeneous as to
their supreme practical principle ; and although they belong t o
one s u i ) i i i i z m boi~iinzwhich together they make possible, yet they
are so far from coinciding that they restrict and check one
another very much in the same'subject. Thus the question,
EOZO
is tJAe s u m i m m boiziina practically possible ? still remains an
unsolved problem, notwithstanding all the attenyits at coalitioii

-

@91

PURE PRACTICAL REASOX.

209

that have hitherto been made. The Analytic has, however,
shown what it is that makes the problem difficult to solve ;
namely, that happiness and morality are two specifically distiizct
clcmieiats of the s u m m m boiiu,m, and therefore their combination
cniiiiot be niialytically cognised (as if the man that seeks his o m
happiness should find by mere analysis of his conception that in
so acting he is virtuous, or as if the man that follows virtue
should in the consciousness of such conduct find that he is
already happy @so facto) (250), but must be a syiithesis of concepts. Now since this combination is recognised as dpriori,
and therefore as practically necessary, and consequently not as
derived from experience, so that the possibility of the suiiziiazciiz
hotiiiiiz does not rest on any empirical principle, it follows that
the deduction [legitimation] of this concept must be traizsceiideiiful.
I t is d priori (morally) necessary to produce the
s u t t i m w ~boriicm by fi.eedom ofwill 1 therefore the condition of its
possibility must rest solely on u p i o n ' principles of cognition.

L-The

Pi.actica2 Reusoii.
I n the S ~ I I L ~ I ~ Zboiziwi
I ~ H
which is practical for us, i. e. to be
realised b 1 our will, virtue and happiness are thought as necessarily combined, so that the one cannot be assumed by pure
practical reason vithout the other also being attached to it.
Nom this combination (Illre every other) is either niin/!/tiru? or
synt?teticul. It has been sh0w.c that it cannot be analytical; it
must then be synthetical, and, more particularly, must be con.
ceived as the connesion of cause and eflect, since it concerns a
praotical good, i. e. oiie tliat is possible by means of action ;
consequently either the desire of happiness must be the motive
to maxims of virtue, or the masim of virtue must be the
efficient cause of happiness. The first is d s o h t e / y impossible,
because (as was proved in the Analytic) maxims which place
the determining principle ("1)
of the mill in the desire
of personal happiness are not moral at all, and no virtue
can be founded on them. But the second is also impossible,
because the practical connexion of causes aud effects iu the
world, as the result of the determination of the mill, does not
Aiiti/io?tiy qf
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depend upon the moral dispositions of the will, but on the
knowledge of the laws of nature and the physical power to use
them for ones purposes ; consequently we cannot expect in the
world by the most punctilious observance of the moral laws any
necessary connexion of happiness with virtue adequate to the
sumnizrna botiunz. Now a6 the promotion of this sunmum bonttnt,
the conception of which contains this connesion, is apriori a
necessary object of our mill, and inseparably attached to the
moral law, the impossibility of the former must prove the falsity
of the latter. If then the supreme good is not possible by
practical rules, then the moral law also which commands us to
promote it is directed to vain imaginary ends, and must comequently be false.

Solution qf the Antinomy of Practical
Reason.
The antinomy of pure speculative reason exhibits a similar
conflict between freedom and physical necessity in the causality
of events in the world. It was solved by showing that there is
no real contradiction when the events and even the world in
which they occur are regarded (as they Gught to be) merely as
appearances ; since one and the same acting being, a s a n appearmice (even to his own inner sense) (253) has a causality in
the world of sense that always conforms to tlie mechanism of
nature, but with respect to the same events, so far as the acting
person regards himself at the same time as a noumenon (as pure
intelligence in an existence not dependent on the condition of
time), he can contain a principle by which that causality acting
according to lams of nature is determined, but which is itself
free from all laws of nature.
It is just the same with the foregoing antinomy of pure
practical reason. The first of the two propositions-That the
endeavour after happiness produces a virtuous mind, is absolritely
fake ; but the second, That a vjrtuous mind necessarily produces happiness, is iiot nbsolictely false, but only in so far as
virtue is considered as a form of causality in the sensible world,
and consequently only if I suppose existence in it to be the only
II.-CCiitical
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sort of exiistence of a rational being ; it is then only coizditioiiaZZy
false. B u t as I am not only justified in thinking that I exist
also as a noumenon in a world of the understanding, but even
have in the moral law a purely intellectual determining principle of my causality (in the sensible world), it is not impossible
that morality of mind should have a connexion as cause with
happiness (as an effect in the sensible world) if not immediate
yet mediate (viz. : through an intelligent author of nature),
and moreover necessary; while in a system of nature which
is merely an object of the senses this combination could never
occur except contingently, and therefore could not sufEce for
the summuin bolt z m .
Thus, notwithstanding this seeming conflict of practical
reason with itself, the ~ i c m n 1 mO o n t ~ i i i ,which is the necessary
supreme end of a will morally determined, is a true object
tliereof; for it is practically possible, and the maxims of the
will which as regards their matter refer to it, have objective
reality, which a t first was threatened by the antinomy that
appeared in the connesion (253) of morality with happiness
by a general law ; but this was merely from a misconception,
because the relation between appearances was taken for a
relation of the things in themselves to these appearances.
When we find ourselves obliged to go so far, namely, t o the
connesion with an intelligible world, to find the possibility of
the s z i i i ~ i i i u m b o i i i m , which reason points out to all rational
beings as the goal of all their moral wishes, it must seem
strange that, nevertheless, tlie philosophers both of ancient and
modern times have been able t o find happiness.in accurate proportion t o virtue even in this. Z(fe (hthe sensible world), or have
persuaded themselves that they were conscious thereof. For
Epicurus as well as the Stoics extolled above everything the
happiness that springs from the consciousness of living virtuously ; and the former was not so base in his practical precepts
as one might infer from the principles of his theory, which he
used for explanation and not for action, or as they were interpreted by many who were misled by his using the term pleasure
for contentment; on tlie contrary, he reckoned the most disP2
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interested practice of good amongst the ways of enjoying the
most intimate delight, and his scheme of pleasure (by which he
meant constant cheerfulness of mind) included the moderation
and control of the inclinations, such as the strictest moral philosopher might require. H e differed from the Stoics chiefly in
making this pleasure the motive, which they very rightly refused
to do. For, on the one hand, the virtuous Epicurus, like many
well-intentioned men of this day, who do not reflect deeply
enough on their principles, fell into the error of pre-supposing
the virtuous dispositioia in the persons for whom he wished to
provide the springs to virlue (and indeed the upright man caniiot
be happy (254) if he is not first conscious of his uprightness ;
since with such a character the reproach that his habit of
thought would oblige him to make against himself in case of
transgression, and his moral self-condemnation would rob him
of all enjoyment of the pleasantness which his condition might
otherwise contain). But the question is, How is such a disposition possible in the first instance, and such a habit of thought
in estimating the worth of one's existence, siuce prior to it there
can be in the subject no feeling at all for moral worth ? If a
man is virtuous without being conscious of his integrity in every
action, he will certainly not enjoy life, however favourable fortune may be to him in its physical circumstances ; but can me
make him virtuous in the first instance, in other words, before
he esteems the moral worth of his existence so highly, by
praising t o him the peace of mind that would result from
the consciousness of an integrity for which he has no sense ?
Ou the other hand, however, there is here an occasion of a
t)itiunz , s i ~ b i * ~ p t i o ~and
~ i s , as i t were of an optical illusion, in the
self-consciousness of what one does as distinguished from what
one,feeb, an illusion which even tlie most experienced cannot
altogether avoid. The moral disposition of mind is necessarily
combined with a consciousness that the will is determined tliivctly
by the law. Now the consciousqess of a determination of the
faculty of desire is always the source of a satisfaction in the
resulting action ; but this pleasure, this satisfaction in oneself,
is not the determining principle of t.he action ; on the contrary,
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the determination of the will directly by reason is the source of
the feeling of pleasure, and this remains a pure practical not
sensible determination of the faculty of desire. Now as this
determination has exactly the same effect within (255) i n impelling to activity, that a feeling of the pleasure to be expected
from the desired action would have had, we easily look on what
we ourselves do as something which we merely passively feel,
and take the moral spring for a sensible impulse, just as it
happens i n the so-called illusion of the senses (in this case the
inner sense). It is a sublime thing in human nature to be
determined t o actions immediately by a purely rational law ;
sublime even is the illusion that regards the subjective side of
this capacity of intellectual determination as something sensible,
and the effect of a special sensible feeling (for an intellectual
feeling would be a contradiction). It is also of great importance
to attend to this property of our personality, and as much as
possible to cultivate the effect of reason on this feeling. But
we must beware lest by falsely extolling this moral determining
principle as a spring, making its source lie in particular feelings
of pleasure (which are in fact only results), we degrade and disfigure the true genuine spring, the law itself, by putting as it
were a false foil upon it. Respect, not pleasure or enjoyment
of happiness, is something for which it is not possible that
reason should lime any nritececleiit feeling as its foundation (for
this would always be sensible and pathological) ; [and]’ consciousness of immediate obligation of the will by the law is by
no means analogous t o the feeling of pleasure, although in relation to the faculty of desire it produces the same effect, but, from
different sources : it is only by this mode of conception, however, that we can attain what we are seeking, namely, that
actious be done not merely in accordance with duty (as a, result
of pleasant feelings), but from duty, which must be the true end
of all moral cultivation.
[The original has not ‘ find,’ but ‘ ah,’ which does not give any sntisfactory sense. I have, therefore, adopted Hartenstein’s emendation, which
Seems at least to giw the meaning intended.]
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Have we not, however, a word which does not express enjoyment, as happiness does (z56), but indicates a satisfaction in one’s
existence, an analogue of the happiness which must necessarily
accompany the consciousness of virtue ? Yes ! this word is selfcositentnient, which in its proper signification always designates
only a negative satisfaction in one’s existence, in which one is
conscious of needing nothing. Freedom and the consciousness
of it as a faculty of following the moral law with unyielding
resolution is iiidepeiicleiace on iiiclinntions, at least as motives
determining (though not as qj%ctiiig) our desire, and so far as I
am conscious of this freedom in following my moral maxims, it
is the only source of an unaltered contentment which is necessarily connected with it and rests on no special feeling. This
may be called intellectual contentment. The sensible contentment (improperly so-called) which rests on the satisfaction of
the inclinations, however delicate they may be imagined to be,
can never be adequate to the conception of it. For the inclinations change, they grow with the indulgence shown them, and
always leave behind a still greater void than we had thought to
fll. Hence they are always 6zirdemo)ne to a rational being, and
although he cannot lay them aside, they wrest from him the
wish to be rid of them. Even an incliuation to what is right
(6.g. to beneficence), though i t may much facilitate the efficacy of
the moral maxims, cannot produce any. For in these all must
be directed to the conception of the law as a determining principle, if the action is t o contain ~iio~.ality
and not merely k ~ n l i t y .
Inclination is blind and slavish whether itt be of a good sort
or not, and when morality is in question, reason must not play
the part merely of guardian to inclination, but, disregarding it
altogether, must attend simply t o its own interest as pure practical reason ( 2 5 1 ) . This very feeling of compassion and tender
sympathy, if it precedes the deliberation on the question of duty
and becomes a determining principle, is even annoying to rightthinking persons, brings their deliberate maxims into confusion,
and makes them wish to be delivered from it and to be subject
to law-giving reason alone.
From this we can understand how the consoiousness of this
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faculty of a pure practical reason produces by action (virtue) a
oonsciousness of mastery over one’s inolinations, and therefore
of independence on them, and consequently also on the discontent that always accompanies them, and thus a negative satisfaction with one’s state, i. e. coiiteiatimiit, which is primarily
contentment with one’s own person. Freedom itself becomes
in this way (namely indirectly) oapable of a n enjoyment which
cannot be called happiness, because it does not depend on the
positive concurrence of a feeliug, nor is it, strictly speaking,
bliss, since it does not include complete independence on inclinations and wants, but it resembles bliss in so far as the determination of one’s mill at least can hold itself free from their
influence; and thus, at least in its origin, this enjoyment is
analogoils to the self-su5ciency which me can ascribe only to
the Supreme Being.
From this solution of the antinomy of pure practical reason
it follows that in practical principles we may at least conceive
as possible a natural and necessary connexion between the
consciousness of morality and the expectation of a proportionate
happiness as its result, though it does not follow that we can
know or perceive tliis connerion; that, on the other hand,
principles of the p r s u i t of happiness cannot possibly produce
morality; that, therefore, morality is the siqirc~jzegood (as the
first condition of the s u m i m m b o n i i i i r , while happiness constitutes its second element, but only in such a way that it is
the morally Conditioned, but necessary consequence of the
former ( 2 6 8 ) . Only with this subordination is the S W 2 1 ) 2 U 1 U
d ~ i i z i i i z the whole object of pure practical reason, which must
necessarily conceive it as possible, since it commands US t o
contribute to the utmost of OUT power to its realization. But
since the possibility of such connesion of the conditioned with
its condition belongs nrholly to the supersensual relation of
things, and cannot be given according to the lams of the world
of sense, although the practical consequences of the idea belong
to the world of sense, namely, the actions that aim a t realizing
the s u m m m d o ~ ~ t i;mme mill therefore endeavour to set forth
the grounds of that possibility, first in respect of what is imme-
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diately in our power, and then secondly in that which is not in
our power, but which reason presents to us as the supplement of
our impotence, for the realization of the s z ~ ~ ~ z ~boiizcm
z u m (which
by practical principles is necessary).

111.-Of

the Prinzacy of Pzcre Practical Reasoil. iii its
the Speculatire Baason.

Uiiioii

icith

By primacy between two or more things connected by
reason, I understand the prerogative belonging to one, of
being the first determining principle in the connesion with
all the rest. I n a narrower practical sense it means the prerogative of the iuterest of one in so far as the interest of the
other is subordinated to it, while it is not postponed to any
other. To every faculty of the mind we can attribute an interest, that is a principle that contains the condition on which
d o n e the former is called into exercise. Reason, as the faculty
of principles, determines (260) the interest of all the powers of
the mind, and is determined by its own. The interest of its
speculative employment consists in the cogiiifioii of the object
pushed to the highest d priori principles : that of its practical
employment, in the determination of the uill iu respect of the
final and complete end. As to what is necessary for the possibility of any employment of reason at all, namely, that its
principles and afimations should not contradict one another,
this constitutes no part of its interest, but is the condition of
having reason at all ; it is only its development, not mere consistency with itself, that is reckoned as its interest.
If practical reason could not assume or think as given, anything further than what speculative reason of itself could offer
it from its own insight, the latter would have the primacy.
But supposing that it had of itself original d p i o ~ principles
i
with which certain theoretical positions were inseparably connected, while these were withdrawn from any possible insight
of speculative reason (which, however, they must not contradict) ; then the question is, which interest is the superior (not
which must give way, for they are not necessarily conflicting),

P611

P U R E PRACTICAL REASON.

217

whether speculative reason, which knows nothing of all that the
practical offers for its acceptance, should take up these propositions, and (although they transcend it) try to unite them with
its own concepts as a foreign possession handed over t o it, or
whether it is justified in obstinately following its own separate
interest, and according to the canonic of Epicurus rejecting as
vain subtlety everything that cannot accredit its objective
reality by manifest examples to be shown in experience, even
though it should be never so much interwoven with the interest
of the practical (pure) use of reason, and in itself not contradictory t o the theoret,ical, merely because it infringes on the interest
of the speculative reason to this extent @ G I ) , that it renhves the
bounds which this latter had set to itself, and gives it up to
every nonsense or delusion of imagination ?
I n fact, so far as practical reason is taken as dependent on
pathological conditions, that is, as merely regulating the inclinations under the sensible principle of’ happiness, we could not
require epeculative reason to take its principles from such a
source. Mohaainied’s paradise, or the absorption into the Deity
of the tJwosopJiists and mystics, would press their monstrosities on
the reahon according t o tlie taste of each, and one might as well
have no reason as surrender it in such fashion t o all sorts of
dreams. But if pure reason of itself can be practical and is
actually so, as the consciousness of the moral law proves, then
it is still only one and the same reason which, whether in a
theoretical or a practical point of yiew, judges according to
2 priori principles ; and then it is clear that although it is in
the first point of view incompetent to establish certain propositions positively, which, howeTer, do not contradict it, then as
soon as these propositions are iiisryumb?y attached t o the piurtic d iiifei-est of pure reason, then it must accept them, though it
be as something offered t o it from a foreign source, something
that has not grown on its own ground, but yet is sufficiently
authenticated; and it must t r y to compare and connect them
with everything that it has in its power as speculative reason.
I t must remember, however, that these are not additions to its
insight, but yet are estensions of its eniplogment in another,
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namely, a practical aspect ; and this is not in the least opposed
to its interest, which consists in the restriction of wild speculation.
Thus, when pure speculative and pure practical reason are
combined in one cognition, the latter has the p i m n c y , provided
namely, that this combination is not eoiitijzgeiit and arbitrary,
but founded d p ~ i o i -on
i reasonitself and therefore necesscrry (262).
For without this subordination there would arise a conflict of
reason with itself; since if they were merely co-ordinate, the
former would close its boundaries strictly and admit nothing
from the latter into its domain, while tlie latter mould extend
its bounds over everything, and when its needs required would
seek to embrace the former within them. Nor could we reverse
t h e order, and require pure practical reason to be subordinate
t o the speculative, since all interest is ultiluatelp practical, and
even that of speculative reason is conditional, and it is only in
the practical employment of reason that it is complete.

IV.-The

h u o i - t a l i t y of the J S O Uas~ a Postulate
Prnctical Reason.

of Pure

The realization of the szmzmiiii~ boiiiriii in the world is the
necessary object of a will determinable by the moral law. But
in this will the perfect accodalalice of the mind with the moral
law is the supreme condition of the sunzmziv~boiiunz. This then
must be possible, as well as its object, since it is contained in
the command to promote the latter. Now, the perfect accordance of the will with tlie moral law is holiiress, a perfection of
which no rational being of the sensible world is capable a t any
moment of his existence. Since, nevertheless, it is required as
practically necessary, it can only be found in a 2irogi.e~~in
~iqfinitmtowards that perfect accordance, and on the principles
of pure practical reason it is necessary (263) to assume 6UCh a
practical progress as the real object of our will.
Nom, this endless progress is only possible on the supposition
of an eiirlless duration of the existence and personality of the
same rational being (which ifi called the immortality of the
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soul). The s z m i i i z i m b o ~ m m ,then, practically is only possible
on the supposition of the immortality of the soul ; consequently
this immortality, being inseparably connected with the moral
law, is a postulate of pure practical reason (by which I mean
a tlieoretical proposition, not demonstrable as such, but which
is a11 inseparable result of a n unconditional ci priori pi~ictical
law).'
This principle of tlie moral destination of our nature,
namely, that it is only in a n endless progress that we can
attain perfect accordance with the moral law, is of the greatest
use, not merely for the present purpose of supplementing the
hpotence of speculative reason, but also with respect to religion. I n default of it, either the moral lam is quite degraded
from its holiiiess, being madc out to be i i i i h I g e i i f , and conformable to our convenience, or else men strain their notions of
their vocation and their expectation to an unattainable goal,
hoping to acquire complete holiness of will, and so they lose
themselves in fanatical fJleo.iophic dreams, which wholly contradict self-knowledge. I n both cases the unceasing rffbrf to obey
punctually and thoroughly a strict and inflexible command of
reason, whicli yet is not ideal but real, is only liindered. For
a rational but finite being, the only tliing possible is an endless
progress from the lower to higher degrees of moral perfection. The I/ifi,iifc
Being, to whom the condition of time is
nothing (?64), sees i n this t o us endless succession a whole of
accordance with the moral lam; and the holiness which His
command inexorably requires, in order to be true to H i s justice
in the share which H e assigns to each in the suinwuiii 210111(11~, is
to be found in a single intellectual intuition of the whole existence of rational beings. All that can be espected of the creature iii respect of the hope of this participation would be the
~oi~sciousness
of his tried character, Lp whicli, from the progress
he has hitherto made from the worse to the morally better, and
the immutability of purpose which has thus become known t o
him, he may hope for a furtlier unLroken continuance of the
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same, however long his existence may last, even beyond this
life,' and thus he may hope, not indeed here, nor at any imaginable point of his future existence, but only in the endlessness
of his duration (which God alone can survey) (265) to be perfectly adequate to his will (without indulgence or excuse,
which do not harmonize with justice).

V.-TJie Existence of God cis n Postukrto of Pure Practicnl
Reasoli.

I n the foregoing analysis the moral law led to a practical
problem which is prescribed by pure reas011 alone, without the
aid of an7 sensible motives, namely, that of the necessary completeness of the first and principal elemeut of the szmmu/)z
hoiiziiii, Tiz. Morality ; and as this can be perfectly solved only
in eternity, t o the postulate of ina~oifality. The same law
must also lead us to affirm the possibilitg of the second element
of the sl(~>lt~iliz(~tz
Ao~~zttiz,
viz. Happiness proportioned to that
morality, and this on grounds as disinterested as before, and
1 It seems, neTertheless, impossiblc for R creature to have the conz'ictiorL
of his unwarering firmness of mind in the progress tovards goodness. On
this account the Christian religion malres it come only from the same Spirit
that works sanctification, that is, this firm purpose, and with it the consciousness of steadfastness* in the moral progress. But naturally one who
is conscious that he has persevered through a long portion of his life up to
the end in the progress t o the better, and this from genuine moral motives,
may well hare the comforting hope, though not the certainty, that even in
an existence prolonged beyond this life he will continue steadfast in these
principles ; and although he is iierer justified here in his own e p s , nor ca11
ever hope t o be so in the increased perfection of his nature, to which 11c
looks forward, together xith an increase of duties, nerertheless in this progress which, though it is directed to a goal infinitely remote, yet is in God's
sight regarded as equivalent t o possession, he may have a prospect of a
blessed future ; f o r this is the word that reason employs to designate perfect
well-beiiry independent on all contingent causes of the world, and which,
like h l i n e s s , is an idea that can be contained only in an endless progresb
and its totality, and consequently is never fully attained by a creature.

* [The ; x o ( * o ~of the N. T.]
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solely from im1mrtial reason ; that is, it must lead to the SUPposition of the existeuce of a cause adequate to this effect; in
other words, it must postulate the cxi.steiice qf GocZ, as the necessary condition of the possibilit,y of the s i i i i z i i z z i i t ~ lroiiuna (an object
of the will which is necessarily connected with the moral legislation of pure reason). W e lroceed to exhibit tliis connexion
in a convincing manner.
Happiizess is the condition of a rational being in the world
with whom cvei.gthiiig goes accoidiiig t o his iciah aiid i d 2 ; it rests,
therefore, on the harmony of physical nature with liis whole
end, and likewise with the essential determining principle of
his will. Now the moral law as a law of freedom commands
by determining principles (266), which ought to be quite iudependent on nature and on its harmony with our faculty of
desire (as springs). B u t the acting rational being i n the world
is uot the cause of the world and of nature itself. There is not
the least ground, therefore, in the moral law for a necessary
conuesion between morality and proportionate happiness in a
being that belongs to the world as part of it, and therefore
dependent on it, and which for that reason cannot by his will
be a cause of this nature, nor by his own power make it thoroughly harmonize, as far as his happiness is concerned, with
liis practical principles. Nevertheless, in the practical proLlem
of pure reason, i.e. the necessary pursuit of the s z / ~ i i i i i / u i nboir1i111,
such a connexion is postulated as necessary: we ought to endeavour to promote the s t i ~ ~ i i i m boizziit/,
m
wliich, therefore, must
Le possible. Accordingly, the existence of a cause of all nature,
distinct from nature itself, and containing the principle of this
connesion, namely, of the exact harmony of happiness witli
morality, is also postulated. Now, this supreme cause must COILtain the principle of the harmony of nature, not merely with a
law of the will of rational beings, but with the conception of
this Zmc, in so far as they make it the sztprciiie d ~ ~ f e i w i i i i pi ii yi i z cQde of the zoiZZ, and consequently not merely with the form of
morals, but with t,heir morality as their motive, that is, with
their moral character. Therefore, the s z i i i i m i t / i i b o i ~ i t i i iis possible
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in the world only on the suppositim of a supreme Being’
having a causality corresponding to moral character. Now a
being that is capable of acting on the conception of laws is au
iiiteZZigesce (a rational being), and the causality of such a being
according to this conception of laws is his d l ; therefore the
supreme cause of nature, which must be presupposed as a condition of the szcnznzzinz bonum (267) is a being which is the cause
of nature by iiztelliyetice and toill, consequently its author, that
is God. I t follows that the postulate of the possibility of the
/@est dericed good (the best world) is likewise the postulate of
the reality of a higJmt o ~ i ~ i l good,
l n ~ that is to say, of the
existence of God. Now it was seeu t o be a duty for us to
promote the szinzniuix bomiii~; consequently it is not merely
allowable, but it is a necessity connected with duty as a requisite, that we should presuppose tlie possibility of this ~ ~ ~ W Z ~
bowicnz; and as this is possible only on condition of the existence
of God, it inseparsbly connects the supposition of this with
duty; that is, it is morally necessary t o assume the existelice
of God.
It must be remarked here that this moral necessity is strbjectice, that is, it is a want, and not objectice, that is, itself a
duty, for there cannot be a duty t o suppose the existence of
anything (since this concerns only the theoretical employmeut
of reason). Moreover it is not meant by this that it is necessary
to suppose the existence of God as a basis of n2l obligatioii in
g e n e i d (for this rests, as lins been sufficiently proved, simply ou
the autonomy of reason itself). What belongs t o duty here is
only the endeavour t o realize and promote the s z m m z m bourn
in the world, the possibility of which can therefore be postulated ; and as our reason finds it not conceivable except on the
supposition of a supreme intelligence, the admission of this
existence is therefore connected with the consciousness of our
1 [The original has “ a Supreme Fsture.”
“Natur,” however, almost
invariably means “ physical nature"^ therefore Hartenstein supplies tlie
words ‘ I cause of” before “ nature.” Xorc probably ‘ I Natur” is a slip for
‘‘ Ursache,” “cause.”]
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duty, although the admission itself belongs to the domain of
speculative reason. Considered in respect of this alone, as a
principle of explanation, it may be called a hyyotJzesis, but in
reference to the intelligibility of an object given us by the
moral law (the szii?z?immb o m m ) , and consequently of a requirement for practical purposes, it may be called faith, that is to
say a pure ~atioiznlfaith, since pure reason (268) (both in its
theoretical and its practical use) is the sole source from which
it springs.
From this clediictioia it is now intelligible why the Greek
scliools could never attain the solution of their problem of the
practical possibility of the szi))i)mm boiiziiii, because they made
the rule of the use which the will of man makes of his freedom
the sole and sufficient ground of this possibility, thinking that
they had no need for that purpose of the existence of God. No
doubt they were so far right that they established the principle
of morals of itself independently on this postulate, from the
relation of reason only to the mill, and consequently made it
the szipi.eme practical condition of the s z m i i i z i m bomiiti ; but it
was not therefore the whole condition of its possibility. The
E ~ i i c w e n i ~had
s indeed assumed as the supreme principle of
morality a wholly false one, namely that of happiness, and had
substituted for a law a maxim of arbitrary choice according to
every man’s inclination ; they proceeded, however, coiisistetitlt~
enough in this, that they degraded their s i i n i i i i i i i n bonicin likewise just in proportion to the meanness of their fundamental
principle, and looked for no greater happiness than can be
attained by human prudence (including temperance, and moderation of the inclinations), and this as we know would be scanty
enough and would be very different according to circumstances ;
not to mention the exceptions that their maxims must perpetually admit and which make them incapable of being laws. The
Stoics, on the contrary, had chosen their supreme practical principle quite rightly, making virtue the condition of the siiiiiil’tim
h u i i i ; but when they represented the degree of virtue required
by its pure law as fully attainable in this life, they not only
strained the moral powers of the /m//
whom they called the zcise
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beyond all the limits of his nature, and assumed (269) a thing
that contradicts all our knowledge of men, but also and principally they would not allow the second eZement of the suiii,mz61ji
towziin, namely, happiness, t o be properly a special object of
human desire, but made their wise magz, like a divinity in his
consciousness of the excellence of his person, wholly independent on nature (as regards his own contentment) ; they exposed
him indeed to the evils of life, but made him not subject t o
them (at the same time representing him also as free from
moral evil). They thus in fact left out the second element of
the s i i ~ ~ i i n u ~boiwm,
~z.
namely, personal happiness, placing it
solely in action and satisfaction with one’s own personal worth,
thus including it iu the consciousness of being morally minded,
in which they might have been sufficiently refuted by the voice
of their own nature.
The doctrine of Christianity,’ even if we do not yet consider
it as a religious doctrine, gives, touching this point (269), a conception of the s z i ~ ~ ~ i i i i boizum
cii~
(the kingdom of God), which
alone satisfies t,he strictest demand of practical reason. The
moral lam is holy (uiiyielding) and demands holiness of morals,

’

It is commonly held that the Christ,ian precept of morality has no advantage in respect of purity over the moral conceptions of the Stoics ; the
distinction betmeen them is, however, very obvious. The Stoic system
made the consciousness of strength of mind the pirot on nhich all moral
dispositions should turn ; and although its disciples spoke of duties and even
defined them very well, yet t h y placed the spring and proper determining
principle of the nil1 in an elevation of the mind above the lower springs of
the senses, which owe their power only to weakness of mind. V i t h them,
therefore, virtue mas a sort of heroism i n the w i s e iiian who, raising himself
above the animd nature of man, is sufficient for himself, and while he prescribes duties t o others is himself raised above them, and is not subject to
a n s temptation t o transgress the moral law. All this, however, they could
not hare done if they had conceived this lam in all its purity and strictness,
as thc precept of the Gospel does. V h e n I give the name iden t o a perfection t o which nothing adequate can beagiven in experience, it does not follow
that the moral ideas are something transcendent, that is something of which
we could not even determine the concept adoo-uately, or of which it is uncertain whether there is any object corresponding to it a t all (270), as is the
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although all the moral perfection t o which man can attain is
still only virtue, that is, a rightful disposition arising from
respect for the law, implying consciousness of a constant propensity to transgression, or a t least a want of purity, that is, a
mixture of many spurious (not morel) motives of obedience to
the law, consequently a self-esteem combined with humility.
I n respect then of the holiness whicli the Christian law requires,
this leaves the creature nothing but a progress ill iiEJiiiitztm,but
for that very reason it justifies him in hoping for an endless
duration of his existence. The iuorth of a character perfectZy
accordant with the moral lam is infinite, since ( g o ) the only
restriction on all possible happiness in the judgment of a wise
aEd all-powerful distributor of it is tlie absence of conformity of
rational beings to their duty. B u t the moral law of itself does
not p o m 2 S e any happiness, for according to our conceptions of
an order of nature in general, this is not necessarily connected
with obedience to the law. Nom Christian morality supplies
this defect (of the second indispensable element of the s m m z i m
2ioiizrni) by representing the world, in which rational beings
devote themselves with all their soul to the moral law, as a
Kir~gdomqf God, in whicli nature and morality are brought into
case with the ideas of speculative rcason ; on the contrary, being ty-pes of
practical perfection, they serve as the indispensable rule of conduct and
.
if I consider CVwistinn morals
likewise as the stanrlnml c ~ f c o n y ~ a r i s o n R’ow
on their philosohical side, then compared v i t h the ideas of the Greek schools
they would appear as follows : the ideas of the cl,/uics, the Epictiretins, the
Stoics, and the C?i~zstia,is,
are : siniplicity of wztiri-e, prndsiice, wisdom, and
holiiress. In respect of the way of attaining them, the Greek schools were
distinguished from one another thus, that the Cynics only required conrvmr
suise, the others the path of science, but both found the mere use ofiiaturcrl
p u e r s snfficient for the purpose. Christian morality, because its precept is
framed (as a moral precept must be) so pure and unyielding, tnlies from man
all confidence that he can be fully adequate toit, a t least in this life, but again
sets it up by enabling us t o hope that if we act as well as it is in our power
to do, then what is not in our porn-er will come in t o 0111’ aid from another
source, whether we know how this mny be or not. Arisstotle and P l u f o
differed only as to the origin of o w moral conceptions. [See P ~ ~ f i i c c , ,
p. 115, note.]
€2
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n harmony

foreign to each of itself, by a holy Author who
I I L
possible. Ho/iiiess of life is
makes the derived S I C I I ~ ~ Z ~ boazinb
prescribed to them as a rule even in this life, while the welfare
proportioned to it, namely, bliss, is represented as attainable
only in an eternity ; because the foiwier must always be the
pattern of their conduct in every state, and progress towards it
is already possible aud necessary in this life ; while the Irctter,
under tlie name of happiness, cannot be attained a t all in this
world (so far as o w own power is concerned), and therefore is
made simply an object of hope. Nevertheless, the Christian
principle of aroizlity itself is not tlieological (so as to be heteronomy) but is autonomy of pure practical reasou, since it does
not make the knowledge of God and his will the foundation of
these laws, but ouly of the attainment of the . s u i i z m z / i i i , boiizim, on
condition of following these laws, and it does not even place the
proper spiY"'zg of this obedience in the desired results, but, solel~7
in the conception of' duty, as that of which the faithful observance alone constitutes the worthiness to obtain those happy
consequences.
I n this manner the moral laws lead through the conception
of the S ~ ~ I M T Hb0111111~as the object and final eud of pure practical reason to rdiyiwi ( g i ) , that is, to tlie i w o p i t i o u of aIi
clutics (1s dirijie comiiuiids, not (is samtions,' that i.9 t o suy, rii-bitrai*yoidiiictiices of ~2 f o n i g i k icill ciiic! confii?geiif itk theiriselces, but
as essential Iri1r.s of every free will in itself, whicl~,nevertheless,
must be regarded as commands of the Supreme Being, because
it is only from a morally perfect (holy and good) and a t the
same time all-powerful will, and consequently oiily through
harmony with this will that we cau hope to attain the si1iii)tiiitii
bouzwi which the moral law makes it our duty to take as the
object of our endeavours. H e r e again, then, all remains disinterested and founded merely on duty ; neither fear 1101' hope
being made the fundamental springs, which if taken as IiriiiI LThe word ' sanction' is here used i n the technical German sense,
which is familiar t o students of history in connexion with tllo 'Pragmatic
Sanction.']
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ciples would destroy the whole moral worth of actions. The
moral law commands me to make the highest possible good in a.
world the ultimate object of all my conduct. But I cannot
hope t o effect this otherwise than hy the harmony of my will
wilh that of a holy and good Author of the world; and although
the conception of the S Z W ~ U I I Iboiiunz as a whole, in which the
greatest happiness is conceived as combined in the most exact
proportion with tlie highest degree of moral perfection (possible
i
yet it is not this that
in oreatures), includes 7ny o ~ i hqipiriess,
is the determining principle of the will which is enjoined to
promote the sic~mnz6iia boituiii, but the moral law, which ou the
contrary limits by strict conditions my unbounded desire of
happiness.
Hence also morality is not properly the doctrine how we
should m r k e ourselves happy, but how we should become mr*tAy
of liappiness. I t is only when religion is added that there also
comes in the hope of participating some day in happiness iu
propohon as we have endeavoured t3 be not unworthy of it.
( 2 ; 2 ) A man is zcoi.thy to possess a thing or a state when his
possession of it is in harmony with the s u i ~ ~ i i z u ihi ~i . w a . We
can now easily see that all worthiness depends on moral conduct,
since in the conception of the s u i i m i i i ~ h z 2 1 1 1 z this constitutes
the conditiou of the rest (which belongs to one’s state), uamely,
the participation of happiness. Nom it follows from this that
~iioi~rlity
slioiilil never be treated as a doctriii(8 nf I K [ ~ ~ ~ I L Cthat
SS,
is, an instruction how t o become happy; for it lias t o do
siiuply with the rational conditiou (coiidilio sine qucr i i o u ) of
happiness, not with the means of attaining it. But when
morality has been completely expounded (which merely imposes duties instead of providing rules for selfish desires), theu
first, after the moral desire t o promote the s i o ) i m w i l borlzin~(to
bring the kingdom of God to us) has been awakened, a desire
founded 0x1 a law, and which could uot previously arise in any
selfish mind, and when for the behoof of this desire the step to
religion has been taken, theu this ethical doctrine may be also
called a doctrine of happiness, because the ?/ope of happiness
first hegins with religion only.
Q 2
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W e can also see from this that, when we ask what is God's
t6l/inl&? eiid in creating the world, we must not name the huppiof the rational beings in it, but the s t l r ~ ~ / ubOll.lCITL,
~m
which
adds a further condition t o that wish of such beings, namely,
the condition of being worthy of happiness, that is, the m o ~ l i f y
of these same rational beings, a condition which alone contains
the rule by which only they can hope to share in the former at
the hand of a tcise Author. For as wisdom theoretically considered signifies the ?i/rolcledge 91 the siivzitii1Tt1 bonzim, and practically the accotduiice qf the will with flit S I I ~ I ~ E h~ >U mI t~ L , we
cannot attribute to a supreme independent wisdom an erid
based merely on goodtiess (273). For we cannot conceive the
action of this goodness (iu respect of the happiness of rational
beings) as euitable to the liigliest original good, except under
the restrictive conditions of harmony with the holiness' of his
will. Therefore those who placed the end of creation i n the
glory of God (provided that this is not conceived anthropomorphically as a desire to be praised) have perhaps hit upon the
Lest expression. F o r nothing glorifies God more than that
which is the most estimable thing in the world, respect for H i s
command, the observance of the holy duty that His law imposes
on us, when there is added thereto His glorious plau of crowning such a beautiful order of things with corresponding hailpiness. If the latter (to speak humanly) makes H i m worthy of
1 In order to make these cliaractcristics of these conceptions clear, I add
the rema& that whilst we ascribe to God various attributes, the qua!ity of
which me also find applicable to creatures, only that in Him they are raised
to the highest degree, e.y. power, knowledge, presence, goodness, kc.,
under the designations ofomnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence, Bc., there
are three that are ascribed to God exclusively, and yet without the addition
of greatness, and which are all moral. H e is the only holy, the o?z/!/ blessed,
the onZy wise, because these conceptions already imply the absence of limitation. I n the order of these attributes H e is also the holy lawyir.w (and
creator), the good governor (and presefier) and the just judge, three attributes wdiic'i include everything b y which God is the object of religion, rind
in conformify with which the metaphysical perfections m e addeu of thernselves i n the reason.
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love, by the former H e is an object of adoration. Even men
can never acquire respect by benevolence alone, though they
may gain love, so that the greatest beneficence only procures
them honour when it is regulated by worthiness.
That in the order of ends, man (and with him every rational
being) is ail end iiz h i i i i s e ~ ,that is, that he can never be used
merely asa means by any (274) (not even by God) without being
at the same time an end also himself, that therefore hitnianity
in om person must be J L o Z ~ to ourselves, this follows nom of
itself because he is the subject' qf the moral I ( m , in other words,
of that which is holy in itself, and on account of which and in
agreement with which alone can anything be termed holy. For
this moral law is founded on the autonomy of his mill, as a
free will which by its universal lams must necessarily be able
to agree with that to which it is to submit itself.

VL-Of the Postulates qf Pure Pi-acticul Reasoic
Geii e

iia

m 1.

They all proceed from the principle of morality, which is
not a postulate but a law, by which reason determines the
n d l directly, which will, because it is so determined as a pure
will, requires these necessary conditions of obedience to its
precept. These postulates are not theoretical dogmas, but
suppositions practically necessnrj- ; while then they do [not]'
extend our speculative knowledge, they give objective reality
to the ideas of speculative reason in general (by means of their
reference to what is practical), and give it a right to concepts,
the possibility even of which it could not otherwise venture to
a5rm.
These postulates are those qf imnloifnlity, f,.eedoont positively
considered (as the causality of a being so far as he belongs t,o

' [That the ambiguity of the word subject may not mislead the reader, it
may be remarked that it is here used in the psychological sense : s u b j e c t t ~ ? ~ ~
@A,
not suQectus leg;.]
' [Absent from the original t e s t 3
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the intelligible world), and the existence qf God. The j r s t
results from the practically necessary condition of a duration (275) adequate to the complete fulfilment of the moral law ;
the second from the necessary supposition of independence on
the sensible world, and of the faculty of determining one’s will
according to the law of an intelligible world, that is, of freedom ; the tAiid from the necessary condition of the esistence of
the s ~ c n ~ i mOoiiziin
m
in such an intelligible world, by the supposition of the supreme independent good, that is, the existence
of God.
Thus the fact that respect for the moral lam necessarily
makes the s z i i m i ~ t i ~boiizuia
)~
an object of our endeavours, and
the supposition thence resulting of its objective reality, lead
through the postulates of practical reason to conceptions which
speculative reason might indeed present as problems, but could
never solve. Thus it leads-1. To that one in the solution of
which the latter could do nothing but commit prti~72ogis)~zs
(namely, that of immortality), because it could not lay hold of
the character of permanence, by which t o complete the psychological conception of an ultimate subject necessarily ascribed to
the soul in self-consciousness, so as to make it the real conception of a substance, a character which practical reason furnishes
by the postulate of a duration required for accordance with the
moral law in the s i i ~ t z m w i i boiiiim, which is the whole end of
practical remon. 2. It leads t o that of which speculative reason
contained nothing but nntinoiay, the solution of which it could
only found on a notion problematically conceivable indeed, but
whose objective reality it could not prove or determine, namely,
the cosi~ologicnlidea of an intelligible world and the consciousness of our existence in it, by means of the postulate of freedom
(the reality of which it lays down by virtue of the morel law),
and with it likewise the law of an intelligible world, to which
speculative reason could only point, but could not define its
conception. 3. W h a t speculative reason was able t o think, but
was obliged to leave undetermined as a mere transcendeiital
ideal (276), viz. the theological conception of the first Being, to
this it gives significance (in a practical view, that is, as a con-
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dition of the possibility of the object of a will determined by
that law), namely, as the supreme principle of the szimmzm
boiiuin in an intelligible world, by means of moral legislation in
it invested with sovereign power.
Is our knowledge, however, actually extended in this way
by pure practical reason, and is that iiiimnrmt in practical
reason which for the speculative was only timisccridoit ? Certainly, but only in ci p a c t i c a l p i n t qf &w.
For we do not
thereby take lrnowledge of the nature of our souls, nor of the
intelligible world, nor of the Supreme Being, with respect to
what they are in themselves, but we have merely combined the
coiiceptions of them in the pi-ncticcd concept of the s i l i m m t i z
boiiiini as the object of our mill, and this altogether d priori, but
only by means of the moral law, and merely in reference to it,
in respect of the object which it commands. But how freedom
is possible, and how we are to conceive this kind of causality
theoretically and positively, is not thereby discovered ; but only
that there is such a causality is postulated by the moral law
arid in its behoof. It is the same with the remaiiiirig ideas, the
possibility of which no human intelligence will ever fathom,
but the truth of which, on the other hand, no sopliistry will
ever wrest from the conviction even of the commonest man.
[?i'i] VII.-Hoir i.s it possible to coiiceiw ciii ezfeiiaioii qf Piire
Kensoii 1 7 1 u Practical poitif qf riel(>,i i ithout its K I I ~ I C
u:,~

S'mztldi,rc bciiig etdriiyccl nt the

smile

tiiric ?

I n order not to be too abstract, me mill answer this question
at once in its application to the' present case. I n order t o estend a pure cognition p-ncticaUy, there must be an d priori
2 ~ i r y o s egiven, that is, an end as object (of the mill), which
independently on all theological principle is presented as practically necessary by an imperative which determines the d l
directly (a categorical imperative), and in this case tliat is the
~117nmiin2b o i i z o i ~ . This, however, is not possible without presupposing three theoretical conceptions (for which, because they
are mere conceptions of pure reason, no corresponding intuitiou

N/<~
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can be found, nor consequently by the path of theory any objective reality) ; namely, freedom, immortality, and God. Thus
by the practical law which commands the existence of the
highest good possible in a world, the possibility of those objects
of pure speculative reason is postulated, and the objective
reality which the latter could not assure them. By this the
theoretical knowledge of pure reason does indeed obtain an
accession ; but it consists only in this, that those concepts which
otherwise it had to look upon as problematical (merely thinkable) concepts, are now shown assertorially to be such as actually
have objects ; because practical reason indispensably requires
their existence for the possibility of its object, the ~ 1 c i i i i / i z ~ 1 1 2
b01221111, which practically is absolutely necessary, and this justifies theoretical reason in assuming them. But this extension
of theoretical reason (27s) is no extension of speculative, that is,
we cannot make any positive use of it in a theoretical poiiit qf
cie7c. For as nothing is accomplished in this by praotical
reason, further than that these concepts are real and actually
have their (possible) objects, and nothing in the way of intuition of them is given thereby (which indeed could not be
demanded), hence the admission of this reality does not sender
any synthetical proposition possible. Consequently this discovery does not in the least help us to extend this knowledge of
ours in a speculative point of view, although it does in respect
of the practical employment of pure reason. The above three
ideas of speculative reason are still in themselves not cognitions ; they are however (transcendent) thoughts, in which there
is nothing impossible. Now, by help of an apodictic practical
law, being necessary conditions of that which it commands t o be
~ J M & mi obcct, they acquire objective reality : that is, we learn
from it that they have objects, without being able to point out
how the conception of them is related to an object, and this,
too, is still not a cognition of these objects ; for we cannot
thereby form any synthetical judgment about them, nor determine their application theoretically ; consequeutly we can make
110 theoretical rational use of them at all, in which use all
speculative knowledge of reason consists. Nevertheless, the
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theoretical knowledge, iiot iiadeed of these objects, but of reason
generally, is so far enlarged by this, that by the practical postulates o@cts were giceta to those ideas, a merely problematical
thought having by this means first acquired objective reality.
There is therefore no extension of the knowledge of giceii szcy~eiqseiisible objects, but an extension of theoretical reason and of its
knowledge i n respect of the supersensible generally ; inasmuch
as it is compelled to admit that t1ict.e ai^' such objects (279))
although it is not able to define them more closely, so as itself
to extend this knowledge of the objects (which have now been
given it on practical grounds, and only €or practical use). For
this accession, then, pure theoretical reason, for which all those
ideas are transcendent and without object, has simply to thank
its practical faculty. I n this they become iriittinireiit atid coiistii'rttice, being the source of the possibility of t w l i z i i i g the iiecess u i y oQect of pure practical reason (the s i i i i i m z o t i botiioti) ; whereas
apart from this they are transcendent, and merely regu[rrfice
principles of speculative reason, which do not require it to
assume a new object beyond experience, but only to briug its
me in experience nearer to completeness. But when once
reason is in possession of this accession, it will go to work with
these ideas as speculative reason (properly only to assure the
certainty of its practical use) in a negative manner: that is,
l i d extending but clearing up its knowledge so as on one side
tu keep off aiithl.oz~oiiiol.I~hisllL,
as the source of sup-stitioii, or
seeming extension of these conceptions by supposed experience ;
and on the other side faiiaticistii, which promises the same by
means of supersensible intuition or feelings of the like kind.
A11 these are hindrances to the practical use of pure reason, so
that the removal of them may certainly be considered an
esteusion of our knowledge in a practical point of view, without contradicting the admission that for speculative purposes
reitson has not in the least gained by this.
Every employmeut of reason in respect of an object requires
pure concepts of the understanding (cakgories), without, which
uo object can be conceived. These can be applied to the theoretical employment of reason, i. e. to that kind of knowledge,
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only in case an intuition (which is always sensible) is taken as
a hasis, and therefore merely in order (280) t o conceive by means
of them an object of possible experience. Now here what have
to be thought by means of the categories, in order to be known,
are idrm of reason, which cannot be given in any experience.
Only we are not here concerned with the theoretical knowledge
of the objects of these ideas, but only with this, whether they
have objects a t all. This reality is supplied by pure practical
reason, arid theoretical reason has nothing further to do in this
but to tfiiit?; those objects by means of categories. This, as we
have elsewhere clearly shown, can be done well enough without
needing any intuition (either sensible or supersensible), because
the categories have their seat and origin in the pure understanding, simply as the faculty of thought, before and independently
on any intuition, and they always only signify an object in
general, n o 91icrffer iii d i n t icciy it mny be gizwh t o u s . Now when
the categories are to be applied t o these ideas, it is not possible
to give them any object in intuition ; but tlint sacli ai?,object
actiially exists, and consequently that the category as a mere
form of thought is here not empty but has significauce, this is
sufficiently assured them by an object which practical reason
presents beyond doubt in the concept of the s z c ) i i n ~ z ~boniiiii,
~i~
namely, the i.enZi(y of' the coiiceptious which are required for
the possibility of the s z i m ~ i i i mboii~i111,without, however, effecting by this accession the least extension of our knowledge on
theoretical principles.
When these ideas of God, of an intelligible world (the
kingdom of God), and of immortality are further determined by
predicates taken from our own nature, we must not regard this
determination as a sensziuZiziiiq of those pure rational ideas (281'1
(anthropomorphism), nor as a transcendent knowledge of s i p +
swsible objects ; for these predicates are no others than understanding and will, considered too in the relation to each other
in which they must be conceived' in the moral law, and therefore only so far as a pure practical use is made of them. As to
all the rest that belongs to these conceptions psychologically,
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that is, so far as we observe these faculties of ours empirically
in their exercise (fag.that the understauding of man is dificursive,
and its notions therefore not intuitions but thoughts, that these
follow one another in time, that his will has its satisfaction
always dependent on the existence of its object, kc., which
cannot be the case in the Supreme Being), from all this me
abstract in that case, and then there remains of the notions by
which we conceive a pur0 intelligence nothing more than just
wliat is required for the possibility of conceiving a moral law.
There is then a knowledge of God indeed, but only for practical
purposes, and if we attempt to extend it t o a theoretical knowledge we find an understanding that has iiitiiitions, not thoughts,
a will that is directed to objects on the existence of which its
satisfaction does not in the least depeud (not to mention the
transcendental predicates, as, for example, a magnitude of existence, that is duration, which, however, is not iii time, the only
possible means we have of conceiving existence as magnitude).
Now tliese are all attributes of which we cau form no conception
that would help to the k ~ o w l e d g eof the object, and we learn
from this that they can never be used for a theory of supersensible beings, so that ou this side they are quite incapable of
being tlie foundation of a speculative knowledge, aud their use
is limited simply to the practice of the moral law.
(28.5) This last is so obvious, an4 can be proTed so clearly by
fact, that we may confidently challenge all pretended mttcral
theologicrns (a singular name)' to specify (over and above the
1 [Tliis remark, as well a5 the followiug note, aplilies t o the etFmologicn1
form of the German word, which is God-learned.] Learning is properly only
the Khole content of the historical sciences. ConsequentlF it is only the
teacher of revealed theology that can be called a learned theologian [Godlearned]. If, however, we choose to call a man learned who is in possession
of t h e rational sciences (mathematics nnd philosophy), although even this
would be contrary to the signification of the word (which alwag-s counts as
learning only that which one must be ' Zuccmed' [taught], and whicli, therefore, he cannot discover of himself by reason), even in that case the philosopher would make too poor a figwe with his knowledge of God as a
positive science to let himself be called on that account a Zeci77it.d man.
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merely ontological predicates) one single attribute, whether of
the understanding or of the will, determining this object of
theirs, of which we could not shorn incontrovertibly that if we
abstract from it everything anthropomorphic, nothing mould remain to us but the mere word, without our being able t o connect
with it the smallest notion by which we could hope for an extension of theoretical knowledge. But as to the practical, there
still remains to us of the attributes of understanding and will tlie
conception of a relation to which objective reality is given by the
practical law (which determines d prion’ precisely this relation
of the understanding t o the will). When once this is done,
then reality is given to the conception of the object of a will
morally determined (the conception of the sumnztim bonui~z),and
with it to the conditions of its possibility, the ideas of God,
freedom, and immortality, but always only relatively to
the practice of the moral law (and not for any speculative
purpose).
According to these remarks it is now easy to find the answer
t o the weighty question : tahctizer tire iiotioii of God is one 6e2oiiginy to Physics (and therefore also to Metaphysics (2831, which
contains the pure ci priori principles of the former in their universal import) or t o moi.als. If we have recourse t o God as the
Author of all things, in order to ex1iZairi the arrangements of
nature or its changes, this is at least not a physical explanation,
and is a complete confession that our philosophy has come to an
end, since we are obliged to assume something of which in itself
we have otherwise no conception, i n order to be able t o frame a
conception of the possibility of what we see before our eyes.
Metaphysics, however, cannot enable us to attain by certniti
infereme from the knowledge of this world t o the conception
of God and to the proof of his esistence, for this reason, that in
order to say that this world could be produced only by a God
(according to the conception implied by this word) me should
know tliis world as the most perfect whole possible ; and for this
purpose should also know all possible worlds (in order to be able
to compare them with this) ; in other words, we should be omniscient. It is absolutely impossible, however, to know the exist-
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ence of this Being from mere concepts, because every existential
proposition, that is every proposition that affirms the existence
of a being of which I frame a concept, is a synthetic proposition,
that is, one by which I g o beyond that conceptioii and affirm of
it more than was thought in the conception itself, namely, that
this concept in the uirde;xfmrZiiig has an object corresponding t o
it outside the ziirderstmding, and this it is obriously impossible t o
elicit by any reasoning. There remains, therefore, only oiie
single process possible for reason to attain this knowledge,
namely, to start from the supreme principle of its pure practical
use (which in every case is directed sim1)ly t o the ezisterice of
something as a consequence of reason), and thus determine its
object. Then its inevitable problem, namely, the necessary
direction of the will to the S I I N I ~ M V Zb o i / l ( / l i , discovers to us not
only the necessity of assuming such a First Being (254) in
reference t o the possibility of this good in the world, but what
is most remarkable, something which reason in its progress 011
the path of physical nature altogether failed t o find, namely, an
accurately defined conception of this First Being. As we can
know only a small part of this world, and cau still less compare
it with all possible worlds, we may indeed from its order, design,
and greatness, infer a wise, good, powerful, &c., Author of it,
but not that H e is all-wise, all-good, all-powerful, Be. I t may
indeed, very well be granted that we should be justified in supplying this inevitable defect by a legitimate and reasonable
Iiypothesis, namely, that when wisdom, goodness, &c., are
displayed in all the parts that offer themselves t o our uearer
knowledge, it is just the same in all the rest, and that it would
therefore be reasonable to ascribe all possible perfections t o the
Author of the world, but these are not strict logical ii!fi;wice.s in
which we can pride ourselves on o u r insight, but only permitted
conclusions in which we may be indulged, and which require
further recommendation before we can malie use of them. On
the path of empirical inquiry then (physics) the conception of
God remains always a conception of tlie perfection of the
First Being not accurately enough determined to be held
adequate to the conception of Deit,y. (With metapliysic
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in its transcendental part nothing whatever can be accomplished).
When I nom try to test this conceptioa by reference t o the
object of practical reason, I find that the moral principle admits
as possible only the conception of an Author of the world possessed of the highest 1wfectiou. H e must be omniscient, in order
t o know my conduct up to the inmost root of my mental state
in all possible cases and into all future time ; onuz+oteiit, in
order to allot to it its fitting consequences ; similarly H e must
be onzu$rescut, e f r w n l , &c. Thus the moral lam, Ly menus of
the conception of the .szivin/zm bonum (285) as the object of a
pure practical reason, determines the concept of the First Being
(1s tJie Stipi-enie Bei/)g; a thiiig which the physical (and in its
higher development the metaphysical) ; in other words, the wliole
speculative course of reason, was unable to effect. The conception of God, then, is one that belongs originally not to physics,
,i.r. t o speculaiire reason, but to morals. The same may be
said of the other conceptions of reason of which we have treated
above as postulates of it i n its practical use.
I n the history of Grecian philosophy we find no distinct
traces of a pure rational theology earlier than Aiinrci,qoros, but
this is not because the older pliilosophers had not intelligeiice or
penetration enough to raise themselves t o it by the path of
speculation, a t least with the aid of a thoroughly reasonable
hypothesis. W h a t could have been easier, what more natural,
than the thought which of itself occurs to every one, to assume
instead of several caiises of the world, instead of an indeterminate
degree of perfection, a single rational cause having o ( l p e i : f i c t i o i i ?
But the evils in tho world seemed to them to be much too serious
objections t o allow them to feel themselves justified in such a
hypothesis. They showed intelligence and penetration then in
this very point, that they did not allow themselves to adopt it,
but on the contrnry looked about amongst uatural causes t o see
if they could not find in them the qualities and power required
for a First Being. But mhen'this acute people had advanced
so far in their investigations of nature as to treat even moral
questions philosophically, on which other nations had never

[286-257]
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done anything but talk, then first they found a new and
practical want, which did not fail t o give definiteness to their
conception of the First Being : and in this the speculative reason
played the part of spectator, or at best had the merit of embellishing a conception tliat had not growii on its own ground, and
of applying a series of coufirmations (2S6) from the study of
nature now brought forward f o r the first time, not indeed t o
strengthen the authority of this conception (which was already
estnblislied), but rather to make a show witli a supposed discovery
of theoretical reason.
From these remarks the reader of the Critique of Pure
Speculative Reason will be tliorouglily convinced how highly
necessary that laljorious rr'eductioli of the categories was, and liom
fruitful for theology and morals. For if, on the one hand, we
place them i n the pure understanding, i t is by this deduction
alone that we can be prevented from regarding them, with
Phto, as innate, and founding on them estsavagaut pretensions
to theories of the supersensible, to n7hiclime cau sec no end, and
by which we should make theology a magic: lantern of chiineras :
ou t,he other hand, if we regard them as acquired, this deduction
saves us from restricting, with Bpicims, all and every use of
thorn, even for pract,ical purposes, to the objects and motives of
tho senses. But now that the Critique has sliowu by that
deduction, j r s t , that they are not of empirical origin, but liave
their seat and source d p r i o r i i n the pure understanding; secoiitl/!/,
that as they refer t o objects 1'12 gcsei-a/ independently on the
intuition of them, hence, althougli they cannot effect thtw.eticci/
LiiuicZeiJgr, exceljt in application t o wqiirica/ objects, yet wheu
applied to an object given by pure liractical reason they enable
US t o coiiceire the s r c p e i w i s i b / ~definitely, only so far, however, as
it is defined by such predicates as are necessarily connected with
the pure pimticrrZ yurpose given u piiuri and with its possibility.
r i
l h e speculative restriction of pure reason and its practical
extension bring it into that (287) wk~tiolr of c,prra/ity in which
reason in general can be employed suitahly to its end, and this
example proves better than any other that the path to wisdol~~,
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if it is to be made sure and not to be impassible or misleading,
must with us men inevitably pass through science ; but it is uot
till this is completed that we can be convinced that it leads t o
this goal.

VII1.-Of

Belicf.f,-onba Repiremerzt of Piwe Reasoia.

A want or requirement of pure reason in its speculative use
leads only t o a hypothpsis ; that of pure practical reasou t o a
po.stiilate ; for in the former case I aecend from the result as high
as I please in the series of causes, not in order to give objective
reality to the result (8.9. the causal connesion of things and
changes in the world), but in order thoroughly to satisfy my
inquiring reason in respect of it. Thiis I see before me order
and design in nature, and need not resort to speculation to assure
myself of their r-eulify, but to exp'rciu them I have t o pe-szqqioss
u Deity as their cause ; and then since the inference from an
effect to a definite cause is always uncertain and doubtful,
especially t o a cause so precise and so perfectly defined as we
have to conceive in God, hence the highest degree of certainty
to which this pre-supposition can be brought is, that it is the
most rational opinioii for us men' (288). On the other hand, a
requirement of pure practical reason is based on a duty, that of
making something (the su~ni)zzimb m u u z ) the object of my d l so
as t o promote it with all my powers ; in which case I must suppose its possibility, and con sequeutly also the conditions necessary
But even here we should not be able t o allege a requirement of
we had not before our eyes a problematical, but yet inevitahle,
conception of reason, namely, that of an ahsolutely necessary being. This
conception now seeks t o be delined, and this, in addition t o the tendency t o
extend itself, is the ohjectiw ground of a requirement of speculative reason,
namelF, t o have a more precise definition of the conception of a necessary
b e i q which is t o serye as the first cause of other beings, so as t o make these'
1atterknoTable by some means. Without such antecedent necessary problems
there are no 7.epiiii.c7,iciifs--at least qot of ptr~e wrrson-the rest are requirements of iizcliiratimz.
~ e n s o i z ,i f

* 1 read ' diese' with
This being.'

the ed. of 1791. Kosenkranz and Hartenstein both read ' dieses,'
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thereto, namely, God, freedom, and immortality ; since I cannot
prove these by my speculative reason, although neither can I
refute them. This duty is founded on something that is indeed
quite independent on these suppositions, and is of itself apodictically certain, namely, the moral law ; and so far it needs no
further support by theoretical views as to the inner constitution
of things, the secret final aim of the order of the world, or a
presiding ruler thereof, in order to bind me in the most perfect
manner to act in unconditional conformity to the law. But the
subjective effect of this law, namely, the mental disposition conformed to it and made necessary by it, to promote the practically
possible szmmiim homivz, this pre-supposes at least that the latter
ispossible, for it would be practically impossible to strive after the
object of a conception which at bottom was empty and had no
object. Now the above-mentioned postulates concern only the
physical or metaphysical conditions of the possibility of the
suninzzm boiiztm (389) ; in a word, those which lie in the nature
of things ; not, however, for the sake of an arbitrary speculative
purpose, but of a practically necessary end of a pure rational
will, which in this case does not choose, but obeys an inexorable
command of reason, the foundation of which is o4jectice, in the
constitution of things as they must be universally judged by
pure reason, and is not based on iiiclitintioii ; for we are in nowise justified in assuming, on account of what me zuish on merely
suljectiae grounds, that the means thereto are possible or that its
object is real. This then is an absolutely necessary requirement,
and what it pre-supposes is not merely justified as an allowable
hypothesis, but as a postulate in a practical point of view ; and
admitting that the pure moral law inexorably binds every man
as a command (not as a rule of prudence), the righteous man
may say : I will that there be a God, that my existence in this
world be also an existence outside the chain of physical causes,
and in a pure world of the understanding, and lastly, that my
duration be endless; I firmly abide by this, and mill not let this
faith be taken from me; for in this instance alone m y interest,
because I wizisf not relax anything of it, inevitably determines
my judgment, without regarding sophistries, however unable I
R
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may be to answer them or to oppose them with others more
plausible.'
(290) I n order to prevent misconception in the use of a notion
as yet so unusual as that of a faith of pure practical reason, let
m e b e permitted to add one more remark. It might almost
Beem as if this rational faith mere here announced as itself a
com?izaw& namely, that we should assume the sumnuin 6 0 i ~ t mas
possible. But a faith that is commanded is nonsense. Let the
preceding analysis, however, be remembered of what is required
to be supposed in the conception of the suiitiizuiii h o ~ z z m and
,
it
will be seen that it cannot be commanded to assume this possibility, and no practical disposition of mind is required t o admit
it ; but that speculative reason must concede it without being
asked, for no one can affirm that it is irniiossible in itself that
rational beings in the world should at the same time be worthy
of hzlppinessinconforDlitywith themoral law,andalsopossess thk
happiness proportionately. Now in respect of the first element of
the sunmum bowuiii, namely, that which concerns morality, the
1 In the Uentsches Xrseum, February, 1757, there is a dissertation
by a very subtle and clear-headed man, the late W i m m a n n , whose early
death is t o be lamented, in which he disputes the right to argue from a want
to the objective reality of its object, and illustrates the point.by the example
of u ? n m in love, who having fooled himself into an idea of beauty, which is
merely a chimera of his own brain, would fain conclude that such an object
really exists somewhere (290). I quite agree with him in this, in all cases
where the want is founded on itidination, which cannot necessarily postulate
the existence of its object even for the man that is affected by it, much less
can it contain a demand valid for everyone, and therefore it is merely a
su7Jjectice ground of the wish. But in the present case we have a want of
reason springing from an objective determining principle of the will, namely,
the moral lam, which necessarily binds every rational being, and therefore
justifies him i n assuming $priori in nature the conditions proper for it, and
makes the latter inseparable from the complete practicd use of reason. It
is a duty t o realize the s ~ m n ~ u bonum
in
t o the utmost of our power, therefore
it must be possible, consequently it is unavoidable for every rational being
in the world t o assume what is necessary for its objective possibility. The
assumption is as necessary as the moral lam, in connevion with which alone
it is valid.
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moral lam gives merely a command, and to doubt the possibility
of that element mould be the same as t o call in question the
moral law itself (291). But as regards the second element of
that object, namely, happiness perfectly proportioned to that
worthiness, it is true that there is no need of a command to
admit its possibility in general, for theoretical reason has nothing
to say against it ; but the muiuzer in which we have to conceive
this harmony of the laws of nature with those of freedom has
in it somethiug in respect of which we have a choice, because
theoretical reason decides nothing with apodictic certainty about
it, and in respect of this there may be a moral interest which
turns the scale.
I had said above that in a mere course of nature in the world
an accurate correspondence between happiness and moral worth
is not to be expected, and must be regarded as impossible, and
that therefore the possibility of the s i ~ m i i t wboiurn~
~
cannot be
admitted from this side escept on the supposition of a moral
Author of the world. I purposely reserved the restriction of this
judgment to the szi6jectii:e conditions of our reason, in order not
to make use of i t until the manner of this belief should be
defined more precisely. The fact is that the impossibility
referred to is merely szily'ectie'e, that is, onr reason finds it iinpossibZe,for it to render conceivable in the way of a mere course of
nature a connexion so exactly proportioned and so thoroughly
adapted to an end, between t w o sets of events happening
according to such distinct laws; although, as with everything else in nature that is adapted to an end, it cannot prove,
that is, shorn by sufficient objective reasons, that it is not possible by universal laws of nature.
Now, however, a decidiug principle of a different kind
comes into play to turn the scale iu this uncertainty of speculative reason. The command to promote the S L I I I L I I U [ / I Z ~ O I L L I I IisE
established on an objective basis (in practical reason) ; the possibility of the same in general is likewise established on an
objective basis (293) (in theoretical reason, which has nothiug to
say against it). But reason caunot decide objectively in what
way we are to conceive this possibility ; whether by universal
R2
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laws of nature without a wise Author presiding over nature,
or only on supposition of such a n Author. Now here there
comes i n a sucjectice condition of reason ; the only way theoretically possible for it, of conceiving the exact harmony of the
kingdom of nature with the kingdom of morals, which is the
condition of tlie possibility of the simtnzcm boniim ; and at the
same time the only one conducive to morality (which depends
on an object,ive law of reason). Now since the promotion of this
suutmz[w bontun, and therefore the supposition of its possibility,
are objecticeQ/ necessary (though only as B result of practical
reason), while at tlie same time the manner i n which we would
conceive it rests with our own choice, and in this choice a free
interest of pure practical reason decides for tlie assumption of a
wise Author of the world ; it is clear that the principle that
herein determines our judgment, though as a want it is sub,jectice, yet at the same time being the means of promoting what
is objectir-ely (practically) necessary, is the foundation of a maxiin
of belief in a moral point of view, that is, a faith qfpiwepmciicad
Teason. This, then, is not commanded, but being a voluntary
determination of our judgment, conducive to the moral (commanded) purpose, and moreover harmonizing with the theoretical
requirement of reason, to assume that existence and to make it
the foundation of our further employment of reason, it hasitself
sprung from the moral disposition of mind ; i t may therefore at
times waver even in the well-disposed, but can never be reduced
to unbelief.
[293]

IX. -Of the Wise Adaptation

qf Mmi’s Cognitice Faculties

to his Practical Dcstiiiatiori.
If human nature is destined to endeavour after the sziwntim
b o m m , we must suppose also that the measure of its cognitive
faculties, and particularly their relation to one anotlier,is suitable
to this end. Now the Critique of Pure Specillatice Reason proves
that this is incapable of solving satisfactorily the most weighty
problems that are proposed to it, although it does not ignore the
natural and important hints received from the same reason, nor
the great steps that it can make to approach to this great goal
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that is set before it, which, however, it can never reach of itself,
even with the help of the greatest knowledge of nature. Nature
then seems here to have provided UB only in CL stepmotherly
fashion with the faculty required for our end.
Suppose now that in this matter nature had conformed to
our wish, and had given us that capacity of discernment or
that enlightenment which we would gladly possess, or which
some imagine they actually possess, what would in all
probability be the consequence ? Unless our whole nature
were a t the same time changed, our inclinations, which
always have the first word, would h t of all demand
their own satisfaction, and, joined with rational reflection, the
greatest possible and most lasting satisfaction, under the name
of happiness; the moral law (294) mould afterwards speak, in
order to keep them within their proper bounds, and even to
subject them all to a higher end, which has no regard t o inclination. But instead of the conflict that the moral disposition
has now to carry on with the inclinations, in which, though after
some defeats, moral strength of mind may be gradually acquired,
God and c t e m i f y with their n2cfulmajesty would stand unceasingly
kfow our eyrs (for what we can prove perfectly is t o us as certain
as that of which we are assured by the sight of our eyes).
Transgression of the law, mould, no doubt, be avoided ; what is
commanded mould be done ; but the mental dispositio~~,from
which actions ought to proceed, cannot be infused by any command, and in this case the spur of action is ever active and
czfeixal, so that reason has no need to exert itself in order to
gather strength to resist the inclinations by a lively representation of the dignity of the law : hence most of the actions that
conformed to the law would be done from fear, a few only from
hope, and none at all from duty, and the moral morth of actions,
on which alone in the eyes of supreme wisdom the worth of the
person and even that of the world depends, would cease to exist.
ASlong as the nature of man remains what it is, his conduct.
mrould thus be changed into mere mechanism, in which, as in a
1mPpet show, everything would gesticidatc well, but there mould
be no Zife in the figures. Now, when it is quite otherwise with
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with all the effort of our reason we have only a very
obscure and doubtful view into the future, when the Governor
of the world allows us only to conjecture his existence and his
majesty, not to behold them or prove them clearly ; and on the
other hand the moral law within us, without promising or
threatening anything with certainty, demands of us disinterested
respect ; and only when this respect has become active (295)
and dominant does it allow us by means of it a prospect into
the world of the supersensible, and then only with weak glances ;
all this being so, there is room for true moral disposition, immediately devoted to the lam, and a rational creature can become
worthy of sharing in the ~ z w m t u nb o i i ~ c n ithat corresponds to the
worth of his person and not merely t o his actions. Thus what
the study of nature and of man teaches us suf€iciently elsewhere
may well be true here also ; that the unsearchable wisdom by
which we exist, is not less worthy of admiration in what it has
denied than in what it has granted.

PART SECOND.
METHODOLOGY OF PURE PR,PCTICAL RE ASOX.

11E T H 0 D 0 L 0 G P
OF

YUliE P R A C T I C A L R E A S O N ,

B

Y the nwthodology of pure pwicticn! reason we are not to

I

understand the mode of proceeding with pure practical
principles (whether in study or in exposition), with a view to a
scientific knowledge of them, which alone is what is properly
called method elsewhere i n theorcticrrl philosophy (for p o p d a r
knowledge requires a m c 1 ~ i ~ z e iscience
-,
a method, i. e. a process
accoi.diiig t o priiiclj,les qf m x o i i by which alone the manifold of
any branch of knowledge can become a systcni). On the contrary, by this methodology is understood the mode in which' we
can give the laws of pure practical reason access t o the human
mind, mid iiiflueiice on its maxims, that is, by which we can
make the objectively practical reason subjecficely practical also.
Now it is clear enough that those determining principles of
the will which alone make masims properly moral and give
them a moral wortli, namely, the direct conception of the law
and the okjectire necessity of obeying it as our duty, must be
regarded as the proper springs of actions, since otherwise Icgality
of actions might be produced, but not woi-alify of character.
But it is not so clear: on the contrary, it must at first sight seem
to everjone very iiqrobable that, even subjectively, that eshibition of pure virtue can have more poicer over the hl;man mind,
1
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and supply a far stronger spring even for affecting that legality of
actions, and can produce more powerful resolutions (300) to prefer
the law, from pure respect for it, to every other consideration,
than all the deceptive allurements of pleasure or of all that may
be reckoned as happiness, or even than all threatenings of pain
and misfortune, Nevertheless, this is actually the case, and if
human nature were not so constituted, no mode of presenting
the law by roundabout ways and indirect recommendations
mould ever produce morality of cliaracter. All would be simple
hypocrisy ; the law would be hated, or at least despised, while it
was followed for the sake of one’s own advantage. The letter
of the law (leq~lity)
would be found in our actions, but not the
spirit of it in our minds (morality) ; and as with all our efforts
we could not quite free ourselves from reason in our judgment,
we must inevitably appear in our own eyes worthless, depraved
men, even though v e sliould seek t o compensate ourselves for
this mortification before the inner tribunal, by enjoying the
pleasure that a supposed natnral or divine law might be imagined
to have connected with it a sort of police machinery, regulating
its operations by what was done without troubling itself about
the motives for doing it.
It cannot indeed be denied that in order to bring an uncultivated or degraded mind into the track of moral goodness some
preparatory guidance is necessary, to attract it by a view of its
own advantage, or to alarm it b y fear of loss; but as soon as this
mechanical work, these leading-strings, have produced some
effect, then we must bring before the mind the pure moral motive,
which, not only because it is the only one that can be the foundation of a character (a practically consistent habit of mind with
unchangeable maxims) (301), but also because it teaches n man
t o feel his own dignity, gives the mind a power unexpected even
by himself, to tear himself from all sensible attachments so far
as they would fain have the rule, and to find a rich compensation
for the sacrifice he offers, in fhe independence of his rational
nature and the greatness of soul to which he sees that he is
destined. We mill therefore show, by such observations as every
one can make, that this property of our minds, this receptivity

~ 0 2 1

PURE PRACTICAL REASON.

251

for a pure moral interest, and consequently themoving force of
the pure conception of virtue, when it is properly applied to the
human heart, is the most powerful spring, and, when a continued
and punctual observance of moral maxims is i n question, the
only spring of good conduct. It must, however, be remembered
that if these observations only prove the reality of such a feeling,
but do not show any moral improvement brought about by it,
this is no argument against the only method that exists of
making the objectively practical laws of pure reason subjectively
practical, through the mere force of the conception of duty ; nor
does i t prove that this method is a vain delusion. For as it has
never yet come into vogue, experience can say nothing of its
results; one can only ask for proofs of the receptivity for such
springs, and these I will now briefly present, and then sketch
the method of founding and eultivatiug genuine moral dispositions.
When we attend to the course of conversation in mired
companies, consisting not merely of learned persons and subtle
reasoners, but also of men of business or of women, we observe
that, besides story-telling and jesting, another kind of entertainment finds a place in t h m , namely, argument ; for stories, if
they are to have novelty aiid interest, are soon exhausted, and
jesting is likely to become insipid (302). Now of all argument
there is none in which persoiis are more ready to join who fiiid
any other subtle discussion tedious, none that brings more liveliness into the company, than that which concems the nzoral icorth
of this or that action by which the character of some persoii is
to be made out. Persons, t o whom in other cases anything
subtle and speculative in theoreticnl questions is dry and irksome,
presently join in when the question is t o make out the moral
import of a good o r bad action that has been related, and they
display an exactness, a refinement, a subtlety, in excogitating
everything that can lessen the purity of purpose, and consequently the degree of virtue in it, which we do not expect from
them in any otlier kind of speculation. I n these criticisms
persons who are passing judgment on others often reveal their
o m character : some, in exercising their judicial office, especially

252

METHODOLOGY OF

[SO31

upon the dead, seem inclined chiefly to defend the goodness that
is related of this or that deed against all injurious charges of
insincerity, and ultimately to defend the whole moral worth of
the person against the reproach of dissimulation and secret
wickedness ; others, on the contrary, turn their thoughts more
upon attacking this worth by accusation and fault-finding. W e
cannot always, however, attribute to these latter the intention
of arguing away virtue altogether out of all human examples
in order t o make an empty name: often, on the contrary, it is
only well-meant strictness in determining the true moral import
of actions according to an uncompromising lam. Comparison
wit11 such a law, instead of with examples, lowers self-conceit in
moral matters very much, and not merely teaches humility,
but makes everyone feel it when he examines himself closely.
Nevertheless, we can for the most part observe in those who
defend the purity of purpose in given examples, that where
there is the presumption of uprightness (303) they are anxious
to remove even the least spot, lest,, if all examples had their
truthfuluess disputed, aud if the purity of all human virtue were
denied, i t might in the end be regarded as a mere phantom, and
BO all effort to attain it be made light of as vain aectation and
delusive conceit.
I do not know why the educators of youth have not long since
made use of this propensity of reason to enter with pleasure upon
the most subtle examination of the practical questions that are
thrown np ; aud why they have not, after first laying the foundation of a purely moral catechism, searched through the biographies of ancient and modern times with the view of having
at hand instances of the duties laid down, in which, especially by
comparison of similar actions under different circumstances, they
might esercise the critical judgment of tlieir scholars i n remarking their greater or less moral significance. This is a thing in
wliich they mould find that even early youth, which is still unripe
for speculation of other kinds, would soon become very acute arid
not a little interested, because it feels the progress of its faculty
of judgment ; and what is most important, they could hope with
confidence that the frequent practice of knowing and approving
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good conduct in all its purity, and on the other hand of remarlring
with regret or contempt the least deviation from it, although it
may be pursued only as a sport in which cliildren may compete
with one another, yet will leave a lasting impression of esteem
on the one hand and disgust on the other ; and so, by the mere
habit of looking on such actions as deserving approval or blame,
a good foundation would be laid for uprightness in the future
course of life (304). Only I wish they moiild spare them the
example of so-called aoble (super-meritorious) actions in mrliich
our sentimental books SO much abound, and would refer all t o
duty merely, and to the worth that a man can and must give
himself in his own eyes b y the consciousness of not having
traiisgressed it, since whatever runs u p into empty wishes and
longings after inaccessible perfection produces mere heroes of
romance, mho, wliile they pique themselves on their feeling for
transcendent greatness, release themselves in return from the
observance of common and every-day obligations, which then
seem to them petty and insignificant.'
But if it is asked, what then is really p w e morality, by
which as a touchstone we must test the moral significance of
every action, then I must admit that it is only philosophers that
can make the decision of this question doubtful, for to common
fieuseit. has been decided long ago, not indeed by abstract general
formula, but by habitual use, like the distinction between t h e
right and left hand. W e will then poiiit out the criterion of
pure virtue in an example first, and imagining that it is set
1 I t is quite proper to extol actions that display a great, unselfish, s p p n t h i n g mind or humanity. But in this case me must fix attention not so
much on the elecntioii qf s o d , which is very fleeting and tmnsitoq-, as on
the srtdjecliuii of the Irec17.l t o duty, from which a more enduring impression
mny be expected, became this implies principle (n-hereas the former only
implies ebullitions). One need only reflect a little and he will always find
a debt that he
by some means iucurred torards the human race (even if
it mere only this, that by thc inequality of mcn in the civil constitution he
cnjoys advantages on account of which otliers must be the more i n want),
which will prevent the thought of duly from being repressed by the selfcomplacent imagination of merit.
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before a boy of, say ten years old, for his judgment, we will see
whether (305) he would necessarily judge so of himself without
being guided by his teacher. Tell him the history of an honest
man wllom men want t o persuade to join the calumniators of an
innocent and powerless person (say Anne Boleyn, accused by
Henry VIII. of England). H e is offered advantages, great
gifts, or high rank ; he rejects them. This will excite mere
approbation and applause in the mind of the hearer. Nom
begins the threateniug of loss. Amongst these traducers are
his best friends, who now renounce his friendship ; near kinsfolk,
who threaten t o disinherit him (he being without fortune) :
powerful persons, who can persecute and harass him in all places
and circumstances ; a prince who threatens him with loss of
freedom, yea, loss of life. Then to fill the measure of suffering,
and that he may feel the pain that only the morally good heart
can feel very deeply, let us conceive his family threatened with
extreme distress and want, enttvatiizg Jlim to yield; conceive himself, though upright, yet with feelings not hard or insensible
either t o compassion or to his own distress ; conceive him, I say,
at the moment when he wishes that he had never lived to see
the day that exposed him to such unutterable anguish, yet
remaining true to his uprightness of purpo~e,without wavering
or even doubting; then will m y youthful hearer be raised
gradually from mere approval t o admiration, from that to
amazement, and finally to the greatest veneration, and a lively
wish that he himself could be such a man (though certainly not
in such circumstances). Yet virtue is here worth so much only
because it costs so much, not because it brings any profit. All
the admiration, and even the endeavour to resemble this character,
rest wholly on the purity of the moral principle, which can only
be strikingly shown (306) by removing from the springs of
action everything that men may regard as part of happiness.
Norality then must have tlie more power over the humau heart
the more purely it is exhibited., Whence it follows that if the
law of morality and the image of holiness and virtue are to
exercise any influence a t all on our souls, they can do so only
so far as they are laid to heart in their purity as motives,
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unmixed with any view to prosperity, for it is in suffering that
they display themselves most nobly. N o w that whose removal
strengthens the effect of a moving force must have been a
hindrance, consequently every admixture of motives taken from
our own happiness is a hindrauce to tlie influence of the moral
lam on the heart. 1 affirm further, that even in that admired
action, if the motive from which it mas done was a high regard
for duty, then it is just this respect for the lam that has the
greatest influence on the mind of the spectator, not auy pretension to a supposed inward greatness of mind or noble meritorious
sentiments ; consequently duty, not merit, must have not only
the most definite, but, when it is represented in the true light of
its inviolability, the most penetrating influeuce on the mind.
It is more necessary than ever t o direct attention to this
method in o u times, when men hope to produce more effect on
the mind with soft, tender feelings, or high-flown, puffing-up
pretensionfi, which rather wither the heart than streugthen it,
than by a plain and earnest representation of duty, which is
mnre suited to human imperfectiou and t o progress in goodness.
To set before children, as a pattern, actions that are called noble,
magnanimous, meritorious, with the notion of captivating them
by infusing an enthusiasm for such actions, is to defeat our
end (30;).
F o r as they are still so backward in the observance
of the commonest duty, and even in the correct estimation of it,
this means simply t o make them fantastical romancers betimes.
But, even with the instructed and experienced part of mankind,
tliis supposed spring has, if not au injurious, at least no genuine
moral effect on the heart, which, however, is what it was desired
to produce.
All j e e l i ~ u p ,especially those that are t o produce unwonted
exertions, must accomplish their effect at the moment they are at
their height, aud before they calm down ; otherwise they effect
notling ; for as there was notliiug t o streilgtheu the hcart, but
only to excite it, it naturally returns to its normal moderate
tone, and thus falls back iuto its previous languor. Pt.iticzi,Zes
must be built on conceptions ; on my other basis there can only
be paroxysms, which can give the person uo moral worth, nay,
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not even confidence in himself, without which the highest good
i n man, consciousness of the morality of his mind and cliaracter,
cannot exist. Now if these conceptions are to become subjectively practical, we must not rest satisfied with admiring the
objective law of morality, and esteeming it highly in reference
to humanity, but we must consider the coriception of it in
relation to man as an individual, and then this law appears in a
form indeed that is highly deserving of respect, but not so
pleasant as if it belonged to the element t o which he is naturally
accustomed, but on the contrary as often compelling him to
quit this element, not without self-denial, and to betake himself
to a higher, in which he can only maintain himself with trouble
and with unceasing apprehension of a relapse. I n a word, the
moral law demands (305) obedience, from duty not from predilection, which cannot and ouglit not to be pre-supposed a t all.
L e t us now see in an example whether the conception of an
action as a noble and magnauimous one, has more subjective
moving power than if the action is conceived merely as duty in
relation to the solemn law of morality. The action by which a
man endeavours a t the greatest peril of life to rescue people
from shipwreck, a t last losing his life in the attempt, is reckoned
on one side as duty, but on the other and for themost part as a
meritorious action, but our esteem for it is much weakened by
the notion of duty t o Iiinzsdf, which seems in this case to be somewhat infringed. More decisive is the magnaiiimous sacrifice of
life for the safety of one’s country; and yet there still remains
some scruple whether it is a perfect duty to devote one’s self to
this purpose spontaneously and unbidden, and the action has
not in itself the full force of a pattern and impulse to imitation.
B u t if an indispensable duty be in question, the transgression
of which violates the moral law itself, and without regard to the
welfare of mankind, and as itwere tramples on its holiness (such
as are usually called duties to God, because in H i m we conceive
the ideal of holiness i n substance), then we give our most perfect
esteem to the pursuit of it at the sacrifice of all that can have
a n y value for the dearest inclinations, and we fiud our soul
strengthened and elevated by such an example, when we convince
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ourselves by contemplation of it that human nature is capable
of so great an elevation above every motive that nature can
oppose to it. Juvenal describes such an example in a climax
which makes the reader feel vividly the force of the spring that
is contained in the pure lam of duty, as duty :
("") Esto bonus miles, tutor bonus, arbiter idem
Integer ; ambiguae si quando citabere testis
Incertaeque rei, Phnlaris licet imperet ut sis
Fdsus, et admoto diotet periuria tauro,
Summum crede nefas animam prsferre pudori,'
Et propter vitam vivendi perdere causas.

When we can bring any flattering thought of merit into our
action, then the motive is already somewhat alloyed with self-love,
and has therefore some assistance from the side of the sensibility.
But to postpone everything to the holiness of duty alone, and to
Le conscious that we cnii because our own reason recognises this
as its command and says that we ought to do it, this is, as it were,
to raise ourselves altogether above the world of sense, and there
is inseparably involved in the same a consciousness of the lam,
as a spring of a faculty that coiitvols the sewsibilify; and although
this is not always attended with effect, yet frequent engagement
with this spring, and the at &st minor attempts at using it,
give hope that this effect may be wrought, and that by degrees
the greatest, and that a purely moral interest in it may be produced in UE.
The method then takes the following course. At first we
are only concerned to make the judging of actions by moral
laws a natural employment accompanying all our own free
actions as well as the observation of those of others, and to
make it, as it were, a habit, and to sharpen this judgment, asking
first whether the action coizjof0nia.s objectively t o the naoral lam,
and to what law; and we distinguish the lam that merely
furnishes a prii@le of obligation from that which is really
obligatory (leges obligaizdi a kgibus obligmtibzts) ; as for instance
the law of what men's w a d s require from me, as contrasted with
that which their rights demand, the latter of which prescribes
S
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(310) essential, the former only non-essential duties ; and thus we
teach how t o distinguish different kinds of duties whichmeet in
the same action. The other point to which attention must be
directed is the question whether the action was also (subjectively)
done for the sake of the n m a l law, EO that it not only is morally
correct as a deed, but also by the maxim from which it is done
has moral worth as a disposition. Nom there is no doubt that
this practice, and the resulting culture of our reason in judging
merely of the practical, must gradually produce a certain interest even in the law of reason, and consequently in morally
good actions. For we ultimately take a liking for a thing, the
contemplation of which makes us feel that the use of our cognitive faculties is extended, and this extension is especially
furthered by that in which we h d moral correctness, since it is
only in such an order of things that reason, with its faculty of
determining d priori on principle what ought t o be done, can
find satisfaction. An observer of nature takes liking at last t o
objects that at first offended his senses, when he discovers in
them the great adaptation of their organization t o design, so
that his reason finds food in its contemplation. So Leibnitz
opared an insect that he had carefully examined with the microscope, and replaced it on its leaf, because he had found himself
instructed by tho view of it, and had as it were received a benefit
from it.
But this employment of the faculty of judgment, which
makes us feel our own cognitive powers, is not yet t.he interest
in actions and in their morality itself. It merely cause6 us to
take pleasure in engaging in such criticism, and it gives to
virtue or the disposition that conforms to moral laws a form of
beauty, which is admired, but not on that account sought after
(~azidatwet alp?) ; as everything the contemplation of which
produces a c o ~ ~ s c i ~ u ~of
n ethe
s s harmony (311) of our powers of
conception, and in which we feel the whole of our faculty of
knowledge (understanding and imagination) strengthened, produces a satisfaction, which may also be communicated to others,
while nevertheless the existence of the object remains indifferent
to us, being only regarded as the occasion of our becomiug aware

~3121

PURE PRACTICAL REASON.

259

of the capacities in us which are elevated above mere animal
nature. Now, however, the secoiid exercise come6 in, the living
eshibition of morality of character by examples, in which attention is directed t o purity of mill, first only as a negative perfsction, in so far as i n an action done from duty no motives of
inclination have any influence in determining it. By this the
pupil’s attention is fixed upon the consciousness of his ~fr.eedoiiL,
and although this renunciation at first excites a feeling of pain,
nevertheless, by its withdrawing the pupil from the constraint
of even real wants, there is proclaimed to him a t the same time
a deliverance from t,he manifold dissatisfaction in which all these
wants entangle him, and the mind is made capable of receiving
the sensation of satisfaction from other sources. The heart is
freed and lightened of a burden that always secretly presses on
it, when instances of pure moral resolutions reveal to the man
an inner faculty of which otherwise he has no right knowledge,
the iiiward jreedoloa to release himself from the boisterous importunity of inclinations, to such a degree that none of them, not
even the dearest, shall have any influence on a resolution, for
which we are now to employ our reason. Suppose a case where
Irrlorie know that the wrong is on my side, and although a free
confession of it and the offer of satisfaction are so strongly
opposed by vanity, selfishness, and even an otherwise not illegitimate antipathy to the man whose rights are impared by me,
I am nevertheless able to discard all these considerations (312) ;
in this there is implied a consciousness of independence on inclinations and circumstances, and of the possibility of being
sufficient for myself, which is saliitary to me in geueral for
other purposes also. And now the law of duty, i u couseqiience
of the positive worth which obedience to it make5 us feel, finds
easier access through the respect .tbr oiwselces in the consciousness
of our freedom. Wheu this is well established, when a man
dreads nothing more than to find himself, on self-examination,
worthless and contemptible in hiis own eyes, then ererr good
moral disposition can be grafted on it, because tliis is the best,
nay, the only guard that can keep off from the mind the pressure
of ignoble and corrupting motives.
s 2
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I have only intended to point out the most general maxims
of the methodology of moral cultivation and exercise. As themanifold variety of duties requires special rules for each kind,
and this would be a prolix affair, I shall be readily excused
if in a work like this, which is only preliminary, I content
myself with these outlines.
CONCLUSION.

Two things fill the mind with ever new and increasing admiration and awe, the oftener and the more steadily we reflect on
them : the starry heaceizs above mid the nioral lnw i c i t h i i i . I have
not t o search for them and conjecture them as though they were
veiled in darkness or were in the transcendent region beyond
my horizon ; I see them before me and connect them directly
with the consciousness of my existence. The former begins
from the place I occupy in the external world of ~ense,and
enlarges (313) my connexion therein to an unbounded extent
with worlds upon worlds and systems of systems, and moreover
into limitless times of their periodic motion, its beginning and
continuance. The second begins from ,my invisible self, niy
personality, and exhibits me in a world which has true infinity,
but which is traceable only by the understanding, and with
which I discern that I am not in a merely contingent but in a
universal and necessary connexion, as I am also thereby with
all those visible worlds. The former view of a countless multitude of worlds annihilates, as it were, my importance as an aiiiirinl
creature, which after it has been for a short time provided with
vital power, one knows not how, must again give back bhe matter
of which it was formed to the planet it inhabits (a mere speck
in the universe). The second, on the contrary, infinitely elevates
my worth as an intelligence by my personality, in which the
moral law reveals to me a life independent on animality and
even on the whole sensible world-at least so far aB may be
inferred from the destination'assigned t o my existence by this
law, a destination not restricted to conditions,and limits of this
life, but reaching into the infinite.
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But though admiration and respect may excite to inquiry,
they cannot supply the want of it. What, then, is to be done in
order to enter on this in a useful manner and one adapted to the
loftiness of the subject? Examples may serve in this as a
warning, and also for imitation. The contemplation of the
world began from the noblest spectacle that the human senses
present to us, and that our understanding oan bear to follow in
their vast reach ; and it ended-in astrology. Morality began
with the noblest attribute of human nature, the development
and cultivation of which give a prospeot of infinite utility; and
ended-in fanaticism or superstition (314). So it is with all
crude attempts where the principal part of the business depends
on the use of reason, a use which does not come of itself, like
the use of the feet, by frequent exercise, especially when attributes are in question which cannot be directly exhibited in
common experience. But after themaxim had come into vogue,
though late, to examine careftdly beforehand all the steps that
reason purposes to take, and not to let it proceed otherwise than
in the track of a previously well-considered method, then the
study of the structure of the universe took quite a different
direction, and thereby attained an incomparably happier result.
The fall of a stone, the motion of a sling, resolved into their
elements and the forces that are manifested in them, and treated
mathematically. produced at last that clear and henceforwad
unchangeable insight into the system of the world, which as
observation is continued may hope always to extend itself, but
need never fear to be compelled to retreat.
This example may suggest to us t o enter on the same path
in treating of the moral capacities of our nature, and may give
us hope of a like good result. W e have at hand the instances
of the moral judgment of reason. By analysing these into
their elementary conceptions, and in default of n~atltem7tics
adopting n. process similar t o that of cheiiiisfi*y,the s ~ a i . a f i o nof
the empirical from the rational elements that may be found in
tliem, by repeated experiments on common sense, we may exhibit
both p u r e , and learn with certainty what each part can accomplish of itself, so as to prevent on the one hand the errors of a
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still crude untrained judgment, and on the other hand (what is
far more necessary) the exti.avngaizces of genius, by which, as by
the adepts of the philosopher's stone, without any methodical
study or knowledge of nature, visionary treasures are promised (315) and the true are thrown nway. I n one word, science
(critically undertaken and methodically directed) is the narrow
gate that leads to the true doctrine of 11i~ncticnl~l;istlom,' if me
understand by this not merely what one ought to do, but what
ought to Eerve tencheis as a guide to construct well and clearly
the road to wisdom which everyone should travel, and to secure
others from going astray. Philosophy must always continue to
be the guardian of this science ; and although the public does
not take any interest in its subtle investigations, it must take an
interest in the resulting doctl-iiies, which such an examination
first puts in a clear light.
~~
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O F THE RELATION O F THE FACULTIES O F THE H U N A N NIXD

TO THE MORAL LAWS.

appetitit-e facidty is the faculty of being by means of
TH?ne’,
ideas the cause of the objects of these ideas.’ The
faculty which a being has of acting according t o its ideas is
L$e. Firstly-Desire or aversion has always connected with
it p~easiireor disp‘leaswe, the susceptibility t o mhicli is called
~

1 [It

To t h i s d e b i t i o n it has been objected, that ‘ it comes t o nothing as

soon as me abstract from e z t e m a l conditions of the result of the desire.
Yet even t o the Idealist the appetitire faculty is something, although to him
the external world is nothing.’ Answer : I s there not such a thing as an
earnest longing which yet we are conscious is in vain (ez. g r . Wouldto God
that man were still living !), and whicb, though it leiids lo n o c7eed, is yet
not wztkout results, and has a powerful effectnot indeed on outward things,
but within the subject himself (making him ill) ? A desire being an efort
( m u s ) to be, by means of one’s ideas, a cause, still, even though the subject
perceives the inadequacy of these t o produce the desired effect, is always a
causality at least within the subject. What causes the mistake here is this:
that since the consciousness of our power g e n e i ~ ~ l (in
l y the given case) is a t
the same time a consciousness of our puiucrlessiiess in resl’ect to the outer
world, the definition is not applicable to the Idealist, although as here we
are speaking only of the relation of a cause (the idea) to the effect (feeling),
the causality of the idea in respect of its object (whether that causality be
internal or external) must ineritably be included in the conception of the
appetitive facultZ-.”-Reclrtsle~i~,e,dnlmtzg (to second edition), p. 130.1
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B u t the converse does not always hold ; for a pleasure
may exist which is not connected with any desire of the object,
but with the mere idea which one frames to one's self of an
object, no matter whether its object exists or not. SecondlyThe pleasure or displeasure in the object of the desire does not
always precede the desire, and cannot always be regarded as its
cause, but must sometimes be looked on as the effect thereof.
Now, the capability of having pleasure or displeasure in a n
idea is called feeling, because both contain what is merely sub,jectire in relation to our idea (io), and have no relation to a n
object so RS to contribute to the possible cognition of it' (not
even the cognition of our own state) ; whereas in other cases
sensations, apart from the quality which belongs to them in
consequence of the nature of the subject (ez. gi.. red, sweet, etc.),
may yet have relation to an object, and constitute part of our
knowledge; but pleasure or displeiisure (in the red or sweet)
expresses absolutely uothing in the object, but simply a relation
to the subject. Pleasure and displeasure cannot be more closely
defined, for the reason just given. W e can only specify what
ccnsequences they have in certain circnmstances so as to make
them cognizable in practice. The pleasure which is necessarily
connected with the desire of the object whose idea affects feeling
may be called pl-ncticrtl pleasure, whether it is cause or effect of
the desire. On the contrary, the pleasure which i.s not neces-

feeliiig.

We might define sensibility as the subjective element in our ideas ; for

it is the understanding that first refers the ideas to an object; i . e . it alone
tl~inkssomewhat by means thereof. Now the subjective element of our idea
may be of such a kind that it can also be referred t o an object as contributory t o the knowledge of it (either as t o the form or the matter, being called
in the former case intuition, in the latter sensation). I n this case sensibility, which is the susceptibility t o the idea in question, is Sense. Or
again, the subjective element of the idea may be such that it cannot become
a piece of knowledge, inasmuch as it contains merely the relation of this
idea t o the supject, and nothing that is useful for the knowledge of the
object; and in this case this susceptibility to the idea is called Feeling,
which contains the effect of the idea (whether sensible or intellectual) on
the subject, and this belongs t o the sensibility, even though the idea itself
may belong to the understanding or the reason.
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sarily connected with the desire of the object, and which, therefore, is at bottom not a pleasure in the existence of the object
of the idea, but clings to the idea only, may be called mere
contemplative pleasure or ~iassioesnti.s$ktioiA (11). The feeling
of the latter kind of pleasure we call tnsfe. Accordingly, in a
practical philosophy we can treat tliis only episo(Zim?/y, not as a
notioo properly belonging to that philosophy. But as regards
the practical pleasure, the determination of the appetitive
faculty which is caused, and therefore necessarily pi-ecedcd by
this pleasure, is called nppetite in the strict sense, and habitual
appetite is called i~iclimtion. The connesion of pleasure with
the appetitive faculty, in so far as this comesion is judged by
the understanding to hold good by a general rule (though only
for the subject), is called interest, and hence in this case the
practical pleasure is an interest of inclination. On the other
hand, if the pleasuke can only follow an antecedent determination of the appetitive faculty, it is an intellectual pleasure, and
the interest in the object must be called an interest of reason.
For if the interest were one of sense, and not merely founded
on pure principles of reason, sensation must be joined with
pleasure, and thus be able to determine the appetitive faculty.
Although where a merely pure interest of reason must be assumed, no interest of inclination can be substituted for it, yet
in order to accommodate ourselves to common speech, we may
admit an inclination even to that which can only he the object
of an intellectual pleasure-that
is to say, a habitual desire
from a pure interest of reason. This, however, would not be
the cause but the effect of the latter interest, and me might
call it the sense-fiee incliiicrtion (propeiisio iiztelkctirnlis). Further, coizcupiscence is to be distinguished from the desire itself
as being the stimulus to its determination. I t is always a
sensible state of mind, but one which has not yet arrived at an
act of the appetitive faculty.
The appetitive faculty which depends on concepts, in so far
as the grnund of its determination to action is found in itself (E),
not in the object, is called a faculty of doiiig or Lfoi.6enriiig ns we
please. I n so far as it is combined with the consciousness of
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the power of its action to produce its object, it is called
elective will ” [ Willkiilw = ai.bit~izri12]; if not so combined, its
act is called a wish.‘ The appetitive faculty, whose inner
determining principle, and, consequently, even its ‘ I good pleasure ” ( B e l i e h ) ,is found in the reason of the subject, is called
t h e Rationul Will [Wille].
Accordingly the Rational Will is
the appetitive faculty, not (like the elective will) in relation t.0
the action, but rather in relation to ,what determines the elective
will [Willkiihr] to the action ; and it has properly itself no
determining ground; but in so far as i t can determine the
elective will, it is practical reason itself.
Under tlie will may be included the elective will [Willkiihr],
a n d even mere wish, inasmuch as reason can determine the
appetitive faculty ; and the elective will, which can be determined by pure reason, is called free elective will. That which
is determinable only by inclination would be animal elective
mill (ai4iti~‘zrni6 m t i u w ) . Human elective will, on the contrary,
is one wliich is aficteri but not d e t ~ m i i i e d by impulses. I t is
accordingly in itself (apart from acquired practice of reason)
not pure ; but it can be determined to actions by the pure will.
Fiwdom of the elective will is just that independence of its
detemiizniion on sensible impulses : this is the negative concept, of it. The positive i s : the power of pure reason to be
[This important distinction is here explicitly made for the first time.
I n the earlier treatises, the word ‘(TTille ” covers both significations. In
writing the “Kritik,” Kant saw that much confusion of thought was traceable to the use of the same word for two very different things, and in that
treatise he sometimes uses “ Willkuhr.” His use of the term is, of course,
his own. I n t h e last treatise in the present volume the word “ Wille
occurs only once or twice. I n default of an English word suitable t o be
appropriated t o the signification of Kant’s ‘ I Wilkiihr,” I have adopted the
compound term ‘ I elective will,’,reserving ‘‘ rational will ” for “ Wille.”
Although the distinction has not been k e d in appropriate terms, it has been
felt and more or less obscurely indicated by many moralists. Indeed it is
implied in S. Paul’s Epistle t o the ,Romans, ch. TIL, where, for instance, in
V. 15, the subject of
is I as llXTille,’’while that of m r r j is I as “millkiihr.” Compare the words of Kant on the corrupt heart coexisting with
the good (‘Wille,” p. 352.1
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of itself practical. Now this is possible only by the subordination of the maxim of every action t o the condition of fitness
for universal lam. F o r being pure reason it is directed to
the elective will, irrespective of the object of this mill. Nom
it is the faculty of principles (in this case practical principles,
SO that it is a legislative faculty) (13) ; and since it is not provided with the matter of the law, there is nothing which it can
make the supreme law and determining ground of the elective
mill except the form, consistiug in the fitness of the maxim
of the elective will to be a uuiversal lam. And since from
subjective causes the maxims of men do not of themselves coincide with those objective maxims, it can only prescribe this law
as an imperative of command or prohibition.
These lams of freedom are called, in contradistinction to
physical laws, n i o d Z~SYL I n BO far as they are directed to
mere external actions and their lawfulness, they are called
judicial; but when they demand that these laws themselves
shall be the determining ground of the actions, they are ethical,
and in this case we say-the agreement with the former constitutes the legality, agreement mith the latter the immlity of the
action. The freedom t o which the former lams relate can only
be freedom in its external exercise ; but the freedom to which
the latter refer is freedom both in the internal and external
exercise of the elective mill in as far, namely, as this elective
mill is determined by laws of reason. Similarly, in theoretic
philosophy we say, that only the objects of the outer senses are
in space, while the objects both of the external and of the
internal sense are in time ; because the ideas of both are still
ideas, and for this reason all belong to the inner sense. Just
60, whether we regard freedom in the external or the internal
exercise of the elective will, in either case its laws, being pure
practical lams of reason governing free elective mill generally,
must be also its internal grounds of determination ; although
they need not always be considered in this point of view.

270

INTRODUCTION TO THE

r141

11.
OF THE CONCEPTIOK AND THE NECESSITY O F A METAPHYSIC
O F ETHICS.

(14) It has been shown elsewhere that for physical science
which has to do with the objects of the external senses we
must have d priori principles ; and that it is possible-nay,
even necessary-to prefix a system of these principles under
the name of metaphysical priuciples of natural philosophy to
physics, which is natural philosophy applied to special phenomena of experience. The latter, however (at least when the
question is t o guard its propositions from error), may assume
many principles as universal on the testimony of experience,
although tlie former, if i t is t o be in the strict sense universal,
must be deduced from CE priori grounds; just as Newton
adopted the principle of the equality of action and reaction as
based on experience, and yet extended it to all material nature.
The chemists go still further, and base their most universal
laws of combination and dissociation of substances by their own
forces entirely on experience, and yet they have such confidence in their universality and necessity that, in the experiments they make with them, they have no apprehension of
error.
It is otherwise with the moral lams. These are valid as
laws only so far as they have an u priori basis and can be seen
to be necessary ; nay, the coucepts and judgments about ourselves and our actions and omissions have no moral significance
a t all, if they contain ouly what can be learned from experience ; and should one be SO misled as to make into a moral
principle anything derived from this source, he would be in
danger of tlie grossest and-most pernicious errors.
I f the science of morals mere nothing but the science of happiness, it would be unsuitable to look out for d priori principles
on which to rest it. For however plausible it may sound to
say that reason codd discern,' even before experience, by what
menus one might attain a lasting enjoyment of the true pleasures of life, yet everything wliich is taught on this subject
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a priori is either tautological or assumed without any foundation. It is experience alone that can teach us what gives us
pleasure ( i s ) . The natural impulses to nutrition, to the propagation of the species, the desire of rest, of motion, and (in the
development of our natural capacities) the desire of honour, of
knowledge, kc., can alone teach, and moreover teach each
individual in his own special way, in what t o place those pleasures; and it is these also that can teach him the means by
which he must seek them. All plausible ci, priori reasoning is
here a t bottom nothing but experience raised to generality by
induction : a generality, too, so meagre that everyone must be
allowed many exceptions, in order t o make the choice of his
mode of life suitable to his special inclination and his susceptibility for pleasure ; so that after all he must become mise only
by his own or others’ loss. It is not BO with the doctrines of
morality. They are imperative for everyone without regard to
his inclinations, solely because and so far as he is free, and has
practical reason. Iiistruction in its laws is not drawn from
observation of himself and his animal part ; not from perception of the course of the world, from that which happens and
from the way in which men act (although the German word
‘;sitten,” like the Latin mores, signifies only manners and
mode of life) ; but reason commauds how men should act, even
although no instance of such action coulcl be found ; moreover,
it pays no regard to the advantage which we may hereby
attain, which certainly can only be learned by experience. F o r
although it allows us to seek our advantage in every majr that
we can; and i n addition, pointing to the testimony of experience, can promise us, probably and on the whole, greater
advantages from following its commands than from transgression of them, especially if obedience is accompanied by prudence, yet the authority of its precepts U S cow?i.ln)ids does not
rest ou this (16). Reason mes such facts only (by may of
counsel) as a counterpoise t o the temptations to the opposite,
iu order, first of all, to compensate the error of an unfair
balance, so that it may then assure a due preponderauce to the
dpriori grounds of a pure practical reason.
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I f , therefore, we give the name Xetaphysic to a system of
ci priori knowledge derived from mere concepts, then a practical
philosophy, which has for its object not nature but freedom of

choice, mill presuppose and require a metaphysic of morals :
that is, t o JU~LY i t is itself a duty, and, moreover, every man has
it in himself, though commonly only in an obscure way ; for
without d priori principles how could he believe that he has in
him a universal law-giving? Moreover, just as in the metaphysic of natural philosophy there must be principles touching
the application to objects of experience of those supreme universal laws of a physical system generally : so also a metaphysic
of morals cannot dispense with similar principles ; and we shall
often have to take the special Iiatzcre of man, which can only be
known by experience, as our object, in order to exhibit in it the
consequences of the universal moral principles ; but this will
not detract from the purity of the latter nor cast any doubt
on their ci piiori origin-that
is to say, a Metaphysic of
Morals cannot he founded on anthropology, but may be applied
to it.
The counterpart of a metaphysic of iuorals, namely, the
second subdivision of practical philosophy generally, would be
moral anthropology, which would contain the subjective conditions favourable and unfavourahle to cariyiiig out the laws of
the power in human nature. It would treat of the production,
the propagation, and strengthening of moral principles (in education, school and popular instruction) ( i y ) , and other Like
doctrines and precepts based on experience, which cannot be
dispensed with, but which must not come before the metaphysic,
nor be mixed with it. For to do so would be to run the risk of
eliciting false, or at least indulgent moral laws, which would
represent that as unattainable which has only not been attained because the lam has not been discerned and proclaimed
in its purity (the very thing in which its strength consists) ;
or else because men make m e of spurious or mixed motives to
what is itself good and dutiful, and these allow no certain moral
principles to remain ; but this anthropology is not to be used as
a standard of judgment, nor as a discipline of the mind in its
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obedience to duty ; for the precept of duty must be given solely
by pure reason d p r i o ~ i .

;
‘

:
7

Now with respect to the division to which that just mentioned is subordinate, namely, the division of philosophy into
theoretical and practical, I have explained myself su5ciently
elsewhere (in the Critical Examination of the Faculty of Judgment),’ and have shown that the latter branch can be nothing
else than moral philosophy. Everything practical which concerns what is possible according to physical laws (the proper
business of Axt) depends for its precept on the theory of physical nature; that only which is practical in accordance with
laws of freedom can have principles that do not depend on any
theory ; for there can be no theory of that which transcends the
properties of physical nature. Hence by the praotical part of
~~~~~~~~

~~

1‘‘‘AQen

~

~

Philosophy, as containing principles of the rational knowledge
of things through concepts (not merely as Logic does, principles of the form
of thought in general without distinction of its objects), is divided into
tJieovelicaZ and practical, this is quite right ; but, then, the concepts which
assign to the principles of this rational knowledge their object must be
specifically distinct, otherwise they would not justify a division which
always presupposes a contrast of the principles of the rational knowledge
belonging t o the different parts of a science.
Now there are only two kinds of concepts, and these admit as many
distinct principles of possibility of their object, namely, physiccd cuncepts
and the concept of freedom. Nom as the former make possible a t?ieoretzcid
lmowledge on dpriori principles, whereas in respect of these the letter only
conveys in its concept a negative principle (that of mere contrast) ; q-hile on
the other hand i t establishes principles for the determination of the mill,
which, therefore, are called practical ; hence philosophy is rightly divided
theoretical, which is
into two parts with quite distinct principles-the
qiutuial3’)iiloso~)i~,and the practical, which is 7 I l O ~ ~ ~ p ? l i ~(for
O ~ so
O ~rre
h ~
name t,hepractical legislation of reason according t.0 the concept of freedom).
Hitherto, however, there has prevailed a gross misuse of these expressions
in the division of the different principles, and consequently also of philosophy; inasmuch as what is practical according to physical concepts has
been assumed to be of the same kind as what is practical according to the
concept of freedom ; and thus mith the same denominations of ‘theoretical’
and ‘ practical ’ philosophy, a division is made by which nothiiig is really
divided (since both parts might have principles of the same kind).”-Kritik
der Urtlieilski-aft, Bid. p. 8.1
1
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philosophy (co-ordinate with its theoretical part) we are t o
understand not any technical doctrine, but a moi*aZly pimtical
doctrine ; and if the habit of choice, according to laws of freedom, in contrast to physical lams, is here also to be called art,
we must understand thereby such an art as would make a system
of freedom like a system of nature possible ; truly a divine azt,
were me in a condition to fulfil by means of reason the precepts
of reason, and to carry its Ideal into actuality.

111.
(15) O F THE SUBDIVISION O F A METAPHPSIC O F MORALS.'

All legislation (whether it prescribes internal or external
actions, and these either d priori by pure reason or by the will
of another) involves two things : Jirxt, a kw, which objectioely
presents the action that is to be done as necessary, ,i.e. makes
it a duty ; secotic7ly, a spriizg, which subjecticely connects with
the idea of the lam the motive determining the elective will
to this action ; hence, the second element is this, that the law
makes duty the spring. B y the former the action is presented
as duty, and this is a mere theoretical knowledge of the possible
determination of the elective will, i. e. of practicd rules ; by the
latter, the obligation BO t o act is connected with a motive which
determines the elective will generally in the agent.
Accordingly, all legislation may be divided into two classes
i n respect of the springs employed (and this whether the
1 The cleduclioii of the division of a system: that is, the proof of its
completeness as well as of its cotztiiiuity, namely, that the transition from
the notion divided t o each member of the division in the whole series of
subdivisions does not take place per sultim, is one of the most dificult
tasks of the constructor of a system. It is even clifioult t o sap what is the
ultimate notion of which right and wrong (fns aut itefas) are dirisions. It
is the act of free choice in general: So teachers of ontology begin with the
notions of soinetkiiig and 12othi129, without being aware that these are already
members of n division of a higher notion which is not given, but which, in
fact, can only be the notion of an o@cf in general.

[19--30]
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aotions prescribed are the same or not: as, for instance, the
actio116 might be in all cases external) (19). That legislation
which at once makes an action a duty, and makes this duty
the spring, is ethical. That which does not include the latter
in the law, and therefore a h i t s a spring different from the
idea of duty itself, isjiii%Zic[iZ. As regards the latter, it is easily
seen that this spring, which is distinct from the idea of duty,
must be derived from the pathological motives of choice,
namely, the inclinations and aversions, and amongst these
from the latter, since it is a legislation, which must be constraining, not an invitation, which is persuasive.
The mere agreement or disagreement of an action with the
lam, without regard to the motive from which the action springs,
is called legality ; but when the idea of duty arising from the
law is also the motive of the action, the agreement is called
the nzoi~~lity
of the action.
Duties arising froin forensic legislation can only be external
duties, because this legislation does not require that the idea
of this duty, which is internal, shall be of itself the motive of
the elective mill of the agent ; and as it, nevertheless, requires
a suitable spring, it can only connect esternal springs with the
law. On the other band, ethical legislation, while it makes
internal actions duties, does not exclude external actions, but
appliesgenerally to everythiug that is duty. But just because
ethical legislation includes in its law the inner spring of the
action (the idea of duty), a property which cannot belong to
the external legislation ; hence ethical legislation cannot be
external (not even that of a divine will), although it may adopt
duties wluch rest on external legislation, and take them regarded us diitics into its own legislation as springs of action.
(20) From hence we may see that all duties belong t o
Erhics, simply because they are duties ; but it does not follow
that their legdiition is always included in Ethios : in the c u e of
mauy duties it is quite outside Ethics. Thus Ethics requires
that I should fulfil my pledged word, even though the other
party could not compel me to do so ; but the lam (pacta sutit
s ~ a i i r i a and
)
the corresponding duty are trtken by Ethics from
T 2
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jurisprudence. Accordingly, it is not in Ethics but in Jus that
the legislation is contained which enjoins that promises be kept.
Ethics teaches only that even if the spring were absent which is
connected by forensic legislation with that duty, namely, external compulsion, yet the idea of duty would alone be sufficient
as a spring. For if this were not so, and if the legislation
itself were not forensic, and the duty arising from it not properly a legal duty (in contrast to a moral duty), then faithfulness to one’s engagements would be put in the same class as
actions of benevolence and the obligation to them, which cannot
be admitted. It is not an ethical duty to keep one’s promise,
but a legal duty, one that we can be compelled t o perform.
Nevertheless, it is a virtuous action (a proof of virtue) to do so,
even where no compulsion is t o be crpl.i~heiicled. Law and
morals, therefore, are distinguished not so much by the diversity of their duties, but rather by the diversity of the legislation
which connects this or that motive with the law.
Ethical legislation is that which caizizot be external (although
the duties may be external) ; forensic legislation is that which
can be external. Thus to keep one’s contract is an esternal
duty; but the command (21) to do this merely because it is
a duty, without regard to any other motive, belongs only to the
iutemnl legislation. Accordingly, the obligation is reckoned as
belonging to Ethics, not as beiug a special kind of duty (a
special kind of actions to which one is bound)-for in Ethics as
well as in law we have esternal duties-but because in the
supposed case the legislation is an internal one, and cafi have
no external lawgiver. For the same reason duties of benevolence, although they are external duties (obligations to external
actions), are yet reckoned as belonging to Ethics because the
legislation imposing them can only be internal. No doubt
Ethics has also duties peculiar to itself (a.gr’. duties to ourselves), but it also has duties i n common with law, only the
kind of obligatioiz is different. For it is the peculiarity of
ethical legislation to perform‘ actions solely because they are
duties, and to make the principle of duty itself the adequate
spring of the will, no matter whence the duty may be derived.
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Hence, while there are many dii-rctly ethical duties, the internal
legislation makes all others indirectly ethical.

IQ.
PItELlMINARY WOTIOSS BELONGING TO THE 3lETAPHPSIC O F
MORALS.

The concept of Iji.ccdom is a pure concept of the reason, and
on this account it is as regards theoretical philosophy transcendent, that is, a concept for which there is no corresponding
example in any possible experience, which therefore forms no
object of any theoretic knowledge possible to us, and is valid
not as a constitutive, but simply as a regulative principle of
pure speculative reason, and that a negative one; but, in the
practical exercise of reason it proves its reality by practical
principles (22), which, being laws of n causality of pure reason,
determine the elective xi11 independently on all empirical conditions (sensible conditions generally), and prove the existence
of a, pure mill in us in wliicli the moral concepts and laws have
their origin.
On this concept of freedom, wliich (in a practical aspect)
is positive, are fouuded uncoiiditiod practical laws which are
called moral, and these, ill respect of us, whose electire will is
sensibly affected, and therefore does not of itself correspond
wit11 the pure will, but often opposes it, are i i i ~ p e i n t i r ~(coms
mnuds or prohibitions), and, moreover, are categorical (unconditional) imperatives, by which they are distinguished from
technical imperatives (precepts of art), which always give only
conditional commands. By these imperatives certain actions
are pel-mitfed or izot peimittcd, that is, are inorally pssible
or impossible ; some, however, or their opposites, are morally
necessary, that is, obligatory. Helice arises the notion of a
duty, the obeying or transgressing of whicli is, indeed, connected with a pleasure or displeasure of a peculiar kind (that
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of a moral-feefiiy), of which, however, we can take no account
in the practical laws of reason, since they do not concern the
foicwf’dion of the practical laws, but only the subjective e#kt in
the mind when our elective will is determined by tliese ; and
they may be very different in different persons without adding
to or taking from the validity or influence of these lams ohjectively, that is, in the judgment of the reason.
The following notions are common to both parts of the
Metaphysic of Morals :Obfiigatioii is the necessity of a free action under n categorical imperative of reason. The A1yemtit.c is a practical
rule by which an action in itself contingent is made necessary ;
it is distinguished from a practical law by this (23), that while
the latter exhibits the necessity of the action, it takes no account of the coneideration whether this already inheres by an
ititernat! necessity in the agent (say, a holy being), or whether,
as in man, it is contingent; for where the former is the case
there is no imperative. Accordingly, the imperative is a rule,
the conception of which nirtkes necessary an action that is subjectively contingent, and hence represents the subject as one
who must be c o i i s f m i ~ i e c (necessitated)
l
to agreement with this
rule.
The categorical (unconditional) imperative is one that
does not command indirectly through the idea of an end that
can be attained by the action, but immediately, through the
mere conception of this action itself (its form), thinks it as
objectively necessary and makes it necessary.
No example of an imperative of this kind can be supplied by
any other practical doctrine but that which prescribes obligation
(the doctrine of morals). All other imperatives are techaim!
and conditioned. The ground of the possibilit,y of categorical
imperatives lies in this, that they refer t o no other property
of the elective will (by which any purpose could be ascribed to
it), but only to its fi-eedoiii. A n action is allowed (Zicifw)
which is not contrary to obligation ; and this freedom which
is not limited by any opposed imperative is called right of
action ( freitlias moi.aZis) [Befugniss].
Hence it is obvious
what is meant by disolfoiwd (ifiiciticiii).
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Duty is the action to which a person is bound. It is therefore the matter of obligation, and it may be one and the same
duty (as to the action), altliough the obligation to it may be of
different kinds.
The categorical imperative, since it expresses an obligation
in respect of certain actions, is a moral practical 7ciir. But since
obligation contains not only practical necessity (2.1) (which law
in general expresses), but also c o i l s t m i d , the imperative mentioned is either a law of command or of prohibition, according
as the performance or omission is represented as duty. An
action which is neither commanded nor forbidden is merely
allofred, because in respect of it there is no law limiting freedom
(right of action), and therefore also no duty. Such an action
is called morally incliff erent (iiidiferciis, adiaphoroi~, res ?11etw
,facirItntis). It may be asked : are there any such, and if there
are, then in order that one may be free to do or forbear a thing
as he pleases, must there be, besides the law of command (7ez
p r m e p t i n a , lex n2aldalrrfi) and the lam of prohibition (lex p l . 0 hibiticii, lex cetiti), also a lam of permission (lex permissira) ? If
this is the case, then the right of action mould not be concerned
with an indifferent action (ncZiaplioi~oir); for if such an action is
oomidered according to moral laws, it could not require any
special law.
An action is called a deed, in so far as it comes under laws
of obligation, and, consequently, in so far as the subject is
regarded in it according to the freedom of his elective will, the
agent is regarded as by such an act the nzithor o i the effect, and
this, along with the action itself, may be inqmted to him if he is
previously acquainted with the law by virtue of which an obligation rests on him.
A Persoii is the subject whose actions are capable of i~~v~iltation. Hence niotxl personality is nothing but the freedom of
rational being under moral laws (whereas psychological personality is merely the power of being conscious to oneself of thr
identity of one’s existence in different circumstances). Hence
it iollows that a person is subject to no other laws than those
which he (either alone or jointly with others) gives t o himself.
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(25) That which is not capable of any imputation is called a
Thiq. Every object of free elective will which is not itself
possessed of freedom is, therefore, called a thing (res co~poi.alis).
A deed is R i g h t or Wroizg in general (rectum nut 7ni7aus
vectzcni), according as it is consistent or inconsistent with duty
(factiiira Zicitz~nzaid illiciizini), no matter what the content or
the origin of the duty may be. A deed inconsistent with duty
is called t~a~isgressioii
(rentus).
An unintentional transgression, which, however, may be
imputed, is called mere fault (cic@a). An intentional transgression (that is, one which is accompanied by the conscioumem
that it is transgression) is called ci-iiiie (dolus). That which
is right accordiug to external laws is calledjzist (justuni) ; what
i s not so is zitljzist (iizjud~m~).
A co@ict of duties (collisio o$iciomsii sezr obligcitioiauiii) would
Le such a relation between them that one would wholly or
partially abolish the other. Now a6 duty and obligation are
notions which express the objective practical mcessity of certain
actions, and as two opposite rules cmnot be necessary at the
same time, but if it is a duty to act according to one of them,
it is then not only not a duty but inconsistent with duty to act
according to the other; it follows that a coilflict qf dirties and
obligations is inconceivable (obhyntioiies gion collirluitticr.). It
may, however, very well happen, that in the same subject and
the rule which he prescribes t o himself there are conjoined two
g t - o u d s of obligation (r.ntiones obh'gcindi), of which, however, one
or the other is inadequate to oblige (i*atioecs obligaadi 11011 obliyciwtes), and then one of them is not a duty. When two sucli
grounds are in conflict, practical philosophy does not say that
the stronger obligation prevails (fortiw obligatio ciiicit), but the
stronger gi.ound qf obligation prevails (,fortior obligaadi ratio

~lizcit).

Binding laws, for which an external lawgiving is
possible, are called in general eirtevaal laws (leges ezteivm).
Amongst these tho laws, the ' obligation to which can be recognized by reason a prioii even without external legislation,
are ~ i a f i m though
d
exteival laws ; those on the contrary which
(26)
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without actual external legislation, would not bind a t all (and,
therefore, would not be lams), are called positive laws. It is
possible, therefore, to conceive an external legislation which
would only contain [positive] laws ; but then a natural lam must
pecede, which should supply the ground of the authority of
the lawgiver (that is, his right to bind others by liis meremill).
The principle which makee certain actions a duty is a practical law. The rule which the agent adopts from subjective
grounds as his principle is called his &rim ; hence with the
same laws the maxims of the agents may be very differenb.
The categorical imperative, which only expresses in general
wliat obligation is, is this : Act according to a maxim which
can a t the same time hold good as a universal lam. Poumust,
therefore, exaniiue your actions in the first place as to their
subjective principle ; but whether this principle is also objectively valid can only be recognized by this, that when your
reason puts it to the test of conceiving yourself as giving
therein a universal law, it is found to be adapted to this
universal legislation.
The simplicity of this law, compared with the great and
manifold requirements which can be clrnmn from it, must at
first appear surprising, as must also the authoritative dignity
it presents, without carrying with i t perceptibly any motive.
(27) But when, in this astonishment at the power of our reason
to deterrniue choice by tlie mere idea of the fitness of a maxim
for the universality of a practical law, we learn that it is just
these practical (moral) laws that first make liuomu a property
of tlie will which speculative reason could nerer have arriyed at,
either from a priori grounds or from esperience-and if it did
arrive a t i t could by no means prore its possibility, whereas
tliose practical lams incontestably prove this property, namely,
freedom-then we shall be less surprised to find these ~ W S
like mathematical axioms, ~ i i i i l e i t i o i ~ ~ f t ~ aand
b l ' e yet ryodictic,
aud at the same time t o see awliole field of practical cognitions
[The original h a s natural.' The emendation, whick is clearlj. necesm y , was suggested t o me by JIr Philip Snndford.]

,
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opened before us, in which reason in its theoretic exercise, with
the same idea of freedom, nay, with any other of its supersensible ideas, must find everything absolutely closed to it. The
agreement of an action with the law of duty is its legality
(Ieyulitns) ; that of the maxim with the law is its morality
(nzoiwtitcis). iUazim is the szilyictice principle of action, which
the subject makes a rule to itself (namely, how he chooses to
act). On the contrary, the principle of duty is that which
Reason commands him absolutely and therefore objectively
(how he ought to act). The supreme principle of the order is
therefore : Act on a maxim which can also hold good as a universal law. Every maxim which is not capable of being 60 is
contrary t o morality.
Laws proceed from the Rational W i l l ; maxims from the
elective will. The latter is in man a free elective will. The
Rational Will, which is directed to nothing but the law only,
cannot be called either free or unfree, because it is not directed
t o actions, but immediately to the legislation for the maxims of
actions (and is therefore practical reason itself). Consequently
it is absolutely necessary, and is even i i z c t p t l e of constraint.
(2s) It is therefore only the electice ?rill that can be called
.free.

Freedom of elective will, however, cannot, be defined as the
power of choosing to act for or against the law (litertas i7z&f~wniice) as some have attempted to define it; although the elective
will as a phenonwnon gives many examples of this in experience.
For freedom (as it becomes known to us first through the moral
law) is known to us only as a m p f i z v property in us, namely,
the property of not being coitst?.ctinecI to action by any sensible
motives. Considered as a ~ i o z ~ n i e i i ohowever,
~z,
that is, as to the
faculty of man merely as an intelligence, we are quite unable
to explain theowticctlly how it has a coiistraiiiziig power in respect
of the sensible elective will-that is, we cannot explain it in its
positive character. Only this we can very readily understand :
that although experience tells us that man as an objectiiz the
seiisible work7 shows a power of choosing not only according to
the law but also iiz opposition t o it, nevertheless his freedom as a
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beiiag in the intelligible world cannot be thus dejhed, since phonomena can never enable us to comprehend any supersensible
object (such as free elective will is). W e can see also that
freedom can never be placed in this, that the rational subject is
able to choose in opposition to his (legislative) reason, even
though experience proves often enough that this does happen
(a thing, however, the possibility of which me cannot comprehend). For it is one thing to admit a fact (of experience) ; it is
another to make it the p i ? i c + i / e of n dqfiiiifinii (in the present
case, of the concept of fi-ee elec'tive will) and the universal
criterion between this and ai+iti*izrm bi.irtzrn2 seii serrirm ; since
in the former case me do not assert that the mark mcssarily
belongs to the concept, which me must do in the latter case.
Freedom in relation to the inner legislation of the reason is
alone properly a power ; the possibility of deviating from this
is an impotence. H o w then can the former be defined from the
latter ? (29) A definition which over and above the practical
concept adds the exercise of it as learned from experience is a
brrstavrl dejiiition (defiiiifio 1iy6~irkr)which puts the notion in a
f d s e light.
A L a w (a moral practical law) is a propsition which contains a categorical imperative (a command). H e who gives
commands b y a law ( i i i ~ p e r c i ~ is
s ) the lolrgirei. (kyi6hi/oi4). H e
is the author (azietoi-) of the obligation imposed by the lam, but
not always author of the lam. If he were so, the law would be
posithe (contingent) and arbitrary. The law which binds us
6 yi.io1.i and unconditionally by our own reason may also be
expressed as proceeding from the will of a Supreme Lamgirer,
that is of one who has only rights and 110 duties (namely, from
the Divine Will). But this only involves the idea of a moral
being whose will is law for all, without his being conceived as
the author of it.
I ?iplfo tio~i
(iwpitnfio)in the moral sense is the judgment by
which any one is regarded as the author ( c f i ~ i s (libeiv)
~
of an
action, which is then called a cleecl ( . f i i c t i r n i ) , and to mhich laws
are applicable ; and if this judgment brings with it the legal
consequences of this deed it is a judicial imputation ( i m p t a f i o
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jitdiciaiia s. calida), otherwise it is only discriminatiug imputation (iiizputatio tl~rtdz'catoriu)
. The person (whether physical
or moral) who has right to exercise judicial imputation is called
the jzidye or the court (judex s. forum).
W h a t anyone does in accordance with duty beyond what he
can be compelled to by the law is meritorious (meritunr) ; what
he does only just in accordance with the law is duty owed
(debitum) ; lastly, what he does less than the law demands is
moral demerit (dmerituin). The legal effect of demerit is
pziiaishitieiit (pceiin) ; that of a meritorious act, retoaid (2jrmiiirtm)
(30), provided that this, promised in the law, was the motive.
Conduct which agrees with duty axed has no legal effect. Fair
i~eco?iqie~ise
(renwiieratio s. ~ q j e i i s i o beiwficn) stands in no legal
relation t o the deed.
The good or bad consequences of an obligatory action, or the
coiisequences of omitting a meritorious action, cannot Le imputed
to the agent (iizodiis imptatioiiis tollelis).
The good consequences of a meritorious action, and the bad
consequences of an unlawful action, can be imputed (~raodusim21zitatioi1ispo?tem).
SirhjecticeZy considered, the degree of bitpicta~bilify (inzputabilifns) of actions must be estimated by the greatness of the
hindrances which have to be overcome. Tlie greater the natural
hindrances (of sensibility) and the less the moral hindrance (of
duty), the higher the imputation of merit in a good deed. For
example, if at a considerable sacrifice I rescue from great necessity one who is a complete stranger to myself.
On the other hand, the less the natural hindrance, and the
greater the hindrance from reasons of duty, so much the more
is transgression imputed (as ill desert). Hence the state of
mind of the agent, whether he acted in the excitement of passion or with cool deliberation, makes au important difference in
imputation.

(317)P
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there exists on any subject a phiZoso11hy (that is, a system
of rational knowledge based on concepts), then there must
also be for this philosophy a system of pure rational coiicepta,
independent on any condition of intuition-in other words, a
Uetqhysic. I t may be asked whether mef~q)liy.sicrde l e n m f s are
required also for every lmlcticrrl philosophy, which is tlie dootrine of duties [deontology], and therefore also for Ethics, in
order to be able to present it as a true science (systematically),
not merely as an aggregate of separate doctrines (fmgmentarily). As regards pure jurisprudence no one mill question this
requirement ; for it concerns only what isfoiwd in the elective
will, which has to be limited in its external relations according
to lams of frmedom ; without regarding any etid which is the
matter of this will. Here, therefore, deontology is a mere
scieiitijSc doctrim (doctrinu scienfim).’
1 One who is ucpaiiiled with practical philusopliy is not, therelore, a
pi~rcticcrlp h ~ ~ o S o p ~ k ~The
? r . latter is he who makes the ixtiunccl rird the
principle of his octioits, while at the same time he joius v i t h this the necessary knowledge which, a6 it aims at action, must not be spun out into the
most subtle threads of metaphysic, unless a legal duty is in question; in
which c ~ s emeum and tuum must be nceurately determined iu the balance
of justice (218),on the principle of equality of action and reaction, which
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(21s) Now in this philosophy (of Ethics) it seems contrary t o
tlie idea of it that me should go back to naetaphysical eZen?,eiats in
order to make the notion of duty purified from everything empirical (from every feeling) a motive of action. For what sort
of notion cau we form of the mighty power and herculean
strength which would be sufficient to overcome the vice-breeding inclinations, if Virtue is t o borrow her ‘‘ arms from the
armoury of metaphysics,” which is a matter of speculation
that only few men oan handle. Hence all ethical teaching in
lecture-rooms, pulpits, and popular books, when it is decked
out with fragments of metaphysics, becomes ridiculous. But it,
is not, therefore, useless, much less ridiculous, to trace in
metaphysics the first principles of Ethics ; for it is only as a
philosopher that anyone can reach the first principles of this
conception of duty, otherwise we could not look for either
certainty or purity in the ethical teaching. To rely for this
reason on a certain feeling [or sense], which on account of the
effect expected from it is called moi*~lZ, may, perhaps, even
satisfy the popular teaoher, provided he desires as the criterion
of a moral duty to consider the problem : ‘‘ if everyone in every
case made your maxim the universal law, how could this law be
consistent mith itself?” (219) But if it were merely feeling
that made it our duty to take this principle as a criterion, then
this would not be dictated by reason, but only adopted instinctively, and therefore blindly.
But in fact, whatever men imagine, no moral principle is
based on any .feeling, but such a principle is really nothing else
than an obscurely conceived niefuphysic which inheres in every
man’s reasoning faculty ; as the teacher will easily find who
tries to catechize his pupil in the 8ocratic method about the

requlres something like mathematical proportion, but not in the case of a
mere ethical duty. For in this case the question is not only to know what
it is a duty to do (a thing which on account of the ends that all men natnrally have can be easily decided), but the chief point is the h e r principle
of the mill, namely, that the consciousness of this duty be also the s p i / ~ ! /
of action, in order that me may be able to say of the man who joins to his
knowledge this principle of wisdom, that he is a l.‘i’acticaZ2,IiiZoso~ke,..
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imperative of duty and its application to the moral judgment
of his actions. The mode of stating it need not be always
metaphysical, and the language need not necessarily be scholastic, unless the pupil is to be trained to be a philosopher. B u t
the thought must go back to the e l e m e h of metaphysics, without which me cannot expect any certainty or purity, or even
motive power in Ethics.
If m7e deviate from this principle and begiu from pathological, or purely sensitive, or even moral feeling (from what is
subjectively practical instead of what is objective), that is, from
the matter of the mill, the EM/,not from its form, that is the
Jm,in order from thence t o determine duties ; then, certainly,
there are no mtrqhysiccrl elemelits of Ethics, for feeling by wliatever it may be excited is always physical. But then ethical
teaching, whether in schools, or lecture-rooms, &c., is corrupted
in its eource. For it is not a matter of indifference by what
motives or means one is lead to a good purpose (the obedience to
duty). However disgusting, then, metnplrysics may appear to
those pretended philosophers who dogmatize o r - a c t l l d y , or even
brilliantly, about the doctrine of duty, it is, nevertheless, an
indispensable duty for those mho oppose it t o g o back to its
principles, even in Ethics, and to begin by going to school on
its benches.
(220) W e may fairly wonder liom, after all previous esplauatious of the priuciples of duty, so far as it is derived from
pure reason, it was still possible to reduce it again to a docfriiie
of Happiness-in such a way, however, that a cert,ain ? I L O I - ~ ?happiness not resting on empirical causes was ultimately arrived at,
a self-contradictory nonentity. I n fact, when the thiuliing man
has conquered the temptations to vice, and is conscious of having
done his (often hard) duty, he finds himself in a state of peace
and satisfactiou which may well be called happiness, iu which
Virtue is her own reward. Now, says the Eurlcrcii?oiiisf, this
delight, this happiness, is the real motive of his acting virtudeterously. The notion of duty, says he, does not ii~an~erlintcly
mine his will ; it is only by m e m s qf the happiness in prospect

288

PHEFACE TO THE

[2211

that he is moved to do his duty. NOW,
on the other hand, since
he can promise himself this reward of virtue only h o r n the consciousness of having done his duty, it is clear that the latter
must have preceded : that is, he must feel himself bound to do
his duty before he thinks, and without thinking, that happiness
will be the consequence of obedience to duty. H e is thus involved i n a circle in his assigiiriaeitt of cause and efect. E e can
only hope to be h q p y if he is conscious of his obedience to
duty;' and he can only be moved to obedience to duty if he
foresees that he mill thereby become happy. But in this reasoning there is also a coiitmdictio)i. For, on the one side, he
must obey his duty, without asking what effect this will have
on his happiness, consequently, from a 9)zorrrl principle (221); on
the other side, he can only recognize something as his duty
when he can reckon on happiness which will accrue to him
thereby, and oonsequently, on a 21athologictil principle, which is
the direct opposite of the former.
I have in another place (the Berlin ;' Monatsschrift "2),
1 [Compare the remarks of Dr. Adams : "The pleasures of self-approbation and esteem mhich follow virtue certainly arise from a conscious sense
of having made virtue and not pleasure our choice; not from preferring
one interest or pleasure to another, hut from acting according to right without any other consideration whatsoever. It seems essential to this pleasure
that no motive of interest have any part in the choice or intention of the
agent. And (2) To make this pleasure nu object to the mind, the virtue
whose principle me are seeking after must be already formed. For, let it
be observed, that the pleasures me are speaking of are themselves virtuous
pleasures; such as none but virtuous minds are capable of proposing t o
themselves or of enjoying. To the sensual or voluptuous, the pleasures
that arise from denying our appetites or passions have no existence. These
cannot, therefore, be the motive to that virtue which is already presupposed.
. . . It is the same love of Firtue mhich makes it h s t the object of our
pursuit, and, when acquired, the subject of o u r triumph and joy. To do a
virtuous action for the sake of these virtuous pleasures is t o choose virtue
for the sake of being virtuous, which is t o rest in it as an end, or to pursue
it without regard to any other object or interest."-rSer))2012 011 tLe ObLpition
Yirtiie (1Tj4),Note 2.1
'
* [The essay referred t,o is that L'On the Radical Evil in Human
Nature. "3

;
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reduced, as I believe, to the simplest expressions the distinction
between patldogica2 and m i d pleasure. The pleasure, namely,
which mzist precede the obedience to the law in order that one
may act according to the law, is pathological, and the process
l
of ~zaliiix; that which must be preceded
follows the p h y s i c ~ order
hy the law in order that it may be felt is in the moi-nl order.
I f this distinction is not observed ; if ezrdaemoiilsiii (the principle of happiness) is adopted as the principle instead of eZeirtheroworny (the principle of freedom of the inner legislation), the
consequence is the ezcthmzasirr (quiet death) of all morality.
The cause of these mistakes is no other than the following :
Those mho are accustomed only t o physiological explanations
mill not admit into their heads the categorical imperative from
which these laws dictatorially proceed, notwithstanding that they
feel themselves irresistibly forced by it. Dissatisfied at not being
able to explaiiz what lies wholly beyond that sphere, namely,
,f,.eedom of the elective will, elevating as is this privilege that
man has of being capable of such an idea, they are stirred up
by the proud claims of speculative reason, which feels its power
so strongly in other fields, just as if they mere allies leagued in
defence of the omnipotence of theoretical reason, and roused by
a general call to arms t o resist that idea ; and thus at present,
and perhaps for a long time to come, though ultimately in vain,
to attack the moral concept of freedom, and i f possible render it
doubtful.
[222]

INTRODUCTIOX
TO ETHICS.

Ethics in ancient times signified piioral philosophy (yh1'1Tosophin
violah's [sittei/lelwe] generally, which was also called the doctviiw of dirties [deontology].
Subsequently it was found advisable to confine this m m e to a part of moral philosophy, namely,
to the doctrine of duties which are not subject to external laws
(for which in German the name T u g e i d e h r e was found suitable).
Thus the system of general deontology is d i ~ d e dinto that of
Jurisprztdeeace (Jici.is)),.u~~iitia),
which is capable of external laws,
and of Ethics, which is uot thus capable, and we may let this
division stand.
U
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I.-Expositioia

of the Conception qf

Ethics.

The iiotioia of duty is in itself already the notion of a ~ 0 1 1 straid of the free elective will by the law ; whether this constraint be an exterizab one or be self-coi,str*aiiit. The moral
imperative, by its categorical (the unconditional " ought ")
announces this constraint, which therefore does not apply t o
all rational beings (for there may also be holy beings), but
applies to men as mtioua2 physical beings (223) who are unholy
enough to be seduced by pleasure to the transgression of the
moral law, although they themselves recognize its authority ;
and when they do obey it, to obey it eiiiwilliitgly (with resistance
of their inclination) ; and it is in this that the constraint properly consists.' Now, as man is a free (moral) being, the notion
of duty cau contain only self-conskaiiat (by the idea of the law
itself), when we look to the internal determination of the mill
(the spring), for thus only is it possible to combine that constraint
(even if it were external) with the freedom of the elective will.
The notion of duty then must be an ethical one.
The impulses of nature then contain IriraJrnnces to the fulfilment of duty in the mind of man, and resisting forces, some of
them powerful ; and he must judge himself able to combat these
and to conquer them by means of reason, not in the future, but
in the present, simultaneously with the thought ; he must judge
that he cui2 do what the law unconditionally commands that
he ougJLt.
Man, howerer, as at the same time (I moral b e i m ~ when
,
he considers
himself objectively, which he is qualified t o do by his pure practical reason
(i.e. according to hztmunity in his own person), finds himself holy enough to
transgress the law only ti?N~d/~71!/h~
; for there is no man so depraved who in
this transgression mould not feel a resistance and an abhorrence of himself,
so that he must put a force on himself. It is impossible to explain the
phenomenon that at this parting of the ways (where the beautiful fable
places Hercules between virtue and sensuality) man shows more propensity
to obey inclination than the law. For, we can only explain what happens,
by tracing it to a came according ,to physical lams ; but then me should not
be able t o conceive the elective will us free. Nom this mutually opposed
self-conetraint and the inevitability of it g & e s U6 recognize the incompre.
hensible property of fieedoni.
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Now the power and resolved purpose to resist a strong but
unjust opponent is cailed -fortitude (fartittcrlo) (m),and when
coucerned with the opponent of the moral character uithin u.s, it
is virtue (ubtzis, fortitudo moralis.). Accordingly, general deontology, in that part which brings not external, but internal,
freedom under laws, is the doctrim qf vir.fae [ethics].
Jurisprudence had to do only with the ~fot.n~nl
condition of
external freedom (the conditicn of consistency with itself, i f its
maxim became a universal law), that is, with / m u . Ethics, on
the contrary, supplies us with a mntfei. (an object of the free
elective will), an elid of pure reason which is a t the same time
couceived as an objectively necessary end, i. e. as duty for all
men. For, as the sensible inclinations mislead us to ends (which
are the matter of the elective will) that may contradict duty, the
legislating reason cannot otherwise guard against their influence
than by an opposite moral end, which therefore m u d be given
u priori independently on inclination.
A n eiid is an object of the elective will (of a rationa! being),
by the idea of which this will is determiued t o au action for the
production of this object. Now I may be forced by others to
actions which are directed to an end as means, but I cannot be
forced t o hare (IIZ e n d ; I can only 112nLc something an end t o
myself. I f , however, I am also bound to make somethiug
which lies in the notions of practical reason an end to myself ,
aud therefore besides the formal determining principle of the
elective mill (as contained in law) to have also a material principle, an end which can be opposed t o the end derived from
sensible impulses; then this gives the notion of a n elid xhich is
1'11 itself u duty.
The doctrine of this cannot belong to jurisprudence, but to Ethics, since t,his alone includes in its conception self-coi~straii~t
according to moral lams.
(225) For this reason Ethics may also be defined as the system
of the Eizds of the pure practical reason. The two parts of
moral philosophy me distinguished as treating respectively of
Euds and of Duties of Constraint. That Ethics contains duties
to the observance of which one cannot be (physically) forced by
others is merely the consequence of this, that it is a doctrine of
u2

292

PREFACE TO THE

L-2261

E d s , since to be.forced to have ends or to set them before one’s
self is a contradiction.
Now that Ethics is a doctriiie of e i r k e (docfyiiaa o$iciorun~
virtutis) follows from the definition of virtue given above compared mit,h the obligation, the peculiariby of which has just been
shown. There is in fact no other determination of the elective
will, except that to an e n d , which in the very notion of it implies
that I cannot even physically be forced to it by the elective rcil2
of others. Another may indeed -force me to do something which
is not my end (but only means t o the end of another), but he
cannot force me to nllifie it my o m end, and yet I can have no
end except of my own making. The latter supposition would
be a contradiction-an act of freedom which yet a t the same
time would not be free. But there is no contradiction in setting
before one’s self an end which is also a duty : for in this case I
constrain myself, and this is quite consistent with freedom.’ But
how is such an end possible? That is nom the question. (226) For
the possibility of the notion of the thing (viz., that it is not selfcontradictory) is not enough to prove the possibility of the thing
itself (the objective reality of the notion).
II.-Ezpositioii

of the Notiori

of an

EM’ iuhicll is nbo a Dirfy.

We can conceive the relation of end to duty in two ways;
either start,ing from the end to find the maxim of the dutiful
actions; or conversely, setting out from this to find the end
whioh is also duty. Jurisprudence proceeds in the former may.
It is left to every one’s free elective will what end he will choose
for his action. But its maxim is determined d priori ; namely,
that the freedom of the agent must be consistent with the
freedom of every other according to a universal law.
1 The less a man can be physically forced, and the more he can he morally
foroed (by the mere idea of duty), so much the freer he is. The man, for
example, who is of sufficient11 film resolution and strong mind uot to give
up an enjoyment which he has resolved on, homerer much loss is shown 8s
resulting therefrom, and who yet‘desistu from his purpose unhesitatingly,
though v e q reluctantly, when he finds that i t mould causc him t o neglect
an official duty or a sick father ; this man proves his freedom in the highest
degree by this very thing that he cannot resist the voice of duty.
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Ethics, however, proceeds in the opposite way. It cannot
start from the ends which the man may propose to himself, and
hence give directions as to the maxims he should adopt, that is,
as to his duty ; for that mould be to take empirical principles of
maxims, and these could not give any notion of duty ; since this,
the categorical “ ought,” has its root in pure reason alone. Indeed, if the maxims were to be adopted in accordance with those
ends (which are all selfish) we could not properly speak of the
notion of duty a t all. Hence in Ethics the ~ z o f i o nqf dirty must
lend to ends, and must on moral principles give the foundation
of nzuxims with respect to the ends which we ought to propose
to ourselves.
Setting aside the question what sort of end that is which is
in itself a duty, and how such an end is possible (22:), it is here
u d j r necessary to show that a duty of this kind is called a duty
of i i i - t z r e , and why it is so called.
To every duty corresponds a right of action (fcrcirltns moralis
guszerntiin), but all duties do not imply a corresponding right
(,#ircirIfms,I’it/’iclica)
of another to compel any one, but only the
duties called Zegcrl duties. Similarly to all ethical o2A’jutioii corresponds the notion of virtue, but it does not follow that all
ethical duties are duties of virtue. Those, in fact, are not so
vhich do not concern so much a certain end (matter, object of
the elective will), but merely that which is , f o i m a l in the moral
determination of the will ( e x . gr. that the dutiful action must also
t e done ,froin d u f y ) . It is only an end irhich U rtlso rlirtt~that can
Le called a duty q f r i r f u e . Hence there are several of thelntter
lcind (and thus there are distinct virtues) ; on the contrary, there
is only one duty of the former kind, but i t is one which is valid
for all actions (only one virtuous disposition).
The duty of virtue is essentially distinguished from the duty
of justice in this respect ; that it is morally possible to be externnlly compelled t o the latter, whereas the former rests on free
self-constraint only. For finite holy beings (which cannot even
Le tempted to the violation of duty) there is no doctrine of
~ r t u e but
, only moral philosophy, the latter being an autonomy
of practical reason, whereas the former is also an mtocrncy of it.
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That is, it includes a consciousness-not indeed immediately
perceived, but rightly concluded from the moral categorical imperative--of the p o w w to become master of one’s inclinations
which resist the lam ; so that humanmorality in its highest stage
can yet be nothing more than virtue ; even if it were quite pure
(perfectly free from the influence of a spring foreign t o duty),
(228) a stnte which is poetically personified under the name of
the xise m z i a (as an ideal to which one should continually
approximate).
Virtue, however, is not to be defined and esteemed merely as
Actbit, and (as it is expressed in the prize essay of Cochius)’ as a
long czrsfone acquired by practice of morally good actions. For,
if this is not an effect of well resolved and firm principles ever
more and more purified, then, like any other mechanical arrangement brought about by technical practical reason, it is neither
armed for all circumstances, nor adequately secured against the
change that may be wrought by new allurements.
I‘LEI\IARH.

To virtue = + a is opposed as its logicnlcoiztl.adictoi.y (C07ttl.adictorie oppositzaii) the giegatiue Znck qf’ virtue (moral weakness)
= 0 ; but vice = - a is its contrn~-y(contrarie s. ?,enliter opposit z t n i ) ; and it is not merely a needless question but an offensive
one to ask whether great cnhies do not perhaps demand more
strength of mind than great virtues. For by strength of mind
we understand the strength of purpose of a man, as a being
endowed with freedom, and consequently EO far as he is master
of himself (in his senses) and therefore in a hcaZfhy condition of
mind. But great crimes are paroxysms, the very sight of which
makes the man of healthy mind shudder. The question mould
therefore be something like this : whether a man in nfit of madness can have more physical strength than if he is in his senses;
and we may admit this, without on that account ascribing to
him more strength of mind; if by mind me understand the vital
~

~~~

[Leonhard Cochius, court preacher, who obtained the prize of the Berlin
Academy for his essay t b e r die Keigungeu,” Berlin, 1769.1
‘(
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principle of man i n the free use of his powers. For since those
crimes have their ground merely in the power of the inclinations
that weakell reason, which does not prove strength of mind, this
question would be nearly the same as the question whether
a man (229) i n a fit of illness can show more strength than
in a healthy condition ; and this may be directly denied, sinoe
the want of health, which consists in the proper balance of all
the bodily forces of the man, is a mealiness in the system of
these forces, by which system alone we can estimate absolute
health.

111.- Qf the Reosoli .for coiiceiviiig

NIL

Eizcl ~ h i c Ais also n Duty.

An end is an object of the free elective will, the idea of which
determines this will to an action by which the object is produced.
Accordingly every action has its end, and as no one can have an
end without himscy making the object of his elective will his
end, hence to have some end of actions is an act of thek#kedoni
of the agent, not an effect of physical iiatiire. Nom, since this
act which deteimines an end is a practical principle which commands not the means (therefore not conditionally) but the end
itself (therefore unconditionally), hence it is a categorical imperative of pure practical reason, and one therefore which combines
a concept qf duty with that of an end in general.
Now there must be such an end and a categorical imperative
corresponding to it. For since there are free actions, there must
also be ends to which as an object those actions are directed.
Amongst these ends there must also be some which are at the
same time (that is, by their very notion) duties. For if there
were none such, then since no actions can be without an end,
all ends which practical reason might have would be valid only
as means to other ends, and a categorical imperative would be
impossible ; a supposition which destroys all moral philosophy.
(230) Here, therefore,we treat not of ends which man actually
~ a l i e sto himself in accordance with the sensible impulses of hie
nature, but of objects of the free elective mill under its own
laws, objects which he oitght t o mnLc his end. W e may call the
former technical (subjective), properly pragrnatical, including

296

PREFACE TO THE

~2311

the rules of prudence in the choice of its ends ; but the latter
me must call the moral (objective) doctrine of ends. This distinction is, however, superfluous here, since moral philosophy
already by its very notion is clearly separated from the doctrine
of physical nature (in the present instance, anthropology) ; the
latter resting on empirical principles, whereas the moral doctrine
of ends which treats of duties rests on principles given upi.ioi*i
in pure practical reason.

IT.-W?iat are
They are--Our

the Eids ichich w e abo Duties ?

owu Perfection; The Happiness of

Others.

W e cannot invert these, and make on one side our own
happiness, and on the other the perfection. of others, ends which
should be in themselves duties for the same person.
For oiie's oiuii Aappitzess is, no doubt, an end that all men
have (by virtue of the impulse of their nature), but this end
cannot without contradiction be regarded as a duty. What
a man of himself inevitably wills does not come under the
notion of dirty, for this is a coiistmiizt to an end reluctantly
adopted. It is, therefore, a contradiction to say that a man is
in duty boiiiid t o advance his own happiness with all his power.
It is lllrewise a contradiction t o make the peifectioiz of
another my end, and to regard myself as in duty bound to
promote it (231). For it is just in this that thepeifectioii of
another man as a person consists, namely, that he is able qf
?&iselfto set before him his own end according to his own
notions of duty ; and it is a contradiction to require (to make
it a duty for me) that I should do something which no other
but himself can do.
V.-XxlJkunatioiL of these txo Notioils.

(A.)-our

ow11 Perfection.

The word Perfkction is liable to many misconceptions. It
is sometimes understood as a notion belonging to transcendental philosophy ; viz., the notion of the totality of the mani-

[m]
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fold which taken together constitutes a Thing ; sometimes,
again, it is understood as belonging to teleology, so that it signifies the correspondence of the properties of a thing to an end.
Perfection in the former sense might be called qmutitatiwe
(material), in the latter yiculitrctice (formal) perfection.
The
former call be one only, for the whole of what belongs to the
one thing is one. B u t of the latter there may be several in
one thing ; and it is of the latter property that we here treat.
When it is said of the perfection that belongs t o man
generally (properly speaking, t o humanity), that it is in itself
a duty to make this our end, it must be placed in that which
may be the effect of one’s deed, not in that which is merely an
endowment for which we have to thank nature; for otherwise
it would not be duty. Consequently, it can be nothing else
than the cu2Licatioii of one’s poirer (or natural capacity) and also
of one’s zri/L [ WiIIE] (moral disposition) to satisfy the requirement of duty in general. The supreme element in the former
(the power) is the Understanding, it being the faculty of concepts, and, therefore, also of those concepts which refer t o duty.
(232) First it is his duty to labour to raise himself out of the
rudeness of liis nature, out of his animal nature more and more
to humanity, by which alone he is capable of setting before him
ends, to supply the defects of his ignorance by instruction, and
to correct his errors; he is not merely coutiselled to do this
Ly reason as technically practical, with a view to his purposes
of other liinds (as art), but remon, as morally practical, absolutely c o i ~ i ~ ~ z mhim
d s to do it, and makes this end his duty, in
order that he may be worthy of the humanity that dwells in
him. Secondly, to carry the cultivation of his iciil up to the
purest virtuous disposition, that, namely, in which the lair is
also the spring of his dutiful actions, and to obey it from duty,
for this is internal morally practical perfection. This is called
the niornZ seiise (as it were a special w i s e , setisus mornlis), because
it is a feeling of the effect which the legislative will within
himself exercises on the faculty of acting accordingly. This is,
indeed, often misused fanatically, as though (like the genius
of Socrat,es) it preceded reason, or even could dispense with
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judgment of reason ; but still it is a moral perfection, making
every special end, which is also a duty, one’s own end.‘
(B.)-Happiness

of Others.

It is inevitable for human nature that

a man should wish

and seek for happiness, that is, satisfaction with his condition,
with certainty of the continuance of this satisfaction. But for
this very reason it is not an end that is also u duty. Some
writers still make a distinction between moral aud physical
happiness (the former consisting in satisfaction with one’s person (333) and moral behaviour, that is, with what one does ; the
other in satisfaction with that which nature confers, consequently with what one enjoys as a foreign gift). Without at
present censuring the misuse of the word (which even involves
a contradiction), it must be observed that the feeling of the
former belongs solely to the preceding head, namely, perfection.
For he who is to feel himself happy in the mere consciousness
of his uprightness already possesses that perfection which in
the previous section was defined as that end which is also
duty.
I f happiness, then, is in question, which it is to be my duty
to promote as m y end, it must be the happiness of other men
whose (permitted) e d I hereby ItZrtiie also 9rtirie. It still remains
left t o themselves to decide what they shall reckon as belonging
t o their happiness ; only that it is in my power to decline macy
things wliich they so reckon, but which I do not so regard,
supposing that they have no right to demand it from me as
their own. A plausible objection often advanced against the
division of duties above adopted consists in setting over against
that eud a supposed obligation to study my o i m (physical)
happiness, and thus making this, which is my natural and
merely subjective end, my duty (and objective end). This
requires t o be cleared up.
Adversity, pain, and want are great temptations to transgression of one’s duty ; accordingly it would seem that strength,
[ Object,” $rst etl.]

:

;
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health, a competence, and welfare generally, which are opposed
to that influence, may also be regarded as ends that are also
duties ; that is, that it is a duty to promote o w ozcii happiness,
not merely to make that of others our end. But in that case the
end is not happiness but the morality of the agent ; and happiness is only the means of removing the hindrances to morality ;
perniitted means (XU),since no one has a right to demand from
me the sacrifice of my not immoral ends. It is not directly a
duty to seek a competence for one’s self; but indirectly it may
be so ; namely, in order to guard against poverty, which is a
great temptation to vice. But then it is not my happiness but
my morality, to maintain which in its integrity is at once my
aim and my duty.

VI.-Ethics

Actiom jzcliich is done by
h i t oii{y.#oi* the X u x b i s of Actioiz.

does not supply L a m for

Jiri.isl”.,ii‘leizce),

The notion of duty stands in immediate relation to a k m
(even though I abstract from every end which is the matter of
the law) as is shown by the formal principle of duty in the
categorical imperative : “ Act so that the maxims of thy action
might become a universal Zuic.” But in Ethics this is conceived
as the law of thy own zcill, not of will in general, which might
be that of others ; for in the latter case it would give rise t o a
judicial duty which does not belong to the domain of Ethics.
I n Ethics, maxims are regarded as those subjective laws which
merely have the specific character of universal legislation, which
is only a negative principle (not to contradict, alam in general).
How, then, can there be further a law f o r the maxims of
actions i’
It is the notion of an eiid which is also a duty, a notion peculiar
to Ethics, that alone is the foundation of a law for the maxims
of actions ; by making the subjective end (that which everyone
has) subordinate to the objective end (that which ereryone
ought to make his own). The imperative: “Thou shalt make
this or that thy end (ex. 91’.the happiness of others) ” (235) applies
to thematter of the elective will (an object). Now since uo free
action is possible, without the agent having in view in it some
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end (as matter of his elective will), it follows that if there is
an end which is also a duty, the maxims of actions which are
means to ends, must contain only the condition of fitness for a
possible universal legislation : on the other hand, the end which
is also a duty can make i t a lam that we should have such a
maxim, whilst for the maxim itself the possibility of agreeing
with a universal legislation is sufficient.
For maxims of actions may be arbitrary, and are only limited
by the condition of fitness for a universal legislation, which is
the formal principle of actions. But a law abolishes the arbitrary
character of actions, and is by this distinguished from reconmendutiow (in which one only desires t o know the best means t o
an end).

VII. -Ethics/ Bi(t ics

of

qf iii deletermiiirrdc, Juridicu I Dut ics
strict, Obliyntiow.

crre

This proposition is a consequence of the foregoing ; for if the
law can only command the maxim of the actions, not the actions
themselves, this is a sign that, it leaves in the observance of it a
latitude (I~titirdo)for the elective will; that is, it cannot definitely
assign how and how much we should do by the action towards
the end which is also duty. But by a n indeterminate duty is
not meant a permission to make exceptions from the maxim of
the actions, but only the permission to liDiit one maxim of duty
by auother (236) (ex. p.the general love of our neighbour by the
love of parents) ; and this in fact enlarges the field for the practice of virtue. The more iudeterminate the duty, and the more
imperfect accordingly the obligation of the man to the action,
and the closer he nevertheless brings this maxim of obedience
thereto (in his own mind) to the strict duty (of justice) [des
l i e c h f s ] , SO much the more perfect is his virtuous action.
Hence it is only imperfect duties that are duties qf cirtihc.
The fulfilment of them is amit (nierifum)= + a ; but their transgression is not necessarily [Ien~eiit (demeritzm) = - a, but only
moral t m ~ . o i * f=h0, unless the 'agent made it a principle not to
conform to those duties. The strength of purpose in the former
case is aloue properly called Virtue [Tt'lcgeizd] (ei~tzrs); the weak-
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ness in the latter case is not pice (citiwn),but rather only Zrcl; of
virtue [ Untzcgeiirl], a want of moral strength (defctus n i o i d i s ) .
(As the word ‘ Tugend ’ is derived from ‘ taugen ’ [to be good
for something], ‘ Untugend ’ by its et)ymologysignifies good for
nothing).’ Every action contrary t o duty is called timisgt-ession (peccatzrnz). Deliberate transgression which lias become
a principle is what properly constitutes what is called eice
(Oitilflll).

Although the conforrcity of actions t o justice [ICecht] (i. e. to
be an upright [rechflicher] man) is nothing meritorious, yet the
conformity of the maxim of such actions r e p r d i d as duties, that
is, Reverence for justice, is meritorious. For by this the man
makes the right of humanity or of men his o z m e d , and thereby
enlarges his notion of duty beyond that of itzdebtedness (oj’iciiriii
dcbiti), since although another man by virtue of his rights can
demand that my actions shall conform to the law, he cannot
demand that the law shall also contain the spring of these
actions. The same thing is true of the general ethical coinmand, “Act dutifully from a sense of duty.” To fix this
disposition firmly in one’s mind and t o quicken it is, as in the
former case, nzeritoi-iozrs (237), because it goes beyond the lam of
duty in actions, and makes the law in itself the spring.
But just for this reason those duties also must be reckoned
as of indeterminate obligation, in respect of which there exists
a subjective principle which ethically reicaids them ; or to bring
thein as near as possible to the notion of a strict obligation, a
principle of susceptibility of this reward according to t,he law of
TirtUe ; namely, a moral pleasure which goes beyond mere satisfaction with one’s self (which may be merely negative), and of
which it is proudly said that in this consciousness virtue is its
own reward.
When this merit is a merit of the man in respect of other
men of promoting their natural ends, which are recognised as
such by all men (making their happiness his own), we might
call it the sweet w e ) i t , the consciousness of which creates a moral
1

[Usage gives it

3

strong meaning, perhaps from euphemism.]
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enjoyment in which men axe by sympathy inclined to recel;
whereas the bitter merit of promoting the true welfare of other
men, even though they should not recognize it as such (in the
case of the unthankful and ungrateful), has commonly no such
reaction, but only produces a sritisfactioiiw ith one’s self, although
in the latter case this would be even greater.

VIII.--Expositio)t qf thc Duties of Virtue a.3 Aatermediate Duties.
(1) O u r own Perfection as an endwhich is also a duty.
(a) Physical perfection ; that is, cidtiwntioit of all our faculties generally for the promotion of the ends set before us by
reason. That this is a duty, and therefore an end in itself, and
that the effort to effect this even without regard (23s) to the
advantage that it secures us, is based, not on a conditional
(pragmatic), but an unconditional (moral) imperative, may be
seen from the following consideration. The power of proposing
to ourselves an end is the characteristic of humanity (as distinguished from the brutes). W i t h the end of humanity in our
own person is therefore combined the rational will [Vernunftwille], and consequently the duty of deserving well of humanity
by culture generally, by acquiring or advancing the poioer’ t o
carry out all sorts of possible ends, so far as this power is t o be
found in man ; that is, it is a duty t o cultivate the crude capacities of our nature, since it is by that cultivation that the
animal is raised t o man, therefore it is a duty in itself.
This duty, however, is merely ethical, that is, of indeterminate obligation. No principle of reason prescribes how far one
must go in this effort (in enlarging or correcting his faculty of
understanding, that is, in acquisition of knowledge or technical
capacity) ; and besides the difference in the circumstances into
which men may come makes the choice of the kind of employment for which he should cultivate his talent very arbitrary.
Here, therefore, there is no law of reason for actions, but only
for the maxim of actions, viz:: ‘‘ Cultivate thy faculties of mind
and body so as t o be effective for all ends that may come in thy
way, uncertain which of them may become thy own.”

.
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( b ) CuItivatioii qfHorality in ourselves. The greatest moral
perfection of man is to do his duty, and that ~fr-onzduty (that
the law be not only the rule but also the spring of his actions).
Nom a t first sight this seems t o be a ytrict obligation, and as if
the principle of duty commanded not merely the Zrgality of every
action, but also the niorality, i. e. the mental disposition, with
the exactness and strictness of a lam; but in fact the lam commands even here only the ninxim qf the actioiz (.739), namely, that
we should seek the ground of obligation, not in the sensible impulses (advantage or disadvantage), but wholly in the law ; so
that the action it,self is not commanded. For it is not possible
to man to see so far into the depth of his own heart that he
could ever be thoroughly certain of the purity of his moral
purpose and the sincerity of his mind even in o i ~ esiiiglr actioii,
although he has no doubt about the legality of it. Nay, often
tile weakness which deters a man from the risk of a crime is
regarded by him as virtue (which gives the notion of strength).
And how many there are who may have led a long blameless
life, who are only f o ~ t ~ i i z a fin
e having escaped so many temptations. H o w much of the element of pure morality in their
mental disposition may have belonged to each deed remains
hidden even from themselves.
Accordingly, this duty to estimate the worth of one’s actions
not merely by their legality, but also by their morality (mental
disposition), is only of i~~defe~miirnte
obligation ; the law does
not command this internal action in the human mind itself, but
only the maxim of the action, namely, that we should strive
with all our power that for all dutiful actions the thought of
duty should be of itself an adequate spring.

(2) ltappiness of Ofhers as an end which is also a duty.
(a) Ph,!/sical WeZ~ufirl.e.-Beizecolei~f zoishes may be unlimited,
for they do not imply doing anything. B u t the case is more
difficult with beiieooleiit actioia, especially when this is to be

done, not from friendly inclination (love) to others, but from
duty, a t the expense of the sacrXce and mortification of many
of our appetites. Tliat this beneficence is a duty results from
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this: that since our self-love cannot be separated from the
need to be loved by others (to obtain help from them in case of
necessity) ( z ~ o ) ,we therefore make ourselves an end for others ;
and this maxim can never be obligatory escept by having the
specific character of a universal law, and consequently by means
of a will that we should also make others our ends. Hence the
happiness of others is an end that is also a duty.’
I am only bound then to sacrifice to others a part of my
welfare without hope of recompense, because i t is my duty, and
it is impossible to assign definite limiks how far that may go.
Much depends on what would be the true want of each according to his own feelings, and it must be left to each to determine
this for himself. For that one should sacrifice his own happiness, his true wants, in order to promote that of others, would
be a self-contradictory masim if made a universal law. This
duty, therefore, is only iiadeterminnfe ; it has a certain latitude
within which one may do more or less without our being able
to assign its limits definitely. The law holds only for the
mixiins, not for definite actions.
( b ) Dlbi*aZ well-being of others (salzts ?nornlis) also belongs t o
the happiness of others, which it is our duty t o promote, but
only a negative duty. The pain that a man feels from remorse
of conscience, although its origin is moral, is yet in its operation
physical, like grief, fear, and every other diseased condition.
To take care that he should not be deservedly smitten by this
inward reproach is not indeed nay duty but Iris business ; nevertheless, it is my duty to do nothing which by the nature of man
might seduce him to that for which his conscience may hereafter
torment him, that is, it is my duty not to give him occasion of
stzt71ibli~zg[Skandal]. But there are no definite limits within
which this care for the moral satisfaction of others must be
kept ; therefore it involves only an indeterminate obligation.
I [“ Whatever I judge reason:ble
or unreasonable for anot?her to do for
N e : That, by the same judgment, I declare reasonable or unrensonable
that I in the l i e case do for Hinz.”-Clarke’s Discourse, etc., p.
ed. 1726.1

s.
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Tirtzce ?

Virtae is the strength of the man’s masim in his obedience
to duty. All strength is known only by the obstacles that it
can overcome ; and in the case of virtue the obstacles are the
uatural inclinations which may come into conflict with the moral
purpose; and as it is the man who himself puts these obstacles
in the way of his maxims, hence virtue is not merely a self-constraint (for that might be an effort of one inclination to constrain
another), but is also a constraint according to a principle of inward freedom, and therefore by the mere idea of duty, according
to its formal law.’
All duties involve a notion of izeccssitatioiz by the lam, and
ethical duties involve n necessitation for which only an internal
legislation is possible ; juridical duties, on the other hand, one
for wliicl! external legislation also is possible. Both, therefore,
include the notion of constraint, either self-constraint or constraint by others. The moral power of the former is virtue, and
the action springing from such a disposition (from reverence for
the law) may be called a virtuous action (ethical), although the
lam expresses a juridical duty. For it is the doctrine of virtue
tliat commands us t o regard the rights of men as holy.
But it does not follow tliat everything the doing of which
is virtue is, properly speaking, a duty cf eirhe. The former
may concern merely the~formof the maxims ; the latter applies
to the gtintter of them, namely, to an eiid which is also conceived
a6 duty.
Now, as the ethical obligation to ends, of which there
may be many, is only indcletemiwate, because it contains only n
law for the masim of actions (242), and the end is the matter
(object) of elective r i l l ; hence there are many duties, differing
[This agrees with Dr. Adams’ definition of Tirtue, Khich, he sars,
implies trial and conflict. He defines it, ‘ I the conformity of imperfect
beings t o the dictates of reason.” Other English moralists use “virtue”
in the sense of Aristotle’s b p . 6 . Hence a difference more verbal thnn real
as to the relation of virtue t o self-denial.]
X
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according to the difference of lawful ends, which may be called
duties of virtue (oflcia honestatis), just because they are subject
only to free self-constraint, not to the constraint of other men,
and determine the end which is also a duty.
Virtue being a coincidence of the rational will, with every
duty firmly settled i n the character, is, like everything f o r i m l ,
only one and the same. But, as regards the eiid of actions,
which is also duty, that is, as regards the matter which one
ought to make an end, there may be several virtues ; and as the
obligation to its maxim is called a duty of virtue, it follows that
there are also several duties of virtue.
The supreme principle of Ethics (the doctrine of virtue) is:
4‘ Act on a maxim, the e d s of which are such as it might be a
universal law for everyone to have.” On this principle a man
is an end to himself as well as others, and it is not enough that
heis not permitted to use either himself or others merely asmeans
(which would imply that he might be indifferent to them), but
i t is in itself a duty of every man to make mankind in general
his end.
This principle of Ethics being a categorical imperative does
not admit of proof, but it admits of a justification [Deduction]’
from principles of pure practical reason. Whatever in relation
to mankind, to one’s self, and others can be an end, that is an
end for pure practical reason ; for this is a faculty of assigning
ends in general ; and to be indifferent to them, that is, to take no
interest in them, is a contradiction ; since in that case it would
not determine the maxims of actions (which always involve an
end), and consequently would cease to be practical reason (245).
Pure reason, however, cannot command any ends ci priori, except
BO far as it declares the same to be also a duty, which duty is
then called a duty of virtue.

1 [Kant here and elsewhere uses “ Deduction” in a technical legal sense.
There is deducliofucti, and deductio juris: Hant’s Deduction is exclusively
the latter.]

[144]
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Styireme Priiiciple of Jiirisp*ucleiice m s Aunlytical ;
that of Ethics is Spithetical.

That external constraint, so far as it withstands that Tphich
hinders the external freedom that agrees ~ i t general
h
laws (is
an obstacle of the obstacle thereto), can be consistent with ends
generally is clear on the principle of Contradiction, and I need
not go beyond the notion of freedom in order to see it, let the
end which each may be what he will. Accordingly, the supreme
priucQde of jzii*i.ymde)zceis an analytical principle. On the contrary, tlie principle of Ethics goes beyond the notion of external
freedom, and by general laws connects further with it an e d
which it makes a dutg. This principle, therefore, is synthetic.
The possibility of it is contained in the Deduction ($ is.).
This enlargement of the notion of duty beyond that of external freedom and of its limitation by the merely formal condition of its constant harmony ; this, I say, in which instead
of constraint from without, there is set up freedom tciz%i/z, the
power of self-constraint, and that not by the help of other
inclinations, but by pure practical reason (which scorns all such
help), consists in this fact, which raises it above juridical duty ;
that by it eizds are proposed from which jurisprudence altogether
abstracts. I n the case of the moral imperative, and the supposition of freedom which it necessarily involves, the h c , the poocer
(to fuliil it) (244)and the ratioml will that determines the maxim,
constitute all the elements that form the notion of juridical duty.
But in the imperative, which commands the duty of virtue, there
is added, besides the notion of self-constraint, that of an e m ! ;
not one that we have, but that we ought t o have, which, therefore, pure practical reason has in itself, whose highest, unconditional end (which, however, continues to be duty) consists
in tliis : that virtue is its own end, and by deserving well of
men is also its own reward. Herein it shines so brightly as an
[The supreme principle of jurisprudence is : “ Act externally so that
the free use of thy e1ectiT-e will may not interfere ~ t the
h freedom of any
uan so far as it agrees with universal law.”--RecAtslrlr,e, p. 33.1
x2
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ideal that to human perceptions it seems to cast in the shntle
even holiriess itself, which is never tempted to transgressioii . I
This,however, is an illusion arising from the fact that as me have
no measure for the degree of strength except the greatness OF
the obstacles which might have been overcome (which in our
case are the inclinations), me are led to mistake the subjectice
conditions of estimation of a magnitude for the objective conditions of the magnitude in itself. B u t when compared with
hutnaiz em’s, all of which have their obstacles to be overcome, it
is true that the worth of virtue itself, which is its own end, far
outweighs the worth of all the utility and all the empirical ends
and advantages which it may have as consequences.
W e may, indeed, say that man is obliged t o virtue (as a
moral strength). For, although the power (fiicultrrs) to overcome
all opposing sensible impulses by virtue of his freedom can and
must be pre.vqq>osed,yet this power regarded as strength (Tohzcr)
is something that must be acquired by the moral spring (2-15)
(the idea of the law) being elevated by contemplation of the
dignity of the pure law of reason in us, and at the same tirue
also by exercise.

So that one might vary two well-known lines of Haller thus :-

‘‘ With all his failings,man is still
Better than angels void of mill.”
[Haller’s lines occur i n the poem, ,,Uclm b m llrfpruiig be8 Uebc18’’, , B o n n 6 o r t lie6t leinen 3 m a n g ; t i e Belt mit ivrcn 2J2dngclii
5p beijer als tin Weid) m i tuilIenluien Enyeln.”]
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XL-Accordiiig

t o the precediiig Prim@les, tJie Schenie

of Duties

of Pirtue inay 6e tJms exhibited.

The Material Element of the Duty of Virtue.
\

2.

1.

M y own End, which
is also my Duty.

The End of Others,
the promotion of which
is also my Duty.

(My o m P e r f e c - (The llapyiness of
tion.)
Others.)
4.

3.

The Law which is TheEndwhichisalso
also spring.

spring.

On which the Morality

On which the Legality

of every free determination of will rests.
The Formal Element of the Duty of Virtue.

These are such moral qualities as, when a man does not
possess them, he is not bound to acquire them. They are : the
nlom2 feeliiig, coizscieace, l o w of otze's neighbow, and respect fos.
oursekes (self-esfeeni). There is no obligation to have these, since
they are srrbjectiee conditions of susceptibility for the notion of
duty, not objective conditions of morality. They are all semitire and antecedent, but natural capacities of mind (prrPdispositio)
to be affected by notions of duty ; capacities which it cannot be
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regarded as a duty to have, but which every man has, and by
virtue of which he can be brought under obligation. The conscioumess of them is not of empirical origin, but can only follow
on that of a moral lam, as an effect of the same on the mind.

(A.)--The Moral Feeling.
This is the susceptibility for pleasure or displeasure, merely
from the consciousness of the agreement or disagreement of our
action with the lam of duty. Now, every determination of the
elective will proceedsf,-onz the idea of the possible action through,
the feeling of pleasure or displeasure in taking an interest in it
or its effect t o the deed ; and here the semitire state (the affection of the internal sense) is either a patlrological or a moral
feeling. The former is the feeling that precedes the idea of
the law, the latter that which may follow it.
(247) Now it cannot be a duty to have a moral feeling, or to
acquire it ; for all consciousness of obligation supposes this feeling in order that one may become conscious of the necessitation
that lies io the notion of duty; but every man (as a moral being)
has it originally in himself ; the obligation then can only extend
t o the cziZtiuntion of it and the strengthening of it even by admiration of its inscrutable origin; and this is effected by showing
how it is just by the mere conception of reason that it is excited
most strongly, in its own purity and apart from every pathological stimulus ; and i t is improper to call this feeling amoral
sense ; for the word s e m e generally means a theoretical power of
perception directed t o an object ; whereas themoral feeling (like
pleasure and displeasure in gencral) is something merely subjective, which supplies no knowledge. No man is wholly destitute of moral feeling, for if he were tot,allyunsusceptible of this
sensation he would be morally dead ; and, to speak in the language of physicians, if the moral vital force could no longer
produce any effect on this feeling, then his humanity would be
dissolved (as it were by chemical laws) into mere animality, and
be irrevocably confounded with the mass of other physical beings.
B u t we have no special sense for (moral) good and evil anymore
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than for truth, although such expressions are often used ; but
we have a sztscepti6ility of the free elective will for being moved
by pure practical reason and its law; and it is this that me call
the moral feeling.

(B.)-Of Conscience.
Similarly, conscience is not a thing to be acquired, and it is
not a duty to acquire it (34s) ; but every man, as a moral being,
has it originally within him. To be bound t o have a conscience
would be as much as to say to be under a duty to recognise
duties. For conscience is practical reason which, in every case
of law, holds before a man his duty for acquittal or condemnation; consequently it does not refer to an object, but only
to the subject (affecting the moral feeling by its own act) ; so
that it is an inevitable fact, not an obligation and duty. When,
therefore, it is said : this man has no conscience, what is meant
is, that he pays no heed to its dictates. F o r if he really had
none, he would not take credit to himself for anything done
according to duty, nor reproach himself wit,h violation of duty,
and therefore he would be unable even t,o conceive the duty of
having a conscience.
I pass by the manifold subdivisions of conscience, and only
observe what follows from what has just been said, namely,
that there is no such thing as an errit~qconscience. No doubt
it is possible sometimes to err in the objective judgment whether
something is a duty or not ; but I cannot err in the subjective
whether I have compared it with my practical (here judicially
acting) reason for the purpose of that judgment ; for if I erred
I would not have exercised practical judgment a t all, and in
that case there is neither truth nor error. U~zeo~~scie~~tiousi~ess
is not want of conscience, but the propensity not to heed its
judgment. B u t when a man is conscious of h a e g acted
according to his conscience, then, as f a r as regards guilt or innocence, nothing more can be required of him, only he is bound
to enlighten his uiidcrstaizdi~zgas to what is duty or not; but
when it comes or has come to action, then conscience speaks
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iuvoluntarily and inevitably. To act conscientiously can therefore not be a duty, since otherwise it would be necessary t o
have a second conscience, in order to be conscious of the act of
the first.
(249) The duty here is only t o cultivate our conscience, to
quicken our attention to the voice of the internal judge, and to
use all means t o sccure obedience to it, and is thus our indirect
duty.’
(c.)-Of

aove to Men.

Love is a matter of*feeZiiig,not of will or volition, and I caiiirot
love, because I will to do so, still less because I ought (I canuot
be necessitated to love) ; hence there is no such thing as a duty
.to love.
Beiiecoleiice, however (amor beiwroleiitiw) , as a mode o€
action, may be subject t o a lam of duty. Disinterested benevolence is often called (though very improperly) love ; even where
the happiuess of the other is not concerned but the complete
and free surrender of all one’s own ends t o the ends of another
(even a superhuman) being, love is spoken of as being also our
duty. But all duty is mcessitatioii, or constraint, although it
may be self-constraint according to a law. But what is done
from constraiut is not done from love.
I t is a duty to do good to other men according to our
power, whether we love them or not, and this duty loses nothing
of its weight, although we must make the sad remark that our
species, alas ! is not such as to be found particularly worthy of
love when me know it more closely. Hntrctl of meg?,! however,
is always hateful : eren though without any active hostility it
consists only in complete aversion from maiikind (the solitary
misanthropy). For benevolence still remains a duty even
towards the manhater, whom one cannot love, but to whom
we can show kindness.
To hate vice in men is neither duty nor against duty, but
a mere feeling of horror of vice, the will having no influence on
the feeling (250) nor the feeiing on the will. Beii@cence is a

’ [On Conscience, compare the note at the end of this Introduction.]

j[261]
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duty. H e who often practises this, and sees his beneficent purpose succeed, comes a t last really to love him whom he has
benefited. When, therefore, it is said: Thou shalt Zoce thy
iieighbour as thyself, this does not mean : Thou shalt first of all
love, and by means of tliis love (in the next place) do him good ;
but : Bo good to thy neighbour, and this beneficence will pro-duce in thee the love of men (aa a settled habit of inclination to
beneficence).
The love of coriydaceiicy (mior coiiiplcrcaiiti~)would therefore
alone be direct. This is a pleasure immediately connected with
the idea of the existence of an object, and t o have a duty t o
this, that is, to be necessitated t o find pleasure in a thing, is
.a contradiction.

(D.)-of Respect.
Respect (recewiifiii)is likewise something merely subjective ;
feeling of a peculiar h i d not a judgment about an object.
aliicli it would Le a duty to effect or to advance. For if considered as duty it could 01il37 Le conceived as such by iiieans of
the respect which we have for it. To have a duty t o this, therefore, would be as much as t o say, t o Le bound in duty t o have
a duty. When, therefore, it is said : Man has a duty of se!fcsfccin, this is improperly stated, and we ought ratlier to say :
Tlie law within him inevitably forces from him i~cspcctfor his
own being, and this feeling (which is of a peculiar kind) is a
basis of certain duties, that it;, of certaiii actions nliich may be
.consistent with his duty to himself. But w e cannot say that lie
lias a duty of respect for himself ; for he must h a m respect for
the law within himself, i n order to Le able to coiiceive duty
at all.
tt

(251)

XIII.-Geiici*al Priiiciplcs qf’ the Xitnphysic qf Morals in
the t r e a f i i i ~ ? i iqf’
t Pure Ethics.

First. A duty call have only a siiigZe ground of obligation ;
mid if two or more proofs of it are adduced, this is a certain
miirk that either no valid proof has yet been given, or that
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there are several distinct duties which have been regarded as
one.
F o r all moral proofs, being philosophical, can only be
drawn by means of rational knowledge j ? o m concepts, not like
mathematics, through the construction of concepts. The latter
science admits a variety of proofs of one and the same theorem ;
because in iiztiiitioir d lwiori there may be several properties of
an object, all of which lead back to the very same principle.
If, for instance, to prove the duty of veracity, an argument is
drawn first from the h w m that a lie causes to other men;
another from the wwthIesazess of a liar, and the violation of his
o m self-respect, what is proved in the former argument is a
duty of benevolence, not of veracity, that is to say, not the
duty which required t o be proved, but a different one. Now, if
in giving a variety of proofs for one and the same theorem, we
flatter ourselves that the multitude of reasoiis will compensate
the lack of weight in each taken separately, tliis is a very
unphilosophical resource, since it betrays trickery and dislionesty ; for several insu5cient proofs placed beside o m airofher
do not produce certainty, nor even probability. (252) They
should nil-oaim as reason and consequence iii n sevies, up t o tlie
sufficient reason, and it is only in this may that they can have
the force of proof. Yet the former is thc usual device of the
rhetorician.
SecoacZ!,/. The difference between virtue and vice cannot be
sought in the clepee in which certain maxims are followed, but
ouly in the specific p(iZif!/of the maxims (their relation to the
law). I n other words, the vaunted principle of Aristotle, that
virtue is the nii’nii betweell two vices, is false.’ For instance,
The common classical formulae of Ethics-inedio tutissiitius ibis ; ovine
nimiuni certitw ~ I ‘cili?k?n
J
; est modus in ,&us, &c. ; 7nedi’uin dcnuei~ebcafi;
virtus est nierliuin ‘cilioriciii et utriiiyrre redtrctuni-contain
a poor sort of
wisdom, which has no definite principles: for this meail between two
extremes, mho mill assign it for me ? Avarice (ab B vice) is not distinguished from frugality (as a virtue) by merely being the latter pushed too
far; but has a quite d i f e r e i i t p i ~ i c ~ 7(maxim),
e
namely, placing the end of

economy not in the enjoyment of one’s means, but in the mere possessLolL
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suppose that good management is given as the 9 ~ e mbetween
two vices, prodigality and avarice ; then its origin as a virtue
can neither be defined as the gradual diminution of the former
vice (by saving) nor as the increase of the expenses of the
miserly. These vices, in fact, cannot be viewed as if they, proceeding as it were in opposite directions, met together in good
management; but each of them has its o m maxim, which
necessarily contradicts that of the other.
(253) For the same reason, n o vice can be defined as an
excess in the practice of certain actions beyond what is proper
(ex. gr. Prodiplitns est excessus
consiimrndis o p i h i s ) ; or, as a
less exercise of them than is fitting (Arnritia est &fectii.s, kc.).
For since in this way the degree is left quite undefined, and the
question whether conduct accords with duty or not, turns wholly
on this, such an account is of no use as a definition.'
Thirdly. Ethical virtue must not be estimated by the power
we attribute to man of fulfilling the lam ; but conversely, the
of them , renouncing enjoyment ; just as the rice of prodi'ynlily is not to be
sougllt in the excessiw enjopnent of one's means, but in the bad maxim
which makes the use of them, without regard t o their maintenance, the
sole end.
[" The assertion that me should do nothing either too little or too
much means nothing, for it is tautological. What is it to do too much ?
Answer-More than is right. What is i t t o do too little? Answer-To do
less than is right. T h a t is the meaning of, I ouyht (to do something, or
leave it undone) ? Answer-It is n o t 7 ' ~ (against
~ h ~
duty) t o do m o r e or
less than is right. If that is the wisdom for which we must go back t o the
ancients (to Aristotle), as if they mere nearer the source, we have chosen ill
in turning t o their oracle. Between truth and falsehood (which are contnz&lories) there is no mean ; there may be, however, between frankness and
reserve (which are coiztrmies). I n the case of the man who declares his
opinion, all that he saps is true, but he does not say nll the t 1 ' l l ~ h . Nom, it
is rery natural t o ask the m o d teacher t o point out t o me this mean.
This, however, he cannot do, for both duties hare a certain latitude in their
application, and the right thing t o do can only be decided b3 the judgment,
according t o rules of prudence (pragmaticnl rules), not those of morality
(moral rules), that is to say, not as strict duty (o$iciuni stiiclzini), but as
i7~defeimimzte(o$ciuvi 2 u ' ~ i m ) . Hence the man who follows the principles
Of virtue may indeed commit a fuult (peccatzmi) in his practice, in doing
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moral power must be estimated by the law, which commands
categorically ; not, therefore, by the empirical knowledge that
we have of men as they are, but by the rational knowledge
how, according to the idea of humanity, they ought to be.
These three maxims of the scientific treatment of Ethics are
opposed to the older apophthegms :1. There is only one virtue a r d only one vice.
2. Virtue is the observance of the mean path between two
opposite vices.
3. Virtue (like prudence) must be learned from experience.

X V . - Of

Virtue

ii8

General.

Virtue signifies a moral strength of Will [Wille]. But this
.does not exhaust the notion; for sucli strength might also
belong to a holy (superhuman) being, in wliom no opposing
impulse counteracts the law of his rational Will ; who therefore
willingly does everjthing in accordance with the law. Virtue
then is the moral strength of a m m ’ s Will [Wille] in his
-obedience to duty ; and this is a moral riecessitcrtioii by liis own
law giving reason (m),inasmucli as this constitutes itself a
power ezzcirtijjg the law. It is uot itself a duty, nor is it a
duty to possess it (otherwise we should be iii duty bound to
have a duty), but i t commands, and accompanies its commaud
with a moral coiistraint (oue possiiLlo by laws of internal freemore or less than 1)rudence prescribes ; but adhering strictly t o these
principles, he does not comniit a &e (vitium), and the verse of HoraceInsani sapiens nomen ferat, requus iniqui,
U i t i z quam Sufis est virtutern si petat ipsamliterally understood, is fundamentally false. But perhaps supieias here
means only a prudent man, who does not form a chimerical notion of
virtuous perfection. This perfection being an Ideal, demands approximation to this end, but not the complete attainment of it, which surpasses
human powers, and introduces absurdity (chimerical imagination) into its
principle. For to be quite too virtuous, that is, t o be quite too devoted t o
duty, mould be about the same as to speak of making a circle quite too
round, cr a straight line quite too strai,Rht.”-~~~~eiitllL.hre,
p. 267, note.]
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dom). But since this should be irresistible, strength is requisite,
and the degree of this strength can be estimated only by the
magnitude of the hindrances which man creates for himself by
his inclinations. Vices, the brood of unlawful dispositions, are
the monsters that he has to combat; wherefore this moral
strength as *fortitude (fortitlido m o i d i s ) constitutes the greatest
aud only true martial glory of man ; i t is also called the true
Z L . ~ S C ~ O I Inamely,
L,
the practical, because it makes the ullinaate e d
[= final cause] of the esistence of man on earth its own end.
Its possession alone makes man free, healthy, rich, a king, kc.,
nor can either chance or fate deprive him of this, siuce he
possesses himself, and the virtuous cannot lose his virtue.
All the encomiums bestowed on the ideal of humanity in its
moral perfection can lose nothing of their practical reality by
the examples of what men now are, have been, or will probably
be hereafter ; Ait?wopoloqy which proceeds from mere empirical
knowledge caiiuot impair a i ~ t ? ~ r ~ o p o ~ iwhich
o ~ n , ~ /is erected by the
uiiconditionally legislating reason ; and although virtue may
now and then be called meritorious (in relation to men, not to
the law), and be worthy of reward, yet in itself, as it is its own
end, so also it must be regarded as its own reward.
Virtue considered ill its complete perfection is therefore regarded not as if man possessed virtue, but as if virtue possessed
the man (255), since in the former case it mould appear as though
he had still had the choice (for which he would then require
another virtue, in order to select virtue from all other mares
offered t o him). To conceive a plurality of virtues (as we
uuavoidably must) is nothing else but to conceive various moral
objects to which the (rational) will is led by the single principle
of virtue; and it is the same with the opposite vices. The
expression which personifies both is a contrivance for affecting
the sensibility, pointing, however, to a moral sense. Hence it
follows that an Aesthetic of Morals is not a part, but a subjective exposition, of the Metaphysic of Morals, in which the
emotions that accompany the necessitating force of the moral
law make the efficiency of that force t o be felt ; for example :
disgust, horror, kc., which give a sensible form to the moral

318

PREFACE TO T H E

~2561

aversion in order to gain the precedence from the merely sensible
incitement.

XV.-Of

the P~iizcipleon i a l d h Ethics is separated f r o m
Jurispricde,ice.

This separation, on which the subdivision of ~ m r apAilosophy
l
in general rests, is founded on this : that the notion of Freedona,
which is common to both, makes it necessary to divide duties
into those of external and those of internal freedom ; the latter
of which alone are ethical. Hence this internal freedom whicli
is the condition of all ethical ditfy must be discussed as a preliminary (discursus pi*a?li~?ai~inris))
just as above the doctriue of
conscience was discussed as the condition of all duty.

(256) REMAKIIS.

Of the Doctririe qf Fir-tire o n the P r i i i c ~ d eof' Itlternnl Freedom.

Habit (hubitus) is a facility of action and a subjective perfection of the elective mill. But not every such fncilif!j is a f r e e
habit (habitus libertntis) ; for if it is custom (nssuetiido) that is a
uniformity of action which, by frequent repetition, has become a
necessity, then it is not a habit proceeding from freedom, and
therefore not a moral habit. Virtue therefore cannot be d q % e d
as a habit of free law-abiding actions, unless indeed we add
'' determining itself in its action by the idea of the lam '); and
then this habit is not a property of the elective mill, but of the
Ratioianl WiU, which is a faculty that in adopting a rule also
declares it to be a universal law, and it is only such a habit that
can be reckoned as virtue. Two things are required for internal
freedom : to be nzaster of one's self in a given case (aiiinaiu sui
compos), and to have cornmaiad over one's self (imperizcnt ill. setnet@siiiz),that is to subdue his emotions and to g o a e m his passions.
With these conditions the character (iiidoles) is n o b k (ereeta) ; in
the opposite case it is ignoble (iiidoles nbjecta serm).

[23’-258]

AIETAPHYSICAL ELEMENTS O F ETHICS.

XVL- Vartue requires, j r s t of all, Command o

w Oize’s

319

Eel$

Emotions and Passions are essentially distinct ; the former
belong to.feeZi/ig in so far as this coming before reflection makes
it more difficult or even impossible. Hence emotion is called
I ~ i s f y[jali] ( n i i h r s 2 ~ m c c p s )(257). And reason declares tlirougli
the notion of virtue that a man should colicct himself; h u t this
mealiness in the life of one’s understanding, joined with the
strength of amental excitement, is only a kcck of virtue (Uktdpd),and as it were a weak and childish thing, which may very
well consist with the best will, and has further this one good
thing in it, that this storm 60011 subsides. A propensity t o
emotion (ex. gr. resentnzeuf) is therefore not so closely related t o
rice as passion is. PcIssI’oIi,on the other hand, is the sensible
nppefite grown into a permanent inclination (ex. gr. hatred iu
contrast to resesfnzent). The calmness with which one indulges
it leaves room for rcflection and allows the mind to frame principles thereon for itself ; and thus when the inclination falls upon
what contradicts the law, to brood on it, to allow it to root itself
deeply, and thereby to take up evil (as of set purpose) into one’s
masim ; and this is then specifically evil, that is, it is a true cice.
Virtue therefore, iu so far as it is based on internal freedom,
contains a positive command for man, namely, that he should
bring all his powers and inclinations under his rule (that of
reason) ; and this is a positive precept of command over himself
which is additional to the prohibition, namely, that he should
not allow himself to be governed by his feelings and inclinations
(the duty of apathy) ; since, unless reason takes the reins of
government into its own hands, the feelings and inclinations
play the master over the man.

XVIL- Pirtiie necessarily pl.esupposes Apathy (coiisideel.ed as
Sti-ength).

This word (apathy) has come into bad repute, just as if i t
meant want of feeling, and therefore subjective iudifference with
respect to the objects of the elective will (25s) ; it is supposed
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to be a weakness. This misconception may be avoided by giving
the name morn/ u p t h y to that want of emotion which is to be
distinguished from indifference. I n ‘the former the feelings
arising from sensible impressions lose their influence on the
moral feeling only because the respect for the law is more
powerful than all of them together. It is only the apparent
strength of a fever patient that makes even the lively sympathy
with good rise to an emotion, or rather degenerate into it. Such
an emotion is called elzthusimri, and it is with reference to this
that we are to esplain the moa’e~*ntioiiwhich is usually recommended in virtuous practices-

‘‘ Insani sapiens nomen ferat, aequus iniqui
Ultrci

qiicini

satis est virtutem si petat ipsam.”

-HORACE.

F o r otherwise it is absurd to imagine that one could be too toke
or too virtuous. The emotion always belongs to the sensibility,
no matter by what sort of object it may be excited. The true
strength of virtue is the nziiid a t ?.est, with a firm, deliberate
resolution to bring its law into practice. That is the state of
health in the moral life; on the contrary, the emotion, even
when it is excited by the idea of the good, is n. momentary glitter
which leaves exhaustion after it. W e may apply the term
fantastically virtuous to the man who will admit nothing to be
i d { f e r w t in respect of morality (adiqihorn),and who strews all
his steps with duties, as with traps, and will not allow it to be
indifferent whether a man eat fish or flesh, drink beer or wine,
when both agree with him-a micrology which, if adopted into
the doctrine of virtue, would make its rule a tyranny.
(259) RENARE.

Virtue is always in p o p e s s , and yet always begins .fi.oac
the hegiw2iiy. The former follows from the fact that, objectice/!/
considered, it is an ideal and unattainable, and yet it is a duty
constantly to approximate to it. The second [characteristic] is
founded sitbjecticely on the nature of man which is affected
by inclinations, under the influence of which virtue, with its

’
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maxims adopted once for all, can never settle in a position of
rest; but if it is not rising, inevitably falls; because moral
maxims canuot, like technical, be based on custom (for this
belongs to the physical character of the determination of will) ;
but even if the practice of them become a custom, the agent
would thereby lose the freedom in the choice of his maxims,
which freedom i o the character of an action done from duty.
[The two remaining sections discuss the proper division of
Ethics, and have no interest apart from the treatise t o which
they are introductory. They are therefore not translated. I
add some remarks on Conscience, taken from the “ Tugendlehre ” itself.]
On Conscience.

The consciousness of au internal tribuml in man (before
which ‘ r his thoughts accuse or excuse one another ”) is Conscience.

Every man has a conscience, and finds himself observed by
an inward judge which threatens and keeps him in awe (reverence combined with fear) ; and this power which watches over

lhe laws within him is not something which he himself (arbitrarily) nzakes, but it is incorporated in his being. I t follows
him like his shadow, when he thinks to escape. H e may indeed stupefy himself with pleasures and distractions, but cannot avoid now and then coming to himself or awaking, and
then h e a t once perceives its awful voice. I n his utmost depravity he mny, indeed, pay no attention to it, but he cannot
avoid h e a r k g it.
Now this original intellectual and (as a conception of duty)
moral capacity, called couscierice, has this peculiarity in it, that
although its business is a business of man with himself, yet he
finds himself compelled by his reason to transact it as if at
the command ?f nuothe? persou. For the transaction here is
the conduct of a tiial (causa) before a tribunal. But that he
who is accused by his conscience should be conceived as oiie and
the same persol, with the judge is an absurd conception of a
judicial court ; for then the complainant would always lose his
T
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case. Therefore in all duties the couscieuce of the man must
regard nnoth,er than himself as the judge of his actions, if it is
to avoid self-contradiction. Now this other may be an actual
or a merely ideal person which reason frames t o itse1f.l Suoh
an idealized person (the authorized judge of conscience)must be
oue who knows the heart ; for the tribunal is set up in the iizicmrd
part of man ; at the same time he must also be d - o b l i q b t q , that
is, must be or be conceived as a persou in respect of whom all
duties are t o be regarded as his commands ; siuce couscieuce is
the inward judge of all free actions. Now, since such a moral
being must at the Bame time possess all power (iu heaven and
earth), since otherwise he could not give his commands their
proper effect (which the office of judge necessarily requires), and
since such a moral being possessiiig power over all is called God,
hence conscieuce must be conceived as the subjective principle
of a responsibility for one’s deeds before God ; nay, this latter
concept is contained (though it be ouly obscurely) in every uoral
self-consciousuess.”-~i~gendio’lt.e, p. 293, ff.
I [In a footnote, Kant explains this double personality of a men as both
the accuser and the judge, by reference t o the holm m u m e n o t & , and I t s
specific difference from the rationdly endowed homo sensibilis.]
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OF THE INDWELLING
OF THE

BAD PRINCIPLE ALONG WITH THE GOOD;
ON THE RADICAL EVIL IN HUMAN NATURE.

T

HAT the world lieth in wickedness is a complaint as old as

history, even as what is still older, poetry ; indeed, a6 old
as the oldest of all poems, sacerdotal religion. All alilie, nevertheless, make the world begin from good ; with the golden age,
with life in paradise, or one still more happy in communion
with heavenly beings. But they represent this happy state as
60011 vanishing like a dream, and then they fall into badness
{moral badness, which is always accompanied by physical), as
hastening to worse and worse with accelerated steps;’ SO that
we are now living (this now being however as old as history)
in the last times, the last day and the destruction of the world
are a t the door ; and in some parts of Hindostan (20) the judge
and destroyer of the world, Rudra (otherwise called Bivaj, M
already worshipped as the God that is a t present in power ;
the preserver of the world, namely, P i s h u , having centuries
ago laid down his office, of which he was weary, and which
he had received from the creator of the world, Brahma.
Aetas parenturn, pejor aris, t d i t
Nos nequiores, mox daturos
Progeniem vitiosiorern.

HORATIUS.
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Later, but much less general, is the opposite heroic opinion,
which has perhaps obtained currency only amongst philosophers, and in our times chiefly amongst instructors of youth;
that the world is constantly advancing in precisely the r e ~ e r s e
direction, namely, from wome to better (though almost inseneibly) : a t least, that the capacity for such advance exists in
human nature. This opinion, however, is certainly not founded
on experience, if what is meant is morul good or evil (not civilization), for the history of all times speaks too powerfully
against it, but it is probably a good-natured hypothesis of
moralists from Seneca t o Roussoau, so as to urge man to t h e
unwearied cultivation of the germ of good that perhaps lies in
us, if one can reckon on such R natural foundation in man.’
There is also the consideration that as we must assume that
1 [One of Rousseau’s earliest literary efforts was on this subject, which
had been proposed for discussion by the Academy of Dijon. He defended
the thesis that the advance in science and arts wns not favourable t o morals.
Eant’s own view is stated thus in the treatise : ‘(Das mag in der Theorie,
u. s. w.,” publ. in 1793. He is commenting on Mendelssohn, who had
treated Leasing’s hypothesis of a divine education of mankind as a delusion,
saying that the human race never made a few steps forward without presently after slipping hack with redoubled velocity into its former position.
This, says Kant, is like the stone of Sisyphus, and this view makes the
earth a sort of purgatory for old and forgotten sins. He proceeds thus :
‘(I shall venture t o assume that, as the human race is constantly advancing
in respect of culture, as it is designed to do, so also, as regards the moral
end of its existence, i t is constantly progressing, and this progress is nerer
broken off, although it may he sometimes interrupted. It is not necessar?
for me to prove this ; it is for those who take the opposite view t o prow
their case,” viz. because it is my duty t o strise to promote this improvement (p. 222). ‘‘ Many proofs, too, may be given that the human race, on
the whole, especially in our own, as compared with all preceding times, ha5
made considerable advances morally for the better (temporary checks do not
prove anything against this) ; and that the cry of the continually-increasing
degradation of the race arises just from this, that when one stands on a
higher step of morality he sees f y t h e r before him, and his judgment on
what men are as compared with what theF ought to be is more strict. Our
self-blame is, consequently, more severe the more steps of morality we hnre
already ascended in the whole course of the world’s history as known t o us”
(p. 224).]
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man is by nature (that is, as he is usually born) sound in body,
there is thought to be no reason why we should not assume that
he is also by nature sound in soid, 60 that nature itself helps us
to develop this moral capacity for good within us. “ Sanabilibus =grotamus malis, nosque ill rectzm ge~liiosnatura, si sanari
velimus, adjuvat,” says Seneca.
B u t since it may well be that there is error in the supposed
experience on both sides, the question is, whether a mean isnot
n t least possible, namely, that man as a species may be neither
good nor bad, or a t all events that he is as much one as the
other, partly good, partly bad? (ni) W e call a man bad, however,
not because he performs actions that are bad (violating lam),
but because these are of such a kind that we may infer from
them bad maxims in him. Now although we can in experience
observe that actions violate laws, and even (at least in ourselves) that they do EO consciously ; yet me cannot observe the
maxims themsehes, not even always in ourselves : consequently,
the judgment that the doer of them is a bad man cannot with
certainty be founded on experience. I n order then t o call a
man bad, it should be possible to argue d priori from some
notions, or from a single consciously bad action, to a bad
maxim as its foundation, and from this t o a general source
in the actor of all particular morally bad maxims, this source
again being itself a maxim.
Lest auy difficulty should be found in the expression mture,
which, if it meant (as usual) the opposite of the source of actions
from fi-cedoni, would be directly contradictory to the predicates
nioi*nEZ!/ good o r e d , it is to be observed, that by the nature of
man we mean here only the subjective ground of the use of his
freedom in general (under objective moral laws) which precedes
every act that falls under the senses, wherever this ground lies.
This subjective ground, however, muet itself again be always
an act of freedom (else the use or abuse of man’s elective d l
in respect of the moral law could not be imputed to him nor
the good or bad in him be called moral). Consequently, the
source of the bad cannot lie in auy object t.hat detemiizes the
elective will through inclination, or in any natural impulse, but
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only in a rule that the elective will makes for itself for the use
of its freedom, that is, in a maxim. Now we cannot go on to
ask concerning this, What is the subjective ground why it ifi
adopted, and not the opposite maxim ? (22) For if this ground
were ultimately not now a maxim but a mere natural impulse,
then the use of freedom would be reduoed t o determination by
natural causes, which is contradictory t o its conception. When
we say then, man is by nature good, or, he is by nature bad,
this only means that he contains a primary source (to US inscrutable)’ of the adoption of good or of the adoption of bad
(lam violating) maxims : and this generally as man, and consequently so that by this he expresses the character of his
species,
W e shall say then of one of these characters (which distinguishes man from other possible rational beings) it is innate,
and yet me must always remember that Nature is not t o bear
the blame of it (if it is bad), or the credit (if it is good), but
that the man himself is the author of it. But sinoe the primary source of the adoption of our maxims, which itself must
again always lie in the free elective will, cannot be a fact of
experience, hence the good or bad in man (as the subjective
primary souroe of the adoption of this or that maxim in respect
of the moral law)’ is innate merely in this seiise, that it is in
force before any use of freedom is experienced (23) (in the earliest childhood back to birth) so that it is conceived as being
present in man at birth, not that birth is the cause of it.

1 That the primary subjective souroe of the adoption of moral maxims is
inscrutable may be seen even from this, that as this adoption is free, its
source (the reason why, e%. p.,
I have adopted a bad and not rather a good
maxim) must not be looked for in any natural impulse, but alwayg agaiil
in a maxim; and as this also must have its ground, and maxims are the
only determining principles of the’free elective m i l l that can or ought to
be adduced, we are always driven further back od infinitum in the series of
subject.ive determining ‘principles, without being able to reach the primary
source.
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HEMARK.

The conflict between the two above-mentioned hypotheses
rests on a disjunctive proposition; wzan is (by nature) either
worally good or moraZZ!/ bod. But it readily occurs to every
oue to ask whether this disjuuction is correct, and whether one
might not affirm that man is hy nature neither, or another that
he is both at once, namely, in some parts good, in others bad.
Experience seems even to confirm this mean between the two
ext,remes.
It is in general, however, important for Ethics to admit, as
far a8 possible, no intermediates, either in actions (adiaphora) or
in human characters ; sinoe with such ambiguity all maxims
would run the risk of losing all definiteness and firmness.
Those who are attaohed t o this strict view are commonly called
rigoiwists (a iiame that is meant as a reproaoh, but which is
really praise) : and their antipodes may be called Zatitirdiiznriaiis.
The latter are either latitudinarians of neutrality, who may
be called iid$ierentists, or of compromise, who may be called
syncretists.'
If good = a , its contradictory is the not-good. This is the result either
of the mere absence of a principle of good = 0, or of a positive principle
of the opposite = - a. In the latter case the not-good may be called the
positively bad. (In respect of pleasure and pain there is a mean of this
kind, so that pleasure = a, pain = - a , and the state of absence of both
is indifference, = 0.) (24) Nom if the moral lam were not a spring of the
elective mill in us, then moral good (harmony of the will with the lam)
would = a, not-good = 0, and the latter mould be merely the result of the
absence of a moral spring = a 0. But the lam is in us as a spring = a ;
therefore the mnnt of harmony of the elective will with it (= 0) is only
possible as a result of a redly opposite determination of elective m i l l , that
is a w s i s f u i i c e t o it, = - a, that is t o say, only b? a bad electire mill ; there
is, therefore, no mean between a bad and a good disposition (inner principle
of maxims) by which the morality of the action must be determined. A
morally indifferent action ;adiaphomir morale) would be an action resulting
merely from natural lams, and standing therefore in no relation t o the moral
lam, which is a lam of freedom ; inasmuch as it is not a deed, and in respect
of it neither command nor prohibition, nor even legal permission, has any
place or is necessary.

+
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The answer given to the above question by the rigourists'
is founded on the important consideration : (25) That freedom
of elective will has the peculiar characteristic that it cannot be
determined t o action by any spring ezcept oidy so@r as the inmi
has taken it up into his vznxim (has made it the universal rule of
his conduct) ; only in this way can a spring, whatever it may
be, co-exist with the absolute spontaneity of the elective ~ d l
(freedom). Only the moral law is of itself in the judgment of
reason a spring, and whoever makes it his maxim is rnornll!~
good. Now if the law does not determine a man's eleative
will in respect of an action which has reference to it, an opposite spring must have influence on his elective will; and since
by hypothesis this can only occur by the man taking it (and
consequently deviation from the moral law) into his maxim
(in which case he is a bad man), it follows that his disposition
(24)

1 Professor Schiller, in his masterly treatise (T/ialzu, 1593, pt. 3) on
yleasniitiiess [ g r n c e ] and d < q d y in morals, finds fault. with this way of
presenting obligation, as if it implied a Carthusian spirit; but as me are

agreed in the most important principles, I cannot admit that there is any
disagreement in this, if we could only come t o a mutual understanding. I
adniit that I cannot associate any ploasantwess with the coiweptioii of dtcty,
just because of its dignity. For it i n d v e s unconditional obligation, which
is directly contrary to pleasantness. The majesty of the law (like that on
Sinai) inspires (not dread, which repels, nor yet a charm which invites to
familiarity, but) owe, which awakes respect of the subject for his lawgiver,
and in the present case the latter being within ourselves, afeeliirg of the
sublimity of our own destiny, which attracts us more than any beautj-.
But virtue, i. e. the firmly-rooted disposition t o f & l our duty Imnctudy,
is in its results 6ene$ceat also, more than anything in the world that can
be done by nature or a r t ; and the noble picture of humanity eshibited i n
this form admits very well .the 'accompaniments of the Graces, but as long
as duty alone is in question, they keep at a respectful distance. If, however, me regard the pleasant results which virtue would spread in the
world if it found access everywhere, then morally-directed reason d r a w
the sensibility into play (by means of the imagination). ( 2 5 ) It, is only
after vanquishing monsters that Xercztles becomes Musaptes, before which
labour those good sisters draw back: These companions of Venus Uranin
are lewd followers of Venus Dione as soon as they interfere in the business
of the determination of duty, and want to supply the springs thereof. If it
is now asked, Of what sort is the emotional characteristic, the temperamelzl
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in respect of the moral law is never indifferent (is always one
of the two, good or bad).
(26) Nor can he be partly good and partly bad at the same
time. For if he is in part good, he has taken the moral law
into his maxim ; if then he were at the same time in another
part bad, then, since the moral law of obedience to dut,y is one
and universal, the maxim referring t o it would be uuiversal,
and at the same time only particular, which is a contradictiou.'
Whenitis said that a man has the one or the other disposition
as an innate natural quality, it is not meant that it is not acquired
by him, that is, that he is not the author of it, but only that it
is not acquired in time (that f r o i i i youih up he has been alicays the
one-or the other). The disposition, that is, the primary subjective source of the adoption of maxims can be but one, and
applies generally to the wliole use of freedom. But i t must
as it were o i virtue: is it spirited and cheevfiil, or anxiously depressed and
dejected ? an answer is hardly necessary. The latter slavish spirit can
never exist without a secret hatred of the law, and cheerfulness of heart in
the perfoininncu of one's duty (not complacency in the recog7iition of it) is
a mark of the genuineness of the virtuous disposition, even in de~.oulness,
which does not consist in the self-tormenting of the penitent sinner (which

is very ambiguous, and commonly is only an inward reproach for having
offended against the rules of prudence), hut in the firm purpose t o do better
in the future, which, animated by good progress, must produce a cheerful
spirit, without which one is never certain that he has taken a Eikiiig to
good, that is t o say, adopted it into his maxim.
The ancient moral philosophers, mho nearly exhausted all that can be
said about virtue, have not omitted t o consider the two questions above
mentioned. The first they expressed thus : Whether virtue must be learned
(so that man is by nalure indifferent to it and vice) ? The second was :
Whether there is more than one virtue (in other words, whether it is
possible that a man should be partly virtuous and partly vicious) ? To both
they replied with rigorous decision i n the negative, and justly; for they
contemplated virtue in it&
as an idea of the reason (as man ought t o be).
But if we are to form a moral jud,ment of this moral being, man in
appearance, that is, as we learn to know him by experience, then we may
anmver both questions in t h e affirmative ; for then he is estimated not by
the balance of pure reason (before a Divine tribunal), but by an empirical
standard (before a human judge). We shall treat further of this in the
sequel.
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have been it,self adopted by free elective will, for otherwise it
could not be imputed. Now the subjective ground or cause of
its adoptiou cannot be further known (although we cannot help
asking for it) ; since otherwise auother maxim would have to be
adduced, into which this disposition has been adopted, and this
again must have its reason. (27) Since, then, we cannot deduce
this disposition, or rather its ultimate source, from any first act
of the elective will in time, we call it a characteristic of the
elective will, attaching to it by nature (although in fact it is
founded in freedom). Now that when we say of a man that
he is by nature good or bad, we are justified in applying this
not to the individual (in which case one might be assumed to
be by nature good, another bad), but to the whole race, this
call only be proved when it has been shown in the anthropological inquiry that the reasons which justify us in ascribing one
of the two characters t o a man a6 innate are such that there is
no reason t o except any man from them, and that therefore it
holds of the race.

I.
OF THE OI11GINAL IXCAPACITY FOR GOOD I N HUMAN NATURE.

W e may conveniently regard this capacity [Anlage] uuder
three heads divided in reference to their end, as elements in the
purpose for which man exists :I . The oapacities belonging to the aiiimal natuve of man as
a Zivivilzg being.
2. To his huimuity as a living and a t the same time ratioad
beiug.
3. To his persoaniity as a rational and a t the same time
respo~~sible
being [capnhle qf impi~ffntiori].'
This must not be considered' as contained in the conception of the
preceding, but must necessarily be regarded as Bpecial capacity. For it
does not follow that because a being has reason, this includes a f a d @ of
determining the elective will unconditionally by the mere conception of the
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(28) 1. The capacities belonging to the Animal Nature of
man may be brought under the general title of physical and
merely mechanicaE self-love, that is, such as does not require
reason. It is threefold :--first, for the maintenance of himself ;
secowdly, f or the propagation of his kind, and the maintenance
of his offspring ; ‘thiidly, for communion with other men, that
iF, the impulse to society. All sorts of vices may be grafted on it,
but they do not proceed from that capacity itself as a root. They
may be called vices of coarseness of nature, and in their extreme
deviation from the end of nature become brutal cices : iiiteiuperatice, seimiality, and wild Iawlessiiess (in relation t o other men).
2. The capacities belonging to his Humanity may be brought
under the general title of conzparative, though physical, self-love
(which requires reason), namely, estimating one’s self as happy o r
unhappy only in comparison with others. From this is derived
the inclination to obtain a worth in the opiwion of others, and primarily only that of equality: to allow no one a superiority over
one’s self, joined with a constant apprehension (29) that others
might strive to attain it, and from this there ult,imately arises
an unjust desire to gain superiority for ourselves over others.
On this, namely, jealousy and iicalry, the greatest vices may be
grafted, secret and open hostilities against all whom we look
upon as not belonging to us. These, however, do not properly
spring of themselves from nature as their root, but apprehending that others endeavour to gain a hated superiorit,y over us,
~~~

~

_

_

qualification of its maxims to be universal lam, so as to be of itself practical: at least so far as we can see. (28) The mostrational being in the
world might still have need of certain springs coming to him from objects
of inclination, to determine his elective mill ; and might apply to these the
most rational calculation, both as regards the greatest sum of the springs
and also as to the means of attaining the object determined thereby ; rrithout ever suspecting the possibility of anything like the moral lam, issuing
its commands absolutely, and which announces itself as a spring, and that
the highest. Were this lam not given in us, me should not be able to find
it out as such by reason or t o talk the electire will into it; and yet this law
is the only one that makes us conscious of the independence of our electiw
will on determination by any other springs (our freedom), and a t the same
time of the imputability of our actions.
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these are inclinatious t o secure this superiority for ourselves as
a defensive measure, whereas Nature would use the idea of such
competition (which in itself does not exclude mutual love) only
as a motive to culture. The vices that are grafted on this
inclination may therefore be called vices of culture, and in their
highest degree of malignancy (in which they are merely the
idea of a maximum of badness surpassing humanity), ex. 81'.
in etwy, in iizgrntitude, m l i c e , &c., are called devilish vices.
3. The capacity belonging to Personality is the capability
of respect for the moral law (1s n spriug 9f the elective ioill
adequate i l l i t d f . Tlie capability of mere respect for the moral
law in us would be moral feeling, which does not of itself constitute an end of the natural capacity, but only so far as it is
a spring of tlie elective will. Now as this is only possible by
fi.ee will adopting it into its maxim, hence the character of such
an elective will is the -good character, which, like every character of free elective will, is something that can only be acquired,
the possibility of which, however, requires the presence of a
capacity in ous nature on which absolutely nothing bad can be
grafted. The idea of the moral law alone, with the respect inseparable from it, cannot properly be called a crq~acitybelonging
t o 21~~soizality
; (30) it is personality itself (the idea of humanity
considered altogether intellectually). But that we adopt this
respect into our maxims as a spring, this seems t o have a subjective ground additional to personality, and so this ground
seems therefore t o deserve the name of a capacity belonging
to personality.
If we consider these three capacities according to the conditions of their possibility, we find that the Jirst requires uo
reason ; the secoitd is based oil reason which, though practical,
is at the service of other motives; the third lias as its root
reason, which is practical of itself, that is, unconditionally legislative: all these capacities in man are not only (negatively)
good (not resisting the moral law), but are also capacities f a t .
good (promoting obedience to it). They are origird, for they
appertain t o the possibility of human nature. Man can use
t h e two former contrary to their end, but cannot destroy them.
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By the capacities of a being, we understand both its constituent
elements nnd also the forms of their combinatioii which make
it such and such a being. They are origiiard if they are ementially necessary to the possibility of such a being ; coiitiiageiit if
the being would be in itself possible without them. I t is further
to be observed that we are speaking here only of those capacities which have immediate reference t o the faculty of desire and
to the use of the elective will.

11.
OF THIS PKOPENSITP T O EVIL IN H U M A N XATURE.

By properrsifj (prepeiisio) I understand the subjective source
of possibility of an inclination, (habitual desire, coixtpi-s.ceritia) so
fax as this latter is, as regards man generally, contingent.’ (31)
It is distinguished from a capacity by this, that although it may
be innate, it need not be conceived as such, but may be regarded
as acquii-ed (when it is good), or (when it is bad) as di*nzonby
the person on himself. Here, however, me are speaking only of
the propensity t o what is properly, i. e. morally bad, which, as it
is possible only as a determination of free elective will, and this
can be adjudged t o be good or bad only by its maxims, must
consist in the subjective ground of the possibility of a deviation
Propemily (“ Bang”) is properlyonly the predispositiuri t o the desire of
which when the subject has had experience of it produces an
~ / i c 7 i r ~ ~ t iooit.
n Thus all uncivilized men have a propensity to intoxicating
things; for, although manj- of them are not acquainted with intoxication,
so that they cannot have any desire for things that produce it, one iieed only
let them once try such things to produce an almost inextinguishable desire
for them. Between propensity and inclination, which presupposes acquaintance with the object, is instiiict, which is a felt. want to do or enjoy something of which one has as yet no conception (such as the mechanical instinct
in animals or the sexual impulse). There is a still further step in the
faculty of desire beyond inclination, namely, p a s s i u m (not ufdions, for
these belong t o the feeling of pleasure and displeasure), which are inclinations that exclude self-control.
1

,111 enjoyment,
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of t h e maxims from the moral law, and if this propensity may
be assumed as belonging to man universally (and therefore to
the characteristics of his race) will be called a izntzo-al propensity
of man t o evil. We may add further that the capability or
incapability of the elective will to adopt the moral law into its
maxims or not, arising from natural propensity, is oalled a good
or bad heart.
W e may conceive three distinct degrees of this :-$/.st, it is
the weakness of the human heart in following adopted maxims
generally, (33) or the L f i a i U ~of human nature ; secoirdly, the propensity t.0 mingle non-moral motiveswith the moral (even when
it is done with a good purpose and under maxims of good), that
is imp wit^/; tliildLy, the propensity to adopt bad maxims, that
is the d e p i m i t y of human nature or of the human heart.
f i r s t , the frailty (fmgilifas) of human nature is expressed
even in the complaint of an apostle : " To will is present with
me, but how to perform I find not"; that is, I adopt the
good (the law) into the maxim of my elective will; but this,
which objectively in its ideal conception (in thesi) is an irresistible spring, is subjectively ( i i ~hypothesi), when the maxim is to
be carried out, weaker than inclination.
Second/y, the i m p w i t y (impcritas, iwgwobitas) of the human
heart consists in this, that although the maxim is good in its
object (the intended obedience t o the law), and perhaps also
powerful enough for practice, yet it is not purely moral, that is,
does not, as ought to be the case, involve the law aloize as its
suflcieiat spring, but frequently (perhaps always) has need of
other spiings beside it, to determine the elective will to what
duty demands. I n other words, that dutiful actions are not
done purely from duty.
Thirdly, the depravity (vitiositas, pvavitas), or if it is preferred,
the corruption ( c o m p t i o ) , of the human heart, is the propensity
of the elective will to maxims which prefer other (not moral)
springs t o that which arises from the moral law. I t may also
be called the perversity (pei.vh*sitas) of the human heart, because
it reverses the moral order in respect of the springs of a p e e
elective will; and although legally good actions may be consistent
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with this, the moral disposition is thereby corrupted in its root,
and the man is therefore designated bad.
(33) It will be remarked that the propensity to evil in mail
is here ascribed even to the best (best in action), which must be
the case if it is to be proved that the propensity to evil amongst
men is universal, or what here signifies the same thing, that it
is intermoveu with human nature.
However, a man of good morals (bene ntoimatus) and a morally
good man (~rioinliterbo~izrs)do not differ (or at least ought not
to differ) as regards the agreement of their actions with the law ;
only that in the one these actions have not always the law for
their sole and supreme spring ; in tlie other it is iiiz,ariably so.
We may say of the former that he obeys the law in the letter
(that is, as far as the act is concerned which the lam commands),
but of the latter, that he observes it in the spirit (the spirit of
tlie moral law consists in this, that it is alone an adequnte
spring). W h f e v e r is iiot clone from this ,fkitli i s sin (in the disposition of mind). For if other springs beside the lam itself
are necessary to determine the elective mill to actions coiiformjiig
to fhe Znlv ( F Z . gr. desire of esteem, self-love in general, or even
good-natured instinct, such as compassion), then it is a mere
accident that they agree with tlie law, for they might just as
well urge t o its transgression. The maxim, then, the goodness
of whioh is the measure of all moral wortli in the person, is in
this case opposed to the lam, and while the man’s acts are all
good, he is nevertheless bad.
The following explanation is necessary in order to define the
conception of this propensity. Every propensity is either physical, that is, it appertains to man’s will as a physical being ;
or it is moral, that is, appertaining to his elective will as a
inoral being. I n the first sense, there is no propensity to
moral evil, for this must spring from freedom ; (34) aiid a physical propensity (founded on sensible impulses) to aiiy particular
use of freedom, whether for good or evil, is a contradiction. A
propensity to evil, then, can only attach to the elective will as a
moral faculty. NOW,
nothing is morally bad (that is, capable OF
being imputed) but what is our own act. On the other hand, by
Z
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the notion of a propensity we understand a subjective ground
of determination of the elective will aiitecedeut to any act, and
which is consequently not itself an act. Hence there would be
a contradiction in the notion of a mere propensity to evil, unless
indeed this word “ act ” oould be taken in two distinct senses,
both reconcilable with the notion of freedom. Now the term
“ act” in general applies to that use of freedom by which the
supreme maxim is adopted into one’s elective will (conformably
or contrary to the law), as well as to that in which actions
themselves (as to their matter, that is, the objects of the elective
will) are performed in accordance with that maxim. The propensity to evil is an act in the former sense (peccatum origigzarizcm), and is a t the same time the formal source of every act
in the second sense, which in its matter violates the law and is
called vice (peccatum dericntivuni) ; aud the first fault remains,
even though the second may be often avoided (from motives
other than the law itself). The former is an intelligible act
only cognizable by reason, apart from any condition of time ;
the latter sensible, empirical, given in time (factum phc~elzomen o i ~ ) . The former is especially called, in comparison with the
second, a mere propensity; and innate, because it cannot be
extirpated (since this would require that the supreme maxim
should be good, whereas by virtue of that propensity itself it is
supposed to be bad); (35) and especially because, although the corruption of our supreme maxim is our own act, we cannot assign
any further cause for it, any more than for any fundamental
attribute of our nature. W h a t has just been said will show the
reason why we have, a t the beginning of this section, sought the
three sources of moral evil simply in that which by laws of
freedom affects the ultimate ground of our adopting or obeying
this or that maxim, not in what affects the sensibility (as
receptivity).
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111.
N A N IS BY NATUKE BAD.

‘‘ Vitiis

nemo sine nascitur.”-HonAT.

According to what has been said above, the proposition:
Man is bad can only mean : H e is conscious of the moral law,
and yet has adopted into his maxim (occasional) deviation therefrom. H e is by suture bad is equivalent to saying : This holda
of him considered as a species ; not as if such a quality could be
inferred from the specific conception of man (that of man in
general) (for then it would be necessary) ; but by what is knowii
of him through experience he cannot be ot,herwise judged, or it
may be presupposed as subjectively necessary in every man,
even the best.
Now this propensity itself must be considered as morally
bad, and consequently not as a natural property, but as something that can be imputed to the man, and consequently must
consist in maxims of the elective will which are opposed to the
law ; but on account of freedom these must be looked upon as
in themselves contingent, which is inconsistent with the universality of this badness, unless the ultimate subjective ground of
all maxims is, by whatever means, interwoven with humanity,
and, as it were, rooted in it ; hence we call this a natural propensity to evil ; and as the man must, uevertheless, always incur
the blame of it, (36) it may be called even a mdical badness jli
human nature, innate (but not the less drawn upon ui3 by
ourselves).
Now that there must be such a corrupt propensity rooted in
man need not be formally proved in the face of the multitude
of crying examples which experience sets before one’s eyes in
the lrcts of men. If examples are desired from that state in
which many philosophers hoped to find pre-eminently the natural goodness of human nature, namely, the so-called sfate qf
m t u r e , we need only look a t the instances of unprovoked cruelty
in the scenes of murder in Tqfoa, New Zealawd, the Navigator
22

340

OR THE BAD PKINClPLE

[a73

Islmids, and the never-ceasing instances in the wide wastes of
North-West America (mentioned by Captain Beaiwe),' where no
one has even the least advantage from it ; a and comparing these
with that hypothesis, we have vices of savage life more than
enough to make us abandon that opinion. On the other hand,
if one is disposed to think that human nature can be better
known in a civilized condition (in which its characteristic properties oan be more perfectly developed), then one must listen to
a long melancholy litany of complaints of humanity; (37)Of secret
falsehood, even in the most intimate friendship, so that it is
reckoned R general maxim of prudence that even the best friends
should restrain their confidence in their mutual intercourse ; of
a propensity to hate the man to whom one is under an obligation, for which a benefactor must always be prepared; of a
hearty good-will, which nevertheless admits the remark that
'' in the misfortunes of oiir best friends there is something which
is not altogether displeasiiig t o us " ; and of many other vices
concealed under the appearance of virtue, not to mention the
vices of those who do not conceal them, because we are satisfied
to call a man good who is a bad man of the average cluss. This
will give one enough of the vices of czrltiwe and civilization (the
most mortifying of all) to make him turn away his eye from t l ~ e
[Hearne's Journey from Prince of Wales Fort in Hudson's Uny to the
Northern Ocean in 1769-72. London : 1795.1
As the perpetual war between the Athapescnm and the Dog Rib Indians,
which hns no other object than slaughter. Bravery in war is the highest
virtue of savages, in their opinion. Even in a state of civilization, it is an
object of admiration and a ground of the peculiar respect demauded by that
profession in which this is the only merit, and this not altogether without
good reason. For that a man can have something that he values more than
life, and which he can make liis object (namely, honour, renouncing all
self-interest), proves a certain sublimity in his nature. But we see by
the complacency with which conquerors extol their achievements (massacre,
unsparing butchery, kc.), that it is only their own superiority and tlie
destruction they can effect without,any other object in which they properljtake satisfaction.
3 [Compare Stewart, Active and dforal Powers, bk. I. ch. iii, sec. 3, who
$ives an optimist explanation of this saying.]
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conduct of men, lest he should fall into another vice, namely,
niisanthropy. If he is not yet satisfied, however, he need only
tillre into consideration a condition strangely compounded of
Loth, namely, the external condition of nations-for the relation of civilized nations to one another is that of a rude state of
nature (a state of perpetual preparation f o r war),and they arealso
firmly resolved never to abandon it-and he will become aware
of principles adopted by the great societies called States,' (38)
which directly contradict the public profession, and yet are
never t o be laid aside, 1"iuciples which no philosopher has yet
been able to bring into agreement with morals, nor (sad to say)
can they prnpose any better which mould be reconcilable witli
liiirnan nature ; so that the p?dosopIiical mX'euiiiuni, which hopes
for a state of perpetual peace founded on a miion of nations as a
republic of tlie world, is generally ridiculed as visionary, just as
much as the theological, which looks for the complete molal
improvement of the whole human race.
Nom the soiirce of this badness (1) cannot, as is usually
doiie, be placed in tlie seiisibiliiy of man and the natural incli.~

I If we look at the history of these merely as a phenomenon of the inner
nature of man, which is in great part concealed from us, me may become
airare of a certain mechanical process of nature directed to ends which are
not those of the nations but of Kature. As long ns any State has nnother
iiear it which i t can hope t o subdue, it endeavours t o aggrandize itself by
the conquest, striving thus to attain universal monarchy--a constitution in
which nll freedom mould be extinguished, and with it Tirtue, taste, nnd
sciences (which are its consequences). (39) But this monster (in which nll
laws graduallr lose their force), nfter i t has swallowed up its neighbours,
filially dissolves of itself, and by rebellion nnd discord is divided into several
smnller States, which, iiistend of endeavouring t o form a States-unicm (a
republic of free united nations), begin the same game over again, each fur
itself, so thnt war (that scourge of the human race) may not be allowed to
cease. War, indeed, is not so incurably bad as the deadness of B uuiTersal
inonarcliy (or men a uiiion of nations t o ensure that despotism shall not be
discontinlied in nny Stnte), yet, as an ancient observed, i t makes more bad
inen than i t takes away. [Compare on this subject Hant's Essay, 2tm
ewiryelen Friedeu: W e r k e , vii. Thl., 1 ALth., p. 229; also Das ntag i t t der
Tlieorie, &c., No. 3, ibid. p. 220.1
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nations springing therefrom. For not only have these no direct
reference to badness (on the contrary, they afford the occasion
for the moral character to show its power, occasion for virtue),
but further we are not responsible for their existence (we cannot be, for being implanted in us they have not us for their
authors), whereas we am accountable for the propensity to evil ;
for as this concerns the morality of the subject, and is consequently found in him 8 s a freely acting being, i t must be imputed to him as his own fault, notwithstandiiig its being so
deeply rooted in the elective will that it must be said to be
found in man by nature. T h e source of this evil (2) cannot be
placed in a coi~~~uytioiz
of Reason which gives the moral law (39),
as' if Reason could abolish the authority of the law in itself and
disown its obligation ; for this is absolutely impossible. To
conceive one's selfas a freely acting being, and yet releasedfrom
the law which is appropriate to such a being (the moral law),
would be the same as to conceive a cause operating without any
law (for determination by natural laws is excluded by freedom),
and this would be a contradiction. For the purpose then of
assigning a source of the moral evil in man, sejzsibih'ty contains
too littIe, for in taking away the motives which arise from
freedom it makes him a mere aiiiiiinl h i n g ; on the other hand,
a Reason releasing from the moral law, a mdipznizt wason, as it
were a simply bad Rational Will, ['(Wille "J involves toomuch,
for by this antagonism to the law would itself be made a spring
of action (for the elective will cannot be determined without
some spring), so that the subject would be made a dmih'sh
being. Neither of these views, however, is applicable to
man.
NOWalthough the existence of this propensity to evil i n
human nature can be shown by experience, from the actual
antagonism in time between human will and the law, yet this
proof does not teach us its proper nature and the source of this
antagonism. This propensity .concerns a relation of the free
elective will (an elective will, therefore, the conception of whioh
is not empirical) to the moral law as a spring (the conception of
which is likewise purely intellectual) ; its nature then must be
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cognized d 2wiori from the concept of the Bad, so far as the
laws of freedom (obligation and accountability) bear upon it.
The following is the development of the ooncept :Man (even the worst) does not in any maxim, as it were,
rebelliously abandon the moral law (and reuouuce obedieuce t u
it). (40) On the contrary, this forces itself upon him irresistibly
by virtue of his moral nature, and if no other spring opposed it
he would also adopt it into his ultimate maxim as the adequate
determining principle of his elective will, that is, he would be
morally good. But by reason of his physical nature, which is
likewise blameless, he also depends on sensible springs of action,
and adopts them also into his maxim (by the subjective prinhowever, he adopted them into his maxim
ciple of self-love). I€,
as adequate qf themselves aZom t o determine his mill without regarding the moral law (which he has within), then he would be
morally bad. Now as he naturally adopts both into his maxim,
and as he would find each, if it were alone, su5cient to determine his will, it follows that if the distinction of the maxims
depended merely on the distinction of the springs (the matter of
tlm maxims), namely, according as they mere furnished by the
law or by an impulse of sense, he would be morally good and
bad at owe, which (as we saw in the Introduction) is a contradiction. Hence the distinction whether the man is good or bad
must lie, not in the distinction of the springs that he adopts into
his maxim, but in the suboidination, i. e. which of the fzco lie malies
the coiiditioia of the otAer (that is, not in the matter of the maxim
but in its form). Consequently a man (even the best) is bad
only by this, that he reverses the moral order of the springs in
adopting them into his maxims ; he adopts, indeed, the moral
law along with that of self-love ;but perceiving that they cannot
subsist together on equal terms, but that one must be subordinate to the other as its supreme condition, he makes the spring
of self-love and its inclinations the condition of obedience to
the moral law ; whereas, on the contrary, the latter ought to be
adopted into the general maxims of the elective mill as the sole
spring, being the suprenie coiiditioiz of the satisfaction of the
former.
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spriiigs being thus reversed by his maxim, colitrary

to the moral order, his actions may, nevertheless, conform to the
law just as though they had sprung from genuine principles :
provided reason employs the unit.y of maxims in general, which
is proper t o the moral law, merely for the purpose of introducing into the springs of incliuation a unity that does not
belong t o them, under the name of happiness (e.. 91'. that
truthfulness, if adopted as a principle, relieves us of the anxiety
to maintain consistency in our lies and to escape being entairgled in their serpent coils). I n which case the empirical
character is good, but the intelligible character bad.
.
N o w if there is in human nature a propensity t o this, then
there is in man a Datura1 propensity to evil ; and since this propensity itself must ultimately be souglit in a free elective will,
and therefore can be imputed, it is morally bad. This badness
is mdical, because it corrupts the source of all maxims; and at
the same time being a natural propensit,y, it caiinot be destroyed
by human powers, since this could only be done by good
maxims ; and wheu by hypotl~esisthe ultimate subjective source
of all maxims is corrupt, these canuot exist; nevertlieless, it
must be possible to ovei'co)tw it, since it is fouiid in man as
a freely acting being.
l l i e depravity of human nature, then, is not so much to be
called barl?zess, if this word is taken in its strict seiise, namely,
as a disposition (subjective priuciple of maxims) to adopt the
bad, a3 bad, iuto one's maxims as a spring (for that is devilish) ;
but rather percei.sity of heart, which, 011 account of the result,
is also called a bad lieart. (42) This may co-exist with a Will
[" Wille "1 good in geueral, and arises from the frailty of
human nature, wliich is not strong enough to follow itsadopted
principles, combined with its impurity in not distiiiguishiiig the
springs (even of well-intentioned actions) from one another by
moral rule. So that ultimately it loolrs a t best oiily to the
conformity of its actiolis with the law, not to their derivation
from it, that is, to the law itself a8 tlie only spring. Now
although this does not always give risc to wrong actions and a
propensity thereto, that is, to ziw, yet the liabit of regarding
I 1
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the absence of vice as a conformity of the miizd to the law of
duty (as ~ i r t u e must
)
itself be designated a radical perversity of
the human heart (since in this case the spring in the maxims is
not regarded at all, but only the obedience to the letter of the

law).
Tliis is called i w a t e guilt (veatue), because it can be perceived 8s soon as ever the use of freedom manifests itself in
man, and nevertheless must have arisen from freedom, and
therefore may be imputed. It may in its two first degrees (of
frailty and impurity) be viewed as unintentional guilt (cubn),
but i n the third as intentional (dolus), and it is characterized
by a certain nzaiigiirriicy of the human heart (dolus ~iuzlus),
deceiving itself as to its own good or bad dispositions, arid
provided only its actions have not tlie bad result ivvhich by
their maxims they might well have, then not disquieting
itself about its dispositions, but, on the contrary, liolding
itself t o be justified before tlie lam. Hence comes the peace
of conscieiice of BO many (in their own opiuion conscientious) men, when amidst actiolis i n wliicli the law was not
taken into counsel, (43) or at least wns not the most important
consideration, tliey have merely had the good fortune to escape
Lad consequences. Perhaps they even imagiue they have
merit, not feeling themselves guilty of any of the transgressions in which they see others involved; without inquiring
whether fortune is n o t t o be thanked for this, aiid whether tlie
disposition which, if tliey would, tliey coiild discover within,
would not have led them to the practice of the like vices, had
tliey not been kept away from them by maut of power, 1)y
temperament, education, circumstances of time and place whicli
lead into temptation (all thiiigs that canuot be imputed to us).
This dishonesty in imposing on ourselves, which liiudera tlie
establishment of genuine moral principle in us, extends itself
then outwardly also to falsehood and deception of others which,
if it is not to be called badness, at least deserves to be called
worthlessness, and has its root in the radical bzduess of humin
unture, which (inasmuch as i t perverts the moral judgment in
respect of tlie estimation to be formed of a man, aiid renders
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imputation quite unoertain both internally and externally] coilstitutes the corrupt spot in our nature, which, as long as we do
not extirpate it, hinders the source of good from developing
itself as it otherwise would.
A member of the English Parliament uttered in the heat of
debate the declaration, “Every man has his price.”’ If this is
true (which everyone may decide for himself)-if there is no
virtue for which a degree of temptation caiinot be found which
is capable of overthrowing it-if the question whether the good
or the bad spirit shall gain us t o its side only depends on which
bids highest and offers most prompt payment-then
what
the Apostle says might well be true- of men universally :
“ There is no difference, they are altogether sinners; there
is none that doeth good (according to the spirit of the law),
no not one.’”

[The saying was Sir Robert Walpole’s, but mas not so general as in
the text. He said it (not in debate) of the members of the House of
Commons, adding that he knew the price of each.]
The proper proof of this condemnation pronounced by the morally
judging reason is not contained i n this section, but in the preceding ; this
contains only the confirmation of it by experience, which, however, could
never discover the root of the evil, in the supreme maxim of free elective
will in relation to the law, this being an inteZlz’yi&?eoct, which is antecedent
to all experience. From this, that is, from the unity of the supreme
insxim, the law to which it refers being one, it may also be seen why, in
forming a purely intellectual judgment of men, the principle of exclusion of
:I mean between good and bad must be assumed; whereas in forming t h e
empirical judgment from sensible acts (actual conduct), the principle mny
be assumed that there is a mean between these extremes: on one side a
iiegative mean of indifference previdus to all cultivation, and on the other
side a positive mean of mixture, so as t o be partly good and partly bad.
n u t the latter is only an estimation of the morality of man in appearance,
and b in the final judgment subject t o the former.

[44-46]
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IV.

O N THE ORIQIN OF THE EVIL IN H U N A N NATURE.

Origin (primary) is the derivation of an effect from ita
primary cause, that is, one which is not in its turn an effect of
another cause of the same kind. It may be consideredeither as
a ratioizal or a t e i q i o m l origin. I n the former signification, it is
only the e x i s t e i m of the effect that is considered ; in the latter,
its occummce, so that it is referred as an event to its cause iit
time. When the effect is referred to a cause which is connected
with it by laws of freedom, as is the case with moral evil, then
the determination of the elective will to the production of it is
not regarded as connected with its determining principle in
time, but merely i n the conception of the reason, (45) and cannot
be deduced as from any antecedent state, which on the other hand
must be done when the bad action, considered as an e r e i l l in the
world, is referred to its physical cause. It is a contradiction
then t o seek for the time-origin of free actions as such (as we
do with physical effects) ; or of the moral character of man, SO
far as it is regarded as contingent, because this is the principle
of the m e of freedom, and this (as well as the determining
principle of free will generally) must be sought for simply in
conceptions of reason.
But whatever may be the origin of the moral evil in man,
the most unsuitable of all views that can be taken of its spread
and continuance through all the members of our race and in all
generations is, t o represent it as coming to us by inher-ifairce
from our first parents ; for we can say of moral evil what the
poet says of good:

.

, , Genus et
Tix ea nostroputo.

pro avo^,

.,

et qua ~ i o ~ i f e c i m i+si,
s

.I

-~
~

The three so-called higher Faculties would explain this inheritance
each in its onn nay, namely, as a Jkel'editary nialarly, or hereditary p d t , or
hereditary si~z. 1. The medical faculty mould regard hereditary evil as
something like the tapeworm, respecting which some naturalists are actually
1
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(46) It is to be observed,

further, that when we inquire into the
origin of evil, we do not at first take into account the propensity
t o it (as peccatumz ill poteizsia), but only consider the actual evil
Of given actions, in its inner possibility, and in what DluEt
.concur to determine the will to t.he doing of them.
Every bad action, when we inquire into its rational origin,
must be viewed ns if the man had fallen into it directly from
the state of innocence. For whatever may have been his
previous conduct, and of whatever kind tlie natural cauae8 influencing him may be, whether moreover tliey are internal or
external, his action is still free, and not determined by any
causes, and therefore it both can and must be always judged as
an o l - i g i i d exercise of his elective will. He ought to have left
it undone, in whatever circumstances he may have been ; for by
no cause in the world can he cease to be a freely acting being.
I t is said indeed, and justly, that tlie man is accountable for the
conseqzieiices, of his previous free but wrong actions ; but by this
is only meant that one need not have recourse to the subterfuge of deciding whether the later actions are free or not,
because there is sufficient ground Eor the accountability in the
admittedly free action which was their cause. But if a man
had been never 60 bad up to the very moment of an impending free action (even so that custom had become second nature),
yet not only has it been his duty t o be better, but it is now still
his duty to improve himself ; (47) he must then be also able to do
SO, and if lie does not, he is just as accountable at the moment
of acting as if, endowed with the natural capacity for good
(which is inseparable from freedom), he had stepped into evil
of opinion that, as it is not found in any element outside u6 nor (of the
smne liind) i n any other animal, i t m u s t have been present in our first
parents. 2. The legal fueuity would regard it as the legitimate consequence
of entering on an i?zheritance left to us by tiiem, but burdened with a h e a y
crime (for to be born is nothing else but to obtain the use of the goods of
earth, so far as they are indispensable to our subsistence). We must thersfore pay the debt (espiate), and shall in the end be dispossessed (by death).
Eight, legally ! 3. The theological-faculty would Tiem this evil as a personal
participation of our first pu-ents in the recolt of a reprobate rebel, either
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from the state of innocence. W e must not inquire tllen what is
the origin in time of this act, but what is its origin in reasoii,
in order to define thereby the propensity, that is to say, tlie
general subjective principle by which a transgression is adopted
into our maxim, if there is such a propensity, and if possible to
explain it.
With this agrees very well the mode of representation
which the Scriptures employ in depicting the origin of evil as a
lregirziiiiig of it in the human race, inasmucli as they exhibit it
in a history in which that which must be conceived as first in
the nature of the thing (without regard to the condition of
time) appears as first in time. According to the Scriptures,
evil does not begin from a fundamental propensity to itotherwise its beginning would not spring from freedom-but
from sir1 (by which is understood the trausgression of the moral
law as a divirie c o n m m d ) ; while the state of man before all
propensity t o evil is called the state of iuirocerzce. The moral
law preceded as a pi*oliibition, as must be the case with man as a
being not pure, but tempted by inclination (Geu. ii. 16, 17’).
Instead now of following this law directly as an adequate
spring (oue which alone is conditional11 good, and in respect
of which no scruple can occur), the man looked about for other
springs (iii. 6) which could ouly be conditionally good (namely,
so far as the law is not prejudiced thereby), and made it his
maxim-if we conceive the nction as consciously arising from
freedom-to obey the law of duty iiot from duty, but from regard
to olher considerations. (48) Heuce he began with questiouing
the strictness of the law, which excludes the influence of every
other spring ; then he reasoned down’ obedience to i t to tlie
that we (though now unconscious of it), did then co-operate i n it ourselres,
(46) or that nom being born under his dominion (as prince of this norld;,
we prefer its goods to the command of the heavenly Rider, and hare not
loyalty enough to tear ourselres from them, for which we must hereafter
share his lot with him.
1 As long as t,he moral law is not alloned the predominance in one’s
mnxim’s above all other determining principles of the elective will, as the
spring sufficient of itself, all profession of respect for it is feigned, and tlie
propensity to thi5 is inward falsehood, that is, a propensity t o deceive one’s
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mere conditional conformity to means (subject to the principle
of self-love), whence, finally, the predominance of sensible
motives above the spring of the law was adopted into the
maxim of action, and so sin was committed (iii. 6). Nututo
!~zo~wiize,
de te fabula iiai-ratur. That we all do just the same,
consequently “have all sinned in Adam,”’ and still sin, is
clear from what has preceded ; only that in us an innate propensity to sin is presupposed in time, but in the first man, on
the contrary, innocence, SO that in him the transgression is
called a fall; whereas, in us it is conceived as following from
the innate depravity of our nature. W h a t is meant, however,
by this propensity is no more than this, that if we wish to
apply ourselves to the explanation of evil as to its beginning ita
t i w e , we must in the case of every intentional transgression
pursue its causes in a previous period of our life, going backwards till we reach a time when the use of reason was not yet
developed: in other words, we must trace the source of evil
to a propensity towards it (as a foundation in nature) which,
on this account, is called innate. I n the case of the first
man, who is represented as already possessing the full power
of using his reasou, this is not necessary, nor indeed possible ; (49) since otherwise that natural foundation (the evil propensity) must have been created in him; therefore his sin is
represented as produced directly from a state of innocence.
B u t we must not seek for an origin in time of a moral character
for which we are t o be accountable, however inevitable this is
when we try to ex>Zui,ti its contingent existence (hence Scripture may have so represented it to us in accommodation to this
our weakness).
self t o the prejudice of the moral law in interpreting it (iii. 5 ) ; on which
account the Bible (Christian part) calls the author of evil (residing in
ourselves) the liar from the beginning, nnd thus chnrncterizes man in respect
of what appears to be the main principle of evil in him.
1 [Bom. v. 12; Vulgate.
Luther’s version is correct. Jerome also gives
the correct interpretation, although he retains the “ i n quo” of the old
version. Probably this wa8 meant by the original translator as a liternl
rendering of the Greek &p’ $ “ in that.”]
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The rational origin, however, of this perversion of our
dective will in respect of the way in which it adopts subordinate springs into its maxims as supreme, i. e. the origin of this
propensity to evil, remains inscrutable to us ; for it must itself
be imputed to us, and consequently that ultimate ground of all
maxims would again require the assumption of a bad maxim.’
What is bad could only have sprung from what is morally bad
(not the mere limits of our nature) ; a i d yet the original constitution is adapted to good (nor could it be corrupted by any
other than man himself, if he is to be accountable for this
corruption); there is not then any source conceivable to us
from which moral evil could have first come into us. Scripture: in its 1Listorical narrative, expresses this inconceivability,
at the same time that it defines the depravity of our race more
precisely (50) by representing evil as pre-existing at the beginiiing of the world, not however in man, but in a spirit originally
destined for a lofty condition. The Jirst beginning of all evil
i n general is thus represented as inconceivable to us (for whence
came the evil in that spirit P), and man as having fallen into evil
only by seductiou, and therefore as iiot firiidmmntully corrupt
(ie. even in his primary capacity for good), but as still capable
of an improvement; in contrast to a seducing sliiiit, that is, n
bing in whom the temptation of the flesh cannot be ieckonerl
1 [“ It is a very common supposition of moral philosophy that i t is very
easy to explain the existence of moral evil in man, namely, that it arises
from the strength of the sensible springs of act.ion on the one hand, and the
feehleness of the rational spring (respect for the law) on the other, that is,
from weakriess. But in that case it should be still easier t o explain the
moral good in man (in his moral capacity) ; for one cannot be conceived to
be comprehensible without the other. But the faculty of reason to become
master over all opposing springs of action by the mere idea of the law is
absolutely inexplicable ; it is then equally incomprehensible how the sensible springs can become masters of a reason which commands with such
authority. For if nU the world acted according to the precept of the law,
it mould be said that everything mas going on in the natural order, and i t
would not occur to a q o n e to inquire the canse.”--Religion, &c., pp. 67,

66, ,rote.]
2

These remarks must not be regarded as intended to be an interpretatiou
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ns d e v i a t i n g his guilt ; so that the former, who, notwithstanding his corrupt lieart, continues to have a good 13ationnl
Will [" Wille "3 lias still left the hope of a return to the good
from which he has gone astray.

GENERAL
I~EMARK.'
ON THE RES'I'OI1ATION O F THE ORIGINAL CAPACITY FOR GOOD
TO 11s FULL POWER.

Wliat man is or ought to be in a moral sense lie must malie
or must have made h i m s d f i Both must be the effect of his free
elective will, otherwise it could not be imputed to him, and,
conseqnently, he would be ~rzordlyneither good nor bad.
When it is said he is created good, that can only mean that he
is created for good, arid the original coiistitrdion in man is good;
(51) but this does not yet'make the man himself good, but nccording as he does or does not adopt into his maxim the springs
which this constitutioii contains (which must be left altogether
to his own free choice), lie makes himsol€ become good or bad.
Supposing that a supernatural co-operation is also necessary 1 o
make a man good or better, whether this consists only in the
diiiiiuution of the obstacles or in a positive assistance, the mnu

of Scriptiire-a
thing that lies outside the province of mere reason. T e
explain the manner in which a moral use may be made of a historical
statement without deciding whether this was the meaning of the writer, or
whether me only introduce it : provided only that i t is true in itself, mithout needing any historical proof, and that it is at the same time thc only
way in which we can derive something for our own improvement from
a passage of Scripture which would otherwise be only an unprofitable
addition to our historical knowledge. W e must not without necessity contend about the historical authority of a matter which, whether it be understood in this way or in that, does not help us t o become better men (SO),
when what does help can and must be k n o w without historical proof.
Historical knowledge, which has do such inner reference, t h a t can hold
good for every man, belongs t o the adiaphora, with respect to which ever)-one may judge as he finds most edifying for himself.
[In the h s t edition this appears simply as KO.V.]
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must previously make himself worthy to receive it and to accept
this aid (which is no small thing), that is, to adopt into his
maxim the positive increase of power, in which way alone it is
possible that the good should be imputed to him, and that he
should be recognised as a good man.
Now how it is possible that a m a n naturally bad ohould
make himself a good man transcends all our conceptions; for
how can a bad tree bring forth good fruit ? But since it is
already admitted that 8 tree originally good (as to its capacities) has brought forth bad fruit,’ and the fall from good to
bad (when it is considered that it arises from freedom) is not
more conceivable than a rising again from bad t o good, the
possibility of the latter cannot be disputed. For notwithstanding that fall, the command “ we ouyht to become better
men,” resounds with undiminished force in our soul ; consequently, me must be able to do so, even though what me ourselves can do should be insufficient of itself, and though we
should thereby only make ourselves susceptible of an inscrutable higher assistance. I t must, however, be presupposed that
a germ of good has remained in its complete purity, which
could not be destroyed or corrupted-(5s) a germ that certainly
cannot be self-love,’ which, when taken as the principle of all
our maxims, is in fact the source of all evil.
(53) The restoration of the original capaoity for good in us is
then not the ecqiiisition of ~1 lost spring towards good ; for this,
1 The tree that is good as t o its capacities is not yet so in fact; for if
it were so it certainly could not bring forth bad f r u i t ; it is only when
the man has adopted into his maxim the spring which is placed in him
for the moral law that he is called a good man (the tree is then absolutely

a good tree).
2 Words thacadrnit of two totally different senses often retard conviction for a long time when the principles are perfectly clear. Lore in
general, and self-lore in particular, may be divided into that of good will
and that of conzpluce~~cy
(be7reco1entice e t comp~ucc~&?), and both (as is
evident) must be rational. It is natural t o adopt the former into one’s
maxim (for mho would not wish that it should always fare well with himself ?). I t is rational, inasmuch as in the first place, in respect of the end
only that is chosen which is consist,ent with the greatest and most lasting
2 A

.
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which consists in respect for the moral law, we could never lose,
and, were it possible to do BO, we could never recover it. I t is
then only the restoration of itspurity, as the supreme principle
of all our maxims, by which it is adopted into these not merely
in combination with other springs or as subordinate to these
(the inclinations) as conditions, but in its entire purity as a
spring sii@cieizt of itself to determine the elective will. The
original good is holiizess of maxiins in following one’s duty, by
which the man who adopts this purity into his maxims, although
he is not himself as yet on that account holy (for there is still
a long interqal between maxim and act), nevertheless is on the
may to approximate to holiness by an endless progress. Firmness of purpose in following duty, when it has become a habit,
is called also virtue, as far as legality is concerned, which is its
enapirical char-acfer (tiii-tusyheiaontenon). I t has then the steady
maxim of couformity of actions t o the law, whatever may be the
source of the spring required for this. (54) Hence virtue in this
sense is gi*aduaZZy acquired, and is described by some as a long
practice (in observing the law) by which a man has passed from
the propensity to vice, by gradual reform of his conduct and
welfare, aud in the next as the most fitting means me chosen for each of
these elements of happiness. Reason here occupies the place of a minister
t o natural inclination, and the maxim which is assumed on that account
has no reference whatever to morality. If, however, it is made the unconditional principle of choice, then it is the source of an immeasurably great
one’s self may
conflict with morality. Now a rational love of coiqdacet~cyi i ~
either be understood thus, that we have complacency in the above-mentioned
maxims directed t o the satisfaction of natural inclinations .(so far as that
end is attained by following them) ; and then it is the same thing as complacency towards one’s self ; one is pleased with one’s self, as u merchant whose
trading speculations succeed, and mho congratulates himself on his insight
in respect of the maxims he has adopted. But the maxim of self-love, of
unconditional cornplacemy in one’s self (not depending on gain or loss as the
results of the action) would be the inward principle of a satisfaction which
is only possible to us on condition of the subordination of our maxims t o
the moral law. No man to whom morality is not indifferent can have complacency in himself, or indeed can be free from a bitter dissatisfaction with
himself, who is conscious of maxims that do not agree with the moral
law within. We might call this rational self-love, which prevents him

.
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strengtheuing of his maxims, into an opposite propensity.
This does not require any change of hem+, but only a change of
tnorals. A man regards himself as virtuous when he feels himself confirmed in the maxims of observance of duty, although
this be not from the supreme principle of all maxims; but the
intemperate man, for instance, returns t o temperance for the
sake of health ; the liar to truth for the sake of reputation ; the
unjust man to common fairness for the sake of peace or of gain,
kc., all on the much-lauded principle of happiness. But that a
man should become not merely a legally but a morally good (Godpleasing) man, that is, virtuous in his intelligible character
(Girtus i i o u m e ? ~ ~a~ man
),
who, when he recognises a thing as
his duty, needs no other spring than this conception of duty
itself; this is not to be effected by gradual reform, as long as
the principls of his maxims remains impure, but requires a
wrolutioii in the mind (a transition to the maxim of holiuess of
mind), and he can only become a new man by a kind of new
birth, as it mere by a new creation (Gospel of John, iii. 5,
compared with Gen. i. 2) and a change of heart.
But if a man is corrupt in the very foundation of his
from mixing with the springs of his will any other causes of satisfaction
drawn from the consequences of his actions (under the name of happiness
to be procured thereby). Now as the latter indicates unconditional respect
for the law, why should a difficulty be put in the way of the clear understanding of the principle, br using the expression a m l h n a l self-Zoce, which
is inom1 only on the condition just mentioned, whereby we are involved in
a circle (53) (for a man can love himself i n a moral WRY only so far as he is
conscious that his maxim is t o make respect for the law the supreme spring
of his mill) ? For us, as beings dependent on objects of the sensibility,
happiness is by our [physical] 9tuture the h s t and unconditional object of
our desire. But (if we give the name of nature in general to all that
is innate in us, then) RE beings endowed with reason and freedom, happiness is by o w nature far from being the h s t or unconditional object of
our maxims ; this character belongs to worthiness of happiness, that is, the
coincidence of all o u maxims with the moral law. Herein consists the
whole precept of morality, that this is the objective condition under which
alone the wish for the former can coincide with the legislation of reason,
and the moral character consists in the state of mind which admits only
such a oonditional wish.
2A2
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maxims, how is it possible that he should effect this revolution
by his own power and become a good man of himself? And
yet duty commands it, and duty commands nothing that is not
practicable for us. The only way this diBculty can be got over
is, that a revolution is necessary for the mental disposition, but
a. gradual reform for the sensible temperament, which opposes
obstacles to the former ; and being necessary, must therefore be
possible ; that is, when a man reverses the ultimate principle of
his maxims by which he is a bad man by a single immutable
resolution (65) (and in EO doing puts on a new man) ; then so far
he is in principle and disposition a subject susceptible of good ;
but it is only in continued effort and growth that he is a good
man, that is, he may hope with such purity of the principle
that he has taken as the supreme maxim of his elective mill,
and by its stability, that he is on the good (though narrow)
road of a constant progress from bad to better. I n the eyes of
one who penetrates the intelligible principle of the heart (of all
maxims of elective will), and to whom therefore this endless
progress is a unity, that is, in the eyes of God, this comes to the
same as being actually a goodman (pleasing to Him), and in
so far this change may be considered as a revolution; but in
the judgment of men, mho can estimate themselves and the
strength of their maxims only by the superiority which they
gain over sensibility in time, it is only to be viewed as an ever
continuing struggle for improvement; in other words, as a
gradual reform of the perverse disposition, the propensity to
evil.
Hence it follows that the moral culture of man must, begin,
not with improvement in morals, but with a transformation of
the mind and the foundation of a character, although men
usually proceed otherwise, and contend against vices singly,
leaving the general root of them untouched. Now even a man
of the most limited intellect is capable of the impression of an
increased respect for an action cpnformable t o duty, in proportion as he withdraws from it in thought all other springs which
could have influenced the maxim of the action by means of
self-love ; and even children are capable of finding out even the
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least trace of a mixture of spurious springs of action, in which
case the action instantly loses all moral worth in their eyes.
This capacity for good is admirably cultivated by adducing the
example of even good men (good as regards their conformity to
law), and allowing one’s moral pupils to estimate the impurity
of many maxims from the actual springs of their actions ; ( 5 6 )
and it gradually passes over into the character, so that duty
simply of itself commences to acquire considerable weight in
their hearts. But to teach them t o ad1nii-e virtuous aotions,
however great the sacrifice they may cost, is not the right way
t o maintain the feeling of the pupil for moral good. For however virtuous anyone may be, all the good he can ever do is
only duty ; and t o do his duty is no more than to do what is in
the common moral order, and therefore does not deserve to be
admired. On the contrary, this admiration is a lowering of
our feeling for duty, as i f obedience to it were something
extraordinary and meritorious.
There is, however, one thing in our soul which, when we
take a right view of it, we cannot oeme to regard with the
highest astonishment, and in regard to which admiration is
right or even elevating, and that is the originnl moral capacity
i n us generally. What is that in us (me may ask ourselves) by
which me, who are constantly dependent on nature by so many
wants, are yet raised so far above it in the idea of an original
capacity (in us) that we regard them all its nothiug, and ourselves as unworthy of existence, if we were to indulge in their
satisfaction in opposition to a law which our reason autlioritatively prescribes; although it is this enjoyment alone that can
make life desirable, while reason neither promises anything nor
threatens. The importance of this question must be deeply felt
by every man of the most ordinary ability, mho has been previously instructed as to the holiness that lies in the idea of duty,
but who has not yet ascended to the investigation of the notion
of freedom, which first arises from this law ;I (57) and even the
incomprehensibility of this capacity, a capacity which proclaims a
-~
~

~

That the conception of freedom of the elective mill does not precede the
eonsciousness of the moral law in us, but is only inferred from the d e w -
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Divine origin, must rouse his spirit to enthusiasm, and strengthen
it for any sacrifices which respect for this duty may impose on
him. The frequent excitement of this feeling of the sublimity
of a man’s moral constitution is especially to be recommended as
a means of awaking moral sentiments, since it operates in direct
opposition to the innate propensity to pervert the springs in the
maxims of our elective will, (6s) and tends to make unconditional
respect for the law the ultimate condition of the admission of all
maxims, and so restores the original moral subordination of the
springs of action, and the capacity for good in the human heart
in its primitive purity.
But is not this restoration by one’s own strength directly
opposed to the thesis of the innate corruption of man for everything good? Undoubtedly, as far as conceivability is conoerned,
that is to say, our discenmeiat of its possibility, just as with
everything which has to be regarded as an event in time (change),
and as such necessarily determined by laws of nature, whilst its
opposite must yet be regarded as possible by freedom in accordance with moral laws; but it is not opposed to the possibility of
this restoration itself. For if the moral law commands that me
shall now be better men, it follows inevitably that we also caii be
better. The thesis of innate evil has no application in dogmatic
morality; for its precepts contain the very same duties, and continue in the same force, whether there is in us an innate prominability of our will by this law, as an unconditional command, anyone
may readily be convinced (57) by asking himself whether he is immediately
certain of a faculty enabling him by firmness of purpose t o overcome every
motive to transgression however powerful (Phularis Zicet inzperet ut sis
Pulsus, et adiiioto dictetyerjuria tauro). Everyone must confess that ?le does
nod h o w whether in such a case he would not be shaken in his purpose.
Nevertheless, duty commands him unconditionally ; thou shalt remain true
t o it ; and henee he justly coticlicdes that he must also be able, and that accordingly his will is free. Those who fallaciously represent this inscrutable
property as quite comprehensible create an illusion by the word detersniirism
(the thesis that the elective will is determined by internal sufficient reasons),
as if the dif6culty consisted in reconciling t h i s with freedom, which no one
supposes ; the difficulty is, how predetei.nzirzimz, by which voluntary actions
~9 events have their determining causes in preceding time (which with what

.
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pensity to transgression or not. I n the czcltzwe of morality this
thesis has more significance, but still it means no more than this,
that in the moral cultivation of the moral capacity for good
created in u8, we cannot begin from a natural state of innocence, but must start from the supposition of a depravity of the
elective will in assuming maxims that are contrary to the original moral capacity, and, since the propensity thereto is ineradicable, with an unceasing effort against it. Now, as this only
leads to a progress iit iri@nitzinz from bad to better, it follows
that the transformation of the disposition of a bad into that of
a good man is to be placed in the change of the supreme inner
principle of all his maxims, in accordance with the moral law,
provided that this new principle (the new heart) be itself immutable. A man cannot, however, naturally attain the conviction
[that it is immutable], either by immediate conficiousness, (69)
or by the proof derived from the course of life he has hitherto
pursued, for the bottom of his heart (the subjective first principle of his maxims) is inscrutable to himself; but unto the path
that leads to it, and which is pointed out to him by a fundamentally improved disposition, he must be able to hope to arrive
by his ozon efforts, since he ought to become a good man and
can only be esteemed morally good by virtue of that which can
be imputed to him as done by himself.
Now reason, which is naturally disinclined to moral effort,
it contains is no longer in o u r power), can be consistent with freedom, by
which both the action itself and its opposite must be in the power of the
subject a t the moment of its taking place ; this is what men want t o discern
and never will be able t o discern.
There is no dificulty in reconciling the conception of freedom with the
idea of God as a necessary being ; for freedom does not consist in the contingency of the action (that it is not determined by reasons a t &), that is,
not in determinism (that it must be equally possible for God to do good or
evil, if his action is to be called free), but in absolute spontaneity, which
alone is endangered by predeterminism, which places the determining principle of the action in preceding time, so t h a t the action is now no longer in
my power, but in the hands of nature, and I am irresistibly determined ;
and since succession in time is not to be conceived in God, this difiiculty
disappears.
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opposes to this expectation of self-improvement all sorts of corrupt ideas of religion, under the pretext of natural impotence
(among which is to be reckoned, attributing to God Himself the
adoption of the principle of happiness m the supreme condition
of His commands). Now we may divide all religions into two
classes-favou/.-seekiii~ religion (mere worship), and mora I religion, that is, the religion OJ n good lije. B y the former a man
either flatters himself that God can make him eternally happy
(by remission of his demerits), without his having any need t o
become n better man, or if this does not seem possible t o him,
that God can mzke hi?), a bettei. iizaii, without his having to do
anything in the matter himself escept to ask for it ; which, as
before an all-seeing being asking is no more than wiuhiiag, would
in fact be doing nothing ; for i f the mere wish were suEcient,
every man would be good. But in the moral religion (and
amongst all the public religions that have ever existed the
Christian alone is moral) it is a fundamental principle that
everyone must do a~ much as lies in his power to beoome a
betterman, and that it is only when he has not buried his
innate talent (Luke xix. 12-16;, when he has used the original
capacity for good so as to become a better man, that he can
hope that what is not in his power will be supplied by a higher
co-operation. But it is not absolutely necessary that man should
know in what this co-operation consists; (60) perhaps it is even
inevitable that if the way in which it happens had been revealed
at a certain time, different men at another time should form
different conceptions of it, and that with all honesty. But then
the principle holds good : ‘‘ it is not essential, and therefore not
necessary for everyone to know what God does or has done for
his salvation,” but it is essential to know what h e himself has to
do in order to be worthy of this assistance.’
’[There is appended i n t h e original a long note (first added in the
second edition) on the relation between the preceding general remark and
the corresponding remarks appended to the other three sections of the
Philosophical Theory of ReZkJioit. As these sections are not here translated,
the note has been omitted.]

APPENDIX.

I.-ON

A SUPPOSED RIGHT TO TELL LIES FROM

BENEVOLENT NOTIVES.’
INthe work called Frame, for the year 1797, Part. VI. KO-1, on
Political Reactions, by Benjamin Coizstant, the following passage
OCCU~G,

p. 123 :-

The moral principle that it is one’s duty t o speak the truth, if
it mere taken singly and unconditionally, would make all society
impossible. We have the proof of this in the very direct consequences which have been drawn from this principle by a German
philosopher, who goes so far as t o affirm that t o tell a falsehood t o a
murderer who asked us whether our friend, of whom he was in
pursuit, had not taken refuge in our house, would be a crime.”2
The French philosopher opposes this principle in the following
manner, p. 124:-“It is a duty t o tell the truth. The notion of
d u b is inseparable from the notion of right. A duty is what in one
being corresponds t o the right of another. Where there are no rights
there are no duties. To tell the truth then is a dutr, but only
towards him mho has a right t o the truth. But no man has a right
to a truth that injures others.” The X ~ & O V +EGSOS here Lies in the
statement t.hat To tell the trutlh is a duty, but only towards kim who
has a right t o the truth.”
It is t o be remarked, first, that the expression t o ha-ve a right
t o the truth” is unmeaning. We should rather say, a man has a
“

’[Rozenkranz, vol. di., p. 295. This Essay -iras published in a Beilin
periodical in 1797.1
* “ J. D. Michaelis, in Gottingen, propounded the mrne strange opinion even
before K m t . That Kant is the philosopher here refei-red to, I have been informed
by the author of this work himself.”-K. F. CnaarEn.*
. I hereby admit that I have really said this in some place which I cannot now reca1lect.1. KANT.
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right t o his own t~uthfulntm(verncitas), that is, to subjective truth
in his o m person. For t o have a right objectively t o truth would
mean that, as in meum and tuum generally, it depends on his will
whether a given statement shall be true or false, which would produce a singular logic.
Now, the first question is whether a man-in cases where he
cannot avoid answering Yes or No-has the right t o be untruthful.
The second question is whether, in order to prevent a misdeed that
threatens him or some one else, he is not actually bound t o be
untruthful in a certain statement to which an unjust compulsion
forces him.
Truth in utterances that cannot be avoided is the formal duty of
a man t o everyone,’ however great the disadvantage that may arise
from it t o him or any other; and although by making a false statement I do no wrong t o him mho unjustly compels me t o speak, yet I
do wrong t o men in general in the most essential point of duty, so
that it may be called a lie (though not in the jurist’s sense), that is,
so far as in me lies I cause that declarations in general find no credit,
and hence that all rights founded on contract should lose their force ;
and this is a wrong which is done t o mankind.
If, then, we define a lie merely as an intentionally false declaration towards another man, r e need not add that it must bjurc
another ; as the jurists think proper t o put in their dehition (mendaciicwi est fubilopuium in prqhdicium alterius). For it always
injures another ; if not another individual, yet mankind generally,
since it -+-itides the source of justice. This benevolent lie may, hoaever, by accident (casus) become punishable even by civil laws ; and
that which escapes liability t o punishment only by accident may be
condemned as a wrong even by external laws. For instance, if you
have By rc Zie hindered a man who is even now planning a murder,
you are legally responsible for all the consequences. But if you
have strictly adhered t o the truth, public justice cnn find no fault
with you, be the unforeseen consequence what it may. It is possible
that ahilst you have honestly answered Yes to the murderer’s
question, whether his intended victim is in the house, the latter may
have gone out unobserved, and so not have come in the way of t.he
1 I do not wish here to press t h i s principle EO far ns to say that ‘‘ falsehood is a
violation of duty to one’s self.” For this principle belongs to Ethics, and here we
are speaking only of a duty of justice. Ethics look in this transgression only to
the worth2essizess, the reproach of which the liar draws on himself.
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murderer, and the deed therefore have not been done; whereas, if
you lied and said he was not in the house, and he had really gone
out (though unknown t o you) so that the murderer met him a6 he
went, and executed his purpose on him, then you might mith justice
be accused as the cause of his death. For, if you had spoken the
truth as well as you knew it, perhaps the murderer while seeking
for his enemy in the house might hare been caught by neighbours
coming up and the deed been prevented. Whoever then te2ls n Zie,
however good his intentions may be, must answer for the consequences of it, even before the civil tribunal, and must pay the
penalty for them, however unforeseen they may have been ; because
truthfulness is a duty that must be regarded as the basis of all duties
founded on contract, the laws of vhich would be rendered uncertain
and useless if even the least exception to them mere admitted.
To be trzctltful (honest) in all declarations i s therefore a sacred
unconditional command of reason, and not t o be limited by any
expediency.
M. Constant makes a thoughtful and sound remark on the
decrying of such strict principles, which it is alleged lose thernsclves
in impracticable ideas, and are therefore t o be rejected (p. 123) :“ In every case in which a principle proved t o be true seems t o be
inapplicable, it is because me do not know the middle princkle which
contains the medium of its application.” He adduces (p. 121) thr
doctrine of equality as the h s t link forming the social chain (p. 121) ;
namely that no man can be bound by any lams except those t o the
formation of which he has contributed. I n a very contracted society
this principle may be directly applied and become the o r d h q rule
without requiring any middle principle. But in a very numerous
society me must add a new principle t o that which we here date.
This middle principle is, that the individuals may contribute t o the
formation of the laws either in their own person or by reyrescntatives.
Whoever would try t o apply the first principle t o a numerous society
without taking in the middle principle would infallibly bring about
its destruction. But this circumstance, which would only show the
ignorance or incompetence of the lawgiver, would prove nothing
against the principle itself.” He concludes (p. 125) thus: “ A
principle recognised as truth must, therefore, never be abandoned,
however obviously danger may seem t o be involved in it.” (And
yet the good man himself abandoned the unconditional principle of
veracity on account of the danger t o society, because he could not
‘I
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discover any middle principle which mould serve t o prevent this
danger j and, in fact, no such principle is to be interpolated here.)
Retaining the names of the persons as they have been here
brought forward, ( I the French philosopher ” confounds the action
by which one does harm (laocet) to another by telling the truth, the
admission of which he cannot avoid, with the action by which he
does him wrong ( L d i t ) . It was merely an accideiit (cmw) that the
truth of t h e statement did harm t o the inhabitant of the house; it
was not a free deed (in the juridical sense). For to admit his right
to require another to tell a lie for his benefit would be to admit a
claim opposed to all law. Every man has not only a right, but the
strictest duty to truthfulness in statements which he cannot avoid,
whether they do harm t o himself or others. H e himself, properly
speaking, does not do harm t o him who suffers thereby; but this
harm is caused by accident. For the man is not free t o choose, since
(if he must speak a t all) veracity is an unconditional duty. The
‘‘ German philosopher ” mill therefore not adopt as his principle the
proposition (p. 124) : ( I It is a duty to speak the truth, but only to
him mho has a right to the truth,” f i s t on account of the obscurity of
the expression, for truth is not a possession, the right to which can
be granted t o one, and refused to another; and next and chiefly,
because the duty of veracity (of which alone we are speaking here)
makes no distinction between persons towards whom we have this
duty, and towards whom we may be free from it; but is an unco?&clitional duty which holds in all circumstances.
?Tow, in order to proceed from a nietaphyysic of Right (which
abstracts from all conditions of experience) to a principle of politics
(which applies these notions t o cases of experience), and by means of
this to t h e solution of a problem of t h e latter in accordance with the
An
general principle of right, the philosopher will enunciate :-I.
Azionz, t h a t is, an apodictically certain proposition, which f o l l o m
directly from t h e definition of external right (harmony of the freedom
of each with thc freedom of all by a universal law). 2. A Postulate
of external public law as the united will of all on the principle of
equality, without which there could not exist the freedom of all.
3. A Problem; how it is to be arranged that harmony may be mdnt i n e d in a society, however large,don principles of freedom and
equality (namely by means of a representative system) ; and this d l
then become a principle of the pok’tkca2 sygteiii, t h e establishment and
arrangement of which mill contain enactments which, drawn from
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practical knowledge of men, have in view only the mechanism of
administration of justice, and how this is t o be suitably carried out.
Justice must never be accommodated t o the political system, but
always the political system t o justice.
‘!A principle recognised as true ( I add, recognised ci priori, and
therefore apodictic) must never be abandoned, however obriously
danger may seem t o be involved in it,” says the author. Only here
we must not understand the danger of doiBg harm (accidentally), but
of doing wrong ; and this would happen if the duty of veracity, which
is quite unconditional, and constitutes the supreme condition of
justice in utterances, were made conditional and subordinate t o other
considerations ; and, although by a certain lie I in fact do no mong
t o any person, yet I infringe the principle of justice in regard t o all
indispensably necessary statements generally ( I do m o n g formally,
though not materially) ; and this is much worse than t o commit an
injustice t o any incli-iidual, because such a deed does not presuppose
any principle leading t o it in the subject. The man who, when
asked whether in the statement he is about to make he intends to
speak truth or not, does not receive the question with indignation at
the suspicion thus expressed towards him that he might be a liar,
but who asks permission f i s t t o consider possible exceptions, is
already a liar (riz potentia), since he shows that he does not recognize
veracity as a duty in itself, but resenes exceptions from a rule which
in its nature does not admit of exceptions, since t o do so mould be
self-contradictory.
All practical principles of justice must contain strict ti-uths, and
the principles here called middle principles can only contain the closer
dehition of their application t o actual cases (according t o the rules
of politics), and never exceptions from them, since exceptions destroy
the universality, on account of which alone they bear the name of
principles.

11.-ON

THE SATING “NECESSITY HAS KO LAW.”

There is no casus necessitntis except in the case where an unconditional duty conilicts with a duty which, though perhaps great, is yet
conditional ; e . g . if the question is about preserring the State from
disaster by betraying a person who stands towards another in a
relation such as, for example, that of father and son. To saye the
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State from harm is an unconditional d u t y ; t o saye an individual is
only a conditional dutg, namely, provided he has not been guilty of a
crime against the Btate. The information given to t h e authorities
may be given with the greatest reluctance, but it is given under
pressurel namely, moral necessity. But if a shipwrecked man
thrusts another from his plank in order to save his o m life, and it
is said that he had the right of necessity (i.e. physical necessity) to
do so, this is wholly false. For to maintain my own life is only a
conditional duty (viz. if it can be done without crime), but it is an
unconditional duty not t o take the life of another who does not
injure me, nay, does not even bring me into peril of losing it.
However, the teachers of general c i d right proceed quite consistently i n admitting this right of necessity. For the sovereign
power could not connect any punishinem! with the prohibition ; for
this punishment would necessarily be death, but it would be an
absurd law that would threaten death to a man if when in danger
he did not voluntarily submit to death.-From
“Bas iiiay iia der
Theorie richtig seyn, u. s. w.” (Rose&., ~ i . p.
, 211).
[The two cases here considered v e r e probably suggested by Cicero,
who quotes them from Hecato, a disciple of Panetius.--De Of,iii. 23.1
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