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morals on their genuine principles even for commo,n and practical use, 
especially that of moral instruction, and thereby to bnng abo,ut pure mor,al 
dispositions and engraft them onto people's minds for the hIghest good m 

the world,m 'th' d· ot 
However in order to advance by natural ~teps In 1S stu Y - n 

merely froU: common moral appraisal (which is here very worthy of re
spect) to philosophic, as has already been done, but - fr~m a popular 
philosophy, which goes no further than it can by ~opmg WIth the help of 
examples, to metaphysics (which no longer lets Itself be held back by 
anything empirical and, since it must measure Qut the w~ole sum of 

n' al gnl'n'on of this kind goes if need be all the way to Ideas, where 
ra on co' d' ' tl th 
examples themselves fail us), we must follow and present, 1S:m

C y e 
practical faculty of reason, from its general rules of determmanon to the 

point where the concept of duty arises from it, , ' 
Everything in nature works in accordance WIth laws, Only a ranonal 

being has the capacity to act in accordance WIth the, repr~sentatlOn oflaws, 
that is, in accordance with principles, o~ has a WIll. ?~ce rea~on 18 re
quired for the derivation of actions from laws, the WIllIS ,nothing other 
than practical reason, If reason infalhbly detenmnes the WIll, the acn,ons 
of such a being that are cognized as objectively necessary are also subJ~c
tively necessary, that is, the will is a capacity to ch~ose only that whICh 
reason independently of inclination cognizes as pracncally necessary, that 
is, as good, However, if reason solely by itself does ,not ade~uately dete:-

, th will' if the will is exposed' also to subjecnve condlnons (certam 
rome -e , b" . word 
incentives) that are not always in accord with ~e 0 . Jecnve ones; ~ a , 
if the will is not in itself completely in conformIty WIth reason (as IS ,ac~ally 
the case with human beings), then actions that are cogmzed as obJecnvely 
necessary are subjectively contingent, and the determmation of such a ~ll 
, conformity with objective laws is necessitation: that is to say, the relanon 
~~ objective laws to a will that is not thoroughly good is represented as the 
determination of the will of a rational being through grounds of reaso!", 
indeed, but grounds to which this will is not by its nature necessanly 

obedient, ' , 't t 
The representation of an objective principle, insofar as It 1S necesS! a -

ing for a will, is called a command (of reason), and the formula of the 

command- is called an imperative. . 
All imperatives are expressed by an ought and indicate by th,S the 

relation of an objective law of reason to a will that by, its subJecnve 
constitution is not necessarily determined by it (a necessltanon), Th:y say 
that to do or to omit something would be good, but they say It to a ,""11 th~t 
does not always do something just because it is represented to 1t that It 

m zum hiichsten Weltbesten 
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would be good to do that thing, Practical good, however, is that which 
determines the will by means of representations of reason, hence not by 
subjective causes but objectively, that is, from grounds that are valid for 
every rational being as such, It is distingnished from the agreeable, as that 
which influences the will only by means of feeling' from merely subjective 
causes, which hold only for the senses of this or that one, and not as a 
principle of reason, which holds for everyone. * 

A perfectly good will would, therefore, equally stand under objective 
laws (of the good), but it could not on this account be represented as 
necessitated to actions in conformity with law since of itself, by its subjective 
constitution, it can be determined only through the representation of the 
good, Hence no imperatives hold for the divine will and io general for a 
holy will: the "ought" is out of place here, because volition' is of itself 
necessarily in accord with the law, Therefore imperatives are only formu
lae expressing the relation of objective laws of volition in general to the 
subjective imperfection of the will of this or that rational being, for exam
ple, of the human will, 

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

Since every practical law represents a possible action as good and thus 
as necessary for a subj ect practically determinable by reason, all impera
tives are formulae for the determination of action that is necessary in 
accordance with the principle of a will which is good in some way, Now, if 
the action would be good merely as a means to something else the impera
tive is hypothetical; if the action is represented as in itself good, hence as 
necessary in a will in itself conforming to reason, as its principle, then it is 
categon:cal. 

*The dependence of the faculty of desire upon feelings is called inclination, and this 
accordingly always indicates a need. The dependence of a contingently detenninable 'Will on 
principles of reason, however, is called an interest. This, accordingly, is present only in the 
case of a dependent 'Will, which is not of itself always in confonnity 'With reason; in the case of 
the divine will we cannot think of any interest. But even the human will can take an interest in 
something without therefore acting from interest. The first signifies practical interest in the 
action, the second, pathological interest in the object of the action. The fanner indicates only 
dependence of the will upon principles of reason in themselves; the second, dependence upon 
principles of reason for the sake of inclination, namely where reason supplies only the 
practical rule as to how to remedy the need of inclination. In the first case the action interests 
me; in the second, the object of the action (insofar as it is agreeable to me). We have seen in 
the first Section that in the case of an action from duty we must look not to interest in the 
object but merely to that in the action itself and its principle in reason (the law). 
o Empfindung 
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The imperative thus says which action possible by me would be good 
and represents a practical rule in relation to a will that does not straight~ 
away do an action just because it is good, partly because the subject does 
not always know that it is good, partly because, even if he knows this his 
maxims could still be opposed to the objective principles of a practical 
reason. 

Hence .the hypothetical imperative says only that the action is good for 
some,P0sszb:e o.r act~al purpose. In the first case it is a problematically 
pracllcal prmcIple, m the second an assertorically practical principle. 
:-he categorical imperative, which declares the action to be of itself objec
tively necessary Without reference to some purpose, that is, even apart 
from any other end, holds as an apodictically practical principle. 

One can think of what is possible only through the powers of some 
rational being as also a possible purpose of some will; accordingly, princi
pIes of ac~on, insofar as this is represented as necessary for attaining 
some possIble purpose to be brought about by it, are in fact innumerable. 
All sciences have some practical part, consisting of problems [which sup
pose 1 that some end is possible for us and of imperatives as to how it can 
be. attained. These can therefore be called, in general, imperatives of 
skill. Whether the end is rational and good is not at all the question here, 
but only what one must do in order to attain it. The precepts for' a 
physician to make his man healthy in a well-grounded way, and for a 
pOIsoner to be sure of killing his, are of equal worth insofar as each serves 
perfectly to bring about his purpose. Since in early youth it is not known 
what ends might OCCUf to us in the course oflife, parents seek above all to 
have their children learn a great many things and to provide for skill in the 
use of means to all sorts of discretionary ends, q about none of which can 
~~y determine whether it might in the future actually become their pu
pIl s purpose, though It IS always possible that he might at some time have 
it; and this concern is so great that they commonly neglect to form and 
correct their children's judgment about the worth of the things that they 
might make their ends. 

There is, however, one end that can be presupposed as aetnal in the 
case of all rational beings (insofar as imperatives apply to them, namely as 
dependent beings), and therefore one purpose that they not merely could 
have but that. we can safely presuppose they all actually do have by a 
natural neceSSIty, and that purpose is happiness. The hypothetical impera
nve that represents the practical necessity of an action as a means to the 
promotion of happiness is assertoric. It may be set forth not merely as 
necessary to some uncertain, merely possible purpose but to a purpose 
that can be presupposed surely and a priori in the case of every human 
being, because it belongs to his essence. Now, skill in the choice of means 

q beJiebigen Zwecken 
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to one's own greatest welle being can be called prudence' in the narrowest 
sense. Hence the imperative that refers to the choice of means to one's 
own happiness, that is, the precept of prudence, is still always hypothetical; 
the action is not commanded absolutely but only as a means to another 
purpose. 

Finally there is one imperative that, without being based upon and 
having as its condition' any other purpose to be attained by certain con
duct, commands this conduct immediately. This imperative is categori
cal. It has to do not with the matter of the action and what is to result from 
it, but with the form and the principle from which the action itself follows; 
and the essentially good in the action' consists in the disposition, let the 
result be what it may. This imperative may be called the imperative of 
morality. 

Volition in accordance with these three kinds of principles is also 
clearly distinguished by dissimilarity' in the necessitation of the will. In 
order to make this dissimilarity evident, I think they would be most suit
ably named in their order by being said to be either rules of skill, or counsels 
of prudence, or commands (laws) of morality. For, only law brings with it 
the concept of an unconditional and objective and hence universally valid 
necessity, and commands are laws that must be obeyed, that is, must be 
followed even against inclination. Giving counsel does involve necessity, 
which, however, can hold only under a subjective and contingent condi
tion, whether this or that man counts this or that in his happiness; the 
categorical imperative, on the contrary, is limited by no condition and, as 
absolutely although practically necessary, can be called quite strictly a 
command. The first imperative could also be called technical (belonging to 
art), the second pragmatic! (belonging to welfare), the third moral (belong
ing to free conduct as such, that is, to morals). 

Now the question arises: how are all these imperatives possible? This 
question does not inquire how the performance of the action that the 

*The word "prudence" is taken in two senses: in the one it may bear the name of "knowl
edge of the world,"5 in the other that of "private prudence." The first is a human being's skill 
in influencing others so as to use them for his own purposes. The second is the insight to 
unite all these purposes to his own enduring advantage. The latter is properly that to which 
the worth even of the former is reduced, and if someone is prudent in the first sense but not 
in the second, we might better say of him that he is clever and cunning but on the whole 
nevertheless imprudent. ' , 
tIt seems to me that the proper meaning of the word pragmatic can, be most accurately 
determined in this way. For sanaions are called "pragmatic" that do not flow strictly from the 
right of states as necessary laws but from provision for the general welfare. A history is 
composed pragmatically when it makes us prudent, that is, instructs the world how it can look 
after its advantage better than, or at least as well as, the world of earlier times. 
r als Bedingung zum Grunde zu legen 
, das Wesentlich-Gute derselben 
I Ungleichheit 

hQ 



Seaion III 
Transition from metaphysics of morals to the 

critique of pure praaical reason 

THE CONCEPT OF FREEDOM IS THE KEY 
TO THE EXPLANATION n OF THE AUTONOMY OF 

THE WILL 

Will is a kind of causality of living beings insofar as they are rational, and 
freedom would be that property' of such causality that it can be efficient 
independently of alien causes determining it, just as natural necessity is the 
property of the causality of all nonrational beings to be determined to 
activity by the influence of alien causes. 

The preceding definitionP of freedom is negative and therefore unfruit
ful for insight intoq its essence; but there flows from it a positive concept of 
freedom, which is so much the richer and more fruitful. Since the concept 
of causality brings with it that of laws in accordance with which, by 
something that we call a cause, something else, namely an effect, must be 
posited, so freedom, although it is not a property of the will in accordance 
with natural laws, is not for that reason lawless but must instead be a 
causality in accordance with immutable laws but of a special kind; for 
otherwise a free will would be an absurdity.r Natural necessity was a 
heteronomy of efficient causes, since every effect was possible only in 
accordance with the law that something else determines the efficient 

4:447 cause to causality; what, then, can freedom of the will be other than 
autonomy, that is, the will's property of being a law to itself? But the 
proposition, the will is in all its actions a law to itself, indicates only the 
principle, to act on no other maxim than that which can also have as object 
itself as a universal law. This, however, is precisely the formula of the 

n Erkliirung 
" Eigenschaft 
fJ Erkliirnng. On the translation of Erkliirnng see The Metaphysics of Morals (6:226). 
q einzusehen. As was noted above, Kant seems on the whole to use einsehen informally. In the 
Jasche Logik (9: 64-65), however, he distingui~hes seven levels of Erkenntnis in the general 
sense, the sixth of which is einsehen (perspicere), i.e., to cognize through reason or a priori, and 
the seventh begreifen (comprehendere), which adds to einsehen "sufficiently for our purpose." 
Some passages in Section III, notably 4:459 and 460, suggest that he has this distinction in 
mind. 
r Unding 
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categorical imperative and is ~ the principle of morality; hence a free will 
and a will under moral laws are one and the same. 

If, therefore, freedom of the will is presupposed, morality together with 
its principle follows from it by mere analysis of its concept. But the 
principle of morality - that an absolutely good will is that whose maxim 
can always contain itself regarded as a universal law - is nevertheless 
always a synthetic proposition; for, by analysis of the concept of an abso
lutely good will that property of its maxim cannot be discovered. Such 
synthetic propositions are possible only in this way: that the two cognitions 
are bound together' by their connection with a third in which they are both 
to be found. The positive concept of freedom provides this third cognition, 
which cannot be, as in the case of physical causes, the nature of the 
sensible world (in the concept of which the concepts of something as 
cause in relation to something else as effect come together). What this third 
cognition is, to· which freedom points us and of which we have an idea a 
priori, cannot yet be shown here and now; nor can the deduction of the 
concept of freedom from pure practical reason, and with it the possibility 
of a categorical imperative as well, as yet be made comprehensible; in
stead, some furthet:. preparation is required. 

FREEDOM MUST BE PRESUPPOSED 
AS A PROPERTY OF THE WILL OF ALL 

RATIONAL BEINGS 

It is not enough that we ascribe freedom to our will on whatever ground, if 
we do not have sufficient _ground for attributing it also to all rational 
beings. For, since morality serves as a law for us only as rational beings, it 
must also hold for all rational beings; and since it must be derived solely 
from the property of freedom, freedom must also be proved' as a property 
of all rational beings; and it is not enough to demonstrate' it from certain 
supposed experiences of human nature (though this is also absolutely 4 
impossible and it can be demonstrated only a priori), but it must be proved 
as belonging to the activity of all beings whatever that are rational and 
endowed with a will. I say now: every being that cannot act otherwise than 
under the idea of freedom is just because of that really free in a practical 
respect, that is, all laws that are inseparably bound up with freedom hold 
for him just as if his will had been validly pronounced' free also in itself 
and in theoretical philosophy.' Now I assert that to every rational being 

, untereinander verbunden werden 
I bewiesen 
Ii darzutun 
v giiitig flir frei erkliirt wurde 
*1 follow this route - that of assuming freedom, sufficiently for our purpose, only as laid 
down by rational beings merely in idea as a ground for their actions - so that 1 need not be 
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having a will we must necessarily lend the idea of freedom also, under 
which alone he acts. For in such a being we think of a reason that is 
practical, that is, has causality with respect to its objects. Now, one cannot 
possibly think of a reason that would consciously receive direction from 
any other quarter with respect to its judgments, since the subject would 
then attribute the determination of his judgment not to his reason but to 
an impulse. Reason must regard itself as the author of its principles 
independently of alien influences; consequently, as practical reason or as 
the will of a rational being it must be regarded of itself as free, that is, the 
will of such a being cannot be a will of his own except under the idea of 
freedom, and such a will must in a practical respect" thus be attributed to 
every rational being. 

OF THE INTEREST ATTACHING Y TO THE IDEAS 

. OF MORALITY 

We have finally traced the determinate concept of moraliry back to the 
idea of freedom; but we could not even prove the latter as something real 

4:449 in ourselves and in human nature; we saw only that we must presuppose it 
if we want to think of a being as rational and endowed with consciousness 
of his causality with respect to actions, that is, with a will, and so we find 
that on just the same grounds we must assign to every being endowed with 
reason and will this property of determiniog himself to action under the 
idea of his freedom. 

But there also flowed from the presupposition of this idea consciousness 
of a law for acting: that subjective principles of actions, that is, maxims, 
must always be so adopted that they can also hold as objective, that is, hold 
universally as principles, and so serve for our own giving of universaUaws. 
But why, then, oughtI to subject myself to this principle and do so imply as a 
rational being, thus also subjecting to it all other beings endowed with 
reason? I am willing to admit that no interest impels me to do so, for that 
would not give a categorical imperative; but I must still necessarily take an 
interest in it and have iIisight into how this comes about; for this "ought" is 
strictly spealting a "will"" that holds for every rational being under the 
condition that reason in him is practical without hindrance; but for beings 

bound to prove freedom in its theoretical respect'" as well. For even if the latter is left 
unsettled, still the same laws hold for a being that cannot act otherwise than under the idea 
of its own freedom as would bind a being that was actually free. Thus we can escape here 
from the burden that weighs upon theory. 
", Absicht 
x in praktischer Absicht. The subject of "must be attributed" could be either "this idea" or 
"such a will." 
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like us - who are also affected by sensibility, by incentives of a different 
kind, and in whose case that which reason by itself would do is not always 
done - that necessity of action is called only an "ought," and the subjective 
necessity is distinguished from the objective. 

It seems, then, that in the idea of freedom we have actually only 
presupposed the moral law, namely the principle of the autonomy of the 
will itself, and could not prove by itself its reality and objective necessity; 
and in that case we should still have gained something considerable by at 
least determining the genuine principle more accurately than had previ
ously been done, but we should have got no further with respect to its 
validity and the practical necessity of subjecting oneself to it; for, if some
one asked us why the universal validity of our maxim as a law must be the 
limiting condition of our actions, and on what we base the worth we assign 
to this way of acting - a worth so great that there can be no higher interest 
anywhere - and asked us how it happens that a human being believes that 
only through this does he feel his personal worth, in comparison with 4 
which that of an agreeable or disagreeable conditiona is to be held as 
nothing, we could give him no satisfactory answer. 

We do indeed find that we can take an interest in a personal characteris
tic b that brings with it no interest at all in a condition, if only the former 
makes us fit to participate in the latter in case reason were to effect the 
distribution, that is, that mere worthiness to be happy, even without the 
motive of participating in this happiness, can interest us of itself; but this 
judgment is in fact only the result of the importance we have already 
supposed belongs to the moral law (when by the idea of freedom we 
detach ourselves from all empirical interest); but we cannot yet see, in this 
way, that we ought to detach ourselves from such interest, that is, to 
regard ourselves as free in acting and so to hold ourselves yet subject to 
certain laws in order to find merely in our own person a worth that can 
compensate us for the loss of everything that provides a worth to our 
condition; and we cannot yet see how this is possible, and hence on what 
grounds' the moral law is binding. 

It must be freely admitted that a kind of circle comes to light here from 
which, as it seems, there is no way to escape. We take ourselves as free in 
the order of efficient causes in order to think ourselves under moral laws 
in the order of ends; and we afterwards think ourselves as subject to these 
laws because we have ascribed to ourselves freedom of will: for, freedom 
and the will's own lawgiving are both autonomy and hence reciprocal 
concepts, and for this very reason one cannot be used to explain the other 
or to furnish a ground for it but can at most be used only for the logical 

a Zustand 
b Beschaffenheit 
, woher 
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purpose of reducing apparendy different representations of the same ob
ject to one single concept (as different fractions of equal value are reduced 
to their lowest expression). 

One resource, however, still remains to us, namely to inquire whether 
we do not take a different standpoint when by means of freedom we think 
ourselves as causes efficient a priori than when we represent ourselves in 
terms of our actions as effects that we see before our eyes. 

No subde reflection is required to make the following remark, and one 
may assume that the commonest understanding can make it, though in its 

4:45' own way, by an obscure discrimination of judgment which it calls feeling: . 
that all representations which come to us involuntarily' (as do those of the 
senses) enable us to cognize objects only as they affect us and we remain 
ignorant of what they may be in themselves so that, as regards representa
tions of this kind, even with the most strenuous attentiveness and distinct
ness that the understanding can ever bring to them we can achieve only 
cognition of appearances, never of things in themselves. As soon as this distinc
tion has once been made (perhaps merely by means of the difference 
noticed between representations given liS from somewhere else and in 
which we are passive, and those that we produce simply from ourselves and 
in which we show our activity), then it follows of itself that we must admit 
and assume behind appearances something else that is not appearance, 
namely things in themselves, although, since we can never become ac
quainted with them but only with how they affect us, we resign ourselves to 
being unable to come any closer to them or ever to know what they are in 
themselves. This must yield a distinction, although a crude one, between a 
world of sense and the world of understanding, the first of which can be very 
different according to the difference of sensibility in various observers of 
the world while the second, which is its basis, always remains the same. 
Even as to himself, the human being cannot claim to cognize what he is in 
himself through the cognizance he has by inner sensation. For, since he 
does not as it were create himself and does not get his concept a priori but 
empirically, it is natural that he can obtain information even about himself 
only through inner sense and so only through the appearance of his nature 
and the way in which his consciousness is affected - although beyond this 
constitution of his own subject, made up of nothing but appearances, he 
must necessarlly assume something else lying at their basis, namely his ego 
as it may be constituted in itself; and thus as regards mere perception and 
receptivity to sensations he must count himself as belonging to the world of 
sense, but with regard to what there may be of pure activity in him (what 
reaches consciousness immediately and not through affection of the 
senses) he must count himself as belonging to the intellectual world, of which 
however he has no further cognizance. 

d ohne unsere WillkUr 
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A reflective human being must come to a conclusion of this kind about 
all the things that present themselves to him; presumably it is also to be 
found even in the most common understanding, which, as is well known, 
is very much inclined to expect behind the objects of the senses something 
else invisible and active of itself - but it spoils this again by quickly making 
this invisible something sensible in turn, that is, wanting to make it an 
object of intuition, so that it does not thereby become any the wiser. 

Now, a human being really finds in himself a capacity by which he 
distinguishes himself from all other things, even from himself insofar as 
he is affected by objects, and that is reason. This, as pure self-activity, is 
raised even above the understanding by this: that though the latter is also 
self-activity and does not, like sense, contain merely representations that 
arise when we are affected by things (and are thus passive), yet it can 
produce from its activity no other concepts than those which serve merely 
to bring sensible representations under rules and thereby to unite them in one 
consciousness, without which use of sensibility it would think nothing at 
all; but reason, on the contrary, shows in what we call "ideas" a spontane
ity so pure that it thereby goes far beyond anything that sensibility can ever 
afford it, and proves its highest occupation in distinguishing the world of 
sense and the world of understanding from each other and thereby mark
ing out limits for the understanding itself. 

Because of this a rational being must regard himself as intelligence 
(hence not from the side of his lower powers) as belonging not to the 
world of sense but to the world of understanding; hence he has two 
standpoints from which he can regard himself and cognize laws for the 
use of his powers and consequendy for all his actions; first, insofar as he 
belongs to the world of sense, under laws of nature (heteronomy); second, 
as belonging to the intelligible world, under laws which, being indepen
dent of nature, are not empirical but grounded merely in reason. 

As a rational being, and thus as a being belonging to the intelligible 
world, the human being can never think of the causality of his own will 
otherwise than under the idea of freedom; for, independence from the 
determining causes of the world of sense (which reason must always 
ascribe to itself) is freedom. With the idea of freedom the concept of 
autonomy is now inseparably combined, and with the concept of autonomy 
the universal principle of morality, which in idea is the ground of all 
actions of rational beings, just as the law of nature is the ground of all 
appearances. 

The suspicion that we raised above is now removed, the suspicion that 
a hidden circle was contained in our inference from freedom to autonomy 
and from the latter to the moral law - namely that we perhaps took as a 
ground the idea of freedom only for the sake of the moral law, so that we 
could afterwards infer the latter in turn from freedom, and that we were 
thus unable to furnish any ground at all for the moral law but could put it 
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forward only as a petitio principii' disposed souls would gladly grant us, but 
never as a demonstrable! proposition. For we now see that when we think 
of ourselves as free we transfer ourselves into the world of understanding 
as members of it and cognize autonomy of the will along with its conse
quence, morality; but if we think of ourselves as put under obligation' we 
regard ourselves as belonging to the world of sense and yet at the same 
time to the world of understanding. 

HOW IS A CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE POSSIBLE? 

A rational being counts himself, as intelligence, as belonging to the world 
of understanding, and only as an efficient cause belonging to this does he 
call his causality a will On the other side he is also conscious of himself as 
a part of the world of sense, in which his actions are found as mere 
appearances of that causality; but their possibility from that causality of 
which we are not cognizant cannot be seen; instead, those actions as 
belonging to the world of sense must be regarded as determined by other 
appearances, namely desires and inclinations. All my actions as only a 
member of the world of understanding would therefore conform perfectly 
with the principle of autonomy of the pure will; as only a part of the world 
of sense they would have to be taken to conform wholly to the natural law 
of desires and inclinations, hence to the heteronomy of nature. (The 
former would rest on the supreme principle of morality, the latter on that 
of happiness.) But because the world of understanding contains the ground of 
the world of sense and so too of its laws, and is therefore immediately lawgiv
ing with respect to my will (which belongs wholly to the world of under
standing) and must accordingly also be thought as such, it follows that I 
shall cognize myself as intelligence, though on the other side as a being 

4:454 belonging to the world of sense, as nevertheless subject to the law o£-the 
world of understanding, that is, of reason, which contains in the idea of 
freedom the law of the world of understanding, and thus cognize myself as 
subject to the autonomy of the will; consequendy the laws of the world of 
understanding must be regarded as imperatives for me, and actions in 
conformity with these as duties. 

And so categorical imperatives are possible by this: that the idea of 
freedom makes me a member of an intelligible world and consequendy, if! 
were only this, all my actions would always be in conformity with the auton
amy of the will; but since at the same time I intuit myself as a member of the 
world of sense, they ought to be in conformity with it; and this categorical 
ought represents a synthetic proposition a priori, since to my will affected 

• Erbittung des Prinzips 
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by sensible desires there is added the idea of the same will but belonging to 
the world of the understanding - a will pure and practical of itself, which 
contains the'supreme condition, in accordance with reason, of the former 
will; this is roughly like the way in which concepts of the understanding, 
which by themselves signify nothing but lawful form in general, are added 
to intuitions of the world of sense and thereby make possible synthetic 
propositions a priori on which all cognition of a nature rests. 
. The practical use of common human reason confirms the correctness of 

this deduction. There is no one - not even the most hardened scoundrel, if 
only he is otherwise accustomed to use reason - who, when one sets before 
him examples of honesty of purpose, of steadfastness in following good 
maxims, of sympathy and general benevolence (even combined with great 
sacrifices of advantage and comfort), does not wish that he might also be so 
disposed. He cannot indeed bring this about in himself, though only be
cause of his inclinations and impulses; yet at the same time he wishes to be 
free from such inclinations, which are burdensome to himself. Hence he 
proves, by this, that with a will free from impulses of sensibility he transfers 
himself in thought into an order of things altogether different from that of 
his desires in the field of sensibility, since from that wish he can expect no 
satisfaction of his desires and hence no condition' that would satisfy any of 
his actual or otherwise imaginable inclinations (for ifhe expected this, the 
very idea which elicits that wish from him would lose its preeminence); he 
can expect only a greater inner worth of his person. This better person, 
however, he believes himself to be when he transfers himself to the stand
point of a member of the world of understanding, as the idea of freedom, 
that is, of independence from detennining causes of the world of sense, 
constrains him involuntarilyi to do; and from this standpoint he is conscious 
of a good will that, by his own acknowledgments, constitutes the law for his 
evil will as a member of the world of sense - a law of whose authority he is 
cognizant even while he transgresses it. The moral "ought" is then his own 
necessary "will" as a member of an intelligible world, and is thought by him 
as "ought" only insofar as he regards himself at the same time as a member 
of the world of sense. 

ON THE EXTREME BOUNDARY OF ALL 
PRACTICAL PHILOSOPHY 

All human beings think of themselves as having free willJ From this come 
all judgments upon actions as being such that they ought to have been done 
even though thry were not done. Yet this freedom is no concept of experi-

" Zustand 
; unwillkiirlich 
j denken sich dem Willen nach air frei 
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