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PREFACE

Why this Critique is called simply Critique of Practical Reason
and not Critique of Pure Practical Reason, though the parallelism be-
tween it and the critique of speculative reason seems to demand the
latter title, will be sufficiently shown in the treatise itself. Its task is
merely to show that there is a pure practical reason, and, in order to
do this, it critically examines reason’s entire practical faculty. If it
succeeds in this task, there is no need to examine the pure faculty it-
self to see whether it, like speculative reason, presumptuously over-
reaches itself. For if pure reason is actually practical, it will show its
reality and that of its concepts in action, and all disputations which
aim to prove its impossibility will be in vain.

With the pure practical faculty of reason, the reality of transcen-
dental freedom is also confirmed. Indeed, it is substantiated in the
absolute sense needed by speculative reason in its use of the concept
of causality, for this freedom is required if reason is to rescue itself
from the antinomy in which it is inevitably entangled when attempting
to think the unconditioned in a causal series. For speculative reason,
the concept of freedom was problematic but not impossible; that is to
say, speculative reason could think of freedom without contradiction,
but it could not assure any objective reality to it. Reason showed free-
dom to be conceivable only in order that its supposed impossibility
might not endanger reason’s very being and plunge it into an abyss of
skepticism.

The concept of freedom, in so far as its reality is proved by

an apodictic law of practical reason, is the keystone of the whole
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KERERYEHE A

architecture of the system of pure reason and even of speculative rea-
son. All other concepts (those of God and immortality) which, as
mere Ideas, are unsupported by anything in speculative reason now
attach themselves to the concept of freedom and gain, with it and
through it, stability and objective reality. That is, their possibility is
proved by the fact that there really is freedom, for this Idea is re-
vealed by the moral law.

Freedom, however, among all the Ideas of speculative reason is
the only one whose possibility we know a priori. We do not under-
stand it, but we know it as the condition@of the moral law which we
do know. The Ideas of God and immortality are,on the contrary, not
conditions of the moral law, but only conditions of the necessary ob-
ject of a will which is determined by this law, this will being merely
the practical use of our pure reason. Hence we cannot say that we
know or understand either the reality or even the possibility of these I-
deas. Nevertheless, they are conditions of applying the morally deter-
mined will to the object ( the highest good) which is given to it a prio-
ri. Consequently, the possibility of these conditions can and must be
assumed in this practical context without our knowing or understand-
ing them in a theoretical sense. To serve their practical function, it
suffices that they not contain any internal impossibility ( contradic-
tion). Here we have a ground of assent which, in contrast to specu-
lative reason, is only subjective, but which is just as objectively
valid to an equally pure but practical reason. Thus, through the
concept of freedom, the Ideas of God and immortality gain objec-
tive reality and legitimacy and indeed subjective necessity ( as a need

@ To avoid having anyone imagine that there is an inconsistency when I say
that freedom is the condition of the moral law and later assert that the moral law is
the only condition under which freedom can be known, I will only remind the
reader that, though freedom is certainly the ratio essendi of the moral law, the lat-
ter is the ratio cognoscendi of freedom. For had not the moral law already been
distinctly thought in our reason, we would never have been justified in assuming
anything like freedom, even though it is not self-contradictory. But if there were

no freedom, the moral law would never have been encountered in us.
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STRRPEMEHE A

of pure reason). Reason is not thereby extended, however, in its the-
oretical knowledge; the only thing which is different is that the possi-
bility, which was heretofore a problem, now becomes an assertion,
and the practical use of reason is thus connected with the elements of
theoretical reason. This need is not just a hypothetical one for some
arbitrary speculative purpose, of the kind that one must assume if he
wishes to complete the use of reason in speculation; it is rather a
need, with the status of a law, to assume that without which an aim
cannot be achieved which one ought to set before himself invariably in
all his actions.

It would certainly be more satisfying to our speculative reason if
those problems could be solved just by themselves without such a de-
tour and if insight into them could be put up forpractical use; but our
speculative faculty is not so convenientlydisposed. Those who boast of
such elevated knowledge shouldnot hold it back but present it for pub-
lic testing and acclaim. They wish to prove; very well, let them prove,
and the criticalphilosophy will lay down its weapons before them as
victors. Quid statis? Nolint. Atqui licet esse beatis. Since they do not
ac tually wish to prove, presumably because they cannot, we musta-
gain take up these weapons and seek, in the practical use ofreason,
sufficient grounds for the concepts of God, freedom,and immortality.
These concepts are founded upon the moral use of reason, while spec-
ulation could not find sufficient guarantee even of their possibility.

Now is explained the enigma of the critical philosophy, which lies
in the fact that we must renounce the objective real ity of the super-
sensible use of the categ ories in speculation and yet can attribute this
reality to them in respect to the objects of pure practical reason.
This must have seemed an inconsistency so long as the practical
use of reason was known only by name. However, a thorough anal-
ysis of the practical use of reason makes it clear that the reality

thought of here implies no the oretical determination of the categories
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and no extension of our knowledge to the supersensible. One then
perceives that all that is meant in attributing reality to those concepts
is that an object is attributable to them either in so far as they are con-
tained in the necessary determination of the will a priori or be cause
they are indissolubly connected with the object of this determination.
The inconsistency vanishes because the use which is now made of
these concepts is different from that required by speculative reason.

So far from being incoherent, the highly consistent structure of
the Critique of Pure Reason is very satisfyingly revealedhere. For in
that work the objects of experience as such, including even our own
subject, were explained as only appearances, though as based upon
things regarded as they are inthemselves; consequently, even in that
Critique it was emphasized that the supersensible was not mere fancy
and that its concepts were not empty. Now practical reason itself,
without any collusion with the speculative, provides reality to a super-
sensible object of the category of causality, i. e. , to freedom. This is a
practical concept and as such is subject only to practical use; but
what in the speculative critique could only be thought is now con-
firmed by fact. The strange but incontrover tible assertion of the spec-
ulative Critique, that the thinking subject is only an appearance to it-
self in inner intuition, now finds its full confirmation in the Critique of
Practical Reason; the establishment of this thesis is here so cogent
that one would be compelled to accept it even if the first had not al-
ready proved it. @

In this way I can also understand why the most weighty criticisms
of the Critiqgue which have come to my attention turn about these two
points: first, the reality of the categories as applied to noumena,
which is denied in theoretical knowledge but affirmed in practical;
and, second, the paradoxical demand to regard one’s self, as subject
to freedom, as noumenon, and yet from the point of view of nature to

® The union of causality as freedom with causality as the mechanism of na-
ture, the first being given through the moral law and the latter through natural
law, and both as related to the same subject, man, is impossible unless man is
conceived by pure consciousness as a being in itself in relation to the former, but
by empirical reason as appearance in relation to the latter. Otherwise the self-con-

tradiction of reason is unavoidable.
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LRRAERL A

think of one’s self as a phenomenon in one’s own empirical conscious-
ness. So long as one had no definite concept of morality and freedom,
no conjecture could be made concerning what the noumenon was
which should be posited as the ground of the alleged appearance, and
even whether it was possible to form a concept of it, since all the con-
cepts of the pure understanding in their theoretical employment had
already been assigned exclusively to mere appearances. Only a de-
talled Critique of Practical Reason can set aside all these misconcep-
tions and put in a clear light the consistency which constitutes its chief
merit.

So much for the justification of the fact that the concepts and
principles of the pure speculative reason are now and again reexam-
ined in this work, in spite of the fact that they have already been
scrutinized in the Critique of Pure Reason. This might not seem proper
in the systematic construction of a science, since matters which have
already been decided should only be referred to and not discussed a-
gain. But here it is allowed and even necessary, for these concepts of
reason are now seen in transition to an altogether different use from
that made of them in the first Critigue. Such a transition makes neces-
sary a comparison of their old and new employment, in order to distin-
guish clearly the new path from the previous one and at the same time
to call attention to the connection between them. One must not,
therefore, think that such considerations, including those devoted to
the concept of freedom in the practical use of pure reason, are only
interpolations which serve to fill out gaps in the critical system of
speculative reason, for this is complete in its design. They are not
like the props and buttresses which usually have to be put behind a
hastily erected building, but they are rather true members making the
structure of the system plain and letting the concepts, which were pre-
viously thought of only in a problematic way, be clearly seen as real.

This reminder pre eminently concerns the concept of freedom, for
it is surprising that so many boast of being able to understand it and to
explain its possibility, yet see it only psychologically. But if they had

carefully pondered it from a transcendental standpoint, they would
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have seen its indispensability as a problematic concept in the complete
use of speculative reason as well as its complete incomprehensibility ;
and if they subsequently passed over to the practical use of this con-
cept, they would have been brought to the same description of it in re-
spect to its principles which they are now so unwilling to acknowl-
edge. The concept of freedom is the stumbling block of all empiricists
but the key to the most sublime practical principles for critical moral-
ists, who see, through it,that they must necessarily proceed rational-
ly. For this reason, I beg the reader not to run lightly through what is
said about this concept at the end of the Analytic.

I leave it to the connoisseur of this kind of work to judge whether
such a system into which practical reason has been developed through
a critique of this faculty has cost much or little trouble, especially in.
gaining the right point of view from which the whole can be rightly
sketched. It presupposes the Foundations of the Metaphysics of Mor-
als, but only in so far as that work gives a preliminary acquaintance
with the principle of duty and justifies a definite formula of it ; Qother-
wise it is an independent work.

The reason the classification of all practical sciences is not
completely carried through, as the Critique of Speculative Reason
did this for the theoretical sciences, lies in the nature of the practi-
cal faculty of pure reason itself. For the specific definition of duties
as human duties, which is necessary to a classification of them, is
possible only if the subject of this definition ( man) is known in his
actual nature, at least in so far as this knowledge is needed in de-

termining his relation to duty in general. Getting this knowledge,

@ A critic who wished to say something against that work really did better
than he intended when he said that there was no new principle of morality in it but
only a new formula. Who would want to introduce a new principle of morality
and, as it were, be its inventor, as if the world had hitherto been ignorant of what
duty is or had been thoroughly wrong about it? Those who know what a formula
means to a mathematician, in determining what is to be done in solving a problem
without letting him go astray, will not regard a formula which will do this for all

duties as something insignificant and unnecessary.
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