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Kant 's Theory of the Autonomy of 
Reflective Judgment as an Ethics of 

Experiential Thinking 

HARALD PILOT 

HEIDELBERG 

Intentional action requires a process of deliberation, which precedes 
the performance of action. Analogously an actual performance of 
an empirical judgment requires a process of reflection, which may 
be called experiential deliberation. Experiential deliberation has its rules 
of criticism as well as practical deliberation. Those rules are neither 
propositional principles nor rules of action. They regulate the ac- 
tivity of grasping perceptual contents. Although that activity is a 
way of thinking, it depends on given perceptions and cannot have 
the context-neutrality which is characteristic for judging objective- 
ly. Yet it is a spontaneous activity which is sensitive for perceptual 
contents, but not completely determined by them. Experiential think- 
ing is the genuine counterpart of using indexical expressions and 
demonstratives. Thus the rules of experiential thinking are kens of 
semantical rules for those expressions. In Kantian terms the activi- 
ty of grasping perceptual contents is a way of thinking which belongs 
to an interplay of imagination and understanding suitable for gain- 
ing knowledge of a given object. 

Even according to the Critique of Pure Reason (CPR) each objec- 
tive judgment depends on an interplay of imagination and under- 
standing with respect to a given empirical intuition; and this inter- 
play ends up with the determination of an object by a concept of 
the understanding. Whereas the Critique of Pure Reason does not in- 
vestigate the special rules for reflecting about a given complex in- 
tuitive manifold in order to yield an empirical concept of the object 
given, the Critique of Judgment (CJ) has to fulfill exactly this task. 
The analysis of pure judgments of taste about beautiful objects in 
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nature shows that there is a free activity of the faculty of judgment, 
an activity which conforms to the form of beautiful objects as well 
as to the needs of our higher intellectual capacities. Beautiful ob- 
jects fulfill the rules of the autonomy of reflective judgment. From 
this, Kant concludes, the beauty of an object in nature is to be 
understood as an analogue to moral goodness (CJ, ? 59). The 
beautiful parts of nature therefore indicate that some features of 
nature are in conformity with the main features of moral autonomy. 
In this way, Kant tries to connect the two main parts of his critical 
investigation into one all-encompassing picture of autonomous men 
in nature: The Critique ofJudgment connects theoretical and practical 
reason with respect to the highest purpose of nature and mankind, 
which is the realization of morality in the actual world. 

It is astonishing for those familiar with the first two critiques 
to learn from the Critique of Judgment 

1. that there is a perceptually guided activity of thinking which is 
a kind of non-propositional judging, although it is a necessary con- 
dition for gaining knowledge, 
2. that just this kind of perceptually guided activity is the grounding 
condition of that feeling expressed by judgments of taste. 

Yet Kant emphasizes that even the critique of aesthetic judgment 
is part of an answer to the question: How are synthetic a priori 
judgments possible? (CJ, ? 36) I take that to mean that there must 
be conditions of gaining knowledge which are not developed suffi- 
ciently within the First Critique. I guess that Kant's theory of the 
relationship between imagination and understanding within the First 
Critique itself will give us the key to an understanding. That key 
is in effect Kant's theory of schematism. 

In order to gain propositional knowledge of perceived objects 
there has to be a schematizing activity of imagination without actually 
applying concepts. This activity is a kind of non-propositional think- 
ing guided by given perceptual contents. That kind of activity also 
belongs to the free interplay between imagination and understanding 
which is the internal counterpart of an expressed judgment of taste. 
Kant calls it schematizing without concepts (CJ, ? 35). In the follow- 
ing I will take Kant's theory of pure aesthetic judgments as my 
point of departure and try to show, 

first, that the autonomy of judgment is in fact a condition of gaining 
empirical knowledge and 
second, that it is a genuine analogue of pure practical autonomy with 
respect to grasping objects perceived. 

In order to succeed in this, I will go through the following topics: 
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I. the harmonic interplay of imagination and understanding as a 
condition of knowledge, 
II. schematization without concepts, 
III. hypothetical imperatives as schema-rules for empirical concepts, 
IV. the autonomy of judgment as an analogue of the autonomy of 
the will. 

THE HARMONIC INTERPLAY OF IMAGINATION AND 
UNDERSTANDING IS A CONDITION OF KNOWLEDGE. 

1. GRASPING UGLINESS AS A CONDITION OF KNOWLEDGE? 

According to Kant, each aesthetic judgment of taste is founded on 
the consciousness of a more or less harmonic proportion between 
imagination and understanding (CJ, ? 9, ? 21). In the case of a 
beautiful object, this proportion resembles the proportion both 
faculties have in judging objectively. Kant points out that such a 
relation between imagination and understanding is intersubjectively 
communicable, because it is a necessary condition of knowledge (CJ, 
? 39). But if such an harmonic relation is a necessary condition 
of knowledge, how then is it possible to gain knowledge of objects 
which are presented in a disharmonic manner? Does it not follow 
that either an ugly object cannot be known at all or that all knowable 
objects have to be beautiful? 

Kant argues for the intersubjective communicability of aesthetic 
qualities by pointing to the close connection of aesthetic purposiveness 
with a necessary condition of knowledge, namely, conceptually deter- 
mining the objects of actual intuition. Yet only beautiful objects 
are represented in the free play of imagination and understanding 
in such a way that both faculties stand one to another in that rela- 
tionship in which they stand in the conceptual determination of an 
intuited object. Because the representation of an ugly object does 
not bring the two faculties in the appropriate relationship, there 
seems to be no reason why it should be necessarily possible to com- 
municate that inappropriate relationship between the two faculties. 
For the inappropriate relationship is ex hypothesi neither a necessary, 
nor a sufficient condition of conceptual determination and need not 
be intersubjectively communicable, even if all conditions of knowledge 
claims are so communicable. It follows that Kant has to prove a 
much stronger thesis than that the harmonic interplay of imagina- 
tion and understanding with respect to a given beautiful object is 
a necessary condition of conceptual determination. Indeed, he must 
show that the aesthetic form of an object must be communicable 
in order to gain knowledge about that object. 

Although this does not mean each knowledge claim requires an 
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aesthetic judgment about that object, it certainly means that the 
first form of representations given in actual intuition must belong 
to epistemic consciousness, even if that form is not appropriate for 
conceptual determination. In other words: There has to be a kind 
of consciousness, which does not actually satisfy the conditions of 
objective conceptual determination. 

2. THINKING WITHOUT JUDGING OBJECTIVELY? 

In order to see this a bit more clearly, let us investigate an example. 
I am sensing something before me with a shape unknown to me. 
I do not known under which concept I should subsume the thing 
before me, but I know very well that there surely is something. 
After a certain period of reflection, I suddenly realize that the thing 
before me looks like one of those birds I saw in a zoo a long time 
ago. And then I judge: This thing before me is such a bird. And 
now I am remembering also that the bird in the zoo was a marabou. 
From this I conclude that the bird before me is in fact a marabou. 

The last step certainly can be understood as subsuming the thing 
before me under the concept of a marabou, but what took place 
before I attained this last stage in my reflections? Meanwhile, I 
reflected on the different possibilities for subsuming the thing under 
a concept. These acts of reflection surely were acts of thinking. And 
they are preconditions for subsuming the given object under the 
right concept, but they cannot be understood as subsumptions of 
the given object under the other concepts I tentatively tried to apply. 
Yet without my reflective thinking before the performance of the 
subsumption, I would not have come to the legitimate subsumption. 

My searching reflections about the sensed object were guided 
in some sense by the given representation of the then undetermined 
object. There were representations given, a bundle of images, now 
projected onto the object, but not thus projected at the beginning. 
By reflecting on that bundle of images, I attempt to connect the 
given images into one unity (comp., CPR, A 120). This requires, 
according to Kant, at least the applicability of a concept. 

What does that mean? Any object represented in consciousness 
has to satisfy concepts, especially the categorial concepts. But that 
does not entail that the object actually has to be thought all the 
time while it is represented by using the concepts it satisfies. An 
act of thinking by which an object is conceptually determined, 
presents as its cognitive content a proposition about the determined 
object. Presupposed in such a determination is the presence of an 
object as a content of an act of reflective thinking. Determining 
an object by way of performing an objective judgment presupposes 
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a unification of given sensual presentations into one image of the 
object, which later on is determined by concepts through performing 
objective judgments. There has to be a kind of synthesis, which 
precedes any concept, although it does not belong to the senses. Kant 
points out that the unity of such a synthesis is required even for 
the representations of space and time within his Transcendental 
Aesthetics: 

In the Aesthetic I have treated this unity as belonging merely to sensibility, 
simply in order to emphasise that it precedes any concept-' although, as a 
matter of fact, it presupposes a synthesis which does not belong to the senses 
but through which all concepts of space and time first become possible. For 
since by its means (in that the understanding determines the sensibility) 
space and time are first given as intuitions, the unity of this a priori intuition 
belongs to space and time, and not to the concept of the understanding 
(cf. ?24) (Kant 1982, B 160f.). 

3. THINKING REFLECTIVELY ACCORDING TO A SCHEMA 

If I am intuiting sensually a set of images presenting a marabou, 
I am conscious of a set of different aspects of something, which 
might be legitimately subsumed under the concept of a bird, even 
under the concept of a marabou. But as I begin to grasp the 
something sensually present before me, I do not have consciousness 
of a bird, but only of something with different aspects, which may 
even belong to two or more different objects. In order to prepare 
a subsumption under a concept, I have to select from the many 
different possible series of aspects the one and only series which 
belongs to the marabou before me. There has to be a rule according 
to which the reproductive imagination connects a whole series of 
aspects with an actually sensed aspect of the given object. The aspects 
of the marabou before me could be apprehended in different ways, 
although there is a rule for each way of going through the given 
sensed contents. These rules for connecting given aspects are dif- 
ferent from the concept satisfied by the real bird before me. An 
image presenting an aspect of that bird, does not refer by itself, 
but has to be tied to all other graspable aspects of the bird in order 
to serve as a suitable means for conceptually determining an object. 
Such a determination requires therefore: 

1. the connection of given aspects into one complex image by the 
application of a function mapping aspectual images onto their object, 
2. the satisfaction of the concept by the given object. 

The first condition does not seem to include subsuming an object 
under a concept at all. It postulates a rule for putting together given 
aspectual items by mapping them onto their object. Such a rule 
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is the Kantian schema of an empirical concept. It has to be applied 
to a series of perceived aspects before it makes any sense to ask, which 
concept is correctly applied to their object. 

4. REFLECTIVE JUDGING AS PROBLEM-GENERATING ACTIVITY 

The most important role a schema plays is searching for an object 
corresponding to given sensual presentations. I will confine myself 
here to shapes of objects. Given aspects of something can belong 
to many different shapes. In order to grasp the perceived object, 
I have to select a set of relevant shapes as well as to choose one of 
them in view offurther given aspects. This is the task of problem-generating 
reflection in grasping objects given by empirical intuition. 

Consider Wittgenstein's hare-duck-head (Wittgenstein 1960, 
504). There is a figure on a sheet of paper looking like a duck as 
well as like a hare. Let us modify the example in order to mimic 
an actual perceptual situation. Let us suppose that there really is 
a hare in my neighborhood. Now I have the perception of a shape 
similar to the shape of a duck as well as to that of a hare. I am 
reflecting on the given shape and decide that there might be a duck 
in my neighborhood. Then I change my point of view, to get some 
other perceptual features. After some insufficient looking around 
I suddenly realize that there is something which looks like the tail 
of a hare and reject my former appraisal, that the shape looking 
like a duck really belonged to a duck. Instead, I conjecture that 
the thing I perceived at the beginning was the same hare as I am 
now perceiving. 

After my first perceiving the object, it may turn out, 

1. either that the object looking like a duck and like a hare is a duck, 
2. or that it is a hare. 

As we described the situation, the following two sentences used in 
that situation express true statements: 

1. The object over there looks like a duck. 
2. It looks like a hare. 

Strengthening the two sentences to 

la. The object over there looks like a duck from all points of view. 
2a. It looks like a hare from all points of view, 

would make them incompatible. It does not matter, whether I change 
my point of view by actually moving to another standpoint or not. 
It will be clear to me from reflective thinking, without actually 
perceiving from another standpoint, that (la) and (2a) are incom- 
patible. In order to come to know that the perceived object cannot 
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look like a duck and look like a hare from all points of view, I 
only have to perform problematic judgments and notice their in- 
compatibility, or so it seems. 

In order to get the incompatibility, we have to presuppose that 
the very same object cannot look like a duck and a hare from all 
points of view. Now it seems to be appropriate to postulate that 
x and y are different objects of perceiving, if there is an object z, 
such that x looks like z from one point of view, but it is not the 
case, that y looks like z from that point of view. In other words: 
Two objects are different, if there is at least one point of view from 
which the one looks like some object, but the other does not look 
like that object. Yet, if that will be conceded, we have to know 
that this condition is satisfied with respect to ducks and hares. And 
that seems to be an empirical matter. But let us look a bit more 
closely! 

It is certainly an empirical matter, whether each actually existing 
duck is different from each actually existing hare. But what about 

For all x and y [if (x is a duck and x has the shape F, and y is 
a hare and y has the shape G) then it is not the case, that x is iden- 
tical with y] (S)? 

(S) is entailed by 

For all x and y (if x has the shape F and y has the shape G, then 
it is not the case, that x is identical with y) (S*) 

A special case of (S*) would be: 

For all x and y (if x has the shape of a pyramid and y has the shape of 
a ball, then it is not the case, that x is identical with y) (S*1) 

I think, that spelling out (S*1) in detail would show that it is 
derivable from purely mathematical premises. And I suggest the 
same is true with respect to the more general (S*). But if so, we 
may develop alternative possibilities without presupposing anything 
empirical. 

Yet if the given object would not look like the conceived 
analogues, noticing that incompatibility would not be a guiding prob- 
lem for future perceiving. In order to decide which shape belongs 
to the object perceived, I have to change my point of view and 
try to grasp features of the object, which may belong to one of the 
conceived analogues, but not to the other. Having succeeded in this, 
I either may decide that the object has the shape, say, of a hare, 
and leave it at that, or formulate a further problem about the shape 
of the perceived object, because I wish to find the best approxima- 
tion to the real shape of the object. 
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That means in effect that such a problem-generating activity 
does not require the application of empirical concepts or even laws. 
Yet there remains the subtle question as to how mathematical prin- 
ciples come into play. One may concede here that those principles 
are used only hypothetically, until a certain shape, or set of similar 
shapes, is selected by the perceiving thinker. The selection itself 
however may very well include empirical conditions, perhaps inter- 
mingled with conventional conditions also. However that may be, 
at least the activity of developing problems and hypotheses does 
not require empirical assumptions. 

II 
SCHEMATIZING WITHOUT CONCEPTS IS EVEN A CONDITION FOR 

APPLYING THE CATEGORIES. 

1. THE ROLE OF PROBLEMA TIC JUDGMENTS 

According to Kant, projecting a hypothesis does not consist in judging 
that something is true, but in propounding a noncommittal judg- 
ment having only problematic force (comp., CPR, B 674-5). 
Judgments of that kind are performed in reflective thinking and 
do not satisfy the conditions of objective subsumption required by 
each assertive judgment. Like projecting a scientific hypothesis, per- 
forming reflective judgments is noncommittal. Formulating problems, 
asking questions and attempting to determine a given thing by con- 
cepts consists in making problematic judgments without assertive force. 
Only in that sense is it possible for Kant to talk about a kind of 
thinking which does not consist in objectively applying a concept 
to an object given by empirical intuition. For problematic judgments 
belong to Kant's table of judgments, although they are not asser- 
tions (comp., CPR, B 100). 

Yet there surely remain problems. For even a problematic judg- 
ment seems to require an application of the correlated category, 
namely possibility (CPR, B 95, B 106). Is it necessary then that 
in order to judge problematically, we have to bring an intuited ob- 
ject under the category of possibility? And what does that mean? 
According to the first postulate of empirical thinking, something 
is possible, if it agrees with the formal conditions of experience ac- 
cording to intuitions and concepts (CPR, A 218). Because reflec- 
tive judgments concern either directly an empirical intuition, or the 
possible unification of given empirical knowledge, it seems to be 
clear that their cognitive content has to agree at least with the formal 
conditions of experience. But isn't it a formal condition of experience 
that objects of judging must be determined conceptually? Or is reflect- 
ing about an empirical intuition no genuine kind of judging? In 
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which respect is it allowed to reflect about a given manifold of in- 
tuition without determining an object by a concept? Isn't it necessary, 
according to Kant, 

1. that all intuitions belonging to me are thinkable by me (CPR, 
B 132), 
2. that all thinking is judging (CPR, B 94), 
3. "that a judgment is nothing ... but the manner of bringing given 
pieces of knowledge to the objective unity of apperception" (CPR, 
B 141, my translation)? 

We seem to be forced to make a choice here: Either the thesis that 
all thinking is judging, or the thesis that all judgments are ways 
of bringing given pieces of knowledge to the objective unity of apper- 
ception, will have to go. Since I wish to stick to the thesis that all 
thinking is judging in some sense, I'll try to show that reflection 
is an activity which can result in performing objective judgments, 
but does not consist in performing such judgments. It may be called a 
mediately bringing given pieces of knowledge to the objective unity 
of apperception. Yet it should not be called an objective judgment. 

Thinking reflectively will turn out to be a non-propositional kind 
of judging. We may call its performance a kind of legitimate judging 
with respect to Kant's "table of logical functions in judgments"; 
but we have to keep in mind that the problematic form of judging 
does not include an objectivity-claim. "Problematic judgments are 
those in which affirmation or negation is taken as merely possible 
(optional)", whereas "In assertoric judgments affirmation and nega- 
tion is viewed as actual (true), . . ." (Kant 1982, B 100). I take 
that to mean problematic judgments do not entail a claim to being 
true, but leave that open. Some sentences later Kant in fact declares 
(1982, B 101): 

The problematic sentence is . . . that which expresses only logical 
(which is not objective) possibility-a free choice of admitting such 
a sentence, and a purely optional admission of it into the understand- 
ing. The assertoric deals with logical actuality or truth. . . 

Pace Kant's own dictum, "that a judgment is nothing . .. but the 
manner of bringing given pieces of knowledge to the objective unity 
of apperception" (CPR, B 1414, my translation), Kant himself con- 
cedes that problematic judgments do not entail claims of objectivity. 
Thus we are allowed to characterize reflective thinking as problematic 
judging. Perhaps reflecting is a way of mediately bringing something 
to the objective unity of apperception. Let us investigate how reflec- 
tive thinking may even have to play an essential role with respect 
to the application of-the cateogies. 
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2. NON-PROPOSITIONAL JUDGING 

Our guiding question was: Is there a kind of thinking which does 
not subsume an object under a concept? With respect to the necessary 
applicability of the categories we have to ask: Is there perhaps a 
way of thinking reflectively about the manifold of an empirical intui- 
tion, which is not the subsuming of an object under a category? 
To anticipate the answer: Applying the schema of a category to 
an empirical intuition is such a reflective thinking in which we do 
not subsume -an object under the corresponding category. This answer 
certainly entails that there is a kind of thinking which does not deter- 
mine an object by a category. 

Now Kant defines an object as follows: "Object . . . is that in 
the concept of which the manifold of a given intuition is united." 
(CPR, B 137) Doesn't this entail that an intuition would neither 
have an object, nor a unity, if we did not determine it at least through 
a category? I don't think so. An object of an empirical intuition 
surely has to satisfy a category; but that does not entail, that nothing 
could be an object which is present in consciousness, without actually 
subsuming it under a category. 

However, Kant also says that the manifold of an intuition is 
united. in the concept of the object. Thus nothing is an object, in 
whose concept the manifold of an. intuition is not united. Here the 
subtle question is: Can I represent an object, in whose concept the 
manifold of a given intuition is united, even though I do not actual- 
ly perform an act of subsuming? Put in another way: Must the con- 
cept actually be applied, in order to generate the unity of intuition? 
It seems to me, Kant's definition of an object permits a strong (1) 
and a weak interpretation (2): 

1. x is an object = df There is a concept F, such that the manifold 
of a given intuition is united in F, and x is F, and it is asserted that x is F. 

and 

2. x is an object = dfThere is a concept F, such that the manifold 
of a given intuition is united in F and x is F. 

The weak interpretation leaves it open, in which way the required 
unity is to be generated. Since the weak interpretation permits us 
to think reflectively with respect to empirical intuition, I will adopt 
it.- We, are free then to distinguish between an activity of thinking 
which may present an object without determining it conceptually 
and an activity of determining objects by performing assertions, or 
so -it. seems. 
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The next barrier we have to face is the following: An activity 
of thinking which presents an object of empirical intuition certainly 
has to give unity to the manifold of that intuition. But now Kant 
tells us: "The same function, which gives unity to the various repre- 
sentations in a judgment, also gives unity to the mere synthesis of 
various representations in an intuition; . . ." (Kant 1982, A 79) 

If Kant is not speaking metaphorically here, and if his concept 
of function is at least similar to the contemporary concept of function, 
then we have to search for a function that gives unity both to the 
different representations in a judgment, as well as to the items belong- 
ing to an empirical intuition. Because the unity is, in a certain sense, 
generated by using the function, it seems to be appropriate to in- 
terpret the unity meant by Kant as the value of the function. 

Then the unity of a judgment would be generated by a function 
taking representations as arguments and propositions as values. What 
kind of representations might the arguments be? One natural answer 
seems to be: pairs of concepts or judgments. That, however, cannot 
be true. For according to Kant, the analytical unity which is thought 
in a concept (CPR, B 133-4) is dependent on the unity which is 
thought by performing a judgment (CPR, B 141-2). The consti- 
tuents of a concept are connected into the unity of that concept 
because of a relation between them, which, in principle, can be 
spelled out by a judgment. But if the unity of a concept does in 
fact depend on the unity in a judgment and the unity of a judg- 
ment depends on a function which takes pairs of concepts as 
arguments, then the unity of those arguments would depend on the 
unity of a judgment. Thus we would get either an infinite regress 
or a circle, since the application of the function would presuppose 
united concepts, which in turn presuppose judgments, requiring a 
further application of the uniting function. From this I conclude 
that the function generating the unity of a judgment from given 
representations cannot take pairs of concepts or judgments as 
arguments. 

3. SCHEMATIZING THE CATEGORIES 

I think a set of arguments for a proposition-generating function has 
to be a set of objects. But I will not argue for that thesis here. The 
more urgent question is: What would the arguments and values 
of an analogous function concerning empirical intuitions have to 
be? Perhaps an argument for the function corresponding to 
categorical judgments would have to be a pair of aspectual presen- 
tations (images); but what about the value to be generated from 



1 22 NOUS 

this pair? One answer would be: An object which is a pair, a 
substance and an accident of it, represented by a complex aspectual 
presentation. More generally: The function giving unity to the mere 
synthesis of various representations in an intuition takes complex 
aspectual presentations as arguments and generates objects as values. 

I have sketched a characterization of two different sets of func- 
tions. The first set has the different logical functions of judging as 
members, the second set has corresponding object-generating func- 
tions as members. Yet Kant speaks of one and the same function 
with respect to both sets. In order to account for this, we have to 
construct a more general function from 

1. the function from a set of objects into a set of propositions, 
2. the function from a set of aspectual presentations into a set of 
objects. 

The function Kant has in mind may now be interpreted to map 
the union-set out of aspectual presentations and objects onto the 
union-set out of objects and propositions.-Perhaps something like 
that 'is to be accomplished. It seems to me that it is more plausible 
to stick to two different but analogous functions, even though Kant 
wishes to identify them. 

In which way can we explain by means of the developed distinc- 
tions, how a category is applicable to objects given by empirical 
intuition? The categories, being concepts, are satisfied by objects, 
which in turn are the values of functions which take aspectual presen- 
tations as their arguments. Such functions are the schemata of the 
categories. Bringing the content of an aspectual presentation under 
a category means mapping intuited features onto an object (1) and 
asserting of that object the categorial concept (2). 

However, the mapping of the intuited features onto an object 
does not necessarily include actually thinking that the product of the 
mapping satisfies the category. Nevertheless the object necessarily 
satisfies the categorical concept, of which the mapping-device is the 
schema. The thought-content, that the object of an intuition is a 
substance, or a quantity, quality, or is possible, actual or necessary, 
does not belong itself to the content generated from intuited features 
by the schema of imagination. We may express verbally the con- 
tent generated in the application of a schema by using expressions 
of the following type within the relevant situation of perceiving: 

what I am perceiving now over there (quality) 
the number of what I am perceiving now over there, 

(magnitude) 
the permanency of that I am perceiving now over there, 

(substance) 
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the -consecution of what I am perceiving over there, after what I was 
perceiving over there, (causality) 
the contemporaneity of what I am perceiving now over there with what 
I was perceiving over there, 

(community, reciprocal causality). 

What about the schemata of the modal categories? Is it possible 
to understand them as functions from sensual presentations into the 
realm of objects too? We have to bear in mind that the notion of 
a modality is a second order concept. The schemata of the modal 
categories therefore have to be two-place-functions taking pairs of 
concepts (or propositions) and sensual presentations as their 
arguments. In view of this we may get: 

the satisfaction of F at some time earlier or later (or even simultaneous 
with) the time of my perceiving, 

(possibility) 
the satisfaction of F at the time n intervals later (or earlier or 
sirfiultaneous with) than the time of perceiving, 

(actuality) 
the -satisfaction of F at time t, "where t is temporally connected with 
the time of perceiving, according to a law of nature, 

(necessity). 

The first stage on the way to subsuming an object under a concept 
is the presentation of sensual aspects shaped by space and time in 
an empirical intuition. The second stage is the mapping of the given 
aspectual presentations onto their objects by applying the schema 
of the concept. The third stage is the mapping of that object onto 
a propositional content by performing an objective judgment about 
the object. Only the third stage consists in a determination of the 
object by a concept. It is clear that the first stage does not require 
any kind of 'conceptual thinking according to Kant. 

But what about the second stage? If the mapping of sensual 
items onto objects includes an activity of the understanding, must 
that activity not be understood as an application of concepts too? 
On the other hand, if we apply concepts, we do not characterize 
our acts of perceiving, but their objects. How are we to understand 
that the activity of the imagination in the apprehension of an empir- 
ical intuition requires the understanding, although no determination 
of an object by a concept takes place? In order to connect a given 
manifold of empirical intuition into a complex image of an object, 
the imagination has to use the schemata of those concepts possibly 
to be applied later on. 

Since a schema is neither a concept, nor does its application 
necessarily imply the application of one, the activity of apprehending 
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an empirical intuition does not consist in the application of a concept. 
Apprehension is the activity of imagination exercised directly with 
respect to perception (CPR, A 120). Although the synthesis of ap- 
prehension is empirical, it involves an activity of the transcendental 
imagination whose rules are constructible a priori. Now, that activ- 
ity of the imagination (synthesis speciosa, CPR, B 151) includes the 
spontaneity of the understanding and is the first application of it 
to objects of our intuition (CPR, B 152; comp., B 162). 

III 
SCHEMA-RULES FOR EMPIRICAL CONCEPTS ARE 

HYPOTHETICAL IMPERATIVES. 

1. DEVELOPING EMPIRICAL CONCEPTS BY SEARCHING FOR RULES 
OF ASPECT-CHANGE 

How then is it possible to construct empirical concepts as well as 
their schemata by using the machinery of the categories, of productive 
imagination and the schematization of the categories? According 
to Kant an empirical concept has a form made by the understanding, 
but a content taken from experience. In order to develop an empirical 
concept from given contents of perceptions, we have to perform 
three kinds of activity: comparison, reflection, and abstraction (Kant, 
1968b, Logik, ? 6). By comparing given items of perception, I note 
the differences between them; by reflecting about them, I select those 
markers they have in common; and by abstracting, I disregard the 
differences between them. The representation of the common markers 
of the perceived objects is then an empirical concept. But what is 
the schema of such a concept? If schematization is a mapping of 
perceptions onto objects, the schematization is a condition of develop- 
ing a concept with respect to given objects. Kant states explicitly 
(CJ, ? 35, 146) that imagination in its free interplay with the 
understanding schematizes without a concept. In searching for a 
concept for given objects, we cannot use a schema connected with 
that for the time being unknown concept. But if we are able to 
compare objects, to note their differences, and to reflect about their 
common markers, without having a concept which is satisfied by 
the perceived objects, how are we aware of those objects? Before 
distinguishing objects from one another, we map our perceptions 
onto them. Because of the spatial and temporal relations belonging 
even to perceptual contents, we represent perceived objects at a first 
stage by images tied to their places in space and their time of perceiv- 
ing. In order to succeed in this, we certainly have to apply the 
schemata of the categories, but we need not apply any empirical 
concept. 
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In order to note differences between perceived objects, I have 
to change my point of view. In doing this, I notice that the objects 
viewed are looking different as I change my point of view. The 
activity of changing my point of view however has to be guided 
by a rule in order to succeed in grasping differences between the 
objects as well as in noticing common markers. I may begin, say, 
by looking at the first object to the right of me, moving my eyes 
into the middle, and then onto the third object in the middle, and 
then to the right of me. I receive different images of the objects 
when I so change my point of view; but there remain invariant 
features too. These I use for selecting differences between the ob- 
jects, just like I use them for the common markers. 

The schema of empirical concepts includes a whole bundle of 
distinct, albeit connected, schemata. In seeing a house before me, 
I grasp its shape, the color-distribution, and the bricks its walls are 
constructed from. Yet the shape of the house does not seem to belong 
in the same box as the other features mentioned, for the shape of 
something should be constructible within pure geometry. Is it not 
necessary to use a schema corresponding to a concept of pure 
geometry which is "a rule of the synthesis of imagination in respect 
to pure shapes in space" (Kant 1982, B 180)? In order to grasp 
the shape of a perceived object, the schema of its concept has to 
have some kind of sensitivity to the contents of the perceivings built 
into it. We need an account of the relationship between the perceived 
object and the set of perceptual contents presenting it. 

On the other hand, perceptual contents are normally not described 
directly, but in terms of the objects presented by them. In order 
to describe the perceptual contents which are given to me when 
I am seeing a red apple right before me, I will use phrases like: 

I have a sensation of a slightly damaged sphere. 
I have a sensation of a red surface. 

or even 

I have sensations of a red apple. 

Perhaps some marvelous future neurophysiology will give us 
characterizing concepts for describing sensations and their contents 
directly; for the time being, however, we have to be content with 
indirect descriptions. Which means in effect that we have to look 
for a suitable relational characterization of those perceptions which 
we must have, if we are actually perceiving a red apple. 

In order to relationally characterize perceptual contents given 
to us when we are perceiving a red apple, we use phrases like: 
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What we are seeing over there looks like a red apple. 
What we are seeing over there looks red. 
What we are seeing over there looks spherical. 

Knowing the rule for applying a concept means knowing how those 
objects which satisfy the concept appear if they are perceived. Follow- 
ing the rule for applying the concept of an F then means seeing 
something in such a way that it looks like an F. The rule for apply- 
ing the concept of an F may then be formulated as follows: 

If the person x intends to apply the concept of an F, then x ought 
to see something in such a way that what x is seeing looks like 
an F. (S) 

If, for instance, I intend to apply the concept of an apple, I will 
perform the following reasoning: 
I intend to apply the concept of an apple. (1) 
Therefore I ought to see something in such a way that what I am 
seeing looks like an apple. (from (S) and (1)) (2) 
After taking into account my other obligations and reflecting about 
my ability to see in the required way, I may come to the conclusion: 
I ought, anything considered, to see something in such a way that 
what I am seeing looks like an apple. (3) 
From this I conclude: 
I intend to see something in such a way that what I am seeing looks 
like an apple. (4) 
If I am lucky, I will realize my intention by seeing in fact in such 
a way that what I am seeing looks like an apple. That last step 
certainly depends on nature and not on my way of thinking. 

We may formulate the application-rule for the concept of an 
F alternatively as follows: 

If you intend to apply the concept of an F, then see in such a way 
that what you are seeing looks like an F. (S*) 

The last formulation of the rule is obviously some kind of hypothetical 
imperative. Since the schema of a concept is a "representation of 
a universal procedure of imagination in providing an image for a 
concept" (CPR, A 140), the schema-rule concerns that procedure 
for providing an image of a concept. I take such an image to be 
a representation of an example for that concept. The procedure con- 
sists then in presenting examples for a concept (comp., Butts 1984, 
151ff). Since the procedure of the imagination is an activity of the 
understanding, the rule concerns an activity and is therefore to be 
understood as an imperative. From this I conclude that the schema- 
rule correlates to a concept is an hypothetical imperative to perceive 
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in a certain way. It is a rule for the activity of searching for an object 
under the condition that the corresponding concept belongs already 
to the thinker's repertory. 

Perhaps something like the sketched proposal will work; but 
neither in case of developing an empirical concept, nor in case of 
aesthetic judging, are concepts already available whose application 
may be intended. Yet Kant allows a schematizing without concepts. 

It will not help here to point out that a schema is called the 
representation of a procedure, which may take place, even though 
its performance does not obey a rule, but only conforms to it. For, 
according to Kant, schematizing is an interplay of imagination and 
understanding; moreover it sounds very odd to say that the activity 
of searching for an empirical concept should take place without any 
kind of guiding rule. What then might be the rules for schematiz- 
ing in case of 

1. searching for an empirical concept. 
2. grasping an object in aesthetic attitude? 

2. THE ROLE OF ANALOGIES IN DEVELOPING EMPIRICAL CONCEPTS 

What is a rule for searching after an empirical concept? It seems 
to me that it is an hypothetical imperative also. Remember the 
perceiving of the marabou bird, I mentioned above. Now let us 
suppose that I never saw a marabou before. Then there will be 
features I never grasped before. Although I cannot describe those 
newly discovered features, I can give a prescription for selecting 
them. This I accomplish by means of analogies. Perhaps I notice 
that the bird before me looks like an ostrich; but then I realize that 
its beak looks more like that of a stork. These analogies I may employ 
for sketching a first rule for selecting further birds which look like 
the bird before me. 

In order to develop a concept for an object given in perception, 
I have to select those features which I never saw before by searching 
for positive and negative analogies. The guiding relation for find- 
ing such analogies is simply 

In an S-situation x looks like y 

The rule for searching for concepts can then be formulated as follows: 

If you are perceiving something in an S-situation, then call all things 
looking like that thing you are perceiving then and there, F-things, 
provided they look like a G1-thing ....... and like a Gn-thing in 
an S-situation, and do not look like a P1-thing ....... and not 
like a Pn-thing in an S-situation. 
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F is a place-holder for some arbitrary chosen name, the Gs and 
Ps stand for predicates of analogues and disanalogues respectively. 
If we were to spell out the sketched rule more exactly, we would 
have to make sure that the relation between the things picked out 
by obeying the rule is an equivalence-relation. 

IV 
THE AUTONOMY OF THE FACULTY OF JUDGMENT IS ANCHORED 

IN THE LAWS OF PRACTICAL REASON BY THE ANALOGY OF 
BEAUTY AND MORAL GOODNESS. 

1. THE AFFINITY BETWEEN PERCEPTUAL CONTENTS NECESSARY 
FOR GRASPING THEM 

Let us now take up the question what the schema-rule for aesthetic 
reflection might be. An aesthetic judgment of taste expressing the 
beauty of a given object of empirical intuition is grounded 

1. on a feeling of pleasure without interest, which in turn is grounded 
on 
2. a judging ("Beurteilung") regarding the purposiveness of the 
representation of the given object for the indeterminate goal of gain- 
ing knowledge. 

Let us distinguish these two kinds of judging for convenience by 
calling the first kind external judgments of taste and the second kind 
internal judgments of taste respectively. As an external judgment of 
taste depends on the corresponding internal one, we will concen- 
trate on internal judgments of taste. 

In order to become conscious of an object given by empirical 
intuition, the faculty of imagination has to unite the manifold of 
intuition into one image by projecting the given perceptual images 
onto a common object. At that stage of consciousness, the interplay 
of imagination and understanding is a noncommittal reflective ac- 
tivity of thought. Reflection on the given manifold is not now directed 
by the purpose to apply a given empirical concept. Contemplating 
the suitability of a given manifold of empirical intuition for possibly 
determining conceptually the perceived object neither requires the 
conceptual determination of the object, nor necessarily results in 
such a determination (Kant 1965, 25). An internal judgment of taste 
does not have a proposition as its cognitive content. It is a thinking 
which results in the presentation of the perceived object within con- 
sciousness. Its cognitive content may be understood as an individual 
sense corresponding to the object of perception which is neatly tied 
to its object. 



EXPERIENTIAL THINKING 129 

A necessary condition for successfully performing acts of thinking 
which present the objects of perceiving is however that perceptual 
contents have by themselves a certain affinity to be connected in 
a specific way. Perceptual contents have to be suitable for guiding 
their being grasped by reflective thought. Kant has called that 
guiding-role of the manifold of empirical intuition the affinity of ap- 
pearances (CPR, A 122). We may distinguish a weak and a strong 
conception of that affinity. The weak conception concerns the con- 
formity of all appearances to the requirements for bringing them 
under the categories; whereas the strong conception adds to that 
requirement that further one, that all given appearances have to 
be suitable for bringing them under empirical concepts and at least 
some contingent laws of nature as well. The strong conception of 
affinity is spelled out within the Critique of Pure Reason, mainly in 
the passages about the regulative use of ideas of reason (CPR, B 
674-5, B 698-9). But the Critique ofJudgment anchors the strong con- 
ception in the autonomy of the faculty of judgment. 

2. GRASPING AN UGLY OBJECT: CONFLICTING RULES 
OF SCHEMA TIZING 

Let us now spell out the role of the autonomy-principle within the 
situation of perceiving an object. As I pointed out above, it is a 
vexing problem how an ugly object could be both 

1. unpurposive for that relationship between imagination and 
understanding required for objective knowledge, yet 
2. an object of conceptual knowledge. 

Let us take as an example a drawing of a human body soiled by 
an ink-spot. I think it will be agreed that we have an ugly object 
here. Now Kant wishes to explain the ugliness of something as a 
kind of unpurposiveness with respect to gaining knowledge from 
perceptual presentations. Our soiled drawing of a human body will 
be grasped by the imagination in such away that the harmonic 
interplay of imagination and understanding is disturbed. But how? 

There is no complete representation of a human body given 
to reproductive imagination, since the lines of the drawing are broken 
by the ink-spot. On the other hand, there is also no complete 
representation of a plane figure including something looking like 
an ink-spot. For this representation would require us not to grasp 
the lines alongside the spot as a picture of a human body at all. 
The power of imagination cannot come into an harmonic relationship 
with the understanding, because there is a conflict between the two 
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images. Yet this conflict does not consist in an insufficiency of the 
power of imagination. It is a conflict between two incompatible rules 
for schematizing the given images into one whole complex image 
of an object. 

If we make a decision here and stop searching after a human 
body in the image presented by the lines and stick to a plane figure, 
then we would solve the conflict of the faculty of judgment with 
respect to two, at first glance, incompatible, images given within 
empirical intuition. That however would require an orientation aimed 
at a purpose. If my searching for one complex image which represents 
an object is guided by the intention to apply the concept of a human 
body, I will reject the image of a plane figure. In the aesthetic atti- 
tude, however, I neither apply concepts nor search for them. I there- 
fore have to remain in the state of thinking problematically two 
incompatible rules for presenting an object. In view of an ugly object 
my faculty of judgment gets caught in an endless switching between 
two schematizing rules which cannot be used together. 

In order to escape from that uncomfortable situation I cannot 
help but distribute the two rules among different uses. It does not 
matter here that the whole undertaking belongs to my own inner 
arena. It suffices that I am unable to use both rules together. In 
order to taken into account both incompatible rules, I must feign 
another user of the second rule while I am using the first, even 
though I was using the second rule before. My former using cannot 
be integrated into one complex image including my present image. 
To repeat: grasping the plane figure with the ink-spot means not 
grasping the image of a human body and vice versa. 

3. GRASPING A BEAUTIFUL OBJECT 

On the other hand, if I would look at a picture of a human body 
without any disturbing spots or scribbles, then I would not have 
to fight with two conflicting rules for generating a complex image. 
Such a picture will not produce a feeling of pain like the soiled 
picture. Let us suppose moreover that the picture of the human 
body looks beautiful to me. According to Kant, "a judgment of 
taste consists in calling a thing beautiful just because of that 
characteristic in respect of which it accommodates itself to our mode 
of apprehension." (Kant 1951, ? 32, 123) How are our two examples 
to be distinguished in view of Kant's characterization of grasping 
the beautiful? In the second case the object has a characteristic which 
conforms to my rule for grasping it. There is no conflict, because 
the object is not given to me in such a way that I have to make 
a decision in order to gain knowledge of the object. 
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Yet in the context of the cited passage Kant insists that beauty 
is a kind of relational quality. Beauty is a relational quality of objects 
which shows itself only for a person who is looking at (perceiving) 
it. I take that to mean that beauty depends on two conditions: 

1. there is a certain holistic character of the object; 
2. there is a certain way of grasping a given manifold of empirical in- 
tuition in the free interplay of imagination and understanding. 

The holistic property of the object corresponds to the way of the 
grasping. In the cited passage, Kant points out that beautiful ob- 
jects conform to our mode of grasping them. But what is our mode 
of grasping them? Is there anything like a rule for our mode of grasp- 
ing? The harmonic interplay of imagination and understanding with 
respect to a beautiful object is an activity of the faculty of judgment 
which requires a certain form for the object given; but it also must 
fulfill the principle of the faculty: The mode of grasping a beautiful ob- 

ject is an activity fulfilling the principle of the autonomy of judgment. On 
the other hand, the mode of grasping an ugly object is an activity 
not fulfilling the principle of autonomy. 

4. FORMULA TING THE PRINCIPLE OF THE AUTONOMY OF JUDGMENT 

Kant never formulated his principle of the autonomy of judgment 
explicitly. We have to follow some hints he gives us and try to 
reconstruct a formulation guided by them. But before I make a pro- 
posal let me go back to our example of the ugly object. I pointed 
out that the unsuitability of grasping an ugly object comes from 
two conflicting rules for schematizing an empirical intuition. I said 
further that the conflict requires a distribution among two different 
users of the conflicting rules, because those rules cannot be applied 
together. The conflict leads to a certain kind of disintegration. 

The consciousness of such a conflict is a feeling of displeasure, 
because the represented disintegration is unsuitable for the interplay 
of imagination and understanding. An external judgment of taste 
about an ugly object is grounded on that feeling of displeasure. Since 
the feeling of displeasure depends on the consciousness of the rule- 
conflict which concerns the rules of schematizing a manifold of em- 
pirical intuition, an external judgment of taste is grounded on a 
consciousness of such rules of schematization. Those rules concern 
the imagination in its freedom, because the imagination schematizes 
without a concept (comp. CJ, ?35). Yet there has to be some prin- 
ciple for selecting rules of schematizing in order to present objects. 
However, such a principle cannot be a law of the understanding. 
For the imagination schematizes without concepts. On the other 
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hand, the faculty of imagination does not have any laws of its own. 
Kant even points out that it would involve a contradiction to think 
of an autonomous imagination (CJ, ?22, general note). Any prin- 
ciple for selecting rules of schematizing must belong, therefore, to 
the faculty of judgment. 

If that faculty is not used to subsume under objective concepts 
of the understanding (as "bestimmende Urteilskraft"), but in order 
to generate reflective (aesthetic) judgments, it has an autonomy which 
is analogous to the autonomy of the will. The performance of pure 
aesthetic judgments is that activity of the faculty of judgment, "where 
it is for itself, subjectively, object as well as law" ("wo sie sich 
selbst, subjektiv, Gegenstand sowohl als Gesetz ist") (CJ, ?36). Since 
the performance of aesthetic judgments requires the autonomy of 
the faculty of judgment (CJ, ?32), I take that to mean that the cited 
characterization concerns the autonomy of that faculty. 

On the other hand, an autonomous will is "one which could 
have as its object only itself considered as giving universal laws" 
(Kant 1949, 90). Autonomy is the property of the will to be a law 
for itself (Kant 1968c, 440, 447). In view of the strong analogy be- 
tween beauty and moral goodness (CJ, ?59), we may try to spell 
out the principle of the autonomy of aesthetic judgment by means 
of searching for analogues to the components belonging to Kant's 
characterization of the autonomy of the will. 

According to Kant, the principle of the autonomy of the will 
is the moral law. This law is for finite human beings the categorical 
imperative: So act that the maxim of your will could always hold at the 
same time as the principle of a universal legislation (Kant 1949, 142). That 
imperative is obviously a rule for selecting maxims of the will. Now 
in using a maxim of my will which violates the moral law I use 
a rule which is incompatible with another rule used by others. Among 
other things, the categorical imperative serves to judge about maxims 
according to which I can only will, if another one wills according 
to the contrary maxim. To reflect on a maxim violating the moral 
law, then, means to present a rule-conflict concerning maxims of 
the will which cannot be applied by the same person. On the other 
hand, all maxims conforming to the moral law can be thought as 
maxims of everybody. Thus their reflective consciousness does not 
present any conflict. Now, Kant points out that the rule of reflect- 
ing on a beautiful thing is analogous to the corresponding rule of 
reflecting on moral goodness (CJ, ?59). He even says "the beautiful 
is the symbol of the morally good and . . . it is only in this respect 
(. . .) that it gives pleasure with a claim for the agreement of everyone 
else" (Kant 1951, ?59, 198). I guess, therefore, the principle of 
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the autonomy of aesthetic judgment will turn out to be an analogue 
to the categorical imperative with respect to rules of schematizing. 

Let me now formulate the principle of the autonomy of judg- 
ment in a first approximation: 

Reflect in such a way that your rule of schematizing the given empirical 
intuition of the object x can be a rule of schematizing for everybody 
who may acquire an empirical intuition of the object x. (PA) 

According to (PA), no conflicting pairs of rules for schematizing 
are permitted. From this it follows that the conflicting rules in case 
of the soiled drawing (1) violate (PA). On the other hand it is obvious 
that any schematizing in order to apply a given concept (2) will 
fulfill (PA). For concepts are tied to one and only one schema-rule 
regarding their application. Since an object is beautiful (3) if its 
grasping brings imagination and understanding in a relationship 
which agrees with the relationship between both when we deter- 
mine an object conceptually (CJ, ? 9, ? 21, Kant 1965, 25), it follows 
that the corresponding schema-rule fulfills (PA). 

The most problematic case is the situation of searching for a 
concept which does not already belong to our repertory (4). That 
certainly presupposes a schematization without the concept we are 
searching for; but is it possible to search for a concept of an object, 
if there is a conflict of rules for schematizing? Wouldn't that mean 
that there could not be presented any object to consciousness? 

Let us go back to our example of the soiled picture of a human 
body. If we have two conflicting rules of schematizing in that case, 
how do we come to a decision concerning the concept of the object, 
or objects, given in a perceiving of such an item? There actually 
does seem to be neither a human body, nor a picture of a human 
body, nor a plane figure only. In order to find a concept of the 
soiled figure on the sheet, we have to develop suitable analogies, 
by which we become able to grasp the given manifold of empirical 
intuition in such a way that the conflict of the rules of schematizing 
is solved. This requires a certain rearrangement of our way of grasp- 
ing given perceptual contents by means of a theoretical explana- 
tion. Although such an explanation involves a whole bulk of con- 
ceptual judgments, it is not reducible to a description of percep- 
tually given objects, but has to postulate new kinds of objects too. 
In our example, such an explanation may be that the soiled picture 
is a product of some kind of intentional action. In more subtle cases 
we would need a microphysical explanation or a branch of theoretical 
psychology. I must confine myself here to only one remark concer- 
ning this bundle of problems: If we don't wish to stick to the thesis 



134 NOUS 

that there is a stable meaning and reference of observation terms, 
we need a philosophical theory of the approximation to the ade- 
quate grasping of perceptual contents by means of suitable theoretical 
postulates. It seems to me that Kant's conception of the autonomy 
of judgment involves the key to such a philosophical theory. Since 
the principle of aesthetic autonomy allows us to distinguish between 

1. rules of schematizing which involve a conflict of grasping objects, 
2. rules of schematizing without such a conflict 

we may use this principle as a criterion for the comparative ade- 
quacy of postulated theoretical entities. 

Our last point obviously issues a whole set of problems, since 
it requires an investigation of suitable rules of schematizing as well 
as of rules for searching empirical concepts. In order to face those 
problems, we would have to discuss how the principle of the syste- 
matic unity of nature (Kant 1965, 20) corresponds to the principle 
of the autonomy of aesthetic judgment. I cannot do that here. Let 
me just say that the principle of the systematic unity of nature is 
spelled out by the regulative maxims of reason (Kant 1951, 17-18) 
which are rules for empirical research. The principle of taste (PA) 
is the subjective principle of judgment in general (CJ, ? 35). The 
correlation of the two seemingly different principles of the autonomy 
simply is: The principle of taste (PA) is a rule for selecting rules 
for schematizing, whereas the principle of the systematic unity of 
nature is a rule for selecting empirical concepts and laws. Both are 
shaped for one another and may be called in some sense two differ- 
ent ways of expressing the autonomy of judgment. 

To sum up: Reflective thinking is required even for the success- 
ful application of the categories, since their schemata require some 
searching for suitable perceptual contents. The schema of the category 
is a general function mapping perceptual contents onto objects. In 
order to get specific schemata, such general functions have to be 
specified by means of analogies. These analogies are used in rules 
for schematizing which can be formulated as hypothetical imperatives. 
Yet such rules are only applicable, if their propositional antecedent 
is satisfied. In order to. apply such an hypothetical imperative con- 
sciously, the user has to think the propositional antecedent. But if 
so, the application of a schema-rule presupposes the application of 
concepts through propositional thinking. If schema-rules were only 
hypothetical imperatives, we would get an infinite regress. In order 
to avoid that, we need a rule for schematizing which is not depen- 
dent on propositional preconditions. Such a rule is the principle 
of the autonomy of judgment. 
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