
Preface 

Why this Critique" is not entitled a Critique of Pure Praaical Reason but 
simply a Critique of Praaical Reason generally, although its parallelism with 
the speculative seems to require the first, is sufficiently explained in this 
treatise. It has merely to show that there is pure praaical reason, and for this 
purpose it criticizes reason's entire practical foculty. If it succeeds in this it 
has no need to criticize the pure foculty its elfin order to see whether reason 
is merely making a claim in which it presumptuously oversteps itself (as 
does happen with speculative reason). For, if as pure reason it is really 
practical, it proves its reality and that of its concepts by what it does, b and 
all subtle reasoning against the possibility of its being practical is futile. 

With this faculty transcendental freedom is also established, taken in-
deed in that absolute sense in which speculative reason needed it, in its 
use of the concept of causality, in order to rescue itself from the antinomy 
into which it unavoidably falls when it wants to think the unconditioned in 
the series of causal connection; this concept, however, it could put for-
ward only problematically, as not impossible to think, without assuring it 
objective reality, and only lest the supposed impossibility of what it must at 
least allow to be thinkable call its being into question and plunge it into an 
abyss of skepticism. 

Now, the concept of freedom, insofar as its reality is proved by an 
apodictic law of practical reason, constitutes the keystone of the whole 
structure of a system of pure reason, even of speculative reason; and all 5:4 
other concepts (those of God and immortality), which as mere ideas 
remain without support in the latter, now attach themselves to this concept 
and with it and by means of it get stability and objective reality, that is, 
their possibility is proved by this: that freedom is real, for this idea reveals 
itself through the moral law. 

But among all the ideas of speculative reason freedom is also the only 
one the possibility of which we know a priori, though without having 

• Kritik. I have adopted the convention of using Critique when Kant seems to refer to a book 
or its content, even if the book does not have the tide Kant uses, e.g., "the Critique of 
speculative reason." Otherwise, "critique" or "critical examination" or occasionally "critical 
philosophy" is used. 
b durch die Tat, possibly "by a deed." See AK 5 :g8 note a and 5: I I 8 note a. 
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insightc into it, because it is the condition* of the moral law, which we do 
know. The ideas of God and immortality, however, are not conditions of 
the moral law but only conditions of the necessary object of a will deter-
mined by this law, that is, of the mere practical use of our pure reason; 
hence with respect to those ideas we cannot affirm that we cognize and 
have insight into - I do not merely say the reality but even the possibility of 
them. But they are, nevertheless, conditions of applying the morally deter-
mined will to its object given to it a priori (the highest good). Conse-
quently their possibility in this practical relation can and must be assumed, 
although we cannot theoretically cognize and have insight into them. For 
practi_cal purposes it is sufficient for this assumption' that they contain no 
intrinsic impossibility (contradiction). Here there is a ground of assent 
that is, in comparison with speculative reason, merely subjeaive but that is 
yet objeaively valid for a reason equally pure but practical; by means of the 
concept of freedom objective reality is given to the ideas of God and 

5:5 immortality and a warrant/ indeed a subjective necessity (a need of pure 
reason) is provided to assume them, although reason is not thereby ex-
tended in theoretical cognition and, instead, all that is given is that their 
possibility, which was hitherto only a problem, here becomes an assertion 
and so the practical use of reason is connected with the elements of the 
theoretical. And this need is not a hypothetical one for some discretionary 
purpose of speculation, where one must assume something if one wants to 
ascend to the completion of the use of reason in speculation, but rather a 
need having the force of law, g to assume something without which that 
cannot happen which one ought to set unfailingly as the aim of one's 
conduct. 

It would certainly be more satisfYing to our speculative reason to solve 
those problems for itself without this circuit and to have put them aside as 
insight for practical use; but, as matters stand, our faculty of speculation is 
not so well off. Those who boast of such high cognition should not keep it 
back but should present it publicly to be tested and esteemed. They want to 
prove: very well, let them prove, and the critical philosophy lays all its 

"Lest anyone suppose that he finds an inconsistency when I now call freedom the condition of 
the moral law and afterwards, in the treatise, maintain that the moral law is the condition 
under which we can first become aware of freedom, I want only to remarkd that whereas 
freedom is indeed the ratio essendi of the moral law, the moral law is the ratio cognoscendi of 
freedom. For, had not the moral law already been distinctly thought in our reason, we should 
never consider ourselves justified in assuming such a thing as freedom (even though it is not 
self-contradictory). But were there no freedom, the moral law would not be encountered at all 
in ourselves. 
'einzusehen. See note 9 to Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals 4:+46. 
J erinnern 
'Fiir die letztere Forderung 
fOr "authorization," Befugnis 
• gesetzliches 
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weapons at their feet as the victors. Quid statis? Nolint. Atqui licet esse beatis. h 

Since they then do not in fact want to, presumably because they cannot, we 
must take up these weapons again in order to seek in the moral use of reason 
and to base on it the concepts of God, freedom, and immortality, for the 
possibility of which speculation does not find sufficient guarantee. 

Here, too, the enigma of the critical philosophy is first explained: how 
one can deny objective reality to the supersensible use of the categories in 
speculation and yet grant them this reality with respect to the objects of 
pure practical reason; for this must previously have seemed inconsistent, as 
long as such a practical use is known only by name. But now one becomes 
aware, by a thorough analysis of the latter, that the reality thought of here 
does not aim at any theoretical determination of the categories and extension 
of cognition to the supersensible but that what is meant by it is only that in 
this respect an objea belongs to them, because they are either contained in 
the necessary determination of the will a priori or else are inseparably 
connected with the object of its determination; hence that inconsistency 
disappears because one makes a different use of those concepts than 
speculative reason requires. On the contrary, there is now disclosed a very 5:6 
satisfYing confirmation of the speculative Critique's consistent way of 
thinking - one which was hardly to be expected before - inasmuch as it 
insisted on letting objects of experience as such, including even our own 
subject, hold only as appearances but at the same time on putting things in 
themselves at their basis and hence on not taking everything supersensible 
as a fiction and its concept as empty of content; now practical reason of 
itself, without any collusion with speculative reason, furnishes reality to a 
supersensible object of the category of causality, namely to freedom (al-
though, as a practical concept, only for practical use), and hence estab-
lishes by means of a fact what could there only be thought. By this, the 
strange though incontestable assertion of the speculative Critique, that 
even the thinking subject is in inner intuition a mere appearance to itself, gets 
its full confirmation in the Critique of Praaical Reason, and that so thor-
oughly that one would have to arrive at it even if the former had never 
proved this proposition at all.* 

By this I also understand why the most considerable objections to the 
Critique that have so far come to my attention turn about just these two 
points: namely, on the one side the objective reality of the categories applied 

"The union of causality as freedom with causality as natural mechanism, the first of which is 
established by the moral law, the second by the law of nature, and indeed in one and the 
same subject, the human being, is impossible without representing him with regard to the 
first as a being in itself but with regard to the second as an appearance, the former in pure, 
the latter in empirical consciousness. Otherwise the contradiction of reason with itself is 
unavoidable. 
h In Horace Satires 1. 1. r 9, a god, having given men the opportunity to change places with 
each other, says "What are you waiting for? They are not willing. Yet they might be happy." 
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to noumena, denied in theoretical cognition and affirmed in practical, and 
on the other side the paradoxical requirement to make oneself as subject of 
freedom a noumenon but at the same, with regard to nature, a phenome-
non in one's own empirical consciousness; for, as long as one had as yet 
formed no determinate concepts of morality and freedom, one could not 
conjecture, on the one side, what one was to put as a noumenon at the 
basis of the alleged appearance and, on the other side, whether it was at all 
possible even to form a concept of it, since all the concepts of the pure 
understanding in its theoretical use had already been assigned exclusively 

5:7 to mere appearances. Only a detailed Critique of Praaical Reason can 
remove all this misinterpretation and put in a clear light the consistent way 
of thinking that constitutes its greatest merit. 

So much by way of justifYing [the fact] that in this work the concepts 
and principles; of pure speculative reason, which have already undergone 
their special critique, are now and again subjected to examination; al-
though this would not elsewhere be appropriate to the systematic proce-
dure for constructing a science (since matters that have been decided 
should only be referred to and not raised again), it was here allowed and 
indeed necessary because reason is considered in transition to a quite 
different use of those concepts from what it made of them there. Such a 
transition makes it necessary to compare the old use with the new, in 
order to distinguish well the new path from the previous one and at the 
same time to draw attention to their connection. Accordingly, consider-
ations of this kind, including those that are once more directed to the 
concept of freedom, though in the practical use of pure reason, should not 
be regarded as interpolations which might serve only to fill up gaps in the 
critical system of speculative reason (for this is complete for its purpose), 
or as like the props and buttresses that are usually added afterwards to a 
hastily constructed building, but as true members that make the connec-
tion of the system plain, so that concepts which could there be repre-
sented only problematically can now be seen in their real presentation. 
This reminder is especially relevant to the concept of freedom, with 
regard to which one cannot help observing with surprise that so many 
boast of being quite well able to understandi it and to explain its possibility 
while they consider it only in its psychological context, whereas if they had 
earlier pondered it carefully in its transcendental context they would have 
cognized its indispensability as a problematic concept in the complete use 
of speculative reason as well as its complete incomprehensibility/ and if they 
afterwards proceeded with it to practical use, they would have had to 

' Grundsiitze. Here again, as in the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant draws no 
consistent distinction between Grundsatz and Prinzip. Prinzip is always, and Grundsatz often, 
translated as "principle." 
1 einzusehen 
* Unbegreiflichkeit 
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arrive by themselves at the very same determination of it with respect to its 
principles that they are now so unwilling to agree to. The concept of 
freedom is the stumbling block for all empiricists, but also the key to the 
most sublime practical principles for critical moralists, who thereby see 5:8 
that they must necessarily proceed rationally. For this reason I beg the 
reader not to pass lightly over what is said about this concept at the 
conclusion of the Analytic. 

I must leave it to connoisseurs of a work of this kind to estimate 
whether such a system of pure practical reason as is here developed 
from the Critique of it has cost much or little trouble, especially so as not 
to miss the right point of view from which the whole can be correctly 
traced out. It presupposes, indeed, the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of 
Morals, but only insofar as this constitutes preliminary acquaintance with 
the principle of duty and provides and justifies a determinate formula of 
it;* otherwise, it stands on its own. That the complete classification' of all 
practical sciences was not added, such as the Critique of speculative 
reason carried out, has a valid ground in the constitutionm of this practi-
cal rational faculty itself. For, the special determination of duties as 
human duties, with a view to classifYing them, is possible only after the 
subject of this determination (the human being) is cognized as he is 
really constituted, though only to the extent necessary with reference to 
duty generally; this, however, does not belong to a Critique of Practical 
Reason as such, which has only to give a complete account of the princi-
ples of its possibility, of its extent, and of its limits, without special 
reference to human nature. Here, accordingly, the classification belongs 
to the system of science, not to the system of critique. 

In the second chapter of the Analytic I have, I hope, dealt adequately 
with the objection of a certain reviewer2 of the Groundwork of the Metaphys-
ics of Morals, one who is devoted to truth and astute and therefore always 
worthy of respect: that there the concept of the good was not established before 5:9 
the moral principle (as, in his opinion, was necessary).t I have also taken 

*A reviewer' who wanted to say something censuring this work hit the mark better than he 
himself may have intended when he said that no new principle of morality is set forth in it but 
only a new formula. But who would even want to introduce a new principle of all morality and, 
as it were, first invent it? Just as if, before him, the world had been ignorant of what duty is or 
in thoroughgoing error about it. But whoever knows what a formula means to a mathemati-
cian, which determines quite precisely what is to be done to solve a problem and does not let 
him miss it, will not take a formula that does this with respect to all duty in general as 
something that is insignificant and can be dispensed with. 
tThe further objection could have been put to me, why have I not previously explicated the 
concept of the foculty of desire or of the fteling of pleasure, although this reproach would be 
unfair because this explication as given in psychology could reasonably be presupposed. 
However, the definition there could admittedly be so framed that the feeling of pleasure 
1 Einteilung 
m Beschaffenheit 
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into consideration many other objections that have reached me from men 
who show that they have at heart the discovery of truth, and I shall 
continue to do so (for, those who have only their old system before their 
eyes and who have already settled what is to be approved or disapproved 

5:10 do not desire any discussion that might stand in the way of their private 
purpose). 

When it is a matter of determining a particular faculty of the human 
soul as to its sources, its contents, and its limits, then, from the nature of 
human cognition, one can begin only with the parts, with an accurate and 
complete presentation of them (complete as far as is possible in the 
present situation of such elements as we have already acquired). But there 
is a second thing to be attended to, which is more philosophic and archi-
teaonic: namely, to grasp correctly the idea of the whole and from this idea 
to see all those parts in their mutual relation by means of their derivation 
from the concept of that whole in a pure rational faculty. This examination 
and guarantee is possible only through the most intimate acquaintance 
with the system; and those who find the first inquiry too irksome and 
hence do not think it worth their trouble to attain such an acquaintance 
cannot reach the second stage, namely the overview, which is a synthetic 
return to what had previously been given analytically; and it is no wonder 
that they find inconsistencies everywhere, although the gaps they suppose 
they find are not in the system itself but only in their own incoherent train 
of thought. 

would ground the determination of the faculty of desire (as is in fact commonly done), and 
thus the supreme principle of practical philosophy would necessarily turn out to be empirical, 
although this has to be settled first and in the present Critique is altogether refuted. I will, 
therefore, give this explication here in the way it must be given in order, as is reasonable, to 
leave this contested point undecided at the beginning - Life is the faculty of a being to act in 
accordance with laws of the faculty of desire. The faculty of desire is a being's faculty to be 
by means of its representations the cause of the reality of the objects of these representations. Pleasure 
is the representation of the agreement of an object or of an action with the subjective conditions of 
life, i.e., with the faculty of the causality of a representation with respect to the reality of its object 
(or with respect to the determination of the powers of the subject to action in order to 
produce the object). For the purposes of this Critique I have no further need of concepts 
borrowed from psychology; the Critique itself supplies the rest. It is easily seen that the 
question whether pleasure must always be put at the basis of the faculty of desire or whether 
under certain conditions pleasure only follows upon its determination, is left undecided by 
this exposition; for it is composed only of marks belonging to the pure understanding, i.e., 
categories, which contain nothing empirical. Such a precaution - namely, not to anticipate 
one's judgments by definitions ventured before complete analysis of the concept, which is 
often achieved very late - is to be highly recommended throughout philosophy, and yet is 
often neglected. It may be observed throughout the course of the critical philosophy (of 
theoretical as well as practical reason) that many opportunities are presented to make up for 
defects in the old dogmatic procedure of philosophy and to correct errors that are not 
noticed until one makes such a use of concepts of reason as is directed to the whole. 
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I have no fear, with respect to this treatise, of the reproach that I want 
to introduce a new language, because here the kind of cognition itself 
approaches popularity. This reproach with respect to the first Critique 
could also not have occurred to anyone who had thought it through and 
not merely turned over the pages. To invent new words where the lan-
guage already has no lack of expressions for given concepts is a childish 
effort to distinguish oneself from the crowd, if not by new and true 
thoughts yet by new patches on an old garment. If, therefore, the readers 
of that work know of more popular expressions that are still just as suitable 
to the thought as the ones I used seem to me, or if they think they can 
show the nullity of these thoughts themselves and so too of the expres-
sions signifYing them, they would by the first very much oblige me, for I 
only desire to be understood; but with respect to the second, they would 
deserve well of philosophy. However, as long as these thoughts stand, I 

5: I I very much doubt that expressions suitable for them and yet more common 
can be found.* 

In this way the a priori principles of two faculties of the mind, the 5: I 2 

*Here I am less worried (about that unintelligibility) than about occasional misinterpretation 
with respect to some expressions that I have sought out with the greatest care in order that 
the concepts to which they point may not be missed. Thus, in the table of categories of 
practical reason under the heading Modality, the permitted and the forbidden (the practically 
objectively possible and impossible), have almost the same sense in the common use of 
language as the immediately following categories, duty and contrary to duty; here, however, 
the first mean that which harmonizes or conflicts with a merely possible practical precept (as, 
say, the solution of all problems of geometry and mechanics), the second, that which is 
similarly related to a law actually present in reason as such; and this distinction in meaning is 
not altogether foreign even to the common use oflanguage, although it is somewhat unusual. 
Thus, for example, it is forbidden to an orator, as such, to forge new words or constructions; 
this is to some extent permitted to a poet; in neither case is there any thought of duty. For if 
anyone is willing to forfeit his reputation as an orator, no one can prevent him. We have here 
to do only with the distinction of imperatives under problematic, assertoric, and apodictic deter-
mining grounds. So too, in the note where I compared the moral ideas of practical perfection 
in different philosophic schools, I distinguished the idea of wisdom from that of holiness, 
although I explained them as identical in their ground and objectively. In that place, however, 
I understood by wisdom only that wisdom to which the human being (the Stoic) lays claim, 
and thus took it subjectively, as an attribute ascribed to the human being. (Perhaps the 
expression virtue, which the Stoic also made much of, could better indicate what is character-
istic of his school.) But the expression, a postulate of pure practical reason, could most of all 
occasion misinterpretation if confused with the meaning that postulates of pure mathematics 
have, which bring with them apodictic certainty. The latter, however, postulate the possibility 
of an action, the object of which has been previously theoretically cognized a priori with 
complete certitude as possible. But the former postulate the possibility of an object itself (God 
and the immortality of the soul) from apodictic practical laws, and therefore only on behalf of 
a practical reason, so that this certainty of the postulated possibility is not at all theoretical, 
hence also not apodictic, i.e., it is not a necessity cognized with respect to the object but is, 
instead, an assumption necessary with respect to the subject's observance of its objective but 
practical laws, hence merely a necessary hypothesis. I could find no better expression for this 
subjective but nevertheless unconditional rational necessity. 
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faculty of cognition and that of desire, would be found and determined as 
to the conditions, extent, and boundaries of their use, and a firm basis 
would thereby be laid for a scientific system of philosophy, both theoreti-
cal and practical. 

Nothing worse could happen to these labors than that someone should 
make the unexpected discovery that there is and can be no a priori cogni-
tion at all.3 But there is no danger of this. It would be tantamount to 
someone's wanting to prove by reason that there is no reason. For, we say 
that we cognize something by reason only when we are aware that we 
could have known it even if it had not presented itself to us as it did in 
experience; hence rational cognition and cognition a priori are one and 
the same. It is an outright contradiction to want to extract necessity from 
an empirical proposition (ex pumice aquam)" and to give a judgment, along 
with necessity, true universality (without which there is no rational infer-
ence and so not even inference from analogy, which is at least a presumed 
universality and objective necessity and therefore presupposes it). To sub-
stitute subjective necessity, that is, custom, for objective necessity, which 
is to be found only in a priori judgments, is to deny to reason the ability to 
judge an object, that is, to cognize it and what belongs to it; it is to deny, 
for example, that when something often or always follows upon a certain 
prior state one could infer it from that (for this would mean objective 
necessity and the concept of an a priori connection) and to say only that 
we may expect similar cases (just as animals do), that is, to reject the 
concept of cause fundamentally as false and a mere delusion of thought. 
As for wanting to remedy this lack of objective and hence universal valid-
ity by saying that one sees no ground for attributing to other rational 
beings a different way of representing things:' if that yielded a valid 
inference then our ignorance would render us greater service in enlarging 
our cognition than all our reflection. For, merely because of our not 
knowing rational beings other than human beings, we would have a right 
to assume them to be constituted just as we cognize ourselves to be, that 

5:13 is, we would really know them. I do not even mention here that universal-
ity of assent does not prove the objective validity of a judgment (i.e., its 
validity as cognition) but only that, even if universal assent should happen 
to be correct, it could still not yield a proof of agreement with the object; 
on the contrary, only objective validity constitutes the ground of a neces-
sary universal agreement. 

Hume would be quite content with this system of universal empiricism 
of principles; for, as is well known, he asked nothing more than that a 
merely subjective meaning of necessity, namely custom, be assumed in 
place of any objective meaning of necessity in the concept of cause, so as 

""water from a pumice stone." Plautus, The Persians I.1.42. 
" Vorstellungsart 
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to deny to reason any judgment about God, freedom, and immortality: 
and, if once his principles were granted, he certainly knew very well how 
to draw conclusions from them with all logical validity. But Hume himself 
did not make empiricism so universal as to include mathematics. 4 He held 
its propositions to be analytic, and if this were correct they would in fact 
be apodictic also: but from this no inference could be drawn to reason's 
ability to make apodictic judgments in philosophy as well, namely judg-
ments that would be synthetic (as the proposition of causality is). How-
ever, if one assumes a universal empiricism of principles, then mathemat-
ics will be included. 

Now, if mathematics comes into conflict with a reason that admits only 
empirical principles, as inevitably happens in the antinomy where mathe-
matics proves incontestably the infinite divisibility of space, which empiri-
cism cannot allow, then the greatest possible evidence of demonstration is 
in manifest contradiction with the alleged inferences from empirical prin-
ciples, and one has to ask, like Cheselden's blind man, "Which deceives 
me, sight or touch?"s (For empiricism is based on a necessity ftlt, but 
rationalism on a necessity seen. )P And thus universal empiricism reveals 
itself as genuine skepticism, which in this unlimited sense has been falsely 
ascribed to Hume, * since he left at least one certain touchstone of experi- 5:14 
ence in mathematics, whereas genuine skepticism admits no such touch-
stone at all (which can only be found in a priori principles), although 
experience consists not of feelings only but also of judgments. 

Since, however, in this philosophic and critical age such empiricism 
can scarcely be taken seriously, and it is presumably put forward only as an 
exercise for judgment and in order to put the necessity of rational a priori 
principles in a clearer light by contrast, one can only be grateful to those 
who are willing to trouble themselves with this otherwise uninstructive 
work. 

*Names that designate the followers of a sect have always been accompanied with a good 
deal of injustice;6 this would be much the case if someone said, N is an idealist. For, although 
he not only admits but even insists that real objects, external things, correspond to our 
representations of external things, he nevertheless holds that the form of intuition of them 
does not depend on them but only on the human mind. 
P eingesehenen 
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Introduaion 
On the idea of a critique of praaical reason 

The theoretical use of reason was concerned with objects of the cognitive 
faculty only, and a critique of it with regard to this use really dealt only 
with the pure cognitive faculty, since this raised the suspicion, which was 
afterwards confirmed, that it might easily lose itself beyond its boundaries, 
among unattainable objects or even among contradictory concepts. It is 
quite different with the practical use of reason. In this, reason is con-
cerned with the determining grounds of the will, which is a faculty either 
of producing objects corresponding to representations or of determining 
itself to effect such objects (whether the physical power is sufficient or 
not), that is, of determining its causality. For, in that, reason can at least 
suffice to determine the will and always has objective reality insofar as 
volition alone is at issue. The first question here, then, is whether pure 
reason of itself alone suffices to determine the will or whether it can be a 
determining ground of the will only as empirically conditioned. Now there 
enters here a concept of causality justified by the Critique of Pure Reason 
although not capable of being presented empirically, namely that of free-
dom; and if we can now discover grounds for proving that this property 
does in fact belong to the human will (and so to the will of all rational 
beings as well), then it will not only be shown that pure reason can be 
practical but that it alone, and not reason empirically limited, is uncondi-
tionally practical. Consequently, we shall not have to do a critique of pure 
praaical reason but only of praaical reason as such. For, pure reason, once 

5:16 it is shown to exist, needs no critique. It is pure reason that itself contains 
the standard for the critical examination of every use of it. It is therefore 
incumbent upon the Critique ofPraaical Reason as such to prevent empiri-
cally conditioned reason from presuming that it, alone and exclusively, 
furnishes the determining ground of the will. If it is proved that there is 
pure reason, its use is alone immanent; the empirically conditioned use, 
which lays claim to absolute rule, q is on the contrary transcendent and 
expresses itself in demands and commands that go quite beyond its 

'Alleinherrschaft 
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sphere - precisely the opposite relation from what could be said of pure 
reason in its speculative use. 

Since, however, it is still pure reason whose cognition here lies at the 
basis of its practical use, the division of a Critique of Practical Reason must 
in its general outline be arranged in conformity with that of the specula-
tive. We shall therefore have to have a Doarine of Elements' and a Doarine 
of Method for it; and within the former, an Analytic, as the rule of truth, as 
the first part, and a Dialeaic, as the exposition and resolution of illusion' in 
the judgments of practical reason. However, the order in the subdivision 
of the Analytic will be the reverse of that in the Critique of pure speculative 
reason. For, in the present Critique we shall begin with principles and 
proceed to concepts, and only then, where possible, from them to the 
senses, whereas in the case of speculative reason we had to begin with the 
senses and end with principles. The ground for doing so lies, again, in 
this: that now we have to do with a will and have to consider reason not in 
its relation to objects but in relation to this will and its causality; thus the 
principles of empirically unconditioned causality must come first, and 
only afterward can the attempt be made to establish our concepts of the 
determining ground of such a will, of their application to objects and 
finally to the subject and its sensibility. Here the law of causality from 
freedom, that is, some pure practical rational principle, constitutes the 
unavoidable beginning and determines the objects to which alone it can 
be referred. 

'Elementarlehre. On "doctrine" in its strict sense, see the text from the Critique of Judgment 
(s:r70) referred to in the note to The Metaphysics of Morals (6:205). 
'Schein 
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Book one 
The analytic of pure praaical reason 

Chapter I 
On the Principles of Pure Practical Reason 

I. 
DEFINITION t 

Practical principles are propositions that contain a general determination of 
the will, having under it several practical rules. They are subjective, or 
maxims, when the condition is regarded by the subject as holding only for 
his will; but they are objective, or practical laws, when the condition is 
cognized as objective, that is, as holding for the will of every rational 
being. 

Remark 

If it is assumed that pure reason can contain within itself a practical 
ground, that is, one sufficient to determine the will, then there are practi-
callaws; otherwise all practical principles will be mere maxims. Within a 
pathologically" affected will of a rational being there can be found a 
conflict of maxims with the practical laws cognized by himself. For exam-
ple, someone can make it his maxim to let no insult pass unavenged and 
yet at the same time see that this is no practical law but only his maxim -
that, on the contrary, as being in one and the same maxim a rule for the 
will of every rational being it could not harmonize with itself. In cognition 
of nature" the principles of what happens (e.g., the principle of equality of 
action and reaction in the communication of motion) are at the same time 
laws of nature; for there the use of reason is theoretical and determined by 5:20 
the constitution of the object. In practical cognition - that is, cognition 
having to do only with determining grounds of the will - the principles 
that one makes for oneself are not yet laws to which one is unavoidably 

'Erklarung. See Critique of Pure Reason (A:730; B:758), and note m to The Metaphysics of 
Morals (6:226). 
"pathologisch. Kant uses "pathological" in the sense of "dependent upon sensibility." 
v Naturekenntnis 
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subject, because reason, in the practical, has to do with the subject, 
namely with his faculty of desire, which by its special constitution can 
make various adjustments to the rule. w A practical rule is always a product 
of re_ason because it prescribes action as a means to an effect, which is its 
purpose. But for a being in whom reason quite alone is not the determin-
ing ground of the will, this rule is an imperative, that is, a rule indicated by 
an "ought," which expresses objective necessitation to the action and 
signifies that if reason completely determined the will the action would 
without fail take place in accordance with this rule. Imperatives, therefore, 
hold objectively and are quite distinct from maxims, which are subjective 
principles. But the former either determine the conditions of the causality 
of a rational being as an efficient cause merely with respect to the effect 
and its adequacy to it or they determine only the will, whether or not it is 
sufficient for the effect. The first would be hypothetical imperatives and 
would contain mere precepts of skill; the second, on the contrary, would 
be categorical and would alone be practical laws. Thus maxims are indeed 
principles but not imperatives. But imperatives themselves, when they are 
conditional - that is, when they do not determine the will simply as will 
but only with respect to a desired effect, that is, when they are hypotheti-
cal imperatives - are indeed practical precepts but not laws. The latter must 
sufficiently determine the will as will even before I ask whether I have the 
ability required for a desired effect or what I am to do in order to produce 
it, and must thus be categorical: otherwise they are not laws because they 
lack the necessity which, if it is to be practical, must be independent of 
conditions that are pathological and therefore only contingently con-
nected with the will. Tell someone, for example, that he must work and 
save in his youth in order not to want in his old age; this is a correct and 
also important practical precept of the will. But it is readily seen that here 
the will is directed to something else which it is presupposed that it desires, 
and as to this desire, it must be left to the agent himself whether he 
foresees other resources than means acquired by himself, or does not 
hope to live to old age, or thinks that in case of future need he can make 
do with little. Reason, from which alone can arise any rule that is to 
contain necessity, does indeed put necessity even into this precept (for 
otherwise it would not be an imperative), though it is only a subjectively 
conditioned necessity and cannot be presupposed in the same degree in 

5:21 all subjects. But it is requisite to reason's lawgiving that it should need to 
presuppose only itself, because a rule is objectively and universally valid 
only when it holds without the contingent, subjective conditions that distin-
guish one rational being from another. Now tell someone that he ought 
never to make a lying promise; this is a rule that has to do only with his 
will, regardless of whether the purposes the human being may have can be 
thereby attained; the mere volition is that which is to be determined 
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completely a priori by this rule. If, now, it is found that this rule is 
practically correct, then it is a law because it is a categorical imperative. 
Thus practical laws refer only to the will, without regard to what is 
attained by its causality, and one may abstract from this letter (as belong-
ing to the world of sense) so as to have them pure. 

2. 
THEOREM I 

All practical principles that presuppose an object (matter) of the faculty of 
desire as the determining ground of the will are, without exception, empiri-
cal and can furnish no practical laws. 

By "the matter of the faculty of desire" I understand an object whose 
reality is desired. Now, when desire for this object precedes the practical 
rule and is the condition of its becoming a principle, then I say (jirst) that 
this principle is in that case always empirical. For, the determining ground 
of choice" is then the representation of an object and that relation of the 
representation to the subject by which the faculty of desire is determined 
to realize the object. Such a relation to the subject, however, is called 
pleasure in the reality of an object. This would therefore have to be presup-
posed as a condition of the possibility of the determination of choice. But 
it cannot be cognized a priori of any representation of an object, whatever 
it may be, whether it will be connected with pleasure or displeasure or be 
indifferent. Hence in such a case the determining ground of choice must 
always be empirical, and so too must be the practical material principle 
that presupposes it as a condition. 

Now (second) a principle that is based only on the subjective condition 
of receptivity to a pleasure or displeasure (which can always be cognized 
only empirically and cannot be valid in the same way for all rational 
beings) can indeed serve as his maxim for the subject who possesses this 
receptivity but not as a law even for him (because it is lacking in objective s:zz 
necessity, which must be cognized a priori); such a principle can, accord-
ingly, never furnish a practical law. 

3· 
THEOREM II 

All material practical principles as such are, without exception, of one and 
the same kind and come under the general principle of self-love or one's 
own happiness. 

Pleasure arising from the representation of the existenceY of a thing, 

x Willkur. See The Metaphysics of Morals (6: 2IJ-I4, 226). Wahl is translated as "a choice" 
and wah/en as "to choose." 
Y Existenz. The word translated as "existence" later in this clause is Dasein. 
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insofar as it is to be a determining ground of desire for this thing, is based 
on the receptivity of the subject, since it depends upon the existence of an 
object; hence it belongs to sense (feeling) and not to the understanding, 
which expresses a relation of a representation to an objea by concepts, not 
to the subject by feelings. It is, then, practical only insofar as the feeling" 
of agreeableness that the subject expects from the reality of an object 
determines the faculty of desire. Now, a rational being's consciousness of 
the agreeableness of life uninterruptedly accompanying his whole exis-
tence is happiness, and the principle of making this the supreme determin-
ing ground of choice is the principle of self-love. Thus all material princi-
ples, which place the determining ground of choice in the pleasure or 
displeasure to be felt in the reality of some object, are wholly of the same 
kind insofar as they belong without exception to the principle of self-love 
or one's own happiness. 

Corollary 

All material practical rules put the determining ground of the will in the 
lower faculty of desire, and were there no merely formal laws of the will 
sufficient to determine it, then neither could any higher foculty of desire be 
admitted. 

Remark! 

It is surprising that men, otherwise acute, believe they can find a distinc-
5:23 tion between the lower and the higher faculty of desire according to 

whether the representations that are connected with the feeling of plea-
sure have their origin in the senses or in the understanding. For when one 
inquires about the determining grounds of desire and puts them in the 
agreeableness expected from something or other, it does not matter at all 
where the representation of this pleasing object comes from but only how 
much it pleases. If a representation, even though it may have its seat and 
origin in the understanding, can determine choice only by presupposing a 
feeling of pleasure in the subject, its being a determining ground of choice 
is wholly dependent upon the nature of inner sense, namely that this can 
be agreeably affected by the representation. However dissimilar represen-
tations of objects may be - they may be representations of the understand-
ing or even of reason, in contrast to representations of sense - the feeling 

'Empfindung. On Kant's use of Empfindung and Gefohl, see note k to the Groundwork of the 
Metaphysics of Morals, (4:399). In order to avoid excessive annotation, in the present context 
"feeling" is used for both Empfindung and Gefohl unless the sense of Empfindung seems 
doubtful. 
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of pleasure by which alone they properly constitute the determining 
ground of the will (the agreeableness, the gratification" expected from the 
object, which impels activity to produce it) is nevertheless of one and the 
same kind not only insofar as it can always be cognized only empirically 
but also insofar as it affects one and the same vital force that is manifested 
in the faculty of desire, and in this respect can differ only in degree from 
any other determining ground. Otherwise, how could one make a compari-
son in magnitude between two determining grounds quite different as to 
the kind of representation, so as to prefer the one that most affects the 
faculty of desire? The same human being can return unread an instructive 
book that he cannot again obtain, in order not to miss a hunt; he can leave 
in the middle of a fine speech in order not to be late for a meal; he can 
leave an intellectual conversation, such as he otherwise values highly, in 
order to take his place at the gaming table; he can even repulse a poor man 
whom at other times it is a joy for him to benefit because he now has only 
enough money in his pocket to pay for his admission to the theater. If the 
determination of his will rests on the feeling of agreeableness or disagree-
ableness that he expects from some cause, it is all the same to him by what 
kind of representation he is affected. The only thing that concerns him, in 
order to decide upon a choice, is how intense, how long, how easily 
acquired, and how often repeated this agreeableness is. Just as, to some-
one who wants money to spend it is all the same whether the material in it, 
the gold, was dug out of a mountain or washed out of sand provided it is 
accepted everywhere at the same value, so no one asks, when he is con-
cerned only with the agreeableness oflife, whether representations belong 
to the understanding or to the senses but only how much and how great 
satisfaction they will furnish him for the longest time. Only those who 
would like to deny to pure reason the ability to determine the will without 5:24 
some feeling being presupposed could deviate so far from their own 
definitionb as to explain' as quite heterogeneous what they have them-
selves previously brought under one and the same principle. Thus it is 
found, for example, that we can find satisfaction in the mere exercise of our 
powers, in consciousness of our strength of soul in overcoming obstacles 
opposed to our plans, in cultivating our talents of spirit, and so forth, and 
we correctly call these joys and delights more refined because they are more 
under our control than others, do not wear out but rather strengthen 
feeling for further enjoyment of them, and while they delight they at the 

a See note v to the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (4:393). In the following pages 
Kant again uses a variety of words for "pleasure," and no attempt has been made to 
distinguish, in particular, between Zufriedenheit and Vergniigen. 
b Erkliirung 
'erkliiren 
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same time cultivate. But as for passing them off, on this account, as a 
different way of determining the will then merely through sense, even 
though they presuppose for the possibility of that satisfaction a feeling for 
it implanted in us as the first condition of this pleasure: this is just as when 
ignorant people who would like to dabble in metaphysics think of matter 
so refined, so superrefined, that they make themselves giddy with it and 
then believe that in this way they have devised a spiritual and yet extended 
being. If, with Epicurus, we have virtue determine the will only by means 
of the gratification it promises, we cannot afterward find fault with him for 
holding that this is of exactly the same kind as those of the coarsest senses; 
for we have no ground at all to charge him with ascribing the representa-
tions by which this feeling is excited in us to the bodily senses only. As far 
as can be conjectured, he sought the source of many of them in the use of 
the higher cognitive faculty; but this did not and could not prevent him 
from holding, in accordance with the principle mentioned above, that the 
satisfaction itself which those intellectual representations afford us and by 
which alone they can be determining grounds of the will is of exactly the 
same kind. Consistency is the greatest obligationd of a philosopher and yet 
the most rarely found. The ancient Greek schools give us more examples 
of it than we find in our syncretistic age, in which a certain coalition system of 
contradictory principles, replete with dishonesty and shallowness, is con-
trived, because it commends itself better to a public that is satisfied with 
knowing something of everything and nothing as a whole, so that it can 
turn its hand to anything. The principle of one's own happiness, however 
much understanding and reason may be used in it, still contains no deter-
mining ground for the will other than such as is suitable to the lower 
faculty of desire; and thus either there is no higher faculty of desire at all 
or else pure reason must be practical of itself and alone, that is, it must be 
able to determine the will by the mere form of a practical rule without 
presupposing any feeling and hence without any representation of the 
agreeable or disagreeable as the matter of the faculty of desire, which is 
always an empirical condition of principles. Then only, insofar as reason 

s:zs of itself (not in the service of the inclinations) determines the will, is 
reason a true higher faculty of desire, to which the pathologically determin-
able is subordinate, and then only is reason really, and indeed specifically, 
distinct from the latter, so that even the least admixture of the latter's 
impulses infringes upon its strength and superiority, just as anything at all 
empirical as a condition in a mathematical demonstration degrades and 
destroys its dignity and force. In a practical law reason determines the will 
immediately, not by means of an intervening feeling of pleasure or displea-
sure, not even in this law; and that it can as pure reason be practical is 
what alone makes it possible for it to be lawgiving. 

J Obliegenheit 
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Remark !I 

To be happy is necessarily the demand of every rational but finite being 
and therefore an unavoidable determining ground of its faculty of desire. 
For, satisfaction with one's whole existence is not, as it were, an original 
possession and a beatitude,' which would presuppose a consciousness of 
one's independent self-sufficiency, but is instead a problem imposed upon 
him by his finite nature itself, because he is needy and this need is 
directed to the matter of his faculty of desire, that is, something related to 
a subjective feeling of pleasure or displeasure underlying it by which is 
determined what he needs in order to be satisfied with his condition. But 
just because this material determining ground can be cognized only em-
pirically by the.subject, it is impossible to regard this problem as law, since 
a law, as objective, must contain the very same determining ground of the will 
in all cases and for all rational beings. For, although the concept of 
happiness everywhere underlies the practical relation of objects to the faculty 
of desire, it is still only the general name for subjective determining 
grounds, and it determines nothing specific about it although this is all 
that matters in this practical problem and without such determination the 
problem cannot be solved at all. That is to say, in what each has to put his 
happiness comes down to the particular feeling of pleasure and displea-
sure in each and, even within one and the same subject, to needs that 
differ as this feeling changes; and a law that is subjectively necessary (as a 
law of nature) is thus objectively a very contingent practical principle, which 
can and must be very different in different subjects, and hence can never 
yield a law because, in the desire for happiness, it is not the form of 
lawfulness that counts but simply the matter, namely whether I am to 
expect satisfaction from following the law, and how much. Principles of 
self-love can indeed contain universal rules of skill (for finding means to 
one's purposes), but in that case they are only theoretical principles* (such 5:26 
as, e.g., how someone who would like to eat bread has to construct a mill). 
But practical precepts based on them can never be universal because the 
determining ground of the faculty of desire is based on the feeling of 
pleasure or displeasure, which can never be assumed to be universally 
directed to the same objects. 

But suppose that finite rational beings were thoroughly agreed with 
respect to what they had to take as objects of their feelings of pleasure and 

*Propositions that in mathematics or physics are called praaical should properly be called 
technical. For in these teachings it is not at all a question of the determination of the will; they 
only point out the manifold of the possible action that is sufficient to produce a certain effect, 
and are thus as theoretical as any proposition that asserts the connection of a cause with an 
effect. Whoever approves the effect must also be willing to approve the cause. 
' eine Seligkeit 
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pain and even with respect to the means they must use to obtain the first 
and avoid the other; even then they could by no means pass off the 
principle of self-love as a praaicallaw; for, this unanimity itself would still be 
only contingent. The determining ground would still be only subjectively 
valid and merely empirical and would not have that necessity which is 
thought in every law, namely objective necessity from a priori grounds, 
unless one had to say that this necessity is not practical at all but only 
physical, namely that the action is as unavoidably forced from us by our 
inclination as is yawning when we see others yawn. It would be better to 
maintain that there are no practical laws at all but only counsels on behalf of 
our desires than to raise merely subjective principles to the rank of practi-
callaws, which absolutely must have objective and not merely subjective 
necessity and which must be cognized a priori by reason, not by experi-
ence (however empirically universal this may be). Even the rules of uni-
form appearances are called laws of nature (e.g., mechanical laws) only 
when they are either cognized really a priori or (as in the case of chemical 
laws) when it is assumed that they would be cognized a priori from 
objective grounds if our insight went deeper. But in the case of merely 
subjective practical principles it is expressly made a condition that they 
must have as their basis not objective but subjective conditions of choice, 
and hence that they must always be represented as mere maxims, never as 
practical laws. This latter remark seems at first glance to be mere cavilling 
at words; but it defines the terms! of the most important distinction that 
can ever be considered in practical investigations. 

4· 
THEOREM III 

If a rational being is to think of his maxims as practical universal laws, he 
can think of them only as principles that contain the determining ground 
of the will not by their matter but only by their form. 

The matter of a practical principle is the object of the Will. This is either 
the determining ground of the will or it is not. If it is the determining 
ground of the will, then the rule of the will is subject to an empirical 
condition (to the relation of the determining representation to the feeling of 
pleasure or displeasure), and so is not a practical law. Now, all that remains 
of a law if one separates from it everything material, that is, every object of 
the will (as its determining ground), is the merefonn of giving universal law. 
Therefore, either a rational being cannot think of his subjectively practical 
principles, that is, his maxims, as being at the same time universal laws or he 
must assume that their mere form, by which they are fit for a giving of 
universal law, of itself and alone makes them practical laws. 

f sie ist die WtJrtbestimmung 
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Remark 

The most common understanding can distinguish without instruction 
what form in a maxim makes it fit for a giving of universal law and what 
does not. I have, for example, made it my maxim to increase my wealth by 
every safe means. Now I have a deposit in my hands, the owner of which 
has died and left no record of it. This is, naturally, a case for my maxim. 
Now I want only to know whether that maxim could also hold as a univer-
sal practical law. I therefore apply the maxim to the present case and ask 
whether it could indeed take the form of a law, and consequently whether 
I could through my maxim at the same time give such a law as this: that 
everyone may deny a deposit which no one can prove has been made. I at 
once become aware that such a principle, as a law, would annihilate itself 
since it would bring it about that there would be no deposits at all. A 
practical law that I cognize as such must qualifY for a giving of universal 
law: this is an identical proposition and therefore self-evident. Now, if I 
say that my will is subject to a practical law, I cannot cite my inclination 
(e.g., in the present case my avarice) as the determining ground of my will 5:28 
appropriate to a universal practical law; for this is so far from being 
qualified for a giving of universal law that in the form of a universal law it 
must instead destroy itself. 

It is, therefore, strange that intelligent men could have thought of 
passing off the desire for happiness as a universal praaical law on the 
ground that the desire, and so too the maxim by which each makes this 
desire the determining ground of his will, is universal. For whereas else-
where a universal law of nature makes everything harmonious, here, if one 
wanted to give the maxim the universality of a law, the most extreme 
opposite of harmony would follow, the worst conflict, and the complete 
annihilation of the maxim itself and its purpose. For then the will of all has 
not one and the same object but each has his own (his own welfare), which 
can indeed happen to accord with the purposes of others who are likewise 
pursuing their own but which is far from sufficing for a law because the 
exceptions that one is warranted in making upon occasion are endless and 
cannot be determinately embraced in a universal rule. In this way there 
results a harmony like that which a certain satirical poem depicts in the 
unanimity between a married couple bent on going to ruin: "0 maroellous 
harmony, what he wants she wants too" and so forth, or like what is said of 
the pledge of King Francis I to the Emperor Charles V: "What my brother 
Charles would have (Milan), that I would also have." Empirical determin-
ing grounds are not fit for any universal external legislationg and are no 
more fit for internal lawgiving; for each puts at the basis of inclination his 
subject- another, another subject- and even within each subject now the 
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influence of one inclination preponderates and now that of another. To 
discover a law that under this condition would govern them all - that is to 
say, with omnilateral concord- is quite impossible. 

5· 
PROBLEM I 

Supposing that the mere lawgiving form of maxims is the only sufficient 
determining ground of a will: to find the constitution of a will that is 
determinable by it alone. 

Since the mere form of a law can be represented only by reason and is 
therefore not an object of the senses and consequently does not belong 
among appearances, the representation of this form as the determining 
ground of the will is distinct from all determining grounds of events in 

5:29 nature in accordance with the law of causality, because in their case the 
determining grounds must themselves be appearances. But if no determin-
ing ground of the will other than that universal lawgiving form can serve as 
a law for it, such a will must be thought as altogether independent of the 
natural law of appearances in their relations to one another, namely the 
law of causality. But such independence is called freedom in the strictest, 
that is, in the transcendental, sense. Therefore, a will for which the mere 
lawgiving form of a maxim can alone serve as a law is a free will. 

6. 
PROBLEM II 

Supposing that a will is free: to find the law that alone is competent to 
determine it necessarily. 

Since the matter of a practical law, that is, an object of maxim, can 
never be given otherwise than empirically whereas a free will, as indepen-
dent of empirical conditions (i.e., conditions belonging to the sensible 
world), must nevertheless be determinable, a free will must find a deter-
mining ground in the law but independently of the matter of the law. But, 
besides the matter of the law, nothing further is contained in it than the 
lawgiving form. The lawgiving form, insofar as this is contained in the 
maxim, is therefore the only thing that can constitute a determining 
ground of the will. 

Remark 
Thus freedom and unconditional practical law reciprocally imply each 
other. h Now I do not ask here whether they are in fact different or whether 

• weisen . . . wechselsweise auf einantkr zuriick. In the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals 
(4:450), Kant said that freedom and the lawgiving of one's own will are both autonomy and 
hence Wechselbegriffi. 
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it is not much rather the case that an unconditional law is merely the self-
consciousness of a pure practical reason, this being identical with the 
positive concept of freedom; I ask instead from what our cognition of the 
unconditionally practical starts, whether from freedom or from the practi-
cal law. It cannot start from freedom, for we can neither be immediately 
conscious of this, since the first concept of it is negative, nor can we 
conclude to it from experience, since experience lets us cognize only the 
law of appearances and hence the mechanism of nature, the direct oppo-
site of freedom. It is therefore the moral law, of which we become immedi-
ately conscious (as soon as we draw up maxims of the will for ourselves), 
that first offers itself to us and, inasmuch as reason presents it as a 
determining ground not to be outweighed by any sensible conditions and 5:30 
indeed quite independent of them, leads direcdy to the concept of free-
dom. But how is consciousness of that moral law possible? We can be-
come aware of pure practical laws just as we are aware of pure theoretical 
principles, by attending to the necessity with which reason prescribes 
them to us and to the setting aside of all empirical conditions to which 
reason directs us. The concept of a pure will arises from the first, as 
consciousness of a pure understanding arises from the latter. That this is 
the true subordination of our concepts and that morality first discloses to 
us the concept of freedom, so that it is practical reason which first poses to 
speculative reason, with this concept, the most insoluble problem so as to 
put it in the greatest perplexity, is clear from the following: that, since 
nothing in appearances can be explained by the concept of freedom and 
there the mechanism of nature must instead constitute the only guide; 
since, moreover, the antinomy of pure reason when it wants to ascend to 
the unconditioned in the series of causes gets it entangled in incomprehen-
sibilities on one side as much as on the other, whereas the latter (mecha-
nism) is at least useful in the explanation of appearances, one would never 
have ventured to introduce freedom into science had not the moral law, 
and with it practical reason, come in and forced this concept upon us. But 
experience also confirms this order of concepts in us. Suppose someone 
asserts of his lustful inclination that, when the desired object and the 
opportunity are present, it is quite irresistible to him; ask him whether, if a 
gallows were erected in front of the house where he finds this opportunity 
and he would be hanged on it immediately after gratifYing his lust, he 
would not then control his inclination. One need not conjecture very long 
what he would reply. But ask him whether, if his prince demanded, on 
pain of the same immediate execution, that he give false testimony against 
an honorable man whom the prince would like to destroy under a plausi-
ble pretext, he would consider it possible to overcome his love of life, 
however great it may be. He would perhaps not venture to assert whether 
he would do it or not, but he must admit without hesitation that it would 
be possible for him. He judges, therefore, that he can do something 
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because he is aware that he ought to do it and cognizes freedom within 
him, which, without the moral law, would have remained unknown to him. 

7· 
FUNDAMENTAL LAW OF PURE PRACTICAL 

REASON 

So act that the maxim of your will could always hold at the same time as a 
principle in a giving of universal law. 

Remark 

Pure geometry has postulates as practical propositions which, however, 
contain nothing further than the presupposition that one could do some-
thing if it were required that one should do it, and these are the only 
propositions of pure geometry that concern an existing thing.; They are 
thus practical rules under a problematic condition of the will. Here, how-
ever, the rule says: one ought absolutely to proceed in a certain way. The 
practical rule is therefore unconditional and so is represented a priori as a 
categorical practical proposition by which the will is objectively deter-
mined absolutely and immediately (by the practical rule itself, which ac-
cordingly is here a law). For, pure reason,praaical of itself, is here immedi-
ately lawgiving. The will is thought as independent of empirical conditions 
and hence, as a pure will, as determined by the mere form of law, and this 
determining ground is regarded as the supreme condition of all maxims. 
The thing is strange enough, and has nothing like it in all the rest of our 
practical cognition. For, the a priori thought of a possible giving of univer-
sal law, which is thus merely problematic, is unconditionally commanded 
as a law without borrowing anything from experience or from some exter-
nal will. But it is also not a precept in accordance with which an action by 
which a desired effect is possible should be done (for then the rule would . 
always be physically conditioned); it is instead a rule that determines the 
will a priori only with respect to the form of its maxims; and so it is at least 
not impossible to think of a law that serves only for the subjective form of 
principles as yet a determining ground through the objeaive form of a law 
as such. Consciousness of this fundamental law may be called a fact of 
reason because one cannot reason it out from antecedent data of reason, 
for example, from consciousness of freedom (since this is not anteced-
ently given to us) and because it instead forces itself upon us of itself as a 
synthetic a priori proposition that is not based on any intuition, either pure 
or empirical, although it would be analytic if the freedom of the will were 
presupposed; but for this, as a positive concept, an intellectual intuition 

; ein Dasein 
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would be required, which certainly cannot be assumed here. However, in 
order to avoid misinterpretation in regarding this law as given, it must be 
noted carefully that it is not an empirical fact but the sole fact of pure 
reason which, by it, announces itself as originally lawgiving (sic volo, sic 
jubeo)J 

Corollary 

Pure reason is practical of itself alone and gives (to the human being) a 
universal law which we call the mora/law. 

Remark 

The fact mentioned above is undeniable. One need only analyze the 
judgment that people pass on the lawfulness of their actions in order to 
find that, whatever inclination may say to the contrary, their reason, incor-
ruptible and self-constrained, always holds the maxim of the will in an 
action up to the pure will, that is, to itself inasmuch as it regards itself as a 
priori practical. Now this principle of morality, just on account of the 
universality of the lawgiving that makes it the formal supreme determining 
ground of the will regardless of all subjective differences, is declared by 
reason to be at the same time a law for all rational beings insofar as they 
have a will, that is, the abilityk to determine their causality by the represen-
tation of rules, hence insofar as they are capable of actions in accordance 
with principles and consequently also in accordance with a priori practical 
principles (for these alone have that necessity which reason requires for a 
principle). It is, therefore, not limited to human beings only but applies to 
all finite beings that have reason and will and even includes the infinite 
being as the supreme intelligence. In the first case, however, the law has 
the form of an imperative, because in them, as rational beings, one can 
presuppose a pure will but, insofar as they are beings affected by needs 
and sensible motives, not a holy will, that is, such a will as would not be 
capable of any maxim conflicting with the moral law. Accordingly the 
moral law is for them an imperative that commands categorically because 
the law is unconditional; the relation of such a will to this law is dependence 
under the name of obligation, which signifies a necessitation, though only 
by reason and its objective law, to an action which is called duty because a 
choice that is pathologically affected (though not thereby determined, 
hence still free) brings with it a wish arising from subjeaive causes, because 
of which it can often be opposed to the pure objective determining ground 
and thus needs a resistance of practical reason which, as moral necessita-

iWhat I will, I command. Juvenal Satire 6. 
• Vermogen 
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tion, may be called an internal but intellectual constraint. In the su-
premely self-sufficient intelligence, choice is rightly represented as incapa-
ble of any maxim that could not at the same time be objectively a law, and 
the concept of holiness, which on that account belongs to it, puts it, not 
indeed above all practically restrictive laws and so above obligation and 
duty. This holiness of will is nevertheless a practical idea, which must 
necessarily serve as a model to which all finite rational beings can only 
approximate without end and which the pure moral law, itself called holy 
because of this, constantly and rightly holds before their eyes; the utmost 
that finite practical reason can effect is to make sure of this unending 

5:33 progress of one's maxims toward this model and of their constancy in 
continual progress, that is, virtue; and virtue itself, in turn, at least as a 
naturally acquired ability, can never be completed, because assurance in 
such a case never becomes apodictic certainty and, as persuasion, is very 
dangerous. 

8. 
THEOREM IV 

Autonomy of the will is the sole principle of all moral laws and of duties in 
keeping with them; heteronomy of choice, on the other hand, not only does 
not ground any obligation at all but is instead opposed to the principle of 
obligation and to the morality of the will. That is to say, the sole principle 
of morality consists in independence from all matter of the law (namely, 
from a desired object) and at the same time in the determination of choice 
through the mere form of giving universal law that a maxim must be 
capable of. That independence, however, is freedom in the negative sense, 
whereas this lawgiving of its own 1 on the part of pure and, as such, practical 
reason is freedom in the positive sense. Thus the moral law expresses 
nothing other than the autonomy of pure practical reason, that is, freedom, 
and this is itself the formal condition of all maxims, under which alone 
they can accord with the supreme practical law. If, therefore, the matter of 
volition, which can be nothing other than the object of a desire that is 
connected with the law, enters into the practical law as a condition of its 
possibility, there results heteronomy of choice, namely dependence upon 
the natural law of following some impulse or inclination, and the will does 
not give itself the law but only the precept for rationally following patho-
logicallaw; but a maxim which, in this way, can never contain within it the 
form of giving universal law not only establishes no obligation but is itself 
opposed to the principle of a pure practical reason and so also to the moral 
disposition, even though the action arising from it may be in conformity 
with the law. 

1 diese eigene Gesetzgebung 
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Remark I 5:34 

Thus a practical precept that brings with it a material (hence empirical) 
condition must never be reckoned a practical law. For, the law of the pure 
will, which is free, puts the will in a sphere quite different from the 
empirical, and the necessity that the law expresses, since it is not to be a 
natural necessity, can therefore consist only in the formal conditions of the 
possibility of a law in general. All the matter of practical rules rests always 
on subjective conditions, which afford it no universality for rational beings 
other than a merely conditional one (in case I desire this or that, what I 
would then have to do in order to make it real), and they all turn on the 
principle of one's own happiness. Now it is indeed undeniable that every 
volition must also have an object and hence a matter; but the matter is not, 
just because of this, the determining ground and condition of the maxim; 
for if it is, then the maxim cannot be presented in the form of giving 
universal law, since expectation of the existence of the object would then 
be the determining cause of choice, and the dependence of the faculty of 
desire upon the existence of some thing would have to be put at the basis 
of volition; and since this dependence can be sought only in empirical 
conditions, it can never furnish the basis for a necessary and universal 
rule. Thus, the happiness of other beings can be the object of the will of a 
rational being. But if it were the determining ground of the maxim, one 
would have to presuppose that we find not only a natural satisfaction in 
the well-being of others but also a need, such as a sympathetic sensibilitym 
brings with it in human beings. But I cannot presuppose this need in every 
rational being (not at all in God). Thus the matter of the maxim can 
indeed remain, but it must not be the condition of the maxim since the 
maxim would then not be fit for a law. Hence the mere form of a law, 
which limits the matter, must at the same time be a ground for adding this 
matter to the will but not for presupposing it. Let the matter be, for 
example, my own happiness. This, if I attribute it to each (as, in the case 
of finite beings, I may in fact do) can become an objective practical law only 
if I include in it the happiness of others. Thus the law to promote the 
happiness of others arises not from the presupposition that this is an 
object of everyone's choice but merely from this: that the form of univer-
sality, which reason requires as the condition of giving to a maxim of self-
love the objective validity of a law, becomes the determining ground of the 
will; and so the object (the happiness of others) was not the determining 
ground of the pure will; this was, instead, the mere lawful form alone, by 
which I limited my maxim based on inclination in order to afford it the 5:35 
universality of a law and in this way to make it suitable for pure practical 
reason; only from this limitation, and not from the addition of an external 

m Sinnesart 

167 



IMMANUEL KANT 

incentive," could there arise the concept of obligation to extend the maxim 
of my self-love to the happiness of others as well. 

Remark I/ 

The direct opposite of the principle of morality is the principle of one's 
own happiness made the determining ground of the will; and, as I have 
shown above, whatever puts the determining ground that is to serve as a 
law anywhere else than in the lawgiving form of the maxim must be 
counted in this. This conflict, however, is not merely logical, like that 
between empirically conditioned rules that one might nevertheless want to 
raise to necessary principles of cognition; it is instead practical and would 
ruin morality altogether were not the voice of reason in reference to the 
will so distinct, so irrepressible, and so audible even to the most common 
human beings; thus it can maintain itself only in the perplexing specula-
tions of the schools, which are brazen enough to shut their ears to that 
heavenly voice in order to support a theory they need not break their 
heads over. 

Suppose that an acquaintance whom you otherwise liked tried to justifY 
to you his having given false testimony by first pleading what he asserts to 
be the sacred duty of his own happiness and then by recounting all the 
advantages he had acquired by doing so, pointing out the prudence he had 
observed in order to be secure from discovery even by yourself, to whom 
he reveals the secret only because he can deny it at any time; and suppose 
he were then to affirm, in all seriousness, that he has fulfilled a true 
human duty: you would either laugh in his face or shrink back from him 
with disgust, even though, if someone has directed his principles solely to 
his own advantage, you would not have the least objection to bring against 
these measures. Or suppose that someone recommends to you as steward 
a man to whom you could blindly trust all your affairs and, in order to 
inspire you with confidence, extols him as a prudent human being with 
masterly understanding of his own advantage and also as an indefatigably 
active one, who lets pass no opportunity to advance it; and finally, lest any 
concern about a vulgar selfishness in him stand in the way, the recom-
mender praises his understanding of how to live with refinement, seeking 
his satisfaction not in making money or in coarse luxury but in enlarging 
his knowledge, in select and instructive society, and even in beneficence to 
the needy, while as to the means (which of course derive all their worth or 
lack of it from the end) he is not particular and is ready to use other 

5:26 people's money and goods for his end as if they were his own, provided he 
knows that he can do so without being discovered or thwarted; you would 

" Triebfoder. It subsequently becomes clear that Kant does not maintain the distinction drawn 
between Triebfoder and Bewegungsgrnnd in the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (4:42 7 ). 
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believe either that the recommender was making a fool of you or that he 
had lost his mind. So distinctly and sharply drawn are the boundaries of 
morality and self-love that even the most common eye cannot fail to 
distinguish whether something belongs to the one or the other. The few 
remarks that follow may seem superfluous where the truth is so evident, 
but they may serve at least to afford the judgement of common human 
reason somewhat greater distinctness. 

The principle of happiness can indeed furnish maxims, but never such 
as would be fit for laws of the will, even if universal happiness were made 
the object. For, because cognition of this rests on sheer data of experience, 
each judgement about it depending very much upon the opinion of each 
which is itself very changeable, it can indeed give general rules but never 
universal rules, that is, it can give rules that on )he average are most often 
correct but not rules that must hold always and necessarily; hence no 
practical laws can be based on it. Just because an object of choice is here 
put at the basis of its rule and must therefore precede it, the rule can be 
referred to and can be based upon nothing other than what one approves," 
and so it refers to and is based upon experience, and then the variety of 
judgment must be endless. This principle, therefore, does not prescribe 
the very same practical rules to all rational beings, even though the rules 
come under a common heading/ namely that of happiness. The moral 
law, however, is thought as objectively necessary only because it is to hold 
for everyone having reason and will. 

The maxim of self-love (prudence) merely advises; the law of morality 
commands. But there is a great difference between that which we are 
advised to do and that to which we are obligated. 

What is to be done in accordance with the principle of the autonomy of 
choice is seen quite easily and without hesitation by the most common 
understanding; what is to be done on the presupposition of heteronomy of 
choice is difficult to see and requires knowledge of the world; in other 
words, what duty is, is plain of itself to everyone, but what brings true 
lasting advantage, if this is to extend to the whole of one's existence, is 
always veiled in impenetrable obscurity, and much prudence is required to 
adapt the practical rule in accordance with it to the ends of life even 
tolerably, by making appropriate exceptions. But the moral law commands 
compliance from everyone, and indeed the most exact compliance. Ap-
praising what is to be done in accordance with it must, therefore, not be so 
difficult that the most common and unpracticed understanding should not 
know how to go about it, even without worldly prudence. 

To satisfy the categorical command of morality is within everyone's 
power at all times; to satisfy the empirically conditioned precept ofhappi- 5:37 

'empfiehlt. Hartenstein reads empfindet (feels). 
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ness is but seldom possible and is far from being possible for everyone 
even with respect to only a single purpose. The reason is that in the first 
case it is a question only of the maxim, which must be genuine and pure, 
whereas in the latter case it is also a question of one's powers and one's 
physical ability to make a desired object real. A command that everyone 
should seek to make himself happy would be foolish, for one never com-
mands of someone what he unavoidably wants already. One would have to 
command of him only the measures - or, better, provide him with them, 
since he cannot do all that he wants to do. But to command morality 
under the name of duty is quite reasonable; for, first, it is not the case that 
everyone willingly obeys its precept when it is in conflict with his inclina-
tions; and as for the measures - how he can comply with it - here these 
need not be taught; for in regard to this, what he wills to do, that he also 
can do. 

He who has lost at play can indeed be chagrined with himself and his 
imprudence; but if he is conscious of having cheated at play (although he 
has gained by it), he must despise himself as soon as he compares himself 
with the moral law. This must, therefore, be something other than the 
principle of one's own happiness. For, to have to say to himself "I am a 
worthless manq although I have filled my purse," he must have a different 
criterion of judgment from that by which he commends himself and says 
"I am a prudent man,' for I have enriched my cash box." 

Finally there is in the idea of our practical reason something further 
that accompanies the transgression of a moral law, namely its deserving 
punishment. Now, becoming a partaker in happiness cannot be combined 
with the concept of a punishment as such. For, although he who punishes 
can at the same time have the kindly intention of directing the punishment 
to this end as well, yet it must first be justified in itself as punishment, that 
is, as mere harm,' so that he who is punished, if it stopped there and he 
could see no kindness hidden behind this harshness, must himself admit 
that justice was done to him' and that what was allotted him was perfectly 
suited to his conduct. In every punishment as such there must first be 
justice, • and this constitutes what is essential in this concept. Kindness 
can, indeed, be connected with it, but the one who deserves punishment 
for his conduct has not the least cause to count on this. Thus punishment 
is a physical harm that, even if it is not connected with moral wickedness 
as a natural consequence, would still have to be connected with it as a 

q Unwiirdiger 
'Mensch 
' Or "ill-being," Ubel. In the following passage Bose is translated as "wickedness." On the 
distinction between [/bel and Bose see AKs:sg-6o. 
' es sei ihm Recht geschehen 
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consequence in accordance with the principles of a moral lawgiving. Now 
if every crime, even without regard to the physical consequence with 
respect to the agent, is of itself punishable - that is, forfeits happiness (at 
least in part) - it would obviously be absurd to say that the crime consisted 
just in his having brought a punishment upon himself and thereby in- 5:38 
fringed upon his own happiness (which, in accordance with the principle 
of self-love, would have to be the proper concept of all crime). The 
punishment would in this way be the ground for calling something a 
crime, and justice would have to consist instead in omitting all punish-
ment and even warding off that which is natural; for then there would no 
longer be any wickedness in the action, since the harm that would other-
wise follow upon it and on account of which alone the action would be 
called wicked would now be prevented. But to look upon all punishments 
and rewards as mere machinery in the hands of a higher power, serving 
only to put rational beings into activity toward their final purpose (happi-
ness) is so patendy a mechanism which does away with the freedom of 
their will that it need not detain us here. 

More refined, though equally untrue, is the pretense of those who 
assume a certain special moral sense which, instead of reason, determines 
the moral law and in accordance with which consciousness of virtue is 
immediately connected with satisfaction and pleasure, and consciousness 
of vice with mental unease and pain, so that everything is still reduced to 
desire for one's own happiness. Without repeating what has been said 
above, I want only to note the deception v going on here. In order to 
represent someone vicious as tormented with mental unease by conscious-
ness of his offenses they must first represent him as morally good, at least 
to some degree, in what is most basic to his character, just as they must 
represent someone who is delighted by consciousness of his dutiful ac-
tions as already virtuous. The concept of morality and duty would there-
fore have to precede any regard for this satisfaction and cannot be derived 
from it. Now, one must first value the importance of what we call duty, the 
authority of the moral law, and the immediate worth that compliance with 
it gives a person in his own eyes, in order to feel that satisfaction in 
consciousness of one's conformity with it and bitter remorse if one can 
reproach oneself with having transgressed it. Thus one cannot feel such 
satisfaction or mental unease prior to cognition of obligation and cannot 
make it the basis of the latter. Someone must be at least half way toward 
being an honest man even to frame for himself a representation of those 
feelings. For the rest, as the human will is by virtue of its freedom immedi-
ately determinable by the moral law, I certainly do not deny that frequent 
practice in conformity with this determining ground can finally produce 
subjectively a feeling of satisfaction with oneself; on the contrary, to estab-
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lish and to cultivate this feeling, which alone deserves to be called moral 
feeling strictly speaking, itself belongs to duty; but the concept of duty 
cannot be derived from it - otherwise we should have to think of a feeling 

5:39 of a law as suchw and make what can only be thought by reason an object 
of sensation;x and this, if it is not to be a flat contradiction, would quite do 
away with any concept of duty and put in its place merely a mechanical 
play of refined inclinations sometimes contending with the coarser. 

If we now compare our formal supreme principle of pure practical 
reason (as that of an autonomy of the will) with all previous material 
principles of morality, we can set forth all the rest, as such, in a table in 
which all possible cases are actually exhausted, except the one formal 
principle; and thus we can prove visually that it is futile to look around for 
any other principle than that now presented. That is to say, all possible 
determining grounds of the will are either merely subjective and therefore 
empirical or also objeaive and rational; and both are either external or 
internal. 

5:40 Practical Material Determining Grounds? 
in the principle of morality are 

Subjective 
External 

Of education 
(according to Montaigne) 
Of the civil constitution 
(according to Mandeville) 

Internal 
Of perfection 
(according to Wolff 
and the Stoics) 

Internal 
Of physical feeling 
(according to Epicurus) 
Of moral feeling 
(according to Hutcheson) 

Objective 
External 

Of the will of God 
(according to Crusius and other theo-
logical moralists) 

5:41 Those in the first groupY are without exception empirical and obviously 
not at all qualified for the universal principle of morality. But those in the 
second group are based on reason (for, perfection as a charaaeristic of 
things, and the supreme perfection represented in substance, i.e. God, are 
both to be thought only by means of rational concepts). However, the first 
concept, namely that of petftction, can be taken either in the theoretical 
sense, and then it signifies nothing other than the completeness of each 
thing in its kind (transcendental perfection) or of a thing merely as a thing 
in general (metaphysical perfection), and we are not concerned with that 
here. But the concept of perfection in the praaical sense is the fitness or 

w ein Gefohl eines Gesetzes als eines so/chen 
x Empfindung 
Y "on the left side," as the table is set up in the Academy edition, i.e., the "subjective 
principles." 
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adequacy of a thing for all sorts of ends. This perfection, as a charaaeristic 
of the human being and so as internal is nothing other than talent and 
what strengthens or completes this, skill. The supreme perfection in 
substance- that is, God - and so as external (from a practical point of 
view) is the adequacy of this being to all ends in general. Now, if ends 
must first be given to us, in relation to which alone the concept of petftc-
tion (whether internal in ourselves or external in God) can be the determin-
ing ground of the will; and if an end as an object which must precede the 
determination of the will by a practical rule and contain the ground of the 
possibility of such a determination - hence as the matter of the will taken 
as its determining ground - is always empirical; then it can serve as the 
Epicurean principle of the doctrine of happiness but never as the pure 
rational principle of the doctrine of morals and of duty (so too, talents and 
their development only because they contribute to the advantages of life, 
or the will of God if agreement with it is taken as the object of the will 
without an antecedent practical principle independent of this idea, can 
become motives of the will only by means of the happiness we expect from 
them); from this it follows, first, that all the principles exhibited here are 
material; second, that they include all possible material principles; and, 
finally, the conclusion from this, that since material principles are quite 
unfit to be the supreme moral law (as has been proved), the formal praaical 
principle of pure reason (in accordance with which the mere form of a 
possible giving of universal law through our maxims must constitute the 
supreme and immediate determining ground of the will) is the sole princi-
ple that can possibly be fit for categorical imperatives, that is, practical laws 
(which make actions duties), and in general for the principle of morality, 
whether in appraisals or in application to the human will in determining it. 

I. 
ON THE DEDUCTION OF THE PRINCIPLES 

OF PURE PRACTICAL REASON 

This Analytic shows that pure reason can be practical - that is, can of 
itself, independently of anything empirical, determine the will - and it 
does so by a fact in which pure reason in us proves itself actually practical, 
namely autonomy in the principle of morality by which reason determines 
the will to deeds. At the same time it shows that this fact is inseparably 
connected with, and indeed identical with, consciousness of freedom of 
the will, whereby the will of a rational being that, as belonging to the 
sensible world cognizes itself as, like other efficient causes, necessarily 
subject to laws of causality, yet in the practical is also conscious of itself on 
another side, namely as a being in itself, conscious of its existence as 
determinable in an intelligible order of things - conscious of this not, 
indeed, by a special intuition of itself but according to certain dynamic 
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laws that can determine its causality in the sensible world; for it has been 
sufficiently proved elsewhere8 that freedom, if it is attributed to us, trans-
fers us into an intelligible order of things. 

If we compare with this Analytic the analytical part of the Critique of 
pure speculative reason, we see a contrast between them worth noting. 
Not principles but instead pure sensible intuition (space and time) was 
there the first datum that made a priori cognition possible and, indeed, 
only for objects of the senses. Synthetic principles from mere concept 
without intuition were impossible; instead, such principles could be had 
only with reference to intuition, which was sensible, and so only with 
reference to objects of possible experience, since the concepts of the 
understanding joined with such intuition alone make possible that cogni-
tion which we call experience. Speculative reason was quite rightly denied 
anything positive for cognition beyond objects of experience, hence of 
things as noumena. Nevertheless, speculative reason went so far as to 
secure the concept of noumena - that is, the possibility and indeed the 
necessity of thinking them - and, for example, to preserve against all 
objections the assumption of freedom, regarded negatively, as quite com-
patible with those principles and limitations of pure theoretical reason, 

5:43 though without letting us cognize anything determinate and enlarging 
about such objects, inasmuch as it instead cut off altogether any prospect 
of that. 

On the other hand, the moral law, even though it gives no prospea, 
nevertheless provides a fact absolutely inexplicable from any data of the 
sensible world and from the whole compass of our theoretical use of 
reason, a fact that points to a pure world of the understanding and, 
indeed, even determines it positively and lets us cognize something of it, 
namely a law. 

This law is to furnish the sensible world, as a sensible nature (in what 
concerns rational beings), with the form of a world of the understanding, 
that is, of a supersensible nature, though without infringing upon the mecha-
nism of the former. Now, nature in the most general sense is the existence 
of things under laws. The sensible nature of rational beings in general is 
their existence under empirically conditioned laws and is thus, for reason, 
heteronomy. The supersensible nature of the same beings, on the other 
hand, is their existence in accordance with laws that are independent of 
any empirical condition and thus belong to the autonomy of pure reason. 
And since the laws by which the existence of things depends on cognition 
are practical, supersensible nature, so far as we can make for ourselves a 
concept of it, is nothing other than a nature under the autonomy of pure 
praaical reason. The law of this autonomy, however, is the moral law, 
which is therefore the fundamental law of a supersensible nature and of a 
pure world of the understanding, the counterpart of which is to exist in 
the sensible world but without infringing upon its laws. The former could 
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be called the archetypal world (natura archetypa) which we cognize only in 
reason, whereas the latter 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. For, the moral law in fact transfers us, in 
idea, • into a nature in which pure reason, if it were accompanied with 
suitable physical power, would produce the highest good, and it deter-
mines our will to confer on the sensible world the form of a whole of 
rational beings. 

The most ordinary attention to oneself confirms that this idea is really, 
as it were, the pattern for the determinations of our will. 

When the maxim on which I intend to give testimony is tested by 5:44 
practical reason, I always consider what it would be if it were to hold as a 
universal law of nature. It is obvious that in this way everyone would be 
necessitated to truthfulness. For it cannot hold with the universality of a law 
of nature that statements should be allowed as proof and yet be intentionally 
untrue. Similarly, the maxim that I adopt with respect to disposing freely of 
my life is at once determined when I ask myself what it would have to be in 
order that a nature should maintain itself in accordance with such a law. It is 
obvious that in such a nature no one could end his life at will, b for such an 
arrangement would not be an enduring natural order. And so in all other 
cases. But in actual nature, insofar as it is an object of experience, the free 
will is not of itself determined to such maxims as could of themselves 
establish a nature in accordance with universal laws, or even to such max-
ims as could of themselves fit into a nature arranged in accordance with 
them; they are, instead, private inclinations which do constitute a natural 
whole in accordance with pathological (physical) laws but not a nature that 
would be possible only through our will in accordance with pure practical 
laws. Yet we are conscious through reason of a law to which all our maxims 
are subject, as if a natural order must at the same time arise from our will. 
This law must therefore be the idea of a nature not given empirically and yet 
possible through freedom, hence a supersensible nature to which we give 
objective reality at least in a practical respect, since we regard it as an object 
of our will as pure rational beings. 

Hence the difference between the laws of a nature to which the will is 
subjea and of a nature which is subject to a will (as far as the relation of the 
will to its free actions is concerned) rests on this: that in the former the 
objects must be the causes of the representations that determine the will, 
whereas in the latter the will is to be the cause of the objects, so that its 
causality has its determining ground solely in the pure faculty of reason, 
which can therefore also be called a pure practical reason. 

There are, accordingly, two very different problems: how, on the one 
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side, pure reason can cognize objects a priori and how, on the other side, it 
5:45 can be an immediate determining ground of the will, that is, of the causal-

ity of a rational being with respect to the reality of objects (merely through 
the thought of the universal validity of its own maxims as law). 

The first, as belonging to the Critique of pure speculative reason, 
requires that it first be eXplained how intuitions, without which no object 
at all can be given and without which, therefore, none can be cognized 
synthetically, are possible a priori; and its solution turns out to be that 
these are without exception sensible only and therefore do not make 
possible any speculative cognition that would go further than possible 
experience reaches and, consequently, that all principles of that pure 
speculative reason do no more than make experience possible, either of 
given objects or of those that may be given to us ad infinitum but are never 
completely given. 

The second, which belongs to the Critique of Praaical Reason, requires 
no explanation ofhow objects of the faculty of desire are possible, for that, 
as a problem of theoretical cognition of nature, is left to the Critique of 
speculative reason, but only how reason can determine maxims of the will, 
whether this takes place only by means of empirical representations as 
determining grounds of whether pure reason might also be practical and 
might be a law of a possible order of nature not empirically cognizable. 
The possibility of such a supersensible nature, the concept of which can 
also be the ground of its reality through our free will, requires no a priori 
intuition (of an intelligible world), which in this case, as supersensible, 
would also have to be impossible for us. For it is a question only of the 
determining ground of volition in maxims of volition, whether it is empiri-
cal or whether it is a concept of pure reason (of its lawfulness in general), 
and how it can be the latter. Whether the causality of the will is adequate 
for the reality of the objects or not is left to the theoretical principles of 
reason to estimate, this being an investigation into the possibility of ob-
jects of volition, the intuition of which is accordingly no component of the 
practical problem. It is here a question only of the determination of the 
will and of the determining ground of its maxims as a free will, not of its 
result. For, provided that the will conforms to the law of pure reason, then 

5:46 its power in execution' may be as it may, and a nature may or may not 
actually arise in accordance with these maxims of giving law for a possible 
nature; the Critique which investigates whether and how reason can be 
practical, that is, whether and how it can determine the will immediately, 
does not trouble itself with this. 

In this undertaking the Critique can therefore not be censured for 
beginning with pure practical laws and their reality, and it must begin 
there. Instead of intuition, however, it takes as its basis those laws, the 
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concept of their existence in the intelligible world, namely the concept of 
freedom. For this concept means nothing else, and those laws are possible 
only in relation to the freedom of the will; but on the presupposition of 
freedom they are necessary or, conversely, freedom is necessary because 
those laws are necessary, as practical postulates. How this consciousness 
of moral laws or, what is the same thing, this consciousness of freedom is 
possible cannot be further explained; its admissibility can, however, be 
defended in the theoretical Critique. 

The exposition of the supreme principle of practical reason is now 
finished, that is, it has been shown, first, what it contains, that it stands of 
itse!fd altogether a priori and independently of empirical principles, and 
then what distinguishes it from all other practical principles. With the 
deduaion, that is, the justification of its objective and universal validity and 
the discernment' of the possibility of such a synthetic proposition a priori, 
one cannot hope to get on so well as was the case with the principles of the 
pure theoretical understanding. For, these referred to objects of possible 
experience, namely appearances, and it could be proved that these appear-
ances could be cognized as objects of experience only by being brought 
under the categories in accordance with these laws and consequently that 
all possible experience must conform to these laws. But I cannot not take 
such a course in the deduction of the moral law. For, the moral law is not 
concerned with cognition of the constitution of objects that may be given 
to reason from elsewhere but rather with a cognition insofar as it can itself 
become the ground of the existence of objects and insofar as reason, by 
this cognition, has causality in a rational being, that is, pure reason, which 
can be regarded as a faculty immediately determining the will. 

But all human insight is at an end as soon as we have arrived at basic 
powers or basic faculties/ for there is nothing through which their possibil- 5:4 7 
ity can be conceived, and yet it may not be invented and assumed at one's 
discretion. Therefore, in the theoretical use of reason only experience can 
justifY us in assuming them. But this substitute, adducing empirical proofs 
in place of a deduction from sources of cognition a priori, is also denied us 
here with respect to the pure practical faculty of reason. For, whatever 
needs to draw the evidence for its reality from experience must be depen-
dent for the grounds of its possibility upon principles of experience, 
whereas pure but practical reason, by its very concept, cannot possibly be 
held to be dependent in this way. Moreover the moral law is given, as it 
were, as a fact of pure reason of which we are a priori conscious and which 
is apodictically certain, though it be granted that no example of exact 
observance of it can be found in experience. Hence the objective reality of 
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the moral law cannot be proved by any deduction, by any efforts of 
theoretical reason, speculative or empirically supported, so that, even if 
one were willing to renounce its apodictic certainty, it could not be con-
firmed by experience and thus proved a posteriori; and it is nevertheless 
firmly established of itself. 

But something different and quite paradoxicalK takes the place of this 
vainly sought deduction of the moral principle, namely that the moral 
principle, conversely itself serves as the principle of the deduction of an 
inscrutable faculty which no experience could prove but which speculative 
reason had to assume as at least possible (in order to find among its 
cosmological ideas what is unconditioned in its causality, so as not to 
contradict itself), namely the faculty of freedom, of which the moral law, 
which itselfhas no need of justifYing grounds, proves not only the possibil-
ity but the reality in beings who cognize this law as binding upon them. 
The moral law is, in fact, a law of causality through freedom and hence a 
law of the possibility of a supersensible nature, just as the metaphysical 
law of events in the sensible world was a law of the causality of sensible 
nature; and the moral law thus determines that which speculative philoso-
phy had to leave undetermined, namely the law for a causality the concept 
of which was only negative in the latter, and thus for the first time provides 
objective reality to this concept. 

5:48 This kind of credential of the moral law - that it is itself laid down as a 
principle of the deduction of freedom as a causality of pure reason - is 
fully sufficient in place of any a priori justification, since theoretical rea-
son was forced to assume at least the possibility of freedom in order to fill a 
need of its own. For, the moral law proves its reality, so as even to satisfY 
the Critique of speculative reason, by adding a positive determination to a 
causality thought only negatively, the possibility of which was incompre-
hensible to speculative reason, which was nevertheless forced to assume 
it; it adds, namely, the concept of a reason determining the will immedi-
ately (by the condition of a universal lawful form of its maxims), and thus 
is able for the first time to give objective though only practical reality to 
reason, which always became extravagant when it wanted to proceed 
speculatively with its ideas, and changes its transcendent use into an imma-
nent use (in which reason is by means of ideas itself an efficient cause in 
the field of experience). 

The determination of the causality of beings in the sensible world can 
as such never be unconditioned, and yet for every series of conditions 
there must necessarily be something unconditioned and so too a causality 
that is altogether self-determining. Hence the idea of freedom as a faculty 
of absolute spontaneity was not a need but, as far as its possibility is con-
cerned, an analytic principle of pure speculative reason. It is, however, 
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absolutely impossible to give anywhere in experience an example of it, 
since among the causes of things as appearances no determination of 
causality that would be absolutely unconditioned can be found; hence we 
could deftnd the thought of a freely acting cause, when we apply this to a 
being in the sensible world, only insofar as this being is also regarded on 
the other side as a noumenon, by showing that it is not self-contradictory 
to regard all its actions as physically conditioned insofar as they are appear-
ances and yet also to regard their causality as physically unconditioned 
insofar as the acting being is a being of the understanding, h and thus 
making the concept of freedom a regulative principle of reason; by it I do 
not cognize at all the object to which such causality is attributed - what 
the object may be -but I nevertheless remove the obstacle inasmuch as 
on the one side, in the explanation of events in the world and so too of the 
actions of rational beings, I grant the mechanism of natural necessity the 5:49 
justice of going back from the conditioned to the condition ad infinitum, 
while on the other side I keep open for speculative reason the place which 
for it is vacant, namely the intelligible, in order to transfer the uncondi-
tioned into it. But I could not realize this thought, that is, could not convert 
it into cognition of a being acting in this way, not even of its mere possibil-
ity. Pure practical reason now fills this vacant place with a determinate law 
of causality in an intelligible world (with freedom), namely the moral law. 
By this, speculative reason does not gain anything with respect to its 
insight but it still gains something only with respect to the security of its 
problematic concept of freedom, which is here afforded objeaive and, 
though only practical, undoubted reality. Even the concept of causality, 
which has application and so too significance strictly speaking; only in 
reference to appearances, in order to connect them into experiences (as 
the Critique of Pure Reason proves) is not enlarged in such a way as to 
extend its use beyond the boundaries mentioned. For, if reason sought to 
do this it would have to try to show how the logical relation of ground and 
consequence could be used synthetically with a kind of intuition different 
from the sensible, that is, how a causa noumenon is possible; this it cannot 
do, but as practical reason it does not even concern itself with this inas-
much as it only puts the determining ground of the causality of the human 
being as a sensible being (which is given) in pure reason (which is therefore 
called practical), and accordingly uses the concept of cause itself- from 
whose application to objects for theoretical cognition it can here abstract 
altogether (since this concept is always found a priori in the understand-
ing, even independently of any intuition) - not in order to cognize objects 
but to determine causality with respect to objects in general, and so for 
none other than a practical purpose; and thus it can transfer the determin-
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ing ground of the will into the intelligible order of things inasmuch as it 
readily admits at the same time that it does not understand how the 
concept of cause might be determined for cognition of these things. It 
must, of course, cognize in a determinate way causality with respect to the 
actions of the will in the sensible world, since otherwise practical reason 
could not actually produce any deed. But as for the concept which it 

s:so makes of its own causality as noumenon, it need not determine it theoreti-
cally with a view to cognition of its supersensible existence and so need 
not be able to give it significance in this way. For, the concept receives 
significance apart from this - though only for practical use - namely, 
through the moral law. Even regarded theoretically it always remains a 
pure concept of the understanding given a priori, which can be applied to 
objects whether they are given sensibly or not sensibly, although in the 
latter case it has not determinate theoretical significance or application 
but is merely the understanding's formal though still essential thought of 
an object in general. The significance which reason furnishes it through 
the moral law is solely practical, namely that the idea of the law of a 
causality (of the will) itself has causality or is its determining ground. 

II. 
ON THE WARRANT OF PURE REASON IN ITS 

PRACTICAL USE TO AN EXTENSION WHICH IS 
NOT POSSIBLE TO IT IN ITS SPECULATIVE USE 

In the moral principle we have presented a law of causality which puts the 
determining ground of the latter above all conditions of the sensible 
world; and as for the will and hence the subject of this will (the human 
being)/ we have not me.rely thought it, as it is determinable inasmuch as it 
belongs to an intelligible world, as belonging to a world of pure under-
standing though in this relation unknown to us (as can happen according 
to the Critique of speculative reason): we have also detennined it with 
respect to its causality by means of a law that cannot be counted as any 
natural law of the sensible world; and thus we have extended our cognition 
beyond the boundaries of the latter, a claim that the Critique of Pure Reason 
declared void in all speculation. How, then, is the practical use of pure 
reason here to be united k with its theoretical use with respect to determin-
ing the boundaries of its competence?' 

David Hume, who can be said to have really begun all the assaults on 
the rights of pure reason which made a thorough investigation of them 

i I take the pronouns in the rest of this sentence to refer to "the will," although "the human 
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necessary, concluded as follows. The concept of cause is a concept that 
contains the necessity of the connection of the existence of what is different 5:5 1 
just insofar as it is different, so that if A is posited I cognize that some-
thing altogether different from it, B, must necessarily also exist. But 
necessity can be attributed to a connection only insofar as the connection 
is cognized a priori; for, experience would enable us to cognize of such a 
conjunctionm only that it is, not that it is necessarily so. Now it is impossi-
ble, he says, to cognize a priori and as necessary the connection between 
one thing and another (or between one determination and another alto-
gether different from it) if they are not given in perception. Therefore the 
concept of a cause is itself fraudulent and deceptive and, to speak of it in 
the mildest way, an illusion to be excused insofar as the custom" (a subjeaive 
necessity) of perceiving certain things or their determinations as often 
associated along with or after one another in their existence is insensibly 
taken for an objeaive necessity of putting such a connection in the objects 
themselves; and thus the concept of a cause is acquired surreptitiously 
and not rightfully - indeed, it can never be acquired or certified because it 
demands a connection in itself void, chimerical, and untenable before 
reason, one to which no object can ever correspond. So, with respect to all 
cognition having to do with the existence of things (mathematics thus 
remaining excepted) empiricism was first introduced as the sole source of 
principles, but along with it the most rigorous skepticism with respect to the 
whole of natural science (as philosophy). For, on such principles we can 
never inftr a consequence from the given determinations of things as 
existing (since for this the concept of a cause, which contains the necessity 
of such a connection, would be required) but can only expect, by the rule 
of imagination, cases similar to preceding ones, though this expectation is 
never secure however often it is fulfilled. Of no event could one say: 
something must have preceded it, upon which it necessarily followed, that is, 
it must have a cause; and thus, however frequent the cases one knew of in 
which there was such an antecedent, so that a rule could be derived from 
them, one could still not, on account of this, assume it as always and 
necessarily happening in this way, and one would also have to give blind 
chance its right, with which all use of reason ceases; and this firmly 
grounds and makes irrefutable skepticism with respect to inferences rising 5:52 
from effects to causes. 

Mathematics escaped well so far because Hume held that its proposi-
tions were all analytic, that is, proceeded from one determination to an-
other by virtue of identity and consequently by the principle" of contradic-
tion (but this is false since they are instead all synthetic; and although, 
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e.g., geometry does not have to do with the existence of things but only 
with their determination a priori in a possible intuition, it nevertheless 
passes, just as through the causal concept, from one determination (A) to 
another altogether different one (B) as still necessarily connected with the 
former). But in the end that science, so highly esteemed for its apodictic 
certainty, must also succumb to empiricism in principles on the same ground 
on which Hume put custom in the place of objective necessity in the 
concept of cause; despite all its pride, it must consent to lower its bold 
claims commanding a priori assent and expect approval of the universal 
validity of its propositions from the kindness of observers who, as wit-
nesses, would not refuse to admit that what the geometer propounds as 
principles they have always perceived as well, and who would therefore 
allow it to be expected in the future even though it is not necessary. In this 
way Hume's empiricism in principles also leads unavoidably to skepticism 
even with respect to mathematics and consequently in every scientific theo-
retical use of reason (for this belongs either to philosophy or to mathemat-
ics). I leave each to appraise for himself whether (in view of such a terrible 
downfall of the chief branches of cognition) the common use of reason 
will come through any better and will not instead become irretrievably 
entangled in this same destruction of all science, so that from the same 
principles a universal skepticism will have to follow (though it would, 
admittedly, concern only the learned). 

As for my labor in the Critique of Pure Reason, which was occasioned by 
that Humean skeptical teaching but went much further and included the 
whole field of pure theoretical reason in its synthetic use and so too the 

5:53 field of what is generally called metaphysics, I proceeded as follows with 
respect to the doubt of the Scottish philosopher concerning the concept of 
causality. When Hume took objects of experience as things in themselves 
(as is done almost everywhere) he was quite correct in declaring the 
concept of cause to be deceptive and a false illusion; for, as to things in 
themselves and the determinations of them as such, it cannot be seen why, 
because something, A, is posited, something else, B, must necessarily be 
posited also, and thus he could certainly not admit such an a priori 
cognition of things in themselves. Still less could this acute man grant an 
empirical origin .of this concept, since this directly contradicts the neces-
sity of the connection that constitutes what is essential in the concept of 
causality; hence the concept was proscribed and into its place stepped 
custom in observation of the course of perceptions. 

From my investigations, however, it resulted that the objects with 
which we have to do in experience are by no means things in themselves 
but only appearances and that, although in the case of things in them-
selves it is not to be understood and is indeed impossible to seeP how, if A 
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is posited it should be contradiaory not to posit B which is quite different 
from A (the necessity of the connection between A as cause and B as 
effect), yet it can very well be thought that as appearances they must 
necessarily be connected in one experience in a certain way (e.g., with 
respect to temporal relations) and cannot be separated without contradia-
ing that connection by means of which this experience is possible, in 
which they are objects and in which alone they are cognizable by us. And 
it was found to be so in fact as well; and thus I was able not only to prove 
the objective reality of the concept of cause with respect to objects of 
experience but also to deduce it as an a priori concept because of the 
necessity of the connection that it brings with it, that is, to show its 
possibility from pure understanding without empirical sources; and thus, 
after removing empiricism from its origin, I was able to overthrow the 
unavoidable consequence of empiricism, namely skepticism first with re-
spect to natural science and then, because skepticism in mathematics 
follows from just the same grounds, with respect to mathematics as well, 
both of which sciences have reference to objects of possible experience; in 
this way I was able to eradicate total doubt of whatever theoretical reason 5:54 
professes to have insight into. 

But how is it with the application of this category of causality (and so 
too of all the others, for without them no cognition can be had of what 
exists) to things that are not objects of possible experience but lie beyond 
its boundaries? For I was able to deduce the objective reality of these 
concepts only with respect to objeas of possible experience. But what gives 
them a place in the pure understanding, from which they are referred to 
objects in general (whether sensible or not) is just this: that I also saved 
them only in case I proved that objects may nevertheless be thought 
through them although not determined a priori. If anything is still want-
ing, it is the condition for the application of these categories and especially 
that of causality to objects, namely intuition; where this is not given, 
application with a view to theoretical cognition of an object as a noumenon is 
made impossible, so that such cognition, when someone ventures upon it, 
is altogether forbidden (as also happens in the Critique of Pure Reason), 
while the objective reality of the concept (of causality) nevertheless re-
mains and can be used even of noumena, although this concept cannot be 
theoretically determined in the least and thereby produce a cognition. For, 
that this concept, even in relation to an object, contains nothing impossi-
ble was proved by this: that in any application to objects of the senses, its 
seat in the pure understanding was secured; and even though, when it 
might subsequently be referred to things in themselves (which cannot be 
objects of experience), it is not capable of being determined so as to 
represent a detenninate objea for the sake of theoretical cognition, yet for 
the sake of something else (the practical, perhaps) it could be capable of 
being determined for its application; and this would not be the case if, as 
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Hume maintained, this concept of causality contained something that it is 
always impossible to think. 

In order now to discover this condition of the application of the con-
cept in question to noumena, we need only recall why we are not satisfied 
with its application to objects of experience but would like to use it of things in 
themselves as well. For then it soon becomes apparent that it is not a 
theoretical but a practical purpose that makes this a necessity for us. Even 

5:55 if we were successful in this application we would still have made no true 
acquisition for speculation, in cognition of nature or, in general, with 
respect to any objects that might be given to us; instead we would at most 
have taken a long step from the sensibly conditioned (and we already have 
enough to do to remain in it and diligently go through the chain of causes) 
to the supersensible, in order to complete our cognition on the side of 
grounds and to fix its boundary, although an infinite gulf between that 
boundary and what we know remains always unfilled and we would have 
listened to a frivolous curiosity rather than a solid desire for knowledge. 

However, besides the relation in which the understanding stands to 
object (in theoretical cognition) it has also a relation to the faculty of 
desire, which is therefore called the will and is called the pure will 
insofar as the pure understanding (which in this case is called reason) is 
practical through the mere representation of a law. The objective reality 
of a pure will or, what is the same thing, of a pure practical reason is 
given a priori in the moral law, as it were by a fact - for so we may call a 
determination of the will that is unavoidable even though it does not rest 
upon empirical principles. In the concept of a will, however, the concept 
of causality is already contained, and thus in the concept of a pure will 
there is contained the concept of a causality with freedom, that is, a 
causality that is not determinable in accordance with laws of nature and 
hence not capable of any empirical intuition as proof of its reality, but 
that nevertheless perfectly justifies its objective reality a priori in the 
pure practical law, though not (as is easily seen) with a view to the 
theoretical use of reason but only to its practical use. Now, the concept 
of a being that has free will is the concept of a causa noumenon; and one 
is already assured that this concept does not contradict itself since the 
concept of a cause, as having arisen wholly from the pure understanding, 
also has its objective reality with respect to objects in general assured by 
the deduction inasmuch as, being in its origin independent of all sensi-
ble conditions and so of itself not restricted to phenomena (unless one 
should want to make a determinate theoretical use of it), the concept 
could certainly be applied to things as beings of the pure understanding. 
But because no intuition, which can only be sensible, can be put under 
this application, causa noumenon with respect to the theoretical use of 
reason is, though a possible, thinkable concept, nevertheless an empty 

s:s6 one. But I do not now claim to know theoretically by this concept the 
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constitution of a being insofor as it has a pure will; it is enough for me to 
thereby only designate it as such a being and hence only to connect the 
concept of causality with that of freedom (and with what is inseparable 
from it, the moral law as its determining ground); and I am certainly 
authorized to do so by virtue of the pure, not empirical origin of the 
concept of cause, inasmuch as I consider myself authorized to make no 
other use of it than with regard to the moral law which determines its 
reality, that is, only a practical use. 

Had I, with Hume, deprived the concept of causality of objective reality 
in its practicalq use not only with respect to things in themselves (the 
supersensible) but also with respect to objects of the senses, it would be 
declared devoid of all meaning and, as a theoretically impossible concept, 
quite unusable; and since no use at all can be made of what is nothing,' 
the practical use of a concept theoretically null would have been absurd. 
Now, however, the concept of an empirically unconditioned causality is 
indeed theoretically empty (without any intuition appropriate to it) but it is 
nevertheless possible and refers to an undetermined object; in place of 
that, however, the concept is given significance in the moral law and 
consequently in its practical reference; thus I have, indeed, no intuition 
that would determine its objective theoretical reality for it, but it has 
nonetheless a real application which is exhibited in concreto in dispositions 
or maxims, that is, it has practical reality which can be specified; and this 
is sufficient to justifY it even with regard to noumena. 

But this objective reality of a pure concept of the understanding in the 
field of the supersensible, once introduced, gives all the other categories 
objective reality as well, though only insofar as they stand in necessary 
connection with the determining ground of the pure will (the moral law) -
an objective reality which is, however, of only practical applicability and 
has not the least influence on theoretical cognition of these objects, as 
insight into their nature by pure reason, so as to extend this. As we shall 
also find in the sequel, these categories have reference only to beings as 
intelligences, and in them only to the relation of reason to the will and 
consequently always to the praaical only, and beyond this they lay claim to 5:57 
no cognition of these beings; as for whatever other properties, belonging 
to the theoretical way of representing such supersensible things, may be 
brought forward in connection with these categories, these are without 
exception to be counted not as knowledge but only as a warrant (for 
practical purposes, however, a necessity) to admit and presuppose them, 
even where supersensible beings (such as God) are assumed by analogy, 
that is, by a purely rational relation of which we make a practical use with 
respect to what is sensible; and so, by this application to the supersensible 
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but only for practical purposes, pure theoretical reason is not given the 
least encouragement to fly into the transcendent.' 

The analytic of practical reason 
Chapter II 

On the concept of an object of pure practical reason 

By a concept of an object of practical reason I understand the representa-
tion of an object as an effect possible through freedom. To be an object of 
practical cognition so understood signifies, therefore, only the relation of 
the will to the action by which it or its opposite would be made real, and to 
appraise whether or not something is an object of pure practical reason is 
only to distinguish the possibility or impossibility of willing the action by 
which, if we had the ability to do so (and experience must judge about 
this), a certain object would be made real. If the object is taken as the 
determining ground of our faculty of desire, the physical possibility of it by 
the free use of our powers must precede our appraisal of whether it is an 
object of practical reason or not. On the other hand, if the a priori law can 
be regarded as the determining ground of the action, and this, accord-
ingly, can be regarded as determined by pure practical reason, then the 

5:58 judgment whether or not something is an object of pure practical reason is 
quite independent of this comparison with our physical ability, and the 
question is only whether we could will an action which is directed to the 
existence of an object if the object were within our power;' hence the 
moral possibility of the action must come first, since in this case the deter-
mining ground of the will is not the object but the law of the will. 

The only objects of a practical reason are therefore those of the good 
and the evil. For by the first is understood a necessary object of the faculty 
of desire, by the second, of the faculty of aversion," both, however, in 
accordance with a principle of reason. 

If the concept of the good is not to be derived from an antecedent 
practical law but, instead, is to serve as its basis, it can be only the concept of 
something whose existence promises pleasure and thus determines the 
causality of the subject, that is, the faculty of desire, to produce it. Now 
because it is impossible to see a priori which representation will be accompa-
nied with pleasure and which with displeasure, it would be up to experience 
alone to make out what is immediately good or evil. The property of the 
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