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Appendix

to the Transcendental Dialectic

On the regulative use of the ideas
of pure reason.''s

The outcome of all dialectical attempts of pure reason not only con-
firms what we have already proved in the Transcendental Analytic,
namely that all the inferences that would carry us out beyond the field
of possible experience are deceptive and groundless, but it also simulta-
neously teaches us this particular lesson: that human reason has a nat-
ural propensity to overstep all these boundaries, and that transcendental
ideas are just as natural to it as the categories are to the understanding,
although with this difference, that just as the categories lead to truth,
i.e., to the agreement of our concepts with their objects,* the ideas ef-
fect a mere, but irresistible, illusion, deception by which one can hardly
resist even through the most acute criticism.

Everything grounded in the nature of our powers must be purposive
and consistent with their correct use, if only we can guard against a cer-
tain misunderstanding and find out their proper direction. Thus the
transcendental ideas too will presumably have a good and consequently
immanent use, even though, if their significance is misunderstood and
they are taken for concepts of real things, they can be transcendent in
their application and for that very reason deceptive. For in regard to
the whole of possible experience, it is not the idea itself but only its use
that can be either extravagant (transcendent) or indigenous (imma-
nent), according to whether one directs them straightway to a supposed
object corresponding to them, or only to the use of the understanding
in general regarding the objects with which it has to do; and all errors
of subreption are always to be ascribed to a defect in judgment, never
to understanding or to reason.

Reason never relates directly to an object, but solely to the under-
standing and by means of it to reason’s own empirical use, hence it does
not create any concepts (of objects)? but only orders them and gives
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them thatunity which they can have in their greatest possible extension,
i.e., in relation to the totality of series; the understanding does not look
to this totality at all, but only to the connection through which series
of conditions always come about according to concepts. Thus reason
really has as object only the understanding and its purposive applica-
tion, and just as the understanding unites the manifold into an object
through concepts, so reason on its side unites the manifold of concepts
through ideas by positing a certain collective unity as the goal of the un-
derstanding’s actions, which are otherwise concerned only with distrib-
utive unity.

Accordingly, I assert: the transcendental ideas are never of constitu-
tive use, so that the concepts of certain objects would thereby be given,
and in case one so understands them, they are merely sophistical (dia-
lectical) concepts. On the contrary, however, they have an excellent and
indispensably necessary regulative use, namely that of directing the un-
derstanding to a certain goal respecting which the lines of direction of
all its rules converge at one point, which, although it is only an idea
(focus imaginarius) - i.e., a point from which the concepts of the under-
standing do not really proceed, since it lies entirely outside the bounds
of possible experience — nonetheless still serves to obtain for these con-
cepts the greatest unity alongside the greatest extension. Now of course
it is from this that there arises the deception, as if these lines of direc-
tion were shot out? from an object lying outside the field of possible
empirical cognition (just as objects are seen behind the surface of a
mirror); yet this illusion (which can be prevented from deceiving) is
nevertheless indispensably necessary if besides the objects before our
eyes we want to see those that lie far in the background, i.e., when, in
our case, the understanding wants to go beyond every given experience
(beyond this part of the whole of possible experience), and hence wants
to take the measure of its greatest possible and uttermost extension.

If we survey the cognitions of our understanding in their entire
range, then we find that what reason quite uniquely prescribes and
seeks to bring about concerning it is the systematic in cognition, i.e.,
its interconnection based on one principle.? This unity of reason always
presupposes an idea, namely that of the form of a whole of cognition,
which precedes the determinate cognition of the parts and contains the
conditions for determining & priori the place of each part and its rela-
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tion to the others. Accordingly, this idea postulates complete unity of
the understanding’s cognition, through which this cognition comes to
be not merely a contingent aggregate but a system interconnected in
accordance with necessary laws. One cannot properly say that this idea
is the concept of an object,? but only that of the thoroughgoing unity
of these concepts, insofar as the idea serves the understanding as a rule.
Such concepts of reason are not created by nature, rather we question
nature according to these ideas, and we take our cognition to be defec-
tive as long as it is not adequate to them. Admittedly, it is hard to find
pure earth, pure water, pure air, etc. Nevertheless, concepts of them
are required (though as far as their complete purity is concerned, have
their origin only in reason) in order appropriately to determine the
share that each of these natural causes has in appearance; thus one re-
duces’ all materials to earths (mere weight, as it were), to salts and com-
bustibles (as force), and finally to water and air as vehicles (machines, as
it were, by means of which the aforementioned operate), in order to ex-
plain the chemical effects of materials in accordance with the idea of a
mechanism. For even though it is not actually expressed this way, it is
still very easy to discover the influence of reason on the classifications
of students of nature.

If reason is the faculty of deriving the particular from the universal,
then: Either the universal is in itself certain and given, and only judg-
ment is required for subsuming, and the particular is necessarily deter-
mined through it. This I call the “apodictic” use of reason. Or the universal is
assumed only problematically, and it is a mere idea, the particular
being certain while the universality of the rule for this consequent is
still a problem; then several particular cases, which are all certain, are
tested by the rule, to see if they flow from it, and in the case in which it
seems that all the particular cases cited follow from it, then the univer-
sality of the rule is inferred, including all subsequent cases, even those
that are not given in themselves. This I will call the “hypothetical” use
of reason.

The hypothetical use of reason, on the basis of ideas as problematic
concepts, is not properly constitutive, that is, not such that if one
judges in all strictness the truth of the universal rule assumed as a hy-
pothesis thereby follows; for how is one to know all possible conse-
quences, which would prove the universality of the assumed principle if
they followed from it? Rather, this use of reason is only regulative,
bringing unity into particular cognitions as far as possible and thereby
approximating the rule to universality.

The hypothetical use of reason is therefore directed at the system-
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atic unity of the understanding’s cognitions, which, however, is the
touchstone of truth for its rules. Conversely, systematic unity (as
mere idea) is only a projected unity, which one must regard not as
given in itself, but only as a problem; this unity, however, helps to find
a principle’ for the manifold and particular uses of the understanding,
thereby guiding it even in those cases that are not given and making it
coherently connected.

From this, however, one sees only that systematic unity or the unity
of reason of the manifold of the understanding’s cognition is a logical
principle,? in order, where the understanding alone does not attain to
rules, to help it through ideas, simultaneously creating unanimity
among its various rules under one principle‘ (the systematic), and
thereby interconnection, as far as this can be done. But whether the
constitution of objects or the nature of the understanding that cognizes
them as such are in themselves determined to systematic unity, and
whether one could in a certain measure postulate this 2 priori without
taking into account such an interest of reason, and therefore say that all
possible cognitions of the understanding (including empirical ones)
have the unity of reason, and stand under common principles/ from
which they could be derived despite their variety: that would be a tran-
scendental principle of reason, which would make systematic unity not
merely something subjectively and logically necessary, as method, but
objectively necessary.

We will illustrate this through one case in which reason is used.
Among the different kinds of unity according to concepts of the under-
standing belongs the causality of a substance, which is called “power.”s
At first glance the various appearances of one and the same substance
show such diversity that one must assume almost as many powers as
there are effects, as in the human mind there are sensation, conscious-
ness, imagination, memory, wit, the power to distinguish, pleasure, de-
sire, etc. Initially a logical maxim bids us to reduce this apparent variety
as far as possible by discovering hidden identity through comparison,
and seeing if imagination combined with consciousness may not be
memory, wit, the power to distinguish, or perhaps even understanding
and reason. The idea of a fundamental power - though logic does not
at all ascertain whether there is such a thing — is at least the problem”
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set by a systematic representation of the manifoldness of powers. The
logical principle” of reason demands this unity as far as it is possible to
bring it about, and the more appearances of this power and that power
are found to be identical, the more probable it becomes that they are
nothing but various expressions of one and the same power, which can
be called (comparatively) their fundamental power. One proceeds in
just the same way with the rest of the powers.

These comparatively fundamental powers must once again be com-
pared with one another, so as to discover their unanimity and thereby
bring them close to a single radical, i.e., absolutely fundamental, power.
But this unity of reason is merely hypothetical. One asserts not that
such a power must in fact be found, but rather that one must seek it for
the benefit of reason, namely for setting up certain principles? for the
many rules with which experience may furnish us, and that where it can
be done, one must in such a way bring systematic unity into cognition.

But if one attends to the transcendental use of the understanding, it
is evident that this idea of a fundamental power in general does not
function® merely as a problem? for hypothetical use, but pretends to ob-
jective reality, so that the systematic unity of a substance’s many powers
are postulated and an apodictic principle of reason is erected. For even
without our having attempted to find the unanimity among the many
powers, or indeed even when all such attempts to discover it have failed,
we nevertheless presuppose thatsuch a thing will be found; and it is not
only, as in the case cited, on account of the unity of substance that rea-
son presupposes systematic unity among manifold powers, but rather
reason does so even where many powers, though to a certain degree of
the same kind, are found, as with matter in general, where particular
natural laws stand under more general ones; and the parsimony of prin-
ciples/is not merely a principle of economy for reason, but becomes an
inner law of its nature.

In fact it cannot even be seen how there could be a logical principle#
of rational unity among rules unless a transcendental principle” is pre-
supposed, through which such a systematic unity, as pertaining to the
object’ itself, is assumed # priori as necessary. For by what warrant can
reason in its logical use claim to treat the manifoldness of the powers
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which nature gives to our cognition as merely a concealed unity, and to
derive them as far as it is able from some fundamental power, when rea-
son is free to admit that it is just as possible that all powers are differ-
ent in kind, and that its derivation of them from a systematic unity is
not in conformity with nature? For then reason would proceed directly
contrary to its vocation, since it would set as its goal an idea that en-
tirely contradicts the arrangement of nature. Nor can one say that it?
has previously gleaned’ this unity from the contingent constitution of
nature in accordance with its principles¢ of reason. For the law of rea-
son to seek unity is necessary, since without it we would have no reason,
and without that, no coherent? use of the understanding, and, lacking
that, no sufficient mark of empirical truth; thus in regard to the latter
we simply have to presuppose the systematic unity of nature as objec-
tively valid and necessary.

We also find this transcendental presupposition hidden in an ad-
mirable way in the principles of the philosophers, although they have
not always recognized it or admitted it to themselves. That all the man-
ifoldness of individual things does not exclude the identity of species;
that the several species must be treated only as various determinations
of fewer genera, and the latter of still higher families,’ etc; that there-
fore a certain systematic unity of all possible empirical concepts must be
sought insofar as they can be derived from higher and more general
ones: this is a scholastic rule or logical principle/ without which there
could be no use of reason, because we can infer from the universal to
the particular only on the ground of the universal properties of things
under which the particular properties stand.

But that such unanimity is to be encountered even in nature is some-
thing the philosophers presuppose in the familiar scholastic rule that
one should not multiply beginnings (principles)® without necessity (entia
praeter necessitatem non esse multiplicanda).” It is thereby said that the na-
ture of things themselves offers material for the unity of reason, and the
apparently infinite variety should not restrain us from conjecturing be-
hind it a unity of fundamental properties, from which their manifold-
ness can be derived only through repeated determination. This unity,
although it is a mere idea, has been pursued so eagerly in all ages that
more often there has been cause to moderate than to encourage the de-
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sire for it. The analysts had already done much when they were able to
reduce all salts to two main genera, acidic and alkaline, but they even
attempted to regard this distinction as merely a variety or varied ex-
pression of one and the same fundamental material. They sought to get
the several species of earths (the material of stone and even of metal)
gradually down to three, and finally to two; still not satisfied, they could
not dismiss from their thought the conjecture that behind these vari-
eties there is a single genus or even indeed a common principle? for
both earths and salts. One might have believed that this is merely a de-
vice of reason for achieving economy, for saving as much trouble as pos-
sible, and a hypothetical attempt that, if it succeeds, will through this
unity give probability to the grounds of explanation it presupposed. Yet
such a selfish aim can easily be distinguished from the idea, in accor-
dance with which everyone presupposes that this unity of reason con-
forms to nature itself; and here reason does not beg but commands,
though without being able to determine the bounds of this unity.

If among the appearances offering themselves to us there were such
a greatvariety — I will not say of form (for they might be similar to one
another in that) but of content, i.e., regarding the manifoldness of ex-
isting beings — that even the most acute human understanding, through
comparison of one with another, could not detect the least similarity (a
case which can at least be thought), then the logical law of genera would
not obtain at all, no concept of a genus, nor any other universal con-
cept, indeed no understanding at all would obtain, since it is the under-
standing that has to do with such concepts. The logical principle? of
genera therefore presupposes a transcendental one if it is to be applied
to nature (by which I here understand only objects that are given to us).
According to that principle, sameness of kind is necessarily presupposed
in the manifold of a possible experience (even though we cannot deter-
mine its degree a priori), because without it no empirical concepts and
hence no experience would be possible.

To the logical principle® of genera which postulates identity there is
opposed another, namely that of species, which needs manifoldness
and variety in things despite their agreement under the same genus, and
prescribes to the understanding that it be no less attentive to variety
than to agreement. This principle (of discrimination, or of the faculty
of distinguishing) severely limits the rashness of the first principle (of
wit);**7 and here reason shows two interests that conflict with each
other: on the one side, an interest in the domain (universality) in regard
to genera, on the other an interest in content (determinacy) in respect
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of the manifoldness of species; for in the first case the understanding
thinks much under its concepts, while in the second it thinks all the
more in them. This expresses itself in the very different ways of think-
ing among students of nature; some of whom (who are chiefly specula-
tive) are hostile to differences in kind, while others (chiefly empirical
minds) constantly seek to split nature into so much manifoldness that
one would almost have to give up the hope of judging its appearances
according to general principles.”

This latter way of thinking is also obviously grounded on a logical
principle? that has as its aim the systematic completeness of all cogni-
tions, if, starting with the genus, I descend to whatever manifold may be
contained under it, and thus in this way seek to secure extension for the
system, just as in the first case I seek to secure simplicity by ascending
to the genus. For from the sphere of the concept signifying a genus it
can no more be seen how far its division will go than it can be seen from
space how far division will go in the matter that fills it. Hence every
genus requires different species, and these subspecies, and since none
of the latter once again is ever without a sphere, (a domain as a conceptus
communis), reason demands in its entire extension that no species be re-
garded as in itself the lowest; for since each species is always a concept
that contains within itself only what is common to different things, this
concept cannot be thoroughly determined, hence it cannot be related to
an individual, consequently, it must at every time contain other con-
cepts, i.e., subspecies, under itself. This law of specification could be ex-
pressed thus: entium varietates non temere esse minuendas.*

But it is easy to see that even this logical law would be without sense
or application if it were not grounded on a transcendental law of spec-
ification, which plainly does not demand an actual infinity in regard to
the varieties of things that can become our objects — for the logical
principle® asserting the indeterminacy of the logical sphere in regard
to possible division would give no occasion for that; but it does impose
on the understanding the demand to seek under every species that
comes before us for subspecies, and for every variety smaller varieties.
For if there were no lower concepts, then there would also be no higher
ones. Now the understanding cognizes everything only through con-
cepts; consequently, however far it goes in its divisions, it never cog-
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nizes through mere intuition but always yet again through lower con-
cepts. The cognition of appearances in their thoroughgoing determi-
nacy (which is possible only through understanding) demands a cease-
lessly continuing specification of its concepts, and a progress to the
varieties that always still remain, from which abstraction is made in the
concept of the species and even more in that of the genus.

Also this law of specification cannot be borrowed from experience;
for experience can make no such extensive disclosures. Empirical spec-
ification soon stops in distinguishing the manifold, unless through the
already preceding transcendental law of specification as a principle? of
reason it is led to seek such disclosures and to keep on assuming them
even when they do not immediately reveal themselves to the senses.
That there are absorbent earths of different species (chalky earths and
muriatic earths) needed for its discovery a foregoing rule of reason that
made it a task for the understanding to seek for varieties, by presuppos-
ing nature to be so abundant that it presumes them. For we have an un-
derstanding only under the presupposition of varieties in nature, just as
we have one only under the condition that nature’s objects® have in
themselves a sameness of kind, because it is just the manifoldness of
what can be grasped together under a concept that constitutes use of
this concept and the business of the understanding.

Reason thus prepares the field for the understanding: 1. by a princi-
ple¢ of sameness of kind in the manifold under higher genera, 2. by a
principle of the variety of what is same in kind under lower species; and
in order to complete the systematic unity it adds 3. still another law of
the affinity of all concepts, which offers a continuous transition from
every species to every other through a graduated increase of varieties.
We can call these the principles? of the homogeneity, specification
and continuity of forms. The last arises by uniting the first two, ac-
cording as one has completed the systematic connection in the idea by
ascending to higher genera, as well as descending to lower species; for
then all manifolds are akin® one to another, because they are all collec-
tively descended through every degree of extended determination,
from a single highest genus.

Systematic unity under the three logical principlesé can be made pal-
pable” in the following way. One can regard every concept as a point,
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which, as the standpoint of an observer, has its horizon, i.e., a multi-
plicity of things that can be represented and surveyed, as it were, from
it. Within this horizon a multiplicity of points must be able to be given
to infinity, each of which in turn has its narrower field of view; i.e.,
every species contains subspecies in accordance with the principle? of
specification, and the logical horizon consists only of smaller horizons
(subspecies), but not of points that have no domain (individuals). But
different horizons, i.e., genera, which are determined from just as
many concepts, one can think as drawn out into a common horizon,
which one can survey collectively from its middle point, which is the
higher genus, until finally the highest genus is the universal and true
horizon, determined from the standpoint of the highest concept and
comprehending all manifoldness, as genera, species, and subspecies,
under itself.

The law of homogeneity leads me to this highest standpoint, while
the law of specification leads to all the lower ones and their greatest
possible variety. Since, however, in such a way nothing in the entire do-
main of all possible concepts is empty, and outside it nothing can be en-
countered, there arises from the presupposition of that universal field of
view and its thoroughgoing division the principle: non datur vacuum for-
marum,! i.e., there are no different original and primary genera, which
would be, as it were, isolated and separated from one another (by an
empty intervening space), but rather all the manifold genera are only
partitionings‘ of a single supreme and universal genus; and from this
principle its immediate consequence: datur continuum formarum, i.e., all
varieties of species bound one another and permit no transition to one
another by a leap, but only through every smaller degree of distinction,
so that from each one can reach another; in a word, there are no species
or subspecies that are proximate (in the concept of reason), but inter-
vening species are always possible, whose difference from the first and
second species is smaller than their difference from each other.

The first law, therefore, guards against excess in the manifold variety
of original genera, and recommends sameness of kind; the second, on
the contrary, limits in turn this inclination to unanimity, and demands
that one distinguish subspecies before one turns to the individuals with
one’s universal concepts. The third law unites the first two, prescribing
even in the case of the highest manifoldness a sameness of kind through
the graduated transition from one species® to others, which shows a
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kind of affinity? of various branches, insofar as they have all sprouted
from one stem.

This logical law of the continuum specierum ( formarum logicarum)®
presupposes, however, a transcendental law (lex continui in natura),
without which the use of the understanding through the former pre-
scription would only mislead, since the prescription would perhaps take
a path directly opposed to nature. This law must therefore rest on pure
transcendental and not empirical grounds. For in the latter case it
would come later than the systems; but it really first produced what is
systematic in the cognition of nature. Behind these laws there is also
nothing like a hidden intention to initiate probes, as mere experiments,
though plainly this interconnection, where it applies, gives us a power-
ful reason to take as well grounded the unity that is hypothetically
thought-out, and thus it has its utility in this respect; rather, one can see
clearly that the laws judge the parsimony of fundamental causes, the
manifoldness of effects, and the consequent affinity“ of the members of
nature in themselves reasonably and in conformity with nature, and
these principles therefore carry their recommendation directly in them-
selves,® and not merely as methodological devices.

But it is easy to see that this continuity of forms is a mere idea, for
which a corresponding object can by no means be displayed in experi-
ence, not only because the species in nature are really partitioned and
therefore in themselves have to constitute a quantum discretum,® and if
the graduated progress in their affinity » were continuous, they would
also have to contain a true infinity of intermediate members between
any two given species, which is impossible; but also because we could
make no determinate empirical use at all of this law, since through it
there is indicated not the least mark of that affinity, or how and how far
we are to seek the degrees of its variety; rather, we are given nothing
more than a general indication that we are to seek for it.

If we transpose the principles’ we have adduced, so as to put them in
an order which accords with their experiential use, then the princi-
ples/ of systematic unity would stand something like this: manifold-
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ness, affinity, “ unity, each taken, however, as idea® in the highest de-
gree of their completeness. Reason presupposes those cognitions of the
understanding which are first applied to experience, and seeks the unity
of these cognitions in accordance with ideas that go much further than
experience can reach. The affinity < of the manifold, without detriment
to its variety, under a principle? of unity, concerns not merely the
things, but even more the mere properties and powers of things. Hence
if, e.g., the course of the planets is given to us as circular through a (still
not fully corrected) experience, and we find variations, then we suppose
these variations to consist in an orbit that can deviate from the circle
through each of an infinity of intermediate degrees according to con-
stant laws; i.e., we suppose that the movements of the planets that are
not a circle will more or less approximate to its properties, and then we
come upon the ellipse. The comets show an even greater variety in their
paths, since (as far as observation reaches) they do not ever return in a
circle; yet we guess at a parabolic course for them, since it is still akin®
to the ellipse and, if the major axis of the latter is very long, it cannot
be distinguished from it in all our observations. Thus under the guid-
ance of those principles/ we come to a unity of genera in the forms of
these paths, but thereby also further to unity in the cause of all the laws
of this motion (gravitation); from there we extend our conquests, seek-
ing to explain all variations and apparent deviations from those rules on
the basis of the same principle;¢ finally we even add on more than ex-
perience can ever confirm, namely in accordance with the rules of affin-
ity,” even conceiving hyperbolical paths for comets in which these
bodies leave our solar system entirely and, going from sun to sun, unite
in their course the most remote parts of a world system, which for us is
unbounded yet connected through one and the same moving force.’
What is strange about these principles,” and whatalone concerns us,
is this: that they seem to be transcendental, and even though they con-
tain mere ideas to be followed in the empirical use of reason, which
reason can follow only asymptotically, as it were, i.e., merely by ap-
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proximation, without ever reaching them, yet these principles,” as syn-
thetic propositions # priori, nevertheless have objective but indetermi-
nate validity, and serve as a rule of possible experience, and can even be
used with good success, as heuristic principles, in actually elaborating it;
and yet one cannot bring about a transcendental deduction of them,
which, as has been proved above, is always impossible in regard to ideas.

In the Transcendental Analytic we have distinguished among the
principles of understanding the dynamical ones, as merely regulative
principles’ of intuition, from the mathematical ones, which are con-
stitutive in regard to intuition. Despite this, the dynamical laws we are
thinking of are still constitutive in regard to experience, since they
make possible & priori the concepts without which there is no experi-
ence. Principles¢ of pure reason, on the contrary, cannot be constitutive
even in regard to empirical concepts, because for them no corre-
sponding schema of sensibility can be given, and therefore they can
have no object in concreto. Now if I depart from such an empirical use of
them, as constitutive principles, how will I nevertheless secure for them
a regulative use, and with this some objective validity? And what sort of
meaning“ can that use have?

The understanding constitutes an object for reason, just as sensibility
does for the understanding. To make systematic the unity of all possible
empirical actions of the understanding is a business of reason, just as the
understanding connects the manifold of appearances through concepts
and brings it under empirical laws. The actions of the understanding,
however, apart from the schemata of sensibility, are undetermined;
likewise the unity of reason is also in itself undetermined in regard to
the conditions under which, and the degree to which, the understand-
ing should combine its concepts systematically. Yet although no schema
can be found in intuition for the thoroughgoing systematic unity of all
concepts of the understanding, an analogue of such a schema can and
must be given, which is the idea of the maximum of division and uni-
fication of the understanding’s cognition in one principle.® For that
which is greatest and most complete may be kept determinately in
mind; because all restricting conditions, which give indeterminate
manifolds, are omitted. Thus the idea of reason is an analogue of a
schema of sensibility, but with this difference, that the application of
concepts of the understanding to the schema of reason is not likewise a
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cognition of the object itself (as in the application of the categories to
their sensible schemata), but only a rule or principle® of the systematic
unity of all use of the understanding. Now since every principle that es-
tablishes for the understanding a thoroughgoing unity of its use & priori
is also valid, albeit only indirectly, for the object of experience, the prin-
ciples of pure reason will also have objective reality in regard to this ob-
ject, yet not so as to determine something in it, but only to indicate the
procedure in accordance with which the empirical and determinate use
of the understanding in experience can be brought into thoroughgoing
agreement with itself, by bringing it as far as possible into connection
with the principle? of thoroughzoing unity; and from that it is derived.

I call all subjective principles that are taken not from the constitution
of the object’ but from the interest of reason in regard to a certain pos-
sible perfection of the cognition of this object,” maxims of reason.’'®
Thus there are maxims of speculative reason, which rest solely on rea-
son’s speculative interest, even though it may seem as if they were ob-
jective principles.*

If merely regulative principles are considered as constitutive, then as
objective principles/ they can be in conflict; but if one considers them
merely as maxims, then it is not a true conflict, but it is merely a dif-
ferent interest of reason that causes a divorce between ways of think-
ing.f Reason has in fact only a single unified” interest, and the conflict
between its maxims is only a variation and a reciprocal limitation of the
methods satisfying this interest.

In this way the interest in manifoldness (in accordance with the
principle’ of specification) might hold more for this sophistical rea-
soner,’ while unity (in accordance with the principle* of aggregation)
holds more for that one. Each of them believes that his judgment
comes from insight into the object,’ and yet he grounds it solely on the
greater or lesser attachment to one of the two principles, neither of
which rests on any objective grounds, but only on the interest of rea-
son, and that could better be called “maxims” than “principles.”” If I see
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insightful men in conflict with one another over the characteristics of
human beings, animals or plants, or even of bodies in the mineral realm,
where some, e.g., assume particular characters of peoples based on their
descent or on decisive and hereditary distinctions between families,
races, etc., while others, by contrast, fix their minds on the thought that
nature has set up no predispositions at all in this matter, and that all dif-
ferences rest only on external contingency, then I need only consider
the constitution of the object in order to comprehend that it lies too
deeply hidden for either of them to be able to speak from an insight into
the nature of the object.” There is nothing here but the twofold inter-
est of reason, where each party takes to heart one interest or the other,
or affects to do so, hence either the maxim of the manifoldness of na-
ture or that of the unity of nature; these maxims can of course be united,
but as long as they are held to be objective insights, they occasion not
only conflict but also hindrances that delay the discovery of the truth,
until a means is found of uniting the disputed’ interests and satisfying
reason about them.

It is the same with the assertion of, or the attack on, the widely re-
spected law of the ladder of continuity® among creatures, made cur-
serit by Leibniz'"9 and excellently supported by Bonnet,’>° which is
nathing but a pursuit of the principle of affinity resting on the interests
of reasan; for observation and insight into the arrangements of nature
could never provide it as something to be asserted objectively. The
rungs of such a ladder, such as experience can give them to us, stand too
far apart from one another, and what we presume to be small differ-
ences are commonly such wide gaps in nature itself that on the basis of
such ohservations (chiefly of the great manifoldness of things, among
which it must always be easy to find certain similarities and approxima-
tions) nothing can be figured out about the intentions of nature. The
method for seeking out order in nature in accord with such a principle,?
on the contrary, and the maxim of regarding such an order as grounded
in nature in general, even though it is undetermined where or to what
extent, is a legitimate and excellent regulative principle‘ of reason,
which, however, as such, goes much too far for experience or observa-
tion ever to catch up with it; without determining anything, it only
points/ the way toward systematic unity.

“ Object

4 streitig; the first edition reads “strittig” (dubious).
¢ kontinuierlichen Stufenleiter

4 Princip

¢ Prindp

f vorzeichnen

604



