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Thedominant view of the Westernintellectual tradition, or perhapsmoreaccurately, the continental European
tradition, emphasi zesthe primacy of theuniver sal over theparticular whenit comesto under standingthenature
of knowledge. This preoccupation with the universal is undermined by the theory of tacit knowing which
underlines the mediation of the universal and the particular with an emphasis on the latter, that is, the
particular. Ananalysisof Kant’ snotionsof deter minativeand refl ectivejudgment reveal s that hegroundseach
in tacit processes, privileging the role of particular examples or exemplars. Structural similarities between
Kant’ sjudgmentsof tasteand Polanyi’ s notion of personal knowledge illuminatesPolanyi’ ssurprisingclaim
that ” The very nature of knowledgeisin the Third Critique, not in the First Critique.”

1. Introduction

Michael Polanyi popularized the notion of tacit knowing and contributes much to its elaboration. In
the contemporary discussion, traditions associated with Wittgenstein’ s thought, phenomenology, and herme-
neutics have also contributed to a still loosely-formulated notion of tacit knowing. When the various notions
of tacit knowing are examined jointly, they cover such contrasts as the articulated and the unarticul ated; the
articulatable and the unarticulatable; the focal and the subsidiary; the foreground and the background; the
critical, the uncritical and the a-critical; the particular and the universal; the detached and the involved; the
representational and the pragmatic, etc. The potential of the notion of tacit knowing will befully displayed only
when some future analysis of these conceptual relations engages all relevant philosophical traditions.

Inthisarticle, | will concentrateon theuniversal-particul ar relationinvolved intacit knowing. Polanyi
touches upon this conceptual relation in the following two statements:

An art which cannot be specified in detail cannot be transmitted by prescription, since no
prescription for it exists. It can be passed on only by examplefrom master to apprentice (PK 53).

What has been said of skills applies equally to connoisseurship. . . Connoisseurship, like skill,
can be communicated only by example, not by precept (PK 54).

The acquisition or transference of skill and connoisseurship leans on examplesrather than rules, prescrip-
tionsor precepts. A prescription or a precept is something universal and an exampleisaparticular. According
to Polanyi, skill and connoisseurship are two paradigm cases of tacit knowing. Evidently, thereisauniversal-
particular dimension in Polanyi’ s theory of tacit knowing.

The dominant view in the Western intellectual tradition, or perhaps more accurately, the continental
European tradition, emphasizesthe learning of rules, precepts, and prescriptions which are universal concepts
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embedded in explicit knowing. It claims the primacy of the universal over the particular when it comes to
understanding the nature of knowledge. Wittgenstein describes it as “the craving for generality” and “the
contemptuous attitude towards the particular case’! This preoccupation with the universal in continental
European intellectual tradition is one of the targets of attack of the theory of tacit knowledge. With respect to
the universal-particular relation, the theory of tacit knowing underlines the mediation of the universal and the
particular with an emphasis on the latter.

Polanyi alludesto the universal-particular relationin histheory of tacit knowing; however, thetheme
isnot fully explored in hiswritings. In this connection, we have alot to learn from Aristotle’ s discussion on
phronesisand Kant’ sanalysisof judgment. | have el sewhere examined Aristotle’ snotion of phronesisfromthe
perspective of the theory of tacit knowing.2 The focus of thisarticleison Kant’ s notion of judgment. Itisnot
difficult to seethat thereisajudgmental component in the exercise of skill and connoisseurship. | will examine
Kant’ snotion of judgment to seeto what degreeit will help usunderstand therole of tacit processesin learning
with an emphasis on the universal-particular relation.

The connection between Kant's conception of judgment and tacit knowing was first pointed out by
Michael Polanyi (KB 105), and this point was later reinforced by others, for instance, Kjell S. Johannessen, a
Norwegian Wittgensteinian.® However, to my knowledge, a detailed exposition of Kant's conception of
judgment from the perspective of thetheory of tacit knowing hasnot yet been attempted, and thisiswhat | want
to pursuein thisarticle.

The term “judgment” usually has two meanings: first, the power or the faculty of judgment, and
second, the result of the exercise of this power, that is, the product of various judgments about things we are
concerned about. These two meanings are inseparable, but my focus here is on the first.

Theoretically, there can betwowaysto achievethe mediation betweentheuniversal andthe particular.
Onestartsfromtheuniversal and the other startsfromthe particul ar. Correspondingly, according to Kant, there
aretwo typesof judgment, the determinative and thereflective. “ Judgment in general isthe ability to think the
particular as contained under the universal. If the universal (therule, principle, law) is given, then judgment,
which subsumes the particular under it, is determinative. But if only the particular is given and judgment has
to find the universal for it, then this power is merely reflective.”* In this paper, | will examine determinative
judgment and reflective judgment respectively from the perspective of the theory of tacit knowledge. Then |
will respond to two relevant questions involved in such an attempt.

2. Deter minative Judgment

AccordingtoKant, judgment isoneof man’ shigher cognitive powers; theother two areunderstanding
and reason. Kant characterizes understanding as our power of rules, and judgment the power of subsuming
particulars under the universal rules. “If understanding in general is to be viewed as the faculty of rules,
judgment will bethefaculty of subsuming under rules; that is, of distinguishing whether something doesor does
not stand under a given rule (casus datae legis).”® Obviously, the judgmental power Kant talks about hereis
determinative. “ Determinative judgment, [which operates] under universal transcendental laws given by the
understanding, isonly subsumptive” (CJ19). Giventherulesprovided by understanding, when confronted with
aparticular case, it is up to judgment to decide whether or not it can be subsumed under a certain rule.
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We have two different ways of describing what happensin a determinative judgment. If we take the
direction from the particular case to the given general rule, what we do in a determinative judgment is
subsumption, but if wetakethe other way round, that is, movefromthegiven general ruleto the particul ar case,
then what we do is application. Subsumption and application are two sides of the same coin.

From the perspective of the theory of tacit knowledge, the first point that merits attention in Kant’s
analysis of determinative judgment is the argument that there is no rule for application or subsumption in
determinative judgment.

General logic contains, and can contain, no rules for judgment. . ... If it sought to give
general instructions how we areto subsume under theserules, that is, to distinguish whether
something does or does not come under them, that could only be by means of another rule.
Thisinturn, for thevery reasonthat itisarul e, again demandsguidancefromjudgment. (CPR
177)

If wetry to set arulefor subsumption or application as general logic does— sinceit abstractsfrom all content
of cognition, all it can provide isformal rules— then this new rule has the same subsumption or application
problem. In order to solve this problem, general logic will once again resort to athird rule, and thuswe end up
with aninfinite regress. That isto say, the application of arule or the subsumption of particular cases under
aruleisruleless. Kant reachesthispoint in his First Critique by appealing to ad infinitum arguments. It isnot
explicitly stated in the above passage, though it is definitely implied in it.

In this connection, it isinteresting to note that this ad infinitum argument is once again employed by
the late Wittgenstein in his discussion of rule-following activity. K. J. Johannessen points out that one of the
most significant points of late Wittgenstein is that

adefinition or theexpression of arule cannot itself determinehow itistobe applied, asit can
beinterpreted in variousways. From thisit followsthat there can be no point in formulating
anew rulethat lays down how thefirst isto be applied. For then the same problem will arise
once more in connection with the expression of the new rule. It, again, can be taken or
understood in variousways. And thusit will go on ad infinitumif wetry to escape from this
tangleby thisroute. Thisis, inother words, adead end. At onestagetherethushavetobecases
of rule-application which are not determined by other rules. The application of rules is
accordingly in principle ruleless.® (italics mine)

Theapplication of aruleof languageisruleless. Itisup to our intransitive understanding and judgmental power
to tell us how to apply arule.

Fromadifferent approach, Michael Polanyi arrivesat asimilar conclusionin hisdiscussion of personal
judgment in scientific research. Polanyi holdsthat there aretwo kindsof rules, i.e., strict rulesand vaguerules.
Strict rules, like rules of multiplication, are rules which leave no room for interpretation in their application,
whilevaguerules, likerulesof art, alwaysleaveaconsiderablemarginfor personal judgment onthepart of those
who apply the rules under particular circumstances. Science doesinvolve strict rules, like the manuals on the
methods of experiment, measurement, cal culation, map-making, etc., but that part only constitutestheroutine
work of science. For the original part of science, i.e., scientific research (most importantly, discovery and
verification or falsification) in the strict senzsg there are no manuals. Only vague rules are involved.



“Admittedly, there are ruleswhich give valuable guidance to scientific discovery, but they are merely rules of
art” (SFS14). Then aquestion arises: how do we apply those vague rules in scientific research?

How canweever interpret arule? By another rule? There can be only afinite number of tiers
of rulessothat such aregression woul d soon beexhausted. L et usassumethenthat all existing
rules were united into one single code. Such a code of rules could obviously not contain
prescriptions for its own reinterpretation (S-S 58).

In scientific research, we cannot interpret a rule in its application by referring to another rule.
Interestingly enough, in contrast to Kant and Wittgenstein who appeal to ad infinitum arguments, Polanyi
reaches the point that the application of rulesisruleless by appealing to the finitude of the existing rules. This
iswherethe personal judgment of the scientist setsin: “ The application of rulesmust alwaysrely ultimately on
acts not determined by rule. ... Therules of scientific enquiry leave their own application wide open, to be
decided by the scientist’s judgment” (S-S 14-15).

The point that the application of arule or the subsumption of particular casesunder aruleisruleless,
and thus requires judgment, indicates that the power of judgment is something that is irreducible to a set of
formal rules. It is something ultimate in our mind. Kant takesit as a natural gift and holdsthat thelack of itis
stupidity. “ It appearsthat, though understanding iscapabl e of beinginstructed, and of being equippedwithrules,
judgment isapeculiar talent which can be practiced only, and cannot be taught. It isthe specific quality of so-
called mother-wit; and itslack no school can make good” (CPR 177). “Deficiency injudgment isjust what is
ordinarily called stupidity, for such afailing thereisnoremedy” (CPR 178). Learning and intelligence aretwo
different things. Itisnot unusual that alearned man may betray hisoriginal deficitinjudgmentintheapplication
of his scientific knowledge. Kant maintains that a physician, a judge, or a statesman may have a good
understanding of thepathological, juridical or political rulesinabstrato. However, duetothelack of thenatural
power of judgment, this person can easily blunder in applying them to casesin concreto, or in distinguishing
whether or not certain particular cases can be subsumed under them.

Polanyi seesin Kant’s analysis of judgment awonderful illustration of his theory of personal, tacit
knowledge. He says that

even awriter like Kant, so powerfully bent on strictly determining the rules of pure reason,
occasionally admitted that into all acts of judgment there enters, and must enter, a personal
decision which cannot be accounted for by any rules. Kant saysthat no system of rules can
prescribe the procedure by which rules themselves are to be applied. Thereis an ultimate
agency which, unfettered by any explicit rules, decides on the subsumption of a particular
instance under any general rule or ageneral concept. And of thisagency Kant say only that
it ‘iswhat constitutes our so-called mother-wit.” (KB 105)

The ultimate agency involved in exercise of our judgmental power, which Kant calls our mother-wit, isin
Polanyi’ sterminology, our personal, tacit powers. Also, according to Johannessen, Wittgenstein' sintransitive
understanding as aform of tacit knowledge is similar to Kant’s judgment.

This intransitive understanding expressed in the proper performance of the established
practices of alanguage-society might thus, not inappropriately, be looked upon as a sort of
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tacit knowledge, . . . In many respects this tacit knowledge element embedded in our
conceptual competenceissimilar towhat Kant pointed out and called atalent, thegift of being
ableto reach areasonabl e decision in cases of subsumption. Thetraditional nameforitis, of
course, judgment.”

Though thelack of judgment cannot beremedied by learning rules, it can beimproved with examples.
Examples function very differently in their relation to understanding and judgment. While they are normally
negative to the former, they are conduciveto thelatter. Thereisalogica gap between examplesand therules
of understanding. Examples are particulars, while the rules of understanding are strictly universal. As the
particular cases of acertain rule, examples can hardly adequately fulfill the conditions of the rule. They often
weaken understanding’ s effort to grasp the rule universally and independently of the particular circumstances
of experience. So, if westick toexamples, “theprecisionand correctness’ of theinsight of understanding, which
aimsat strict universality, will inevitably beimpaired. To put it in another way, if wewant to accomplish strict
universality, we must not be example-bound. But the situation is quite different for judgment, which, as*“the
ability to think the particular” as contained in the universal, in its effort to mediate between the universal and
the particular, hasto put more emphasison theparticular. That isthereason whichliesbehind Kant’ sfollowing
remark: “ Examples are thusthe go-cart of judgment; and those who are lacking in the natural talent can never
dispense with them” (CPR 178). For those who lack the natural talent of judgment, their power of judgment
can be sharpened through examples and actual tasks. Kant considers it the “ great benefit” of examples.

3. Reflective Judgment

According to Kant’ sdefinition, when we are only confronted with the particular, and haveto find the
universal for it, the power that we exercise under such circumstances is reflective judgment. Before Kant,
Baumgarten touched upon this form of judgment in aesthetics. A judgment of taste is a typical reflective
judgment. According to Kant, tasteisour ability to judgethe beautiful. “Intheir logical quantity all judgments
of tastearesingular judgments’ (CJ59). A typical judgment of tasteis, “ Thetulipisbeautiful.” Thisjudgment
and thejudgment, “ Thetulip isagreeable (for example, initssmell),” arequitedifferent. “To say, ‘ Thisflower
is beautiful,’ is tantamount to a mere repetition of the flower’s own claim to be to everyone's liking. The
agreeableness of itssmell, onthe other hand, givesit no claim whatever: its smell delights one person, it makes
another dizzy” (CJ 145). A judgment of the agreeable is based upon a private feeling which is only valid for
the person who likes the object, while ajudgment of taste requires everyone to like the object and lays claim
to universal validity. In line with this distinction, Kant distinguishes two kinds of taste, i.e., taste of sense and
taste of reflection. “Insofar as judgments about the agreeable are merely private, whereas judgment about the
beautiful areput forward ashaving general validity (asbeing public), tasteregarding theagreeablecanbecalled
taste of sense, and taste regarding the beautiful can be called taste of reflection.” For the agreeable, we can say
that everyone has his own taste (of sense), while for the beautiful, we cannot say so, since universality is
definitiveof thetasteof reflection. When Kant talksabout ajudgment of tasteasareflectivejudgment, hemeans
thelatter, i.e., taste of reflection. Thus, we can seeclearly that ajudgment of taste startsfromacertain particular,
for instance, asingular given rose, but when the judgment is made that thisroseis beautiful, auniversal claim
isincludedinthejudgment. It hasthetypical structure of areflectivejudgment. In contrast, thelack of universal
validity makes a judgment of the agreeable only ajudgment of sensation, not ajudgment of reflection.

The universality of ajudgment of taste impliesits necessity. The beautiful is not only an object that
isliked by everyone, but also something that cannot be not liked. If | declarethat “ Thetulipisbeautiful,” then
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| assume that everyone ought to give hisassent to my judgment, not just that everybody will agree with me. A
judgment of taste containsan ought. If somebody judgesdifferently, | will blamehimand deny that he hastaste.
A judgment of taste exhibits necessity. “ About any presentation | can say at least that thereisapossibility for
it (asacognition) to be connected with apleasure. About that which | call agreeable| say that it actually gives
rise to pleasure in me. But we think of the beautiful as having a necessary reference to liking” (CJ 85). The
beautiful isthe object of a necessary liking.

The universality and necessity of taste prompts Kant to identify taste as akind of sensus communis.
Sensuscommunishastwo different meanings. In one sense, itiswhat wenormally call “common sense,” where
the term “common” means nothing but “vulgar.” Common sense means something that can be found
everywhereand the possessi on of which deservesno merit or superiority. Of course, thisisnot what Kant means
when he claimsthat taste is akind of sensus communis. Rather, he takes “ sensus communis to mean the idea
of asense shared [by all of ug], i.e., apower to judge that in reflecting takes account (a priori), in our thought,
of everyoneelse' sway of presenting [something], inorder asit wereto compare our own judgment with human
reason in general and thus escape the illusion that arises from the ease of mistaking subjective and private
conditions for objective ones, an illusion that would have aprejudicial influence on the judgment” (CJ 160).
Sensus communisin this sense requires oneto transcend the private subjective conditions of hisjudgment and
puts himself into the positions of everyone else, and thusarrives at auniversal standpoint to reflect on hisown
judgment. Kant maintainsthat taste, asthe ability to judge the beautiful with universal validity and necessity,
can be legitimately called a sensus communis. In this context, Kant defines taste “as the ability to judge
something that makes our feelingsin a given presentation universally communicable without mediation by a
concept” (CJ 162).

The expression “without mediation by aconcept” in the above definition indicates another important
feature of a judgment of taste, that is, it is not based upon concepts. This point can be shown clearly by
contrasting thejudgment of taste” Thistulipisbeautiful” with“ Thistulipisred” and“ Thistulipisgood.” While
the judgment of taste is aesthetical, the latter two are cognitive, either theoretically or practicaly. In the
judgment “Thetulip isred”, the predicate “red” is aconcept which denotes a property of the tulip, by means
of whichthetulip, asan object of cognition, isdetermined. Inthejudgment “ Thetulipisbeautiful,” “ beautiful”
also soundslike aproperty of thetulip. Butinfactitisnot. Beauty isnot aproperty of thetulip, and “ apart from
areferenceto the subject’ sfeelings, beauty isnothing by itself” (CJ 63). Itisnot aconcept that determinesthe
tulip. Thejudgment “ Thetulipisgood” isal so based upon adeterminate concept, though apractical one. “ Good
iswhat, by means of reason, we like through its mere concept. . . .In order to consider something good, | must
always know what sort of thing the object is[meant] to be, i.e., | must have a[determinate] concept of it” (CJ
48). Good alwaysinvolvesaconcept of apurpose of the object, and consequently arel ation between reason and
volition, which isnot the case at all with ajudgment of the beautiful. Inaword, ajudgment of taste, according
to Kant, “is not directed to concepts, for ajudgment of tasteis not a cognitive judgment (whether theoretical
or practical) and hence is neither based on concepts, nor directed to them as purposes’ (CJ 51).

A conceptis, inessence, arule. Thefact ajudgment of tasteis not based upon adeterminative concept
impliesthat thereisno rule for taste. “ There can be no objective rule of taste, no rule of taste that determines
by concepts what is beautiful. . . .If we search for a principle of taste that states the universal criterion of the
beautiful by means of determinate concepts, then we are engaging in afruitless endeavor, because we search
for something that isimpossible and intrinsically contradictory” (CJ 79). That’ swhy no one, by referring to a
rule, can compel us to acknowledge something to be beautiful. No one, by means of any bases of proof, can
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talk usinto ajudgment that something is beautiful. It isup to us, in the presentation of the object, to judge, by
reflecting on our feelings of pleasure or displeasure, whether it is beautiful or not.

It' sinteresting to note here the parallel between determinative judgment and reflective judgment. We
have seen that determinative judgment, as the power of subsuming the particulars under auniversal (ageneral
rule, aconcept), or the ability to apply the universal to the particulars, isruleless. Now wefind that ajudgment
of tasteisaso ruleless. The difference lies in the fact that, in determinative judgment, we do have concepts,
general rules. It isthe application of these concepts, general rules, that isruleless, whilein ajudgment of taste,
we have no determinative concepts, no general rulesat all; only the particular isgiven. Ineach case, tacit skills
must be employed.

Asmentioned above, Kant, in hisdiscussion of determinative judgment, emphasizesthat judgment is
anatural talent and touches briefly on the importance of examplesin sharpening our power of judgment. With
regard to taste, he also raises the question of whether it isan origina and natural ability, or an ability to be
acquired and therefore artificial inits origins(CJ 90), but he does not tackle the issue head on. However, itis
not hard to see that his emphasisison thelatter, where exampl es play an important rolein theimprovement of
our taste. Kant says,

Among all our abilities and talents, taste is precisely what stands most in need of examples
regarding what has enjoyed the longest-lasting approval in the course of cultural progress,
in order that it will not become uncouth again and relapse into the crudeness of its first
attempts; and taste needs this because its judgment cannot be determined by concepts and
precepts (CJ 147).

In this quotation, two points merit attention. Firstly, Kant makesit crystal clear that taste is not identical with
the crude predisposition given by nature. It should be refined and sharpened by those exemplary products of
taste that have been recognized by generations after generations, like the works of the classical authors. “ We
extol, andrightly so, theworksof theancientsasmodels, and call their authorsclassical, asif they formacertain
noble class among writers which gives laws to people by the precedent it sets’ (CJ 146).

Secondly, thereason that we have to resort to examples, model s, archetypes so asto sharpen our taste
isthat we have no general rulesto follow injudging what isbeautiful, becauseit is not based upon determinant
concepts. Kant generalizesthis point and holdsthat it appliesto alesser degreeto other areaslikereligion and
mathematics. In religion, “an example of virtue and holinesswill always accomplish more than any universal
preceptswe havereceived from priestsor philosophers’ (CJ 146). |n mathematics, the ancient mathematicians
are still regarded as “indispensable models.”

Thefact that thereisno rule based on determinate conceptsfor ajudgment of taste givesitsuniversal
validity and necessity aspecial character. Kant says, “ Hencethe common sense, of whosejudgment | amat this
point offering my judgment of taste asan example, attributingtoit exemplary validity onthat account, isamere
ideal standard. With thisstandard presupposed, we could rightly turn ajudgment that agreed withit, aswell as
thelikingthat isexpressedinit for someobject, into arulefor everyone” (CJ 89). We have seenthat ajudgment
of taste hasauniversality that isnot based upon concepts. Thus, itisnot general rulesbased upon conceptsthat
are universally valid for all those who make judgment about the beautiful, but a particular judgment of taste
which isan example of sensus communisthat isvalid for al the judging subjects, and hasthe right to demand
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universal assent from all thejudging subjects. Asan example, thisjudgment of tasteisaparticular initself, but
it hasthe universal validity that a general rule normally has. Thus, Kant iswell justified to call it “exemplary
validity.” Similarly, Kant calls the necessity of ajudgment of taste “exemplary necessity”:

Asanecessity that isthought in an aesthetic judgment, it can only be called exemplary, i.e.,

a necessity of the assent of everyone to a judgment that is regarded as an example of a

universal rule that we are unable to state (CJ 85).

The necessity of a judgment of taste cannot be derived from determinate concepts, whether theoretical or
practical, therefore, it cannot be apodictic, an attribute that we usually attachto ageneral rule. Itisthe necessity
of everyone's assent to a particular judgment of taste taken as an example. In aword, it is the example, the
particular, rather than the concept, the general rule, which has universal validity and necessity in ajudgment
of taste.

The respect for exemplary products of taste does not turn usinto passive imitators. Kant claims that
taste is something autonomous; it must be the ability one has by oneself. It cannot be acquired by imitating
somebody else’ staste. Imitation is basing one's judgment on other peopl €' s judgments, hence not autonomy
but heteronomy. Then what is the right attitude towards the examples, models, archetypes of the classical
authors that we admire so much? Kant putsit asfollows: “Following by reference to a precedent, rather than
imitating, istheright term for any influence that products of an exemplary author may have on others; and this
means no more than drawing on the same sources from which the predecessor himself drew, and learning from
him how togo about doing so” (CJ 146-147). That istosay, following rather than passively imitating aprecedent
of an exemplary author is the way that one develops his taste to the point that he can demonstrate it in his
judgment of what is beautiful aswell as his predecessor.

The way that people sharpen their taste by following the exemplary products of classical authorsis
similarinstructuretotheway geniusesinfineart transmit theirideasand skillstotheir pupils. Geniusisdifferent
from taste. Taste is the ability to judge the beautiful; genius is the ability to produce beautiful objectsin fine
arts. While taste results from practice in following models of classical authors, geniusis an innate productive
ability of theartist givenby natureat birth. “ Geniusisatal ent for producing something for which no determinate
rule can begiven, not apredisposition consisting of askill for something that can belearned by following some
rule or other; hence the foremost property of genius must be originality” (CJ 75; italics in original). Geniusis
the talent of producing something original in fine arts that cannot be imitated or learned by rules. Kant says,

Whenever we convey our thoughts, there are two ways of arranging them, one of theseis
called manner (modus aesthetics), the other method (modus| ogicus); thedifference between
these two is that the first has no standard other than the feeling that there is unity in the
exhibition [of the thoughts], whereas the second follows in [all of] this determinate
principles; hence only the first appliesto fine art (CJ 187).

Sinceinfineart, thereisonly manner and no method, “the master must show by his example what the student
isto produceand how” (CJ 230; italicsmine). It istruethat sometimesartistswill describethe procedure of fine
art under general rulesand precepts, but Kant remindsusthat they are abstracted from the products of theartist,
and “are more likely to be useful to the students as occasional reminders of what the main features of that
procedure are, than as prescriptions of these features’ (CJ 230-231). That isto say, if there are any rules or
preceptsinfine art, they are parasitic on examples, the particular products of artists. In fine arts, examples are
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prior to rules and precepts. The rules and precepts are useful only asancillariesfor pedagogical purposes. Itis
the examples or models of one genius that arouse another genius's feeling of originality. That's why Kant
entitles the originality of genius as “exemplary originaity,” which means the products of a genius serve as
models to be followed by those who are endowed with genius by nature.

4. Concluding Remarks

Having outlined the main features of determinative and reflective judgment from the perspective of
thetheory of tacit knowing, | will conclude by addressing thefollowing two questionsthat might naturally arise
about such an attempt. 1) How should one assess the epistemological significance of Kant’s third Critique,
especialy its analysis of aesthetic judgment? 2) How should one interpret the challenge to the traditional
conception of knowledge posed by Kant’s notion of judgment?

We can reformul ate the first question as follows: Does something like taste in aesthetic experience
have universal epistemological significance?lsKant’ sanalysisof judgmentsof taste, which are non-cognitive
in nature, relevant to empirical cognition?

Thetheory of tacit knowing would give a positive response to this question. Kant does not explicitly
draw such a conclusion; but thisis hinted at in histext. As mentioned above, Kant holds that the principle of
the primacy of exampleintheimprovement of tasteal so appliesto areaslikereligion and mathematics. Hannah
Arendt isfascinated by Kant’'s analysis of judgments of taste. She argues that this type of reflective judgment
takes seriously particularity as such. She seeks to pursue this mode of thinking in dealing with political and
historical issues. As Richard Bernstein putsit,

Whether sheturned her attention to the study of totalitarianism, or the Eichmanntrial, or even
to politicsitself, she sought to understand and judge phenomenain their particularity and to
resist the temptation to misjudge them by relying on concepts, universals, categories that
failed to dojusticetotheir distinctivenessand uniqueness. All of her thinking consistsinthe
exercise of discernment and discrimination that are characteristic of taste and judgment.®

Taste is also regarded as an important quality of a scientist. Nobel laureate, Professor Y ang Zhenning, once
remarked that having taste or lack of taste hasadecisiveimpact onthe professional life of aphysicist.® Michael
Polanyi likesto talk in amore general sense about connoisseurship embodied in various branches of science,
technology and different professions (PK 54-55). In short, the question of tasteisnot confined to aesthetics. In
all areas ranging from mathematics and natural sciences to politics and religion, we are confronted with the
guestion of taste, connoisseurship and judgment. Thetheory of tacit knowledgetakes seriously theseissuesand
thematizes taste, connoisseurship and judgment as a group of epistemological concepts with universal
significance.

Wecaninterpret theepistemol ogical significanceof thethird Critiquein another way. GabriellaUjlaki
reportsthatin oneof hislettersto Marjorie Grene, Polanyi claimsthat “ thevery natureof knowledgeisintheThird
Critique not in the First Critique,” and that “all comprehension isinformal and personal: thisisthe real theme of
the Third Critique.”*® How should one give substance to this rather general comment? Thisis my understanding:
thekey tothisenigmatic comment liesinthestructural similarity between Polanyi’ sconcept of personal knowledge
and Kant' s notion of reflective judgment, even though Polanyi does not mention judgment at all here.
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Asfar asthe problem of knowledgeis concerned, it iswidely held that we should pay more attention
to the First Critique, where Kant systematically elaborates his theory of knowledge, than the Third Critique,
which isnormally considered as describing histhoughts on aesthetics. Polanyi surprises us and arguesfor the
opposite: if oneintendsto understand the nature of knowledge, oneshould consult the Third Critiquerather than
the First Critique. Understandably for a philosopher who emphasizes the role played by the personal
coefficients and tacit powers in the shaping and holding of knowledge, the First Critique which is “bent on
strictly determining the rules of pure reason” is off the mark in its investigation of the problem of human
knowledge. But what about the Third Critique? In what way does the Third Critique shed light on the nature
of knowledge? Polanyi’ s characterization of the theme of the Third Critique offers us a clue to the unraveling
of theriddle. He seesinthe Third Critique apreview of histheory of personal knowledge. To Polanyi, theideal
of scientific detachment, whichtook shapeinthescientificrevolutioninthe 17" century, isadelusion. Polanyi’s
attacks it ruthlessly all hislife. The substitute that he proposes for the false ideal of scientific detachment is
personal knowledgewith atacit dimension. In hisview, the personal participation of the knower in the shaping
and holding of knowledge is neither amere imperfection that should be eliminated, nor amere psychological
by-product of objective truth, but alogically indispensable element to science. However, acknowledging the
indispensability of personal participationin all acts of knowing does not make knowledge subjective. While
endorsingtheimportanceof personal involvement, Polanyi drawsacl ear demarcati on between thepersonal and
the subjective. According to Polanyi, what is subjective is defined as being private, whereas personal
participation “is aresponsible act claiming universal validity” (PK [1958 version], vii). Personal knowledge
claimsnot only universal validity, but also necessity in Kant's sense. The freedom of the subjective personis
to do as he pleases, while the freedom of the responsible personisto act as he must (PK 309). It isnot hard to
see that Polanyi’ s conception of personal knowledge is analogous to Kant's judgment of taste. When | claim
to know something, my knowledge claimisnot subjective, private, and idiosyncratic. Asaresponsible knower,
| claimit with universal intent and cannot do otherwise. Something similar in structure happens when | make
ajudgment that “ The tulip is beautiful,” which means not only | like the tulip, but also that this sort of liking
isuniversally valid and necessary. In Polanyi’ sterminol ogy, ajudgment of taste can be regarded asafusion of
the personal and the universal, something that is characteristic of personal knowledge. Thisis how | interpret
Polanyi’ s statement “all comprehension isinformal and personal: thisisthereal theme of the Third Critique.”
Of course, itisnot difficult to seethat there are great differences between personal knowledge and judgments
of taste; for instance, personal knowledge is cognitive, while a judgment of taste is aesthetic; personal
knowledge involves a concept of reality which is quite different from Kant’s notion of thing-in-itself, etc. To
sum up, it might not befair to say that the nature of knowledge doesnot lieinthe First Critique, but it certainly
requires flare and insight to seeit in the Third Critique.

Now let’s turn to the second question. At the outset of this article, | point out that “the craving for
generality” and “the contemptuous attitude towards the particular case” have had a great impact on the
understanding of knowledge in the continental European tradition. The theory of tacit knowing calls into
guestionthispreconceived understanding of knowledge. It emphasi zesthemediation betweentheuniversal and
the particular, with an emphasis on the latter, that is, the particular. In this respect, Aristotle’ s discussion of
phronesis and Kant's analysis of judgment are two important sources of inspiration for the theory of tacit
knowing.
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Accordingto Aristotle, theoretical knowledge (episteme) aimsat universal and necessary truth, while
in practical life, humans need not only to know the general principles, rules and norms, but also to know how
toapply themin particular situations. Phronesisisrequiredinthisprocess. “Nor is practical wisdom concerned
with universalsonly — it must a so recognize the particulars, for it is practical, and practiceis concerned with
particulars. ... Now practical wisdom is concerned with action; therefore one should have both forms of it, or
the latter in preference to the former.”™ This is Aristotle's characterization of phronesis in terms of the
relationship between the universal and the particular.

Aristotle points to the mediation of the universal and the particular in practical (i.e., ethical and
political) realms. Kant goesastep further inthisdirection. Hemakescl ear that themediation might takedifferent
forms. Determinative judgment and reflective judgment approach the mediation in different ways, and thus
concretize the Aristotelian thesis of mediation. Aristotle holdsthat, in phronesis, the particular is preferred to
theuniversal. Kant’sreflectionsimply that, negatively speaking, judgments of taste (tacit knowing) cannot be
improved by getting familiar with general rules, principles and precepts, etc. In determinative judgment, the
genera ruleis given; however, the application of the general rule or the subsumption of the particular cases
under thegeneral ruleisruleless. Inmerely reflectivejudgment, likeajudgement of taste, no concept, nogeneral
ruleisgiven. Tasteistheability of knowing how to judge the beautiful, while geniusisthe ability of knowing
how to create the beautiful. But neither taste nor genius hasany general ruletofollow. They rely ontacit skills.

Positively speaking, Kant claims that the faculty of judgment can be sharpened with examples. For
determinative judgment, examples are its go-cart. In aesthetic experience, taste isto be refined and enhanced
by the exemplary products of the classical authors. Likewise, thetacit knowledge of agenius can only befully
displayed by his examples to his followers. In this vein, Kant talks about the exemplary validity and the
exemplary necessity of ajudgment of taste and the exemplary originality of genius. Theword example comes
from eximere, meaning “to singleout someparticular.” 2 Theemphasison examplesindicatesthat initsattempt
to mediate the universal and the particular, judgment putsitsweight on the particular. Thisisabsolutely inthe
spirit of phronesis. In addition, with his distinction between determinative judgment and reflective judgment,
and with the distinction between taste and genius, and based upon that, with his discussions of the exemplary
validity and exemplary necessity of judgment of taste and the exemplary originality of genius, Kant's
understanding of the thesis of the primacy of examples is more sophisticated than that of Aristotle.

Insum, sofar asthegoal of challenging “the craving for the general” and “the contemptuous attitude
towardsthe particular cases’ of traditional conceptionsof knowledgeisconcerned, thetheory of tacit knowing,
in my view, can learn something important from Aristotle's discussion on phronesis and Kant's analysis of
judgment. In this orientation, Kant inherits Aristotle's basic thesis, and no doubt deepens and concretizesit.
Moreover, the insights of both Aristotle and Kant help flesh out Polanyi’s notion of tacit knowledge.
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