Toward Perpetual Peace
Immanuel Kant was the paradigmatic and culminating philosopher of
the European Enlightenment. He was the paradigmatic philosopher
of the Enlightenment in his belief that human freedom of choice and
action exercised in accordance with pure reason is itself our most
fundamental value, indeed, as he says in his Lectures on Ethics, the
"inner value of the world." But he is also the culminating philosopher
of the Enlightenment in his recognition that true freedom of the will
implies the possibility of choosing to do evil as well as to do good,
and that although we must be able to look at nature as an arena
compatible with and even tending toward the realization of the
objectives of human morality, no laws of nature or dialectic of
history alone can ever guarantee the realization of morality. Only the
free choice of human beings to do good rather than evil can ever
make the ideals of morality real.
These convictions are evident in Kant's famous essay of
Immanuel Kant (1724-1804)
1795, Toward Perpetual Peace. Although Kant's systematic
statement of political philosophy, the "Metaphysical Principles of
Right" in his Metaphysics of Morals (1797), would not be published until two years after Toward Perpetual
Peace, the earlier essay provides the keystone to Kant's political philosophy and makes plain Kant's
conviction that the laws of nature and history, including even prudential reasoning on the part of human
beings, can bring about the necessary conditions of worldwide justice, but only the free choice of human
beings in a position to influence national and international affairs—"moral politicians," Kant calls them—can
add the sufficient condition for the realization of such justice, which is a fundamental demand of morality.
. . . As stated at the outset, Kant sees the preservation and promotion of our own freedom as our most
fundamental moral obligation. In the first instance, this is the freedom to set our own ends, or choose our own
paths of action—the ability that in the Metaphysics of Morals Kant holds to be the very definition of
humanity. The fundamental principle of morality, which Kant expresses in the various formulations of the
"Categorical Imperative" in the Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, is essentially the principle that
in each exercise of our freedom of choice we should choose that course of action which is most compatible
with the continued exercise of our own freedom of choice and with that of all others who might in any way
be affected by our actions. In Kant's view, the achievement of moral worth requires that we be motivated to
adopt this principle by respect for duty as such. The public sphere of justice or politics, however, concerns
only our outward compliance with requirements of morality, our external actions rather than our motivations
or ends, and its "Universal Principle of Right" is only that "Any action is right if it can coexist with
everyone's freedom in accordance with a universal law." Justice obtains when each member of a society can
freely act to realize his or her ends, however chosen, to the fullest extent compatible with a like freedom for
everyone else.
Kant argues that such widespread freedom of action can exist only in a republic, by which he means
a system of government that respects the rights of private property and contract, that divides legislative,
executive, and judicial power, and that prohibits proprietary and hereditary rulers, that is, rulers who regard
their dominion and their office as private property, to be passed on to heirs of their own rather than the
people's choice and augmented or diminished as they see fit. In Toward Perpetual Peace, Kant argues that
stable peace can come only when all the nations of the earth are such republics, governed by citizens who
see the security of their property obtaining only under the universal rule of law rather than by proprietary
rulers who can always see a neighboring state as a potential addition to their own personal property. But in
Kant's view even a worldwide federation of republics cannot guarantee world peace: such a federation
provides the necessary conditions for peace, but peace can only be realized and maintained by the free choice
of all those politicians governing the republics—the "moral politicians"—to do so.
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Kant presents his scheme for the necessary conditions of perpetual peace as if it were a treaty. Its
first part comprises "preliminary articles for perpetual peace among states" which would reduce the
probability of warfare even among states that are not yet true republics. These preliminary articles preclude
peace treaties with secret reservations, acquisition of states as if they were private property, standing armies,
the incurrence of national debt for purposes of foreign adventures, interference with the constitution or
politics of other states, and in general all acts of hostility that would "make mutual trust impossible." The
"definitive articles" for perpetual peace, however, require not just the avoidance of provocations but the
permanent institution of a federation of republican governments, whose citizens always have the right to
hospitality from foreign governments but not the right to colonize or dominate other states. Kant's insistence
upon republican governments throughout the world may be an expression of his idealism, but his insistence
upon a federation of such governments rather than a single world-government is a sign of his realism: he
thinks a single world-government would just be too big to govern by republican means and would inevitably
degenerate into a tyranny. He argues that we may think of differences of language and religion as
providential provisions of nature to make a single-world government impossible, while the spread of trade
and its need for respect for rights of property and exchange across national borders should inevitably
encourage internationalism. But, Kant insists, even a "race of devils" could figure out the necessity of both
the preliminary and definitive articles for world peace, and then feign compliance with them while secretly
attempting to subvert them when they think that is in their own interest. Only moral politicians will decide
always to observe these articles, not merely when seeming to do so is in their own short-term interest but
when really doing so is in the long-term interest of everyone throughout the world.
Political scientists sometimes argue that Kant's scheme for perpetual peace has been undermined by
the subsequent course of history, which apparently offers numerous examples of republics making war upon
one another. But to this objection, two replies should be made. First, it is far from clear whether even in
modem times there has ever been a war between two polities that do not merely call themselves republics
but really do satisfy Kant's own highly stringent definition of a republic. Certainly the existence of a
legislature did not make the Germany of 1914 a true republic (while the continued existence of a monarchy
might not have prevented the Britain of the same period from more fully approximating the ideal of a true
republic). Second, it must always be remembered that Kant never argues that even a worldwide federation
of republics makes permanent peace necessary; his view is rather that only such a federation makes
permanent peace even possible. Kant's final word, after all, is that human beings have free will, and no matter
what remain free to choose to do what is right, but equally free, alas, to choose evil over good.
[From Paul Guyer’s Introduction to Kant’s essay in Political Philosophy: The Essential Texts. Steven M.
Cahn, ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005.]
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Toward Perpetual Peace
A Philosophical Sketch
‘The Perpetual Peace’
A Dutch innkeeper once put this satirical inscription on his signboard, along with the picture of a graveyard.
We shall not trouble to ask whether it applies to men in general, or particularly to heads of state (who can
never have enough of war), or only to the philosophers who blissfully dream of perpetual peace. The author
of the present essay does, however, make one reservation in advance. The practical politician tends to look
down with great complacency upon the political theorist as a mere academic. The theorist’s abstract ideas,
the practitioner believes, cannot endanger the state, since the state must be founded upon principles of
experience, it thus seems safe to let him fire off his whole broadside, and the worldly-wise statesman need
not turn a hair. It thus follows that if the practical politician is to be consistent, he must not claim, in the
event of a dispute with the theorist, to scent any danger to the state in the opinions which the theorist has
randomly uttered in public. By this saving clause, the author of this essay will consider himself expressly
safeguarded, in correct and proper style, against all malicious interpretation.
First Section
Which Contains the Preliminary Articles of a Perpetual Peace Between States
1. ‘No conclusion of peace shall be considered valid as such if it was made with a secret reservation
of the material for a future war.’
For if this were the case, it would be a mere truce, a suspension of hostilities, not a peace. Peace means an
end to all hostilities, and to attach the adjective ‘perpetual’ to it is already suspiciously close to pleonasm.
A conclusion of peace nullifies all existing reasons for a future war, even if these are not yet known to the
contracting parties, and no matter how acutely and carefully they may later be pieced together out of old
documents. It is possible that either party may make a mental reservation with a view to reviving its old
pretensions in the future. Such reservations will not be mentioned explicitly, since both parties may simply
be too exhausted to continue the war, although they may nonetheless possess sufficient ill will to seize the
first favorable opportunity of attaining their end. But if we consider such reservations in themselves, they
soon appear as Jesuitical casuistry; they are beneath the dignity of a ruler, just as it is beneath the dignity of
a minister of state to comply with any reasoning of this kind.
But if, in accordance with ‘enlightened’ notions of political expediency, we believe that the true
glory of a state consists in the constant increase of its power by any means whatsoever, the above judgement
will certainly appear academic and pedantic.
2. ‘No independently existing state, whether it be large or small, may be acquired by another state
by inheritance, exchange, purchase or gift.’
For a state, unlike the ground on which it is based, is not a possession (patrimonium). It is a society of men,
which no-one, other than itself can command or dispose of. Like a tree, it has its own roots, and to graft it
on to another state as if it were a shoot is to terminate its existence as a moral personality and make it into
a commodity. This contradicts the idea of the original contract, without which the rights of a people are
unthinkable. Everyone knows what danger the supposed right of acquiring states in this way, even in our own
times, has brought upon Europe (for this practice is unknown in other continents). It has been thought that
states can marry one another, and this has provided a new kind of industry by which power can be increased
through family alliances, without expenditure of energy, while landed property can be extended at the same
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time. It is the same thing when the troops of one state are hired to another to fight an enemy who is not
common to both; for the subjects are thereby used and misused as objects to be manipulated at will.
3. ‘Standing armies (miles perpetuus) will gradually be abolished altogether.’
For they constantly threaten other states with war by the very fact that they are always prepared for it. They
spur on the states to outdo one another in arming unlimited numbers of soldiers, and since the resultant costs
eventually make peace more oppressive than a short war, the armies are themselves the cause of wars of
aggression which set out to end burdensome military expenditure. Furthermore, the hiring of men to kill or
to be killed seems to mean using them as mere machines and instruments in the hands of someone else (the
state), which cannot easily be reconciled with the rights of man in one’s own person. It is quite a different
matter if the citizens undertake voluntary military training from time to time in order to secure themselves
and their fatherland against attacks from outside. But it would be just the same if wealth rather than soldiers
were accumulated, for it would be seen by other states as a military threat; it might compel them to mount
preventative attacks, for of the three powers within a state—the power of the army, the power of alliance and
the power of money—the third is probably the most reliable instrument of war. It would lead more often to
wars if it were not so difficult to discover the amount of wealth which another state possesses.
4. “No national debt shall be contracted in connection with the external affairs of the state.’
There is no cause for suspicion if help for the national economy is sought inside or outside the state (e.g. for
improvements to roads, new settlements, storage of foodstuffs for years of famine, etc.). But a credit system,
if used by the powers as an instrument of aggression against one another, shows the power of money in its
most dangerous form. For while the debts thereby incurred are always secure against present demands
(because not all the creditors will demand payment at the same time), these debts go on growing indefinitely.
This ingenious system, invented by a commercial people in the present century, provides a military fund
which may exceed the resources of all the other states put together. It can only be exhausted by an eventual
tax-deficit, which may be postponed for a considerable time by the commercial stimulus which industry and
trade receive through the credit system. This ease in making war, coupled with the warlike inclination of
those in power (which seems to be an integral feature of human nature), is thus a great obstacle in the way
of perpetual peace. Foreign debts must therefore be prohibited by a preliminary article of such a peace,
otherwise national bankruptcy, inevitable in the long run, would necessarily involve various other states in
the resultant loss without their having deserved it, thus inflicting upon them public injury. Other states are
therefore justified in allying themselves against such a state and its pretentions.
5. ‘No state shall forcibly interfere in the constitution and government of another state.’
For what could justify such interference? Surely not any sense of scandal or offence which a state arouses
in the subjects of another state. It should rather serve as a warning to others, as an example of the great evils
which a people has incurred by its lawlessness. And a bad example which one free person gives to another
(as a scandalum acceptum) is not the same as an injury to the latter. But it would be a different matter if a
state, through internal discord, were to split into two parts, each of which set itself up as a separate state and
claimed authority over the whole. For it could not be reckoned as interference in another state’s constitution
if an external state were to lend support to one of them, because their condition is one of anarchy. But as long
as this internal conflict is not yet decided, the interference of external powers would be a violation of the
rights of an independent people which is merely struggling with its internal ills. Such interference would be
an active offence and would make the autonomy of all other states insecure.
6. ‘No state at war with another shall permit such acts of hostility as would make mutual confidence
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impossible during a future time of peace. Such acts would include the employment of assassins (percussores)
or poisoners (venefici), breach of aggreements, the instigation of treason (perduellio) within the enemy state,
etc.’
These are dishonorable strategems. For it must still remain possible, even in wartime, to have some sort of
trust in the attitude of the enemy, otherwise peace could not be concluded and the hostilities would turn into
a war of extermination (bellum internecinum). After all, war is only a regrettable expedient for asserting
one’s rights by force within a state of nature, where no court of justice is available to judge with legal
authority. In such cases, neither party can be declared an unjust enemy, for this would already presuppose
a judge’s decision; only the outcome of the conflict, as in the case of a so-called ‘judgement of God’, can
decide who is in the right. A war of punishment (bellum punitivum) between states is inconceivable, since
there can be no relationship of superior to inferior among them. It thus follows that a war of extermination,
in which both parties and right itself might all be simultaneously annihilated, would allow perpetual peace
only on the vast graveyard of the human race. A war of this kind and the employment of all means which
might bring it about must thus be absolutely prohibited. But the means listed above would inevitably lead
to such a war, because these diabolical arts, besides being intrinsically despicable, would not long be
confined to war alone if they were brought to use. This applies, for example, to the employment of spies (uti
exploratoribus), for it exploits only the dishonesty of others (which can never be completely eliminated).
Such practices will be carried over into peacetime and will thus completely vitiate its purpose.
All the articles listed above, when regarded objectively or in relation to the intentions of those in power, are
prohibitive laws (leges proihbitivae). Yet some of them are of the strictest sort (leges strictae), being valid
irrespective of differing circumstances, and they require that the abuses they prohibit should be abolished
immediately (Nos. 1, 5, and 6). Others (Nos. 2, 3, and 4), although they are not exceptions to the rule of
justice, allow for some subjective latitude according to the circumstances in which they are applied (leges
latae). The latter need not necessarily be executed at once, so long as their ultimate purpose (e.g. the
restoration of freedom to certain states in accordance with the second article) is not lost sight of. But their
execution may not be put off to a non-existent date . . . , for any delay is permitted only as a means of
avoiding a premature implementation which might frustrate the whole purpose of the article. For in the case
of the second article, the prohibition relates only to the mode of acquisition, which is to be forbidden
hereforth, but not to the present state of political possessions. For although this present state is not backed
up by the requisite legal authority, it was considered lawful in the public opinion of every state at the time
of the putative acquisition.
Second Section
Which Contains the Definitive Articles of a Perpetual Peace Between States

A state of peace among men living together is not the same as the state of nature, which is rather a state of
war. For even if it does not involve active hostilities, it involves a constant threat of their breaking out. Thus
the state of peace must be formally instituted, for a suspension of hostilities is not in itself a guarantee of
peace. And unless one neighbour gives a guarantee to the other at his request (which can happen only in a
lawful state), the latter may treat him as an enemy.
First Definitive Article of a Perpetual Peace: The Civil Constitution of Every State shall bf Republican
A republican constitution is founded upon three principles: firstly, the principle of freedom for all members
of a society (as men); secondly, the principle of the dependence of everyone upon a single common
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legislation (as subjects); and thirdly, the principle of legal equality for everyone (as citizens). It is the only
constitution which can be derived from the idea of an original contract, upon which all rightful legislation
of a people must be founded. Thus as far as right is concerned, republicanism is in itself the original basis
of every kind of civil constitution, and it only remains to ask whether it is the only constitution which can
lead to a perpetual peace.
The republican constitution is not only pure in its origin (since it springs from the pure concept of
right); it also offers a prospect of attaining the desired result, i.e. a perpetual peace, and the reason for this
is as follows. —If, as is inevitably the case under this constitution, the consent of the citizens is required to
decide whether or not war is to be declared, it is very natural that they will have great hesitation in embarking
on so dangerous an enterprise. For this would mean calling down on themselves all the miseries of war, such
as doing the fighting themselves, supplying the costs of the war from their own resources, painfully making
good the ensuing devastation, and, as the crowning evil, having to take upon themselves a burden of debt
which will embitter peace itself and which can never be paid off on account of the constant threat of new
wars. But under a constitution where the subject is not a citizen, and which is therefore not republican, it is
the simplest thing in the world to go to war. For the head of state is not a fellow citizen, but the owner of the
state, and a war will not force him to make the slightest sacrifice so far as his banquets, hunts, pleasure
palaces and court festivals are concerned. He can thus decide on war, without any significant reason, as a
kind of amusement, and unconcernedly leave it to the diplomatic corps (who are always ready for such
purposes) to justify the war for the sake of propriety.
The following remarks are necessary to prevent the republican constitution from being confused with th
democratic one, as commonly happens. The various forms of state (civitas) may be classified either according
to the different persons who exercise supreme authority, or according to the way in which the nation is
governed by its ruler, whoever he may be. The first classification goes by the form of sovereignty (forma
imperii), and only three such forms are possible, depending on whether the ruling power is in the hands of
an individual, of several persons in association, or of all those who together constitute civil society (i.e.
autocracy, aristocracy and democracy—the power of a prince, the power of a nobility, and the power of the
people). The second classification depends on the form of government (forma regiminis), and relates to the
way in which the state, setting out from its constitution (i.e. an act of the general will whereby the mass
becomes a people), makes use of its plenary power. The form of government, in this case, will be either
republican or despotic. Republicanism is that political principle whereby the executive power (the
government) is separated from the legislative power. Despotism prevails in a state if the laws are made and
arbitrarily executed by one and the same power, and it reflects the will of the people only in so far as the ruler
treats the will of the people as his own private will. Of the three forms of sovereignty, democracy, in the
truest sense of the word, is necessarily a despotism, because it establishes an executive power through which
all the citizens may make decisions about (and indeed against) the single individual without his consent, so
that decisions are made by all the people and yet not by all the people; and this means that the general will
is in contradiction with itself, and thus also with freedom.
For any form of government which is not representative is essentially an anomaly, because one and
the same person cannot at the same time be both the legislator and the executor of his own will, just as the
general proposition in logical reasoning cannot at the same time be a secondary proposition subsuming the
particular within the general. And even if the other two political constitutions (i.e. autocracy and aristocracy)
are always defective in as much as they leave room for a despotic form of government, it is at least possible
that they will be associated with a form of government which accords with the spirit of a representative
system. Thus Frederick II at least said that he was merely the highest servant of the state, while a democratic
constitution makes this attitude impossible, because everyone under it wants to be a ruler. We can therefore
say that the smaller the number of ruling persons in a state and the greater their powers of representation, the
more the constitution will approximate to its republican potentiality, which it may hope to realise eventually
by gradual reforms. For this reason, it is more difficult in an aristocracy than in a monarchy to reach this one
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and only perfectly lawful kind of constitution, while it is possible in a democracy only by means of violent
revolution. But the people are immensely more concerned with the mode of government than with the form
of the constitution, although a great deal also depends on the degree to which the constitution fits the purpose
of the government. But if the mode of government is to accord with the concept of right, it must be based on
the representative system. This system alone makes possible a republican state, and without it, despotism and
violence will result no matter what kind of constitution is in force. None of the so-called 'republics' of
antiquity employed such a system, and they thus inevitably ended in despotism, although this is still relatively
bearable under the rule of a single individual.
Second Definitive Article of a Perpetual Peace: The Right of Nations shall be based on a Federation of Free
States
Peoples who have grouped themselves into nation states may be judged in the same way as individual men
living in a state of nature, independent of external laws; for they are a standing offence to one another by the
very fact that they are neighbours. Each nation, for the sake of its own security, can and ought to demand of
the others that they should enter along with it into a constitution, similar to the civil one, within which the
rights of each could be secured. This would mean establishing a federation of peoples. But a federation of
this sort would not be the same thing as an international state. For the idea of an international state is
contradictory, since every state involves a relationship between a superior (the legislator) and an inferior (the
people obeying the laws), whereas a number of nations forming one state would constitute a single nation.
And this contradicts our initial assumption, as we are here considering the right of nations in relation to one
another in so far as they are a group of separate states which are not to be welded together as a unit.
We look with profound contempt upon the way in which savages cling to their lawless freedom. They
would rather engage in incessant strife than submit to a legal constraint which they might impose upon
themselves, for they prefer the freedom of folly to the freedom of reason. We regard this as barbarism,
coarseness, and brutish debasement of humanity. We might thus expect that civilised peoples, each united
within itself as a state, would hasten to abandon so degrading a condition as soon as possible. But instead
of doing so, each state sees its own majesty (for it would be absurd to speak of the majesty of a people)
precisely in not having to submit to any external legal constraint, and the glory of its ruler consists in his
power to order thousands of people to immolate themselves for a cause which does not truly concern them,
while he need not himself incur any danger whatsoever. . . .
Although it is largely concealed by governmental constraints in law-governed civil society, the
depravity of human nature is displayed without disguise in the unrestricted relations which obtain between
the various nations. It is therefore to be wondered at that the word right has not been completely banished
from military politics as superfluous pedantry, and that no state has been bold enough to declare itself
publicly in favour of doing so. For Hugo Grotius, Pufendorf, Vattel and the rest (sorry comforters as they
are) are still dutifully quoted in justification of military aggression, although their philosophically or
diplomatically formulated codes do not and cannot have the slightest legal force, since states as such are not
subject to a common external constraint. Yet there is no instance of a state ever having been moved to desist
from its purpose by arguments supported by the testimonies of such notable men. This homage which every
state pays (in words at least) to the concept of right proves that man possesses a greater moral capacity, still
dormant at present, to overcome eventually the evil principle within him (for he cannot deny that it exists),
and to hope that others will do likewise. Otherwise the word right would never be used by states which
intend to make war on one another, unless in a derisory sense, as when a certain Gallic prince declared:
‘Nature has given to the strong the prerogative of making the weak obey them.’ The way in which states seek
their rights can only be by war, since there is no external tribunal to put their claims to trial. But rights cannot
be decided by military victory, and a peace treaty may put an end to the current war, but not to that general
warlike condition within which pretexts can always be found for a new war. And indeed, such a state of
affairs cannot be pronounced completely unjust, since it allows each party to act as judge in its own cause.
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Yet while natural right allows us to say of men living in a lawless condition that they ought to abandon it,
the right of nations does not allow us to say the same of states. For as states, they already have a lawful
internal constitution, and have thus outgrown the coercive right of others to subject them to a wider legal
constitution in accordance with their conception of right. On the other hand, reason, as the highest legislative
moral power, absolutely condemns war as a test of rights and sets up peace as an immediate duty. But peace
can neither be inaugurated nor secured without a general agreement between the nations; thus a particular
kind of league, which we might call pacific federation (foedus pacificum), is required. It would differ from
a peace treaty (pactum pacis) in that the latter terminates one war, whereas the former would seek to end all
wars for good. This federation does not aim to acquire any power like that of a state, but merely to preserve
and secure the freedom of each state in itself, along with that of the other confederated states, although this
does not mean that they need to submit to public laws and to a coercive power which enforces them, as do
men in a state of nature. It can be shown that this idea of federalism, extending gradually to encompass all
states and thus leading to perpetual peace, is practicable and has objective reality. For if by good fortune one
powerful and enlightened nation can form a republic (which is by its nature inclined to seek perpetual peace),
this will provide a focal point for federal association among other states. These will join up with the first one,
thus securing the freedom of each state in accordance with the idea of international right, and the whole will
gradually spread further and further by a series of alliances of this kind.
It would be understandable for a people to say: 'There shall be no war among us; for we will form
ourselves into a state, appointing for ourselves a supreme legislative, executive and juridical power to resolve
our conflicts by peaceful means.' But if this state says: 'There shall be no war between myself and other
states, although I do not recognise any supreme legislative power which could secure my rights and whose
rights I should in turn secure' , it is impossible to understand what justification I can have for placing any
confidence in my rights, unless I can rely on some substitute for the union of civil society, i.e. on a free
federation. If the concept of international right is to retain any meaning at all, reason must necessarily couple
it with a federation of this kind.
The concept of international right becomes meaningless if interpreted as a right to go to war. For this
would make it a right to determine what is lawful not by means of universally valid externa1laws, but by
means of one-sided maxims backed up by physical force. It could be taken to mean that it is perfectly just
for men who adopt this attitude to destroy one another, and thus to find perpetual peace in the vast grave
where all the horrors of violence and those responsible for them would be buried. There is only one rational
way in which states coexisting with other states can emerge from the lawless condition of pure warfare. Just
like individual men, they must renounce their savage and lawless freedom, adapt themselves to public
coercive laws, and thus form an international state (civitas gentium), which would necessarily continue to
grow until it embraced all the peoples of the earth. But since this is not the will of the nations, according to
their present conception of international right (so that they reject in hypothesi what is true in thesi), the
positive idea of a world republic cannot be realised. If all is not to be lost, this can at best find a negative
substitute in the shape of an enduring and gradually expanding federation likely to prevent war. The latter
may check the current of man's inclination to defy the law and antagonise his fellows, although there will
always be a risk of it bursting forth anew. . . .
Third Definitive Article of a Perpetual Peace: Cosmopolitan Right shall be limited to Conditions of
Universal Hospitality
As in the foregoing articles, we are here concerned not with philanthropy, but with right. In this context,
hospitality means the right of a stranger not to be treated with hostility when he arrives on someone else's
territory. He can indeed be turned away, if this can be done without causing his death, but he must not be
treated with hostility, so long as he behaves in a peaceable manner in the place he happens to be in. The
stranger cannot claim the right of a guest to be entertained, for this would require a special friendly
agreement whereby he might become a member of the native household for a certain time. He may only claim
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a right of resort, for all men are entitled to present themselves in the society of others by virtue of their right
to communal possession of the earth's surface. Since the earth is a globe, they cannot disperse over an infinite
area, but must necessarily tolerate one another's company. And no-one originally has any greater right than
anyone else to occupy any particular portion of the earth. The community of man is divided by uninhabitable
parts of the earth's surface such as oceans and deserts, but even then, the ship or the camel (the ship of the
desert) make it possible for them to approach their fellows over these ownerless tracts, and to utilise as a
means of social intercourse that right to the earth's surface which the human race shares in common. The
inhospitable behaviour of coastal dwellers (as on the Barbary coast) in plundering ships on the adjoining seas
or enslaving stranded seafarers, or that of inhabitants of the desert (as with the Arab Bedouins), who regard
their proximity to nomadic tribes as a justification for plundering them, is contrary to natural right. But this
natural right of hospitality, i.e. the right of strangers, does not extend beyond those conditions which make
it possible for them to attempt to enter into relations with the native inhabitants. In this way, continents
distant from each other can enter into peaceful mutual relations which may eventually be regulated by public
laws, thus bringing the human race nearer and nearer to a cosmopolitan constitution. . . .
The peoples of the earth have thus entered in varying degrees into a universal community, and it has
developed to the point where a violation of rights in one part of the world is felt everywhere. The idea of a
cosmopolitan right is therefore not fantastic and overstrained; it is a necessary complement to the unwritten
code of political and international right, transforming it into a universal right of humanity. Only under this
condition can we flatter ourselves that we are continually advancing towards a perpetual peace.
First Supplement: On the Guarantee of a Perpetual Peace
. . . We now come to the essential question regarding the prospect of perpetual peace. What does
nature do in relation to the end which man's own reason prescribes to him as a duty, i.e. how does nature help
to promote his moral purpose? And how does nature guarantee that what man ought to do by the laws of his
freedom (but does not do) will in fact be done through nature's compulsion, without prejudice to the free
agency of man? This question arises, moreover, in all three areas of public right—in political, international
and cosmopolitan right. For if I say that nature wills that this or that should happen, this does not mean that
nature imposes on us a duty to do it, for duties can only be imposed by practical reason, acting without any
external constraint. On the contrary, nature does it herself, whether we are willing or not: . . .
1. Even if people were not compelled by internal dissent to submit to the coercion of public laws,
war would produce the same effect from outside. For. . . each people would find itself confronted by another
neighbouring people pressing in upon it, thus forcing it to form itself internally into a state in order to
encounter the other as an armed power. Now the republican constitution is the only one which does complete
justice to the rights of man. But it is also the most difficult to establish, and even more so to preserve, so that
many maintain that it would be possible within a state of angels, since men, with their self-seeking
inclinations, would be incapable of adhering to a constitution of so sublime a nature. But in fact, nature
comes to the aid of the universal and rational human will, so admirable in itself but so impotent in practice,
and makes use of precisely those self-seeking inclinations in order to do so. It only remains for men to create
a good organisation for the state, a task which is well within their capability, and to arrange it in such a way
that their self-seeking energies are opposed to one another, each thereby neutralising or eliminating the
destructive effects of the rest. And as far as reason is concerned, the result is the same as if man's selfish
tendencies were non-existent, so that man, even if he is not morally good in himself, is nevertheless
compelled to be a good citizen. As hard as it may sound, the problem of setting up a state can be solved even
by a nation of devils (so long as they possess understanding). It may be stated as follows: ‘In order to
organise a group of rational beings who together require universal laws for their survival, but of whom each
separate individual is secretly inclined to exempt himself from them, the constitution must be so designed
that, although the citizens are opposed to one another in their private attitudes, these opposing views may
inhibit one another in such a way that the public conduct of the citizens will be the same as if they did not
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have such evil attitudes.’ A problem of this kind must be soluble. For such a task does not involve the moral
improvement of man; it only means finding out how the mechanism of nature can be applied to men in such
a manner that the antagonism of their hostile attitudes will make them compel one another to submit to
coercive laws, thereby producing a condition of peace within which the laws can be enforced. We can even
see this principle at work among the actually existing (although as yet very imperfectly organised) states. For
in their external relations, they have already approached what the idea of right prescribes, although the reason
for this is certainly not their internal moral attitudes. In the same way, we cannot expect their moral attitudes
to produce a good political constitution; on the contrary, it is only through the latter that the people can be
expected to attain a good level of moral culture. Thus that mechanism of nature by which selfish inclinations
are naturally opposed to one another in their external relations can be used by reason to facilitate the
attainment of its own end, the reign of established right. Internal and external peace are thereby furthered
and assured, so far as it lies within the power of the state itself to do so. We may therefore say that nature
irresistibly wills that right should eventually gain the upper hand. What men have neglected to do will
ultimately happen of its own accord, albeit with much inconvenience. As Bouterwek puts it: ‘If the reed is
bent too far, it breaks; and he who wants too much gets nothing.’
2. The idea of international right presupposes the separate existence of many independent adjoining
states. And such a state of affairs is essentially a state of war, unless there is a federal union to prevent
hostilities breaking out. But in the light of the idea of reason, this state is still to be preferred to an
amalgamation of the separate nations under a single power which has overruled the rest and created a
universal monarchy. For the laws progressively lose their impact as the government increases its range, and
a soulless despotism, after crushing the germs of goodness, will finally lapse into anarchy. It is nonetheless
the desire of every state (or its ruler) to achieve lasting peace by thus dominating the whole world, if at all
possible. But nature wills it otherwise, and uses two means to separate the nations and prevent them from
intermingling— linguistic and religious differences. These may certainly occasion mutual hatred and provide
pretexts for wars, but as culture grows and men gradually move towards greater agreement over their
principles, they lead to mutual understanding and peace. And unlike that universal despotism which saps all
man's energies and ends in the graveyard of freedom, this peace is created and guaranteed by an equilibrium
of forces and a most vigorous rivalry.
3. Thus nature wisely separates the nations, although the will of each individual state, even basing
its arguments on international right, would gladly unite them under its own sway by force or by cunning. On
the other hand, nature also unites nations which the concept of cosmopolitan right would not have protected
from violence and war, and does so by means of their mutual self-interest. For the spirit of commerce sooner
or later takes hold of every people, and it cannot exist side by side with war. And of all the powers (or means)
at the disposal of the power of the state, financial power can probably be relied on most. Thus states find
themselves compelled to promote the noble cause of peace, though not exactly from motives of morality. And
wherever in the world there is a threat of war breaking out, they will try to prevent it by mediation, just as
if they had entered into a permanent league for this purpose; for by the very nature of things, large military
alliances can only rarely be formed, and will even more rarely be successful.
In this way, nature guarantees perpetual peace by the actual mechanism of human inclinations. And
while the likelihood of its being attained is not sufficient to enable us to prophesy the future theoretically,
it is enough for practical purposes. It makes it our duty to work our way towards this goal, which is more than
an empty chimera.
Second Supplement: Secret Article of a Perpetual Peace
In transactions involving public right, a secret article (regarded objectively or in terms of its content) is a
contradiction. But in subjective terms, i.e. in relation to the sort of person who dictates it, an article may well
contain a secret element, for the person concerned may consider it prejudicial to his own dignity to name
himself publicly as its originator.
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The only article of this kind is embodied in the following sentence: ‘The maxims of the philosophers
on the conditions under which public peace is possible shall be consulted by states which are armed for war.’
Although it may seem humiliating for the legislative authority of a state, to which we must naturally
attribute the highest degree of wisdom, to seek instruction from subjects (the philosophers) regarding the
principles on which it should act in its relations with other states, it is nevertheless extremely advisable that
it should do so. The state will therefore invite their help silently, making a secret of it. In other words, it will
allow them to speak freely and publicly on the universal maxims of warfare and peace-making, and they will
indeed do so of their own accord if no-one forbids their discussions. And no special formal arrangement
among the states is necessary to enable them to agree on this issue, for the agreement already lies in the
obligations imposed by universal human reason in its capacity as a moral legislator. This does not, however,
imply that the state must give the principles of the philosopher precedence over the pronouncements of the
jurist (who represents the power of the state), but only that the philosopher should be given a hearing. The
jurist, who has taken as his symbol the scales of right and the sword of justice, usually uses the latter not
merely to keep any extraneous influences away from the former, but will throw the sword into one of the
scales if it refuses to sink. . . Unless the jurist is at the same time a philosopher, at any rate in moral matters,
he is under the greatest temptation to do this, for his business is merely to apply existing laws, and. not to
enquire whether they are in need of improvement. He acts as if this truly low rank of his faculty were in fact
one of the higher ones, for the simple reason that it is accompanied by power (as is also the case with two
of the other faculties). But the philosophical faculty occupies a very low position in face of the combined
power of the others. Thus we are told, for instance, that philosophy is the handmaid of theology, and
something similar in relation to the others. But it is far from clear whether this handmaid bears the torch
before her gracious lady, or carries the train behind.
It is not to be expected that kings will philosophise or that philosophers will become kings; nor is
it to be desired, however, since the possession of power inevitably corrupts the free judgement of reason.
Kings or sovereign peoples (i.e. those governing themselves by egalitarian laws) should not, however, force
the class of philosophers to disappear or to remain silent, but should allow them to speak publicly. This is
essential to both in order that light may be thrown on their affairs. And since the class of philosophers is by
nature incapable of forming seditious factions or clubs, they cannot incur suspicion of disseminating
propaganda.
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