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TRANSLATOR'S INTRODUCTION 

I 

Immanuel Kant's Critique of Practical Reason, published in 
1788, is the second of his three Critiques, the others being the 
Critique of Pure Reason (1781) and the Critique of Judgment 
(1790) . It is likewise the s€cond of his three most important writ
ings in moral philosophy, the first being the Fundamental Prin
ciples (sometimes called the Foundations or the Groundwork) 
of the Metaphysic of Morals (1785), and the third being the 
Metaphysics of Morals (1797). 

The relation between the Critique of Practical Reason and 
the Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals is 
much like that of the Critique of Pure Reason to the Prolego
mena. For each of the first two Critiques, Kant wrote a briefer, 
less "scholastic," work on the same topics. The shorter works 
follow the analytical or regressive method; they begin with ex
perience and,_..J;,e.gress upon its a priori presuppositions or prin
ciples without which it would not be possible to have that kind 
of experience. In these shorter works, starting points are found 
in mathematical and scientific knowledge (Prolegomena) and 
in "common knowledge of morality" (in the Fundamental Prin
ciples). In each everything is based "u on something already 
known as trustworthy, from which we can set out with confi
dence and ascend to sources as yet unknown." 1 These "sources 
i s yet unknown" are tlie forms of intuition and categories (in 
the Prolegomena) and the,!Iloral law and freedom (in the Funda
mental Principles). 

The method of the Critiques, on the other hand, is synthetic. 
That is, they begin with principles and thence proceed to the 
experiences which they organize, govern, and render intelligi
ble. Only by this method can philosophical knowledge "present 

1 Prolegomena §4. 

vii 
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all its articulations, as the structure of a peculiar cogmuve 
faculty, in their natural combination." 2 The fritique of Prac
tical Reason, therefore, begins as it were where the Fundamental 

r Principles ends, and retraces its steps . For this reason, Kant tells 
' us, the Critique of Practical Reason presupposes the Funda
mental Principles only "in so far as that work giv~s a prelimi
nary acquaintance with the principle of duty and justifies a 
definite formula of it; otherwise it is an independent work." 3 

This definite formula, of course, is the categorical imperative, 
reached in the second section of the Fundamental Principles 
and

1 
in §7 of the Critique. ) 

To be more specific, the Fundamental Principles, as the work 
giving an analysis of ordinary moral consciousness, begins with 
common moral judgments and the felt constraint of duty. It 
seeks to bring their basis to light, and does so by formulating 
the moral law expressed as a categorical imperative and a theory 
of freedom as the condition for making and realizing the de
mands of this imperative. The Critique of Practical Reason, on 
the other hand, begins with definitions, in a manner almost 
reminiscent of Spinoza, and proceeds quickly, in a quasi-deduc
tive manner, to the formula of the moral law and the theory of 
freedom. The works, therefore, for a considerable distance go 
along the same path, but in opposite directions. 

Nevertheless, the Critig.1&1:. contains material which, Kant 
says, would be out of place in the Fundamental Principles, £or 
it must showlt he unit of practical and theoretical reason .4 1The 
full investigation of this unity constitutes the chief advance 
made in the Critique of Practical Reason beyond Kant's earlier 
work. This unity was asserted in the first Critique and assumed 
in the Fundamental Principl es; only in the Critique of Prac
tical Reason is this assumption "deduced" or justified. Only in 
the light of this larger and deeper problem of showing that there 

2 Ibid ., Intro. (Liberal Arts Press ed ., p. 11). 
3 Critique of Practical Reason, this edition, p. 8. 
4 Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals (Liberal Arts 

Press ed.), p. 7. 
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is,no conflict of reason wi~lf in its claims to. knowledge and 
in its use in practical conduct does Kant deal adequately with 
many of those most profound philosophical problems concern
ing the~ lations between knowing, believing, and acting. 

II 

Even the titles of the works, properly understood, tell much 
of this story of their intimate connection. There is a whole 
theory implicit in the very words "metaphysics of morals," 
"critique," and "practical reason." 

"Metaphysics" means two things for Kant. It is alleged specu
lative knowledge of supersensible and unconditional reality; 
this is the old metaphysics which the Critique of Pure Reason 
was written _to destroy. Then there is the metaphysics Kant at
tempted to establish, "metaphysics as science," "the inventory 
of all our possessions ·through pure reason, systematically ar
ranged,"5 "as mm of a_pJj ori knowl! d e fwm mere concepts ."J 
It has two parts: the metaphysics of nature, consisting of all the 
a priori principles of what is, and the metaphysics of morals, 
comprising all the a priori principles of what ought to be. 7 But 
many philosophers claimed that certain, rational knowledge 
of God, freedom, and immortality belonged in the store-house 
of metaphysics understood as knowledge of ultimate reality. 
Kant is primarily concerned to deny this, and he does so by 
showing that such putative knowledge has no valid foundation. 
Such claims to knowledge are vain and empty or, in Kant's 
technical terminology, "dialectical." 

This brings us to Kant's conception of the function he as
signs to a "critique. ' One task of a critique is the se_!!:examina
tion of reason for the purpose of discovering and eradicating 
the dialectical illusions of the older metaphysics. The second 
task of a critique is to rescue those principles which constitute 

5 Critique of Pure Reason, A xx. -
6 Metaphysik der Sitten , Einleitung, ii. -
7 Critique of Pure Reason, A 840 = B 868. 
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metaphysics "as science" from the ruin threatened by universal 
empiricism, which not only raised doubts about the possibility 
of speculative metaphysics but also tended to undermine knowl
edge even of nature and morals. 8 Critique is negatively an at
tack on pretensions to supersensible knowledge, which appear 
as metaphysical dogmatism and moral fanaticism; 9 affirmatively 
it establishes the structure, range, use, and validity of concepts 
(like that of cause in the first Critique, duty iri the second) which 
cannot be objectively valid if derived from experience, but 
which are essential if experience is to "make sense." Without 
a critique having both these affirmative and negative functions, 
Kant thinks it is not possible to draw a line between legitimate 
and illegitimate metaphysics, or to defend legitimate knowledge 
from attacks properly made only on dialectical illusion mas
querading as the higher wisdom. 

So much for the word "critique." And what is "practical 
reason"? To say, as Kant does, tha!..£ractical ~.!!son is-the same 
.as will is instructive only when we understand his theory of 
reason itself. In the Critique of Pure Reason there are three 
cognitive faculties of the mind: sensibility, which is receptivity 
to sense data under the forms of space and time; understanding, 
which is the faculty of synthesizing these data into knowledge 
of objects, the synthesis occurring under rules established by 
concepts called categories; and reaso~, which is the faculty of 
synthesizing knowledge of objects into systerr{s (such as the 
"realm of nature," the whole system of phenomena under laws). 
Reason guides the construction of knowledge in its systematic 
aspect, by directing our search for the absolute conditions of 
all contingent conditions, which wiil support the entire edifice 
of kno'"wledge. This is td}e ideal of reason in its theoretical as
pect, and when its search leads it to make assertions which con
cern supersensible realities which belong in the realm of the 
older metaphysics, it is called "speculative reason." 

Now, Kant tells us, all things in nature, including human 

8 Critique of Practical Reason, this edition, p. 12 and the ironical remark 
at the end of the Preface, p. 14. 

9 Ibid., pp. 88, 141. 
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beings, behave in accordance with laws. But only a rational 
being can have or act according to a conception of laws. A fall
ing body, for instance, "obeys" Galileo's law in the sense of 
merely illustrating it; but man, as a being endowed with con
sciousness and reason, can govern his behavior by his concep
tion of this law. By his knowledge of Galileo's law, he may de
cide whether it is safe to jump from a certain height, and (if his 
"will" is strong enough) may thereby overcome his fear of 
doing so. Such a conception of law is possible only to a rational 
being; and we say that a man acts voluntarily when his concep
tion of a law, and not his momentary impulses, governs his be
havior. To take another example: a man as a creature of im
pulse unwittingly follows psychological laws in his sexual 
behavior; but as a rational being, possessing insight into the 
causal laws of psychology, he may discern consequences of his 
possible actions, and thereby modify his behavior and act in 
ways which in fact thwart his impulses. Such a man, we ordi
narily say, has a strong will; he acts rationally, not merely im
pulsively;10 rational order and system are introduced into his 
activities by the governance of reason. 

We can thus see that when Kant says the will is nothing but 
practical reason, what he says is not so very startling, but is 
implicit even in the common usage of the word "will." "Will:..' 
is the name we ordinarily give to the subjective experience of 
control of impulse by reason, and not to the merely emotional 
or 1mpu1sive aspect of behavior. 

The book before us is a critical examination of will under
stood in this sense, as practical reason, reason applied in con
duct. And its main thesis is that though practical reason gen
erally has an impulsive component or motive, which it more 
or less successfully guides by maxims and rules of experience, 
it is also possible for a man's reason to guide his behavior with
out the motive force springing from variable, subjective im-

10 Note that, even if we are not Kantians, we do not yet say that he acts 
morally, for his self-control through strength of will may be merely a matter 
of prudence, of staying out of trouble. Cf. Kant's tart remark on a similar 
example in the Critique, p. 30. 
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pulses directed to the gaining of pleasure. Such a reason provides 
not just the long-range control of impulses but, as pure prac
tical reason, it can provide also the motives and set the ends of 
action. The law conceived by reason in this capacity is not an 
empirical law of nature, or of human nature as learned in 
psychology, but it is the moral law, and the imperative to obey 
it is a categorical imperative, not hypothetical and contingent 
upon the actual presence of a given impulse. 

Kant tells us, in the opening sentence, that the work is called 
Critique of Practical Reason and not Critique of Pure Practical 
Reason, because its task is to show that ure reason can be prac
tical, and it does so by a critical examination of reason's entire 

oth pure and empirical) practical use. This suggests that this 
Critique has only the second, the affirmative, function dis
tinguished above. But this is not correct, for there is a dialectical 
illusion even in pure practical reason, as we shall see; and this 
must be criticized.-The lack of parallelism in the titles is un
fortunate in another respect: it has led superficial readers and 
not an insignificant number of philosophical thinkers into be
lieving that Kant established a dichotomy between "pure" and 
"practical" reason. But if this is believed, it is safe to say that 
not a single doctrine of his ethical theory has been or can be 
understood. Kant is trying to show that:__pure reason can be 
practical, and must be practical if morality is not an illusio.n; 
he is trying to show that it ~ractical oLitself, and not merely 
as "the servant of the passions" (Hume), i.e., in connection with -other, non-rational components of personality. 11 

We are now in a position to appreciate the full import of the 
title of the book, Critique of Practical Reason. Affirmatively, 
the book is to work out the pure a priori laws of conduct, and 
thus to establish beyond sophistic criticism the existence of pure 
practical reason, whose dictates will constitute a metaphysics 
of morals understood as rational knowledge of the moral law in 
all its ramifications. Negatively, it will examine the presupposi
tions of practical reason to prevent them from being passed off 

11 As held by Aristotle (Nicomachaean Ethics, 1139a, 1177b; On the Soul, 
432b) and most other philosophers and psychologists. 
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as insight into a supersensible world. These two tasks are carried 
out, respectively, in the "Analytic of Pure Practical Reason" and 
in the "Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason." 

III 

The "Analytic" has as its task the establishment of the possi
bility of a priori (universal and necessary) practical principles 
(moral laws), and it accomplishes this in the first two chapters. 
They give the formula of the moral law (§ 7), its differences 
from maxims and rules of practice(§§ 1-4), its intimate relation 
to the autonomy (freedom) of the will as practical reason (§§ 5, 
6, 8, and pp. 43-51 ), and the connection between moral prin
ciples and moral concepts (good and evil) (Chapter II). Chapter 
III of the Analytic is one of the most effective of all of Kant's 
writings, manifesting on every page his own profound moral 
commitment and giving a vivid and memorable phenomenol
ogy of moral experience. Its purpose is to show the way in which 
men come to be moved by the thought of duty; and this account 
of reverence for the law as the motive to morality has important 
implications for Kant's theory of moral education, as given in 
the "Methodology" at the end of this Critique. 

Though the argument is somewhat more formal, elaborate, 
and rigorous, most of the Analytic will be at least partly familiar 
to those who have read the Fundamental Principles, and I shall 
therefore turn to new material not touched upon, or at most 
intimated, in the Fundamental Principles but fully developed 
in the present work. Most of this material is in the "Dialectic." 

IV 

To understand fully the Dialectic of the second Critique, we 
must recall some of the teachings of the Critique of Pure Rea
son.12 In the Dialectic of that book, Kant was concerned with 

12 Fortunately, at various places in the second Critique, Kant reminds the 
reader of what he has said in the first. But inasmuch as these passages may 



"J , 
I 

1 
XVI CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON 

Critique. Assume, for the moment, that morality requires be
lief in God, freedom, and immortality-why Kant says it does 
so will be mentioned later. If reason in its practical aspect (as 
the "organ" of morality) requires that the theoretically empty 
space in the system of knowledge be filled by assumptions, in 
default of which the moral experience would be illusory and 
the moral law invalid; and if these assumptions conflict with no 
principles that theoretical reason can establish; then , says Kant, 
pure reason in its practical capacity has primacy over pure rea
son in its speculative (theoretical) capacity. It can therefore 
legitimately make-indeed, if morality is not in vain, it must 
make-these assumptions. But it makes them not as expressions. 
of knowledge but as matters of faith, or as what Kant calls "prac
tical postulates." 15 If we mistook the authority of practical rea
son and claimed that these postulates gave us any knowledge, 
we would not only exceed the competence of theoretical reason 
but would actually threaten the foundations of morals them-
selves.16 -

The ideas of God, freedom, and immortality are merely pos
sible for speculative reason, not actual. But Kant says that they 
are necessary for morality. They therefore fit this "empty space" 

15 Critique of Practical Reason, Bk. II, ch. II, sect. 3: "On the Primacy of 
Pure Practical Reason in its Association with Speculative Reason." This . 
chapter should be carefully compared with the writings of other defenders 
of the "right" or "will" to believe beyond theoretical evidence, among whom 
Kant is often counted . But the differences between Kant and, for instance . 
William James are at least as important as the similarities. The chief dif
ference is, in Kantian language, that since they have not shown that pure 
reason can be practical (which, indeed, they deny), their claim that there is a 
right to believe beyond the evidence is based on premises having no objective 
validity, and the resulting belief is therefore irrational and subjective. Kant, 
on the other hand, claims that the legitimate belief in these postulates is 
objective and rational, though not cognitive; it is based on demands of pure 
reason and not on what James called "our passional nature." What is unique · 
in Kant's view is precisely the point that "rational" is not restricted in mean
ing to "cognitive ." 

16 Critique of Practical Reason, Bk. II, ch. II, sect. 9: "Of the Wise Adapta 
tion of Man's Cognitive Faculties to his Practical Vocation." 
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in the system of theoretical knowledge, and acceptance of them 
is justified by the primacy of practical reason. 

We turn now to the final question: how does Kant show that 
morality requires such postulates? The same answer does not 
fit all of them. The idea or postulate of freedom differs markedly 
from the others, and therefore we must briefly discuss each of 
them separately. Generally speaking, we can say that freedom 
is required for the establishment of the moral law itself, while 
the other postulates are required only for the resolution of an 
antinomy into which practical reason itself falls. 

In the Dialectic of the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant de
velops an antinomy between the concept of freedom and that of 
natural c~ ation. That is, he gives a proof that the connection 
·of events under the laws of empirical science is the only neces
sary connection, and then he gives an equally valid proof that 
there is a "causality of freedom," i .e., that there can be initiated 
a new causa1 chain in nature. The first member of such a chain 
might be an act of will which is not an effect of some earlier 
natural event. He resolves this antinomy by arguing that both 
statements are true and that there is no contradiction between 
them. The first is true, but it concerns events only as phenomena 
in time. If the empirical events whic are th e objects of scien
tific knowledge were events among things in themselves, the 
principle of natural causation would be absolutely true without 
restriction, there would be an irresolvable conflict between free
dom and causal determinism, and freedom would have to be 
surrendered. But if the events we observe are only phenomena, 
i.e., appearances of things in themselves as organized by our own 
sensibility and understanding, as he believes he has shown, in 
other parts of the Critique of Pure Reason, to be the case, then 
the causality of freedom might be true o~elation of real
ities to appeJ rances while mechanical determinism would still 
hold of the connections among the observed events themselves. 
The two principles might therefore be true, each in its own . 
context. Thus the Critique of Pure Reason shows that freedom 
is not incompatible with natural necessity and is thus a possible 
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concept. But the first Critique does not give any reason for be
lieving that it is actual , i.e., that there is freedom.11 

The Critique of Practical Reason, however, shows that the 
moral law 1 which is given as a 'fact of pure reason ,' reciprocally 
implies and is implied by the concept of freedom.is In asserting 
that man is morally obligated, Kant is asserting that freedom is 
real, while nature, including human nature, can be understood 
scientifically only under the principle of strict causal necessity. 
Man as a moral agent is not the same as man as a part of na
ture; and the act which the psychologist says is causally deter
mined by heredity and environment can be said by the moral 
agent himself to be freely chosen. 19 Kant's concept of freedom, 
therefore, is not equivalent to that according to which free ac
tions have no causes, or to the view, popular in his time and in 
ours, that actions are free if they are psychologically determined 
by one's own settled character and not by momentary stimuli.20 

The other two postulates are quite different, and it is gen
erally recognized, even by Kant hims elf, that the argument for 
them is less coercive. Pure practical reason has its own antinomy 
and the exposure and resolution of this antinomy is the negative 
task of the Critique of Practical Reason. It arises in the concept 
of "th~ gh~st good," which is the ideal of moral perfection 
conjoined with happiness proportionate to the degree of per
fection attained. Striving for the highest good is required by the 
moral law, but the highest good cannot be made real unless the 
soul is immortal and God exists. The moral law is vain if it 
commands us to do the impossible; hence the moral law is in
valid, or the highest good is possible. Now since we have the 
"fact of pure reason" to show that the moral law really does 
bind us, and since the criticism of speculative reason showed 

17 This is not quite true in fact, for there are sections of the Critique of 
Pure Reason which are concerned with moral questions. It would be more 
accurate to say: a critique restricted to an examination of theoretical and 
speculative reason would give no grounds for asserting more than the pos
sibility of the idea of freedom. 

18 Critique of Practical Reason, pp. 3, 28f., 31. 
19 Ibid., pp. lOOf. 
20 Ibid., pp. 97ff. 
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no impossibility in either immortality or God (but only the im
possibility of a theoretical proof), the assumptions are justified . 

" We are therefore under a moral necessity to ascribe reality to ,, 
God and immortality to ourselves; but we do so as a matter of / 
; ational faith, and not in the form of a claim to metaphysical ) 
knowledge of the nature of ourselves and of the being of God. 

Hence the Critique of Practical Reason has two functions: 
affirmatively it defends those concepts without which moral ex
perience would be unintelligible or impossible; negatively it 
restrains the dogmatism and fanaticism which claim on moral 
grounds to have an insight into ultimate metaphysical realities. 

There is a tale, invented by Heinrich Heine, that Kant de
molished religious belief, but ~ he saw how unhappy this 
made his servant Lampe, the great philosopher showed that he 
was al;;-; "good man" by writing the Critique of Practical 
Reason to give old Lampe his faith again . This is, of course, a 
caricature of the doctrine of the primacy of practical reason and 
its postulates. But if the reader will keep this story in mind as he 
reads the Dialectic, so that at the end he can decide whether 
there is a kernel of truth inside the husk of error in this anec
dote, he can rightly feel that he has at least the beginning of real 
insight into what is perhap~ the most important and profound 
philosophy of morals produced in modern times . 

LEWIS WHITE BECK 



NOTE ON THE EDITION 

This translation, first published in my edition of Kant's 
Critique of Practical Reason and other Writings in Moral 

Philosophy (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1949), is 
based on careful comparison of the variant readings in the 
German editions of Natorp, Vorlander and Kellermann. A 
few errors discovered in the Chicago edition have been cor
rected, and I am indebted to several reviewers of that book 
for bringing some of them to my attention. A much larger 
number of minor changes have been made in the hope of ren
dering the readings in this edition somewhat smoother but 
without sacrificing accuracy . The pagination in the running
heads is that of the Prussian Academy edition, Volume V, and 

is appended in order to facilitate the use of secondary writings 
which generally, and should universally, cite that splendid 
edition. The folios in brackets inserted in the text at the end 

of a line indicate the approximate break of the pages of the 
Academy edition. 

The translator has contributed a number of footnotes which 
have been bracketed. The other notes are those of the author. 

O.P. 

xx 



PREFACE 

Why this critique is called simply Critique of Practical Rea
son and not Critique of Pure Practical Reason, though the par
allelism between it and the critique of speculative reason seems 

to demand the latter title, will be sufficiently shown in the 
treatise itself. Its task is merely to show that there is a pure prac
tical reason, and, in order to do this, it critically examines rea
son's entire practical faculty. If it succeeds in this task, there is 

no need to examine the pure faculty itself to see whether it, like 
speculative reason, presumptuously overreaches itself. For if 
pure reason is actually practical, it will show its reality and that 
of its concepts in actions, and all disputations which aim to 

prove its impossibility will be in vain. 
With the pure practical faculty of reason, the reality of tran

s enden l freedom is also confirmed. Indeed, it is substantiated 
in the absolute sense needed by speculative reason in its use of 

the concept of causality, for this freedom is required if reason 
is to rescue itself from the antinomy in which it is inevitably 
entangled when attempting to think the unconditioned in a 
causal series. For speculative reason, the concept of freedom was 
problematic but not impossible; that is to say, speculative rea

son could think _of freedom without contradiction, but it c~d 
~ assure any objective reali ty to it. Reason showea freedom to 
be conceivable only in order that its supposed impossibility 

might not endanger reason's very being and plunge it into an 
abyss of skepticism. 

The concept olfreedom, in so kr as its reality is roved by 
fill apodictic law of practical reason, is the keystone of the whole /1/ 
architecture of the system ot pure reason }md even of specula- // 
~ason. All other conc_Tts (those of God .and immortal- [4] 

..J!y) which, as mere ideas, are unsupported by anything in specu
lative reason now attach themselves to the concept of freedom / -- -~in, with it and through it, ~tability and objective realit . 

[4] 
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That is, their possibility is proved by the fact that there really 
is freedom, for this idea is revealed by the moral law. 

Freedom, however, among all the ideas of speculative reason 
is JJ1e onl one w~o~eossibilit ~~ a_priori. We do not 
understand it, but we know it as the condition 1 of the moral law 
which we do know. The ideas of God and immortality are, on 
the contrary, not conditions of the moral law, but only condi
tions of the necessary object of a will which is determined by 
this law, this will being merely the practical use of our pure 
reason. Hence we cannot say that we know or understand either 
the reality or even the possibility of these ideas. Nevertheless, 
they are the conditions of applying the morally determined will 
to the object which is given to it a priori (the highest good). 
Consequently, the possibility of these conditions can and must 
be assumed in this practical context without our knowing or 
understanding them in a theoretical sense. To serve their prac
tical function, it suffices that they do not contain any internal 
impossibility (contradiction) :. Here we have a ground of assent 
which, in comparison to the speculative reason, is only subjec
tive, but which is just as valid objectively to a practical but 
equally pure reason. Thus, through the concept of freedom, the 
ideas _of God and immortality gain objective reality and legiti
macy and indeed subjective necessi!Y (as a need of pure reasop). 
Reason is not hereby extended, however, in its theoretical [5] 
knowledge; the only thing which is different is that ~he possibil
ity, which was heretofore a problem, now becomes an assertion, 
ind the practical use of reason is thus connected with the ele
ments of theoretical reason. This need is not just a hypothetical 
one for some arbitrary speculative purpose, of the kind that one 

1 To avoid having anyone imagine that there is an inconsistency when 
I say that freeqg_m is th,e condition of the moral law and later assert that 

_tlJ.e_moral law is the only condition under which freedom can be known, 
I will only remind the reader that, though~ is certainly the raiio 
essendi of the moral law, t,be lattei.:.i.§._the ratio cognoscendi of freedom . For 
had not the moral law already been distinctly thought in our reison, we 
would never have been justified in assuming anything like freedom, even 
though it is not self-contradictory. But if there were no freedom, the moral 
law would never have been encountered in us. 
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of these concepts is different from that required by specula- [6] 

tive reason. 
So far from being incoherent, the highly consistent structure 

of the Critique of Pure Reason is very satisfyingly revealed here. 

For in that work the objects of experience as such, including 

even our own subject, were explained as only appearances, 

though as based upon things -in-themselves; consequently, even 

in that Critique it was emphasized that the supersensible was not 

mere fancy and that its concepts were not empty. Now practical 

reason itself, without any collusion with the speculative, pro

vides reality to a supersensible object of the category of causa ity, 

i.e., to freedom. This is a practical concept and as such is subject 

only to practical use; but what in the speculative critique could 

only be thought is now confirmed by fact. The strange but in

controvertible assertion of the speculative Critique, that the 

thinking subject is only an appearance to itself in inner intui

tion, now finds its full confirmation in the Critique of Practical 

Reason; the establishment of this thesis is here so cogent that 

one would be compelled to accept it even if the first had not al

ready proved it.3 
In this way I can also understand why the most weighty criti

cisms of the Critique which have come to my attention turn 

about these two points: first, the reality of the categories as 

applied to noumena, which is denied in theoretical knowledge 

but affirmed in practical; and, second, the paradoxical demand 

to gard one's self, as subject to freedom, as noumenon, and yet 

from the point of view of nature to think of one's self as ;j;he

nomenon in one's own empirical consciousne:.s. So long as one 

had no defi;_ite concept of morality and freedom, no conjecture 

could be made concerning what the noumenon was which 

should be posited as the ground of the alleged appearance, and 

3 The union of causality as freedom with causality as the mechanism of 

nature, the first being given through the moral law and the latter through 

natural Jaw, and both as related to the same subject, man, is impossible 

unless man is conceived by pure consciousness as a being in itself in rela

tion to the former, but by empirical reason as appearance in relation to the 

latter. Otherwise the self-contradiction of reason is unavoidable. 
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sequently passed over to the practical use of this concept, they 
would have been brought to the same description of it in respect 
to its principles which they are now so unwilling to acknowl
edge. The concept of freedom is the stumbling block of all em
piricists but the key to the most sublime practical principles 
for critical moralists, who see, through it, that they must [8] 
necessarily proceed rationally. For this reason, I beg the reader 
not to run lightly through what is said about this concept at 
the end of the Analytic. 

I leave it to the connoisseur of this kind of work to judge 
whether such a system into which practical reason has been de
veloped through a critique of this faculty has cost much or little 
trouble, especially in gaining the right point of view from which 
the whole can be rightly sketched. It presupposes the Founda
tions of the Metaphysics of Morals, but only in so far as that 
work gives a preliminary acquaintance with the principle of 
duty and justifies a definite formula of it; 5 otherwise it is an 
independent work. 

The reason the classification of all practical sciences is not 
completely carried through, as the critique of speculative reason 
did this for the theoretical sciences, lies in the nature of the prac
tical faculty itself. For the specific definition of duties as human 
duties, which is necessary to a classification of them, is only pos
sible if the subject of this definition (man) is known in his actual 
nature, at least in so far as this knowledge is needed in determin
ing his relation to duty in general. Getting this knowledge, how-

5 A critic• who wished to say something against that work really did 
better than he intended when he said 1at there was no new principle of 
morality in it but only at ew formula. Who would want to introduce a 
new principle of morality and, as it were, be its inventor, as if the world 
had hitherto been ignorant of what duty is or had been thoroughly wrong 
about it? Those who know what a formula means to a mathematician, in 
determining what is to be done in solving a problem without letting him 
go astray, will not regard a formula which will do this for all duties as 
something insignificant and unnecessary. 

• [Gottlob August Tittel, who in his Ober Herrn Kants Mora/reform 
(1786) asked, "Is the entire Kantian reform of ethics to limit itself just to 
a new formula?"] 
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ever, does not belong in a critique of practical reaso~ ~s _such, 
which gives an account of the principles o~ the poss1b1hty of 
duty, of its extent and limits, without particular reference to 
human nature. Consequently, this classification belongs to the 
system of science, not to the system of criticism. 

I have, I hope, given a sufficient answer, i~ the second part of 
the Analytic, to a certain critic, 6 truth-loving and acu~e ~nd 
therefore worthy of respect, who made the following ob1ect1on 
to the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals: the concept of 
the good was not established before the m~ral prin:iple, as [9] 
in his opinion was necessary.1 I have also paid attent10n to many 

6 (The anonymous author (H. A. Pistorius) of a review of the Founc~a
tions in Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek, LXVI, Part 2, 447 ff. See Damel 
Jentsch's letter to Kant, May 14, 1787, Cassirer ed., IX, 325} . 

7 One could also raise the objection that I have not prev10usly expl~med 
the concept of the faculty of desire or Lhe feeling of pl~asure. ~his r~
proach would be unfair, however, because this explanauon, as give~. m 
psychology, could reasonably be presupposed. But then the defimt10n 
given in psychology might be so framed that the feeling of p_leasure w~ul~ 
be made basic to the determination of the faculty of desire (a~ this i_s 
commonly done); and, as a result, the supreme ~'.·inciple of pra~ucal p~i
losophy would necessarily turn out to be empirical, a conclus10n which 
would have to be proved first and which is, in fact, completely. refuted 
in this Critique. Therefore, I shall give this explanation in t~e way It _ought 
to be given in order to decide properly this controversial quest10n at 
the beginning. . 

Life is the faculty of a being by which it acts according to the ~aws of 
the faculty of desire. The faculty of desire is the facu~ty such a bem? has 
of causing, through its ideas, the reality of the ob1ects of_ these_ ideas. 
Pleasure is the idea of the agreement of an object or an acu~n with . the 
subjective conditions of life, i.e., with the faculty through ~vhich an i~ea 
causes the reality of its object (or the direction of the energies of a sub1ect 
to such an action as will produce the object). 

I need no more than this for the purposes of a critique_ ~f con_cepts 
borrowed from psychology; the rest is supplied by the Critique Itself. 
The question as to whether pleasure is always the ground of the faculty of 
desire or whether under certain conditions it only follo~vs upon a p~r
ticular modification of this faculty-this question, as is easily seen, rema:ns 
unanswered by this explanation; for it consists only of ter'.°s belo~~mg 
to the pure understanding, i.e., categories, which contain ~othmg ~n:1pmcal. 
Such a precaution against making judgments by venturing defimuons be-
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ing it deals with is very close to the popular way of thinking. 
Tfiis obj ection, moreover, could not have been mad e";ven to the 
first Critique by anyone who had really thought his way through 
it instead of merely turning the pages. To make up new words 
for accepted concepts when the language does not lack expres
sions for them is a childish effort to distinguish one's self not by 
new and true thoughts but by new patches on old clothes. If any 
reaaer of that work can show that he knowsmo re common ex
pressions which are as adequate to the thoughts as the ones I 
used seemed to me, or can demonstrate the nullity of the 
thoughts themselves and therewith of the terms used to express 
them, he should do so. The first would greatly oblige me, for I 
onl)' want to be understood; the second would be a service to 
philo°"sophy itself. But, a s long as those thoughts stand, I [11] 
very much doubt that expressions both more suitable to them 
and more common can be found. 9 

9 More than this kind of unintelligibility, I fear some misinterpretations, 
here and there, of expressions which J have sought out with the greatest 
care in order that the concepts which they mean may not be missed . Thus, 
under the heading "modality," in the table of categories of practical reason, 
the "permitted" and the "forbidden" (objective-practical meanings of the 
possible and the impossible) have almost the same significance, in popular 
usage, as the categories which immediately follow them , namely, "duty" 
and "contrary to duty." Here, however, the former mean that which is in 
agreement or disagreement with a merely possible precept (as, for ex
ample, the solution of problems of geometry or mechanics); the latter, 
however, indicate what is in such a relation to a law actually lying in 
reason as such. This difference of meaning is not entirely foreign to ordi
nary language, but it is somewhat unusual. For instance, an orator is not 
permitted to forge new words or constructions, but this is permitted, to 
some extent, to a poet. In neither case, though, is there any thought of 
duty , for if anyone wishes to forfeit his reputation as a speaker, no one can 
prevent it. Here it is a question of the difference of the imperatives corre
sponding to the problematic, assertoric, and apodictic ground of determina
tion. Similarly in the note where I compare the moral ideals of practical 
perfection in the various philosophical schools, I have differentiated be
tween the ideas of wisdom and holiness, although I have shown them 
to be fundamentally and objectively identical. But I take wisdom, in that 
note, only in the sense in which man (the Stoic, for example) lays claim 
to it, and thus as it is thought of subjectively as a human charac-
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In this manner the a priori principles of two faculties of [12) 
the mind, cognition and desire, are to be discovered and their 
scope and limits determined. Thus the firm basis is laid for a sys
tematic philosophy, both theoretical and practical, as a science. 

Nothing ~rse could happen to all these labors, however, 
than that someone should make the unexpected discovery that 
there is anq._can be no a priori knowledge at all. But there is no 
danger of this. J.t_:wluld be like proving by reason that there is 
no such thing as reason; for we only say that we know ~omething 
through reason when we know that we could have known it even 
if it had not actually come within our experience. Thus knowl
edge through reason and a priori knowledge are the same thing. 
It is a clear contradiction to try to extract necessity from an em
pirical proposition (ex pumice aquam), 10 and it is equally con
tradictory to attempt to procure, along with such necessity, true 
universality to a judgment (for without it no rational inference 
is possible, and consequently no inference is possible by analogy 
either, since the latter has an at least presumed universality ahd 
objective necessity and therefore presupposes it). To substitute 
subjective necessity, i.e., habit, for the objective which pertains 
only to a priori judgments would be to deny to reason the fac-

teristic . (Perhaps the term "virtue," which the Stoic made so much of, 
would show even better the characteristic of this school.) But the term 
"postulate of pure practical reason" can occasion the worst misinterpre
tation if confused with the meaning which postulates have in pure mathe
matics, where they are of apodictic certainty. The latter, however, pos
tulate the possibility of an action, the object of which one previously 
knows a priori, theoretically and with complete certainty, to be possible. 
Those of the pure practical reason, however, postulate the possibility of 
an object (God and the immortality of the soul) from apodictic practical 
laws, but therefore only for the use of a practical reason. This certainty 
of the postulated possibility is not in the least theoretical and consequently 
also not apodictic, i.e., not a necessity known by the reference to an object; 
it is a necessary assumption, rather, with reference to the subject as con
forming to the objective practical laws of reason. Thus it is merely a 
necessary hypothesis. I could not discover for this subjective yet true and 
absolute rational necessity a better term than "postulate." 

10 ["Water from a pumice stone" (Plautus Persa i. i. 14). Cf. our "blood 
from a turnip."] 
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ulty of judging an object, of knowing it and what belongs to it. 
It would mean, for example, that what usually or always follows 
a certain prior condition could not be inferred to follow from it, 
since that would imply objective necessity and an a priori con
cept of a connection. It would mean only that similar cases may 
be expected, as animals expect them. It would be to reject the 
concept of cause as fundamentally false and a mere delusion of 
thought. As to attempting to remedy this lack of objective and 
consequently universal validity by arguing that there is no rea
son not to attribute to other reasonable beings a different type 
of ideation-well, if this sort of argument should yield a valid 
inference, then our ignorance would render us greater services 
in widening our knowledge than all our meditation. Simply be
cause we do not know any reasonable beings other than men, 
we would have the right only to assume them to be of the same 
nature as we know ourselves to be, and therefore we would 
really know them. I need not mention the fact that universality 
of assent does not prove the objective validity of a judg- (13] 
ment, i.e., its validity as knowledge, but only call attention to 
the fact that, even if sometimes that which is universally as
sented to is also correct, this is no proof of its agreement with the 
object; it is rather the case that only objective validity affords 
the ground of a necessary universal agreement. 

Hume would find himself completely at ease in this system of 
universal empiricism of principles, for he desired, as is well 
known, nothing more than that a merely subjectively necessary 
concept of cause, i.e., habit, be assumed in place of all objective 
meaning of necessity in the causal concept; he did this in order 
to deny to reason any judgment concerning God, freedom, and 
immortality; and he knew very well how to draw conclusions 
with complete cogency when once the principles were conceded. 
But even Hume did not make his empiricism so universal as to 
include mathematics in it. Fe he1d it opos1t10ns to be ana
lytic, and, if this werecorrect, they would indeed be apodic~ic; 
but this would not give us any right to conclude that there 1s a 
faculty of reason which can make apodictic judgments also in 
philosophy, for in philosophy they would be synthetic, as the 
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law of ca~sality is. But if one assumes a universal empiricism, 
mathematics will also be involved. 

When, however, \!_!!_a~matics f comes into conflict with that 

reason ~hich adm~ts only empirical principles, as this inevitably 

occ~rs 1~ th~ ~~t1??my, since mathematics irrefutably proves 
the mfimte d1vISib1hty of space which empiricism cannot allow 

there is an obvi~us contradiction between the highest possibl; 

demo~str~ble evidence and the alleged inferences from empiri
cal prmc1ples. One might ask, like Cheselden's 11 blind man 

"Which deceives me, sight or touch?" (Empiricism is based 0 ~ 

to~ch, but rat~o_n~lis1? on a necessity which can be seen.) Thus 
universal emp1nc1sm 1s revealed to be genuine skepticism, which 

has been falsely ascribed to Hume in this unlimited sense,12 for 

~e let mathem~ti~s stand as a sure touchstone of experience, (14] 

mst~ad_ of ~d~1ttmg no touchstone (which can be found only in 

a p~10n pnnc1ples) even though experience consists not only of 
feelmgs but also of judgments. 

Sine~ in this philosophical and critical age no one can be very 

much m earnest about such an empiricism, and since it is pre
sumably put forward only as an exercise for judgment and to 

place the necessity of rational principles in a clearer light by 

contrast, we can only be grateful to those who trouble them
selves with this otherwise uninstructive work. 

11 (~illiam. ?heselden (1688-1752), an English surgeon, famous for his 

operation of 1ndectomy which cured some forms of blindness. Cheselden 
attended Newton in his last illness .] 

12 
Na'.11es which re~e~ to_ the followers of a sect have always been ac

companied by much m1ust1ce. It is as if someone said, "N. is an idealist." 

For although he not only admits, but even emphasizes, that our ideas of 

external things correspond to real objects, he will still hold that the form 

of their intuition depends not on them but on the human mind. 

INTRODUCTION 

OF THE IDEA OF A CRITIQUE OF 
PRACTICAL REASON 

The theoretical use of reason is concerned with objects of [15] 
the merely cognitive faculty, and a critical examination of it 

with reference to this use deals really only with the pure cogni

tive faculty, because the latter raised the suspicion, which was 

subsequently confirmed, that it might ~easily __p_ass beyond its 

boundaries and lose itself among unattainable object~ or even 

among contradictory concepts. It is quite different with the 

practical use of reason. In the latter, reason deals with the 

_grounds _determining the will, .,.which is a faculty either of bring

ing forth objects corresponding to conceptions or of determin

ing itself, i.e., its causality to effect such objeq:s (whether t e 

ph sical OW!:.._is sufficient t.9 this 2r ~t). For here reason can 
at least attain so far as to determine the will, and, in so far as it 

is a question of volition only, reason does always have objective 

reality. 
This is, then, the first question: Is pure reason sufficient of it

self to determine the will, or is it only as empirically conditioned 

that it can do so? At this point there appears a concept of cau

sality which is justified by the Critique of Pure Reason, though 

subject to no empirical exhibition. That is the concept of free

dom, and if we now can discover means to show that freedom 

does in fact belong to the human will (and thus to the will of all 

rational beings), then it will have been proved not only that 

pure reason can be practical but also that it alone, and not the 

empirically conditioned reason, is unconditionally practical. 

Consequently, we shall have to make a critical examination, not 

of the pure practical reason, but only of practical reason [16] 
as such. 

For pure [practical] reason, where it is once demonstrated to 

[16] 15 

I I 
I I 



16 CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON 

~xist, is i_n no need of a critical examination; it is pure reason 

Its~If wh1_ch contains the standard for the critical investigation 

of Its entire use. The critique, therefore, of practical reason as 

such has the obligation to prevent the empirically conditioned 

reason from presuming to be the only ground of determination 

of the will. The use of pure [practical] reason, if it is shown that 

t~e_re is such a re ason, is alone immanent; the empirically con

d1t10ned use of reason , which presumes to be sovereign, is, on the 

contrary, transcend ent, expressing itself in demands and pre

cepts ~hi:h go_ far beyond its own sphere. This is precisely the 

oppos1te s1tuat10n from that of pure reason in its speculative use. 

Yet because it is still pure reason, the knowledge of which here 

unde~lies its practical use, the organization of the Critique of 

Practical Reason must conform, in its general outline, to that of 

the critique of speculative reason. We shall therefore have to 

have a Doctrine of Elements and a Methodology. The former 

must have as its first part an Analytic as the rule of truth and a 

Dialectic as an exhibition and resolution of illusion in the judo-

men ts of practical reason . Only the order in the subdivision if 

th~ Analytic lJill ~e the reverse of that in the critique of specu

lative reason. For_m the present work we begin with principles 

and proceed to concepts, and only then, if possible, go on to the 

senses, while in the study of speculative reason we had to start 

with the senses and end with principles. Again the reason for 

this lies in the fact that here we have to deal with a will and to 

conside ~__reason not in relati~n to objects but in relation to this 

will and its causality. The principles of the empirically uncon

ditioned causality must come first, and afterward the attempt 

can be made to establish our concepts of the ground of determi

nat~on of ~uc~ a will, their application to objects, and finally 

their application to the subject and its sensuous faculty. The 

~aw of causality from freedom, i.e., any pure practical principle, 

[16] 

IS ~he _unavoidable beginning and determines the objects to 

which It alone can be applied. 

PART I 

DOCTRINE OF THE ELEMENTS OF PURE 
PRACTICAL REASON 

BOOK I 

ANALYTIC OF PURE PRACTICAL REASON 

CHAPTER I 

PRINCIPLES OF PURE PRACTICAL REASON 

§ 1. Definition 

Practical principles are propositions which contain a gen- p9] 

era! determination of the will, having under it several practical 

rules. They are subjective, or maxims, whe~ the con_dition is 

regarded by the subject as_ valid on~ for h1~ _ow~ ~ 111. T_hey 

are objective, or practical laws, when the cond1t10_n 1s reco_gmzed 

as ob1'ective, i.e., as valid for the will of every rat10nal bemg. 

- --
REMARK 

Assuming that pure reason can contain a practica_I ground 

sufficient to determine the will, then there are pracucal laws . 

Otherwise all practical principles are mere maxims. In th~ will 

of a rational being affected by feeling, there can be a conflict of - ,.,_ < "< 4 

maxims with the practical laws recognized by this being. For 

example, someone can take as his maxim not to tole~a~e any u~-

avenged offense and yet see at the same time th~t _th~s 1s only his 

own maxim and not a practical law and that, 1f It 1s taken as a 

rule for the will of every rational being, it would be ~ consistent • 

with itself. 
In natural science the principles of what occurs (e.g., th~ 

principle of equivalence of action a_nd reaction in the commum

cation of motion) are at the same time laws of nature, for there 

(19] 
17 
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[20] 

the use of reason is theoretical and determined by the [20] 
nature of the object. In practical philosophy, which has to do 
only with the grounds of determination of the will, the prin
ciples which a man makes for himself are not laws by which he 
is inexorably bound, because r~on, in practice, has to do with 
a subject and especially with its faculty ofdesire, the special 
character of which may occasion variety in the ri'ile. The prac
tical rule is always a product of reason, because it prescribes 
action as a means to an effect which is its purpose. This rule, 
however, is an imperative for a being whose reason is not the sole 
determinant of the will. It is a rule characterized by an "o;-ht," 
which expresses the objective necessitation of the act and indi
cates that, if reason completely determined the will, the action 
would without exception take place according to the rule. 
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Imperatives, therefore, are valid objectively and are quite dis
tinct from 1_:1axi~s, which are subjective principles. Imperatives 
determine either the conditionsof causality of a rational being 
as an efficient cause only in respect to its effect and its sufficiency 
to bring this effect about, or they determine only the will, 
whether it be adequate to the effect or not. In the former case, 
imperatives would be hypothetical and would contain only pre
cepts of skill; in the latter, on the contrary, they would be cate
gorical and would alone be practical laws. Maxims are thus 
indeed principles, but they are not imperatives. Imperatives 
themselves, however, when they are conditional, i.e., when they 
determine the will not as such but only in respect to a desired 
effect, are hypothetical imperatives, which are practical precepts 
but not laws. Laws must completely determine the will as will, 
even before I ask whether I am capable of achieving a desired 
effect or what should be done to realize it. They must thus be 
categorical; otherwise they would not be laws, for they would 
lack the necessity which, in order to be practical, must be com
pletely independent of pathological conditions, i.e., conditions 
only contingently related to the will. 

Tell someone, for instance, that in his youth he should work 
and save in order not to want in his old age-that is a correct and 
important practical precept of the will. One easily sees, however, 
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that the will is thereby directed to something else which he is 
assumed to desire; and, as to this desire, we must leave it up to 
the man himself if he foresees other resources than his own ac
quisitions, does not even hope to reach old age, or thinks that 
in case of need he can make out with little. Reason, from which 
alone a rule involving necessity can be derived, gives necessity to 
this precept, without which it would not be an imperative; but 
this necessity is dependent on only subjective conditions, and 
one cannot assume it in equal measure in all men. But for rea
son to be legislative, it is required that reason need presuppose 
only itself, because the rule is objectively and universally [21] 

~alid only when it holds without any contingent subjective con
ditions which differentiate one rational being from another. 

Now tell a man that he should never make a deceitful prom
ise; this is a rule which concerns only his will regardless of 
whether any purposes he has can be achieved by it or not. Only 
the volition is to be completely determined a priori by this rule. 
If, now, it is found that this rule is practically right, it is a law, 
because it is a categorical imperative. Thus practical laws refer 
only to the will, irrespective of what is attained by its causality, 
and one can disregard this causality (as belonging to the sensu
ous world) in order to have the laws in their purity. 

§ 2. Theorem I 

All practical principles which presuppose aH obj~t (material) 
of the faculty of desire as the determining ground of the will are 
without except10n empirical and can furnish no practical laws. 

By the term "material of the faculty of desire," I understand 
an object whose reality is desired. When the desire for this ob
ject precedes the practical rule and is the condition under which 
the latter becomes a principle, I say, first, that this principle is 
then always em irical. I say this because the determining ground 
of choice consists in the conception of an object and its relation 
to the subject, whereby the faculty of desire is determined to 
seek its realization. Such a relation to the subject is called pleas
ure in the reality of an object, and it must be presupposed as 
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the condition of the possibility of the determination of choice. 

But we cannot know, a priori, of the idea of any object, what

ever the nature of this idea, whether it will be associated with 

pleasure or displeasure or will be merely indifferent. Thus any 

such determining ground of choice must always be empirical, 

and the practical material principle which has it as a condition 

is likewise empirical. 
Second, a principle which is based only on the subjective sus

ceptibility to a pleasure or displeasure (which is never known 

except empirically and cannot be valid in the same form for all 

rational beings) cannot function as a law even to the subject 

possessing this susceptibility, because it lacks objective [22] 

necessity, which must be known a priori. For this reason, such a 

principle can never furnish a practical law. It can, however, be 

counted among the maxims of a subject thus susceptible. 

§ 3. Theorem II 

\ All material practical principles are, as such, of one and the 

sa'ine kind and belong under the general principl of self-lov or 

one's own happiness. 
Pleasure from the conception of the existence of a thing, in so 

far as it is a determining ground of the desire for this thing, is 

based upon the susceptibility of the subject because it depends 

upon the actual presence of an object. Thus it belongs to sense 

(feeling) and not to the understanding, which expresses a re

lation of a conception to an object by concepts and not the rela

tion of a conception to the subject by feelings. It is only practical 

in so far as the faculty of desire is determined by the sensation of 

agreeableness which the subject expects from the actual exist

ence of the object. Now a rational being's consciousness of the 

agreeableness of life which without interruption accompanies 

his whole existence is El1P iness, and to make this the supreme 

ground for the determination of choice constitutes the principle 

of self-love. Thus all material principles, which place the deter

mining ground of choice in the pleasure or displeasure to be re-
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mode of determining the will different from that of the senses. 
For the possibility of these pleasures, too, presuppos es, as the 
first condition of our delight, the existence in us of a correspond
ing feeling. So to assume this difference resembles the error of 
ignorant persons who wish to dabble in metaphysics and who 
imagine matter as so subtle, so supersubtle, that they almost get 
dizzy considering it, and then believe that they have conceived 
of a spiritual but still extended being. If, with Epicurus, we let 
virtue determine the will only because of the pleasure it prom
ises, we cannot later blame him for holding that this pleasure 
is of the same sort as those of the coarsest senses. For we have no 
reason to charge him with relegating the ideas by which this 
feeling is excited in us to the bodily senses only. So far as we can 
tell, he sought the source of many of them in the employment 
of the higher cognitive faculty. That did not and could not de
ter him, however, in accordance with the principle stated above, 
from holding that the pleasure which is given to us by these in
tellectual ideas and which is the only means by which they can 
determine the will is of exactly the same kind as that coming 
from the senses. 

Consistency is the highest obligation of a philosopher and yet 7- )( , 
the most rarely found. The ancient Greek schools afford more 
examples of it than we find in our syncretistic age, when a cer-
tain shallow and dishonest system of coalition between contra-
dictory principles is devised because it is more acceptable to a 
public which is satisfied to know a little about everything and 
at bottom nothing, thus playing the jack-of-all-trades. The prin-
ciple of one's own happiness, however much reason and under
standing may be used in it, contains no other determinants for 
the will than those which belong to the lower faculty of desire. 
Either , then, no higher faculty of desire exists, or else pure rea-
son alone must of itself be practical, i.e., it must be able to de-
termine the will by the mere form of the practical rule without 
presupposing any feeling or consequently any idea of the pleas-
ant or the unpleasant as the matter of the faculty of desire and 
as the empirical condition of its principles. Then only is reason 
a truly higher faculty of desire, but still only in so far as it de-
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te~mi~es the will ~y itself and not in the service of the in- [25] 

~Imat10ns . Sub~rdmate to reason as the higher faculty of desire 

1s ~he pathologically determinable faculty of desire, the latter 

bemg really and in kind different from the former, so that even 

the sl~gh_test admixture of its impulses impairs the strength and 

supenonty of reason, just as taking anything empirical as the 

conditi~n of a mathematical demonstration would degrade and 

~estroy Its ~orce and value. Reason determines the will in a prac

tical Ia~ directly, not through an intervening feeling of pleas

ure or displeasure, even if this pleasure is taken in the law itself. 

Only because, as pure reason, it can be practical is it possible 

for it to give law. 

REMARK II 

!o be,J_iappJ is necessarily the desire of every rational but 

finite bemg, and thus it is an unavoidable determinant of its 

faculty of desire. Contentment with our existence is not, as it 

were, _an inborn possession or a bliss, which would presuppose a 

consc10usness of our self-sufficiency; it is rather a problem im

posed upon us by our own finite nature as a being of needs. These 

needs are directed to the material of the faculty of desire, i .e., to 

t~at which is related to a basic subjective feeling of pleasure or 

displeasure, determining what we require in order to be satis

fied with ~ur _condition. But just because this material ground 

~f _de_termmation can be known by the subject only empirically, 

1~ 1s impossible to regard this demand for happiness as a law, 

smce the latter must contain exactly the same determining 

ground for the will of all rational beings and in all cases. Since, 

thou?h' the c~ncept of happiness always underlies the practical 

relation of objects to the faculty of desire, it is merely the gen

eral ~ame for _subjectiv~ grounds of determination [motives], 

and It determmes nothmg specific concerning what is to be 

do_n~ in a gi_ven practical problem; but in a practical problem 

th:s 1s_what 1s alone important, for without some specific deter

mma~ion t~e probl~m cannot be solved. Where one places his 

h~ppmess is_ a question of the particular feeling of pleasure or 

displeasure m each man, and even of the differences in needs 
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occasioned by changes of feeling in one and the s~me 1:1an: Thus 

a subjectively necessary law (as a law of nature) 1s ob1ect1vely a 

very contingent practical principle which can an~ must be very 

different in different men. It therefore cannot yield any [prac

tical] law, because in the desire for happ~ness i~ is ~ot t~e- for1:1 

(accordance with law) but only the matenal which 1s dec1S1ve; ~t 

is a question only of whether I may expect pleasure from obedi

ence to this law, and, if so, how much. Principles of self-love can 

indeed contain universal rules of skill (how to find means to [26] 

some end) but these are only theoretical principles,1 as, for ex

ample, ho~ someone who wants bread should construct _a mill. 

But practical precepts based on them can never be universal, 

for the determinant of the faculty of desire is based on the feel

ing of pleasure and displeasure, :_Vhich can never be assumed 

to be universally directed to the same objects. . . 

- But suppose that finite rational beings were unanimous m the 

kind of objects their feelings of pleasure and pain ~ad, and even 

in the means of obtaining the former and preventing the latter. 

Even then they could not set up the principle of self-love a~ a 

practical law, for the unanimity itself would be mere!~ co~tm

gent. The determining ground would still be only su~1ect1v~ly 

valid and empirical, and it would not have the necessity which 

is conceived in every law, an objective necessity arising from 

a priori grounds, unless we hold this necessity to be n_ot a: all 

practical but only physical, maintaining that our act~on _is as 

inevitably forced upon us by our inclination as yawnmg 1s by 

seeing others yawn. It would be better to maintain ~hat there are 

no practical laws but merely counsels for the service of our de

sires than to elevate merely subjective principles to the rank of 

practical laws, which must have an objective an~ n?t just sub

jective necessity and which must be known a pnon by reason 

1 Propositions called "practical" in mathematics_ o~ natural scie~ce should 

properly be called "technical," for in these fields _11 1s not a ques_t10n of ~e

termining the will; they oiiry indicate the manifold of a possible _actton 

which is adequate to bring about a certain effect, and are therefore JUSt as 

theoretical as any proposition which asserts a connection between cause and 

effect. Whoever chooses the latter must also choose the former. 
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mstead of by experience h 
Even the rules of unifor ' n~ matter ow empiric~lly universal. 

1 m p enomena are denommated natural 

aws (for example, mechanical laws) only if we really can d 
stand them a · · un er-
. pnon or at least (as in the case of those of che 

istry) suppose that they could be known in th. "f . . m

went dee o 1 • is way I our ms1ght 

it expres~;r~a~/ m th~~~se of subjective practical principles is 

conditions of h _a con Itwn tha~ not objective but subjective 

c o1ce must underlie them, and hence that the 

~c~;t 1!::~presented always as mere maxims and never as pra; 

This remark may fi 
tin . . appear at rst blush to be mere hairsplit-

cangb:~tual!J• Itdd~fines t~e m~st important distinction which 

ons1 ere m practical mvestigations. 

§ 4. Theorem III 

If a rational being ca th · k f • . 
. n m o Its maxims as practical [27] 

~n~vers~ _laws, he ~an do so only by considering them as prin

p es w IC~ contam the determining grounds of the will be

ca~~ of the1~ form and n~t because of their matter. 

Th . e b~atenal of a practical principle is the object of the will 

is o. J~Ct either is the determining ground of the will or it i~ 

~ot. If It is, the r~le of the will is subject to an em irical condi

tion (to ~he relat10n of the determining idea to feef ngs of 1 

ure or displeasure) a d th f . . p eas-
. ' n ere ore It is not a practical law If 11 

material of a la · · a 
r . w, 1.e:, e~ery object of the will considered as a 

g o~nd of Its determmat1on, is abstracted from it th. 
mains except th f . . , no mg re -

. . e ~ere arm of g1vmg universal law. Therefore 

a ~at1~~al bemg _either cannot think of his subjectively practicai 

p:I~Cip es (max1tr s) as universal laws, or he must suppose that 

t eir mere form, Jthrough which they are fitted for b . . 

versa/ laws, ~ alone that which makes them a practicat::!. unz-

REMARK 

in ':_h~t f:m of a maxim makes it suitable for universal law -giv-

l
.ngt n _w abt form does not do so can be distinguished without 

s ruct10n y the most common understanding. I have, for 
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example, made it my maxim to increase my property by every 

safe means. Now I have in my possession a deposit, the owner of 

which has died without leaving any record of it. Naturally, this 

case falls under my maxim. Now I want to know whether this 

maxim can hold as a universal practical law. I apply it, there

fore, to the present case and ask if it could take the form of a 

law, and consequently whether I could, by the maxim, make the 

law that every man is allowed to deny that a deposit has been 

made when no one can prove the contrary. I immediately realize 

that taking such a principle as a law would annihilate itself, be

cause its result would be that no one would make a deposit. A 

practical law which I acknowledge as such must qualify for 

being universal law; this is an identical and therefore a self

evident proposition. Now, if I say that my will is subject to a 

practical law, I cannot put forward my inclination (in this case, 

my avarice) as fit to be a determining ground of a universal prac

tical law. It is so far from being worthy of universal legisla - [28] 

tion that in the form of a universal law it must destroy itself . 

It is therefore astonishing how intelligent men have thought 

of proclaiming as a universal practical law the desire for happi

ness, and therewith to make this desire the determining ground 

of the will merely because this desire is universal. Though else

where natural laws make everything harmonious, if one here 

attributed the universality of law to this maxim, there would 

be the extreme opposite of harmony, the most arrant conflict, 

and the complete annihilation of the maxim itself and its pur

pose. For the wills of all do not have one and the same object, 

but each p-;; son ~ sown (his own welfare), which, to be sure, 

can accidentally agree with the purposes of others who are pur

suing their ow n, though this agreement is far from sufficing 

for a law because the occasional exceptions which one is per

mitted to make are endless and cannot be definitely compre

hended in a universal rule. In this way a harmony may result 

resembling that depicted in a certain satirical poem as existing 

between a married couple bent on going to ruin, " Oh, marvel

ous harmony, what he wants is what she wants"; or like the 

pledge which is said to have been given by Francis I to the Em-
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rules under a problematic condition of the will. Here, however, 

the rule says: One ought absolutely to act in a certain way. The 

practical rule is therefore unconditional and thus is thought of 

a priori as a categorically practical proposition. The practical 

rule, which is thus here a law, absolutely and directly determines 

the will objectively, for pure reason, practical in itself, is here 

directly legislative. The will is thought of as independent of em

pirical conditions and consequently as pure will, determined by 

the mere form of the law, and this ground of determination is 

regarded as the supreme condition of all maxims. 
The thing is strange enough and has no parallel in the re

mainder of practical knowledge . For the a priori thought of the 

possibility of giving universal law, which is thus merely prob

lematic, is unconditionally commanded as a law without bor

rowing anything from experience or from any external will. It 

is, however, not a prescription according to which an act should 

occur in order to make a desired effect possible, for such a rule 

is always physically conditioned; it is, on the contrary, a rule 

which determines the will a priori only with respect to the form 

of its maxims. Therefore, it is at least not impossible to conceive 

of a law which merely serves the purpose of the subj ective form 

of principles and yet is a ground of determination by virtue of 

the objective form of a law in general. The consciousness of this 

fundamental law may be called a fact of reason, since one cannot 

ferret it out from antecedent data of reason, such as the con

sciousness of freedom (for this is not antecedently given) , and 

since it forces itself upon us as a synthetic proposition a priori 

based on no pure or empirical intuition. It would be analytic if 

the freedom of the will were presupposed, but for this, as a posi

tive concept, an intellectual intuition would be needed, and 

here we cannot assume it. In order to regard this law without 

any misinterpretation as given, one must note that it is not an 

empirical fact but the sole fact of pure reason, which by it pro

claims itself as originating law (sic volo, sic iubeo). 3 

3 [An allusion to Juvenal Satire vi: "This is my will and my command: 

let my will be the voucher for the deed" (trans . G. G. Ramsay ["Loeb 

Classical Library" (1918)]).] 
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that which we are advised to do and that which we are obligated 
to do . 

What is :eq~ired_in accordance with the principle of auton

omy of :h01c~ is easily and without hesitation seen by the com

~onest ~ntelhgence; what is to be done under the pr esupposi

t10n of Its heterono~y is hard to see and requires knowledge 

of the world. That is to say, what duty is, is plain of itself to 

eyeryone,_ but what is to bring true, lasting advantage to our 

whole exi~tence i~ veiled in impenetrable obscurity, and much 

prudence is reqmred to adapt the practical rule based upon it 

ev~n tolerably to the ends of life by making suitable exceptions 

to It. But the moral law commands the most unhesitating obedi

ence from everyone; consequently, the decision as to what is to 

be done in accordance with it must not be so difficult th at even 

the commonest and most unpracticed understanding without 

any worldly prudence should go wrong in making it. 

It is always in ever one's ower t satisfY-the commands of 

e ~a e o~ical command of morality; this is but seldom [37] 

possi?le with re~p~ct to the empirically conditioned precept of 

ha~pmess, and It is far from being possible, even in respect to 

a smgle purpose, for everyone. The reason is that in the former 

it is only a question of the maxim , which must be genuine and 

pure, ~~tin the latter it is also a questiQ!!.Q! capacity and physi

cal ability to realize a desired object . A command that everyon e 

should seek to make himself happy would be foolish, for no one 

commands another to do what he already invariably wishes to 

do. ?ne _must only command-or better, provide-the means 

to him, smce he cannot do everything which he wishes. But to 

com_mand morality under the name of duty is very reasonable, 

for Its precept ':il! ~ot, for one thing, be willingly obeyed by 

ever~one when it is m conflict with his inclinations. Then, re

gardmg the means of obeying this law, there is no need to teach 

them, for in this respect ~ hatev s.r....he wills to do he also can do. 

He who has lost at play may be vexed at himself and his im~ 

prudence; but when he is conscious of having cheated at play, 

even thoug~ he has :won,~ im~ lf as soon as he 

compares himself with the moral law . This must therefore be 
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something else than the principle of one's own happiness. For 

to have to say to himself, "I am a worthless m an, though I've 

filled my purse," he must have a different criterion of judgment 

than if he approves of himself and says, "I am a prudent man, 

for I've enriched my treasure." 
Finally, there is something else in the idea of our practical 

reason which accompanies transgression of a moral law, namely, 

its culpability. Becoming a partaker in happiness cannot be 

united with the concept of punishment as such. For even though 

he who punishes can do so with the benevolent intention of 

directing this punishment to this end, it must nevertheless be 

justified as punishment, i.e., as mere harm in itself , so that ~ 

the punished eerson, if it stopped there and he could see no 

glimpse of kindness behind the harshness, would yet _!1ave to 

admit that justice had been done and that his rewar per ect y 
fitted his behavior. In every punishment as such there must first 

be justice, and this constitutes the essence of the concept. With 

it benevolence may, of course, be associated, but the person who 

deserves punishment has not the least reason to count on it. 

Punishment is physical harm which, even if not bound as a 

natural consequence to the morally bad, ought to be bound to 

it as a consequence according to principles of moral legislation . 

Now if every crime, without regard to the physical consequences 

to him who commits it, is punishable, i.e., involves a forfeiture 

of happiness at least in part, it is obviously absurd to say that 

the crime consists just in the fact that one has brought punish

ment upon himself and thus has injured his own happiness [38] 

(which, according to the principle of self-love, must be the cor

rect concept of all crime). In this way, the punishment would 

be the reason for calling anything a crime, and justice would 

consist in withholding all punishment and even hindering natu 

ral punishment, for there would be no longer any evil in an 

action, since the harm which would otherwise follow upon it 

and because of which alone the action was called bad would now 

be omitted. To look upon all punishment and reward as ma

chinery in the hand of a higher power, which by this means sets 

rational beings in action toward their final purpose (happiness), 



40 CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON [39] 

so obviously reduces the will to a mechanism destructive of free
dom that it need not detain us. 

More refined, but equally untrue, is the pretense of those who 
assume a certain particular moral sense which, instead of rea
son, determines the moral law, and in accordance with which 
the consciousness of virtue is directly associated with satisfaction 
and enjoyment, while consciousness of vice is associated with 
mental restlessness and pain. Thus everything is reduced to the 
desire for one's own happiness. "\,Vithout repeating what has al
ready been said, I will only indicate the fallacy they fall into. In 
order to imagine the vicious person as tormented with mortifica
tion by the consciousness of his transgressions, they must presup
pose that he is, in the core of his character, at least to a certain 
degree morally good, just as they have to think of the person who 
is delighted by the consciousness of doing dutiful acts as already 
virtuous. Therefore, the concept of morality and duty must 
precede all reference to this satisfaction and cannot be derived 
from it. One must already value the importance of what we call 
duty, the respect for the moral law, and the immediate worth 
which a person obtains in his own eyes through obedience to 
it, in order to feel satisfaction in the consciousness of his con
formity to law or the bitter remorse which accompanies his 
awareness that he has transgressed it. Therefore, this satisfaction 
or spiritual unrest cannot be felt prior to the knowledge of obli
gation, nor can it be made the basis of the latter. One must be at 
least halfway honest even to be able to have an idea of these 
feelings. For the rest, as the human will by virtue of its freedom 
is directly determined by the moral law, I am far from denying 
that frequent practice in accordance with this determining 
ground can itself finally cause a subjective feeling of satisfaction. 
Indeed, it is a duty to establish and cultivate this feeling, which 
alone deserves to be called the ~ral feeling. But the concept of 
duty cannot be derived from it, for we would have to presuppose 
ateeling for l~s such and regara as an o jectof sensat10n 9] 
what can onlybe thought by reason. If this did not endup in 
the flattest contradiction, it wou destroy every concept of duty 
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a
nd fill its place with.!. merely ~.0!£-nical play, of refined 11;_: 

d" "th the coarser clinations, sometimes conten mg w1 formal prin~iple of pure 
£ ompare our supreme ...-1 we now c f •n with all previous . 1 that of the autonomy o w1 ' practica reason, h"b · t them in a table . . 1 f morality we can ex 1 1 material pnnop es O 

• ' t the one formal prin-hich exhausts all possible cases excep . k d w . 11 that it is futile to loo aroun 
ciple; thus we :a1: s~eo~:~s~~e ~ne presented here. All possible 
for ano:h:r pnnc1pd f the will are either merely subjective and 
determf mmg g:01.ucanl ~ro ob]. ective and rational; in either case they there ore empir 
may be external or internal. d ·n the principle of Practical material determining groun s i [40} 
morality are: 

SUBJECTIVE 

EXTERNAL: 

Education (Montaigne) 
Civil Constitution (Man

deville) 

INTERNAL: 

Physical Feeling (Epi
curus) 

Moral Feeling (Hutch-
eson) 

OBJECTIVE 

INTERNAL: 

Perfection (Wolff and the 
Stoics) 

EXTERNAL: 

Will of God (Crusius 
and other theological 
moralists) 

. h tion empirical Those in the first group are wit out excep . . 
and are obviously unfit for being the supreme pdnnc1ple of [!!; 

. h d however are base on reason, 1. Those mt e secon , , . mora ity. f h" and the highest perfection perfection, as a character o_ t i~sd can be thought of only 
thouo-ht of in substance, i.e., o ' f . n be "' Th fi ncept per ection, ca 
thkrou~h c~nthceerptas to~::::~;~l or ea ;::::cal se~se. In the former, ta en m e1 
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I. OF THE DEDUCTION OF THE PRINCIPLES OF 
PURE PRACTICAL REASON 

43 

This Analytic proves that pure reason can be practical, [42] 
i .e., that of itself and independently of everything empirical it 
can determine the will. This it does through a fact wherein 
pure reason shows itself actually to be practical. This fact is 
autonomy in the principl e of morality by which reason eter
mi~ will to action. 

At the same time it shows this fact to be inextricably bound 
up with the consciousness of freedom of the will, and actually 
to be identical with it. By this freedom the will of a rational 
being, as belonging to the sensuo_!ls world, recognizes itself to 
be, like all other efficient causes, necessarily subject to the laws 
of causality, while in practical matters, in its other aspect as a 
being in itself, it is conscious of its existence as determinable in 
an intelligible order of things. It is conscious of this not by 
virtue of a particular intuition of itself but because of certain 
dynamic laws which determine its causality in the world of 
sense, for it has been sufficiently proved in another place that if 
freedom is attributed to us, Lt transfers us into an intelligible 
order of things. 

Now, if we compare the analytical part of the critique of the 
pure speculative reason with this Analytic, a noteworthy con
trast between them appears. In that other critique, not prin
ciples but pure sensuous intuition (space and time) was the first 
datum which made a priori knowledge possible, though only 
of objects of the senses. Synthetical principles could not be de
rived from mere concepts without intuition; rather, these prin
ciples could exist only in relation to sensuous intuition and thus 
only in relation to objects of possible experience, since it is only 
the concepts of the understanding united with this intuition 
which can make that knowledge possible which we call experi
ence. Beyond objects of experience, i.e., concerning things as 
noumena, all positive knowledge was correctly denied to the 
speculative reason. This reason, however, was successful to the 
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extent that it established with certainty the concept of noumena, 

~ i.e:, i_t established the possibility-indeed, the necessity-of 
___. thmkmg of them. For example, it showed against all objections 

that the assumption of freedom, negatively considered, was en
tirely c~mpatible with those principles and limitations of pure 
theoretical reason. But it could not give us anything definite [43] 
to enlarge our knowledge of such objects, but rather it cut off 
any such prospect altogether. 

On the other hand, the moral law, although it gives no such 
prospect, does provid <:_ a fact absolutely inexplicable from any 
data of the world of sense or from the whole compass of the 
theoretical use of reason, and this fact points to a pure intelligi
ble world-indeed, it defines it positively and enables us to know 
something of it, namely, a law. 

!his law give: to the _sensible world, as sensuous nature (as 
this concerns ratronal bemgs), the form of an intelligible world, 
i.e., the form of supersensuous nature, without interfering with 
the mechanism of the former. Nature, in the widest sense of the 

- word, is the existence of things under laws. The sensuous nature 
_of ra~i~nal beings in general is their existence under empirically 
condmoned laws, and therefore it is, from the point of view of 
reason, heteronomy. The supersensuous nature of the same be-

- ings, on the other hand, is their existence according to laws 
which are independent of all empirical conditions and which 
therefore belong to the autonomy of pure reason. And since the 
laws, according to which the existence of things depends on 
cognition, are practical, supersensuous nature, so far as we can 
form a concept of it, is nothing else than nature under the au
tonomy of the pure practical reason. The law of this autonomy 
is the moral law, and it, therefore, is the fundamental law of 
supersensuous nature and of a pure world of the understandiI)g, 
whose counterpart must exist in the world of sense without in
terfering with the laws of the latter. The former could be called 
the archetypal world (natura archetypa) which we know only by 
reason; the latter, on the other hand, could be called the ectypal 
world (natura ectypa), because it contains the possible effect of 
the idea of the former as the determining ground of the will. 
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[44] 
For, in fact, the moral law ideally trans~ers us into a natu_re in 
which reason would bring forth the highest goo~ }!ere rt_ ac;.... 
companied by sufficient physical capacities; and lt determines 
our" will to impart to the sensuous world the form of a system ~f 
rational beings. The least attention to ourself shows that ~his 
idea really stands as a model for the de_termi~ation of ou_r will. 

When the maxim according to which I mtend to give [44] 
testimony is tested by practical reason, I always inquire into 
what it should be if it were to hold as a universal law of natu_re
It is obvious that, in this way of looking at it, it would obhge 
everyone to truthfulness For it cannot hold as a univers~l law 
of nature that an assertion should have the force of ~ en~e 
and yet be intentionally false. Als? t~e maxim which: adopt m 
respect to freely disposing of my life is at once determmed when 
I inquire what it would have to be in order _tha! a system of na
ture could maintain itself in accordance with such a law. Oo
viously in such a system of nature no one could ~rbitrarily end 
his life, for such an arrangement could not constitute a perma
nent natural order. And so in all other cases. 

Now, however, in actual nature as an object of experien~e, the 
free will is not of itself determined to follow such maxims as 
could of themselves establish a nature based on universal laws, 
or even such maxims as would fit into a system of nature so con
stituted; rather, its maxims are private inclinatio~s, which form 
a natural whole according to pathological (physical) laws, b~t 
not a system of nature which is possible only through our will 
acting according to pure practical l~ws. However, t~rough rea
son we are conscious of a law to which all our maxims are s~b
ject as though through. our will a natural order must anse. 
The .refore, thi.s law must be the idea of a supersensuous nature, 
a nature not empirically given yet possible thro~gh freed~m; 
to this nature we give objective reality, at least m a practical 
context, because we regard it as the object of our will as pure 
rational beings. 

The difference, therefore, between the laws of a system of 
nature to which the will is subject and of a system of nature 
which is subject to a will (as far as the relation of the will to its 

--
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free actions is concerned) rests on this: in the former, the objects 

must_be the causes of the conceptions which determine the will 

and m t~e latter, the will is the cause of the objects. Conse~ 

q~e~tly, m the latter the causality of the objects has its deter-

mmmg ground solely in the pure faculty of reason, which 

therefore may be called pure practical reason. 

There are, therefore, two very different problems. The first is: 

How can pure reason know objects a priori? The second is: How 

~an pure reason _be a direc~ly determined ground of the will, 

1.e., _of the causa_hty of a rat10nal being with respect to the [45] 

reality_ o~ the ~bJects, merely through the thought of the univer

sal validity of Its own maxims as a law? 

. The first of these questions belongs to the critical examina

t10n _of p_u~e speculative reason; it requires that we first show 

how mtu1t10ns, without which no object can be given and there

fore non_e c~n be known synthetically, are possible a priori. Its 

answer hes m the fact that intuitions are without exception sen

suous, and therefore no speculative knowledge is possible which 

r~aches further than p~ssible experience; consequently, all prin

Cip~es of pure ~peculat~ve reason avail only to make possible ex

perience of obJects which are actually given or of objects which 

though they may be given ad infinitum are never completely 

given. 

The seco~d question belongs to the Critique of Practical Rea

son: It reqmres no explanation of how objects of the faculty of 

desire are possible, for that, as a task of the theoretical knowl

edge of nature, is left to the critique of speculative reason. It asks 
0 n_ly how reason can determine the maxim of the will, whether 

~his occurs only by means of empirical conceptions as determin

mg grou~ds, or whether pure reason is also practical and a law 

of a possible order of nature which is empirically unknowable 

Th_e possibility of such a supersensuous nature, the concept of 

wh_1ch can be the ground of its reality through our free will re

~mr~s no a priori intuition of an intelligible world, which e~en 

m t~is_case would be_impossible to us, since it is supersensuous. 

~o: It 1s only a_ quest10n of the determining ground of volition 

m its own maxims: Is the determining ground empirical or is it 

r 
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a concept of pure reason (a concept of its lawfulness in general)? 

And how can it be the latter? The decision as to whether the 

causality of the will is sufficient to the reality of the objects is 

left up to the theoretical principles of reason, involving as it 

does an investigation of the possibility of objects of volition, the 

intuition of which is of no importance in the practical problem. 

The only concern here is with the determination of the will and 

with the determining ground of its maxims as a free will, not 

with its result. For if the will be only in a':£ord with the law of 

pure reason, the will's power in execution may be what ~t [46] 

- may; and a system of nature may or may not actually anse ac

cording to these maxims of the legislation of a possible nature

all this does not trouble us in this Critique. This Critique con

cerns itself only with whether and how reason can be practical, 

i.e., how it can directly determine the will. 

In this inquiry no objection can be raised that the Critique 

begins with pure practical laws and their reality. Instead of in

tuition, it makes the concept of their existence in the intelligi

ble world, i.e., freedom, its foundation. For this concept has nd 

other meaning, and these laws are possible only in relation to 

the freedom of the will; but, if the will is presupposed as free, 

then they are necessary. Conversely, freedom is necessary be

cause those laws are necessary, being practical postulates. How 

this consciousness of the moral laws or-what amounts to the 

same thing-how this consciousness of freedom is possible can

not be further explained; its permissibility, however, is estab

lished in the theoretical Critique. 

The exposition of the supreme principle of practical reason is 

now finished. It has shown, first, what it contains, and that it is 

of itself entirely a priori and independent of empirical prin

ciples; and then it has shown how it differs from all other prac

tical principles. With the deduction, i.e., the justification of its 

objective and universal validity and the discernment of the pos

sibility of such a synthetic a priori proposition, one cannot hope 

to have everything as easy as it was with the principles of pure 

theoretical understanding. For the latter referred to objects of 

possible experience, i.e., appearances, and it could be proved 

,,,. 
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that they could be known as objects of experience and, conse

quently, that all possible experience must be conformable to 

these laws, only because these appearances, in accordance 

with these laws, could be brought under the categories. Such a 

procedure, however, I cannot follow in the deduction of the 

moral law. For it does not concern knowledge of the properties 

of objects, which may be given to reason from some other source; 

rather, it concerns knowledge in so far as it can itself become the 

ground of the existence of objects, and in so far as reason, by 

virtue of this same knowledge, has causality in a rational being. 

Our deduction is concerned with pure reason, regarded as a 

faculty directly determining the will. 

But human insight is at an end as soon as we arrive at [47] 

fundamental powers or faculties, for their possibility can in no 

way be understood and should not be just arbitrarily imagined 

or assumed. Therefore, in the theoretical use of reason only ex

perience could justify their assumption. Such empirical proof, 

as a substitute for deduction from sources of knowledge a priori, 

is, however, denied to us with respect to the pure practical 

faculty of reason. For whatever needs to draw the evidence of its 

reality from experience must depend for the grounds of its pos

sibility on principles of experience; by its very notion, however, 

pure yet practical reason cannot be held to be dependent in this 

way. Moreover, the moral law is given, as an apodictically cer-

~ fact, as it were, of pure reason, a fact of which we are a 

priori conscious, even if it be granted that no example could be 

found in which it has been followed exactly. Thus the objective 

reality of the moral law can be proved through no deduction, 

through no exertion of the theoretical, speculative, or empiri

cally supported reason; and, even if one were willing to re

nounce its apodictic certainty, it could not 6 be confirmed by 

any experience and thus proved a posteriori. Nevertheless, it is 

firmly established of itself. 

Instead of this vainly sought deduction of the moral princi le, 

however, something entirely different and unexpected appears: 

the moral principle itself serves as a principle of the deduction 
6 ["Not" inserted by Grillo and Vorlander.] 
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of lan inscrutable faculty which no experience can prove but 

which ~ culative reason had to assume as at least possible (in 

order not to contradict itself in finding among its cosmological 

ideas something unconditional in its causality). This is the fac

ulty of freedom, which the moral law, itself needing no justify

ing grounds, shows to be not only possible but actual in beings 

which acknowledge the law as binding upon them. The moral 

law is, in fact} a law of causality through freedom and thus a law 

of the _possibi ity of a supersensuous nature, just as the meta

physical law of events in the world of sense was a law of the c~u

sality of sensuous nature;__ili_e moral law thus defines that which 

_ s~ulativ~ philosoph)'. had to leave undefined . That is, it de

fines the law for a causality the concept of which was only nega

tive in speculative philosophy, and for the first time it gives 

objective reality to this concept. 

This kind of credential for the moral law, namely, that it [48] 

is itself demonstrated to be the principle of the deduction of 

freedom as a causality of pure reason, is a sufficient substitute 

for any a priori justification, since theoretical reason had to as

sume at least the possibility of freedom in order to fill one of its 

own needs. For the moral law sufficiently proves its reality even 

for the critique of speculative reason by giving a positive defini

tion to a causality thought merely negatively, the possibility of 

which was incomprehensible to speculative reason though this 

reason was compelled to assume it. The moral law adds to the 

negative concept a positive definition, that of a reason which 

determines the will directly through the condition of a universal 

lawful form of the maxims of the will. Thus reason, which with 

its ideas always became transcendent when proceeding in a 

speculative manner, can be given for the first time an objectiv~, 

although still only practical, reality; its transcendent use 1s 

changed into an immanent use, whereby reason becomes, in the 

field of experience, an efficient cause through ideas. 

The determination of the causality of beings in the world of 

sense as such can never be unconditioned, and yet .for every 

series of conditions there must be something unconditioned, 

and consequently a causality which is entirely self-determining. 

I 
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Therefore, \ he idea of freedom as a faculty of absolute spon
taneit was not just a desideratum but, as far as its possibility 
was concerned, an analytical principle of pure speculation. But 
because it is absolutely impossible to give an example of it from 
experience, since no absolutely unconditioned determination of 

causality can be found among the causes of things as appear
ances, we could defend the supposition of a freely acting cause 
when applied to a being in the world of sense only in so far as 
the being was regarded also as noumenon. This defense was 

made by showing that it was not self-contradictory to regard all 
its actions as physically conditioned so far as they are appear
ances, and yet at the same time to regard their causality as physi
cally unconditioned so far as the acting being is regarded as a 
being of the understanding. Thus the concept of freedom is 
made the regulative principle of reason. I thereby do not indeed 
learn what the object may be to which this kind of causality is 
attributed. I do, however, remove the difficulty, since, on the 

one hand, in the explanation of natural occurrences, including 
the actions of rational beings, I leave to the mechanism of [49] 
natural necessity the right to ascend from conditioned to condi
tion ad infinitum, while, on the other hand, I hold open for 
speculative reason the place which for it is vacant, i.e., the in
telligible, in order to put the unconditioned in it. I could not, 
however, give content to this supposition, i.e., convert it into 

knowledge even of the possibility of a being acting in this way. 
Pure practical reason now fills this vacant place with a definite 

law of causality in an intelligible world (causality through free
dom). This is the moral law. Speculative reason does not here
with grow in insight but only in respect to the certitude of its 
problematic concept of freedom, to which objective, though 
only practical, reality is now indubitably given. Even the con
cept of causality, having its application and hence signifi,;:ance 
only in relation to appearances which it connects into experi
ences (as shown in the Critique of Pure R eason), is not enlarged 
by this reality so as to extend its employment beyond these 
limits. For if reason sought to go beyond them, it would have to 

show how the logical relation of ground and consequence could 
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II. OF THE RIGHT OF PURE REASON TO AN EXTENSION 
IN ITS PRACTICAL USE WHICH IS NOT POSSIBLE 

TO IT IN ITS SPECULATIVE USE 

In the moral principle as we have presented it there is a law of 
causality which puts the determining ground of causality above 
all conditions of the world of sense. We have thought of the will 
as determinable inasmuch as it belongs to an intelligible world 
and of the subject of this will (man) as belonging to a pure in 
telligible world, though in this relation man is unknown to us. 
(How this relation can be thought and yet be unknowable has 
been shown in the critique of the pure speculative reason.) We 
have, I say, thought of man and his will in this way, but, further
more, we have defined the will with respect to its causality by 
means of a law which cannot be counted among the natural laws 
of the world of sense; finally, we have thereby widened our 
knowledge beyond the limits of the world of sense. But this is a 
presumption which the Critique of Pure Reason declared to be 
void in all speculation. How, then, is the practical use of pure 
reason to be reconciled with its theoretical use in respect to 
determining the boundaries of their competence? 

David Hume, who can be said to have begun the assault on the 
claims of pure reason which made a thorough examination of 
them necessary, argued as follows. The concept of cause is [51] 
one which involves the necessity of a connection between dif
ferent existing things, in so far as they are different. Thus, when 
A is granted, I recognize that B, something entirely different 
from it, must necessarily exist also. Necessity, however, can be 
attributed to a connection only so far as it is known a priori, for 
experience of a connection would only give knowledge that it 
existed, not that it necessarily existed. Now it is impossible, he 
says, to know a priori and as necessary the connection which 
holds between one thing and another (or between one property 
and another entirely different from it) if this connection is not 
given in perception. Therefore, the concept of a cause is itself 
fraudulent and deceptive. To speak in the mildest way, it is an 
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without reference to an object). But because an object, accord
ing to concepts of good and evil, had been made the basis of 
every practical law, and because the former, in the absence of 
any prior law, could be thought only according to empirical 
concepts, the possibility was already removed even of conceiv
ing a pure practical law. Had one previously analyzed the prac
tical law, he would have found, on the contrary, not that the (64] 
concept of the good as an object of the moral law determines 
the latter and makes it possible, but rather the reverse, i.e., that 
the moral law is that which first defines the concept of the good 
-so far as it absolute y deserves this name-and makes it pos
sible. 

This remark, which refers only to the method of the deepest 
moral investigations, is important. It explains once and for all 
the reasons which occasion all the confusions of philosophers 
concerning the supreme principle of morals . For they sought an 
9bject of the will in order to make it into the material and the 
foundation of a law (which would then be not the directly deter
mining ground of the will, but only by means of that object re
ferred to the feeling of pleasure or displeasure); instead, they 
should have looked for a law which directly determined the will 
a priori and only then sought the object suitable to it. Whether 
they placed this object of pleasure, which was to deliver the su
preme concept of the good, in happiness, or in perfection, in 
moral feeling, 4 or in the will of God-their fundamental princi
ple was always heteronomy, and they came inevitably to empiri
cal conditions for a moral law. This was because they could call 
their object, as the direct determining ground of the will, good 
or bad only according to its exclusively empirical relation to 
feeling. Only a formal law, i.e., one which prescribes to reason 
nothing more than the form of its giving universal law as the 
supreme condition of maxims, can be a priori a determining 
ground of practical reason. The ancients openly revealed this 
error by devoting their ethical investigation entirely to the defi
nition of the concept of the highest good and thus posited an 

4 [Reading "feeling" with Hartenstein instead of "law" with Kant.) 
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object which they intended subsequently to make the determin
ing ground of the will in the moral law. But only much later, 
when the moral law has been established by itself and justified 
as the direct determining ground of the will, can this object be 
presented to the will whose form now is determined a priori. 
This we shall undertake in the Dialectic of Pure Practical 
Reason. The moderns, among whom the concept of the highest 
good has fallen into disuse or at least seems to have become 
something secondary, hide the error (as they do many others) 
behind vague expressions; but one can nevertheless see it [65] 
shine through their systems since it always reveals heteronomy 
of practical reason, from which an a priori universally com
manding moral law can never issue. 

Now since the concepts of the good and evil, as consequences 
of the a priori determination of the will, presuppose also a pure 
practical principle and thus a causality of pure reason, they do 
not (as determinations of the synthetic unity of the manifold of 
given intuitions in one consciousness) refer originally to objects 
as do the pure concepts of the understanding or categories of the 
theoretically employed reason. Rather, they presuppose these 
objects as given, and they are without exception modes of a 
single category, that of causality, so far as its determining ground 
consists in reason's idea of a law of causality which, as the law of 
freedom, reason gives itself, thereby showing itself a priori to be 
practical. On the one side the actions are under a law which is a 
law of freedom instead of a natural law and thus belong to the 
conduct of intelligible beings, and on the other side as events in 
the world of sense they belong to appearances; so that the rules 
of a practical reason are possible only with respect to the latter 
and consequently in accordance with the categories of the under
standing. These rules, however, contribute nothing to the theo
retical use of the understanding in bringing the manifold of 
(sensuous) intuitions under one consciousness a priori, but only 
to the a priori subjection of the manifold of desires to the unity 
of consciousness of a practical reason commanding in the moral 
law, i.e., of a pure will. 

These categories of freedom-for we wish to call them this in 
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contrast to the theoretical concepts which are categories of na
ture-have a manifest advantage over the latter. The latter cate
gories are only forms of thought which, through universal con
cepts, designate in an indefinite manner objects in general for 
every intuition possible to us: The categories of freedom, on the 
contrary, are elementary practical concepts whic etermine the 
free faculty of choice; though no intuition perfectly correspond
ing to the latter can be given, it yet has as its foundation a pure 
practical law a priori, and this cannot be said for any of the con
cepts of the theoretical use of our cognitive faculty. Instead of 
having as its given basis the form of intuition (space and time), 
which does not lie in reason itself but which rather has to be 
taken over from sensibility, the elementary practical con- [66) 
cepts have as their foundation the form of a pure will given in 
reason and thus in the faculty of thought itself [and do not have 
to borrow their form from another faculty]. Since in all pn ;cepts 
of the pure will it is only a question of the determination of the 
will and not of the natural conditions (of practical ability) for 
achieving its purpose, it thereby happens that the practical con
cepts a priori in relation to the supreme principle of freedom 

,,., immediately become cognitions, . not needing to wait uponintui , -'7. tions in order to acquire a meaning . This occurs for the note
worthy reason that they themselves produce the realli_y_gLthat 

~ to which they refer (the intention of the will)-an achievement 
which is in no way the business of theoretical concepts. One 
must carefully observe, however, that these categories concern 
only practical reason in general, and so they proceed in order 
from those which are as yet morally undetermined and sensu
ously conditioned to those which, being sensuously uncondi
tioned, are determined merely by the moral law. 

TABLE OF CATEGORIES OF FREEDOM WITH REFERENCE 

TO THE CONCEPTS OF Goon AND EVIL 

1. Categories of Quantity 
Subjective, according to maxims (intentions of the indi

vidual's will) 
Objective, according to principles (precepts) 

(6 
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only apply to it the form of lawfulness in general (the concept 
of which occurs in the most ordinary use of reason, though it 
cannot be known definitely a priori except with reference to the 
pure practical use of reason). For laws as such are all equivalent, 
regardless of whence they derive their determining grounds. 

Furthermore, since. of all intelligible objects absolutely noth
ing_ji~wn] except freedom (through the moral law), and -;::;,,,,
even this only in so far as it is a presupposition inseparable from 
the moral law; and since, moreover, all intelligible objects to 
which reason might eventually lead us under the guidance of 
the law can have no reality for us except for the purpose of this 
law and of the use of pure practical reason; and, finally, since 
reason has a right, and is even compelled, to use nature (in its 
pure intelligible form) as the type of judgment-for all these 
reasons the present remark should serve to guard against count-
ing among the concepts themselves what merely belongs to the 
typic of the concepts. This, as the typic of judgment, guards 
against the empiricism of practical reason, which bases the prac-
tical concepts of good and evil merely on empirical consequences 
(on so-called happiness). Happiness and the infinite useful con
sequences of a will determined only by [the maxim of] helping 
itself could, if this will made itself into a universal law, certainly 
serve as a very adequate type for the morally good but still not 
be identical with it. The same typic guards also against the 
mysticism of practical reason, which makes into a schema that 
which should serve only as a symbol, i.e., proposes to supply [71] 
real yet nonsensuous intuitions (of an invisible kingdom of God) 
for the application of the moral law, and thus plunges into the 
transcendent. Only rationalism of judgments is suitable to the 
use of moral laws, for rationalism takes no more from sensuous 
nature than that which pure reason can also think for itself, i.e., 
lawfulness, and conversely transfers into the supersensuous 
nothing more than can be actually exhibited by actions in the 
world of sense according to a formal rule of natural law in gen-
eral. Thus the protest against empiricism of practical reason is 
much more important and commendable, because mysticism is 



76 CRITIQUE OF PRACTICAL REASON [74] [75] 

(w~ich c~n be_ bro~ght into a fairly tolerable system, whereupon 

~he~r sat1sfact10n 1s called happiness) constitute self-regard (sol

ipsism us). This consists either of self-love, which is a predomi

~ant benevolence toward one's self (philautia) or of self-satisfac

t10n (arrogantia). The former is called, more particularly, sel

fishness; the latter, self-conceit. Pure practical reason merely 

ch~cks selfishness, for selfishness, as natural and active in us even 

pnor to_ the moral law, is restricted by the moral law to agree

~ent with the law; when this is done, selfishness is called ra

t10nal self-love. But it strikes self-conceit down, since all claims 

of self-esteem which precede conformity to the moral law are 

n~ll an_d voi~. For the certainty of a disposition which agrees 

W~th this law 1s the first condition of any worth of the person (as 

will s_oo_n be made clear), and any presumption [to worth] prior 

to this Is false and o~posed to the law. Now the propensity to 

~elf-~ste~m, so long as It rests only on the sensibility, is one of the 

mclmat10ns which the moral law checks. Therefore, the moral 
law strikes down self-conceit. 
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S~nce.this law, however, is in itself positive, being the form of 

an mt~llectual causalit y, i.e., the form of freedom ; i~ the 

s~me time a~ object o.f re~pec~, since, in conflict with its subjec

tive ~n~agomsts (our mclmat10ns), it weakens self-conceit. And 

as stnkmg down, i.e., humiliating, self-conceit, it is an object of 

the. gr~atest respect and thus the ground of a positive feeling 

which 1s not of empirical origin. This feeling, then, is one which 

can b~ known a priori. Respect for the moral law, therefore, is 

a feelmg produced by an intellectual cause, and this feeling is 

the o~ly one ~hich we can know completely a priori and the 

necessity of which we can discern. 

I_n the prece~ing chapter we have seen that anything [74] 

whu~h presents Itself as the object of the will prior to the moral 

~aw 1s excluded from the determining grounds of the will (which 

1s called unconditionally good) by the law itself as the su

preme condition of practical reason. We have also seen that the 

mer~ practi~al fo~, which consists in the competency of the 

maxims to give umversal laws, first determines what is of itself 

and absolutely good and is the ground of the maxims of a pure 

will, which alone is good in every respect. We find now, how

ever, our nature as sensuous beings so characterized that the ma

terial of the faculty of desire (objects of the inclination, whether 

of hope or fear) first presses upon us; and we find our pathologi

cally determined self, although by its maxims it is wholly in

capable of giving universal laws, striving to give its preten

sions priority and to make them acceptable as first and original 

claims, just as if it were our entire self. This propensity to make 

the subjective determining grounds of one 's choice into an ob

jective determining ground of the will in general can be called 

self-love; when it makes itself legislative and an unconditional 

practical principle, it can be called self-conceit. The moral law, 

which alone is truly, i.e., in every respect, objective, completely 

excludes the influence of self-love from the highest practical 

principle and forever checks self-conceit, which decrees the sub

jective conditions of self-love as laws. If anything checks our 

self-conceit in our own judgment, it humiliates. Therefore, the 

moral law inevitably humbles every man when he compares the 

sensuous propensity of his nature with the law. Now if the idea 

of something as the determining ground of the will humiliates 

us in our self-consciousness, it awakens respect for itself so far as 

it is positive and the ground of determination. The moral law, 

therefore, is even subjectively a cause of respect. 

Now everything in self-love belongs to in clina tion, and all 

inclination rests on feelings: therefore, whatever checks all in

clinations in self-love necessarily has, by that fact, an influence 

on feeling. Thus we conceive how it is possible to understand a 

priori that the moral law can exercise an effect on feeling, since 

it blocks the inclinations and the propensity to make them the 

supreme practical condition (i.e., self-love) from all participa

tion in supreme legislation. This effect is on the one side merely 

negative; but on the other, in respect to the restrictive prac- [75] 

tical ground of pure practical reason, it is positive. And to the 

latter, no kind of feeling, [even] under the name of a practical 

or moral feeling, may be assumed as prior to the moral law and 

as its basis. 
The negative effect on feeling (unpleasantness) is, like all in-
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authority and absolute sovereignty to the law. It should be 
noticed that, as respect is an effect on feeling and thus on the 
sensibility of a rational being, it presupposes the sensuousness 
and hence the finitude of such beings on whom respect for the 
moral law is imposed; thus respect for the law cannot be attrib
uted to a supreme being or even to one free from all sensibility, 
since to such a being there could be no obstacle to practical 
reason. 

This feeling, under the name of moral feeling, is therefore 
produced solely by reason. It does not serve for an estimation of 
actions or as a basis of the objective moral law itself but only as 
an incentive to make this law itself a maxim. By what name bet
ter than moral feeling could we call this singular feeling, which 
cannot be compared with any pathological feeling? It is of such 
a peculiar kind that it seems to be at the disposal only of reason, 
and indeed only of the pure practical reason . 

.3:espect always applies to perso_Es only, never to things. The 
latter can awaken inclinations, and even love if they are animals 
(horses, dogs, etc.), or fear, as does the sea, a volcano, or a beast 
of prey; but they never arouse respect. Something which ap
proaches this feeling is admiration, and this, as an emotion 
(astonishment) can refer also to things, e.g., lofty mountains, the 
magnitude, number, and distance of the heavenly bodies, the 
strength and swiftness of many animals, etc. All of this, however, 
is not respect. A man can also be an object of love, fear, or ad
miration even to astonishment, and yet not be an object of re
spect. His jocular humor, his courage and strength, and his 
power of rank may inspire me with such feelings, though inner 
respect for him is still lacking. Fontanelle 2 says, "I bow to a 
great man, but my mind does not bow." I can add: to a [77] 
humble plain man, in whom I perceive righteousness in a 
higher degree than I am conscious of in myself, my mind bows 
whether I choose or not, however high I carry my head that he 
may not forget my superior position. Why? His example holds 
a law before me which strikes down my self-conceit when I 

2 [Bernard Le Bovier de Fontanelle (1657-1757), a French satirist and } 
popular philosopher.] 
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compare my own conduct with it; that it is a law which can be 
obeyed, and consequently is one that can actually be put into 
practice, is proved to my eyes by the act. I may even be conscious 
of a like degree of righteousness in myself , and yet respect re
mains. In men all good is defective, but the law made visibl · 
an example always humbles my pride, ;ince the man whom I see before me provides me with a standard by clearly appearing 
to me in a more favorable light in spite of his imperfections, 
which, though perhaps always with him, are not so well known 
to me as are my own. Respect is a tribute we cannot refuse to 
pay to merit whether we will or not; we can indeed outwardly 
withhold it, but we cannot help feeling it inwardly. 

&esp.e.ct is so~m being a feeling of.E.le~e that one only 
reluctantly gives way to it as regards a man. We seek to discover 
something that will lighten the burden of it for us, some fault to 
compensate us for the humiliation which we suffer from such an 
example. The dead themselves are not immune from this criti
cism, especially when their example appears inimitable. Even 
the moral law itself in its solemn majesty is exposed to this en
deavor to keep one's self from yielding respect to it. Can it be 
thought that there is any reason why we like to degrade it to the 
level of our familiar inclination and why we take so much trou
ble to make it the chosen precept of our well-understood inter
est, other than the fact that we want to be free of the awesome 
respect which so severely shows us our own unworthiness? 
Nevertheless, there is on the other hand so little displeasure in 
it that, when once we renounce our self-conceit and respect has 
established its practical influence, we cannot ever satisfy our
selves in contemplating the majesty of this law, and the soul be
lieves itself to be elevated in proportion as it sees the holy law as 
elevated over it and its frail nature. Certainly, great talents 
and activity proportionate to them can occasion respect or [78] 
an analogous feeling, and it is proper to accord it to them; then 
it se~ms that admiration is the same as this feeling [of respect]. 
But 1f one looks more closely it is noticed that it is always uncer
tain how great a part of the ability must be ascribed to innate 
talent and how much to cultivation through the person's own 
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diligence. Presumably reason represents it to ~s as ~ f~u~t of 
cultivation, and therefore as merit which perceptibly d1m1mshes 
our self-conceit and therefore either reproaches us or imposes it 
upon us as an exam 1 be followed. This respect which we l ( 
have ~or~~ person (really for the law, which his e~a~ple holds 
before us) is, therefore, not mere admiration. This 1s also con-
firmed by the way the common run of m~n give up their_ respect 
for a man (e.g., Voltaire) when they thmk they have m some 
manner found the badness of his character, while the true 
scholar still feels this respect at least for his talents, since he is 
himself involved in a business and vocation which makes imita-
tion of him to some extent a law. 

Respect for the moral law is therefore the sole and ~ndoubted 
moral incentive, and this feeling is directed to no bemg except 
on this basis. First, the moral law determines the will directly 
and objectively in the judgment of reason. Freedom, the cau_sal
ity of which is determinable merely throu~h t~e l~w, c?ns1sts, 
however, only in the fact that it limits all mclmations, mclud
ing self-esteem, to the condition of obedience to its pure law. 
This limitation exerts an effect on feeling and produces the 
sensation of displeasure, which can be known a priori from the 
moral law . Since, however, it is so far a merely negative effect, 
originating from the influence of pure practic_al r~aso~, it chec~s 
the activity of the subject to the extent that mclmations are its 
grounds of determination, and consequently it checks also the 
opinion of personal worth, which is nothing without accordance 
with the moral law. Thus the effect of this law on feeling is 
merely humiliation, which we thus see a priori, though we can
not know the force of the pure practical law as incentive but 
only the resistance to the incentives of sensibility. This same [79] 
law, however, is objectively, i.e., in the conception of pure rea
son, a direct determining ground of the will. Hence this hu
miliation occurs proportionately to the purity of the law; for 
that reason the lowering of the pretensions of moral self-esteem 
(humiliation) on the sensuous side is an elevation of the mor 'al, 
i.e., practical, esteem for the law on the intellectual side. In a 
word, respect for the law is thus by virtue of its intellectual cause 
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respect were pathological and thus a feeling of pleasure 
grounded on the inner sense, it would be futile to try to discover 
a relation of the feeling to any idea a priori. But it is a feeling 
which is concerned only with the practical, and with the idea 
of a law simply as to its form and not on account of any object 
of the law; thus it cannot be reckoned either as enjoyment or as 
pain, yet it produces an interest in obedience to the law, and 
this we call the moral interest. And the capacity of taking such 
an interest in the law (or of having respect for the moral law 
itself) is really moral feeling. 

The consciousness of free submission of the will to the law, 
combined with anjpevitable constraint imposed only by our 
own reason on all inclinations, is respect for the law. The law 
whic comman~d inspires this respect is, as we see, no other 
than the moral law, for no other law precludes all inclinations 
from having a direct influence on the will. The action which is 
objectively practical according to this law and excludes inclina
tion from its determining grounds is called duty; and, because 
of this exclusion, in the concept of duty there is that of practical 
constraint, i .e., determination to actions, however reluctantly 
they may be done. The feeling which arises from the conscious
ness of this constraint is not pathological, as are those caused by 
objects of the senses, but practical, i.e., possible through a prior 
(objective) determination of the will and the causality of reason. 
As submission to a law, i.e., as a command (which constrains the 
sensuously affected subject), it contains, therefore, no pleasure 
but rather displeasure proportionate to this constraint. On the 
other hand, since this constraint is exercised only through the 
legislation of one's own reason, it also contains something ele
vating, and the subjective effect on feeling, in so far as pure [81] 
practical reason is its sole cause, can also be called self-approba
tion with reference to pure practical reason, for one knows him
self to be determined thereto solely by the law and without any 
[sensuous] interest; he becomes conscious of an altogether dif
ferent interest which is subjectively produced by the law and 
which is purely practical and free. Our taking this interest in 
an action of duty is not suggested by an inclination, but the 
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For it is then not to be wondered at that man, as belonging to 

two worlds, must regard his own being in relation to his second 

and higher vocation with reverence and the laws of this vocation 

with the deepest respect. 
Many expressions which indicate the worth of objects accord

ing to moral ideas are based on this origin . The moral law is holy 

(inviolable) . an is certain! unhol enough, but humanity in 

his person must be holy to him. Everything in creation which he 

wishes and over which he has power can be used merely as a 

means ; only man, and, with him, every rational creature, is an 

end in itself. He is the subject of the moral law which is holy, 

because of the autonomy of his freedom. Because of the latter, 

every will, even the private will of each person directed to him

self, is restricted to the condition of agreement with the auton

omy of the rational being, namely, that it be subjected to no 

purpose which is not possible by a law which could arise from 

the will of the passive subject itself. This condition thus requires 

that the person never be used as a means except when he is at the 

same time an end. We may rightly attribute this condition even 

to the divine will with respect to the rational beings in the world 

as its creatures, since the condition rests on the personality of 

these beings, whereby alone they are ends in themselves. 

This idea of personality awakens respect; it places before our 

eyes the sublimity of our own nature (in its [higher] vocation), 

while it shows us at the same time the unsuitability of our con

duct to it, thus striking down our self-conceit. This is naturally 

and easily observed by the most common human reason. Has not 

every even fairly honest man sometimes found that he desists 

from an otherwise harmless lie which would extricate him [88] 

from a vexing affair or which would even be useful to a beloved 

and deserving friend simply in order not to have to contemn 

himself secretly in his own eyes? In the greatest misfortunes of 

his life which he could have avoided if he could have disre

garded duty, does not a righteous man hold up his head thanks 

to the consciousness that he has honored and preserved human

ity in his own person and in its dignity, so that he does not have 
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only on the supposition of a supreme cause of nature which has 
a causality corresponding to the moral intention. Now a being 
which is capable of actions by the idea of laws is an intelligence 
(a rational being), and the causality of such a being according 
to this idea of laws is his will. Therefore, the supreme cause of 
nature, in so far as it must be presupposed for the highest good, 
is a being which is the cause (and consequently the author) of 
nature through understanding and will, i.e., God. As a conse
quence, the postulate of the possibility of a highest derived good 
(the best world) is at the same time the postulate of the reality 
of a highest original good, namely, the existence of God. Now 
it was our duty to promote the highest good; and it is not merely 
our privilege but a necessity connected with duty as a requisite 
to presuppose the possibility of this highest good. This presup
position is made only under the condition of the existence of 
God, and this condition inseparably connects this supposition 
with duty. Therefore, jt is mQrally. necessary to assume the 
existence of God. 

It is well to notice here that this moral necessity is subjective, 
i.e., a need, and not objective, i.e., duty itself. For there cannot 
be any duty to assume the existence of a thing, because such a 
supposition concerns only the theoretical use of reason. It is 
also not to be understood that the assumption of the existence 
of God is necessary as a ground of all obligation in general (for 
this rests, as has been fully shown, solely on the autonomy [126] 
of reason itself). All that here belongs to duty is the endeavor to 
produce and to further the highest good in the world, the exist
ence of which may thus be postulated though our reason cannot 
conceive it except by presupposing a highest intelligence. To 
assume its existence is thus connected with the consciousness of 
our duty, though this assumption itself belongs to the realm of 
theoretical reason. Considered only in reference to the latter, it 
is a hypothesis, i.e., a ground of explanation. But in reference to 
the comprehensibility of an object (the highest good) placed 
before us by the moral law, and thus as a practical need, it can 
be called faith and even pure rational faith, because pure reason 
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utter insufficiency of speculative reason to solve the most 
weighty problems which are presented to it in a way satisfactory 
to its end; but that critique did not ignore the natural and un
mistakable hints of the same reason or the great steps that it 
can take in approaching this great goal which is set before it 
but which it can never of itself reach even with the aid of the 
greatest knowledge of nature. Thus nature ]jiere seems to have 
provided us only in a stepmotherly fashion with a faculty 
needed for our end. 

Now assuming that it had here indulged our wish and had 
provided us with that power of insight or enlightenment which 
we would like to possess or which some erronem1sly believe they 
do possess, what would be the consequence so far as we can 
discern it? In so far as our whole nature was not changed at the 
same time, the inclinations (which under any condition have 
the first word) would first strive for their satisfaction and, [14 7] 
conjoined with reasonable consideration, for the greatest possi
ble and most lasting satisfaction under the name of happiness. 
The moral law would afterward speak in order to hold them 
within their proper limits and even to subject them all to a 
higher end which has no regard to inclination . But instead of 
the conflict which now the moral disposition has to wage with 
inclinations and in which, after some' defeats, moral strength of 
mind may be gradually won, God and eternity in their awful 
majesty would stand unceasingly before our eyes (for that which 
we can completely prove is as certain as that which we can 
ascertain by sight). Transgression of the law would indeed be 
shunned, and the commanded would be performed. But be
cause the disposition from which actions should be done cannot 
be instilled by any command, and because the spur to action 
would in this case be always present and external, reason would 
have no need to endeavor to gather its strength to resist the in
clinations by a vivid idea of the dignity of the law. Thus most 
actions conforming to the law would be done from fe r, few 
would be done from hope, none from duty. The moral worth 
of actions, on which alone the worth of the person and even of 
the world depends in the eyes of supreme wisdom, would not 
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exist at all. The conduct of man, so long as his na~ure remained . . -· Tcrbe changed into mere mechams , where, as 
:: i: n;;;;tw:w, everything would gesticulate well but no 
1. f ld be found in the figures. 

1 e wo~ . . h . 'th us With all the exertion of our But it is quite ot erw1se w1 . . . . to nl a very obscure and ambiguous view in 
:~:s;:u::.ht:vee iov!rnor of the world allows us on~y t~ conjec~ 
ture His e~istence and maje~ty, not to b~~old ort~r:::e:r:::s h . h ral law in us, without prom1smg or / t em, t e ~o . demands of us al disinterested respect; with anything certain, d . when this res ect has become active and ominatfinally, only . _Pt the realm of the supersensuous, ing it allows us a view in o 1 1 ' a lim se. Thus only can there be a tru y mora 
:~~~:!e:n~!dic~ted ~irectly to the law and the rational creatu; 
become worthy of participating in the highest good cor;espo:_
ing to the moral worth of his person and not mere y to is 
actions. d f h suffi- [148] Thus what the study of nature an o man . as . . tl shown elsewhere may well be true here, viz., that the inc1en ybl . d m through which we exist is not less worthy of scruta e wis O 

h · h t it has veneration in respect to what it denies us t an in w a 
granted. 
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cause, though Phalaris himself should bring up his bull and 
dictate to you a perjury, count it the greatest of all sins to prefer 
life to honor, and to lose, for the sake of living, all that 
makes life worth living." 2 

Whenever we bring any flattering thought of merit into our 
actions, the incentive is already mixed with self-love and thus 
has some assistance from the side of sensibility. But to put every
thing else after the holiness of duty and to know that we can do 
it because our own reason acknowledges it as its law and says 
that we ought to do it-that is, as it were, to lift ourselves alto
gether out of the world of sense; this elevation is inseparably 
present in the consciousness of the law as an incentive of a fac
ulty which rules over the sensibility, though not always effec
tively. But frequent concern with this incentive and the at-first 
minor attempts at using it give hope of its effectiveness, so that 
gradually the greatest but still purely moral interest in it will 
be produced in us. 

The method therefore takes the following course. The first 
step is to make judging according to moral laws a natural occu
pation which accompanies our own free actions as well as our 
observations of those of others, and to make it, as it were, a 
habit. We must sharpen these judgments by first asking whether 
the action is objectively in accordance with the moral law, and 
if so, with which one; by this, heed to the law which merely gives 
a principle of obligation is distinguished from one which is in 
fact obligatory (leges obligandi a legibus obligantibus). For in
stance, we distinguish between the law of that which the needs 
of men require of me from that which their rights demand, the 
latter prescribing essential duties while the former assigns non
essential duties. This teaches how to distinguish between the 
different duties which come together in an action. The second 
point to which attention must be directed is the question as to 
whether the action also is done (subjectively) for the sake of the 
moral law, and thus not only is morally correct as a deed, but 

2 Uuvenal Satire viii. 79-84, trans. G. G. Ramsey ("Loeb Classical Li
brary"). Pha laris was tyrant of Agrigentum who had a brass ox constructed 
in which criminals were burned to death.) 
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tion, i.e., indicating that no incentives of inclinations are the 

determining grounds influencing an action done as a duty. By 

this, the pupil's attention is held to the consciousness of his free

dom; and, although this renunciation excites an initial feeling 

of pain, at the same time, by relieving him of the constraint even 

of his true needs it frees him from the manifold discontent in 

which all these needs involve him and makes his mind recep

tive to the feeling of contentment from other sources. The [161] 

heart is freed from a burden which has secretly pressed upon it; 

it is lightened when in instances of pure moral resolutions there 

is revealed to man, who previously has not correctly known it, 

a faculty of inner freedom to release himself from the impetuous 

importunity of the inclinations, to such an extent that not even 

the dearest of them has an influence on a resolution for which 

he now makes use of his reason. In a case where I alone know 

that injustice lies in what I do, and where an open confession 

of it and an offer to make restitution is in direct conflict with 

vanity, selfishness, and an otherwise not illegitimate antipathy 

to the man whose rights I have impaired, if I can set aside all 

these considerations, there is a consciousness of an independence 

from inclinations and circumstances and of the possibility of 

being sufficient to myself, which is salutary for me in yet other 

respects. The law of duty, through the positive worth which 

obedience to it makes us feel, finds easier access through the re

spect for ourselves in the consciousness of our freedom. If it is 

well established, so t~ man fears nothing more than to find 

himself on self-examination to be worthless and contempti J:2le 

in his own eyes, every good moral disposition can be grafted on 

to this self-respect, for the consciousness of freedom is the best, 

indeed the only, guard that can keep ignoble and corrupting 

influences from bursting in upon the mind. 

With these remarks I have intended only to point out the 

most general maxims of the methodology of moral cultivation 

and exercise. Since the manifold variety of duties requires spe

cific definitions of each kind, and these would constitute a prolix 

affair, the reader will excuse me if in a work like this, which is 

only preliminary, I go no further than these outlines. 



CONCLUSION 

_Tw_o things fill the mind with ever new and increasing ad

~11rat10n and a~e, the oftener and more steadily we reflect on 

them: the starry heavens above me and the moral law within 

me. I do ~ot merely co~jecture them and seek them as though 

obscure~ m darkness or m the transcendent region beyond [162] 

my horizon: I see them before me, and I associate them di

rect_Iy with the consciousness of my own existence. The former 

~egms at the place I occupy in the external world of sense, and 

It bro~dens the connection in which I stand into an unbounded 

~agmtu~e ~f wor~ds beyond worlds and systems of systems and 

mto the_hm1tle~s times of their periodic motion, their beginning 

and their contmuance. The latter begins at my invisible self 

m~ personality, and exhibits me in a world which has true in~ 

fimty but ""'.hich i~ comprehensible only to the understanding 

-a world with which I recognize myself as existing in a univer

sal and ~ecessary (and not o~ly, as in t~e first case, contingent) 

connect10n, and thereby also m connectwn with all those visible 

wor~d~. The former view of a countless multitude of worlds 

anmhilates, as it were, my importance as an animal creature 

which must give back to the planet (a mere speck m the un"i~ 

~erse) ~he matte~ from which it came, the matter which is for a 

little time provided with vital force, we know not how . The 

~atter'. on the contrary, infinitely raises my worth as that of an 

I~te!ligence b m personality, in which the moral law reveals a 

life mdependent of all animality and even of the whole world of 

sense-at least so far as it may be inferred from the · 
. . . purposive 

des:ma_t10n assigned to my existence by this law, a destination 

which 1s not_ restricted to the conditions and limits of this life 
but reaches mto the infinite. 

~ut though admiration and respect can indeed excite to in

qmry~ they cannot supply the want of it. What, then, is to be 

done m order to set the latter on foot in a useful way appropri-
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ate to the sublimity of its objects? Examples may serve for warn

ings here, but also for imitation. The observation of the world 

began from the noblest spectacle that was ever placed before 

the human senses and that our und i rstanding can bear to follow 

in its vast expanse, and it ended in-astrology. Morals began 

with the noblest attribute of human nature, the development 

and cultivation of which promised infinite uses, and it ended 

in-fanaticism or superstition. So it goes with all crude attempts 

in which the principal part of the business depends on the use 

of reason, a use which does not come of itself, like that of the 

feet, from frequent exercise, especially when it concerns attri

butes which cannot be so directly exhibited in common ex- [163] 

perience. Though late, when the maxim did come into vogue of 

carefully examining every step which reason had to take and not 

to let it proceed except on the path of a well-considered method, 

the study of the structure of the world took an entirely different 

direction and therewith attained an incomparably happier re

sult. The fall of a stone and the motion of a sling, resolved into 

their elements and the forces manifested in them treated mathe

matically, finally brought that clear and henceforth unchange

able insight into the structure of the world which, as observa

tions continue, we may hope to broaden but need not fear 

having to retract. 
This example recommends to us the same path in treating of 

the moral capacities of our nature and gives hope of a similarly 

good issue. We have at hand examples of the morally judging 

reason. We may analyze them into their elementary concepts, 

adopting, in default of mathematics, a process similar to that of 

chemistry, i.e., we may, in repeated experiments on common 

sense, separate the empirical from the rational, exhibit each of 

them in a pure state, and show what each by itself can accom

plish. Thus we shall avoid the error of a crude and unpracticed 

judgment and (which is far more important) the extravagances 

of genius, by which, as by the adepts of the philosopher's stone, 

visionary treasures are promised and real treasures are squan

dered for lack of methodical study and knowledge of nature. 

In a word, science (critically sought and methodically directed) 
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is the narrow gate that leads to the doctrine of wisdom , when by 
this is understood not merely what one ought to do but wh at 
should serve as a guide to teachers in laying out plainly and well 
the path to wisdom which everyone should follow, and in keep
ing others from going astray. It is a science of which philosophy 
must always remain the guardian ; and though the public tak es 
no interest in its subtle investigations, it may very well take an 
interest in the doctrines which such considerations first make 
clear to it. 
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