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• Public funding via peer review 

• Democratic Science 

• Epistemic landscapes 

• Economics of contests 

• The scientists’ perspective



The main aim of public science funding 
bodies is the increase of well-being via 

the scientific generation of new, 
reliable, communicable information.



Bush (1945), Polanyi (1962)



• Governments should support science to achieve 
eventual benefits in:  

• health,  

• national security,  

• economic growth and  

• the quality of life of citizens.



• Research projects should  

• come from scientists, and  

• be evaluated by scientists through a network of 
overlapping expertise 

• to avoid “the adulteration of science by cranks 
and dabblers”.



Kitcher (2003, 2011)



• Science is value laden 

• In a democracy, the public should ultimately set the 
values 

• Kitcher outlines a process of ideal science: 

• Groups of scientists present different research 
programmes 

• Citizens (or their representatives) decide 
between the programmes after tutoring and 
value deliberation





The “epistemic fitness” of a corpus of information is 
the measure of fit between the causal consequences 

of the information existing in that corpus and the 
societally adopted notion of well-being. 

f = F(I,W)



Epistemic landscapes



Weisberg & Muldoon (2009)



 But… epistemic fitness can 
change over time

• Duplication and 
redundancy 

• Convergence: novelty 
versus support 

• New avenues 

• Inertia 

• Revealed risk 

• Reduction and emergence 

• Practices and technology 

• Environmental effects 

• Communication 
technology 

• Hype 

• Isolation and boundaries



“Parameter crisis”: When the number of 
parameters required to make justified 
predictions exceed the capacity of an 
individual to satisfy them empirically.



Avin (2017)
• Adding trigger events 

• Winner takes it all  

• No longer surprising 

• New avenues 

• Adding selection mechanisms 

• Old boys 

• Best (God’s eye) 

• Best visible (peer review) 

• Lottery 

• Triage



Old boys



Best visible



Lottery







Harnagel (2018)





Gross & Bergstrom (2019)





The scientists’ 
perspective







Amabile (1996)
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“Sir Mark said that the traditional system of 
researchers sending in detailed proposals was 
a "curious form of application" that amounted to 
a folie a deux, a madness shared by researcher 

and funder.” 



Credits
• Bush, V. (1945). Science, the endless frontier: A report to the President. US Govt. print. off.. 

• Polanyi, M. (2000). The republic of science: Its political and economic theory. Minerva, 38(1), 1-21. 

• Kitcher, P. (2003). Science, truth, and democracy. Oxford University Press. 

• Kitcher, P. (2011). Science in a Democratic Society. Prometheus Books. 

• Weisberg, M., & Muldoon, R. (2009). Epistemic landscapes and the division of cognitive 
labor. Philosophy of science, 76(2), 225-252. 

• Avin, S. (2017). Centralised Funding and Epistemic Exploration. British Journal for the Philosophy of 
Science 

• Harnagel, A. (2018). A mid-level approach to modeling scientific communities. Studies in History and 
Philosophy of Science Part A. 

• Gross, K., & Bergstrom, C. T. (2019). Contest models highlight inherent inefficiencies of scientific 
funding competitions. PLoS biology, 17(1), e3000065. 

• Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in context: Update to the social psychology of creativity. Routledge.


