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Immanuel Kant
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ective CaUSES, WhICh_ hold for the senses only of this
e of reason which holds for everyone s or th

fectly good will, therefore, ?m)uld be equally subject to obiect:

4 but it could not be cfoncewed ds constrained by then;’tJe?tfve laws of

hecause it canlbe determined to act by its own subjective Con‘;t;ltLC‘?rd with

’gh the conception of the good. TPUS no imperatives hold for ti1e SFI(}H On-ly

erally, for a holy will. The “ought” here is out of place, for thﬂf :ﬂ“
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P& s qecessarily in unison with the law, Therefore imperatives are only f
I HRj or-
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] gﬁm o|se which one desires '(or which one may possibly desire). The categorical
- perative would be one which presented an action as of itself objectively neces-

«ithout regard to any other end.
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 Since every practical law presents a possible action as good and thus as neces-

- gry for a subje
' sfthe determination of action which is necessary by the principle of a will which

' isin any way good. If the action is good only as a means to something else, the

ct practically determinable by reason, all imperatives are formulas

‘ imperative 1s hypothetical; but if it is thought of as good in itself, and hence as
 pecessary in a will which of itself conforms to reason as the principle of this will;

 presents the practical rule in relation to a will which d
 aaction simply because it is good, in part because th
know that the action is good, and in part (when he does know it

e imperative is categorical.
The imperative thus says what action possible for me would be good, and it
oes not forthwith perform

e subject does not always
because his

~ maxims can still be opposed to the objective principles of a practical reason.

f' ﬁ‘;;‘ purpose, possible or actual. In the former case,
' drd:rm assertorical, practical principle. The catego
 Uclares the action to be of itself objectively necessary w

i of the action should conform; and this con

The hypothetical imperative, therefore, says only that the action is good to
it is a problematical, in the

rical imperative, which
ithout making any refer-

G?cf to any end in view (i.e., without having any other purpose); holds as an apo-

-' Practical principle. . . . et
h. I do not know what it will con-

By ypothetical imperative as such, . e
:I::;IO the condition is stated [under which it is an imperauVe_]- But 1{ [ think
_“*iegorical imperative, I know : mmediately what it wi _ b
:;Mtwe contains besides the law, only the necessity of the 'm.axlmf’ of acting In

fdancc with the law, while the law contains no conditio

. ' ! whic
“tricteq nothing remains except the universality of law as such 10 W/ "
formity alone 1S what 1s rep
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