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X
III.—

G
eneral Principles of the M

etaphysics of M
orals in

the treatm
ent of Pure Ethics.

First. A
 duty can have only a single ground of obligation; and

if tw
o or m

ore proofs of it are adduced, this is a certain m
ark that

either no valid proof has yet been given, or that there are several
distinct duties w

hich have been regarded as one.
For all m

oral proofs, being philosophical, can only be draw
n

by m
eans of rational know

ledge from
 concepts, not like m

athe-
m

atics, through the construction of concepts. The latter science
adm

its a variety of proofs of one and the sam
e theorem

; because
in intuition à priori there m

ay be several properties of an object,
all of w

hich lead back to the very sam
e principle. If, for instance,

to prove the duty of veracity, an argum
ent is draw

n first from
 the

harm
 that a lie causes to other m

en; another from
 the worthless-

ness of a liar, and the violation of his ow
n self-respect, w

hat is
proved in the form

er argum
ent is a duty of benevolence, not of

veracity, that is to say, not the duty w
hich required to be proved,

but a different one. N
ow, if in giving a variety of proofs for one

and the sam
e theorem

, w
e flatter ourselves that the m

ultitude of
reasons w

ill com
pensate the lack of w

eight in each taken sepa-
rately, this is a very unphilosophical resource, since it betrays
trickery and dishonesty; for several insufficient proofs placed be-
side one another do not produce certainty, nor even probability.
They should advance as reason and consequence in a series, up
to the sufficient reason, and it is only in this w

ay that they can
have the force of proof. Yet the form

er is the usual device of the
rhetorician.

Secondly. The difference betw
een virtue and vice cannot be

sought in the degree in w
hich certain m

axim
s are follow

ed, but
only in the specific quality of the m

axim
s (their relation to the

law
). In other w

ords, the vaunted principle of A
ristotle, that

virtue is the m
ean betw

een tw
o vices, is false. For instance, sup-

pose that good m
anagem

ent is given as the m
ean betw

een tw
o

vices, prodigality and avarice; then its origin as a virtue can nei-
ther be defined as the gradual dim

inution of the form
er vice (by

saving) nor as the increase of the expenses of the m
iserly. These

vices, in fact, cannot be view
ed as if they, proceeding as it w

ere
in opposite directions, m

et together in good m
anagem

ent; but
each of them

 has its ow
n m

axim
, w

hich necessarily contradicts
that of the other.

 The com
m

on classical form
ulæ

 of Ethics—
m

edio tutissim
us ibis; om

ne
nim

ium
 vertitur in vitium

; est m
odus in rebus, &

c; m
edium

 tenuere beati;
virtus est m

edium
 vitiorum

 et utrinque reductum
—

contain a poor sort of
w

isdom
, w

hich has no definite principles: for this m
ean betw

een tw
o ex-

trem
es, w

ho w
ill assign it for m

e? Avarice (as a vice) is not distinguished

1

1

1
5
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action; hence, the second elem
ent is this, that the law

 m
akes duty

the spring. By the form
er the action is presented as duty, and this

is a m
ere theoretical know

ledge of the possible determ
ination of

the elective w
ill, i.e. of practical rules; by the latter, the obliga-

tion so to act is connected w
ith a m

otive w
hich determ

ines the
elective w

ill generally in the agent.
A

ccordingly, all legislation m
ay be divided into tw

o classes in
respect of the springs em

ployed (and this w
hether the actions

prescribed are the sam
e or not: as, for instance, the actions m

ight
be in all cases external). That legislation w

hich at once m
akes an

action a duty, and m
akes this duty the spring, is ethical. That

w
hich does not include the latter in the law, and therefore adm

its
a spring different from

 the idea of duty itself, is juridical. A
s re-

gards the latter, it is easily seen that this spring, w
hich is distinct

from
 the idea of duty, m

ust be derived from
 the pathological m

o-
tives of choice, nam

ely, the inclinations and aversions, and
am

ongst these from
 the latter, since it is a legislation, w

hich m
ust

be constraining, not an invitation, w
hich is persuasive.

The m
ere agreem

ent or disagreem
ent of an action w

ith the
law, w

ithout regard to the m
otive from

 w
hich the action springs,

is called legality; but w
hen the idea of duty arising from

 the law
is also the m

otive of the action, the agreem
ent is called the

m
orality of the action.
D

uties arising from
 forensic legislation can only be external

duties, because this legislation does not require that the idea of
this duty, w

hich is internal, shall be of itself the m
otive of the

elective w
ill of the agent; and as it nevertheless requires a suit-

able spring, it can only connect external springs w
ith the law. O

n
the other hand, ethical legislation, w

hile it m
akes internal actions

duties, does not exclude external actions, but applies generally to
everything that is duty. But just because ethical legislation in-
cludes in its law

 the inner spring of the action (the idea of duty),
a property w

hich cannot belong to the external legislation; hence
ethical legislation cannot be external (not even that of a divine
w

ill), although it m
ay adopt duties w

hich rest on external legisla-
tion, and take them

 regarded as duties into its ow
n legislation as

springs of action.
From

 hence w
e m

ay see that all duties belong to Ethics, sim
-

ply because they are duties; but it does not follow
 that their leg-

islation is alw
ays included in Ethics: in the case of m

any duties it
is quite outside Ethics. Thus Ethics requires that I should fulfil
m

y pledged w
ord, even though the other party could not com

pel
m

e to do so; but the law
 (pacta sunt servanda) and the corre-

sponding duty are taken by Ethics from
 jurisprudence. A

ccord-
ingly, it is not in Ethics but in Jus that the legislation is contained

6:220
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ct

ed
w

ith
 th

e 
id

ea
 o

f t
he

 e
xi

ste
nc

e 
of

 a
n 

ob
je

ct
, a

nd
 to

 h
av

e 
a 

du
ty

 to
th

is,
 th

at
 is

, t
o 

be
 n

ec
es

sit
at

ed
 to

 fi
nd

 p
le

as
ur

e 
in

 a
 th

in
g,

 is
 a

co
nt

ra
di

ct
io

n.

(D
.)—

O
f R

es
pe

ct
.

Re
sp

ec
t (

re
ve

re
nt

ia
) 

is
 li

ke
w

ise
 s

om
et

hi
ng

 m
er

el
y 

su
bj

ec
tiv

e;
a 

fe
el

in
g 

of
 a

 p
ec

ul
ia

r k
in

d 
no

t a
 ju

dg
m

en
t a

bo
ut

 a
n 

ob
je

ct
 w

hi
ch

it 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

a 
du

ty
 to

 e
ffe

ct
 o

r 
to

 a
dv

an
ce

. F
or

 if
 c

on
sid

er
ed

 a
s

du
ty

 it
 c

ou
ld

 o
nl

y 
be

 c
on

ce
iv

ed
 a

s 
su

ch
 b

y 
m

ea
ns

 o
f t

he
 re

sp
ec

t
w

hi
ch

 w
e 

ha
ve

 fo
r i

t. 
To

 h
av

e 
a 

du
ty

 to
 th

is,
 th

er
ef

or
e,

 w
ou

ld
 b

e
as

 m
uc

h 
as

 to
 B

ay
, t

o 
be

 b
ou

nd
 in

 d
ut

y 
to

 h
av

e 
a 

du
ty

. W
he

n,
th

er
ef

or
e,

 it
 is

 sa
id

: M
an

 h
as

 a
 d

ut
y 

of
 se

lf-
es

te
em

, t
hi

s i
s i

m
pr

op
-

er
ly

 s
ta

te
d,

 a
nd

 w
e 

ou
gh

t r
at

he
r 

to
 s

ay
: T

he
 la

w
 w

ith
in

 h
im

 in
-

ev
ita

bl
y 

fo
rc

es
 fr

om
 h

im
 re

sp
ec

t f
or

 h
is 

ow
n 

be
in

g,
 a

nd
 th

is 
fe

el
-

in
g 

(w
hi

ch
 is

 o
f a

 p
ec

ul
ia

r k
in

d)
 is

 a
 b

as
is

 o
f c

er
ta

in
 d

ut
ie

s, 
th

at
is,

 o
f 

ce
rta

in
 a

ct
io

ns
 w

hi
ch

 m
ay

 b
e 

co
ns

ist
en

t w
ith

 h
is

 d
ut

y 
to

hi
m

se
lf.

 B
ut

 w
e 

ca
nn

ot
 sa

y 
th

at
 h

e 
ha

s a
 d

ut
y 

of
 re

sp
ec

t f
or

 h
im

-
se

lf;
 fo

r h
e 

m
us

t h
av

e 
re

sp
ec

t f
or

 th
e 

la
w

 w
ith

in
 h

im
se

lf,
 in

 o
rd

er
to

 b
e 

ab
le

 to
 c

on
ce

iv
e 

du
ty

 a
t a

ll.

1
4

w
hi

ch
 e

nj
oi

ns
 th

at
 p

ro
m

ise
s 

be
 k

ep
t. 

Et
hi

cs
 te

ac
he

s 
on

ly
 th

at
ev

en
 if

 th
e 

sp
rin

g 
w

er
e 

ab
se

nt
 w

hi
ch

 is
 c

on
ne

ct
ed

 b
y 

fo
re

ns
ic

le
gi

sla
tio

n 
w

ith
 th

at
 d

ut
y,

 n
am

el
y,

 e
xt

er
na

l c
om

pu
lsi

on
, y

et
 th

e
id

ea
 o

f 
du

ty
 w

ou
ld

 a
lo

ne
 b

e 
su

ffi
ci

en
t 

as
 a

 s
pr

in
g.

 F
or

 if
 th

is
w

er
e 

no
t s

o,
 a

nd
 if

 th
e 

le
gi

sla
tio

n 
its

el
f w

er
e 

no
t f

or
en

sic
, a

nd
 th

e
du

ty
 a

ris
in

g 
fro

m
 it

 n
ot

 p
ro

pe
rly

 a
 le

ga
l 

du
ty

 (i
n 

co
nt

ra
st

 to
 a

m
or

al
 d

ut
y)

, t
he

n 
fa

ith
fu

ln
es

s t
o 

on
e’

s e
ng

ag
em

en
ts 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
pu

t
in

 th
e 

sa
m

e 
cl

as
s 

as
 a

ct
io

ns
 o

f b
en

ev
ol

en
ce

 a
nd

 th
e 

ob
lig

at
io

n 
to

th
em

, w
hi

ch
 c

an
no

t b
e 

ad
m

itt
ed

. I
t i

s 
no

t a
n 

et
hi

ca
l d

ut
y 

to
 k

ee
p

on
e’

s 
pr

om
ise

, b
ut

 a
 le

ga
l d

ut
y,

 o
ne

 th
at

 w
e 

ca
n 

be
 c

om
pe

lle
d 

to
pe

rfo
rm

. N
ev

er
th

el
es

s,
 it

 is
 a

 v
irt

uo
us

 a
ct

io
n 

(a
 p

ro
of

 o
f 

vi
rtu

e)
to

 d
o 

so
, e

ve
n 

w
he

re
 n

o 
co

m
pu

lsi
on

 is
 to

 b
e 

ap
pr

eh
en

de
d.

 L
aw

an
d 

m
or

al
s,

 th
er

ef
or

e,
 a

re
 d

ist
in

gu
ish

ed
 n

ot
 s

o 
m

uc
h 

by
 th

e 
di

-
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

th
ei

r 
du

tie
s,

 b
ut

 ra
th

er
 b

y 
th

e 
di

ve
rs

ity
 o

f 
th

e 
le

gi
sla

-
tio

n 
w

hi
ch

 c
on

ne
ct

s t
hi

s o
r t

ha
t m

ot
iv

e 
w

ith
 th

e 
la

w.
Et

hi
ca

l l
eg

isl
at

io
n 

is
 th

at
 w

hi
ch

 c
an

no
t b

e 
ex

te
rn

al
 (a

lth
ou

gh
th

e 
du

tie
s m

ay
 b

e 
ex

te
rn

al
); 

fo
re

ns
ic

 le
gi

sla
tio

n 
is

 th
at

 w
hi

ch
 c

an
be

 e
xt

er
na

l. 
Th

us
 to

 k
ee

p 
on

e’
s 

co
nt

ra
ct

 is
 a

n 
ex

te
rn

al
 d

ut
y;

 b
ut

th
e 

co
m

m
an

d 
to

 d
o 

th
is

 m
er

el
y 

be
ca

us
e 

it 
is

 a
 d

ut
y,

 w
ith

ou
t r

e-
ga

rd
 to

 a
ny

 o
th

er
 m

ot
iv

e,
 b

el
on

gs
 o

nl
y 

to
 th

e 
in

te
rn

al
 le

gi
sla

tio
n.

A
cc

or
di

ng
ly

, t
he

 o
bl

ig
at

io
n 

is
 re

ck
on

ed
 a

s 
be

lo
ng

in
g 

to
 E

th
ic

s,
no

t a
s 

be
in

g 
a 

sp
ec

ia
l k

in
d 

of
 d

ut
y 

(a
 s

pe
ci

al
 k

in
d 

of
 a

ct
io

ns
 to

w
hi

ch
 o

ne
 is

 b
ou

nd
)—

fo
r i

n 
Et

hi
cs

 a
s w

el
l a

s i
n 

la
w

 w
e 

ha
ve

 e
x-

te
rn

al
 d

ut
ie

s—
bu

t b
ec

au
se

 in
 th

e 
su

pp
os

ed
 c

as
e 

th
e 

le
gi

sla
tio

n 
is

an
 in

te
rn

al
 o

ne
, a

nd
 c

an
 h

av
e 

no
 e

xt
er

na
l l

aw
gi

ve
r. 

Fo
r t

he
 sa

m
e

re
as

on
 d

ut
ie

s 
of

 b
en

ev
ol

en
ce

, a
lth

ou
gh

 th
ey

 a
re

 e
xt

er
na

l d
ut

ie
s

(o
bl

ig
at

io
ns

 to
 e

xt
er

na
l a

ct
io

ns
), 

ar
e 

ye
t r

ec
ko

ne
d 

as
 b

el
on

gi
ng

 to
Et

hi
cs

 b
ec

au
se

 th
e 

le
gi

sla
tio

n 
im

po
sin

g 
th

em
 c

an
 o

nl
y 

be
 in

te
r-

na
l. 

N
o 

do
ub

t E
th

ic
s 

ha
s 

al
so

 d
ut

ie
s 

pe
cu

lia
r t

o 
its

el
f (

ex
. g

r. 
du

-
tie

s t
o 

ou
rs

el
ve

s)
, b

ut
 it

 a
lso

 h
as

 d
ut

ie
s i

n 
co

m
m

on
 w

ith
 la

w,
 o

nl
y

th
e 

ki
nd

 o
f o

bl
ig

at
io

n 
is 

di
ffe

re
nt

. F
or

 it
 is

 th
e 

pe
cu

lia
rit

y 
of

 e
th

i-
ca

l l
eg

isl
at

io
n 

to
 p

er
fo

rm
 a

ct
io

ns
 so

le
ly

 b
ec

au
se

 th
ey

 a
re

 d
ut

ie
s,

an
d 

to
 m

ak
e 

th
e 

pr
in

ci
pl

e 
of

 d
ut

y 
its

el
f t

he
 a

de
qu

at
e 

sp
rin

g 
of

 th
e

w
ill

, n
o 

m
at

te
r 

w
he

nc
e 

th
e 

du
ty

 m
ay

 b
e 

de
riv

ed
. H

en
ce

, 
w

hi
le

th
er

e 
ar

e 
m

an
y 

di
re

ct
ly

 e
th

ic
al

 d
ut

ie
s,

 th
e 

in
te

rn
al

 le
gi

sla
tio

n
m

ak
es

 a
ll 

ot
he

rs
 in

di
re

ct
ly

 e
th

ic
al

.
…
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and
 displeasure in

 general) is som
ething

 m
erely

 subjective,
w

hich supplies no know
ledge. N

o m
an is w

holly destitute of
m

oral feeling, for if he w
ere totally unsusceptible of this sensa-

tion he w
ould be m

orally dead; and, to speak in the language of
physicians, if the m

oral vital force could no longer produce any
effect on this feeling, then his hum

anity w
ould be dissolved (as it

w
ere by chem

ical law
s) into m

ere anim
ality, and be irrevocably

confounded w
ith the m

ass of other physical beings. But w
e have

no special sense for (m
oral) good and evil any m

ore than for
truth, although such expressions are often used; but w

e have a
susceptibility of the free elective w

ill for being m
oved by pure

practical reason and its law
; and it is this that w

e call the m
oral

feeling.

(B.)—
O

f C
onscience.

Sim
ilarly, conscience is not a thing to be acquired, and it is not

a duty to acquire it; but every m
an, as a m

oral being, has it origi-
nally w

ithin him
. To be bound to have a conscience w

ould be as
m

uch as to say to be under a duty to recognize duties. For con-
science is practical reason w

hich, in every case of law, holds be-
fore a m

an his duty for acquittal or condem
nation; consequently

it does not refer to an object, but only to the subject (affecting the
m

oral feeling by its ow
n act); so that it is an inevitable fact, not

an obligation and duty. W
hen, therefore, it is said: this m

an has
no conscience, w

hat is m
eant is, that he pays no heed to its dic-

tates. For if he really had none, he w
ould not take credit to him

-
self for anything done according to duty, nor reproach him

self
w

ith violation of duty, and therefore he w
ould be unable even to

conceive the duty of having a conscience.
…

(C.)—
O

f Love to M
en.

Love is a m
atter of feeling, not of w

ill or volition, and I cannot
love because I will to do so, still less because I ought (I cannot be
necessitated to love); hence there is no such thing as a duty to
love. Benevolence, how

ever (am
or benevolentiæ), as a m

ode of
action, m

ay be subject to a law
 of duty. D

isinterested benevo-
lence is often called (though very im

properly) love; even w
here

the happiness of the other is not concerned, but the com
plete and

free surrender of all one’s ow
n ends to the ends of another (even

a superhum
an) being, love is spoken of as being also our duty.

But all duty is necessitation or constraint, although it m
ay be

self-constraint according to a law. But w
hat is done from

 con-

1
3

6:229

From
: K

ant, The Philosophy of Law, W
. H

astie, tr. (T. &
 T.

Clark, 1887), pp. 43-48

IN
TRO

D
U

CTIO
N

 TO
 TH

E SCIEN
CE

O
F RIG

H
T.

o

[G
EN

ERA
L D

EFIN
ITIO

N
S A

N
D

 D
IV

ISIO
N

S.]

A
.

W
hat the Science of R

ight is.
T

H
E S

CIEN
CE O

F R
IG

H
T has for its object the Principles of all the

Law
s w

hich it is possible to prom
ulgate by external legislation.

W
here there is such a legislation, it becom

es in actual application
to it, a system

 of positive Right and Law
; and he w

ho is versed in
the know

ledge of this System
 is called a Jurist or Jurisconsult

(jurisconsultus). A
 practical Jurisconsult (jurisperitus), or a pro-

fessional Law
yer, is one w

ho is skilled in the know
ledge of posi-

tive external Law
s, and w

ho can apply them
 to cases that m

ay
occur in experience. Such practical know

ledge of positive Right,
and Law, m

ay be regarded as belonging to Jurisprudence (Ju-
risprudentia) in the original sense of the term

. But the theoretical
know

ledge of Right and Law
 in Principle, as distinguished from

positive Law
s and em

pirical cases, belongs to the pure S
CIEN

CE
O

F R
IG

H
T (Jurisscientia). The Science of Right thus designates

the philosophical and system
atic know

ledge of the Principles of
N

atural Right. A
nd it is from

 this Science that the im
m

utable
Principles of all positive Legislation m

ust be derived by practical
Jurists and Law

givers.

B.
W

hat is R
ight?

This question m
ay be said to be about as em

barrassing to the Ju-
rist as the w

ell-know
n question, ‘W

hat is Truth?’ is to the Logi-
cian. It is all the m

ore so, if, on reflection, he strives to avoid tau-
tology in his reply, and recognise the fact that a reference to w

hat
holds true m

erely of the law
s of som

e one country at a particular
tim

e, is not a solution of the general problem
 thus proposed. It is

quite easy to state w
hat m

ay be right in particular cases (quid sit
juris), as being w

hat the law
s of a certain place and of a certain

4
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0

on
e’

s 
m

in
d 

an
d 

to
 q

ui
ck

en
 it

 is
, a

s 
in

 th
e 

fo
rm

er
 c

as
e,

 m
er

ito
ri-

ou
s,

 b
ec

au
se

 it
 g

oe
s 

be
yo

nd
 th

e 
la

w
 o

f 
du

ty
 in

 a
ct

io
ns

, 
an

d
m

ak
es

 th
e 

la
w

 in
 it

se
lf 

th
e 

sp
rin

g. …

X
II.

—
Pr

el
im

in
ar

y 
No

tio
ns

 o
f t

he
 S

us
ce

pt
ib

ili
ty

 o
f t

he
 M

in
d 

fo
r

No
tio

ns
 o

f D
ut

y 
ge

ne
ra

lly
.

Th
es

e 
ar

e 
su

ch
 m

or
al

 q
ua

lit
ie

s 
as

, w
he

n 
a 

m
an

 d
oe

s 
no

t p
os

-
se

ss
 th

em
, h

e 
is

 n
ot

 b
ou

nd
 to

 a
cq

ui
re

 th
em

. T
he

y 
ar

e:
 th

e 
m

or
al

fe
el

in
g,

 c
on

sc
ie

nc
e,

 lo
ve

 o
f o

ne
’s 

ne
ig

hb
ou

r, 
an

d 
re

sp
ec

t f
or

 o
ur

-
se

lv
es

 (s
el

f-e
ste

em
). 

Th
er

e 
is

 n
o 

ob
lig

at
io

n 
to

 h
av

e 
th

es
e,

 s
in

ce
th

ey
 a

re
 s

ub
je

ct
iv

e 
co

nd
iti

on
s 

of
 s

us
ce

pt
ib

ili
ty

 fo
r 

th
e 

no
tio

n 
of

du
ty

, n
ot

 o
bj

ec
tiv

e 
co

nd
iti

on
s 

of
 m

or
al

ity
. T

he
y 

ar
e 

al
l s

en
sit

iv
e

an
d 

an
te

ce
de

nt
, b

ut
 n

at
ur

al
 c

ap
ac

iti
es

 o
f m

in
d 

(p
ræ

di
sp

os
iti

o)
 to

be
 a

ffe
ct

ed
 b

y 
no

tio
ns

 o
f d

ut
y;

 c
ap

ac
iti

es
 w

hi
ch

 it
 c

an
no

t b
e 

re
-

ga
rd

ed
 a

s a
 d

ut
y 

to
 h

av
e,

 b
ut

 w
hi

ch
 e

ve
ry

 m
an

 h
as

, a
nd

 b
y 

vi
rtu

e
of

 w
hi

ch
 h

e 
ca

n 
be

 b
ro

ug
ht

 u
nd

er
 o

bl
ig

at
io

n.
 T

he
 c

on
sc

io
us

ne
ss

of
 th

em
 is

 n
ot

 o
f e

m
pi

ric
al

 o
rig

in
, b

ut
 c

an
 o

nl
y 

fo
llo

w
 o

n 
th

at
 o

f
a 

m
or

al
 la

w,
 a

s a
n 

ef
fe

ct
 o

f t
he

 sa
m

e 
on

 th
e 

m
in

d.

(A
.)—

Th
e 

M
or

al
 F

ee
lin

g.
Th

is
 is

 th
e 

su
sc

ep
tib

ili
ty

 fo
r 

pl
ea

su
re

 o
r 

di
sp

le
as

ur
e,

 m
er

el
y

fro
m

 th
e 

co
ns

ci
ou

sn
es

s 
of

 th
e 

ag
re

em
en

t o
r d

isa
gr

ee
m

en
t o

f o
ur

ac
tio

n 
w

ith
 th

e 
la

w
 o

f 
du

ty
. 

N
ow

. 
ev

er
y 

de
te

rm
in

at
io

n 
of

 th
e

el
ec

tiv
e 

w
ill

 p
ro

ce
ed

s 
fro

m
 t

he
 i

de
a 

of
 t

he
 p

os
sib

le
 a

ct
io

n
th

ro
ug

h 
th

e 
fe

el
in

g 
of

 p
le

as
ur

e 
or

 d
isp

le
as

ur
e 

in
 ta

ki
ng

 a
n 

in
te

r-
es

t i
n 

it 
or

 it
s 

ef
fe

ct
 to

 th
e 

de
ed

; a
nd

 h
er

e 
th

e 
se

ns
iti

ve
 st

at
e 

(th
e

af
fe

ct
io

n 
of

 th
e 

in
te

rn
al

 se
ns

e)
 is

 e
ith

er
 a

 p
at

ho
lo

gi
ca

l o
r a

 m
or

al
fe

el
in

g.
 T

he
 fo

rm
er

 is
 th

e 
fe

el
in

g 
th

at
 p

re
ce

de
s 

th
e 

id
ea

 o
f 

th
e

la
w,

 th
e 

la
tte

r t
ha

t w
hi

ch
 m

ay
 fo

llo
w

 it
.

N
ow

 it
 c

an
no

t b
e 

a 
du

ty
 to

 h
av

e 
a 

m
or

al
 fe

el
in

g,
 o

r t
o 

ac
qu

ire
it;

 fo
r a

ll 
co

ns
ci

ou
sn

es
s 

of
 o

bl
ig

at
io

n 
su

pp
os

es
 th

is
 fe

el
in

g 
in

 o
r-

de
r t

ha
t o

ne
 m

ay
 b

ec
om

e 
co

ns
ci

ou
s 

of
 th

e 
ne

ce
ss

ita
tio

n 
th

at
 li

es
in

 th
e 

no
tio

n 
of

 d
ut

y;
 b

ut
 e

ve
ry

 m
an

 (a
s 

a 
m

or
al

 b
ei

ng
) 

ha
s 

it
or

ig
in

al
ly

 in
 h

im
se

lf;
 th

e 
ob

lig
at

io
n 

th
en

 c
an

 o
nl

y 
ex

te
nd

 to
 th

e
cu

lti
va

tio
n 

of
 it

 a
nd

 th
e 

str
en

gt
he

ni
ng

 o
f i

t e
ve

n 
by

 a
dm

ira
tio

n 
of

its
 in

sc
ru

ta
bl

e 
or

ig
in

; a
nd

 th
is

 is
 e

ffe
ct

ed
 b

y 
sh

ow
in

g 
ho

w
 it

 is
ju

st
 b

y 
th

e 
m

er
e 

co
nc

ep
tio

n 
of

 r
ea

so
n 

th
at

 it
 is

 e
xc

ite
d 

m
os

t
str

on
gl

y,
 in

 it
s 

ow
n 

pu
rit

y 
an

d 
ap

ar
t 

fro
m

 e
ve

ry
 p

at
ho

lo
gi

ca
l

sti
m

ul
us

; a
nd

 it
 is

 im
pr

op
er

 to
 c

al
l t

hi
s f

ee
lin

g 
a 

m
or

al
 se

ns
e;

 fo
r

th
e 

w
or

d 
se

ns
e 

ge
ne

ra
lly

 m
ea

ns
 a

 th
eo

re
tic

al
 p

ow
er

 o
f p

er
ce

pt
io

n
di

re
ct

ed
 to

 a
n 

ob
je

ct
; 

w
he

re
as

 th
e 

m
or

al
 fe

el
in

g 
(li

ke
 p

le
as

ur
e

1
2
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0

tim
e 

sa
y 

or
 m

ay
 h

av
e 

sa
id

; b
ut

 it
 is

 m
uc

h 
m

or
e 

di
ffi

cu
lt 

to
 d

et
er

-
m

in
e 

w
he

th
er

 w
ha

t t
he

y 
ha

ve
 e

na
ct

ed
 is

 ri
gh

t i
n 

its
el

f, 
an

d 
to

 la
y

do
w

n 
a 

un
iv

er
sa

l C
rit

er
io

n 
by

 w
hi

ch
 R

ig
ht

 a
nd

 W
ro

ng
 in

 g
en

-
er

al
, a

nd
 w

ha
t i

s j
us

t a
nd

 u
nj

us
t, 

m
ay

 b
e 

re
co

gn
ise

d.
 A

ll 
th

is 
m

ay
re

m
ai

n 
en

tir
el

y 
hi

dd
en

 e
ve

n 
fro

m
 th

e 
pr

ac
tic

al
 J

ur
ist

 u
nt

il 
he

ab
an

do
n 

hi
s 

em
pi

ric
al

 p
rin

ci
pl

es
 fo

r 
a 

tim
e,

 a
nd

 s
ea

rc
h 

in
 th

e
pu

re
 R

ea
so

n 
fo

r t
he

 so
ur

ce
s 

of
 su

ch
 ju

dg
m

en
ts,

 in
 o

rd
er

 to
 la

y 
a

re
al

 fo
un

da
tio

n 
fo

r a
ct

ua
l p

os
iti

ve
 L

eg
isl

at
io

n.
 In

 th
is

 se
ar

ch
 h

is
em

pi
ric

al
 L

aw
s 

m
ay

, 
in

de
ed

, 
fu

rn
ish

 h
im

 w
ith

 e
xc

el
le

nt
 g

ui
d-

an
ce

; b
ut

 a
 m

er
el

y 
em

pi
ric

al
 sy

ste
m

 th
at

 is
 v

oi
d 

of
 ra

tio
na

l p
rin

-
ci

pl
es

 is
, 

lik
e 

th
e 

w
oo

de
n 

he
ad

 in
 th

e 
fa

bl
e 

of
 P

hæ
dr

us
, 

fin
e

en
ou

gh
 in

 a
pp

ea
ra

nc
e,

 b
ut

 u
nf

or
tu

na
te

ly
 it

 w
an

ts 
br

ai
n.

[1
. ]

Th
e 

co
nc

ep
tio

n 
of

 R
IG

H
T,

—
as

 re
fe

rri
ng

 to
 a

 c
or

re
sp

on
d-

in
g 

O
bl

ig
at

io
n 

w
hi

ch
 is

 th
e 

m
or

al
 a

sp
ec

t o
f i

t,—
in

 th
e 

fir
st

 p
la

ce
,

ha
s 

re
ga

rd
 o

nl
y 

to
 th

e 
ex

te
rn

al
 a

nd
 p

ra
ct

ic
al

 re
la

tio
n 

of
 o

ne
 P

er
-

so
n 

to
 a

no
th

er
, i

n 
so

 fa
r 

as
 th

ey
 c

an
 h

av
e 

in
flu

en
ce

 u
po

n 
ea

ch
ot

he
r, 

im
m

ed
ia

te
ly

 o
r m

ed
ia

te
ly

, b
y 

th
ei

r A
ct

io
ns

 a
s 

fa
ct

s. 
[2

. ]
In

th
e 

se
co

nd
 p

la
ce

, t
he

 c
on

ce
pt

io
n 

of
 R

ig
ht

 d
oe

s 
no

t i
nd

ic
at

e 
th

e
re

la
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

ac
tio

n 
of

 a
n 

in
di

vi
du

al
 to

 th
e 

wi
sh

 o
r t

he
 m

er
e 

de
-

sir
e 

of
 a

no
th

er
, a

s 
in

 a
ct

s 
of

 b
en

ev
ol

en
ce

 o
r 

of
 u

nk
in

dn
es

s,
 b

ut
on

ly
 th

e 
re

la
tio

n 
of

 h
is 

fre
e 

ac
tio

n 
to

 th
e 

fre
ed

om
 o

f a
ct

io
n 

of
 th

e
ot

he
r. 

[3
. ]

A
nd

, i
n 

th
e 

th
ird

 p
la

ce
, i

n 
th

is
 re

ci
pr

oc
al

 re
la

tio
n 

of
vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

ac
tio

ns
, t

he
 c

on
ce

pt
io

n 
of

 R
ig

ht
 d

oe
s n

ot
 ta

ke
 in

to
 c

on
-

sid
er

at
io

n 
th

e 
m

at
te

r o
f t

he
 a

ct
 o

f W
ill

 in
 so

 fa
r a

s t
he

 e
nd

 w
hi

ch
an

y 
on

e 
m

ay
 h

av
e 

in
 v

ie
w

 in
 w

ill
in

g 
it,

 is
 c

on
ce

rn
ed

. I
n 

ot
he

r
w

or
ds

, i
t i

s 
no

t a
sk

ed
 in

 a
 q

ue
sti

on
 o

f R
ig

ht
 w

he
th

er
 a

ny
 o

ne
 o

n
bu

yi
ng

 g
oo

ds
 fo

r h
is

 o
w

n 
bu

sin
es

s 
re

al
iz

es
 a

 p
ro

fit
 b

y 
th

e 
tra

ns
-

ac
tio

n 
or

 n
ot

; b
ut

 o
nl

y 
th

e 
fo

rm
 o

f 
th

e 
tra

ns
ac

tio
n 

is
 ta

ke
n 

in
to

ac
co

un
t, 

in
 c

on
sid

er
in

g 
th

e 
re

la
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

m
ut

ua
l a

ct
s 

of
 W

ill
.

A
ct

s o
f W

ill
 o

r v
ol

un
ta

ry
 C

ho
ic

e 
ar

e 
th

us
 re

ga
rd

ed
 o

nl
y 

in
 so

 fa
r

as
 th

ey
 a

re
 fr

ee
, a

nd
 a

s 
to

 w
he

th
er

 th
e 

ac
tio

n 
of

 o
ne

 c
an

 h
ar

m
o-

ni
ze

 w
ith

 th
e 

Fr
ee

do
m

 o
f a

no
th

er
, a

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 a

 u
ni

ve
rs

al
 L

aw
.

RI
G

H
T,

 th
er

ef
or

e,
 c

om
pr

eh
en

ds
 th

e 
w

ho
le

 o
f 

th
e 

co
nd

iti
on

s
un

de
r w

hi
ch

 th
e 

vo
lu

nt
ar

y 
ac

tio
ns

 o
f a

ny
 o

ne
 P

er
so

n 
ca

n 
be

 h
ar

-
m

on
iz

ed
 in

 re
al

ity
 w

ith
 th

e 
vo

lu
nt

ar
y 

ac
tio

ns
 o

f e
ve

ry
 o

th
er

 P
er

-
so

n,
 a

cc
or

di
ng

 to
 a

 u
ni

ve
rs

al
 L

aw
 o

f F
re

ed
om

.

C.
U

ni
ve

rs
al

 P
ri

nc
ip

le
 o

f R
ig

ht
.

‘E
ve

ry
 A

ct
io

n 
is

 r
ig

ht
 w

hi
ch

 in
 it

se
lf,

 o
r 

in
 th

e 
m

ax
im

 o
n

w
hi

ch
 it

 p
ro

ce
ed

s,
 is

 s
uc

h 
th

at
 it

 c
an

 c
o-

ex
ist

 a
lo

ng
 w

ith
 th

e
Fr

ee
do

m
 o

f t
he

 W
ill

 o
f e

ac
h 

an
d 

al
l i

n 
ac

tio
n,

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 a
 u

ni
-

ve
rs

al
 L

aw
.’

If,
 th

en
, m

y 
ac

tio
n 

or
 m

y 
co

nd
iti

on
 g

en
er

al
ly

 c
an

 c
o-

ex
ist

 w
ith

5
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som
ething w

hich no other but him
self can do.

…

V
II.—

Ethical D
uties are of indeterm

inate, Juridical D
uties

of strict, O
bligation.

This proposition is a consequence of the foregoing; for if the
law

 can only com
m

and the m
axim

 of the actions, not the actions
them

selves, this is a sign that it leaves in the observance of it a
latitude (latitudo) for the elective w

ill; that is, it cannot definitely
assign how

 and how
 m

uch w
e should do by the action tow

ards
the end w

hich is also duty. But by an indeterm
inate duty is not

m
eant a perm

ission to m
ake exceptions from

 the m
axim

 of the
actions, but only the perm

ission to lim
it one m

axim
 of duty by

another (ex. gr. the general love of our neighbour by the love of
parents); and this in fact enlarges the field for the practice of
virtue. The m

ore indeterm
inate the duty, and the m

ore im
perfect

accordingly the obligation of the m
an to the action, und the

closer he nevertheless brings this m
axim

 of obedience thereto (in
his ow

n m
ind) to the strict duty (of justice) [des Rechts], so

m
uch the m

ore perfect is his virtuous action.
H

ence it is only im
perfect duties that are duties of virtue. The

fulfilm
ent of them

 is m
erit (m

eritum
) = + a; but their transgres-

sion is not necessarily dem
erit (dem

eritum
) = − a, but only m

oral
unworth = 0, unless the agent m

ade it a principle not to conform
to those duties. The strength of purpose in the form

er case is
alone properly called Virtue [Tugend] (virtus); the w

eakness in
the latter case is not vice (vitium

), but rather only lack of virtue
[U

ntugend], a w
ant of m

oral strength (defectus m
oralis). (A

s the
w

ord ‘Tugend’ is derived from
 ‘taugen’ [to be good for som

e-
thing], ‘U

ntugend’ by its etym
ology signifies good for nothing).

Every action contrary to duty is called transgression (peccatum
).

D
eliberate transgression w

hich has becom
e a principle is w

hat
properly constitutes w

hat is called vice (vitium
).

A
lthough the conform

ity of actions to justice [Recht] (i.e. to
be an upright [rechtlicher] m

an) is nothing m
eritorious, yet the

conform
ity of the m

axim
 of such actions regarded as duties, that

is, Reverence for justice, is m
eritorious. For by this the m

an
m

akes the right of hum
anity or of m

en his own end, and thereby
enlarges his notion of duty beyond that of indebtedness (officium
debiti), since although another m

an by virtue of his rights can de-
m

and that m
y actions shall conform

 to the law, he cannot de-
m

and that the law
 shall also contain the spring of these actions.

The sam
e thing is true of the general ethical com

m
and, “A

ct du-
tifully from

 a sense of duty.” To fix this disposition firm
ly in 1

1
1

6:231

the freedom
 of every other, according to a universal Law, any

one does m
e a w

rong w
ho hinders m

e in the perform
ance of this

action, or in the m
aintenance of this condition. For such a hin-

drance or obstruction cannot co-exist w
ith Freedom

 according to
universal Law

s.
It follow

s also that it cannot be dem
anded as a m

atter of Right,
that this universal Principle of all m

axim
s shall itself be adopted

as m
y m

axim
, that is, that I shall m

ake it the m
axim

 of m
y ac-

tions. For any one m
ay be free, although his Freedom

 is entirely
indifferent to m

e, or even if I w
ished in m

y heart to infringe it, so
long as I do not actually violate that freedom

 by m
y external ac-

tion. Ethics, how
ever, as distinguished from

 Jurisprudence, im
-

poses upon m
e the obligation to m

ake the fulfilm
ent of Right a

m
axim

 of m
y conduct.

The universal Law
 of Right m

ay then be expressed, thus: ‘A
ct

externally in such a m
anner that the free exercise of thy W

ill m
ay

be able to co-exist w
ith the Freedom

 of all others, according to a
universal Law.’ This is undoubtedly a Law

 w
hich im

poses obli-
gation upon m

e; but it does not at all im
ply and still less com

-
m

and that I ought, m
erely on account of this obligation, to lim

it
m

y freedom
 to these very conditions. Reason in this connection

says only that it is restricted thus far by its Idea, and m
ay be like-

w
ise thus lim

ited in fact by others; and it lays this dow
n as a Pos-

tulate w
hich is not capable of further proof. A

s the object in view
is not to teach Virtue, but to explain w

hat Right is, thus far the
Law

 of Right, as thus laid dow
n, m

ay not and should not be rep-
resented as a m

otive-principle of action.

D
.

Right is conjoined with the Title or Authority to com
pel.

The resistance w
hich is opposed to any hindrance of an effect,

is in reality a furtherance of this effect, and is in accordance w
ith

its accom
plishm

ent. N
ow, everything that is w

rong is a hindrance
of freedom

, according to universal Law
s; and Com

pulsion or
Constraint of any kind is a hindrance or resistance m

ade to Free-
dom

. Consequently, if a certain exercise of Freedom
 is itself a

hindrance of the Freedom
 that is according to universal Law

s, it
is w

rong; and the com
pulsion or constraint w

hich is opposed to it
is right, as being a hindering of a hindrance of Freedom

, and as
being in accord w

ith the Freedom
 w

hich exists in accordance
w

ith universal Law
s. H

ence, according to the logical principle of
Contradiction, all Right is accom

panied w
ith an im

plied Title or
w

arrant to bring com
pulsion to bear on any one w

ho m
ay violate

it in fact.
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6

m
er

el
y 

th
e 

co
ns

eq
ue

nc
e 

of
 th

is,
 th

at
 it

 is
 a

 d
oc

tri
ne

 o
f 

En
ds

,
sin

ce
 to

 b
e 

fo
rc

ed
 to

 h
av

e 
en

ds
 o

r t
o 

se
t t

he
m

 b
ef

or
e 

on
e’

s s
el

f i
s

a 
co

nt
ra

di
ct

io
n.

N
ow

 th
at

 E
th

ic
s 

is
 a

 d
oc

tri
ne

 o
f 

vi
rtu

e 
(d

oc
tri

na
 o

ffi
ci

or
um

vi
rtu

tis
) 

fo
llo

w
s 

fro
m

 th
e 

de
fin

iti
on

 o
f 

vi
rtu

e 
gi

ve
n 

ab
ov

e 
co

m
-

pa
re

d 
w

ith
 th

e 
ob

lig
at

io
n,

 th
e 

pe
cu

lia
rit

y 
of

 w
hi

ch
 h

as
 ju

st
 b

ee
n

sh
ow

n.
 T

he
re

 is
 in

 fa
ct

 n
o 

ot
he

r 
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n 

of
 th

e 
el

ec
tiv

e
w

ill
, e

xc
ep

t t
ha

t t
o 

an
 e

nd
, w

hi
ch

 in
 th

e 
ve

ry
 n

ot
io

n 
of

 it
 im

pl
ie

s
th

at
 I 

ca
nn

ot
 e

ve
n 

ph
ys

ic
al

ly
 b

e 
fo

rc
ed

 to
 it

 b
y 

th
e 

el
ec

tiv
e 

wi
ll 

of
ot

he
rs

. A
no

th
er

 m
ay

 in
de

ed
 fo

rc
e 

m
e 

to
 d

o 
so

m
et

hi
ng

 w
hi

ch
 is

no
t m

y 
en

d 
(b

ut
 o

nl
y 

m
ea

ns
 to

 th
e 

en
d 

of
 a

no
th

er
), 

bu
t h

e 
ca

nn
ot

fo
rc

e 
m

e 
to

 m
ak

e 
it 

m
y 

ow
n 

en
d,

 a
nd

 y
et

 I 
ca

n 
ha

ve
 n

o 
en

d 
ex

-
ce

pt
 o

f m
y 

ow
n 

m
ak

in
g.

 T
he

 la
tte

r s
up

po
sit

io
n 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
a 

co
n-

tra
di

ct
io

n—
an

 a
ct

 o
f f

re
ed

om
 w

hi
ch

 y
et

 a
t t

he
 sa

m
e 

tim
e 

w
ou

ld
no

t b
e 

fre
e.

 B
ut

 th
er

e 
is

 n
o 

co
nt

ra
di

ct
io

n 
in

 s
et

tin
g 

be
fo

re
 o

ne
’s

se
lf 

an
 e

nd
 w

hi
ch

 is
 a

lso
 a

 d
ut

y:
 fo

r i
n 

th
is

 c
as

e 
I c

on
str

ai
n 

m
y-

se
lf,

 a
nd

 th
is 

is 
qu

ite
 c

on
sis

te
nt

 w
ith

 fr
ee

do
m

. 
…

 T
he

 le
ss

 a
 m

an
 c

an
 b

e 
ph

ys
ic

al
ly

 f
or

ce
d,

 a
nd

 th
e 

m
or

e 
he

 c
an

 b
e

m
or

al
ly

 fo
rc

ed
 (b

y 
th

e 
m

er
e 

id
ea

 o
f 

du
ty

), 
so

 m
uc

h 
th

e 
fre

er
 h

e 
is.

 T
he

m
an

, f
or

 e
xa

m
pl

e,
 w

ho
 is

 o
f 

su
ffi

ci
en

tly
 fi

rm
 re

so
lu

tio
n 

an
d 

str
on

g 
m

in
d

no
t t

o 
gi

ve
 u

p 
an

 e
nj

oy
m

en
t w

hi
ch

 h
e 

ha
s 

re
so

lv
ed

 o
n,

 h
ow

ev
er

 m
uc

h 
lo

ss
is

 sh
ow

n 
as

 re
su

lti
ng

 th
er

ef
ro

m
, a

nd
 w

ho
 y

et
 d

es
ist

s 
fro

m
 h

is
 p

ur
po

se
 u

n-
he

sit
at

in
gl

y,
 th

ou
gh

 v
er

y 
re

lu
ct

an
tly

, w
he

n 
he

 fi
nd

s t
ha

t i
t w

ou
ld

 c
au

se
 h

im
to

 n
eg

le
ct

 a
n 

of
fic

ia
l d

ut
y 

or
 a

 si
ck

 fa
th

er
; t

hi
s 

m
an

 p
ro

ve
s 

hi
s 

fre
ed

om
 in

th
e 

hi
gh

es
t d

eg
re

e 
by

 th
is 

ve
ry

 th
in

g,
 th

at
 h

e 
ca

nn
ot

 re
sis

t t
he

 v
oi

ce
 o

f d
ut

y.

…

IV
.—

 W
ha

t a
re

 th
e 

En
ds

 w
hi

ch
 a

re
 a

lso
 D

ut
ie

s?
Th

ey
 a

re
—

O
ur

 o
w

n 
Pe

rf
ec

tio
n;

 T
he

 H
ap

pi
ne

ss
 o

f O
th

er
s.

W
e 

ca
nn

ot
 in

ve
rt 

th
es

e,
 a

nd
 m

ak
e 

on
 o

ne
 si

de
 o

ur
 o

w
n 

ha
pp

i-
ne

ss
, a

nd
 o

n 
th

e 
ot

he
r t

he
 p

er
fe

ct
io

n 
of

 o
th

er
s, 

en
ds

 w
hi

ch
 sh

ou
ld

be
 in

 th
em

se
lv

es
 d

ut
ie

s f
or

 th
e 

sa
m

e 
pe

rs
on

.
Fo

r o
ne

’s 
ow

n 
ha

pp
in

es
s i

s, 
no

 d
ou

bt
, a

n 
en

d 
th

at
 a

ll 
m

en
 h

av
e

(b
y 

vi
rtu

e 
of

 th
e 

im
pu

lse
 o

f 
th

ei
r 

na
tu

re
), 

bu
t 

th
is

 e
nd

 c
an

no
t

w
ith

ou
t c

on
tra

di
ct

io
n 

be
 re

ga
rd

ed
 a

s a
 d

ut
y.

 W
ha

t a
 m

an
 o

f h
im

-
se

lf 
in

ev
ita

bl
y 

w
ill

s 
do

es
 n

ot
 c

om
e 

un
de

r t
he

 n
ot

io
n 

of
 d

ut
y,

 fo
r

th
is

 is
 a

 c
on

str
ai

nt
 to

 a
n 

en
d 

re
lu

ct
an

tly
 a

do
pt

ed
. I

t i
s, 

th
er

ef
or

e,
a 

co
nt

ra
di

ct
io

n 
to

 sa
y 

th
at

 a
 m

an
 is

 in
 d

ut
y 

bo
un

d 
to

 a
dv

an
ce

 h
is

ow
n 

ha
pp

in
es

s w
ith

 a
ll 

hi
s p

ow
er

.
It 

is
 li

ke
w

ise
 a

 c
on

tra
di

ct
io

n 
to

 m
ak

e 
th

e 
pe

rfe
ct

io
n 

of
 a

no
th

er
m

y 
en

d,
 a

nd
 to

 re
ga

rd
 m

ys
el

f a
s i

n 
du

ty
 b

ou
nd

 to
 p

ro
m

ot
e 

it.
 F

or
it 

is
 ju

st
 in

 th
is

 th
at

 th
e 

pe
rfe

ct
io

n 
of

 a
no

th
er

 m
an

 a
s 

a 
pe

rs
on

co
ns

ist
s,

 n
am

el
y,

 th
at

 h
e 

is
 a

bl
e 

of
 h

im
se

lf 
to

 s
et

 b
ef

or
e 

hi
m

 h
is

ow
n 

en
d 

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 h
is

 o
w

n 
no

tio
ns

 o
f d

ut
y;

 a
nd

 it
 is

 a
 c

on
tra

-
di

ct
io

n 
to

 re
qu

ire
 (t

o 
m

ak
e 

it 
a 

du
ty

 fo
r 

m
e)

 th
at

 I
 s

ho
ul

d 
do

1

1

1
0
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2
E.

St
ri

ct
 R

ig
ht

 m
ay

 b
e 

al
so

 r
ep

re
se

nt
ed

 a
s 

th
e 

po
ss

ib
ili

ty
 o

f 
a

un
iv

er
sa

l 
re

ci
pr

oc
al

 C
om

pu
lsi

on
 in

 h
ar

m
on

y 
w

ith
 t

he
Fr

ee
do

m
 o

f a
ll 

ac
co

rd
in

g 
to

 u
ni

ve
rs

al
 L

aw
s.

Th
is

 p
ro

po
sit

io
n 

m
ea

ns
 th

at
 R

ig
ht

 is
 n

ot
 to

 b
e 

re
ga

rd
ed

 a
s

co
m

po
se

d 
of

 tw
o 

di
ffe

re
nt

 e
le

m
en

ts—
O

bl
ig

at
io

n 
ac

co
rd

in
g 

to
 a

La
w,

 a
nd

 a
 T

itl
e 

on
 th

e 
pa

rt 
of

 o
ne

 w
ho

 h
as

 b
ou

nd
 a

no
th

er
 b

y 
hi

s
ow

n 
fre

e 
ch

oi
ce

, t
o 

co
m

pe
l h

im
 to

 p
er

fo
rm

. B
ut

 it
 im

po
rts

 th
at

th
e 

co
nc

ep
tio

n 
of

 R
ig

ht
 m

ay
 b

e 
vi

ew
ed

 a
s 

co
ns

ist
in

g 
im

m
ed

i-
at

el
y 

in
 th

e 
po

ss
ib

ili
ty

 o
f 

a 
un

iv
er

sa
l r

ec
ip

ro
ca

l C
om

pu
lsi

on
, i

n
ha

rm
on

y 
w

ith
 th

e 
Fr

ee
do

m
 o

f a
ll.

 A
s 

Ri
gh

t i
n 

ge
ne

ra
l h

as
 fo

r i
ts

ob
je

ct
 o

nl
y 

w
ha

t i
s 

ex
te

rn
al

 in
 a

ct
io

ns
, S

tri
ct

 R
ig

ht
, a

s 
th

at
 w

ith
w

hi
ch

 n
ot

hi
ng

 e
th

ic
al

 is
 in

te
rm

in
gl

ed
, r

eq
ui

re
s 

no
 o

th
er

 m
ot

iv
es

of
 a

ct
io

n 
th

an
 th

os
e 

th
at

 a
re

 m
er

el
y 

ex
te

rn
al

; f
or

 it
 is

 th
en

 p
ur

e
Ri

gh
t, 

an
d 

is
 u

nm
ix

ed
 w

ith
 a

ny
 p

re
sc

rip
tio

ns
 o

f V
irt

ue
. A

 s
tri

ct
Ri

gh
t, 

th
en

, i
n 

th
e 

ex
ac

t s
en

se
 o

f 
th

e 
te

rm
, i

s 
th

at
 w

hi
ch

 a
lo

ne
ca

n 
be

 c
al

le
d 

w
ho

lly
 e

xt
er

na
l. 

N
ow

 s
uc

h 
Ri

gh
t 

is
 fo

un
de

d,
 n

o
do

ub
t, 

up
on

 th
e 

co
ns

ci
ou

sn
es

s 
of

 th
e 

O
bl

ig
at

io
n 

of
 e

ve
ry

 in
di

-
vi

du
al

 a
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 th
e 

La
w

; b
ut

 if
 it

 is
 to

 b
e 

pu
re

 a
s s

uc
h,

 it
 n

ei
-

th
er

 m
ay

 n
or

 s
ho

ul
d 

re
fe

r 
to

 th
is

 c
on

sc
io

us
ne

ss
 a

s 
a 

m
ot

iv
e 

by
w

hi
ch

 to
 d

et
er

m
in

e 
th

e 
fre

e 
ac

t 
of

 th
e 

W
ill

. 
Fo

r 
th

is
 p

ur
po

se
,

ho
w

ev
er

, i
t f

ou
nd

s 
up

on
 th

e 
pr

in
ci

pl
e 

of
 th

e 
po

ss
ib

ili
ty

 o
f a

n 
ex

-
te

rn
al

 C
om

pu
lsi

on
, s

uc
h 

as
 m

ay
 c

o-
ex

ist
 w

ith
 th

e 
fre

ed
om

 o
f e

v-
er

y 
on

e 
ac

co
rd

in
g 

to
 u

ni
ve

rs
al

 L
aw

s. 
A

cc
or

di
ng

ly
, t

he
n,

 w
he

re
 it

is
 s

ai
d 

th
at

 a
 C

re
di

to
r 

ha
s 

a 
rig

ht
 to

 d
em

an
d 

fro
m

 a
 D

eb
to

r 
th

e
pa

ym
en

t o
f h

is
 d

eb
t, 

th
is

 d
oe

s n
ot

 m
ea

n 
m

er
el

y 
th

at
 h

e 
ca

n 
br

in
g

hi
m

 to
 fe

el
 in

 h
is

 m
in

d 
th

at
 R

ea
so

n 
ob

lig
es

 h
im

 to
 d

o 
th

is;
 b

ut
 it

m
ea

ns
 th

at
 h

e 
ca

n 
ap

pl
y 

an
 e

xt
er

na
l 

co
m

pu
lsi

on
 to

 f
or

ce
 a

ny
su

ch
 o

ne
 s

o 
to

 p
ay

, a
nd

 th
at

 th
is

 c
om

pu
lsi

on
 is

 q
ui

te
 c

on
sis

te
nt

w
ith

 th
e 

Fr
ee

do
m

 o
f 

al
l, 

in
cl

ud
in

g 
th

e 
pa

rti
es

 in
 q

ue
sti

on
, 

ac
-

co
rd

in
g 

to
 a

 u
ni

ve
rs

al
 L

aw
. R

ig
ht

 a
nd

 th
e 

Ti
tle

 to
 c

om
pe

l, 
th

us
in

di
ca

te
 th

e 
sa

m
e 

th
in

g.
…
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able to conceive the elective w
ill as free. N

ow
 this m

utually opposed
self-constraint and the inevitability of it m

akes us recognize the incom
pre-

hensible property of freedom
.

The im
pulses of nature then contain hindrances to the fulfil-

m
ent of duty in the m

ind of m
an, and resisting forces, som

e of
them

 pow
erful; and he m

ust judge him
self able to com

bat these
and to conquer them

 by m
eans of reason, not in the future, but in

the present, sim
ultaneously w

ith the thought; he m
ust judge that

he can do w
hat the law

 unconditionally com
m

ands that he ought.
N

ow
 the pow

er and resolved purpose to resist a strong but un-
just opponent is called fortitude (fortitudo), and w

hen concerned
w

ith the opponent of the m
oral character within us, it is virtue

(virtus, fortitudo m
oralis). A

ccordingly, general deontology, in
that part w

hich brings not external, but internal, freedom
 under

law
s, is the doctrine of virtue [ethics].

Jurisprudence had to do only w
ith the form

al condition of ex-
ternal freedom

 (the condition of consistency w
ith itself, if its

m
axim

 becam
e a universal law

), that is, w
ith law. Ethics, on the

contrary, supplies us w
ith a m

atter (an object of the free elective
w

ill), an end of pure reason w
hich is at the sam

e tim
e conceived

as an objectively necessary end, i.e. as duty for all m
en. For, as

the sensible inclinations m
islead us to ends (w

hich are the m
atter

of the elective w
ill) that m

ay contradict duty, the legislating rea-
son cannot otherw

ise guard against their influence than by an op-
posite m

oral end, w
hich therefore m

ust be given à priori inde-
pendently on inclination.

A
n end is an object of the elective w

ill (of a rational being), by
the idea of w

hich this w
ill is determ

ined to an action for the pro-
duction of this object. N

ow
 I m

ay be forced by others to actions
w

hich are directed to an end as m
eans, but I cannot be forced to

have an end; I can only m
ake som

ething an end to m
yself. If,

how
ever, I am

 also bound to m
ake som

ething w
hich lies in the

notions of practical reason an end to m
yself, and therefore, be-

sides the form
al determ

ining principle of the elective w
ill (as

contained in law
), to have also a m

aterial principle, an end w
hich

can be opposed to the end derived from
 sensible im

pulses; then
this gives the notion of an end which is in itself a duty. The doc-
trine of this cannot belong to jurisprudence, but to Ethics, since
this alone includes in its conception self-constraint according to
m

oral law
s.

For this reason Ethics m
ay also be defined as the system

 of the
Ends of the pure practical reason. The tw

o parts of m
oral philos-

ophy are distinguished as treating respectively of Ends and of
D

uties of Constraint. That Ethics contains duties to the obser-
vance of w

hich one cannot be (physically) forced by others is

9
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M
ETA

PH
Y

SICA
L E

LEM
EN

TS O
F E

TH
ICS

…
IN

TRO
D

U
CTIO

N TO E
TH

ICS.
Ethics

 in
 ancient tim

es
 signified

 m
oral

 philosophy
(philosophia

 m
oralis [sittenlehre] generally, w

hich
 w

as also
called the doctrine of duties [deontology]. Subsequently it w

as
found advisable to confine this nam

e to a part of m
oral philoso-

phy, nam
ely, to the doctrine of duties w

hich are not subject to ex-
ternal law

s (for w
hich in G

erm
an the nam

e Tugendlehre w
as

found suitable). Thus the system
 of general deontology is di-

vided into that of Jurisprudence (Jurisprudentia), w
hich is capa-

ble of external law
s, and of Ethics, w

hich is not thus capable, and
w

e m
ay let this division stand.

I.—
Exposition of the Conception of Ethics.

The notion of duty is in itself already the notion of a constraint
of the free elective w

ill by the law
; w

hether this constraint be an
external one or be self-constraint. The m

oral im
perative, by its

categorical (the unconditional “ought”) announces this con-
straint, w

hich therefore does not apply to all rational beings (for
there m

ay also be holy beings), but applies to m
en as rational

physical beings w
ho are unholy enough to be seduced by plea-

sure to the transgression of the m
oral law, although they them

-
selves recognize its authority; and w

hen they do obey it, to obey
it unwillingly (w

ith resistance of their inclination); and it is in
this that the constraint properly consists. N

ow, as m
an is a free

(m
oral) being, the notion of duty can contain only self-constraint

(by the idea of the law
 itself), w

hen w
e look to the internal deter-

m
ination of the w

ill (the spring), for thus only is it possible to
com

bine that constraint (even if it w
ere external) w

ith the free-
dom

 of the elective w
ill. The notion of duty then m

ust be an ethi-
cal one.

 M
an, how

ever, as at the sam
e tim

e a m
oral being, w

hen he considers
him

self objectively, w
hich he is qualified to do by his pure practical reason

(i.e. according to hum
anity

in his ow
n person), finds him

self holy enough
to transgress the law

 only unwillingly; for there is no m
an so depraved w

ho
in this transgression w

ould not feel a resistance and an abhorrence of him
-

self, so that he m
ust put a force on him

self. It is im
possible to explain the

phenom
enon that at this parting of the w

ays (w
here the beautiful fable

places H
ercules betw

een virtue and sensuality) m
an show

s m
ore propensity

to obey inclination than the law. For, w
e can only explain w

hat happens by
tracing it to a cause according to physical law

s; but then w
e should not be

1
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