READING 34 Groundwork of the Metaphysics
of Morals
Immanuel Kant

A biography of Immanuel Kant appears on p. 175.

This reading is taken from Kant's Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, a work whose
aim, Kant explains in his preface, is “to seek out and establish the supreme principle of
morality.” According to Kant, the moral worth of an action is determined by one’s motive,
not by the consequences of the action. And the proper motive (what makes a will a good
will) is to do one’s duty simply because it is one’s duty. To act out of duty means to act out
of respect for the law, and to act out of respect for the law means to follow the “categorical
imperative.” This imperative states that our action should be “universalizable,” which
means that the personal policy (maxim) on which our action is based must be one that we
could consistently will that all persons follow. If our maxim cannot be universalized, the
action is immoral. For example, the maxim of making a false promise to escape a difficulty
cannot consistently be universalized because, if everyone followed it, promises would no
longer be able to function as promises because no one would believe them. The categorical
imperative is, for Kant, the ultimate criterion for determining the morality of any action.

According to Kant, the categorical imperative can be expressed in various equivalent
ways, including the injunction that we should always treat persons (including ourselves) as
ends in themselves, and never simply as means to an end. Returning to his example of making
a false promise, he explains that such a promise is immoral because it uses the person lied
fo merely as means to obtain one’s end.

SECTION I. TRANSITION FROM COMMON RATIONAL
TO PHILOSOPHIC MORAL COGNITION

It is impossible to think of anything at all in the world, or indeed even beyond it,
that could be considered good without limitation except a good will. Understanding,
wit, judgment and the like, whatever such talents of mind may be called, or cour-
age, resolution, and perseverance in one’s plans, as qualities of temperament, are
undoubtedly good and desirable for many purposes, but they can also be extremely
evil and harmful if the will that is to make use of these gifts of nature, and whose
distinctive constitution is therefore called character, is not good. It is the same with
gifts of fortune. Power, riches, honor, even health and that complete well-being and
satisfaction with one’s condition called happiness, produce boldness and thereby
often arrogance as well unless a good will is present that corrects the influence of
these on the mind and, in so doing, also corrects the whole principle of action and
brings it into conformity with universal ends'—not to mention that an impartial
rational spectator can take no delight in seeing the uninterrupted prosperity of a
being graced with no feature of a pure and good will, so that a good will seems to
constitute the indispensable condition even of worthiness to be happy.
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Some qualities are even conducive to this good will itself and can make its
work much easier. Despite this, however, they have no inner unconditional
worth but always presuppose a good will, which limits the esteem one other-
wise rightly has for them and does not permit their being taken as absolutely
good. Moderation in affects and passions, self-control, and calm reflection are
not only good for all sorts of purposes but even seem to constitute a part of the
inner worth of persons. But they lack much that would be required to declare
them good without limitation (however unconditionally they were praised by
the ancients), for without the basic principles of a good will they can become
extremely evil, and the coolness of a scoundrel makes him not only far more
dangerous but also immediately more abominable in our eyes than we would
have taken him to be without it.

A good will is not good because of what it effects or accomplishes, because
of its fitness to attain some proposed end, but only because of its volition—that
is, itis good initself and, regarded foritself, is to be valued incomparably higher
than all that could merely be brought about by it in favor of some inclination
and indeed, if you will, of the sum of all inclinations. Even if, by a special dis-
favor of fortune or by the [stingy] provision of a stepmotherly nature, this will
should wholly lack the capacity to carry out its purpose—if with its greatest
efforts it should yet achieve nothing and only the good will were left (not, of
course, as a mere wish but as the summoning of all means insofar as they are in
our control}—then, like a jewel, it would still shine by itself, as something that
has its full worth in itself. Usefulness or fruitlessness can neither add anything
to this worth nor take anything away from it. Its usefulness would be, as it were,
only the setting to enable us to handle it more conveniently in ordinary com-
merce or to attract to it the attention of those who are not yet expert enough, but
not to recommend it to experts or to determine its worth. . ..

We have, then, to explicate the concept of a will that is to be esteemed in
itself and that is good apart from any further purpose, as it already dwells in
natural sound understanding and needs not so much to be taught as only to be
clarified—this concept that always takes first place in estimating the total worth
of our actions and constitutes the condition of all the rest. In order to do so, we
shall set before ourselves the concept of duty, which contains that of a good will
though under certain subjective limitations and hindrances—which, however,
far from concealing it and making it unrecognizable, rather bring it out by
contrast and make it shine forth all the more brightly.

[ here pass over all actions that are already recognized as contrary to duty,
even though they may be useful for this or that purpose; for in their case the
question whether they might have been done from duty never arises, since they
even conflict with it. I also set aside actions that are really in conformity with
duty but to which human beings have no inclination immediately and which they
still perform because they are impelled to do so through another inclination. For
in this case it is easy to distinguish whether an action in conformity with duty is
done from duty or from a self-seeking purpose. It is much more difficult to note
this distinction when an action conforms with duty and the subject has, besides, -
an immediate inclination to it. For example, it certainly conforms with duty thata
shopkeeper not overcharge an inexperienced customer, and where there is a
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good deal of trade a prudent merchant does not overcharge but keeps a fixed
general price for everyone, so that a child can buy from him as well as everyone
else. People are thus served honestly, but this is not nearly enough for us to
believe that the merchant acted in this way from duty and basic principles of
honesty. His advantage required it; it cannot be assumed here that he had,
besides, an immediate inclination toward his customers, so as from love, as it
were, to give no one preference over another in the matter of price. Thus the
action was done neither from duty nor from immediate inclination but merely
for purposes of self-interest.

On the other hand, to preserve one’s life is a duty, and besides everyone has
an immediate inclination to do so. But on this account the often anxious care
that most people take of it still has no inner worth and their maxim® has no
moral content. They look after their lives in conformity with duty but not from
duty. On the other hand, if adversity and hopeless grief have quite taken away
the taste for life; if an unfortunate man, strong of soul and more indignant about
his fate than despondent or dejected, wishes for death and yet preserves his life
without loving it, not from inclination or fear but from duty, then his maxim has
moral content.

To be beneficent where one can is a duty, and besides there are many souls
so sympathetically attuned that, without any other motive of vanity or self-
interest they find an inner satisfaction in spreading joy around them and can take
delight in the satisfaction of others so far as it is their own work. But I assert
that in such a case an action of this kind, however it may conform with duty
and however amiable it may be, has nevertheless no true moral worth but is on
the same footing with other inclinations, for example, the inclination to honor,
which, if it fortunately lights upon what is in fact in the common interest and
in conformity with duty and hence honorable, deserves praise and encourage-
ment but not esteem—for the maxim lacks moral content, namely, that of doing
such actions not from inclination but from duty. Suppose, then, that the mind
of this philanthropist were overclouded by his own grief, which extinguished
all sympathy with the fate of others, and that while he still had the means to
benefit others in distress their troubles did not move him because he had
enough to do with his own; and suppose that now, when no longer incited to it
by any inclination, he nevertheless tears himself out of this deadly insensibility
and does the action without any inclination, simply from duty; then the action
first has its genuine moral worth. Still further: If nature had put little sympathy
in the heart of this or that man; if (in other respects an honest man) he is by tem-
perament cold and indifferent to the sufferings of others, perhaps because he
himself is provided with the special gift of patience and endurance toward his
own sufferings and presupposes the same in every other or even requires it; if
nature had not properly fashioned such a man (who would in truth not be
its worst product) for a philanthropist, would he not still find within him-
self a source from which to give himself a far higher worth than what a mere
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good-natured temperament might have? By all means! It is just then that the
worth of character comes out that is moral and incomparably the highest,
namely, that he is beneficent not from inclination but from duty. . . .

The second proposition” is this: An action from duty has its moral worth not
in the purpose to be attained by it but in the maxim in accordance with which it
is decided upon, and therefore does not depend upon the realization of the
object of the action but merely upon the principle of volition in accordance with
which the action is done, without regard for any object of the faculty of desire.
That the purposes we may have for our actions, and their effects as ends and
incentives of the will, can give actions no unconditional and moral worth is clear
from what has gone before. In what, then, can this worth lie, if it is not to be in
the will in relation to the hoped-for effect of the action? It can lie nowhere else
than in the principle of the will, without regard for the ends that can be brought
about by such an action. For the will stands between its a priori principle, which
is formal, and its a posteriori incentive, which is material,* as at a crossroads;
and since it must still be determined by something, it must be determined by the
formal principle of volition as such when an action is done from duty, where
every material principle has been withdrawn from it.

The third proposition, which is a consequence of the two preceding, I would
express as follows: Duty is the necessity of an action from respect for law. For an
object as the effect of my proposed action I can indeed have inclination but never
respect, just because it is merely an effect and not an activity of a will. In the same
way, I cannot have respect for inclination as such, whether it is mine or that of
another; I can at most in the first case approve it and in the second sometimes
even love it, that is, regard it as favorable to my own advantage. Only what is
connected with my will merely as ground and never as effect, what does not
serve my inclination but outweighs it or at least excludes it altogether from
calculations in making a choice—hence the mere law for itself—can be an object
of respect and so a command. Now an action from duty [must] put aside entirely
the influence of inclination and with it every object of the will; hence there is left
for the will nothing that could determine it except objectively the law and sub-
jectively pure respect for this practical law, and [consequently] the maxim of
complying with such a law even if it infringes upon all my inclinations.

Thus the moral worth of an action does not lie in the effect expected from it
and so too does not lie in any principle of action that needs to borrow its motive
from this expected effect. For all these effects (agreeableness of one’s condition,
indeed even promotion of others” happiness) could have been also brought
about by other causes, so that there would have been no need, for this, of the will
of a rational being—in which, however, the highest and unconditional good

Kant did not label the first proposition, but it is implicit in the preceding paragraphs: An action
must be done from duty in order to have moral worth. [D. C. ABEL]

“A priori means “independent of experience” (literally, in Latin, “from what comes earlier”); a poste-
riori means “dependent on experience” (“from what comes later”). Duty is an a priori principle of
the will because it binds prior to any experience; the incentive of an action is a posteriori because it
depends on the person’s experience. Kant here draws a further contrast between duty and incen-
tive: Duty is a formal principle because it refers to the general form any action should take; incentive
is material because it involves the situation (“matter”) of a particular action. [D. C. ABEL]
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alone can be found. Hence nothing other than the representation of the law in
itself, which can of course occur only in a rational being, insofar as it and not the
hoped-for effect is the determining ground of the will, can constitute the pre-
eminent good we call moral, which is already present in the person himself who
acts in accordance with this representation and need not wait upon the effect of
his action.

But what kind of law can that be, the representation of which must deter-
mine the will, even without regard for the effect expected from it, in order for
the will to be called good absolutely and without limitation? Since I have
deprived the will of every impulse that could arise for it from obeying some law,
nothing is left but the conformity of actions as such with universal law, which
alone is to serve the will as its principle, that is, I ought never to act except in such
a way that I could also will that my maxim should become a universal law. Here mere
conformity to law as such, without having as its basis some law determined for
certain actions, is what serves the will as its principle, and must so serve it, if
duty is not to be everywhere an empty delusion and a chimerical® concept.
Common human reason also agrees completely with this in its practical
appraisals and always has this principle before its eyes. Let the question be, for
example: May I, when hard pressed, make a promise with the intention not to
keep it? Here I easily distinguish two significations the question can have:
whether it is prudent, or whether it is in conformity with duty, to make a false
promise. The first can undoubtedly often be the case. I see very well that it is not
enough to get out of a present difficulty by means of this subterfuge, but that I
must reflect carefully whether this lie may later give rise to much greater incon-
venience for me than that from which I now extricate myself. And since, with all
my supposed cunning, the results cannot be so easily foreseen, but once confi-
dence in me is lost this could be far more prejudicial to me than all the troubles
I now think to avoid, I must reflect whether the matter might be handled more
prudently by proceeding on a general maxim and making it a habit to promise
nothing except with the intention of keeping it. But it is soon clear to me that
such a maxim will still be based only on results feared. To be truthful from duty,
however, is something entirely different from being truthful from anxiety about
detrimental results, since in the first case the concept of the action in itself
already contains a law for me, while in the second I must first look about else-
where to see what effects on me might be combined with it. For if T deviate from
the principle of duty this is quite certainly evil; but if I am unfaithful to my
maxim of prudence this can sometimes be very advantageous to me, although
it is certainly safer to abide by it. However, to inform myself in the shortest and
yet infallible way about the answer to this problem, whether a lying promise is
in conformity with duty, I ask myself: Would I indeed be content that my maxim
(to get myself out of difficulties by a false promise) should hold as a universal
law (for myself as well as for others)? And could I indeed say to myself that
everyone may make a false promise when he finds himself in a difficulty he can
get out of in no other way? Then I soon become aware that I could indeed will
the lie, but by no means a universal law to lie; for in accordance with such a law
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there would properly be no promises at all, since it would be futile to avow my
will with regard to my future actions to others who would not believe this
avowal or, if they rashly did so, would pay me back in like coin; and thus my
maxim, as soon as it were made a universal law, would have to destroy itself.

I do not therefore need any penetrating acuteness to see what I have to do
in order that my volition be morally good. Inexperienced in the course of the
world, incapable of being prepared for whatever might come to pass init, I ask
myself only: Can you also will that your maxim become a universal law? If not,
then it is to be repudiated, and that not because of a disadvantage to you or even
to others forthcoming from it but because it cannot fit as a principle into a pos-
sible giving of universal law. Reason, however, forces from me immediate
respect for such lawgiving. Although I do not yet see what this respect is based
upon (this the philosopher may investigate), I at least understand this much:
that it is an estimation of a worth that far outweighs any worth of what is rec-
ommended by inclination, and that the necessity of my action from pure respect
for the practical law is what constitutes duty, to which every other motive must
give way because it is the condition of a will good in itself, the worth of which
surpasses all else. . ..

SECTION II. TRANSITION FROM POPULAR MORAL
PHILOSOPHY TO THE METAPHYSICS OF MORALS

... In order to advance by natural steps in this study—not merely from common
moral appraisal (which is here very worthy of respect) to philosophic, as has
already been done, but from a popular philosophy, which goes no further than
it can by groping with the help of examples, to metaphysics (which no longer
lets itself be held back by anything empirical and, since it must measure out the
whole sum of rational cognition of this kind, goes if need be all the way to ideas,
where examples themselves fail us)—we must follow and present distinctly the
practical faculty of reason, from its general rules of determination to the point
where the concept of duty arises from it.

Everything in nature works in accordance with laws. Only a rational being
has the capacity to act in accordance with the representation of laws—that is, in
accordance with principles—or has a will. Since reason is required for the deri-
vation of actions from laws, the will is nothing other than practical reason. If rea-
son infallibly determines the will, the actions of such a being that are cognized
as objectively necessary are also subjectively necessary—that is, the will is a
capacity to choose only that which reason independently of inclination cognizes
as practically necessary, that is, as good. However, if reason solely by itself does
not adequately determine the will; if the will is exposed also to subjective con-
ditions (certain incentives) that are not always in accord with the objective ones;
in a word, if the will is not in itself completely in conformity with reason (as is
actually the case with human beings), then actions that are cognized as objec-
tively necessary are subjectively contingent,® and the determination of such a
will in conformity with objective laws is necessitation—that is to say, the relation
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of objective laws to a will that is not thoroughly good is represented as the
determination of the will of a rational being through grounds of reason, indeed,
but grounds to which this will is not by its nature necessarily obedient.

The representation of an objective principle, insofar as it is necessitating for
awill, is called a cominand (of reason), and the formula of the command is called
an imperative. . . .

All imperatives command either hypothetically or categorically. The former
represent the practical necessity of a possible action as a means to achieving
something else that one wills (or that it is at least possible for one to will). The
categorical imperative would be that which represented an action as objectively
necessary of itself, without reference to another end.

Since every practical law represents a possible action as good and thus as
necessary for a subject practically determinable by reason, all imperatives are
formulas for the determination of action that is necessary in accordance with the
principle of a will that is good in some way. Now if the action would be good
merely as a means fo something else, the imperative is hypothetical; if the action is
represented as in itself good, hence as necessary in a will in itself conforming to
reason as its principle, then it is categorical. . . .

When I think of a hypothetical imperative in general, I do not know before-
hand what it will contain; I do not know this until I am given the condition. But
when I think of a categorical imperative, I know at once what it contains. For,
since the imperative contains, beyond the law, only the necessity that the maxim
be in conformity with this law, while the law contains no condition to which it
would be limited, nothing is left with which the maxim of action is to conform
but the universality of a law as such; and this conformity alone is what the
imperative properly represents as necessary.

There is, therefore, only a single categorical imperative and it is this: Act only
in accordance with that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it
become a universal law.

Now if all imperatives of duty can be derived from this single imperative as
from their principle, then, even though we leave it undecided whether what is
called duty is not as such an empty concept, we shall at least be able to show
what we think by it and what the concept wants to say.

Since the universality of law in accordance with which effects take place con-
stitutes what is properly called nature in the most general sense (as regards its
form)—that is, the existence of things insofar as it is determined in accordance
with universal laws—the universal imperative of duty can also go as follows: Act
as if the maxim of your action were to become by your will a universal law of nature.

We shall now enumerate a few duties in accordance with the usual division
of them into duties to ourselves and to other human beings and into perfect and
imperfect duties.”
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1. Someone feels sick of life because of a series of troubles that has grown to the
point of despair, but is still so far in possession of his reason that he can ask him-
self whether it would not be contrary to his duty to himself to take his own life.
Now he inquires whether the maxim of his action could indeed become a univer-
sal law of nature. His maxim, however, is: From self-love I make it my principle to
shorten my life when its longer duration threatens more troubles than it promises
agreeableness. The only further question is whether this principle of self-love
could become a universal law of nature. It is then seen at once that a nature whose
law it would be to destroy life itself by means of the same feeling whose destina-
tion is to impel toward the furtherance of life would contradict itself and would
therefore not subsist as nature. Thus that maxim could not possibly be a law of
nature and, accordingly, altogether opposes the supreme principle of all duty.

2. Another finds himself urged by need to borrow money. He well knows
that he will not be able to repay it but sees also that nothing will be lent him
unless he promises firmly to repay it within a determinate time. He would like
to make such a promise, but he still has enough conscience to ask himself: Is it
not forbidden and contrary to duty to help oneself out of need in such a way?
Supposing that he still decided to do so, his maxim of action would go as fol-
lows: When I believe myself to be in need of money I shall borrow money and
promise to repay it, even though I know that this will never happen. Now this
principle of self-love or personal advantage is perhaps quite consistent with my
whole future welfare, but the question now is whether it is right. I therefore turn
the demand of self-love into a universal law and put the question as follows:
How would it be if my maxim became a universal law? I then see at once that it
could never hold as a universal law of nature and be consistent with itself, but
must necessarily contradict itself. For the universality of a law that everyone,
when he believes himself to be in need, could promise whatever he pleases with
the intention of not keeping it, would make the promise and the end one might
have in it itself impossible, since no one would believe what was promised him
but would laugh at all such expressions as vain pretenses.

3. A third finds in himself a talent that by means of some cultivation could
make him a human being useful for all sorts of purposes. However, he finds
himself in comfortable circumstances and prefers to give himself up to pleasure
than to trouble himself with enlarging and improving his fortunate natural pre-
dispositions. But he still asks himself whether his maxim of neglecting his nat-
ural gifts, besides being consistent with his propensity to amusement, is also
consistent with what one calls duty. He now sees that a nature could indeed
always subsist with such a universal law, although (as with the South Sea
Islanders) the human being should let his talents rust and be concerned with
devoting his life merely to idleness, amusement, procreation—in a word, to
enjoyment. Only he cannot possibly will that this become a universal law or be
put in us as such by means of natural instinct, for as a rational being he neces-
sarily wills that all the capacities in him be developed, since they serve him and
are given to him for all sorts of possible purposes.

4. Yet a fourth, for whom things are going well while he sees that others
(whom he could very well help) have to contend with great hardships, thinks:
“What is it to me? Let each be as happy as heaven wills or as he can make
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himself; I shall take nothing from him nor even envy him. Only I do not care to
contribute anything to his welfare or to his assistance in need.” Now if such a
way of thinking were to become a universal law, the human race could admit-
tedly very well subsist, no doubt even better than when everyone prates about
sympathy and benevolence and even exerts himself to practice them occasion-
ally, but on the other hand also cheats where he can, sells the rights of human
beings, or otherwise infringes upon them. But although it is possible that a uni-
versal law of nature could very well subsist in accordance with such a maxim,
it is still impossible to will that such a principle hold everywhere as a law of
nature, for a will that decided this would conflict with itself, since many cases
could occur in which one would need the love and sympathy of others and in
which, by such a law of nature arisen from his own will, he would rob himself
of all hope of the assistance he wishes for himself.

These are a few of the many actual duties, or at least of what we take to be
such, whose derivation from the one 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
of moral appraisal of action in general. Some actions are so constituted that their
maxim cannot even be thought without contradiction as a universal law of
nature, far less could one will that it should become such. In the case of others
that inner impossibility is indeed not to be found, but it is still impossible to will
that their maxim be raised to the universality of a law of nature because such a
will would contradict itself. It is easy to see that the first is opposed to strict or
narrower (unremitting) duty, the second only to wide (meritorious) duty;® and
so all duties, as far as the kind of obligation (not the object of their action) is con-
cerned, have by these examples been set out completely in their dependence
upon the one principle. . . .

The human being and in general every rational being exists as an end in
itself, not merely as a means to be used by this or that will at its discretion;
instead he must in all his actions, whether directed to himself or also to other
rational beings, always be regarded at the same time as an end. All objects of the
inclinations have only a conditional worth, for if there were not inclinations and
the needs based on them, their object would be without worth. But the inclina-
tions themselves, as sources of needs, are so far from having an absolute worth
- [that] makes one wish to have them, that it must instead be the universal wish
of every rational being to be altogether free from them. Thus the worth of any
object to be acquired by our action is always conditional. Beings the existence of
which rests not on our will but on nature, if they are beings without reason, still
have only a relative worth, as means, and are therefore called things, whereas
rational beings are called persons because their nature already marks them out
as ends in themselves—that is, as something that may not be used merely as a
means—and hence so far limits all choice (and is an object of respect). These
therefore are not merely subjective ends, the existence of which as an effect of
our action has a worth for us, but rather objective ends—that is, beings the exis-
tence of which is in itself an end, and indeed one such that no other end, to
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which they would serve merely as means, can be put in its place, since without
it nothing of absolute worth would be found anywhere. But if all worth were
conditional and therefore contingent, then no supreme practical principle for
reason could be found anywhere.

If, then, there is to be a supreme practical principle and, with respect to the
human will,’ a categorical imperative, it must be one such that, from the repre-
sentation of what is necessarily an end for everyone because it is an end in itself,
it constitutes an objective principle of the will and thus can serve as a universal
practical law. The ground of this principle is: Rational nature exists as an end i
itself. The human being necessarily represents his own existence in this way; so
far it is thus a subjective principle of human actions. But every other rational
being also represents his existence in this way consequent on just the same
rational ground that also holds for me; thus it is at the same time an objective
principle from which, as a supreme practical ground, it must be possible ta-
derive all laws of the will. The practical imperative will therefore be the follow-
ing: So act that you use humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any
other, always at the same time as an end, never merely as a means. We shall see
whether this can be carried out.

To keep to the preceding examples:

First, as regards the concept of necessary duty to oneself, someone who has
suicide in mind 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 trying condition, he makes use of a person merely as a means to main-
tain a tolerable condition up to the end of life. A human being, however, is not
a thing and hence not something that can be used merely as a means, but must
in all his actions always be regarded as an end in itself. I cannot, therefore, dis-
pose of a human being in my own person by maiming, damaging, or killing
him. (I must here pass over a closer determination of this principle that would
prevent any misinterpretation, for example, as to having limbs amputated in
order to preserve myself, or putting my life in danger in order to preserve my
life, and so forth; that belongs to morals proper.)

Second, as regards necessary duty to others, or duty owed them, he who has
it in mind to make a false promise to others sees at once that he wants to make
use of another human being merely as a means, without the other at the same
time containing in himself the end; for he whom I want to use for my purposes
by such a promise cannot possibly agree to my way of behaving toward him, and
s0 himself contain the end of this action. This conflict with the principle of other
human beings is seen more distinctly if examples of assaults on the freedom and
property of others are brought forward. For then it is obvious that he who trans-
gresses the rights of human beings intends to make use of the person of others
merely as means, without taking into consideration that, as rational beings, they
are always to be valued at the same time as ends, that is, only as beings who must
also be able to contain in themselves the end of the very same action.
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Third, with respect to contingent (meritorious) duty to oneself, it is not
enough that the action does not conflict with humanity in our person as an end
in itself; it must also harmonize with it. Now there are in humanity predisposi-
tions to greater perfection, which belong to the end of nature with respect to
humanity in our subject. To neglect these might admittedly be consistent with
the preservation of humanity as an end in itself, but not with the furtherance of
this end.

Fourth, concerning meritorious duty to others, the natural end that all
human beings have is their own happiness. Now humanity might indeed sub-
sist if no one contributed to the happiness of others but yet did not intentionally
withdraw anything from it; but there is still only a negative and not a positive
agreement with humanity as an end in itself unless everyone also tries, as far as
he can, to further the ends of others. For the ends of a subject who is an end in
itself must as far as possible be also my ends, if that representation is to have its
full effect in me.



