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Chapter 1

Passage from Ordinary
Rational Knowledge of
Morality to Philosophical

The Good Will

It is impossible to conceive anything at all in the
world, or even out of it, which can be taken as good
without qualification, except a good will. Intelli-
gence, wit, judgement, and any other zalents of the
mind we may care to name, or courage, resolution,

- and constancy of purpose, as qualities of temperament,

are without doubt good and desirable in many re-
spects; but they can also be extremely bad and hurtful
when the will is not good which has to make use of
these gifts of nature, and which for this reason has the
term “character” applied to its peculiar quality. It is ex-
actly the same with giffs of fortune. Power, wealth, ho-
nour, even health and that complete well-being and
contentment with one’s state which goes by the name
of “happiness,” produce boldness, and as a conse-
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quence often overboldness as well, unless a good wi
is present by which their influence on the mind—an
so too the whole principle of action—may be coi
rected and adjusted to universal ends; not to mentio
that a rational and imparual spectator can never fe
approval in contemplating the uninterrupted pro:
perity of a being graced by no touch of a pure an
good will, and that consequently a good will seems t
constitute the indispensable condition of our ver
worthiness to be happy.

Some qualities are even helpful to this good wi
itself and can make its task very much easier. The
have none the less no inner unconditioned wort!
but rather presuppose a good will which sets a lim
to the esteem in which they are rightly held and doe
not permit us to regard them as absolutely gooc

- Moderation in affections and passions, self-contro

and sober reflexion are not only good in many re
spects: they may even seem to constitute part of th
inner worth of a person. Yet they are far from bein
properly described as good without qualificatio
(however unconditionally they have been com
mended by the ancients). For without the principle
of a good will they may become exceedingly bac
and the very coolness of a scoundrel makes him, nc
merely more dangerous, but also immediately mor
abominable in our eyes than we should have take
him to be without it.
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The Good Will and Its Results

A good will is not good because of what it effects or
accomplishes—because of its fitness for attaining
some proposed end: it is good through its willing
alone—that is, good in itself. Considered in itself it is
to be esteemed beyond comparison as far higher than
anything it could ever bring about merely in order to
favour some inclination or, if you like, the sum total of
inclinations. Even if, by some special disfavour of des-
tiny or by the niggardly endowment of stepmotherly
nature, this will is entirely lacking in power to carry
out its intentions; if by its utmost effort it still accom-
plishes nothing, and only good will is left (not, admit-
tedly, as a mere wish, but as the straining of every
means so far as they are in our control); even then it
would still shine like a jewel for its own sake as some-
thing which has its full value in itself, Its usefulness or
fruitlessness can neither add to, nor subtract from,
this value. Its usefulness would be merely, as it were,
the setting which enables us to handle it better in our
ordinary dealings or to attract the attention of those
not yet sufficiently expert, but not to commend it to
experts or to determine its value.

The Good Will and Duty

We have now to elucidate the concept of a will es-
timable in itself and good apart from any further end.
This concept, which is already present in a naturally
sound understanding and requires not so much to be
taught as merely to be clarified, always holds the high-
est place in estimating the total worth of our actions
and constitutes the condition of all the rest. We will
therefore take up the concept of duty, which includes
that of a good will, exposed, however, to certain sub-
jective limitations and obstacles. These, so far from
hiding a good will or disguising it, rather bring it out
by contrast and make it shine forth more brightly.

The Motive of Duzy

['will here pass over all actions already recognized as
contrary to duty, however useful they may be with a
view to this or that end; for about these the question

does not even arise whether they could have been
done for the sake of duty inasmuch as they are directly
opposed to it. I will also set aside actions which in
fact accord with duty, yet for which men have 10 in-
mediate inclination, but perform them because im-
pelled to do so by some other inclination. For there
itis easy to decide whether the action which accords
with duty has been done from duty or from some
purpose of self-interest. This distinction is far more
difficult to perceive when the action accords with
duty and the subject has in addition an immediate in-
clination to the action. For example, it certainly ac-
cords with duty that a grocer should not overcharge
his inexperienced customer; and where there is
much competition a sensible shopkeeper refrains
from so doing and keeps to a fixed and general price
for everybody so that a child can buy from him just
as well as anyone else. Thus people are served hon-
estly; but this is not nearly enough to justify us in be-
licving that the shopkeeper has acted in this way
from duty or from principles of fair dealing; his in-
terests required him to do so. We cannot assume him
to have in addition an immediate inclination to-
wards his customers, leading him, as it were out of
love, to give no man preference over another in the
matter of price. Thus the action was done neither
from duty nor from immediate inclination, but
solely from purposes of self-interest.

On the other hand, to preserve one’s life is a duty,
and besides this every one has also an immediate in-
clination to do so. But on account of this the often
anxious precautions taken by the greater part of
mankind for this purpose have no inner worth, and
the maxim of their action is without moral content.
They do protect their lives in conformity with duty,
but not from the motive of duty. When, on the con-
trary, disappointments and hopeless misery have
quite taken away the taste for life; when a wretched
man, strong in soul and more angered at his fate
than faint-hearted or cast down, longs for death and
still preserves his life without loving it—not from
inclination or fear but from duty; then indeed his
maxim has a moral content.

Tohelp others where one canisa duty, and besides
this there are many spirits of so sympathetic a temper
that, without any further motive of vanity or self-
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interest, they find an inner pleasure in spreading hap-
piness around them and can take delight in the con-
tentment of others as their own work. Yet I maintain
that in such a case an action of this kind, however
right and however amiable it may be, has still no gen-
uinely moral worth. It stands on the same footing as
other inclinations—for example, the inclination for
honour, which if fortunate enough to hit on some-
thing beneficial and right and consequently hon-
ourable, deserves praise and encouragement, but not
esteem; for its maxim lacks moral content, namely,
the performance of such actions, not from inclination,
but from duty. Suppose then that the mind of this
friend of man was overclouded by sorrows of his own
which extinguished all sympathy with the fate of oth-
ers, but that he still had power to help those in distress,
though no longer stirred by the need of others because
sufficiently occupied with his own; and suppose that,
when no longer moved by any inclination, he tears
himself out of this deadly insensibility and does the
action without any inclination for the sake of duty

alone; then for the first time his action has its genuine -

moral worth. Still further: if nature had implanted
little sympathy in this or that man’s heart; if (being in
other respects an honest fellow) he were cold in tem-
perament and indifferent to the.sufferings of oth-
ers—perhaps because, being endowed with the spe-
cial gift of patience and robust endurance in his own
sufferings, he assumed the like in others or even de-
manded it; if such a man (who would in truth not be
the worst product of nature) were not exactly fash-
ioned by her to be a philanthropist, would he not still
find in himself a source from which he might draw a
worth far higher than any that a good-natured tem-
perament can have? Assuredly he would. It is pre-
cisely in this that the worth of character begins to
show—a moral worth and beyond all comparison
the highest—namely that he does good, not from in-
clination, but from duty.

Toassure one’s own happinessisaduty (atleastin-
directly); for discontent with one’s state, in a press of
cares and amidst unsatisfied wants, might easily be-
come a greattemptation to the transgression of duty. But
here also, apart from regard to duty, all men have al-
ready of themselves the strongest and deepest incli-
nation toward happiness, because precisely in this
Idea of happiness there is combined the sum total of

inclinations. The prescription for happiness is, how-
ever, often so constituted as greatly to interfere with
some inclinations, and yet men cannot form under
the name of “happiness” any determinate and assured
conception of the satisfaction of all inclinations as a
sum. Hence itis not to be wondered at thata single in-
clination which is determinate as to what it promises
and as to the time of its satisfaction may outweigh a
wavering Idea; and that a man, for example, a suf-
ferer from gout, may choose to enjoy what he fancies
and put up with what he can—on the ground that on
balance he has here at least not killed the enjoyment
of the present moment because of some possibly
groundless expectations of the good fortune sup-
posed toattach to soundness of health. Butin this case
also, when the universal inclination towards happi-
ness has failed to determine his will, when good
health, at least for him, has notentered into his calcu-
lations as so necessary, what remains over, here as in
other cases, is a law—the law of furthering his happi-
ness, not from inclination, but from duty—and inthis
for the first time his conduct has a real moral worth.
It is doubtless in this sense that we should under-
stand too the passages from Scripture in which
we are commanded to love our neighbor and even
our enemy. For love out of inclination cannot be
commanded; but kindness done from duty—
although no inclination impels us, and even al-
though natural and unconquerable disinclination
stands in our way—is practical, and not pathological,
love, residing in the will and not in the propensions
of feeling, in principles of action and not of melting
compassion; and it is this practical love alone which
can be an object of command.

Chapter II

Passage from Popular
Moral Philosophy to a
Metaphysic of Morals

Imperatives in General

Everything in nature works in accordance with
laws. Only a rational being has the power to act in
accordance with his idea of laws—that is, in accor-
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dance with principles—and only so has he a will.
Since reason is required in order to derive actions
from laws, the will is nothing but practical reason.
If reason infallibly determines the will, then in a
being of this kind the actions which are recognized
to be objectively necessary are also subjectively
necessary—that is to say, the will is then a power to
choose only that which reason independently of in-
clination recognizes to be practically necessary, that
is, to be good. But if reason solely by itself is not suf-
ficient to determine the will; if the will is exposed
also to subjective conditions (certain impulsions)
which do not always harmonize with the objective
ones; if, in a word, the will is not iz itself completely
in accord with reason (as actually happens in the case
of men); then actions which are recognized to be ob-
jectively necessary are subjectively contingent, and
the determining of such a will in accordance with
objective laws is necessitation. That is to say, the rela-
tion of objective laws to a will not good through and
through is conceived as one in which the will of a ra-
tional being, although it is determined by principles
of reason, does not necessarily follow these princi-
ples in virtue of its own nature.

The conception of an objective principle so far as
this principle is necessitating for a will is called a
command (of reason), and the formula of this com-
mand is called an Imperative.

All imperatives are expressed by an “ought”
(Sollen). By this they mark the relation of an objec-
tive law of reason to a will which is not necessarily
determined by this law in virtue of its subjective
constitution (the relation of necessitation). They say
that something would be good to do or to leave un-
done; only they say it to a will which does not always
do a thing because it has been informed that this is a
good thing to do. The practically good is that which
determines the will by concepts of reason, and there-
fore not by subjective causes, but objectively—that
is, on grounds valid for every rational being as such.
It is distinguished from the pleasant as that which in-
fluences the will, not as a principle of reason valid
for every one, but solely through the medium of sen-
sation by purely subjective causes valid only for the
senses of this person or that.!

A perfectly good will would thus stand quite as
much under objective laws (laws of the good), but it

could not on this account be conceived as necessitated
to act in conformity with law, since of itself, in ac-
cordance with its subjective constitution, it can be
determined only by the concept of the good. Hence
for the divine will, and in general for a Aoly will,
there are no imperatives: “I ought” is here out of
place, because “I will” is already of itself necessarily
in harmony with the law. Imperatives are in conse-
quence only formulae for expressing the relation of
objective laws of willing to the subjective imperfec-
tion of the will of this or that rational being—for ex-
ample, of the human will.

Classification of Imperatives

All imperatives command either Aypothetically or cate-
gorically. Hypothetical imperatives declare a possible
action to be practically necessary as a means to the at-
tainment of something else that one wills (or that one
may will). A categorical imperative would be one
which represented an action as objectively necessary
in itself apart from its relation to a further end.

Every practical law represents a possible action as
good and therefore as necessary for a subject whose
actions are determined by reason. Hence all impera-
tives are formulae for determining an action which
is necessary in accordance with the principle of a will
in some sense good. If the action would be good
solely as a means zo something else, the imperative is
hypothetical; if the action is represented as good in 12-
self and therefore as necessary, in virtue of its princi-
ple, for a will which of itself accords with reason,
then the imperative is categorical.

An imperative therefore tells me which of my
possible actions would be good; and it formulates a
practical rule for a will that does not perform an ac-
tion straight away because the action is good—
whether because the subject does not always know
that it is good or because, even if he did know this,
he might still act on maxims contrary to the objec-
tive principles of practical reason.

A hypothetical imperative thus says only that an
action is good for some purpose or other, either pos-
sible or actual. In the first case it is a problematic
practical principle; in the second case an assertoric
practical principle. A categorical imperative, which
declares an action to be objectively necessary in itself
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without reference to some purpose—that is, even
without any further end—ranks as an apodeictic
practical principle.

Everything that is possible only through the ef-
forts of some rational being can be conceived as a
possible purpose of some will; and consequently
there are in fact innumerable principles of action so
far as action is thought necessary in order to achieve
some possible purpose which can be effected by it.
All sciences have a practical part consisting of prob-
lems which suppose that some end is possible for us
and of imperatives which tell us how it is to be at-
tained. Hence the latter can in general be called im-
peratives of skill. Here there is absolutely no ques-
tion about the rationality or goodness of the end, but
only about what must be done to attain it. A pre-
scription required by a doctor in order to cure his
man completely and one required by a poisoner n
order to make sure of killing him are of equal value
so far as each serves to effect its purpose perfectly.
Since in early youth we do not know what ends may
present themselves to us in the course of life, parents

seck above all to make their children learn things of

many kinds; they provide carefully for skill in the use

of means to all sorts of arbitrary ends, of none of

which can they be certain that it could not in the fu-
ture become an actual purpose of their ward, while
it is always possible that he might adopt it. Their care
in this matter is so great that they commonly neglect

on this account to form and correct the judgement of

their children about the worth of things which they
might possibly adopt as ends.

There is, however, one end that can be presup-
posed as actual in all rational beings (so far as they
are dependent beings to whom imperatives apply);
and thus there is one purpose which they not only
can have, but which we can assume with certainty
that they all do have by a natural necessity—the pur-
pose, namely, of happiness. A hypothetical impera-
tive which affirms the practical necessity of an action
as a means to the furtherance of happiness is asser-
toric. We may represent it, not simply as necessary to
an uncertain, merely possible purpose, but as neces-
sary to a purpose which we can presuppose a priori
and with certainty to be present in every man be-
cause it belongs to his very being. Now skill in the
choice of means to one’s own greatest well-being can

be called prudence® in the narrowest sense. Thus an
imperative concerned with the choice of means to
one’s own happiness—that is, a precept of pru-
dence—still remains hypothetical: an action is com-
manded, not absolutely, but only as a means to a fur-
ther purpose.

Finally, there is an imperative which, without
being based on, and conditioned by, any further
purpose to be attained by a certain line of conduct,
enjoins this conduct immediately. This imperative is
categorical. It is concerned, not with the matter of
the action and its presumed results, but with its form
and with the principle from which it follows; and
what is essentially good in the action consists in the
mental disposition, let the consequences be what
they may. This imperative may be called the imper-
ative of morality.

Willing in accordance with these three kinds of
principle is also sharply distinguished by a dissimi-
larity in the necessitation of the will. To make this
dissimilarity obvious we should, I think, name these
kinds of principle most appropriately in their order
if we said they were either rules of skill or counsels of
prudence or commands (laws) of morality. For only
law carries with it the concept of an unconditioned,
and yet objective and so universally valid, necessity;
and commands are laws which must be obeyed—
that is, must be followed even against inclination.
Counsel does indeed involve necessity, but neces-
sity valid only under a subjective and contingent
condition—namely, if this or that man counts this or
that as belonging to his happiness. As against this, a
categorical imperative is limited by no condition and
can quite precisely be called a command, as being
absolutely, although practically, necessary. We could
also call imperatives of the first kind rechnical (con-
cerned with art); of the second kind pmgmfz1':}.*3 (con-
cerned with well-being); of the third kind moral
{concerned with free conduct as such—that is—
with morals).

Houw Are Imperatives Possible?

The question now arises “How are all these impera-
tives possible?” This question does not ask how we
can conceive the execution of an action commanded
by the imperative, but merely how we can conceive




GROUNDWORK OF THE METAPHYSIC OF MORALS 541

the necessitation of the will expressed by the imper-
ative in setting us a task. How an imperative of skill
is possible requires no special discussion. Who wills
the end, wills (so far as reason has decisive influence
on his actions) also the means which are indispensa-
bly necessary and in his power. So far as willing is
concerned, this proposition is analytic: for in my
willing of an object as an effect there is already con-
ceived the causality of myself as an acting cause—
that is, the use of means; and from the concept of
willing an end the imperative merely extracts the
concept of actions necessary to this end. (Synthetic
propositions are required in order to determine the
means to a proposed end, but these are concerned,
not with the reason for performing the act of will,
but with the cause which produces the object.) That
in order to divide a line into two equal parts on a
sure principle I must from its ends describe two in-
tersecting arcs—this is admittedly taught by mathe-
matics only in synthetic propositions; but when I
know that the aforesaid effect can be produced only
by such an action, the proposition “If I fully will the
effect, I also will the action required for it” is ana-
lytic; for it is one and the same thing to conceive
something as an effect possible in a certain way
through me and to conceive myself as acting in the
same way with respect to it.

If it were only as easy to find a determinate con-
cept of happiness, the imperatives of prudence
would agree entirely with those of skill and would
be equally analytic. For here as there it could alike be
said “Who wills the end, wills also (necessarily, if he
accords with reason) the sole means which are in his
power.” Unfortunately, however, the concept of
happiness is so indeterminate a concept that al-
though every man wants to attain happiness, he can
never say definitely and in unison with himself what
it really is that he wants and wills. The reason for
this is that all the elements which belong to the con-
cept of happiness are without exception empirical—
that is, they must be borrowed from experience; but
that none the less there is required for the Idea of

~happiness an absolute whole, a maximum of well-
being in my present, and in every future, state. Now
it is impossible for the most intelligent, and at the
same time most powerful, but nevertheless finite,
being to form here a determinate concept of what he

really wills. Is it riches that he wants? How much
anxiety, envy, and pestering might he not bring in
this way on his own head! Is it knowledge and in-
sight? This might perhaps merely give him an eye so
sharp that it would make evils at present hidden
from him and yet unavoidable seem all the more
frightful, or would add a load of still further needs
to the desires which already give him trouble
enough. Is it long life? Who will guarantee that it
would not be a long misery? Is it at least health?
How often has infirmity of body kept a man from
excesses into which perfect health would have let
him fall!l—and so on. In short, he has no principle by
which he is able to decide with complete certainty
what will make him truly happy, since for this he
would require omniscience. Thus we cannot act on
determinate principles in order to be happy, but only
on empirical counsels, for example, of diet, frugality,

politeness, reserve, and so on—things which experi-
ence shows contribute most to well-being on the
average. From this it follows that imperatives of
prudence, speaking strictly, do not command at
all—that is, cannot exhibit actions objectively as
practically necessary; that they are rather to be taken
as recommendations (consilia), than as commands
(praecepta), of reason; that the problem of determin-
ing certainly and universally what action will pro-
mote the happiness of a rational being is completely
insoluble; and consequently that in regard to this
there is no imperative possible which in the strictest
sense could command us to do what will make us
happy, since happiness is an Ideal, not of reason, but
of imagination—an Ideal resting merely on empiri-
cal grounds, of which it is vain to expect that they
should determine an action by which we could at-
tain the totality of a series of consequences which is
in fact infinite. Nevertheless, if we assume that the
means to happiness could be discovered with cer-
tainty, this imperative of prudence would be an ana-
lytic practical proposition; for it differs from the
imperative' of skill only in this—that in the latter
the end is merely possible, while in the former the
end is given. In spite of this difference, since both
command solely the means to something assumed to

be willed as an end, the imperative which com-
mands him who wills the end to will the means is in
both cases analytic. Thus there is likewise no difh-
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culty in regard to the possibility of an imperative of
prudence.

As against this, the question “How is the impera-
tive of morality possible?” is the only one in need of
a solution; for it is in no way hypothetical, and con-
sequently we cannot base the objective necessity
which it affirms on any presupposition, as we can
with hypothetical imperatives. Only we must never
forget here that it is impossible to settle by an exam-
ple, and so empirically, whether there is any impera-
tive of this kind at all: we must rather suspect that all
imperatives which seem to be categorical may none
the less be covertly hypothetical. Take, for example,
the saying “Thou shalt make no false promises.” Let
us assume that the necessity for this abstention is no
mere advice for the avoidance of some further evil—
as it might be said “You ought not to make a lying
promise lest, when this comes to light, you destroy
your credit.” Let us hold, on the contrary, thatan ac-
tion of this kind must be considered as bad in itself,
and that the imperative of prohibition is therefore
categorical. Even so, we cannot with any certainty
show by an example that the will is determined here
solely by the law without any further motive, al-
though it may appear to be so; for it is always possi-
ble that fear of disgrace, perhaps also hidden dread
of other risks, may unconsciously influence the will.
Who can prove by experience that a cause is not
present? Experience shows only that it is not per-
ceived. In such a case, however, the so-called moral
imperative, which as such appears to be categorical
and unconditioned, would in fact be only a prag-
matic prescription calling attention to our advantage
and merely bidding us take this into account.

We shall thus have to investigate the possibility of
a categorical imperative entirely a priori, since here
we do not enjoy the advantage of having its reality
given in experience and so of being obliged merely
to explain, and not to establish, its possibility. So
much, however, can be seen provisionally—that the
categorical imperative alone purports to be a practi-
cal law, while all the rest may be called principles of
the will but not laws; for an action necessary merely

in order to achieve an arbitrary purpose can be con-
sidered as in itself contingent, and we can always es-
cape from the precept if we abandon the purpose;
whereas an unconditioned command does not leave
it open to the will to do the opposite at its discretion

and therefore alone carries with it that necessity
which we demand from a law. :

In the second place, with this categorical impera-
tive or law of morality the reason for our difficulty
(in comprehending its possibility) is a very serious
one. We have here a synthetic a priori practical prop-
osition;* and since in theoretical knowledge there is
so much difficulty in comprehending the possibility
of propositions of this kind, it may readily be gath-
ered that in practical knowledge the difficulty will
be no less.

The Formula of Universal Law

In this task we wish first to enquire whether perhaps
the mere concept of a categorical imperative may not
also provide us with the formula containing the only
proposition that can be a categorical imperative; for
even when we know the purport of such an absolute
command, the question of its possibility will still re-
quire a special and troublesome effort, which we
postpone to the final chapter.

When | conceive a ypothetical imperative in gen-
eral, I do not know beforehand what it will contain—
until its condition is given. Butif I conceive a categor-
ical imperative, I know at once what it contains. For
since besides the law this imperative contains only the
necessity that our maxim’ should conform to this law,
while the law, as we have seen, contains no condition
to limit it, there remains nothing over to which the
maxim has to conform except the universality of alaw
as such; and it is this conformity alone that the imper-
ative properly asserts to be necessary.

There is therefore only a single categorical im-
perative and it is this: “Aer only on that maxim
through which you can at the same time will that it
should become a universal law.”

Now if all imperatives of duty can be derived
from this one imperative as their principle, then
even although we leave it unsettled whether what
we call duty may not be an empty concept, we shall
still be able to show at least what we understand by
it and what the concept means.

The Formula of the Law of Nature

Since the universality of the law governing the pro-
duction of effects constitutes what is properly called
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nature in its most general sense (nature as regards its
form)—that is, the existence of things so far as de-
termined by universal laws—the universal impera-
tive of duty may also run as follows: “Aet as if the
maxim of your action were to become through your will
a UNIVERSAL LAW OF NATURE.”

Hlustrations

We will now enumerate a few duties, following
their customary division into duties towards self and
duties towards others and into perfect and imperfect
duties.®

1. A man feels sick of life as the result of a series
of misfortunes that has mounted to the point of de-
spair, but he is still so far in possession of his reason as
to ask himself whether taking his own life may not be
contrary to his duty to himself. He now applies the
test “Can the maxim of my action really become a
universal law of nature?” His maxim is “From self-
love I make it my principle to shorten my life if its
continuance threatens more evil than it promises
pleasure.” The only further question to ask is
whether this principle of self-love can become a uni-
versal law of nature. It is then seen at once that a sys-
tem of nature by whose law the very same feeling
whose function (Bestimmung) is to stimulate the fur-
therance of life should actually destroy life would
contradict itself and consequently could not subsist as
a system of nature. Hence this maxim cannot possibly
hold as a universal law of nature and is therefore en-
tirely opposed to the supreme principle of all duty.

2. Another finds himself driven to borrowing
money because of need. He well knows that he will
not be able to pay it back; but he sees too that he will
get no loan unless he gives a firm promise to pay it
back within a fixed time. He is inclined to make
such a promise; but he has still enough conscience to
ask “Is it not unlawful and contrary to duty to get
out of difficulties in this way?” Supposing, however,
he did resolve to do so, the maxim of his action

would run thus: “Whenever I believe myself short of

money, I will borrow money and promise to pay it
back, though I know that this will never be done.”
Now this principle of self-love or personal advan-
tage is perhaps quite compatible with my own entire
future welfare; only there remains the question “Is it

right?” I therefore transform the demand of self-
love into a universal law and frame my question
thus: “How would things stand if my maxim be-
came a universal law?” I then see straight away that
this maxim can never rank as a universal law and be
self-consistent, but must necessarily contradict itself.
For the universality of a law that every one believing
himself to be in need may make any promise he
pleases with the intention not to keep it would make
promising, and the very purpose of promising, itself
impossible, since no one would believe he was being
promised anything, but would laugh at utterances of
this kind as empty shams.

3. Athird finds in himself a talent whose cultiva-
tion would make him a useful man for all sorts of
purposes. But he sees himself in comfortable cir-
cumstances, and he prefers to give himself up to
pleasure rather than to bother about increasing and
improving his fortunate natural aptitudes. Yet he
asks himself further “Does my maxim of neglecting
my natural gifts, besides agreeing in itself with my
tendency to indulgence, agree also with what is
called duty?” He then sces that a system of nature
could indeed always subsist under such a universal
law, although (like the South Sea Islanders) every
man should let his talents rust and should be bent on
devoting his life solely to idleness, indulgence, pro-
creation, and, in a word, to enjoyment. Only he can-
not possibly will that this should become a universal
law of nature or should be implanted in us as such a
law by a natural instinct. For as a rational being he
necessarily wills that all his powers should be devel-
oped, since they serve him, and are given him, for all
sorts of possible ends.

4. Yet a fourth is himself flourishing, but he sees
others who have to struggle with great hardships
(and whom he could easily help); and he thinks
“What does it matter to me? Let every one be as
happy as Heaven wills or as he can make himself; [
won’t deprive him of anything; I won't even envy
him; only I have no wish to contribute anything to
his well-being or to his support in distress!” Now
admittedly if such an attitude were a universal law
of nature, mankind could get on perfectly well—
better no doubt than if everybody prates about sym-
pathy and good will, and even takes pains, on occa-
sion, to practise them, but on the other hand cheats
where he can, traffics in human rights, or violates
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them in other ways. But although it is possible thata
universal law of nature could subsist in harmony
with this maxim, yet it is impossible to will that such
a principle should hold everywhere as a law of na-
ture. For a will which decided in this way would be
at variance with itself, since many a situation might
arise in which the man needed love and sympathy
from others, and in which, by such a law of nature
sprung from his own will, he would rob himself of
all hope of the help he wants for himself.

The Canon of Moral Judgment

These are some of the many actual duties—or at
least of what we take to be such—whose derivation
from the single principle cited above leaps to the eye.
We must be able to will that a maxim of our action
should become a universal law—this is the general
canon for all moral judgement of action. Some ac-
tions are so constituted that their maxim cannot
even be conceived as a universal law of nature with-
out contradiction, let alone be willed as what ought to
become one. In the case of others we do not find this
inner impossibility, but it is still impossible to will
that their maxim should be raised to the universality
of a law of nature, because such a will would contra-
dict itself, It is easily seen that the first kind of action
is opposed to strict or narrow (rigorous) duty, the
second only to wider (meritorious) duty; and thus
that by these examples all duties—so far as the type
of obligation is concerned (not the object of dutiful
action)—are fully set out in their dependence on our
single principle. ;

If we now attend to ourselves whenever we trans-
gress a duty, we find that we in fact do not will that
our maxim should become a universal law—since
this is impossible for us—but rather that its opposite
should remain a law universally: we only take the
liberty of making an exception to it for ourselves (or
even just for this once) to the advantage of our incli-
nation. Consequently if we weighed it all up from
one and the same point of view—that of reason—we
should find a contradiction in our own will, the con-
tradiction that a certain principle should be objec-
tively necessary as a universal law and yet subjec-
tively should not hold universally but should admit
of exceptions. Since, however, we first consider our

action from the point of view of a will wholly in ac-
cord with reason, and then consider precisely the
same action from the point of view of a will affected
by inclination, there is here actually no contradic-
tion, but rather an opposition of inclination to the
precept of reason (antagonismus), whereby the uni-
versality of the principle (universalitas) is turned into
a mere generality (generalitas) so that the practical
principle of reason may mect our maxim half-way.
This procedure, though in our own impartial judge-
ment it cannot be justified, proves none the less that
we in fact recognize the validity of the categorical
imperative and (with all respect for it) merely permit
ourselves a few exceptions which are, as we pretend,
inconsiderable and apparently forced upon us.

We have thus at least shown this much—that if
duty is a concept which is to have meaning and real
legislative authority for our actions, this can be ex-
pressed only in categorical imperatives and by no
means in hypothetical ones. At the same time—and
this is already a great deal—we have set forth dis-
tinctly, and determinately for every type of appli-
cation, the content of the categorical imperative,
which must contain the principle of all duty (if there
is to be such a thing at all). But we are still not so far
advanced as to prove a priori that there actually is an
imperative of this kind—that there is a practical law
which by itself commands absolutely and without
any further motives, and that the following of this

law is duty.

The Formula of the End in Irself

The will is conceived as a power of determining
oneself to action in accordance with the idea of certain
lawws. And such a power can be found only in rational
beings. Now what serves the will as a subjective
ground of its self-determination is an end; and this,
if it is given by reason alone, must be equally valid
for all rational beings. What, on the other hand, con-
tains merely the ground of the possibility of an ac-
tion whose effect is an end is called a means. The sub-
jective ground of a desire isan impulsion (Triebfeder);
the objective ground of a volition is a motive (Bewe-
gungsgrund). Hence the difference between subjec-
tive ends, which are based on impulsions, and objec-
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tive ends, which depend on motives valid for every
rational being. Practical principles are formal if they
abstract from all subjective ends; they are material,
on the other hand, if they are based on such ends and
consequently on certain impulsions. Ends that a ra-
tional being adopts arbitrarily as effects of his action
(material ends) are in every case only relative; for
it is solely their relation to special characteristics in
the subject’s power of appetition which gives them
their value. Hence this value can provide no uni-
versal principles, no principles valid and necessary
for all rational beings and also for every volition—
that is, no practical laws. Consequently all these rel-
ative ends can be the ground only of hypothetical
imperatives.

Suppose, however, there were something whose
existence has in itself an absolute value, something
which as an end in itself could be a ground of deter-
minate laws; then in it, and in it alone, would there
be the ground of a possible categorical imperative—
that is, of a practical law.

Now [ say that man, and in general every rational
being, exszs as an end in himself, noz merely as a means
for arbitrary use by this or that will: he must in all his
actions, whether they are directed to himself or to
other rational beings, always be viewed az the same
time as an end. All the objects of inclination have only
a conditioned value; for if there were not these incli-
nations and the needs grounded on them, their object
would be valueless. Inclinations themselves, as
sources of needs, are so far from having an absolute
value to make them desirable for their own sake that
it must rather be the universal wish of every rational
being to be wholly free from them. Thus the value of
all objects that can e produced by our action is always
conditioned. Beings whose existence depends, not on
our will, but on nature, have none the less, if they are
non-rational beings, only a relative value as means
and are consequently called #hings. Rational beings,
on the other hand, are called persons because their na-
ture already marks them out as ends in themselves—
that is, as something which ought not to be used
merely as a means—and consequently imposes to
that extent a limit on all arbitrary treatment of them
(and isan object of reverence). Persons, therefore, are
not merely subjective ends whose existence as an ef-
fect of our actions has a value for us: they are objective

ends—that is, things whose existence is in itself an
end, and indeed an end such that in its place we can
put no other end to which they should serve simply as
means; for unless this is so, nothing at all of absolure
value would be found anywhere. Butifall value were
conditioned—that is, contingent—then no supreme
principle could be found for reason at all.

If then there is to be a supreme practical principle
and—so far as the human will is concerned—a cat-
egorical imperative, it must be such that from the
idea of something which is necessarily an end for
every one because it is an end in irself it forms an ob-
Jective principle of the will and consequently can
serve as a practical law. The ground of this principle
is: Rational nature exists as an end in itself. This is the
way in which a man necessarily conceives his own
existence: it is therefore so far a subjective principle
of human actions. But it is also the way in which
every other rational being conceives his existence on
the same rational ground which is valid also for me;’
hence it is at the same time an objective principle,
from which, as a supreme practical ground, it must
be possible to derive all laws for the will. The prac-
tical imperative will therefore be as follows: Act in
such a way that you always treat humanity, whether in
your own person or in the person of any other, never
simply as a means, but always at the same time as an
end. We will now consider whether this can be car-
ried out in practice.

Hlustrations

“Let us keep to our previous examples.

First, as regards the concept of necessary duty to
oneself, the man who contemplates suicide will ask
“Can my action be compatible with the Idea of hu-
manity as an end in itself 7" If he does away with him-
self in order to escape from a painful situation, he is
making use of a person merely as a means to main-
tain a tolerable state of affairs till the end of his life.
But man is not a thing—not something to be used
merely as a means: he must always in all his actions
be regarded as an end in himself. Hence I cannot

dispose of man in my person by maiming, spoiling,
or killing. (A more precise determination of this
principle in order to avoid all misunderstanding—
for example, about having limbs amputated to save
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myself or about exposing my life to danger in order
to preserve it, and so on—I must here forego: this
question belongs to morals proper.)

Secondly, so far as necessary or strict duty to oth-
ers is concerned, the man who has a mind to make
a false promise to others will see at once that he is
intending to make use of another man merely as a
means to an end he does not share. For the man
whom I seek to use for my own purposes by such a
promise cannot possibly agree with my way of be-
having to him, and so cannot himself share the end
of the action. This incompatibility with the princi-
ple of duty to others leaps to the eye more obviously
when we bring in examples of attempts on the free-
dom and property of others. For then it is manifest
that a violator of the rights of man intends to use
the person of others merely as a means without tak-
ing into consideration that, as rational beings, they
ought always at the same time to be rated as ends—
that is, only as beings who must themselves be able
to share in the end of the very same action.?

Thirdly, in regard to contingent (meritorious)
duty to oneself, it is not enough that an action should

refrain from conflicting with humanity in our own

person as an end in itself: it must also harmonize with
this end. Now there are in humanity capacities for
greater perfection which form part of nature’s pur-
pose for humanity in our person. To neglect these
can admittedly be compatible with the maintenance
of humanity as an end in itself, but not with the pro-
motion of this end.

Fourthly, as regards meritorious duties to others,
the natural end which all men seek is their own hap-
piness. Now humanity could no doubt subsist if
everybody contributed nothing to the happiness of
others but at the same time refrained from deliber-
ately impairing their happiness. This is, however,
merely to agree negatively and not positively with
humanity as an end in itself unless every one endeav-
ours also, so far as in him lies, to further the ends of
others. For the ends of a subject who is an end in
himself must, if this conception is to have its full ef-
fect in me, be also, as far as possible, my ends.

The Formula of Autonomy

This principle of humanity, and in general of every
rational agent, as an end in itself (a principle which

is the supreme limiting condition of every man’s
freedom of action) is not borrowed from experi-
ence; firstly, because it is universal, applying as it
does to all rational beings as such, and no experi-
ence is adequate to determine universality; sec-
ondly, because in it humanity 1s conceived, not.as
an end of man (subjectively)—that is, as an object
which, as a matter of fact, happens to be made an
end—abut as an objective end—one which, be our
ends what they may, must, as a law, constitute the
supreme limiting condition of all subjective ends
and so must spring from pure reason. That s to say,
the ground for every enactment of practical law lies
objectively in the rule and-in the form of universal-
ity which (according to our first principle) makes
the rule capable of being a law (and indeed a law of
nature); subjectively, however, it lies in the end; but
(according to our second principle) the subject of
all ends is to be found in every rational being as an
end in himself. From this there now follows our
third practical principle for the will—as the
supreme condition of the will’s conformity with
universal practical reason—namely, the Idea of zhe
will of every rational being as a will which makes uni-
versal law.

By this principle all maxims are repudiated
which cannot accord with the will’s own enactment
of universal law. The will is therefore not merely
subject to the law, but is so subject that it must be
considered as also making the law for itself and pre-
cisely on this account as first of all subject to the law
(of which it can regard itself as the author).

The Exclusion of Interest

Imperatives as formulated above—namely, the im-
perative enjoining conformity of actions to universal
law on the analogy of a natural order and that en-
joining the universal supremacy of rational beings in
themselves as ends—did, by the mere fact that they
were represented as categorical, exclude from their
sovereign authority every admixture of interest as a
motive. They were, however, merely assumed to be
categorical because we were bound to make this as-
sumption if we wished to explain the concept of
duty. That there were practical propositions which
commanded categorically could not itself be proved,
any more than it can be proved in this chapter gen-
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erally; but one thing could have been done—
namely, to show that in willing for the sake of duty
renunciation of all interest, as the specific mark dis-
tinguishing a categorical from a hypothetical imper-
ative, was expressed in the very imperative itself by
means of some determination inherent in it. This is
what is done in the present third formulation of the
principle—namely, in the Idea of the will of every
rational being as a will which makes universal law.

Once we conceive a will of this kind, it becomes
clear that while a will which is subject to law may be
bound to this law by some interest, nevertheless a
will which is itself a supreme law-giver cannot pos-
sibly as such depend on any interest; for a will which
is dependent in this way would itself require yet a
further law in order to restrict the interest of self-
love to the condition that this interest should itself be
valid as a universal law.

Thus the principle that every human will is @
will which by all its maxims enacts universal lan’—
provided only that it were right in other ways—
would be well suited to be a categorical imperative in
this respect: that precisely because of the Idea of
making universal law it is based on no interest and
consequently can alone among all possible impera-
tives be unconditioned. Or better still—to convert the
proposition—if there is a categorical imperative
(that is, a law for the will of every rational being), it
can command us only to act always on the maxim of
such a will in us as can at the same time look upon it-
self as making universl law; for only then is the prac-
tical principle and the imperative which we obey un-
conditioned, since it is wholly impossible for it to be
based on any interest.

We need not now wonder, when we look back
upon all the previous efforts that have been made to
discover the principle of morality, why they have
one and all been bound to fail. Their authors saw
man as tied to laws by his duty, but it never occurred
to them that he is subject only to laws which are made
by himself and yet are universal, and that he is bound
only to act in accordance with a will which is his own
but has for its natural purpose the function of mak-
ing universal law. For when they thought of man
merely as subject to a law (whatever it might be), the
law had to carry with it some interest in order to at-
tract or compel, because it did not spring as a law
from Ais owwn will: in order to conform with the law

his will had to be necessitated by something else to act
in a certain way. This absolutely inevitable conclu-
sion meant that all the labour spent in trying to find
a supreme principle of duty was lost beyond recall;
for what they discovered was never duty, but only the
necessity of acting from a certain interest. This inter-

.est might be one’s own or another’s; but on such a

view the imperative was bound to be always a condi-
tioned one and could not possibly serve as a moral
law. I will therefore call my principle the principle of
the Autonomy of the will in contrast with all others,
which I consequently class under Heteronomy.

The Formula of the Kingdom of Ends

The concept of every rational being as one who must
regard himself as making universal law by all the
maxims of his will, and must seek to judge himself
and his actions from this point of view, leads to a
closely connected and very fruitful concept—
namely, that of a kingdom of ends.

I understand by a “kingdom” a systematic union
of different rational beings under common laws.
Now since laws determine ends as regards their uni-
versal validity, we shall be able—if we abstract from
the personal differences between rational beings,
and also from all the content of their private ends—
to conceive a whole of all ends in systematic con-
junction (a whole both of rational beings as ends in
themselves and also of the personal ends which each
may set before himself); that is, we shall be able to
concieve a kingdom of ends which is possible in ac-
cordance with the above principles.

For rational beings all stand under the /az that
each of them should treat himself and all others,
never merely as a means, but always at the same time
as an end in himself. But by so doing there arises a sys-
tematic union of rational beings under common ob-
jective laws—that is, a kingdom. Since these laws
are directed precisely to the relation of such beings to
one another as ends and means, this kingdom can be
called a kingdom of ends (which is admittedly only
an Ideal).

A rational being belongs to the kingdom of ends
as a member, when, although he makes its universal
laws, he is also himself subject to these laws. He be-
longs to it as its head, when as the maker of laws he
is himself subject to the will of no other.
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A rational being must always regard himself as
making laws in a kingdom of ends which is possible
through freedom of the will—whether it be as
member or as head. The position of the latter he can
maintain, not in virtue of the maxim of his will
alone, but only if he is a completely independent
being, without needs and with an unlimited power
adequate to his will.

Thus morality consists in the relation of all action
to the making of laws whereby alone a kingdom
ends is possible. This making of laws must be found
in every rational being himself and must be able to
spring from his will. The principle of his will is
therefore never to perform an action except on a
maxim such as can also be a universal law, and con-
sequently such that the will can regard itself as at the
same time making universal law by means of its maxim.
Where maxims are not already by their very nature
in harmony with this objective principle of rational
beings as makers of universal law, the necessity of
acting on this principle is pracitcal necessitation—
that is, duty. Duty does not apply to the head in a
kingdom of ends, but it does apply to every member
and to all members in equal measure.

The practical necessity of acting on this princi-
ple—that is, duty—is in no way based on feelings,
impulses, and inclinations, but only on the relation
of rational beings to one another, a relation in which
the will of a rational being must always be regarded
as making universal law, because otherwise he could
not be conceived as an end in himself. Reason thus re-
lates every maxim of the will, considered as making
universal law, to every other will and also to every
action towards oneself: it does so, not because of any
further motive or future advantage, but from the
Idea of the dignity of a rational being who obeys no
law other than that which he at the same time enacts
himself.

The Dignity of Virtue

In the kingdom of ends everything has either a price
or a dignity. If it has a price, something else can be
put in its place as an eguivalent: if it is exalted above
all price and so admits of no equivalent, then it has a
dignity.

What is relative to universal human inclinations
and needs has a market price; what, even without pre-
supposing a need, accords with a certain taste—that s,
with satisfaction in the mere purposeless play of our
mental powers—has a fancy price (Affektionspreis); but
that which constitutes the sole condition under which
anything can be an end in itself has not merely a rela-
that is, a price—but has an intrinsic

tive value
value—that is, dignity.

Now morality is the only condition under which
a rational being can be an end in himself; for only
through this is it possible to be a law-making mem-
ber in a kingdom of ends. Therefore morality, and
humanity so far as it is capable of morality, is the
only thing which has dignity. Skill and diligence in
work have a market price; wit, lively imagination,
and humour have a fancy price; but fidelity to prom-
ises and kindness based on principle (not on instinct)
have an intrinsic worth. In default of these, nature
and art alike contain nothing to put in their place;
for their worth consists, not in the effects which re-
sult from them, not in the advantage or profit they
produce, but in the attitudes of mind—that is, in the
maxims of the will—which are ready in this way to
manifest themselves in action even if they are not
favoured by success. Such actions too need no rec-
ommendation from any subjective disposition or
taste in order to meet with immediate favour and
approval; they need no immediate propensity or
feeling for themselves; they exhibit the will which
performs them as an object of immediate reverence;
nor is anything other than reason required to impose
them upon the will, not to coax them from the will—
which last would anyhow be a contradiction in the
case of duties. This assessment reveals as dignity the
value of such a mental attitude and puts it infinitely
above all price, with which it cannot be brought into
reckoning or comparison without, as it were, a pro-
fanation of its sanctity.

What is it then that entitles a morally good atti-
tude of mind—or virtue—to make claims so high?
It is nothing less than the share which it affords to a
rational being in the making of universal law, and
which therefore fits him to be a member in a possi-
ble kingdom of ends. For this he was already
marked out in virtue of his own proper nature as an
end in himself and consequently as a maker of laws
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in the kingdom of ends—as free in respect of all laws
of nature, obeying only those laws which he makes
himself and in virtue of which his maxims can have
their part in the making of universal law (to which
he at the same time subjects himself). For nothing
can have a value other than that determined for it by
the law. But the law-making which determines all
value must for this reason have a dignity—that is, an
unconditioned and incomparable worth—for the
appreciation of which, as necessarily given by a ra-
tional being, the word “reverence” is the only becom-
ing expression. Autonomy is therefore the ground of
the dignity of human nature and of every rational
nature.

Review of the Formulae

The aforesaid three ways of representing the princi-
ple of morality are at bottom merely so many for-
mulations of precisely the same law, one of them by
itself containing a combination of the other two.
There is nevertheless a difference between them,
which, however, is subjectively rather than objec-
tively practical: that is to say, its purpose is to bring
an Idea of reason nearer to intuition (in accordance
with a certain analogy) and so nearer to feeling. All
maxims have, in shorrt,

L. a form, which consists in their universality;
and in this respect the formula of the moral impera-
tive is expressed thus: “Maxims must be chosen as if
they had to hold as universal laws of nature”;

2. a matter—that is, an end; and in this respect
the formula says: “A rational being, as by his very
nature an end and consequently an end in himself,
must serve for every maxim as a condition limiting
all merely relative and arbitrary ends”;

3. a complete determination of all maxims by the
following formula, namely: “All maxims as pro-
ceeding from our own making of law ought to har-
monize with a possible kingdom of ends as a king-
dom of nature.”!” This progression may be said to
take place through the categories of the unity of the
form of will (its universality); of the multiplicity of its
matter (its objects—that is, its ends); and of the zo-
tality or completeness of its systems of ends. It is,

however, better if in moral judgement we proceed al-
ways in accordance with the strictest method and
take as our basis the universal formula of the cate-
gorical imperative: Act on the maxim which can at the
same time be made a universal law.” If, however, we
wish also to secure acceptance for the moral law, it is
very useful to bring one and the same action under
the above-mentioned three concepts and so, as far as
we can, to bring the universal formula nearer to
intuition.

Review of the Whole Argument

We can now end at the point from which we started
out at the beginning—namely, the concept of an un-
conditionally good will. The will is absolutely good if
it cannot be evil—that is, if its maxim, when made
into a universal law, can never be at variance with it-
self. This principle is therefore also its supreme law:
“Act always on that maxim whose universality as a
law you can at the same time will.” This is the one
principle on which a will can never be at variance
with itself, and such an imperative is categorical. Be-
cause the validity of the will as a universal law for
possible actions is analogous to the universal inter-
connexion of existent things in accordance with uni-
versal laws—which constitutes the formal aspect of
nature as such—we can also express the categorical
imperative as follows: “Act on that maxim which can
at the same time have for its object itself as a universal
law of nature.” In this way we provide the formula
for an absolutely good will.

Rational nature separates itself out from all other
things by the fact that it sets itself an end. An end
would thus be the matter of every good will. But in
the Idea of a will which is absolutely good—good
without any qualifying condition (namely, that it
should attain this or that end)—there must be com-
plete abstraction from every end that has to be pro-
duced (as something which would make every will
only relatively good). Hence the end must here be
conceived, not as an end to be produced, but as a self-
existent end. It must therefore be conceived only neg-
atively—that is, as an end against which we should
never act, and consequently as one which in all our
willing we must never rate merely as a means, but al-
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ways at the same time as an end. Now this end can
be nothing other than the subject of all possible ends
himself, because this subject is also the subject of a
will that may be absolutely good; for such a will can-
not without contradiction be subordinated to any
other object. The principle “So act in relation to
every rational being (both to yoursc]fand to others)
that he may at the same time count in your maxim as
an end in himself” is thus at bottom the same as the
principle “Act on a maxim which at the same time
contains in itself its own universal validity for every
rational being.” For to say that in using means to
every end I ought to restrict my maxim by the con-
dition that it should also be universally valid asalaw
for every subject is just the same as to say this—that
a subject of ends, namely, a rational being himself,
must be made the ground for all maxims of action,
never merely as a means, but as a supreme condition
restricting the use of every means—that is, always
also as an end.

Now from this it unquestionably follows that
every rational being, as an end in himself, must be
able to regard himself as also the maker of universal
law in respect of any law whatever to which he may
be subjected; for itis precisely the fitness of his max-
ims to make universal law that marks him out as an
end in himself. It follows equally that this dignity (or
prerogative) of his above all the mere things of na-
ture carries with it the necessity of always choosing
his maxims from the point of view of himself—and
also of every other rational being—as a maker of
law (and this is why they are called persons). It is
in this way that a world of rational beings (mundus
intelligibilis) is possible as a kingdom of ends—
possible, that is, through the making of their own
laws by all persons as its members. Accordingly
every rational being must so act as if he were
through his maxims always a law-making member
in the universal kingdom of ends. The formal prin-
ciple of such maxims is “So act as if your maxims had
to serve at the same time as a universal law (for all

rational beings).” Thus a kingdom of ends is possi-
ble only on the analogy of a kingdom of nature;
yet the kingdom of ends is possible only through
maxims—that is, self-imposed rules—while nature
is possible only through laws concerned with causes
whose action is necessitated from without. In spite of

this difference, we give to natureasa whole, even al-
though it is regarded as a machine, the name of a
“kingdom of nature” 50 far as—and for the reason
that—it stands in a relation to rational beings as its
ends. Now a kingdom of ends would actually come
into existence through maxims which the categori-
cal imperative prescribes as a rule for all rational be-
ings, if these maxims were universally followed. Yet
even if a rational being were himself to follow such
a maxim strictly, he cannot count on everybody else
being faithful to it on this ground, nor can he be con-
fident that the kingdom of nature and its purposive
order will work in harmony with him, as a fitting
member, towards a kingdom of ends made possible
by himself—or, in other words, that it will favour
his expectation of happiness. But in spite of this the
law “Act on the maxims of a member who makes
universal laws for a merely possible kingdom of
ends” remains in full force, since its command is cat-
egorical. And precisely here we encounter the para-
dox that without any further end or advantage to be
attained the mere dignity of humanity, that is, of
rational nature in man—and consequently that rev-
erence for a mere Idea—should function as an in-
flexible precept for the will; and that it is just this
freedom from dependence on interested motives
which constitutes the sublimity of a maxim and the
worthiness of every rational subject to be a law-
making member in the kingdom of ends; for other-
wise he would have to be regarded as subject only to
the law of nature—the law of his own needs. Even if
it were thought that both the kingdom of nature and
the kingdom of ends were united under onc head
and that thus the latter kingdom ceased to be a mere
Idea and achieved genuine reality, the Idea would
indeed gain by this the addition of a strong motive,
but never any increase in its intrinsic worth; for,
even if this were so, it would still be necessary to
conceive the unique and absolute lawgiver himself
as judging the worth of rational beings solely by the
disinterested behaviour they- prescribed to them-
selves in virtue of this Idea alone. The essence of
things does not vary with their external relations;
and where there is something which, without regard
to such relations, constitutes by itself the absolute
worth of man, it is by this that man must also be
judged by everyone whatsoever—even by the Su
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preme Being. Thus morality lies in the relation of
actions to the autonomy of the will—that s, to a pos-
sible making of universal law by means of its max-
ims. An action which is compatible with the auton-
omy of the will is permitted; one which does not
harmonize with it is forbidden. A will whose maxims
necessarily accord with the laws of autonomy is a
holy, or absolutely good, will. The dependence of a
will not absolutely good on the principle of auton-
omy (that is, moral necessitation) is obligation. Obli-
gation can thus have no reference to a holy being.
The objective necessity to act from obligation is
called duzy.

From what was said a little time ago we can now
easily explain how it comes about that, although in
the concept of duty we think of subjection to the law,
yet we also at the same time attribute to the person
who fulfils all his duties a certain sublimity and dig-
nity. For it is not in so far as he is subject to the law
that he has sublimity, but rather in so far as, in re-
gard to this very same law, he is at the same time its
author and is subordinated to it only on this ground.
We have also shown above how neither fear nor in-
clination, but solely reverence for the law, is the mo-
tive which can give an action moral worth. Our own
will, provided it were to act only under the condition
of being able to make universal law by means of its
maxims—this ideal will which can be ours is the
proper object of reverence; and the dignity of man
consists precisely in his capacity to make universal
law, although only on condition of being himself
also subject to the law he makes.

NOTES

I. The dependence of the power of appetition on sen-
sations is called an inclination, and thus an inclina-
tion always indicates a need. The dependence of a
contingently determinable will on principles of
reason is called an interesz. Hence an interest is
found only where there is a dependent will which
in itself is not always in accord with reason: to a di-
vine will we cannot ascribe any interest. But even
the human will can fake an interest in something
without therefore acting from interest. The first ex-
pression signifies practical interest in the action; the
second pathological interest in the object of the ac-

tion. The first indicates only dependence of the
will on principles of reason by itself; the second its
dependence on principles of reason at the service of
inclination—that is to say, where reason merely
supplies a practical rule for meeting the need of in-
clination. In the first case what interests me is the
action; in the second case what interests me is the
object of the action (so far as this object is pleasant
to me). We have seen in Chapter 1 thatin an action
done for the sake of duty we must have regard, not
to interest in the object, but to interest in the action
itself and in its rational principle (namely, the law).

. The word “prudence” (Klugheit) is used in a dou-

ble sense: in one sense it can have the name of
“worldly wisdom” (Weltklugheit): in a second sense
that of “personal wisdom” (Privatkiugheitr). The
first is the skill of a man in influencing others in
order to use them for his own ends. The second 1s
sagacity in combining all these ends to his own last-
ing advantage. The latter is properly that to which
the value of the former can itself be traced; and of
him who is prudent in the first sense, but not in the
second, we might better say that he i1s clever and as-
tute, but on the whole imprudent.

. It seems to me that the proper meaning of the word

“pragmatic” can be defined most accurately in this
way. For those Sanctions are called Pragmatic
which, properly speaking, do not spring as neces-
sary laws from the Natural Right of States, but from
forethought in regard to the general welfare. A fis-
tory is written pragmatically when 1t teaches
prudence—that is, when it instructs the world of to-
day how to provide for its own advantage better
than, or at least as well as, the world of other times.

. Without presupposing a condition taken from

some inclination I connect an action with the will a
priori and therefore necessarily (although only ob-
jectively so—that is, only subject to the Idea of a
reason having full power over all subjective im-
pulses to action). Here we have a practical proposi-
tion in which the willing of an action is not derived
analytically from some other willing already pre-
supposed (for we do not possess any such perfect
will), but is on the contrary connected immediately
with the concept of the will of a rational being as
something which is not contained in this concept.

. A'maxim is a subjective principle of action and must

be distinguished from an objective principle—
namely, a practical law. The former contains a prac-
tical rule determined by reason in accordance with
the conditions of the subject (often his ignorance or
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again his inclinations): it is thus a principle on which
the subject acts. A law, on the other hand, is an ob-
jective principle valid for every rational being; and
itis a principle on which he ought to act—that is, an
imperative.

. Trshould be noted that I reserve my division of du-

ties entirely for a future Metaphysic of Morals and
that my present division is therefore put forward
as arbitrary (merely for the purpose of arranging
my examples). Further, I understand here by a per-
fect duty one which allows no exception in the in-
terests of inclination, and so I recognize among
perfect duties, not only outer oncs, but also inner.
This is contrary to the accepted usage of the
schools, but I do not intend to justify it here, since
for my purpose it is all one whether this point is
conceded or not.

. This proposition I put forward here as a postulate.

The grounds for it will be found in the final chap-
ter. [Editors’ note: This final chapter is omitted

here.]

. Let no one think that here the trivial “guod tibi non

vis fieri, erc.” can serve as a standard or principle.
For it is merely derivative from our principle, al-
though subject to various qualifications: it cannot
be a universal law since it contains the ground nei-
ther of duties to oneself nor of duties of kindness to
others (for many a man would readily agree that
others should not help him if only he could be dis-
pensed from affording help to them), nor finally of
strict duties towards others; for on this basis the
criminal would be able to dispute with the judges
who punish him, and so on.

. I may be excused from bringing forward examples

to illustrate this principle, since those which were

10.

(3]

first used as illustrations of the categorical impera-
tive and its formula can all serve this purpose here.
Teleology views nature as a kingdom of ends;
ethics views a possible kingdom of ends as a king-
dom of nature. In the first case the kingdom of
ends is a theoretical Idea used to explain what
exists. In the second case it is a practical Idea used
to bring into existence what does not exist but
can be made actual by our conduct—and indeed
to bring it into existence in conformity with this
Idea.

STUDY QUESTIONS

What does Kant mean when he says, “Even if . ..
this will is entirely lacking in power to carry out its
intentions; if by its utmost effort it still accomplishes
nothing, and only good will is left; even then it
would still shine like a jewel for its own sake as
something which has its full value in itself”?

What is the distinction between an action that is
done merely in accordance with duty and one that is
done from duty?

. Why does Kant think that the only actions that have

moral worth are those that are performed because
of “reverence for the law™?

Briefly explain the distinction between a hypotheti-
cal and a categorical imperative.

Kant gives several different formulations of the cat-
egorical imperative. Do you think each formulation
is equivalent, in that each will always yield the same
results as far as what maxims we should and should
not act on?




