SECOND SECTION

TRANSITION FROM POPULAR MORAL PHILOSOPHY
TO A METAPHYSICS OF MORALS

If we have so far drawn our concept of duty from the ordinary use of
our practical reason, one is by no means to infer that we have treated it as
a concept of experience. On the contrary, when we pay attention to our
experience of the way human beings act, we meet frequent and—as we
ourselves admit—justified complaints that there cannot be cited a single
certain example of the disposition to act from pure duty; and we meet
complaints that although much may be done that is in accordance with
what duty commands, yet there are always doubts as to whether what oc-
curs has really been done from duty and so has moral worth. Hence there
have always been philosophers who have absolutely denied the reality of
this disposition in human actions and have ascribed everything to a more
or less refined self-love. Yet in so doing they have not cast doubt upon the
rightness of the concept of morality. Rather, they have spoken with
sincere regret as to the frailty and impurity of human nature, which they
think is noble enough to take as its precept an idea so worthy of respect
but yet is too weak to follow this idea: reason, which should legislate for
human nature, is used only to look after the interest of inclinations,
whether singly or, at best, in their greatest possible harmony with one
another.

In fact there is absolutely no possibility by means of experience to make
out with complete certainty a single case in which the maxim of an action
that may in other respects conform to duty has rested solely on moral
grounds and on the representation of one’s duty. It is indeed sometimes
the case that after the keenest self-examination we can find nothing except
the moral ground of duty that could have been strong enough to move us
to this or that good action and to such great sacrifice. But there cannot
with certainty be at all inferred from this that some secret impulse of self-
love, merely appearing as the idea of duty, was not the actual determin-
ing cause of the will. We like to flatter ourselves with the false claim to a
more noble motive; but in fact we can never, even by the strictest ex-
amination, completely plumb the depths of the secret incentives of our ac-
tions. For when moral value is being considered, the concern is not with
the actions, which are seen, but rather with their inner principles, which
are not seen.

Moreover, one cannot better serve the wishes of those who ridicule all
morality as being a mere phantom of human imagination getting above

19

406

407



408

20 SECOND SECTION

itself because of self-conceit than by conceding to them that the concepts
of duty must be drawn solely from experience (just as from indolence one
willingly persuades himself that such is the case as regards all other con-
cepts as well). For by so conceding, one prepares for them a sure triumph.
I am willing to admit out of love for humanity that most of our actions are
in accordance with duty; but if we look more closely at our planning and
striving, we everywhere come upon the dear self, which is always turning
up, and upon which the intent of our actions is based rather than upon the
strict command of duty (which would often require self-denial). One need
not be exactly an enemy of virtue, but only a cool observer who does not
take the liveliest wish for the good to be straight off its realization, in
order to become doubtful at times whether any true virtue is actually to
be found in the world. Such is especially the case when years increase and
one’s power of judgment is made shrewder by experience and keener in
observation. Because of these things nothing can protect us from a com-
plete falling away from our ideas of duty and preserve in the soul a well-
grounded respect for duty’s law except the clear conviction that, even if
there never have been actions springing from such pure sources, the ques-
tion at issue here is not whether this or that has happened but that reason
of itself and independently of all experience commands what ought to
happen. Consequently, reason unrelentingly commands actions of which
the world has perhaps hitherto never provided an example and whose
feasibility might well be doubted by one who bases everything upon ex-
perience; for instance, even though there might never yet have been a
sincere friend, still pure sincerity in friendship is nonetheless required of
every man, because this duty, prior to all experience, is contained as duty
in general in the idea of a reason that determines the will by means of a
priori grounds.

There may be noted further that unless we want to deny to the concept
of morality all truth and all reference to a possible object, we cannot but
admit that the moral law is of such widespread significance that it must
hold not merely for men but for all rational beings generally, and that it
must be valid not merely under contingent conditions and with exceptions
but must be absolutely necessary. Clearly, therefore, no experience can
give occasion for inferring even the possibility of such apodeictic laws.
For with what right could we bring into unlimited respect as a universal
precept for every rational nature what is perhaps valid only under the
contingent conditions of humanity? And how could laws for the deter-
mination of our will be regarded as laws for the determination of a ra-
tional being in general and of ourselves only insofar as we are rational be-
ings, if these laws were merely empirical and did not have their source
completely a priori in pure, but practical, reason?

Moreover, worse service cannot be rendered morality than that an at-
tempt be made to derive it from examples. For every example of morality
presented to me must itself first be judged according to principles of
morality in order to see whether it is fit to serve as an original example,
i.e., as a model. But in no way can it authoritatively furnish the concept
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of morality. Even the Holy One of the gospel must first be compared with
our ideal of moral perfection before he is recognized as such. Even he says
of himself, “Why do you call me (whom you see) good? None is good (the
"archetype of the good) except God only (whom you do not see).” But
whence have we the concept of God as the highest good? Solely from the
idea of moral perfection, which reason frames a priori and connects in-
separably with the concept of a free will. Imitation has no place at all in
moral matters. And examples serve only for encouragement, i.e., they put
beyond doubt the feasibility of what the law commands and they make
visible what the practical rule expresses more generally. But examples can
never justify us in setting aside their true original, which lies in reason,
and letting ourselves be guided by them.

If there is then no genuine supreme principle of morality which does not
rest on pure reason alone, independent of all experience, I think it is un-
necessary even to ask whether it is a good thing to exhibit these concepts
generally (in abstracto), which, along with the principles that belong to
them, hold a priori, so far as the knowledge involved is to be distinguished
from ordinary knowledge and is to be called philosophical. But in our
times it may well be necessary to do so. For if one were to take a vote as to
‘whether pure rational knowledge separated from everything empirical,
i.e., metaphysics of morals, or whether popular practical philosophy is to
be preferred, one can easily guess which side would be preponderant.

This descent to popular thought is certainly very commendable once
the ascent to the principles of pure reason has occurred and has been
satisfactorily accomplished. That would mean that the doctrine of morals
has first been grounded on metaphysics and that subsequently acceptance
for morals has been won by giving it a popular character after it has been
firmly established. But it is quite absurd to try for popularity in the first
inquiry, upon which depends the total correctness of the principles. Not
only can such a procedure never lay claim to the very rare merit of a true
philosophical popularity, inasmuch as there is really no art involved at all
in being generally intelligible if one thereby renounces all basic insight,
but such a procedure turns out a disgusting mishmash of patchwork obser-
vations and half-reasoned principles in which shallowpates revel because
all this is something quite useful for the chitchat of everyday life. Persons
of insight, on the other hand, feel confused by all this and turn their eyes
away with a dissatisfaction which they nevertheless cannot cure. Yet
philosophers, who quite see through the delusion, get little hearing when
they summon people for a time from this pretended popularity in order
that they may be rightfully popular only after they have attained definite
insight.

One need only look at the attempts to deal with morality in the way
favored by popular taste. What he will find in an amazing mixture is at
one time the particular constitution of human nature (but along with this
also the idea of a rational nature in general), at another time perfection,
at another happiness; here moral feeling, and there the fear of God;
something of this, and also something of that. But the thought never oc-
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curs to ask whether the principles of morality are to be sought at all in the
knowledge of human nature (which can be had only from experience).
Nor does the thought occur that if these principles are not to be sought
here but to be found, rather, completely a priori and free from everything
empirical in pure rational concepts only, and are to be found nowhere else
even to the slightest extent—then there had better be adopted the plan of
undertaking this investigation as a separate inquiry, i.e., as pure practical
philosophy or (if one may use a name so much decried) as a metaphysics!
of morals. It is better to bring this investigation to full completeness en-
tirely by itself and to bid the public, which demands popularity, to await
the outcome of this undertaking.

But such a completely isolated metaphysics of morals, not mixed with
any anthropology, theology, physics, or hyperphysics, and still less with
occult qualities (which might be called hypophysical), is not only an in-
dispensable substratum of all theoretical and precisely defined knowledge
of duties, but is at the same time a desideratum of the highest importance
for the actual fulfillment of their precepts. For the pure thought of duty
and of the moral law generally, unmixed with any extraneous addition of
empirical inducements, has by the way of reason alone (which first
becomes aware hereby that it can of itself be practical) an influence on
the human heart so much more powerful than all other incentives? which
may be derived from the empirical field that reason in the consciousness
of its dignity despises such incentives and is able gradually to become their
master. On the other hand, a mixed moral philosophy, compounded both
of incentives drawn from feelings and inclinations and at the same time of
rational concepts, must make the mind waver between motives that can-
not be brought under any principle and that can only by accident lead to
the good but often can also lead to the bad.

It is clear from the foregoing that all moral concepts have their seat and
origin completely a priori in reason, and indeed in the most ordinary

1. Pure philosophy of morals (metaphysics) may be distinguished from the applied (viz.,
applied to human nature) just as pure mathematics is distinguished from applied mathematics
and pure logic from applied logic. By this designation one is also immediately reminded that
moral principles are not grounded on the peculiarities of human nature but must subsist a
priori of themselves, and that from such principles practical rules must be derivable for every
rational nature, and accordingly for human nature.

2. I have a letter from the late excellent Sulzer [Johann Georg Sulzer (1720-1779), an im-
portant Berlin savant, who translated Hume’s Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals in-
to German in 1755] in which he asks me why it is that moral instruction accomplishes so little,
even though it contains so much that is convincing to reason. My answer was delayed so that I
might make it complete. But it is just that the teachers themselves have not purified their con-
cepts: since they try to do too well by looking everywhere for motives for being morally good,
they spoil the medicine by trying to make it really strong. For the most ordinary observation
shows that when a righteous act is represented as being done with a steadfast soul and
sundered from all view to any advantage in this or another world, and even under the greatest
temptations of need or allurement, it far surpasses and eclipses any similar action that was in
the least affected by any extraneous incentive; it elevates the soul and inspires the wish to be
able to act in this way. Even moderately young children feel this impression, and duties
should never be represented to them in any other way.
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human reason just as much as in the most highly speculative. They cannot

be abstracted from any empirical, and hence merely contingent, cogni-

tion. In this purity of their origin lies their very worthiness to serve us as

supreme practical principles; and to the extent that something empirical
| is added to them, just so much is taken away from their genuine influence
| and from the absolute worth of the corresponding actions. Moreover, it is
not only a requirement of the greatest necessity from a theoretical point of
view, when it is a question of speculation, but also of the greatest prac-
tical importance, to draw these concepts and laws from pure reason, to
present them pure and unmixed, and indeed to determine the extent of
this entire practical and pure rational cognition, i.e., to determine the
whole faculty of pure practical reason. The principles should not be made 412
to depend on the particular nature of human reason, as speculative
philosophy may permit and even sometimes finds necessary; but, rather,
the principles should be derived from the universal concept of a rational
being in general, since moral laws should hold for every rational being as
such. In this way all morals, which require anthropology in order to be
applied to humans, must be entirely expounded at first independently of
anthropology as pure philosophy, i.e., as metaphysics (which can easily
be done in such distinct kinds of knowledge). One knows quite well that
unless one is in possession of such a metaphysics, then the attempt is futile,
I shall not say to determine exactly for speculative judgment the moral
element of duty in all that accords with duty, but that the attempt is im-
possible, even in ordinary and practical usage, especially in that of moral
instruction, to ground morals on their genuine principles and thereby to
produce pure moral dispositions and engraft them on men’s minds for the
promotion of the highest good in the world.

In this study we must advance by natural stages not merely from or-
dinary moral judgment (which is here ever so worthy of respect) to
philosophical judgment, as has already been done, but also from popular
philosophy, which goes no further than it can get by groping about with
the help of examples, to metaphysics (which does not permit itself to be
held back any longer by what is empirical, and which, inasmuch as it
must survey the whole extent of rational knowledge of this kind, goes
right up to ideas, where examples themselves fail us). In order to make
such an advance, we must follow and clearly present the practical faculty
of reason from its universal rules of determination to the point where the
concept of duty springs from it.

Everything in nature works according to laws. Only a rational being
has the power to act according to his conception of laws, i.e., according to
principles, and thereby has he a will. Since the derivation of actions from
laws requires reason, the will is nothing but practical reason. If reason in-
fallibly determines the will, then in the case of such a being actions which
are recognized to be objectively necessary are also subjectively necessary,
i.e., the will is a faculty of choosing only that which reason, independent-
ly of inclination, recognizes as being practically necessary, i.e., as good.
But if reason of itself does not sufficiently determine the will, and if the
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will submits also to subjective conditions (certain incentives) which do not
always agree with objective conditions; in a word, if the will does not in
itself completely accord with reason (as is actually the case with men),
then actions which are recognized as objectively necessary are subjective-
ly contingent, and the determination of such a will according to objective
laws is necessitation. That is to say that the relation of objective laws to a
will not thoroughly good is represented as the determination of the will of
a rational being by principles of reason which the will does not necessarily
follow because of its own nature.

The representation of an objective principle insofar as it necessitates the
will is called a command (of reason), and the formula of the command is
called an imperative.

All imperatives are expressed by an ought and thereby indicate the rela-
tion of an objective law of reason to a will that is not necessarily determined
by this law because of its subjective constitution (the relation of necessita-
tion). Imperatives say that something would be good to do or to refrain from
doing, but they say it to a will that does not always therefore do something
simply because it has been represented to the will as something good to do.
That is practically good which determines the will by means of representa-
tions of reason and hence not by subjective causes, but objectively, i.e., on
grounds valid for every rational being as such. It is distinguished from the
pleasant as that which influences the will only by means of sensation from
merely subjective causes, which hold only for this or that person’s senses but
do not hold as a principle of reason valid for everyone.?

A perfectly good will would thus be quite as much subject to objective
laws (of the good), but could not be conceived as thereby necessitated to
act in conformity with law, inasmuch as it can of itself, according to its
subjective constitution, be determined only by the representation of the
good. Therefore no imperatives hold for the divine will, and in general for
a holy will; the ought is here out of place, because the would is already of
itself necessarily in agreement with the law. Consequently, imperatives
are only formulas for expressing the relation of objective laws of willing in
general to the subjective imperfection of the will of this or that rational
being, e.g., the human will.

3. The dependence of the faculty of desire on sensations is called inclination, which accord-
ingly always indicates a need. The dependence of a contingently determinable will on prin-
ciples of reason, however, is called interest. Therefore an interest is found only in a dependent
will which is not of itself always in accord with reason; in the divine will no interest can be
thought. But even the human will can take an interest in something without thereby acting
from interest. The former signifies practical interest in the action, while the latter signifies
pathological interest in the object of the action. The former indicates only dependence of the
will on principles of reason by itself, while the latter indicates the will’s dependence on prin-
ciples of reason for the sake of inclination, i.e., reason merely gives the practical rule for
meeting the need of inclination. In the former case the action interests me, while in the latter
case what interests me is the object of the action (so far as this object is pleasant for me). In the
First Section we have seen that in the case of an action done from duty regard must be given
not to the interest in the object, but only to interest in the action itself and in its rational prin-
ciple (viz., the law).
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Now all imperatives command either hypothetically or categorically.
The former represent the practical necessity of a possible action as a
means for attaining something else that one wants (or may possibly want).
The categorical imperative would be one which represented an action as
objectively necessary in itself, without reference to another end.
 Every practical law represents a possible action as good and hence as
necessary for a subject who is practically determinable by reason;
therefore all imperatives are formulas for determining an action which
is necessary according to the principle of a will that is good in some
way. Now if the action would be good merely as a means to something
else, so is the imperative hypothetical. But if the action is represented
as good in itself, and hence as necessary in a will which of itself conforms
to reason as the principle of the will, then the imperative is cate-
gorical.

An imperative thus says what action possible by me would be good, and
it presents the practical rule in relation to a will which does not forthwith
perform an action simply because it is good, partly because the subject
does not always know that the action is good and partly because (even if
he does know it is good) his maxims might yet be opposed to the objective
principles of practical reason.

A hypothetical imperative thus says only that an action is good for some
purpose, either possible or actual. In the first case it is a problematic prac-
tical principle; in the second case an assertoric one. A categorical im-
perative, which declares an action to be of itself objectively necessary
without reference to any purpose, i.e., without any other end, holds as an
apodeictic practical principle.

Whatever is possible only through the powers of some rational being
can be thought of as a possible purpose of some will. Consequently, there
are in fact infinitely many principles of action insofar as they are
represented as necessary for attaining a possible purpose achievable by
them. All sciences have a practical part consisting of problems saying that
some end is possible for us and of imperatives telling us how it can be at-
tained. These can, therefore, be called in general imperatives of skill.
Here there is no question at all whether the end is reasonable and good,
but there is only a question as to what must be done to attain it. The
prescriptions needed by a doctor in order to make his patient thoroughly
healthy and by a poisoner in order to make sure of killing his victim are of
equal value so far as each serves to bring about its purpose perfectly. Since
there cannot be known in early youth what ends may be presented to us in
the course of life, parents especially seek to have their children learn many
different kinds of things, and they provide for skill in the use of means to
all sorts of arbitrary ends, among which they cannot determine whether
any one of them could in the future become an actual purpose for their
ward, though there is always the possibility that he might adopt it. Their
concern is so great that they commonly neglect to form and correct their
children’s judgment regarding the worth of things which might be chosen
as ends.
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There is, however, one end that can be presupposed as actual for all ra-
tional beings (so far as they are dependent beings to whom imperatives
apply); and thus there is one purpose which they not merely can have but
which can certainly be assumed to be such that they all do have by a
natural necessity, and this is happiness. A hypothetical imperative which
represents the practical necessity of an action as means for the promotion
of happiness is assertoric. It may be expounded not simply as necessary to
an uncertain, merely possible purpose, but as necessary to a purpose
which can be presupposed a priori and with certainty as being present in
everyone because it belongs to his essence. Now skill in the choice of
means to one’s own greatest well-being can be called prudencet in the nar-
rowest sense. And thus the imperative that refers to the choice of means to
one’s own happiness, i.e., the precept of prudence, still remains
hypothetical; the action is commanded not absolutely but only as a means
to a further purpose.

Finally, there is one imperative which immediately commands a cer-
tain conduct without having as its condition any other purpose to be at-
tained by it. This imperative is categorical. It is not concerned with the
matter of the action and its intended result, but rather with the form of
the action and the principle from which it follows; what is essentially
good in the action consists in the mental disposition, let the consequences
be what they may. This imperative may be called that of morality.

Willing according to these three kinds of principles is also clearly
distinguished by dissimilarity in the necessitation of the will. To make this
dissimilarity clear I think that they are most suitably named in their order
when they are said to be either rules of skill, counsels of prudence, or com-
mands (laws) of morality. For law alone involves the concept of a necessity
that is unconditioned and indeed objective and hence universally valid,
and commands are laws which must be obeyed, i.e., must be followed
even in opposition to inclination. Counsel does indeed involve necessity,
but involves such necessity as is valid only under a subjectively contingent
condition, viz., whether this or that man counts this or that as belonging to

‘his happiness. On the other hand, the categorical imperative is limited by

no condition, and can quite properly be called a command since it is ab-
solutely, though practically, necessary. The first kind of imperatives might
also be called technical (belonging to art), the second kind pragmatic®

4. The word “prudence” is used in a double sense: firstly, it can mean worldly wisdom,
and, secondly, private wisdom. The former is the skill of someone in influencing others so as
to use them for his own purposes. The latter is the sagacity to combine all these purposes for
his own lasting advantage. The value of the former is properly reduced to the latter, and it
might better be said of one who is prudent in the former sense but not in the latter that he is
clever and cunning, but on the whole imprudent.

5. It seems to me that the proper meaning of the word “pragmatic” could be defined most
accurately in this way. For those sanctions are called pragmatic which properly flow not from
the law of states as necessary enactments but from provision for the general welfare. A history
is pragmatically written when it teaches prudence, i.e., instructs the world how it can pro-
vide for its interests better than, or at least as well as, has been done in former times.
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(belonging to welfare), the third kind moral (belonging to free conduct as
such, i.e., to morals).

The question now arises: how are all of these imperatives possible?®
This question does not seek to know how the fulfillment of the action com-
manded by the imperative can be' conceived, but merely how the
necessitation of the will expressed by the imperative in setting a task can
be conceived. How an imperative of skill is possible requires no special
discussion. Whoever wills the end, wills (so far as reason has decisive in-
fluence on his actions) also the means that are indispensably necessary to
his actions and that lie in his power. This proposition, as far as willing is
concerned, is analytic. For in willing an object as my effect there is
already thought the causality of myself as an acting cause, i.e., the use of
means. The imperative derives the concept of actions necessary to this end
from the concept of willing this end. (Synthetic propositions are indeed
required for determining the means to a proposed end; but such proposi-
tions are concerned not with the ground, i.e., the act of the will, but only
with the way to realize the object of the will.) Mathematics teaches by
nothing but synthetic propositions that in order to bisect a line according
to a sure principle I must from each of its extremities draw ares such that
they intersect. But when I know that the proposed result can come about
only by means of such an action, then the proposition (if I fully will the ef-
fect, then I also will the action required for it) is analytic. For it is one and
the same thing to conceive of something as an effect that is possible in a
certain way through me and to conceive of myself as acting in the same
way with regard to the aforesaid effect.

If it were only as easy to give a determinate concept of happiness, then
the imperatives of prudence would exactly correspond to those of skill
and would be likewise analytic. For there could be said in this case just as
in the former that whoever wills the end also wills (necessarily according
to reason) the sole means thereto which are in his power. But, unfor-
tunately, the concept of happiness is such an indeterminate one that even
though everyone wishes to attain happiness, yet he can never say definite-
ly and consistently what it is that he really wishes and wills. The reason
for this is that all the elements belonging to the concept of happiness are
unexceptionally empirical, i.e., they must be borrowed from experience,
while for the idea of happiness there is required an absolute whole, a
maximum of well-being in my present and in every future condition.
Now it is impossible for the most insightful and at the same time most
powerful, but nonetheless finite, being to frame here a determinate con-
cept of what it is that he really wills. Does he want riches? How much
anxiety, envy, and intrigue might he not thereby bring down upon his
own head! Or knowledge and insight? Perhaps these might only give him
an eye that much sharper for revealing that much more dreadfully evils
which are at present hidden but are yet unavoidable, or such an eye

6. [That is, why should one let his actions be determined at various times by one or the
other of these three kinds of imperatives?]
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might burden him with still further needs for the desires which already
concern him enough. Or long life? Who guarantees that it would not be a
long misery? Or health at least? How often has infirmity of the body kept
one from excesses into which perfect health would have allowed him to
fall, and so on? In brief, he is not able on any principle to determine with
complete certainty what will make him truly happy, because to do so
would require omniscience. Therefore, one cannot act according to
determinate principles in order to be happy, but only according to em-
pirical counsels, e.g., of diet, frugality, politeness, reserve, etc., which
are shown by experience to contribute on the average the most to well-
being. There follows from this that imperatives of prudence, strictly
speaking, cannot command at all, i.e., present actions objectively as
practically necessary. They are to be taken as counsels (consilia) rather
than as commands (praecepta) of reason. The problem of determining
certainly and universally what action will promote the happiness of a ra-
tional being is completely insoluble. Therefore, regarding such action no
imperative that in the strictest sense could command what is to be done
to make one happy is possible, inasmuch as happiness is not an ideal of
reason but of imagination. Such an ideal rests merely on empirical
grounds; in vain can there be expected that such grounds should deter-
mine an action whereby the totality of an infinite series of consequences
could be attained. This imperative of prudence would, nevertheless, be
an analytic practical proposition if one assumes that the means to hap-
piness could with certainty be assigned; for it differs from the imperative
of skill only in that for it the end is given while for the latter the end is
merely possible. Since both, however, command only the means to what
is assumed to be willed as an end, the imperative commanding him who
wills the end to will likewise the means thereto is in both cases analytic.
Hence there is also no difficulty regarding the possibility of an imperative
of prudence.

On the other hand, the question as to how the imperative of morality is
possible is undoubtedly the only one requiring a solution. For it is not at
all hypothetical; and hence the objective necessity which it presents can-
not be based on any presupposition, as was the case with the hypothetical
imperatives. Only there must never here be forgotten that no example can
show, i.e., empirically, whether there is any such imperative at all.
Rather, care must be taken lest all imperatives which are seemingly
categorical may nevertheless be covertly hypothetical. For instance, when
it is said that you should not make a false promise, the assumption is that
the necessity of this avoidance is no mere advice for escaping some other
evil, so that it might be said that you should not make a false promise lest
you ruin your credit when the falsity comes to light. But when it is
asserted that an action of this kind must be regarded as bad in itself, then
the imperative of prohibition is therefore categorical. Nevertheless, it
cannot with certainty be shown by means of an example that the will is
here determined solely by the law without any other incentive, even
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though such may seem to be the case. For it is always possible that secretly
there is fear of disgrace and perhaps also obscure dread of other dangers;
such fear and dread may have influenced the will. Who can prove by ex-
perience that a cause is not present? Experience only shows that a cause
is not perceived. But in such a case the so-called moral imperative,
which as such appears to be categorical and unconditioned, would ac-
tually be only a pragmatic precept which makes us pay attention to our
own advantage and merely teaches us to take such advantage into con-
sideration. '

We shall, therefore, have to investigate the possibility of a categorical
imperative entirely a priori, inasmuch as we do not here have the advan-
tage of having its reality given in experience and consequently of thus be-
ing obligated merely to explain its possibility rather than to establish it. In
the meantime so much can be seen for now: the categorical imperative
alone purports to be a practical law, while all the others may be called
principles of the will but not laws. The reason for this is that whatever is
necessary merely in order to attain some arbitrary purpose can be re-
garded as in itself contingent, and the precept can always be ignored once
the purpose is abandoned. Contrariwise, an unconditioned command
does not leave the will free to choose the opposite at its own liking. Conse-
quently, only such a command carries with it that necessity which is
demanded from a law.

Secondly, in the case of this categorical imperative, or law of morality,
the reason for the difficulty (of discerning its possibility) is quite serious.
The categorical imperative is an a priori synthetic practical proposition;’
and since discerning the possibility of propositions of this sort involves so

"‘much difficulty in theoretic knowledge, there may readily be gathered

that there will be no less difficulty in practical knowledge.

In solving this problem, we want first to inquire whether perhaps the
mere concept of a categorical imperative may not also supply us with the
formula containing the proposition that can alone be a categorical im-
perative. For even when we know the purport of such an absolute com-
mand, the question as to how it is possible will still require a special and
difficult effort, which we postpone to the last section.®

If I think of a hypothetical imperative in general, I do not know
beforehand what it will contain until its condition is given. But if I think
of a categorical imperative, I know immediately what it contains. For
since, besides the law, the imperative contains only the necessity that the

7. I connect a priori, and therefore necessarily, the act with the will without presupposing
any condition taken from some inclination (though I make such a connection only objectively,
i.e., under the idea of a reason having full power over all subjective motives). Hence this is a
practical proposition which does not analytically derive the willing of an action from some
other willing already presupposed (for we possess no such perfect will) but which connects the
willing of an action immediately with the concept of the will of a rational being as something
which is not contained in this concept.

8. [See below Ak. 446-63.]
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maxim® should accord with this law, while the law contains no condition
to restrict it, there remains nothing but the universality of a law as such
with which the maxim of the action should conform. This conformity
alone is properly what is represented as necessary by the imperative.

Hence there is only one categorical imperative and it is this: Act only
according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will that it
should become a universal law.°

Now if all imperatives of duty can be derived from this one imperative
as their principle, then there can at least be shown what is understood by
the concept of duty and what it means, even though there is left
undecided whether what is called duty may not be an empty concept.

The universality of law according to which effects are produced con-
stitutes what is properly called nature in the most general sense (as to
form), i.e., the existence of things as far as determined by universal laws.
Accordingly, the universal imperative of duty may be expressed thus: Act
as if the maxim of your action were to become through your will a univer-
sal law of nature.!!

We shall now enumerate some duties, following the usual division of them
into duties to ourselves and to others and into perfect and imperfect duties.2

1. A man reduced to despair by a series of misfortunes feels sick of life
but is still so far in possession of his reason that he can ask himself whether
taking his own life would not be contrary to his duty to himself.!3 Now he
asks whether the maxim of his action could become a universal law of
nature. But his maxim is this: from self-love I make as my principle to
shorten my life when its continued duration threatens more evil than it
promises satisfaction. There only remains the question as to whether this

9. A maxim is the subjective principle of acting and must be distinguished from the objec-
tive principle, viz., the practical law. A maxim contains the practical rule which reason deter-
mines in accordance with the conditions of the subject (often his ignorance or his inclinations)
and is thus the principle according to which the subject does act. But the law is the objective
principle valid for every rational being, and it is the principle according to which he ought to
act, i.e., an imperative.

10. [This formulation of the categorical imperative is often referred to as the formula of
universal law.]

11. [This is often called the formula of the law of nature.]

12. There should be noted here that I reserve the division of duties for a future Metaphysics
of Morals [in Part II of the Metaphysics of Morals, entitled The Metaphysical Principles of
Virtue, Ak. 417-474]. The division presented here stands as merely an arbitrary one (in order
to arrange my examples). For the rest, I understand here by a perfect duty one which permits
no exception in the interest of inclination. Accordingly, I have perfect duties which are exter-
nal [to others], while other ones are internal [to oneself]. This classification runs contrary to
the accepted usage of the schools, but I do not intend to justify it here, since there is no dif-
ference for my purpose whether this classification is accepted or not.

13. [Not committing suicide is an example of a perfect duty to oneself. See Metaphysical
Principles of Virtue, Ak. 422-24.]
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principle of self-love can become a universal law of nature. One sees at
once a contradiction in a system of nature whose law would destroy life by
means of the very same feeling that acts so as to stimulate the furtherance
of life, and hence there could be no existence as a system of nature.
Therefore, such a maxim cannot possibly hold as a universal law of nature
and is, consequently, wholly opposed to the supreme principle of all duty.

2. Another man in need finds himself forced to borrow money. He
knows well that he won’t be able to repay it, but he sees also that he will
not get any loan unless he firmly promises to repay it within a fixed time.
He wants to make such a promise, but he still has conscience enough to
ask himself whether it is not permissible and is contrary to duty to get out
of difficulty in this way. Suppose, however, that he decides to do so. The
maxim of his action would then be expressed as follows: when I believe
myself to be in need of money, 1 will borrow money and promise to pay it
back, although I know that I can never do so. Now this principle of self-
love or personal advantage may perhaps be quite compatible with one’s
entire future welfare, but the question is now whether it is right.'* I then
transform the requirement of self-love into a universal law and put the
question thus: how would things stand if my maxim were to become a
universal law? He then sees at once that such a maxim could never hold as
a universal law of nature and be consistent with itself, but must necessari-
ly be self-contradictory. For the universality of a law which says that
anyone believing himself to be in difficulty could promise whatever he
pleases with the intention of not keeping it would make promising itself
and the end to be attained thereby quite impossible, inasmuch as no one
would believe what was promised him but would merely laugh at all such
utterances as being vain pretenses.

3. A third finds in himself a talent whose cultivation could make him a
man useful in many respects. But he finds himself in comfortable cir-
cumstances and prefers to indulge in pleasure rather than to bother
himself about broadening and improving his fortunate natural aptitudes.
But he asks himself further whether his maxim of neglecting his natural
gifts, besides agreeing of itself with his propensity to indulgence, might
agree also with what is called duty.!® He then sees that a system of nature
could indeed always subsist according to such a universal law, evén
though every man (like South Sea Islanders) should let his talents rust and
resolve to devote his life entirely to idleness, indulgence, propagation,
and, in a word, to enjoyment. But he cannot possibly will that this should
become a universal law of nature or be implanted in us as such a law by a
natural instinct. For as a rational being he necessarily wills that all his
faculties should be developed, inasmuch as they are given him for all sorts
of possible purposes.

14. [Keeping promises is an example of a perfect duty to others. See ibid., Ak. 423-31.]

15. [Cultivating one’s talents is an example of an imperfect duty to oneself. See ibid.,
Ak. 444-46.]
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4. A fourth man finds things going well for himself but sees others
(whom he could help) struggling with great hardships; and he thinks:
what does it matter to me? Let everybody be as happy as Heaven wills or
as he can make himself; I shall take nothing from him nor even envy him;
but I have no desire to contribute anything to his well-being or to his
assistance when in need. If such a way of thinking were to become a
universal law of nature, the human race admittedly could very well sub-
sist and doubtless could subsist even better than when everyone prates
about sympathy and benevolence and even on occasion exerts himself to
practice them but, on the other hand, also cheats when he can, betrays
the rights of man, or otherwise violates them. But even though it is possi-
| ble that a universal law of nature could subsist in accordance with that
| maxim, still it is impossible to will that such a principle should hold
| everywhere as a law of nature.!® For a will which resolved in this way
| would contradict itself, inasmuch as cases might often arise in which one
would have need of the love and sympathy of others and in which he
would deprive himself, by such a law of nature springing from his own
will, of all hope of the aid he wants for himself.

These are some of the many actual duties, or at least what are taken to

424 be such, whose derivation from the single principle cited above is clear.

We must be able to will that a maxim of our action become a universal

law; this is the canon for morally estimating any of our actions. Some ac-

tions are so constituted that their maxims cannot without contradiction

even be thought as a universal law of nature, much less be willed as what

| should become one. In the case of others this internal impossibility is in-

deed not found, but there is still no possibility of willing that their maxim

should be raised to the universality of a law of nature, because such a will

would contradict itself. There is no difficulty in seeing that the former

kind of action conflicts with strict or narrow [perfect] (irremissible) duty,

while the second kind conflicts only with broad [imperfect] (meritorious)

| duty.!” By means of these examples there has thus been fully set forth how

all duties depend as regards the kind of obligation (not the object of their
| action) upon the one principle.

| If we now attend to ourselves in any transgression of a duty, we find

| that we actually do not will that our maxim should become a universal

law—because this is impossible for us—but rather that the opposite of

this maxim should remain a law universally.!® We only take the liberty of

making an exception to the law for ourselves (or just for this one time) to

16. [Benefiting others is an example of an imperfect duty to others. See ibid., Ak. 452-54.]
17. [Compare ibid., Ak. 390-94, 410-11, 421-51.]

18. [This is to say, for example, that when you tell a lie, you do so on the condition that
others are truthful and believe that what you are saying is true, because otherwise your lie
will never work to get you what you want. When you tell a lie, you simply take exception to
the general rule that says everyone should always tell the truth.]
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the advantage of our inclination. Consequently, if we weighed up
evervthing from one and the same standpoint, namely, that of reason,
we would find a contradiction in our own will, viz., that a certain prin-
ciple be objectively necessary as a universal law and yet subjectively not
hold universally but should admit of exceptions. But since we at one mo-
ment regard our action from the standpoint of a will wholly in accord
with reason and then at another moment regard the very same action
from the standpoint of a will affected by inclination, there is really no
contradiction here. Rather, there is an opposition (antagonismus) of in-
clination to the precept of reason, whereby the universality (univer-
salitas) of the principle is changed into a mere generality (generalitas) so
that the practical principle of reason may meet the maxim halfway.
Although this procedure cannot be justified in our own impartial judg-
ment, yet it does show that we actually acknowledge the validity of the
categorical imperative and (with all respect for it) merely allow ourselves
a few exceptions which, as they seem to us, are unimportant and forced
upon us.

We have thus at least shown that if duty is a concept which is to have
significance and real legislative authority for our actions, then such duty
can be expressed only in categorical imperatives but not at all in
hypothetical ones. We have also—and this is already a great deal—ex-
hibited clearly and definitely for every application what is the content of
the categorical imperative, which must contain the principle of all duty
(if there is such a thing at all). But we have not yet advanced far enough
to prove a priori that there actually is an imperative of this kind, that
there is a practical law which of itself commands absolutely and without
any incentives, and that following this law is duty.

In order to attain this proof there is the utmost importance in being
warned that we must not take it into our mind to derive the reality of this
principle from the special characteristics of human nature. For duty has
to be a practical, unconditioned necessity of action; hence it must hold for
all rational beings (to whom alone an imperative is at all applicable) and
for this reason only can it also be a law for all human wills. On the other
hand, whatever is derived from the special natural condition of humani-
ty, from certain feelings and propensities, or even, if such were possible,
from some special tendency peculiar to human reason and not holding
necessarily for the will of every rational being—all of this can indeed yield
a maxim valid for us, but not a law. This is to say that such can yield a
subjective principle according to which we might act if we happen to
have the propensity and inclination, but cannot yield an objective princi-
ple according to which we would be directed to act even though our every
propensity, inclination, and natural tendency were opposed to it. In fact,
the sublimity and inner worth of the command are so much the more evi-
dent in a duty, the fewer subjective causes there are for it and the more
they oppose it; such causes do not in the least weaken the necessitation ex-
erted by the law or take away anything from its validity.
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Here philosophy is seen in fact to be put in a precarious position, which
should be firm even though there is neither in heaven nor on earth
anything upon which it depends or is based. Here philosophy must show
its purity as author of its laws, and not as the herald of such laws as are
whispered to it by an implanted sense or by who knows what tutelary
nature. Such laws may be better than nothing at all, but they can never
give us principles dictated by reason. These principles must have an origin
that is completely a priori and must at the same time derive from such
origin their authority to command. They expect nothing from the inclina-
tion of men but, rather, expect everything from the supremacy of the law
and from the respect owed to the law. Without the latter expectation,
these principles condemn man to self-contempt and inward abhorrence.

Hence everything empirical is not only quite unsuitable as a contribu-
tion to the principle of morality, but is even highly detrimental to the
purity of morals. For the proper and inestimable worth of an absolutely
good will consists precisely in the fact that the principle of action is free of
all influences from contingent grounds, which only experience can fur-
nish. This lax or even mean way of thinking which seeks its principle
among empirical motives and laws cannot too much or too often be
warned against, for human reason in its weariness is glad to rest upon this
pillow. In a dream of sweet illusions (in which not Juno but a cloud is em-
braced) there is substituted for morality some bastard patched up from
limbs of quite varied ancestry and looking like anything one wants to see
in it but not looking like virtue to him who has once beheld her in her true
form.'® .

Therefore, the question is this: is it a necessary law for all rational be-
ings always to judge their actions according to such maxims as they can
themselves will that such should serve as universal laws? If there is such a
law, then it must already be connected (completely a priori) with the con-
cept of the will of a rational being in general. But in order to discover this
connection we must, however reluctantly, take a step into metaphysics, al-
though into a region of it different from speculative philosophy, i.e., we
must enter the metaphysics of morals. In practical philosophy the concern is
not with accepting grounds for what happens but with accepting laws of
what ought to happen, even though it never does happen—that is, the con-
cern is with objectively practical laws. Here there is no need to inquire into
the grounds as to why something pleases or displeases, how the pleasure of
mere sensation differs from taste, and whether taste differs from a general
satisfaction of reason, upon what does the feeling of pleasure and displea-
sure rest, and how from this feeling desires and inclinations arise, and
how, finally, from these there arise maxims through the cooperation

19. To behold virtue in her proper form is nothing other than to present morality stripped
of all admixture of what is sensuous and of every spurious adornment of reward or self-love.
How much she then eclipses all else that appears attractive to the inclinations can be easily
seen by everyone with the least effort of his reason, if it be not entirely ruined for all abstrac-
tion.
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of reason. All of this belongs to an empirical psychology, which would
constitute the second part of the doctrine of nature, if this doctrine is
regarded as the philosophy of nature insofar as this philosophy is
grounded on empirical laws. But here the concern is with objectively
practical laws, and hence with the relation of a will to itself insofar as it is
determined solely by reason. In this case everything related to what is em-
pirical falls away of itself, because if reason entirely by itself determines
conduct (and the possibility of such determination we now wish to in-
vestigate), then reason must necessarily do so a priori.

The will is thought of as a faculty of determining itself to action in ac-
cordance with the representation of certain laws, and such a faculty can
be found only in rational beings. Now what serves the will as the objective
ground of its self-determination is an end; and if this end is given by
reason alone, then it must be equally valid for all rational beings. On the
other hand, what contains merely the ground of the possibility of the ac-
tion, whose effect is an end, is called the means. The subjective ground of
desire is the incentive; the objective ground of volition is the motive.
Hence there arises the distinction between subjective ends, which rest on
incentives, and objective ends, which depend on motives valid for every
rational being. Practical principles are formal when they abstract from all
subjective ends; they are material, however, when they are founded upon
subjective ends, and hence upon certain incentives. The ends which a ra-
tional being arbitrarily proposes to himself as effects of this action
(material ends) are all merely relative, for only their relation to a specially
constituted faculty of desire in the subject gives them their worth. Conse-
quently, such worth cannot provide any universal principles, which are
valid and necessary for all rational beings and, furthermore, are valid for
every volition, i.e., cannot provide any practical laws. Therefore, all such
relative ends can be grounds only for hypothetical imperatives.

But let us suppose that there were something whose existence has in
itself an absolute worth, something which as an end in itself could be a
ground of determinate laws. In it, and in it alone, would there be the
ground of a possible categorical imperative, i.e., of a practical law.

Now I say that man, and in general every rational being, exists as an
end in himself and not merely as a means to be arbitrarily used by this or
that will. He must in all his actions, whether directed to himself or to
other rational beings, always be regarded at the same time as an end. All
the objects of inclinations have only a conditioned value; for if there were
not these inclinations and the needs founded on them, then their object
would be without value. But the inclinations themselves, being sources of
needs, are so far from having an absolute value such as to render them
desirable for their own sake that the universal wish of every rational being
must be, rather, to be wholly free from them. Accordingly, the value of
any object obtainable by our action is always conditioned. Beings whose
existence depends not on our will but on nature have, nevertheless, if they
are not rational beings, only a relative value as means and are therefore
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called things. On the other hand, rational beings are called persons in-
asmuch as their nature already marks them out as ends in themselves, i.e.,
as something which is not to be used merely as means and hence there is
imposed thereby a limit on all arbitrary use of such beings, which are thus
objects of respect. Persons are, therefore, not merely subjective ends,
whose existence as an effect of our actions has a value for us; but such be-
ings are objective ends, i.e., exist as ends in themselves. Such an end is one
for which there can be substituted no other end to which such beings
should serve merely as means, for otherwise nothing at all of absolute
value would be found anywhere. But if all value were conditioned and
hence contingent, then no supreme practical principle could be found for
reason at all.

If then there is to be a supreme practical principle and, as far as the
human will is concerned, a categorical imperative, then it must be such
that from the conception of what is necessarily an end for everyone
because this end is an end in itself it constitutes an objective principle of
the will and can hence serve as a practical law. The ground of such a prin-
ciple is this: rational nature exists as an end in itself. In this way man
necessarily thinks of his own existence; thus far is it a subjective principle
of human actions. But in this way also does every other rational being
think of his existence on the same rational ground that holds also for me;2°
hence it is at the same time an objective principle, from which, as a
supreme practical ground, all laws of the will must be able to be derived.
The practical imperative will therefore be the following: Act in such a
way that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the per-
son of another, always at the same time as an end and never simply as a
means.?! We now want to see whether this can be carried out in practice.

Let us keep to our previous examples.2?

First, as regards the concept of necessary duty to oneself, the man who
contemplates suicide will ask himself whether his action can be consistent
with the idea of humanity as an end in itself. If he destroys himself in
order to escape from a difficult situation, then he is making use of his per-
son merely as a means so as to maintain a tolerable condition till the end
of his life. Man, however, is not a thing and hence is not something to be
used merely as a means; he must in all his actions always be regarded as
an end in himself. Therefore, I cannot dispose of man in my own person
by mutilating, damaging, or killing him. (A more exact determination of
this principle so as to avoid all misunderstanding, e.g., regarding the am-
putation of limbs in order to save oneself, or the exposure of one’s life to

20. This proposition I here put forward as a postulate. The grounds for it will be found in
the last section. [See below Ak. 446-63.]

21. [This oft-quoted version of the categorical imperative is usually referred to as the for-
mula of the end in itself.]

22. [See above Ak. 422-23.]
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danger in order to save it, and so on, must here be omitted; such questions
belong to morals proper.)

Second, as concerns necessary or strict duty to others, the man who in-
tends to make a false promise will immediately see that he intends to make
use of another man merely as a means to'an end which the latter does not
likewise hold. For the man whom I want to use for my own purposes by
such a promise cannot possibly concur with my way of acting toward him
and hence cannot himself hold the end of this action. This conflict with
the principle of duty to others becomes even clearer when instances of at-
tacks on the freedom and property of others are considered. For then it
becomes clear that a transgressor of the rights of men intends to make use
of the persons of others merely as a means, without taking into considera-
tion that, as rational beings, they should always be esteemed at the same
time as ends, i.e., be esteemed only as beings who must themselves be able
to hold the very same action as an end.?

Third, with regard to contingent (meritorious) duty to oneself, it is not
enough that the action does not conflict with humanity in our own person
as an end in itself; the action must also harmonize with this end. Now
there are in humanity capacities for greater perfection which belong to
the end that nature has in view as regards humanity in our own person.
To neglect these capacities might perhaps be consistent with the
maintenance of humanity as an end in itself, but would not be consistent
with the advancement of this end.

Fourth, concerning meritorious duty to others, the natural end that all
men have is their own happiness. Now humanity might indeed subsist if
nobody contributed anything to the happiness of others, provided he did
not intentionally impair their happiness. But this, after all, would har-
monize only negatively and not positively with humanity as an end in
itself, if everyone does not also strive, as much as he can, to further the
ends of others. For the ends of any subject who is an end in himself must
as far as possible be my ends also, if that conception of an end in itself is to
have its full effect in me. ]

This principle of humanity and of every rational nature generally as an
end in itself is the supreme limiting condition of every man’s freedom of
action. This principle is not borrowed from experience, first, because of
its universality, inasmuch as it applies to all rational beings generally, and
no experience is capable of determining anything about them; and,
secondly, because in experience (subjectively) humanity is not thought of
as the end of men, i.e., as an object that we of ourselves actually make our

23. Let it not be thought that the trivial quod tibi non vis fieri, etc. [do not do to others
what you do not want done to yourself] can here serve as a standard or principle. For it is
merely derived from our principle, although with several limitations. It cannot be a universal
law, for it contains the ground neither of duties to oneself nor of duties of love toward others
(for many a man would gladly consent that others should not benefit him, if only he might be
excused from benefiting them). Nor, finally, does it contain the ground of strict duties toward
others, for the criminal would on this ground be able to dispute with the judges who punish
him; and so on.
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end which as a law ought to constitute the supreme limiting condition of
all subjective ends (whatever they may be); and hence this principle must
arise from pure reason [and not from experience]. That is to say that the
ground of all practical legislation lies objectively in the rule and in the
form of universality, which (according to the first principle) makes the
rule capable of being a law (say, for example, a law of nature). Subjec-
tively, however, the ground of all practical legislation lies in the end; but
(according to the second principle) the subject of all ends is every rational
being as an end in himself. From this there now follows the third practical
principle of the will as the supreme condition of the will’s conformity with
universal practical reason, viz., the idea of the will of every rational being
as a will that legislates universal law.2*

According to this principle all maxims are rejected which are not con-
sistent with the will’s own legislation of universal law. The will is thus not
merely subject to the law but is subject to the law in such a way that it
must be regarded also as legislating for itself and only on this account as
being subject to the law (of which it can regard itself as the author).

In the previous formulations of imperatives, viz., that based on the con-
ception of the conformity of actions to universal law in a way similar to a
natural order and that based on the universal prerogative of rational be-
ings as ends in themselves, these imperatives just because they were
thought of as categorical excluded from their legislative authority all ad-
mixture of any interest as an incentive. They were, however, only
assumed to be categorical because such an assumption had to be made if
the concept of duty was to be explained. But that there were practical
propositions which commanded categorically could not itself be proved,
nor can it be proved anywhere in this section. But one thing could have
been done, viz., to indicate that in willing from duty the renunciation of.
all interest is the specific mark distinguishing a categorical imperative
from a hypothetical one and that such renunciation was expressed in the
imperative itself by means of some determination contained in it. This is
done in the present (third) formulation of the principle, namely, in the
idea of the will of every rational being as a will that legislates universal law.

When such a will is thought of, then even though a will which is subject
to law may be bound to this law by means of some interest, nevertheless a
will that is itself a supreme lawgiver is not able as such to depend on any
interest. For a will which is so dependent would itself require yet another
law restricting the interest of its self-love to the condition that such in-
terest should itself be valid as a universal law.

Thus the principle that every human will as a will that legislates
universal law in all its maxims,?® provided it is otherwise correct, would
be well suited to being a categorical imperative in the following respect:

24. [This is usually called the formula of autonomy.]

25. I may here be excused from citing instances to elucidate this principle inasmuch as those
which were first used to elucidate the categorical imperative and its formula can all serve the
same purpose here. [See above Ak. 421-23, 429-30.]
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just because of the idea of legislating universal law such an imperative is
not based on any interest, and therefore it alone of all possible imperatives
can be unconditional. Or still better, the proposition being converted, if
there is a categorical imperative (i.e., a law for the will of every rational
being), then it can only command that everything be done from the max-
im of such a will as could at the same time have as its object only itself
regarded as legislating universal law. For only then are the practical prin-
ciple and the imperative which the will obeys unconditional, inasmuch as
the will can be based on no interest at all.

When we look back upon all previous attempts that have been made to
discover the principle of morality; there is no reason now to wonder why
they one and all had to fail. Man was viewed as bound to laws by his
duty; but it was not seen that man is subject only to his own, yet univer-
sal, legislation and that he is bound only to act in accordance with his
own will, which is, however, a will purposed by nature to legislate
universal laws. For when man is thought as being merely subject to a law
(whatever it might be), then the law had to carry with it some interest 433
functioning as an attracting stimulus or as a constraining force for obe-
dience, inasmuch as the law did not arise as a law from his own will.
Rather, in order that his will conform with law, it had to be necessitated
by something else to act in a certain way. By this absolutely necessary
conclusion, however, all the labor spent in finding a supreme ground for
duty was irretrievably lost; duty was never discovered, but only the
necessity of acting from a certain interest. This might be either one’s own
interest or another’s, but either way the imperative had to be always con-
ditional and could never possibly serve as a moral command. I want,
therefore, to call my principle the principle of the autonomy of the will,
in contrast with every other principle, which I accordingly count under
heteronomy.

The concept of every rational being as one who must regard himself as
legislating universal law by all his will’s maxims, so that he may judge
himself and his actions from this point of view, leads to another very fruit-
ful concept, which depends on the aforementioned one, viz., that of a
kingdom of ends.

By “kingdom” I understand a systematic union of different rational be-
ings through common laws. Now laws determine ends as regards their
universal validity; therefore, if one abstracts from the personal dif-
ferences of rational beings and also from all content of their private ends,
then it will be possible to think of a whole of all ends in systematic connec-
tion (a whole both of rational beings as ends in themselves and also of the
particular ends which each may set for himself); that is, one can think of a
kingdom of ends that is possible on the aforesaid principles.

For all rational beings stand under the law that each of them should
treat himself and all others never merely as means but always at the same
time as an end in himself. Hereby arises a systematic union of rational be-
ings through common objective laws, i.e., a kingdom that may be called a
kingdom of ends (certainly only an ideal), inasmuch as these laws have in
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view the very relation of such beings to one another as ends and means.?®

A rational being belongs to the kingdom of ends as a member when he
legislates in it universal laws while also being himself subject to these
laws. He belongs to it as sovereign, when as legislator he is himself subject
to the will of no other.

A rational being must always regard himself as legislator in a kingdom
of ends rendered possible by freedom of the will, whether as member or as
sovereign. The position of the latter can be maintained not merely
through the maxims of his will but only if he is a completely independent
being without needs and with unlimited power adequate to his will.

Hence morality consists in the relation of all action to that legislation
whereby alone a kingdom of ends is possible. This legislation must be
found in every rational being and must be able to arise from his will,
whose principle then is never to act on any maxim except such as can also
be a universal law and hence such as the will can thereby regard itself as
at the same time the legislator of universal law. If now the maxims do not
by their very nature already necessarily conform with this objective prin-
ciple of rational beings as legislating universal laws, then the necessity of
acting on that principle is called practical necessitation, i.e., duty. Duty
does not apply to the sovereign in the kingdom of ends, but it does apply
to every member and to each in the same degree.

The practical necessity of acting according to this principle, i.e., duty,
does not rést at all on feelings, impulses, and inclinations, but only on the
relation of rational beings to one another, a relation in which the will of a
rational being must always be regarded at the same time as legislative,
because otherwise he could not be thought of as an end in himself.
Reason, therefore, relates every maxim of the will as legislating universal
laws to every other will and also to every action toward oneself; it does so
not on account of any other practical motive or future advantage but
rather from the idea of the dignity of a rational being who obeys no law
except what he at the same time enacts himself.

In the kingdom of ends everything has either a price or a dignity.
Whatever has a price can be replaced by something else as its equivalent;
on the other hand, whatever is above all price, and therefore admits of no
equivalent, has a dignity. .

Whatever has reference to general human inclinations and needs has a
market price; whatever, without presupposing any need, accords with a
certain taste, i.e., a delight in the mere unpurposive play of our mental
powers,?” has an affective price; but that which constitutes the condition
under which alone something can be an end in itself has not merely a
relative worth, i.e., a price, but has an intrinsic worth, i.e., dignity.

Now morality is the condition under which alone a rational being can
be an end in himself, for only thereby can he be a legislating member in
the kingdom of ends. Hence morality and humanity, insofar as it is

26. [This is usually called the formula of the kingdom of ends.]

27. [See Kant, Critique of Aesthetic Judgment, §’s 1-5.]
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capable of morality, alone have dignity. Skill and diligence in work have a
market price; wit, lively imagination, and humor have an affective price;
but fidelity to promises and benevolence based on principles (not on in-
stinct) have intrinsic worth. Neither nature nor art contain anything
which in default of these could be put in their place; for their worth con-
sists, not in the effects which arise from them, nor in the advantage and
profit which they provide, but in mental dispositions, i.e., in the maxims
of the will which are ready in this way to manifest themselves in action,
even if they are not favored with success. Such actions also need no recom-
mendation from any subjective disposition or taste so as to meet with im-
mediate favor and delight; there is no need of any immediate propensity or
feeling toward them. They exhibit the will performing them as an object
of immediate respect; and nothing but reason is required to impose them
upon the will, which is not to be cajoled into them, since in the case of
duties such cajoling would be a contradiction. This estimation, therefore,
lets the worth of such a disposition be recognized as dignity and puts it in-
finitely beyond all price, with which it cannot in the least be brought into
competition or comparison without, as it were, violating its sanctity.
What then is it that entitles the morally good disposition, or virtue, to
make such lofty claims? It is nothing less than the share which such a dis-
position affords the rational being of legislating universal laws, so that he is
fit to be a member in a possible kingdom of ends, for which his own nature
has already determined him as an end in himself and therefore as a legis-
lator in the kingdom of ends. Thereby is he free as regards all laws of
nature, and he obeys only those laws which he gives to himself. According-
ly, his maxims can belong to a universal legislation to which he at the same
time subjects himself. For nothing can have any worth other than what the
law determines. But the legislation itself which determines all worth must
for that very reason have dignity, i.e., unconditional and incomparable
worth; and the word “respect” alone provides a suitable expression for the
esteem which a rational being must have for it. Hence autonomy is the
ground of the dignity of human nature and of every rational nature.
The aforementioned three ways of representing the principle of morality
are at bottom only so many formulas of the very same law: one of them by
itself contains a combination of the other two. Nevertheless, there is a differ-
ence in them, which is subjectively rather than objectively practical, viz., it
is intended to bring an idea of reason closer to intuition (in accordance with
a certain analogy) and thereby closer to feeling. All maxims have, namely,

1. A form, which consists in universality; and in this respect the for-
mula of the moral imperative is expressed thus: maxims must be so chosen
as if they were to hold as universal laws of nature.

2. A matter, viz., an end; and here the formula says that a rational be-
ing, inasmuch as he is by his very nature an end and hence an end in
himself, must serve in every maxim as a condition limiting all merely
relative and arbitrary ends.

3. A complete determination of all maxims by the formula that all max-
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ims proceeding from his own legislation ought to harmonize with a possi-
ble kingdom of ends as a kingdom of nature.2® There is a progression here
through the categories of the unity of the form of the will (its
universality), the plurality of its matter (its objects, i.e., its ends), and the
totality or completeness of its system of ends. But one does better if in
moral judgment he follows the rigorous method and takes as his basis the
universal formula of the categorical imperative: Act according to that
maxim which can at the same time make itself a universal law. But if one
wants also to secure acceptance for the moral law, it is very useful to bring
one and the same action under the three aforementioned concepts and
thus, as far as possible, to bring the moral law nearer to intuition.

We can now end where we started in the beginning, viz., the concept of
an unconditionally good will. That will is absolutely good which cannot be
evil, i.e., whose maxim, when made into a universal law, can never conflict
with itself. This principle is therefore also its supreme law: Act always ac-
cording to that maxim whose universality as a law you can at the same time
will. This is the only condition under which a will can never be in conflict
with itself, and such an imperative is categorical. Inasmuch as the validity
of the will as a universal law for possible actions is analogous to the universal
connection of the existence of things in accordance with universal laws,
which is the formal aspect of nature in general, the categorical imperative
can also be expressed thus: Act according to maxims which can at the same
time have for their object themselves as universal laws of nature. In this way
there is provided the formula for an absolutely good will.

Rational nature is distinguished from the rest of nature by the fact that
it sets itself an end. This end would be the matter of every good will. But
in the idea of an absolutely good will—good without any qualifying con-
dition (of attaining this or that end) —complete abstraction must be made
from every end that has to come about as an effect (since such would
make every will only relatively good). And so the end must here be con-
ceived, not as an end to be effected, but as an independently existing end.
Hence it must be conceived only negatively, i.e., as an end which should
never be acted against and therefore as one which in all willing must
never be regarded merely as means but must always be esteemed at the
same time as an end. Now this end can be nothing but the subject of all
possible ends themselves, because this subject is at the same time the sub-
ject of a possible absolutely good will; for such a will cannot without con-
tradiction be subordinated to any other object. The principle:-So act in
regard to every rational being (yourself and others) that he may at the
same time count in your maxim as an end in himself, is thus basically the
same as the principle: Act on a maxim which at the same time contains in

98. Teleology considers nature as a kingdom of ends; morals regards a possible kingdom of
ends as a kingdom of nature. In the former the kingdom of ends is a theoretical idea for ex-
plaining what exists. In the latter it is a practical idea for bringing about what does not exist
but can be made actual by our conduct, i.e., what can be actualized in accordance with this
very idea.
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itself its own universal validity for every rational being. That in the use of
means for every end my maxim should be restricted to the condition of its
universal validity as a law for every subject says just the same as that a
subject of ends, i.e., a rational being himself, must be made the ground
for all maxims of actions and must thus be used never merely as means but
as the supreme limiting condition in the use of all means, i.e., always at
the same time as an end.
Now there follows incontestably from this that every rational being as an
-end in himself must be able to regard himself with reference to all laws to
which he may be subject as being at the same time the legislator of univer-
sal law, for just this very fitness of his maxims for the legislation of universal
law distinguishes him as an end in himself. There follows also that his digni-
ty (prerogative) of being above all the mere things of nature implies that his
maxims must be taken from the viewpoint that regards himself, as well as
every other rational being, as being legislative beings (and hence are they
called persons). In this way there is possible a world of rational beings
(mundus intelligibilis) as a kingdom of ends, because of the legislation
belonging to all persons as members. Therefore, every rational being must
"so act as if he were through his maxim always a legislating member in the
universal kingdom of ends. The formal principle of these maxims is this: So
act as if your maxims were to serve at the same time as a universal law (for
all rational beings). Thus a kingdom of ends is possible only on the analogy
of a kingdom of nature; yet the former is possible only through maxims,
i.e., self-imposed rules, while the latter is possible only through laws of effi-
cient causes necessitated from without. Regardless of this difference and
even though nature as a whole is viewed as a machine, yet insofar as nature
stands in a relation to rational beings as its ends, it is on this account given
the name of a kingdom of nature. Such a kingdom of ends would actually
be realized through maxims whose rule is prescribed to all rational beings
by the categorical imperative, if these maxims were universally obeyed. But
even if a rational being himself strictly obeys such a maxim, he cannot for
that reason count on everyone else’s being true to it, nor can he expect the
kingdom of nature and its purposive order to be in harmony with him as a
fitting member of a kingdom of ends made possible by himself, i.e., he can-
not expect the kingdom of nature to favor his expectation of happiness.
Nevertheless, the law: Act in accordance with the maxims of a member
legislating universal laws for a merely possible kingdom of ends, remains in
full force, since it commands categorically. And just in this lies the paradox
that merely the dignity of humanity as rational nature without any further
end or advantage to be thereby gained—and hence respect for a mere
idea—should yet serve as an inflexible precept for the will; and that just this
very independence of the maxims from all such incentives should constitute
the sublimity of maxims and the worthiness of every rational subject to be a
legislative member in the kingdom of ends, for otherwise he would have to
be regarded as subject only to the natural law of his own needs. And even if
the kingdom of nature as well as the kingdom of ends were thought of as
both united under one sovereign so that the latter kingdom would thereby
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no longer remain a mere idea but would acquire true reality, then indeed
the kingdom of ends would gain the addition of a strong incentive, but
never any increase in its intrinsic worth. For this sole absolute legislator
must, in spite of all this, always be thought of as judging the worth of ra-
tional beings solely by the disinterested conduct prescribed to themselves by
means of this idea alone. The essence of things is not altered by their exter-
nal relations; and whatever without reference to such relations alone con-
stitutes the absolute worth of man is also what he must be judged by,
whoever the judge may be, even the Supreme Being. Hence morality is the
relation of actions to the autonomy of the will, i.e., to the possible legisla-
tion of universal law by means of the maxims of the will. That action which
is compatible with the autonomy of the will is permitted; that which is not
compatible is forbidden. That will whose maxims are necessarily in accord
with the laws of autonomy is a holy, or absolutely good, will. The
dependence of a will which is not absolutely good upon the principle of
autonomy (i.e., moral necessitation) is obligation, which cannot therefore
be applied to a holy will. The objective necessity of an action from obliga-
tion is called duty. ‘

From what has just been said, there can now easily be explained how it
happens that, although in the concept of duty we think of subjection to the
law, yet at the same time we thereby ascribe a certain dignity and sublimi-
ty to the person who fulfills all his duties. For not insofar as he is subject to
the moral law does he have sublimity, but rather has it only insofar as with
regard to this very same law he is at the same time legislative, and only
thereby is he subject to the law. We have also shown above? how neither
fear nor inclination, but solely respect for the law, is the incentive which
can give an action moral worth. Our own will, insofar as it were to act only
under the condition of its being able to legislate universal law by means of
its maxims—this will, ideally possible for us, is the proper object of
respect. And the dignity of humanity consists just in its capacity to legislate
universal law, though with the condition of humanity’s being at the same
time itself subject to this very same legislation.

Autonomy of the Will
As the Supreme Principle of Morality

Autonomy of the will is the property that the will has of being a law to
itself (independently of any property of the objects of volition). The prin-
ciple of autonomy is this: Always choose in such a way that in the same
volition the maxims of the choice are at the same time present as univer-
sal law. That this practical rule is an imperative, i.e., that the will of
every rational being is necessarily bound to the rule as a condition, can-
not be proved by merely analyzing the concepts contained in it, since it is
a synthetic proposition. For proof one would have to go beyond cogni-

29. [Ak. 400-402.]
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tion of objects to a critical examination of the subject, i.e. go to a critique
of pure practical reason, since this synthetic proposition which com-
mands apodeictically must be capable of being cognized completely a
priori. This task, however, does not belong to the present section. But
that the above principle of autonomy is the sole principle of morals can
quite well be shown by mere analysis of the concepts of morality; for
thereby the principle of morals is found to be necessarily a categorical
imperative, which commands nothing more nor less than this very
autonomy.

Heteronomy of the Will
As the Source of All Spurious Principles
of Morality

If the will seeks the law that is to determine it anywhere but in the
fitness of its maxims for its own legislation of universal laws, and if it thus
goes outside of itself and seeks this law in the character of any of its ob-
jects, then heteronomy always results. The will in that case does not give
itself the law, but the object does so because of its relation to the will. This
relation, whether it rests on inclination or on representations of reason,
admits only of hypothetical imperatives: I ought to do something because
I will something else. On the other hand, the moral, and hence
categorical, imperative says that I ought to act in this way or that way,
even though I did not will something else. For example, the former says
that I ought not to lie if I would maintain my reputation; the latter says
that I ought not to lie even though lying were to bring me not the slightest
discredit. The moral imperative must therefore abstract from every object
to such an extent that no object has any influence at all on the will, so that
practical reason (the will) may not merely minister to an interest not
belonging to it but may merely show its own commanding authority as
the supreme legislation. Thus, for example, I ought to endeavor to pro-
mote the happiness of others, not as though its realization were any con-
cern of mine (whether by immediate inclination or by any satisfaction in-
directly gained through reason), but merely because a maxim which ex-
cludes it cannot be comprehended as a universal law in one and the same
volition.

Classification of All Possible Principles of Morality
Founded upon the Assumed Fundamental Concept
of Heteronomy

Here as elsewhere human reason in its pure use, so long as it lacks a
critical examination, first tried every possible wrong way before it suc-
ceeded in finding the only right way.
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All principles that can be taken from this point of view are either em-
pirical or rational. The first kind, drawn from the principle of happiness,
are based upon either physical or moral feeling. The second kind, drawn
from the principle of perfection, are based upon either the rational con-
cept of perfection as a possible effect of our will or else upon the concept
of an independent perfection (the will of God) as a determining cause of
our will.

Empirical principles are wholly unsuited to serve as the foundation for
moral laws. For the universality with which such laws ought to hold for
all rational beings without exception (the unconditioned practical necessi-
ty imposed by moral laws upon such beings) is lost if the basis of these
laws is taken from the particular constitution of human nature or from
the accidental circumstances in which such nature is placed. But the prin-
ciple of one’s own happiness is the most objectionable. Such is the case not
merely because this principle is false and because experience contradicts
the supposition that well-being is always proportional to well-doing, nor
yet merely because this principle contributes nothing to the establishment
of morality, inasmuch as making a man happy is quite different from
making him good and making him prudent and sharp-sighted for his own
advantage quite different from making him virtuous. Rather, such is the
case because this principle of one’s own happiness bases morality upon in-
centives that undermine it rather than establish it and that totally destroy
its sublimity, inasmuch as motives to virtue are put in the same class as
motives to vice and inasmuch as such incentives merely teach one to
become better at calculation, while the specific difference between virtue
and vice is entirely obliterated. On the other hand, moral feeling, this
alleged special sense,® remains closer to morality than does the aforemen-
tioned principle of one’s own happiness. Yet the appeal to the principle of
moral feeling is superficial, since men who cannot think believe that they
will be helped out by feeling, even when the question is solely one of
universal laws. They do so even though feelings naturally differ from one
another by an infinity of degrees, so that feelings are not capable of pro-
viding a uniform measure of good and evil; furthermore, they do so even
though one man cannot by his feeling judge validly at all for other men.
Nevertheless, the principle of moral feeling is closer to morality and its
dignity than is the principle of one’s own happiness inasmuch as the
former principle pays virtue the honor of ascribing to her directly the
satisfaction and esteem that is held for her, and does not, as it were, tell
her to her face that our attachment to her rests not on her beauty but only
on our advantage.

30. I count the principle of moral feeling under that of happiness, because every empirical
interest promises to contribute to our well-being through the amenity afforded by something,
whether immediately and without any reference to advantage or with reference to advan-
tage. Similarly, the principle of sympathy for the happiness of others must with Hutcheson be
counted along with the principle of moral sense as adopted by him. [Francis Hutcheson
(1694-1747) was Professor of Moral Philosophy in the University of Glasgow, Scotland. He
was the main proponent of the doctrine of moral sense.]
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Among the rational principles of morality (or those arising from reason
rather than from feeling) there is the ontological concept of perfection. It
is empty, indeterminate, and hence of no use for finding in the im-
measurable field of possible reality the maximum sum suitable for us.
Furthermore, in attempting to distinguish specifically between the reality
just mentioned and every other, it exhibits an inevitable tendency for
turning about in a circle and cannot avoid tacitly presupposing the
morality that it has to explain. Nevertheless, it is better than the
theological concept, whereby morality is derived from a divine and most
perfect will. It is better not merely because we cannot intuit divine
perfection but can only derive it from our own concepts, among which
morality is foremost; but also because if it is not so derived (and being thus
derived would involve a crudely circular explanation), then the only re-
maining concept of God’s will is drawn from such characteristics as desire
for glory and dominion combined with such frightful representations as
those of might and vengeance. Any system of morals based on such no-
tions would be directly opposed to morality.

But if I had to choose between the concept of moral sense and that of
perfection in general (both of which at least do not weaken morality, even
though they are not at all capable of serving as its foundation), I would
decide for the latter because it at least withdraws the decision of the ques-
tion from sensibility and brings it to the court of pure reason, though it
does not even here get any decision. Furthermore, I would choose the con-
cept of perfection in general because it preserves the indeterminate idea
(of a will good in itself) free from falsity until it can be more precisely
determined.

For the rest, I believe that I may be excused from a lengthy refutation
of all these doctrines. Such a refutation would be merely superfluous
labor, since it is so easy and is presumably so well understood even by
those whose office requires them to declare themselves for one of these
theories (since their hearers would not tolerate suspension of judgment).
But what interests us more here is to know that these principles never lay
down anything but heteronomy of the will as the first ground of morality
and that they must, consequently, necessarily fail in their purpose.

In every case where an object of the will must be laid down as the foun-
dation for prescribing a rule to determine the will, there the rule is
nothing but heteronomy. The imperative is then conditioned, viz., if or
because one wills this object, one should act thus or so. Hence the im-
perative can never command morally, i.e., categorically. Now the object
may determine the will by means of inclination, as in the case of the prin-
ciple of one’s own happiness, or by means of reason directed to objects of
our volition in general, as in the case of the principle of perfection. Yet in
both cases the will never determines itself immediately by the thought of
an action, but only by the incentive that the anticipated effect of the ac-
tion has upon the will: I ought to do something because I will something
else. And here must yet another law be assumed in me the subject,
whereby I necessarily will this something else; this other law in turn re-
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quires an imperative to restrict this maxim. For the impulse which the
representation of an object that is possible by means of our powers is to ex-
ert upon the will of a subject in accordance with his natural constitution
belongs to the nature of the subject, whether to his sensibility (his inclina-
tion and taste) or to his understanding and reason, whose employment on
an object is by the particular arrangement of their nature attended with
satisfaction; consequently, the law would, properly speaking, be given by
nature. This law, insofar as it is a law of nature, must be known and
proved through experience and is therefore in itself contingent and hence
is not fit to be an apodeictic practical rule, such as a moral rule must be.
The law of nature under discussion is always merely heteronomy of the
will; the will does not give itself the law, but a foreign impulse gives the
law to the will by means of the subject’s nature, which is adapted to
receive such an impulse. A

An absolutely good will, whose principle must be a categorical im-
perative, will therefore be indeterminate as regards all ot iects and will
contain merely the form of willing; and indeed that form is autonomy.
This is to say that the fitness of the maxims of every good will to make
themselves universal laws is itself the only law that the will of every ra-
tional being imposes on itself, without needing to assume any incentive or
interest as a basis.

How such a synthetic practical a priori proposition is possible and why
it is necessary are problems whose solution does not lie any longer within
the bounds of a metaphysics of morals. Furthermore, we have not here
asserted the truth of this proposition, much less professed to have within
our power a proof of it. We simply showed by developing the universally
accepted concept of morality that autonomy of the will is unavoidably
bound up with it, or rather is its very foundation. Whoever, then, holds
morality to be something real, and not a chimerical idea without any
truth, must also admit the principle here put forward. Hence this section,
like the first, was merely analytic. To show that morality is not a mere
phantom of the brain, which morality cannot be if the categorical im-
perative, and with it the autonomy of the will, is true and absolutely
necessary as an a priori principle, we require a possible synthetic use of
pure practical reason. But we must not venture on this use without
prefacing it with a critical examination of this very faculty of reason. In
the last section we shall give the main outlines of this critical examination
as far as sufficient for our purpose.®

31. [The ensuing Third Section is difficult to grasp. Kant expressed himself more clearly
regarding the topics discussed there in the Critique of Practical Reason, Part I, Book I
(“Analytic of Pure Practical Reason”).] ‘
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