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The Structure of Personal Knowledge:
A Critical Analysis of Comparing M. Polanyi and T. Kuhn
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Abstract

The purpose of this project tends to propose a critical anaysis established on the
comparison between M. Polanyi and T. Kuhn’s philosophical ideas. We hold that the
significance of comparing these two remarkable philosophers does not limit itself within the
extent of their ideas. More importantly, by proposing this comparison, we intend to
demonstrate that science reveals an interactive relationship between ‘knowledge of scientific
community’ and ‘practices of individual freedom’. Taking science as ‘knowledge of scientific
community’ manifests the fact that science proceeds through a procedure guided by a
scientific community which offers research approaches and defines all issues of problematic.
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Nevertheless, taking science as ‘practices of individual freedom’ reveals the practical attitude
which an individua scientist should have while confronting rules of community. The
similarity between Polanyi and Kuhn refers to the first part (i. e., ‘knowledge of scientific
community’), whereas they diverge on the later part (i. e., ‘practices of individua freedom’).
This project holds that, in the development of philosophy of science, by incorporating history
of science into the inquiry of science and hence criticizing ‘the school of logic’ such as
positivists and Popper, the success Kuhn achieves eclipses the role individual does and what it
should play in the pursuit of scientific truth. Nonetheless, this individual part is constantly
stressed by Polanyi throughout his life. A critical analysis of these two philosophers will
comprehensively demonstrate the genuine content of scientific practices, and make explicit
the crucial role the spirit of freedom plays in the development of science.
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