Cambridge University Press
978-1-107-08639-5 — Kant: The Metaphysics of Morals

Immanuel Kant , Edited by Lara Denis , Translated by Mary Gregor
Excerpt
More Information

Introduction [6:211]
to the Metaphysics of Morals

| [6:214]
On the Idea of and the Necessity for a Metaphysics of Morals

It has been shown elsewhere that for natural science, which has to do with objects
of outer sense, one must have a priori principles and that it is possible, indeed [6:215]
necessary, to prefix a system of these principles, called a metaphysical science of
nature, to natural science applied to particular experiences, that is, to physics.
Such principles must be derived from a priori grounds if they are to hold as
universal in the strict sense. But physics (at least when it is a question of keeping its
propositions free from error) can accept many principles as universal on the
evidence of experience. So Newton assumed on the basis of experience the
principle of the equality of action and reaction in the action of bodies upon one
another, yet extended it to all material nature. Chemists go still further and base
their most universal laws of the combination and separation of substances® by their
own forces entirely on experience, and yet so trust to the universality and necessity
of those laws that they have no fear of discovering an error in experiments made
with them.

But it is different with moral laws. They hold as laws only insofar as they can
be seen to have an a priori basis and to be necessary. Indeed, concepts and
judgments about ourselves and our deeds and omissions signify nothing moral
if what they contain can be learned merely from experience. And should anyone
let himself be led astray into making something from that source into a moral
principle, he would run the risk of the grossest and most pernicious errors.

If the doctrine of morals were merely the doctrine of happiness it would be
absurd to seek a priori principles for it. For however plausible it may sound to say
that reason, even before experience, could see the means for achieving a lasting
enjoyment of the true joys of life, yet everything that is taught a priori on this
subject is either tautological or assumed without any basis. Only experience can
teach what brings us joy. Only the natural drives for food, sex, rest, and movement,
and (as our natural predispositions develop) for honor, for enlarging our cognition,
and so forth, can tell each of us, and each only in his particular way, in what he will
Jfind those joys; and, in the same way, only experience can teach him the means by
which to seek them. All apparently a priori reasoning about this comes down to
nothing but experience raised by induction to generality, a generality (secundum [6:216]
principia generalia, non universalia) still so tenuous that everyone must be allowed
countless exceptions in order to adapt his choice® of a way of life to his particular

* The following section is numbered II in AA. See Translator’s Note on the Text.
b . c
Materien Wahl
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inclinations and his susceptibility to satisfaction and still, in the end, to become
prudent only from his own or others’ misfortunes.

But it is different with the teachings of morality.® They command for every-
one, without taking account of his inclinations, merely because and insofar as he
is free and has practical reason. He does not derive instruction in its laws from
observing himself and his animal nature or from perceiving the ways of the
world, what happens and how human beings behave (although the German word
Sitten, like the Latin mores, means only manners and customs). Instead, reason
commands how human beings are to act even though no example of this could be
found, and it takes no account of the advantages we can thereby gain, which only
experience could teach us. For although reason allows us to seek our advantage
in every way possible to us and can even promise us, on the testimony of
experience, that it will probably be more to our advantage on the whole to
obey its commands than to transgress them, especially if obedience is
accompanied with prudence, still the authority of its precepts® as commands is
not based on these considerations. Instead it uses them (as counsels) only
as a counterweight against inducements to the contrary, to offset in advance
the error of biased scales in practical appraisal, and only then to insure that the
weight of a pure practical reason’s a priori grounds will turn the scales in favor of
the authority of its precepts.

If, therefore, a system of a priori cognition from concepts alone is called
metaphysics, a practical philosophy, which has not nature but freedom of choice
for its object, will presuppose and require a metaphysics of morals, that is, it is
itself a duty to have such a metaphysics, and every human being also has it within
himself, though in general only in an obscure way; for without a priori principles
how could he believe that he has a giving of universal law within himself? But
just as there must be principles in a metaphysics of nature for applying those
highest universal principles of a nature in general to objects of experience,

[6:217] a metaphysics of morals cannot dispense with principles of application, and we
shall often have to take as our object the particular nature of human beings,
which is cognized only by experience, in order to skow in it what can be inferred
from universal moral principles. But this will in no way detract from the purity
of these principles or cast doubt on their @ priori source. — This is to say, in effect,

=%

mit den Lehren der Sittlichkeit. In 6:219 Kant distinguishes between the legality of an action and its
Moralitit (Sittlichkeit); drawing the same distinction in 6:225 he uses Sittlichkeit (moralitas). In the
present context, however, it would seem that he continues to discuss what he has been calling
Sittenlehre, i.e., the “doctrine of morals” or of duties generally. In 6:239 he refers to the
metaphysics of morals in both its parts as Sittenlehre (Moral).

Vorschriften 1LD: In this edition, Gregor usually translates Vorschrift as “precept”. I flag where she
translates it otherwise. The revised edition of the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals for
CTHP (Mary Gregor and Jens Timmermann [eds.], [Cambridge University Press, 2012]),
translates it as “prescription”; see Gregor and Timmermann (eds.), Groundwork of the
Metaphysics of Morals: A German-English Edition, xiii.

°

12

© in this web service Cambridge University Press www.cambridge.org



www.cambridge.org/9781107086395
www.cambridge.org

Cambridge University Press
978-1-107-08639-5 — Kant: The Metaphysics of Morals

Immanuel Kant , Edited by Lara Denis , Translated by Mary Gregor
Excerpt
More Information

The Doctrine of Right

that a metaphysics of morals cannot be based upon anthropology but can still be
applied to it.

The counterpart of a metaphysics of morals, the other member of the division
of practical philosophy as a whole, would be moral anthropology, which,
however, would deal only with the subjective conditions in human nature that
hinder people or help them in fulfilling the laws" of a metaphysics of morals.
It would deal with the development, spreading, and strengthening of moral
principles (in education in schools and in popular instruction), and with other
similar teachings and precepts based on experience. It cannot be dispensed with,
but it must not precede a metaphysics of morals or be mixed with it; for one
would then run the risk of bringing forth false or at least indulgent moral laws,
which would misrepresent as unattainable what has only not been attained just
because the law has not been seen and presented in its purity (in which its
strength consists) or because spurious or impure incentives® were used for what
is itself in conformity with duty and good. This would leave no certain moral
principles, either to guide judgment or to discipline the mind in observance of
duty, the precepts of which" must be given a priori by pure reason alone.’

As for the higher division under which the division just mentioned falls,
namely that of philosophy into theoretical and practical philosophy, I have
already explained myself elsewhere (in the Critigue of Judgment),"" and I have
explained that practical philosophy can be none other than moral wisdom.
Anything that is practical and possible in accordance with laws of nature (the [6:218]
distinctive concern of art)! depends for its precepts entirely upon the theory of
nature: only what is practical in accordance with laws of freedom can have
principles that are independent of any theory; for there is no theory of what
goes beyond the properties of nature. Hence philosophy can understand by its
practical part (as compared with its theoretical part) no technically practical
doctrine but only a morally practical doctrine; and if the proficiency of choice
in accordance with laws of freedom, in contrast to laws of nature, is also to be

£ der Ausfiihrung der Gesetze. LD: or, with John Ladd, “the execution of the laws.” (All references to

Ladd are from The Metaphysical Elements of Justice [Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965].)

Triebfedern. 1.D: Although “incentive” is now the standard English translation of Triebfeder, it

might be misleading. Triebfeder generally refers to a source of action internal to the agent, not to an

external lure or inducement. “Spring” (or “spring of action”) is an alternative translation; cf. T.K.

Abbott, Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysics of Morals (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice

Hall, 1949), 44 (4:427). For further discussion, see Stephen Engstrom, “The Triebfeder of Pure

Practical Reason,” in Andrews Reath and Jens Timmermann (eds.), Kant’s Critique of Practical

Reason: A Critical Guide (Cambridge University Press, 2010), go—118, 91—3.

" deren Vorschrift. LD: Or perhaps, “the prescription of which.”

schlechterdings nur durch reine Vernunft a priori gegeben werden muff

Kunst. In the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (4:415), Kant called such precepts those of

“skill” [Geschicklichkeit].

W L.D: Kritik der Urtheilskraft (1790, 1793), in AA 5. (It is titled Critique of the Power of Judgment
within the Cambridge Edition.)

L)
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called art here, by this would have to be understood a kind of art that makes
possible a system of freedom like a system of nature, truly a divine art were we in
a position also to carry out fully, by means of it, what reason prescribes and to
put the idea of it into effect.

[6:211] i
On the Relation of the Faculties of the Human Mind to Moral Laws

The faculty of desire is the faculty to be by means of one’s representations the
cause of the objects of these representations. The faculty of a being to act in
accordance with its representations is called /ife.

First, pleasure or displeasure, susceptibility to which is called feeling', is always
connected with desire™ or aversion; but the converse does not always hold, since
there can be a pleasure that is not connected with any desire for an object but is
already connected with a mere representation that one forms of an object
(regardless of whether the object of the representation exists or not). Second,
pleasure or displeasure in an object of desire does not always precede the desire
and need not always be regarded as the cause of the desire but can also be
regarded as the effect of it.

The capacity” for having pleasure or displeasure in a representation is called
Jeeling because both of them involve what is merely subjective in the relation of
our representation and contain no relation at all to an object for possible

[6:212] cognition of it (or even cognition of our condition). While even sensations,
apart from the quality (of, e.g., red, sweet, and so forth) they have because of the
nature of the subject, are still referred to an object as elements in our cognition of
it, pleasure or displeasure (in what is red or sweet) expresses nothing at all in the
object but simply a relation to the subject. For this very reason pleasure and

One can characterize sensibility as the subjective aspect of our representations in general; for it is
the understanding that first refers representations to an object, i.e., only it thinks something by
means of them. What is subjective in our representations may be such that it can also be referred
to an object for cognition of it (either in terms of its form, in which case it is called pure intuition,
or in terms of its matter, in which case it is called sensation); in this case sensibility, as
susceptibility to such a representation, is sense. Or else what is subjective in our representations
cannot become an element in our cognition because it involves only a relation of the representation
to the subject and nothing that can be used for cognition of an object; and then susceptibility to the
representation is called feeling, which is the effect of a representation (that may be either sensible
or intellectual) upon a subject and belongs to sensibility, even though the representation itself
may belong to the understanding or to reason.

This section is numbered I in AA.

Gefiihl. 1.D: Gregor sometimes also translates Empfindung as “feeling,” though she typically, as in
Kant’s note below, translates it as “sensation.” Hereafter, where “feeling” translates Empfindung
rather than Gefiihl, 1 flag it.

™ Begehren " Fihighkeit
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displeasure cannot be explained more clearly in themselves; instead, one can
only specify what results they have in certain circumstances, so as to make them
recognizable in practice.

That pleasure which is necessarily connected with desire (for an object whose
representation affects feeling in this way) can be called practical pleasure, whether it
is the cause or the effect of the desire. On the other hand, that pleasure which is not
necessarily connected with desire for an object, and so is not at bottom a pleasure in
the existence of the object of a representation but is attached only to the representa-
tion by itself, can be called merely contemplative pleasure or inactive delight. We call
feeling of the latter kind of pleasure taste. Practical philosophy, accordingly, speaks
of contemplative pleasure only iz passing, not as if the concept belonged within it.
As for practical pleasure, that determination of the faculty of desire which is caused
and therefore necessarily preceded by such pleasure is called desire® in the narrow
sense; habitual desire® is called inclination; and a connection of pleasure with the
faculty of desire that the understanding judges to hold as a general rule (though only
for the subject) is called an nterest. So if a pleasure necessarily precedes a desire, the
practical pleasure must be called an interest of inclination. But if a pleasure can only
follow upon an antecedent determination of the faculty of desire it is an intellectual
pleasure, and the interest in the object must be called an interest of reason; for if the
interest were based on the senses and not on pure rational principles alone,
sensation would then have to have pleasure connected with it and in this way be [6:213]
able to determine the faculty of desire. Although where a merely pure interest of
reason must be assumed no interest of inclination can be substituted for it, yet in
order to conform to ordinary speech we can speak of an inclination for what can be
an object only of an intellectual pleasure as a habitual desire from a pure interest of
reason; but an inclination of this sort would not be the cause but rather the effect of
this pure interest of reason, and we could call it a sense-free inclination (propensio
mtellectualis).

Concupiscence (lusting after something) must also be distinguished from desire
itself, as a stimulus to determining desire. Concupiscence is always a sensible
modification of the mind but one that has not yet become an act of the faculty of
desire.

The faculty of desire in accordance with concepts, insofar as the ground
determining it to action lies within itself and not in its object, is called a faculty to
do or to refrain from doing as one pleases.Y Insofar as it is joined with one’s
consciousness of the ability" to bring about its object by one’s action it is called
choice;® if it is not joined with this consciousness its act is called a wish.

© Begierde. Although it would be appropriate to translate Begierde by a word other than “desire,”
which has been used for Begehren and in Begehrungsvermogen, it is difficult to find a suitable word
that has not been preempted. However, Begierde, as distinguished from Neigung [“inclination”],
does not figure prominently in the present work.

P Begierde 9 nach Belieben ' des Vermagens S Willkiir
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The faculty of desire whose inner determining ground, hence even what pleases
it," lies within the subject’s reason is called the wi/l." The will is therefore the
faculty of desire considered not so much in relation to action (as choice is) but
rather in relation to the ground determining choice to action. The will itself,
strictly speaking, has no determining ground; insofar as it can determine choice,
it is instead practical reason itself.

Insofar as reason can determine the faculty of desire as such, not only ckoice
but also mere wisk can be included under the will. That choice which can be
determined by pure reason is called free choice. That which can be determined
only by inclination (sensible impulse, stimulus) would be animal choice (arbitrium
brutum). Human choice, however, is a choice that can indeed be affected but not
determined by impulses, and is therefore of itself (apart from an acquired
proficiency" of reason) not pure but can still be determined to actions by pure
will. Freedom of choice is this independence from being determined by sensible
impulses; this is the negative concept of freedom. The positive concept of

[6:214] freedom is that of the ability"™ of pure reason to be of itself practical. But this
is not possible except by the subjection of the maxim of every action to the
condition of its qualifying as universal law. For as pure reason applied to choice
irrespective of its objects, it does not have within it the matter of the law; so, as
a faculty of principles (here practical principles, hence a lawgiving faculty), there
is nothing it can make the supreme law and determining ground of choice except
the form, the fitness of maxims of choice to be universal law. And since the
maxims of human beings, being based on subjective causes, do not of themselves
conform with those objective principles, reason can prescribe this law only as an
imperative that commands or prohibits absolutely.

In contrast to laws of nature, these laws of freedom are called moral laws.
As directed merely to external actions and their conformity to law they are called
Juridical laws; but if they also require that they (the laws) themselves be the
determining grounds of actions, they are ethical laws, and then one says that
conformity with juridical laws is the legality of an action and conformity with
ethical laws is its morality. The freedom to which the former laws refer can be
only freedom in the external use of choice, but the freedom to which the latter
refer is freedom in both the external and the internal use of choice, insofar as it is
determined by laws of reason. In theoretical philosophy it is said that only
objects of outer sense are in space, whereas objects of outer as well as of inner
sense are in time, since the representations of both are still representations, and
as such belong together to inner sense. So too, whether freedom in the external
or in the internal use of choice is considered, its laws, as pure practical laws of
reason for free choice generally, must also be internal determining grounds of
choice, although they should not always be considered in this respect.

Y selbst das Belieben Y Wille v Fertigheit Y Vermigen
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Inrr [6:221]
Preliminary Concepts” of the Metaphysics of Morals (Philosophia
practica universalis)

The concept of freedom is a pure rational concept, which for this very reason is
transcendent for theoretical philosophy, that is, it is a concept such that no
instance corresponding to it can be given in any possible experience, and of an
object of which we cannot obtain any theoretical cognition: the concept of
freedom cannot hold as a constitutive but solely as a regulative and, indeed,
merely negative principle of speculative reason.'? But in reason’s practical use
the concept of freedom proves its reality by practical principles, which are laws
of a causality of pure reason for determining choice independently of any
empirical conditions (of sensibility generally) and prove a pure will in us, in
which moral concepts and laws have their source.

On this concept of freedom, which is positive (from a practical point of view),
are based unconditional practical laws, which are called moral. For us, whose
choice is sensibly affected and so does not of itself conform to the pure will but
often opposes it, moral laws are imperatives (commands or prohibitions) and
indeed categorical (unconditional) imperatives. As such they are distinguished
from technical imperatives (precepts of art), which always command only
conditionally. By categorical imperatives certain actions are permitted or forbid-
den, that is, morally possible or impossible, while some of them or their opposites
are morally necessary, that is, obligatory. For those actions, then, there arises the
concept of a duty, observance or transgression of which is indeed connected with
a pleasure or displeasure of a distinctive kind (moral feeling), although in
practical laws of reason we take no account of these feelings (since they have
nothing to do with the basis of practical laws but only with the subjective effect in
the mind when our choice is determined by them, which can differ from one
subject to another [without objectively, i.e., in the judgment of reason, at all
adding to or detracting from the validity or influence of these laws]).

The following concepts are common to both parts of The Metaphysics of [6:222]
Morals.

Obligation 1s the necessity of a free action under a categorical imperative of
reason.

An imperative is a practical rule by which an action in itself contingent is made

necessary. An imperative differs from a practical law in that a law indeed

represents an action as necessary but takes no account of whether this action
already inheres by an inner necessity in the acting subject (as in a holy being)
or whether it is contingent (as in the human being); for where the former is the
case there is no imperative. Hence an imperative is a rule the representation of

This section is numbered IV in AA. Y Vorbegriffe
12 LD: Cf. Critique of Pure Reason A 508/B 536; Critique of Practical Reason 5:48f.
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which makes necessary an action that is subjectively contingent and thus
represents the subject as one that must be constrained (necessitated)” to
conform with the rule. — A categorical (unconditional) imperative is one
that represents an action as objectively necessary and makes it necessary not
indirectly, through the representation of some end that can be attained by the
action, but through the mere representation of this action itself (its form), and
hence directly. No other practical doctrine can furnish instances of such
imperatives than that which prescribes obligation (the doctrine of morals).

All other imperatives are fechnical and are, one and all, conditional.

The ground of the possibility of categorical imperatives is this: that they

refer to no other property of choice (by which some purpose® can be ascribed

to it) than simply to its freedom.

That action is permitted (licitum) which is not contrary to obligation; and this
freedom, which is not limited by any opposing imperative, is called an author-
ization (facultas moralis). Hence it is obvious what is meant by forbidden
(illicitum).

Duty is that action to which someone is bound. It is therefore the matter of
obligation, and there can be one and the same duty (as to the action) although we
can be bound to it in different ways.

A categorical imperative, because it asserts an obligation with respect to

[6:223]  certain actions, is a morally practical /aw. But since obligation involves not
merely practical necessity (such as a law in general asserts) but also
necessitation, a categorical imperative is a law that either commands or
prohibits, depending upon whether it represents as a duty the commission
or omission of an action. An action that is neither commanded nor prohibited
is merely permitted, since there is no law limiting one’s freedom (one’s
authorization) with regard to it and so too no duty. Such an action is called
morally indifferent (indifferens, adiaphoron, res merae facultatis). The question
can be raised whether there are such actions and, if there are, whether there
must be permissive laws (lex permissiva), in addition to laws that command

(lex praeceptiva, lex mandati) and laws that prohibit (lex prohibitiva, lex vetiti),

in order to account for someone’s being free to do or not to do something as he

pleases. If so, the authorization would not always have to do with an
indifferent action (adiaphoron); for, considering the action in terms of moral
laws, no special law would be required for it."?

An action is called a deed insofar as it comes under obligatory laws and hence
insofar as the subject, in doing it, is considered in terms of the freedom of his

genothigt (necessitirt). Kant repeatedly gives Zwang [“constraint”] and Nathigung [“necessitation”]
as synonyms. Although Nothigung is perhaps his favored term, I have often translated Nothigung
by the more common English word “constraint.”

* Abischt

3 On permissive laws see Toward Perpetual Peace, 8:347n and 373n.
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choice. By such an action the agent is regarded as the author of its effect, and this,
together with the action itself, can be impured to him, if one is previously
acquainted with the law by virtue of which an obligation rests on these.”

A person is a subject whose actions can be imputed to him. Moral personality is
therefore nothing other than the freedom of a rational being under moral laws
(whereas psychological personality is merely the ability® to be conscious of one’s
identity in different conditions of one’s existence). From this it follows that
a person is subject to no other laws than those he gives to himself (either alone or
at least along with others).

A thing is that to which nothing can be imputed. Any object of free choice
which itself lacks freedom is therefore called a thing (res corporalis).

A deed is right or wrong (rectum aut minus rectum) in general insofar as it
conforms with duty or is contrary to it (factum licitum aut illicitum);’ the duty — [6:224]
itself, in terms of its content or origin, may be of any kind. A deed contrary to
duty is called a transgression (reatus).

An umintentional transgression which can still be imputed to the agent is called
a mere fault (culpa). An intentional transgression (i.e., one accompanied by
consciousness of its being a transgression) is called a crime (dolus). What is
right in accordance with external laws is called just (iustum); what is not, unjust
(tniustum).®

A conflict of duties (collisio officiorum s. obligationum)” would be a relation
between them in which one of them would cancel the other (wholly or in
part). — But since duty and obligation are concepts that express the objective
practical necessity of certain actions and two rules opposed to each other cannot
be necessary at the same time, if it is a duty to act in accordance with one rule,
to act in accordance with the opposite rule is not a duty but even contrary to
duty; so a collision of duties and obligations is inconceivable (obligationes non
colliduntur).! However, a subject may have, in a rule he prescribes to himself, two
grounds of obligation’ (rationes obligandi), one or the other of which is not
sufficient to put him under obligation (rationes obligandi non obligantes), so that
one of them is not a duty. — When two such grounds conflict with each other,
practical philosophy says, not that the stronger obligation takes precedence

<

wennman . . . auf ihnen. LD: Both Ladd and James Ellington here have “ifhe . . . rests on him.” (All
references to Ellington are to The Metaphysical Principles of Virtue [Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill,
1964].)
¢ Vermigen
Sache ist ein Ding. LD: or perhaps, “a thing is an entity”. See Gregor and Timmermann (eds.),
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals (CTHP revised edition), 41n (4:428).
¢ right or less right  icit or illicit act & gerecht . .. ungerecht
" collision of duties or obligations ' obligations do not conflict
zur Verpflichtung nicht zureichend ist. Although Kant apparently uses both Verbindlichkeit and
Verpflichtung for “obligation,” the latter seems at times to have the sense of “put under obligation”
and to be closely related to verbinden, which I often translate as “to bind.”
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(fortior obligatio vincit),* but that the stronger ground of obligation prevails'
(fortior obligandi rario vincir).™

Obligatory laws for which there can be an external lawgiving are called
external laws (leges externae) in general. Those among them that can be recog-
nized as obligatory a priori by reason even without external lawgiving are indeed
external but natural laws, whereas those that do not bind without actual external
lawgiving (and so without it would not be laws) are called positive laws. One can
therefore conceive of external lawgiving which would contain only positive laws;
but then a natural law would still have to precede it, which would establish the
authority of the lawgiver (i.e., his authorization to bind others by his mere
choice).

[6:225] A principle that makes certain actions duties is a practical law. A rule that
the agent himself makes his principle on subjective grounds is called his maxim;
hence different agents can have very different maxims with regard to the
same law.

The categorical imperative, which as such only affirms what obligation is,
is: act upon a maxim that can also hold as a universal law. — You must therefore
first consider your actions in terms of their subjective principles; but you can
know whether this principle also holds objectively only in this way: that when
your reason subjects it to the test of conceiving yourself as also giving universal
law through it, it qualifies for such a giving of universal law.

The simplicity of this law in comparison with the great and various
consequences that can be drawn from it must seem astonishing at first, as
must also its authority to command without appearing to carry any incentive
with it. But in wondering at an ability” of our reason to determine choice by
the mere idea that a maxim qualifies for the universality of a practical law, one
learns that just these practical (moral) laws first make known a property of
choice, namely its freedom, which speculative reason would never have arrived
at, either on a priori grounds or through any experience whatever, and which,
once reason has arrived at it, could in no way be shown theoretically to be
possible, although these practical laws show incontestably that our choice has
this property. It then seems less strange to find that these laws, like mathema-
tical postulates, are incapable of being proved and yet apodictic, but at the same
time to see a whole field of practical cognition open up before one, where
reason in its theoretical use, with the same idea of freedom or with any other of
its ideas of the supersensible, must find everything closed tight against it. —
The conformity of an action with the law of duty is its legality (legalitas); the

¥ the stronger obligation wins
die Oberhand behalte . . . behdlt den Platz. 1.D: Or, “retains the upper hand . . . retains the field,” as
in Timmermann, “Kantian Dilemmas? Moral Conflict in Kant’s Ethical Theory,” Archiv fiir
Geschichte der Philosophie 95 (1) (2013):36—64, 51.

™ the stronger ground of obligation wins " Vermigen
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