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and honored it, that he has no cause to shame himself in his own eyes and
to dread the inward view of self-examination? This consolation is not
happiness, not even the smallest part of it. For, no one would wish the
occasion for it on himself, or perhaps even a life in such circumstances.
But he lives and cannot bear to be unworthy of life in his own eyes. This
inner tranquility is therefore merely negative with respect to everything
that can make life pleasant; it is, namely, only warding off the danger of
sinking in personal worth, after he has given up completely the worth of
his condition. It is the effect of a respect for something quite different
from life, something in comparison and contrast with which life with all its
agreeableness has no worth at all. He still lives only from duty, not be-
cause he has the least taste for living.

This is how the genuine moral incentive of pure practical reason is
constituted; it is nothing other than the pure moral law itself insofar as it
lets us discover the sublimity of our own supersensible existence and
subjectively effects respect for their higher vocation in human beings, who
are at the same time conscious of their sensible existence and of the
dependence, connected with it, on their pathologically affected nature.
Now, so many charms and attractions of life may well be connected with
this incentive that even for their sake alone the most prudent choice of a
reasonable Epicurean, reflecting on the greatest well-being of life, would
declare itself for moral conduct; and it can even be advisable to connect
this prospect of a cheerful enjoyment of life with that motive which is
supreme and already sufficiently determining of itself; but this connection
should be made only to counterbalance the allurements that vice does not
fail to display on the opposite side, and not so as to place in this the proper
moving force, not even the smallest part of it, when it is a question of duty.
For that would be tantamount to wanting to taint the pure moral disposi-
tion in its source. The majesty of duty has nothing to do with the enjoy-
ment of life; it has its own law and also its own court, and even though one
might want to shake both of them together thoroughly, so as to give them
blended, like medicine, to the sick soul, they soon separate of themselves;
if they do not, the former will effect nothing at all, and though physical life
might gain some force, the moral life would fade away irrecoverably.

' CRITICAL ELUCIDATION OF THE ANALYTIC OF
PURE PRACTICAL REASON

By the critical elucidation of a science, or of a portion of it that constitutes a
system by itself, I understand the investigation and justification of why it
must have precisely this and no other systematic form when it is compared
with another system having a similar cognitive faculty as its basis. Now,
practical reason has as its basis the same cognitive faculty as does specula-
tive reason so far as both are pure reason. Therefore the difference in the
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systematic form of the one from that of the other must be determined by a
comparison of the two, and the ground of this difference must be assigned.

The Analytic of pure theoretical reason had to do with cognition of
such objects as could be given to the understanding; it thus had to begin
from intuirion and consequently (since this is always sensible) from sensi-
bility, and only then progress to concepts (of the objects of this intuition),
and could end with principles only after preparation by way of both these.
Practical reason, on the contrary, since it does not have to do with objects
for the sake of cognizing them but with its own ability to make them real
(conformably with cognition of them), that is, with a w:// that is a causality
inasmuch as reason contains its determining ground; since, accordingly, it
does not have to provide an object of intuition but, as practical reason, only
a law for such an object (because the concept of causality always contains
reference to a law that determines the existence of a manifold in relation
to one another); it follows that a critique of the Analytic of reason, insofar
as it is to be a practical reason (and this is the real problem), must begin
from the possibility of practical principles a priori. Only from these could it
proceed to concepts of objects of a practical reason, namely, to the concepts
of the simply good and evil, in order first to give them in keeping with
those principles (for, prior to those principles these cannot possibly be
given as good and evil by any cognitive faculty), and only then could the
last chapter conclude this part, namely the chapter about the relation of
pure practical reason to sensibility and about its necessary influence upon
sensibility to be cognized a priori, that is, about moral feeling. Thus the
Analytic of practical pure reason divides the whole sphere of all the
conditions of its use quite analogously with that of theoretical reason, but
in reverse order. The Analytic of theoretical pure reason was divided into
transcendental Aesthetic and transcendental Logic; that of practical rea-
son, reversely, into Logic and Aesthetic of pure practical reason (if I may
be allowed, merely by an analogy, to use these terms, which are not
altogether suitable); the Logic in turn was there divided into Analytic of
concepts and Analytic of principles, here into that of principles and con-
cepts. The Aesthetic there had two parts, because of the twofold kind of
sensible intuition; here sensibility is not regarded as a capacity for intu-
ition at all but only as feeling (which can be a subjective ground of desire),
and with respect to it pure practical reason admits no further division.

As to why this division into two parts with their subdivision was not
actually undertaken here (as one might initially have been induced to
attempt by the example of the first Critique), this is easily seen. For, since it
is pure reason that is here considered in its practical use, and consequently
as proceeding from a priori principles and not from empirical determining
grounds, the division of the Analytic of pure practical reason must turn
out like that of a syllogism, namely, proceeding from the universal in the
major premise (the moral principle), through undertaking in a minor premise
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a subsumption of possible actions (as good or evil) under the former, to
the conclusion, namely, the subjective determination of the will (an interest
in the practically possible good and in the maxim based on it). For some-
one who has been able to convince himself of the propositions presented
in the Analytic such comparisons will be gratifying; for they rightly occa-
sion the expectation of perhaps being able some day to attain insight into
the unity of the whole pure rational faculty (theoretical as well as practical)
and to derive everything from one principle — the undeniable need of
human reason, which finds complete satisfaction only in a complete sys-
tematic unity of its cognitions.

But if we now consider also the content of the cognition that we can
have of a pure practical reason and by means of it, as the Analytic of pure
practical reason presents this content, there is found, along with a remark-
able analogy between it and the theoretical, no less remarkable differ-
ences. With respect to the theoretical, the faculty of a pure rational cognition
a priori could be quite easily and evidently proved through examples from
the sciences (in which, since they put their principles to the test in so
many ways by methodic use, one need not fear so much as in common
cognition a secret mixture of empirical grounds of cognition). But that
pure reason, without the admixture of any empirical determining ground,
is practical of itself alone: this one had to be able to show from the most
common practical use of reason, by confirming the supreme practical princi-
ple as one that every natural human reason cognizes — a law completely a
priori and independent of any sensible data — as the supreme law of its
will. It was necessary first to establish and justify the purity of its origin
even in the judgment of this common reason before science would take it in
hand in order to make use of it, so to speak, as a fact that precedes all
subtle reasoning about its possibility and all the consequences that may be
drawn from it. But this circumstance can also be very well explained from
what has just been said,; it is because practical pure reason must necessar-
ily begin from principles, which must therefore, as the first data, be put at
the basis of all science and cannot first arise from it. But for this reason
the justification of moral principles as principles of a pure reason could
also be carried out very well and with sufficient certainty by a mere appeal
to the judgment of common human understanding, because anything
empirical that might slip into our maxims as a determining ground of the
will makes itself known at once by the feeling of gratification or pain that
necessarily attaches to it insofar as it arouses desire, whereas pure practi-
cal reason directly opposes taking this feeling into its principle as a condi-
tion. The dissimilarity of determining grounds (empirical and rational) is
made known by this resistance of a practically lawgiving reason to every
meddling inclination, by a special kind of feeling, which, however, does not
precede the lawgiving of practical reason but is instead produced only by it
and indeed as a constraint, namely, through the feeling of a respect such
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as no human being has for inclinations of whatever kind but does have for
the law; and it is made known so saliently and so prominently that no one,
not even the most common human understanding, can fail to see at once,
in an example presented to him, that he can indeed be advised by empiri-
cal grounds of volition to follow their charms but that he can never be
expected to obey anything but the pure practical law of reason alone.

The distinction of the doctrine of happiness from the doctrine of morals, in
the first of which empirical principles constitute the whole foundation
whereas in the second they do not make even the smallest addition to it, is
the first and most important business incumbent upon the Analytic of
pure practical reason, in which it must proceed as precisely and, so to
speak, as scrupulously as any geometer in his work. A philosopher, how-
ever, has greater difficulties to contend with here (as always in rational
cognition through mere concepts without construction of them), because
he cannot put any intuition (a pure noumenon) at its basis. He has,
however, the advantage that, almost like a chemist, he can at any time set
up an experiment with every human practical reason in order to distin-
guish the moral (pure) determining ground from the empirical, namely, by
adding the moral law (as a determining ground) to the empirically affected
will (e.g., that of someone who would gladly lie because he can gain
something by it). When an analyst adds alkali to a solution of calcareous
earth in hydrochloric acid, the acid at once releases™ the lime and unites
with the alkali, and the lime is precipitated. In just the same way, if a man
who is otherwise honest (or who just this once puts himself only in
thought in the place of an honest man) is confronted with the moral law in
which he cognizes the worthlessness of a liar, his practical reason (in its
judgment of what he ought to do) at once abandons” the advantage, unites
with what maintains in him respect for his own person (truthfulness), and
the advantage, after it has been separated and washed from every particle
of reason (which is altogether on the side of duty), is weighed by everyone, -
so that it can enter into combination with reason in other cases, only not
where it could be opposed to the moral law, which reason never abandons
but unites with most intimately.

But this distinction of the principle of happiness from that of morality is
not, for this reason, at once an gpposition between them, and pure practical
reason does not require’ that one should renounce claims to happiness but
only that as soon as duty is in question one should take no account of them.
It can even in certain respects be a duty to attend to one’s happiness,
partly because happiness (to which belong skill, health, wealth) contains
means for the fulfillment of one’s duty and partly because lack of it (e.g.,
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poverty) contains temptations to transgress one’s duty. However, it can
never be a direct duty to promote one’s happiness, still less can it be a
principle of all duty. Now, because all determining grounds of the will
except the one and only pure practical law of reason (the moral law) are
without exception empirical and so, as such, belong to the principle of
happiness, they must without exception be separated from the supreme
moral principle and never be incorporated with it as a condition, since this
would destroy all moral worth just as any empirical admixture to geometri-
cal principles would destroy all mathematical evidence, which (in Plato’s
judgment) is the most excellent thing in mathematics, surpassing even its
utility.

But instead of the deduction of the supreme principle of pure practical
reason — that is, the explanation of the possibility of such a cognition a
priori — nothing more could be adduced than that, if one had insight into
the possibility of freedom of an efficient cause, one would also have insight
into not merely the possibility but even the necessity of the moral law as the
supreme practical law of rational beings, to whom one attributes freedom of
the causality of their will; for, the two concepts are so inseparably connected
~ that one could even define practical freedom through independence of the
will from anything other than the moral law alone. But no insight can be had
into the possibility of the freedom of an efficient cause, especially in the
sensible world: we are fortunate if only we can be sufficiently assured that
there is no proof of its impossibility, and are now forced to assume itand are
thereby justified in doing so by the moral law, which postulates it. For, there
are many who believe that they can nevertheless explain this freedom in
accordance with empirical principles, like any other natural ability, and
regard it as a psychological property, the explanation of which simply requires
a more exact investigation of the nature of the soul and of the incentives of the
will, and not as a transcendental predicate of the causality of a being that
belongs to the sensible world (although this is all that is really at issue here);
and they thus deprive us of the grand disclosure brought to us through
practical reason by means of the moral law, the disclosure, namely of an
intelligible world through realization of the otherwise transcendent concept
of freedom, and with this deprive us of the moral law itself, which admits
absolutely no empirical determining ground. It will therefore be necessary
to add something here as a protection against this delusion, and to show
empiricism in all its bare superficiality. ‘

The concept of causality as natural necessity, as distinguished from the
concept of causality as freedom, concerns only the existence of things
insofar as it is determinable in time and hence as appearances, as opposed to
their causality as things in themselves. Now, if one takes the determina-
tions of the existence of things in time for determinations of things in
themselves (which is the most usual way of representing them), then the
necessity in the causal relation can in no way be united with freedom;
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instead they are opposed to each other as contradictory. For, from the first
it follows that every event, and consequently every action that takes place
at a point of time, is necessary under the condition of what was in the
preceding time. Now, since time past is no longer within my control, every
action that I perform must be necessary by determining grounds that are
not within my control, that is, | am never free at the point of time in which [
act. Indeed, even if I assume that my whole existence is independent from
any alien cause (such as God), so that the determining grounds of my
causality and even of my whole existence are not outside me, this would
not in the least transform that natural necessity into freedom. For, at every
point of time I still stand under the necessity of being determined to
action by that which is not within my control, and the series of events infinite
a parte priori which I can only continue in accordance with a predeter-
mined order would never begin of itself: it would be a continuous natural
chain, and therefore my causality would never be freedom.

If, then, one wants to attribute freedom to a being whose existence is
determined in time, one cannot, so far at least, except this being from the
law of natural necessity as to all events in its existence and consequently as
to its actions as well; for, that would be tantamount to handing it over to
blind chance. But since this law unavoidably concerns all causality of
things so far as their existence in time is determinable, if this were the way in
which one had to represent also the existence of these things in themselves
then freedom would have to be rejected as a null and impossible concept.
Consequently, if one still wants to save it, no other path remains than to
ascribe the existence of a thing so far as it is determinable in time, and so
too its causality in accordance with the law of natural necessity, only to
appearance, and to ascribe freedom to the same being as a thing in itself. This is
certainly unavoidable if one wants to maintain both these mutually repel-
lent concepts together; but in application, when one wants to explain them
as united in one and the same action, and so to explain this union itself,
great difficulties come forward, which seem to make such a unification
unfeasible.”

If T say of a human being who commits a theft that this deed is, in
accordance with the natural law of causality, a necessary result of determin-
ing grounds in preceding time, then it was impossible that it could have
been left undone; how, then, can appraisal in accordance with the moral law
make any change in it and suppose that it could have been omitted because
the law says that it ought to have been omitted? That is, how can that man be
called quite free at the same point of time and in regard to the same action
in which and in regard to which he is nevertheless subject to an unavoidable
natural necessity? It is a wretched subterfuge to seek to evade this by saying
that the kind of determining grounds of his causality in accordance with
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natural law agrees with a comparative concept of freedom (according to
which thatis sometimes called a free effect, the determining natural ground
of which lies within the acting being, e.g., that which a projectile accom-
plishes when it is in free motion, in which case one uses the word “free-
dom” because while it is in flight it is not impelled from without; or as we
also call the motion of a clock a free motion because it moves the hands
itself, which therefore do not need to be pushed externally; in the same way
the actions of the human being, although they are necessary by their deter-
mining grounds which preceded them in time, are yet called free because
the actions are caused from within, by representations produced by our own
powers, whereby desires are evoked on occasion of circumstances and
hence actions are produced at our own discretion). Some still let them-
selves be put off by this subterfuge and so think they have solved, with a
little quibbling about words, that difficult problem on the solution of which
millennia have worked in vain and which can therefore hardly be found so
completely on the surface. That s to say, in the question about that freedom
which mustbe put at the basis of all moral laws and the imputation appropri-
ate to them, it does not matter whether the causality determined in accor-
dance with a natural law is necessary through determining grounds lying
within the subject or outside him, or in the first case whether these determin-
ing grounds are instinctive or thought by reason, if, as is admitted by these
men themselves, these determining representations have the ground of
their existence in time and indeed in the antecedent state, and this in turnin a
preceding state, and so forth, these determinations may be internal and they
may have psychological instead of mechanical causality, that is, produce
actions by means of representations and not by bodily movements; they are
always determining grounds of the causality of a being insofar as its existence
is determinable in time and therefore under the necessitating conditions of
past time, which are thus, when the subject is to act, no longer within his
control and which may therefore bring with them psychological freedom (if
one wants to use this term for a merely internal chain of representations in
the soul) but nevertheless natural necessity; and they therefore leave no
transcendental freedom, which must be thought as independence from every-
thing empirical and so from nature generally, whether it is regarded as an
object of inner sense in time only or also of outer sense in both space and
time; without this freedom (in the latter and proper sense), which alone is
practical a priori, no moral law is possible and no imputation in accor-
dance with it. Just for this reason, all necessity of events in time in
accordance with the natural law of causality can be called the mechanism of
nature, although it is not meant by this that the things which are subject to
it must be really material machines. Here one looks only to the necessity of
the connection of events in a time series as it develops in accordance with
natural law, whether the subject in which this development takes place is
called automaton materiale, when the machinery is driven by matter, or
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with Leibniz spirituale, when it is driven by representations; and if the
freedom of our will were none other than the latter (say, psychological and
comparative but not also transcendental, i.e., absolute), then it would at
bottom be nothing better than the freedom of a turnspit, which, when
once it is wound up, also accomplishes its movements of itself.

Now, in order, in the case at hand, to remove the apparent contradic-
tion between the mechanism of nature and freedom in one and the same
action, one must recall what was said in the Critigue of Pure Reason or
follows from it: that the natural necessity which cannot coexist with the
freedom of the subject attaches merely to the determinations of a thing
which stands under conditions of time and so only to the determinations
of the acting subject as appearance, and that, accordingly, the determining
grounds of every action of the subject so far lie in what belongs to past
time and is no longer within his control (in which must be counted his past
deeds and the character as a phenomenon thereby determinable for him
in his own eyes). But the very same subject, being on the other side
conscious of himself as a thing in itself, also views his existence insofar as it
does not stand under conditions of time and himself as determinable only
through laws that he gives himself by reason; and in this existence of his
nothing is, for him, antecedent to the determination of his will, but every
action — and in general every determination of his existence changing
conformably with inner sense, even the whole sequence of his existence as
a sensible being — is to be regarded in the consciousness of his intelligible
existence as nothing but the consequence and never as the determining
ground of his causality as a noumenon. So considered, a rational being can
now rightly say of every unlawful action he performed that he could have
omitted it even though as appearance it is sufficiently determined in the
past and, so far, is inevitably necessary; for this action, with all the past
which determines it, belongs to a single phenomenon of his character,
which he gives to himself and in accordance with which he imputes to
himself, as a cause independent of all sensibility, the causality of those
appearances.

The judicial sentences of that wonderful capacity in us which we call
conscience are in perfect agreement with this. A human being may use
what art he will to paint some unlawful conduct he remembers as an
unintentional fault,Y —as a mere oversight which one can never avoid
altogether, and so as something in which he was carried away by the
stream of natural necessity — and to declare himself innocent of it; he
nevertheless finds that the advocate who speaks in his favor can by no
means reduce to silence the prosecutor within him, if only he is aware that
at the time he did this wrong he was in his senses, that is, had the use of
his freedom; and while he explains his misconduct by certain bad habits,
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which by gradual neglect of attention he has allowed to grow in him to
such a degree that he can regard his misconduct as their natural conse-
quence, yet this cannot protect him from the reproach and censure he
casts upon himself. This is also the ground of repentance for a deed long
past at every recollection of it, a painful feeling aroused by the moral
disposition, which is empty in a practical way to the extent that it cannot
serve to undo what has been done and would even be absurd (and Priest-
ley,* a genuine fatalist proceeding consistently, declares it absurd; and for
this candor he deserves more applause than those who, while maintaining
the mechanism of the will in deeds’ but its freedom in words, yet want it to
be thought that they include it in their syncretistic system, though without
making the possibility of such imputation comprehensible); but repen-
fance, as pain, is still quite legitimate because reason, when it is a question
of the law of our intelligible existence (the moral law), recognizes no
distinction of time and asks only whether the event belongs to me as a
deed and, if it does, then always connects the same feeling with it morally,
whether it was done just now or long ago. For, the sensible life has, with
respect to the intelligible consciousness of its existence (consciousness of
freedom), the absolute unity of a phenomenon, which, so far as it contains
merely appearances of the disposition that the moral law is concerned
with (appearances of the character), must be appraised not in accordance
with the natural necessity that belongs to it as appearance but in accor-
dance with the absolute spontaneity of freedom. One can therefore grant
that if it were possible for us to have such deep insight into a human
being’s cast of mind, as shown by inner as well as outer actions, that we
would know every incentive to action, even the smallest, as well as all the
external occasions affecting them, we could calculate a human being’s
conduct for the future with as much certainty as a lunar or solar eclipse
and could nevertheless maintain that the human being’s conduct is free.
If, that is to say, we were capable of another view, namely an intellectual
intuition of the same subject (which is certainly not given to us and in
place of which we have only the rational concept), then we would become
aware that this whole chain of appearances, with respect to all that the
moral law is concerned with, depends upon the spontaneity of the subject
as a thing in itself, for the determination of which no physical explanation
can be given. In default of this intuition, the moral law assures us of this
difference between the relation of our actions as appearances to the sensi-
ble being of our subject and relation by which this sensible being is itself
referred to the intelligible substratum in us. From this perspective, which
is natural to our reason though inexplicable, appraisals can be justified
which, though made in all conscientiousness, yet seem at first glance quite
contrary to all equity. There are cases in which human beings, even with
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the same education that was profitable to others, yet show from childhood
such early wickedness® and progress in it so continuously into their adult-
hood that they are taken to be born villains and quite incapable of improve-
ment as far as their cast of mind is concerned; and nevertheless they are
s0 judged for what they do or leave undone that they are censured as
guilty of their crimes; indeed, they themselves (the children) find these
censures as well founded as if, despite the hopeless natural constitution of
mind’ ascribed to the, they remained as accountable as any other human
being. This could not happen if we did not suppose that whatever arises
from one’s choice (as every action intentionally performed undoubtedly
does) has as its basis a free causality, which from early youth expresses its
character in its appearances (actions); these actions, on account of the
uniformity of conduct, make knowable a natural connection that does not,
however, make the vicious* constitution of the will necessary but is instead
the consequence of the evil and unchangeable principles freely® adopted,
which make it only more culpable and deserving of punishment.

But a difficulty still awaits freedom insofar as it is to be united with the
mechanism of nature in a being that belongs to the sensible world, a
difficulty which, even after all the foregoing has been agreed to, still
threatens freedom with complete destruction. In this danger there is at the
same time, however, a circumstance that offers hope of an outcome still
favorable to maintaining freedom, namely that the same difficulty presses
much more strongly (in fact, as we shall presently see, presses only) upon
the system in which existence determinable in time and space is held to be
the existence of things in themselves; hence it does not force us to give up
our main supposition of the ideality of time as a mere form of sensible
intuition and so as merely a way of representing things that is proper to
the subject as belonging to the sensible world; and thus the difficulty only
requires us to unite this supposition with the idea of freedom.

That is to say: if it is granted us that the intelligible subject can still be .
free with respect to a given action, although as a subject also belonging to
the sensible world, he is mechanically conditioned with respect to the
same action, it nevertheless seems that, as soon as one admits that God as
universal original being is the cause also of the existence of substance (a proposi-
tion that can never be given up without also giving up the concept of God
as the being of all beings and with it his all-sufficiency, on which every-
thing in theology depends), one must admit that a human being’s actions
have their determining ground in something altogether beyond his control,
namely in the causality of a supreme being which is distinct from him and
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upon which his own existence and the entire determination of his causality
absolutely depend. In fact, if a human being’s actions insofar as they
belong to his determinations in time were not merely determinations of
him as appearance but as a thing in itself, freedom could not be saved. A
human being would be a marionette or an automaton, like Vaucanson’s,
built and wound up by the supreme artist; self-consciousness would in-
deed make him a thinking automaton, but the consciousness of his own
spontaneity, if taken for freedom, would be mere delusion inasmuch as it
deserves to be called freedom only comparatively, because the proximate
determining causes of its motion and a long series of their determining
causes are indeed internal but the last and highest is found entirely in an
alien hand. Therefore I do not see how those who insist on regarding time
and space as determinations belonging to the existence of things in them-
selves would avoid fatalism of actions; or if (like the otherwise acute
Mendelssohn)!2 they flatly allow both to be conditions necessarily belong-
ing only to the existence of finite and derived beings but not to that of the
infinite original being, I do not see how they would justify themselves in
making such a distinction, whence they get a warrant to do so, or even
how they would avoid the contradiction they encounter when they regard
existence in time as a determination attaching necessarily to finite things
in themselves, while God is the cause of this existence but cannot be the
cause of time (or space) itself (because this must be presupposed as a
necessary a priori condition of the existence of things); and consequently
his causality with respect to the existence of these things must be condi-
tioned and even temporally conditioned; and this would unavoidably have
to bring in all that is contradictory to the concept of his infinity and
independence. On the other hand, it is quite easy for us to distinguish
between the determination of the divine existence as independent of all
temporal conditions and that of a being of the sensible world, the distinc-
tion being that between the existence of a being in itself and that of a thing in
appearance. Hence, if this ideality of time and space is not adopted, noth-
ing remains but Spinozism, in which space and time are essential determi-
nations of the original being itself, while the things dependent upon it
(ourselves, therefore, included) are not substances but merely accidents
inhering in it; for, if these things exist merely as its effects iz #ime, which
would be the condition of their existence itself, then the actions of these
beings would have to be merely its actions that it performs in any place
and at any time. Thus Spinozism, despite the absurdity of its fundamental
idea, argues more consistently than the creation theory can when beings
assumed to be substances and ¢n themselves existing in time are regarded as
effects of a supreme cause and yet as not belonging to him and his action
but as substances in themselves.

The difficulty mentioned above is resolved briefly and clearly as follows.
If existence in time is only a sensible way of representing things which
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belongs to thinking beings in the world and consequently does not apply to
them as things in themselves, then the creation of these beings is a creation
of things in themselves, since the concept of a creation does not belong to
the sensible way of representing existence or causality but can only be
referred to noumena. Consequently, if I say of beings in the sensible world
that they are created, I so far regard them as noumena. Just as it would thus
be a contradiction to say that God is a creator of appearances, so it is also a
contradiction to say that as creator he is the cause of actions in the sensible
world and thus of actions as appearances, even though he is the cause of the
existence of the acting beings (as noumena). If it is now possible to affirm
freedom without compromising the natural mechanism of actions as appear-
ances (by taking existence in time to be something that holds only of
appearances, not of things in themselves), then it cannot make the slightest
difference that the acting beings are creatures, since creation has to do with
their intelligible but not their sensible existence and therefore cannot be
regarded as the determining ground of appearances; but it would turn out
quite differently if the beings in the world as things in themselves existed in
time, since the creator of substance would also be the author of the entire
mechanism in this substance.

Of such great importance is the separation of time (as well as space)
from the existence of things in themselves that was accomplished in the
Critigue of pure speculative reason.

It will be said that the solution to the difficulty given here involves even
greater difficulty and is hardly susceptible of a lucid presentation. But is
any other solution that has been attempted, or that may be attempted,
easier and more apprehensible? One might rather say that the dogmatic
teachers of metaphysics have shown more shrewdness than sincerity in
keeping this difficult point out of sight as much as possible, in the hope
that if they said nothing about it no one would be likely to think of it. If a
science is to be advanced, all difficulties must be exposed and we must even
search for those, however well hidden, that lie in its way; for, every diffi-
culty calls forth a remedy that cannot be found without science gaining
either in extent or in determinateness, so that even obstacles become
means for promoting the thoroughness of science. On the contrary, if the
difficulties are purposely concealed or removed merely through pallia-
tives, then sooner or later they break out in incurable troubles that bring
science to ruin in a complete skepticism.

Since it is really the concept of freedom that, among all the ideas of pure
speculative reason, alone provides such a great extension in the field of
the supersensible, though only with respect to practical cognition, 1 ask
myself why it exclusively has such great fruitfulness whereas the others indeed
indicate the vacant place for possible beings of the pure understanding
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but cannot determine the concept of them by anything. I soon see that,
since I can think nothing without a category, a category must first be
sought in reason’s idea of freedom with which I am now concerned, which
is here the category of causality; and I see that, even though no correspond-
ing intuition can be put under the rational concept of freedom, which is a
transcendent concept, nevertheless a sensible intuition must first be given
for the concept of the understanding (of causality) — for the synthesis of
which the rational concept of freedom requires the unconditioned — by which
it is first assured objective reality. Now, all the categories are divided into
two classes: the mathematical, which are directed merely to the unity of
synthesis in the representation of objects, and the dynamical, which are
directed to the unity of synthesis in the representation of the existence of
objects. The former (those of quantity and quality) always contain a syn-
thesis of the homogeneous, in which the unconditioned can never be found
for the conditioned in space and time given in sensible intuition since it
itself belongs in turn to space and time and must thus in turn always be
conditioned; hence in the Dialectic of pure theoretical reason the two
opposed ways of finding the unconditioned and the totality of the condi-
tions for it were both false. The categories of the second class (those of
the causality and of the necessity of a thing) did not at all require this
homogeneity (of the conditioned and the condition in the synthesis) since
what was to be represented here was not how the intuition is formed from
a manifold within it but only how the existence of the conditioned object
corresponding to it was to be added to the existence of the condition
(added in the understanding, as connected with it), and there it was
permitted to place in the intelligible world the unconditioned for the
altogether conditioned in the sensible world (with regard to the causality
as well as to the contingent existence of things themselves), although this
unconditioned otherwise remained indeterminate, and permitted to make
the synthesis transcendent; hence it was also found in the Dialectic of
pure speculative reason that the two seemingly opposed ways of finding
the unconditioned for the conditioned — in the synthesis of causality, for
example, to think for the conditioned in the series of causes and effects of
the sensible world a causality that is not further sensibly conditioned — did
not in fact contradict each other, and that the same action which, as
belonging to the sensible world, is always sensibly conditioned — that is,
mechanically necessary — can at the same time, as belonging to the causal-
ity of an acting being so far as it belongs to the intelligible world, have as
its basis a sensibly unconditioned causality and so be thought as free.
Then, the only point at issue was whether this can be changed into s, that
is, whether one could show in an actual case, as it were by a fact, that
certain actions presuppose such a causality (intellectual, sensibly uncondi-
tioned causality), whether such actions are actual or only commanded,
that is, objectively practically necessary. We could not hope to meet with
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this connection in actions actually given in experience as events of the
sensible world, since causality through freedom must always be sought
outside the sensible world in the intelligible world. But other things,
things outside the sensible world, are not given to perception and observa-
tion. Hence nothing remained but that there might be found an incontest-
able and indeed an objective principle of causality that excludes all sensi-
ble conditions from its determination, that is, a principle in which reason
does not call upon something else as the determining ground with respect
to its causality but already itself contains this determining ground by that -
principle, and in which it is therefore as pure reason itself practical. Now,
this principle does not need to be searched for or devised,; it has long been
present in the reason of all human beings and incorporated in their being,
and is the principle of morality. Therefore, that unconditioned causality
and the capacity for it, freedom, and with it a being (I myself) that belongs
to the sensible world but at the same time to the intelligible world, is not
merely thought indeterminately and problematically (speculative reason
could already find this feasible) but is even determined with respect to the law
of its causality and cognized assertorically; and thus the reality of the
intelligible world is given to us, and indeed as determined from a practical
perspective, and this determination, which for theoretical purposes would
be transcendent (extravagant), is for practical purposes immanent. We could
not, however, take a similar step with respect to the second dynamical
idea, namely that of a necessary being. We could not rise to it from the
sensible world without the mediation of the first dynamical idea. For, if we
wanted to attempt it we would have had to venture the leap of leaving all
that is given to us and bounding into that of which nothing is given to us
by which we could mediate the connection of such an intelligible being
with the sensible world (because the necessary being is to be cognized as
given outside us); on the other hand this is quite possible, as is now clear,
with respect to our own subject inasmuch as we cognize ourselves on the -
one side as intelligible beings determined by the moral law (by virtue of
freedom), and on the other side as active in the sensible world in accordance
with this determination. The concept of freedom alone allows us to find
the unconditioned and intelligible for the conditioned and sensible with-
out going outside ourselves. For, it is our reason itself which by means of
the supreme and unconditional practical law cognizes itself and the being
that is conscious of this law (our own person) as belonging to the pure
world of understanding and even determines the way in which, as such, it
can be active. In this way it can be understood why in the entire faculty of
reason only the practical can provide us with the means for going beyond
the sensible world and provide cognitions of a supersensible order and
connection, which, however, just because of this can be extended only so
far as is directly necessary for pure practical purposes.

On this occasion permit me to call attention to one thing, namely, that
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every step one takes with pure reason, even in the practical field where
one does not take subtle speculation into consideration, nevertheless fits
with all the moments” of the Critique of theoretical reason as closely, and
indeed of itself, as if each step had been thought out with deliberate
foresight merely to provide this confirmation. Such a precise agreement —
in no way sought but offering itself (as anyone can convince himself if he
will only carry moral considerations up to their principles) — of the most
important propositions of practical reason with the remarks of the Critique
of speculative reason, which often seemed overly subtle and unnecessary,
occasions surprise and astonishment, and strengthens the maxim already
cognized and praised by others: in every scientific investigation to pursue
one’s way with all possible exactness and candor, to pay no heed to offense
that might be given outside its field but, as far as one can, to carry it
through truly and completely by itself. Frequent observation has con-
vinced me that when such an undertaking has been carried through to its
end, that which, halfway through it, seemed to me at times very dubious in
view of other, extraneous doctrines was at the end found to harmonize
perfectly, in an unexpected way, with what had been discovered indepen-
dently, without the least regard for those doctrines and without any partial-
ity or prejudice for them, provided I left this dubiousness out of sight for a
while and attended only to the business at hand until I had brought it to
completion. Writers would save themselves many errors and much labor
lost (because spent on a delusion) if they could only resolve to go to work
with somewhat more candor.

© Momente
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