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1. Introduction 
he main goal of this paper is to explain the models and laws of 

scientific development to clarify whenever possible dynamics, 

general properties and characteristics of the evolution of science over 

time and space.  

The philosophy, history, sociology, scientometrics and economics of 

science have produced valuable insights into the nature and dynamics of 

science as a human activity and social system (Börner et al.,, 2011, 2012). 

This research field of ‚The science of science‛ can offer a deeper 

understanding of the driving factors of successful science to address 

economic, social and technological problems (Fortunato et al.,, 2018). In this 

context, the study here is part of a large body of research on the evolution 

of science that explains how science evolves in human society to clarify and 

forecast the structure and evolution of research fields in applied and basic 

sciences (Coccia, 2018; 2020a; Coccia & Bozeman, 2016; Coccia & Wang, 

2016; Scharnhorst et al.,, 2012; Sun et al.,, 2013)1.. In particular, this paper 

describes major theories and laws to clarify the science dynamics. Results 

of this study may afford an interesting opening into the exploration of 

properties that explain and generalize, whenever possible, the evolution of 

science and its scientific disciplines. 
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1 Many social studies of science investigate these topics with different perspectives, such as 

Adams, 2012; Ávila-Robinson et al.,, 2019; Freedman, 1960; Kuhn, 1962; Lakatos, 1968, 

1978; Merton, 1957, 1968; Stephan, 1996; Stephan and Levin, 1992. 
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The paper starts with a section about key concepts of evolution, science 

and scientific research that define terminology used in this study here. This 

section is followed by main theories of scientific development in the 

history, philosophy, and sociology of science. The subsequent section 

shows specific laws and models for the analysis of the evolution of science 

in which scientific development is inter-related to the diffusion of ideas. 

The paper concludes with general model of the evolution of science and 

possible relevance of this study for science and research policy. 

 

2. Theoretical background 
A brief background of vital concepts is useful to clarify the study here. 

First of all, the concept evolution refers to a progressive growth of systems. 

The word ‘evolution’ was first applied to natural phenomena by the 

German biologist Albrecht von Haller in 1744 (cf., Richards, 1992). Spencer 

(1857) popularizes the term ‘evolution’ that can be associated with different 

types of phenomena, including all feasible manifestations of development 

and change (cf., Coccia, 2019a; Coccia & Watts, 2020). The evolution can be 

due to self-organization or spontaneous order of complex systems (Coccia, 

2019a). The vital concept under study here is science: ‚ordered knowledge 

of natural phenomena and the rational study of the relations between the 

concepts in which those phenomena are expressed‛ (Dampier, 1953). Kuhn 

(1962) claims that: ‚science is a constellation of facts, theories, and 

methods< Hence scientific development is the fragmentary process 

through which these elements have been added, singularly or in groups, to 

the ever growing depository that constitutes technical and scientific 

knowledge‛. Rae (1834, p.254) states that the aim of science may be to 

ascertain the manner in which things actually exist. Russell (1952) provides 

a broader definition of: ‚Science, as its name implies, is primarily 

knowledge; by convention it is knowledge of a certain kind, namely, which 

seeks general laws connecting a number of particular facts. Gradually, 

however, the aspect of science as knowledge is being thrust into the 

background by the aspect of science as the power to manipulate nature‛. 

Instead, Russell (1952) describes science as static, whereas it is a dynamic 

process. According to Freedman (1960), the definition by Russell (1952) is 

satisfactory, while Dampier's definition relates only to scientific 

knowledge, and does not take into account either the application of such 

knowledge, or the power to apply it towards control and change of man's 

environment. As result, Freedman (1960, p.3) suggests a comprehensive 

definition, whenever possible, of science as follows: ‚Science is a form of 

human activity through pursuit of which mankind acquires an increasingly 

fuller and more accurate knowledge and understanding of nature, past, 

present and future, and an increasing capacity to adapt itself to and to 

change its environment and to modify its own characteristics‛. In this 

context, Seidman (1987, pp.131-135) states that:  
science is an organized and collective activity (p. 131) <scientific 

development occurs in a dynamic relation to the encompassing social 
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context (p. 134) <. Society is constitutive of science not merely in the 

sense of forming a normative context enhancing or impeding scientific 

rationality, but in that it informs the very processes of inquiry, e.g., 

problem-selection, the constitution of the scientific domain, the 

determination of facts, the very research results, and criteria of 

validity and truth. Science must be treated like any other symbolic 

form—namely as a mode of structuring reality embedded in the social 

structure of the whole society (p. 135)2.  

In general, science is a process in which scholars and institutions 

coordinate their actions by using appropriate strategies, methods of inquiry 

and instruments to generate new knowledge that is recorded in journals 

articles, books, patents, software repositories, etc. (Whitley, 1984; cf., Coccia 

& Benati, 2018). This process of science generates an accumulation of 

knowledge in basic and applied fields of research (Coccia, 2019; Godin, 

2001). Börner et al., (2012, p.3) claims that: ‚Science is in a constant state of 

flux. Indeed, one of the purposes of science is to continually generate new 

knowledge, to search for or create the next breakthrough that will open 

new doors of understanding‛. Fortunato et al., (2018) describe science as: ‚a 

complex, self-organizing and evolving network of scholars, projects, papers 

and ides‛. Shi et al., (2015) also consider science as a complex and dynamic 

network in which scientists, institutions, concepts, physical entities and 

other forces ‚knit, weave and knot‛ (Latour, 1987, p.94) together into an 

overarching scientific fabric (Latour, 1999; Latour & Woolgar, 1979; Callon, 

1986). Shi et al., (2015) model the outcome of this complex assembly process 

as a dynamic hypergraph3 in which articles are hyperedges that contain 

nodes of distinct types providing a substrate for future scientific 

discoveries. This approach extends a classic network-oriented perspective 

on human problem solving and suggests that science is not just a network 

of dyadic ties but it is also a collection of garbage cans in which problems 

and solutions are mixed randomly (cf., Newell & Simon, 1972, p.51; the 

garbage-can model by March and Simon in Cohen et al.,, 1972). Science as a 

complex and dynamic network develops and changes over time (Fortunato 

et al.,, 2018). In this context, Van Raan & Peters (1989, p.607) discuss the 

possibility to represent scientific development by ‘second-order networks’ 

structured with subfield-to-subfield relations that can reveal dynamical 

processes in the evolution of research fields. Other studies have 

investigated the structure of science using maps that show scientific 

landscape to identify major fields of science, their size, similarity and 
 
2 See also Bernal, 1939; Bush, 1945; Callon, 1994; Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 1998; Johnson, 

1972; Nelson, 1962; Nelson and Romer, 1996; Rosenberg, 1974.  
3  Hypergraphs are mathematically equivalent to bipartite graphs in which articles 

(hyperedges) are represented as a distinct type of node that connects other things together. 

Latour points out that the old word ‚Thing‛ originally designated a type of archaic 

assembly, as the Icelandic Althing: ‚Thus, long before designating an object thrown out of 

the political sphere and standing there objectively and independently, the Ding or Thing 

has for many centuries meant the issue that brings people together because it divides 

them‛ (as quoted by Shi et al.,, 2015, p. 73).   
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interconnectedness (Börner & Scharnhorst, 2009; Boyack et al.,, 2005, 2009; 

Klavans & Boyack, 2009; Simonton, 2004), the role of social interactions in 

shaping the dynamics of science and the emergence of new disciplines 

(Börner et al.,, 2011; Tijssen, 2010; Sun et al.,, 2013; Van Raan, 2000)4, the 

convergence between research fields considering international research 

collaboration (Coccia & Bozeman, 2016; Coccia & Wang, 2016), etc. Another 

basic concept here is scientific research: it is a continued search for advancing 

scientific knowledge, applying methods of inquiry (Coccia, 2018a; Coccia & 

Benati, 2018). Kot (1987) argues that science is a dynamic system governed 

by flows of scientific information, which are fuelled by scientific research 

based on continued search for scientific knowledge and understanding by 

scientific methods of inquiry (cf., Foote, 2007; Evans & Foster, 2011). 

Lievrouw (1988, p.7ff) proposes that scientific researchers can be organized 

into four distinct "programs" of study:  

1. Artifact studies: scientific information as an objective commodity, 

whose value is independent of its use; 

2. User studies: scientific information as a commodity whose value 

depends on the practical needs of the user; 

3. Network studies: scientific information as a social link, whose value 

is determined by its utility in the coherence of social networks;  

4. Lab studies: scientific information as a social construction of 

scientists, with its value completely dependent on the changing perceptions 

of those individual scientists (so called because their authors typically 

employ participant observation or other ethnographic techniques to gather 

data in the scientists' workplace). 

Moreover, social studies of science categorize science in basic and 

applied fields of research: basic research is aiming at finding truth, whereas 

applied research is aiming at solving practical problems (Kitcher, 2001; 

Frame & Carpenter, 1979; Fanelli & Glänzel, 2013). Frame & Carpenter 

(1979) suggest that basic fields include mathematics, astronomy (similar to 

space science), physics and chemistry; and applied research fields include 

biology, clinical medicine, and engineering/technology. Storer (1967) 

focuses on the concept of hard and soft to characterize different branches of 

science. In particular, Storer (1967, p.75, original emphasis) claims that: 

‚The degree of rigor seems directly related to the extent to which 

mathematics is used in a science, and it is this that makes a science ‘hard’ ‛. 

Storer (1967) suggests that chemistry and physics have the same ‚rated 

hardness‛, i.e., they are characterized by a high degree of rigor. Overall, 

then, social studies of science aim to explain specific questions, such as the 

structure and dynamics of science (Coccia, 2018; Coccia & Wang, 2016; cf., 

Sintonen, 1990; Sun et al.,, 2013). This study here is interested to review 

major theories and models of scientific development that can provide an 

interesting opening into the exploration of properties that clarify and 
 
4 cf., Boyack, 2004; Boyack et al.,, 2005; Fanelli & Glänzel, 2013; Simonton, 2002; Small, 1999; 

Smith et al.,, 2000; Sun et al.,, 2013. 
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predict, whenever possible, the development of science for progress in 

society.   

 

3. Theories of the evolution of science 
Science is a complex system with dynamic elements (e.g., disciplines and 

research fields) that develop over time (Coccia, 2020a, 2019c). The evolution 

of science is critical to explain human progress (Coccia & Bellitto, 2018). 

The most prevalent theories of scientific development are:  

 theory of the accumulation of knowledge  

 theory of scientific paradigm shifts by Khun 

 theory of research programme by Lakatos 

 theory by Tiryakian 

 theoretical revisionism by Alexander Jeffrey 

 theory of openness, closure and branching described by Mulkay 

The main characteristics of these theories are briefly described as 

follows.  

 The cumulative theoryof knowledge 

Science is an activity of accumulation (Science, 1965). The cumulative 

theory states that scientific development is due to a gradual growth of 

knowledge based on a sum of facts accumulated by scholars, institutions 

and other actors (Haskins, 1965; Godin, 2001). In particular, Seidman (1987, 

pp.121-122) argues that: ‚The cumulative addition of facts and verified 

propositions, conceptual refinements, or analytical developments dislodge 

erroneous theories, and propels us toward theories which are closer to the 

truth about society<. virtually every current social scientific theory strives 

to achieve legitimacy and dominance by reconstructing the past as a 

cumulative development crystallizing in its own systematization‛. In this 

context of the accumulation of knowledge, basic and applied sciences 

evolve and converge creating a deeper unity within the overall structure of 

science (Coccia & Wang, 2016; Haskins, 1965). Moreover, in this approach 

the evolution of science is irreversible and can never go back (Science, 

1965).  

 The model of scientific paradigm shifts by Khun 

The scientific development is due to accumulation of ‚normal science‛5, 

interrupted by discontinuous transformations generated by new theoretical 

and empirical approaches that support the transition from an existing 

scientific paradigm to an emerging one. In fact, paradigm shifts are the 

major source of scientific change in society (Kuhn, 1962). Scientific 

paradigm shifts can have a significant impact on several disciplines (e.g., 

the pervasive effect of artificial intelligence in different research fields and 

technologies; cf., Coccia, 2020) or can have consequences within a specific 

scientific discipline in which the change has taken place (e.g., the impact of 
 
5 ‚ ‘normal science’ means research firmly based upon one or more past scientific 

achievements that some particular scientific community acknowledges for a time as 

supplying the foundation for its further practice’’ (Kuhn, 1962, p.10, original emphasis).  
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the discovery of quasicrystals into the field of condensed matter; cf., 

Andersen, 1998, p. 3; Coccia, 2016). Moreover, in this theory, scientific 

paradigm shift can be major in the presence of discontinuity with previous 

theoretical framework (e.g., target therapy vs. chemotherapy in cancer 

treatments; cf. Coccia, 2012b, 2012c, 2014a, 2015a, 2016a), and minor 

whether it generates continuity between successive paradigms (e.g., 

nanoparticle-delivered chemotherapy in oncology that combines traditional 

chemotherapy and emerging nanotechnologies; Coccia & Wang, 2015; cf., 

Clark, 1987; Coccia & Finardi, 2012). Hence, Kuhn (1962) focuses on 

revolutions in science that generate a scientific paradigm shift that has been 

accepted by a community of scientists, and is used as a basis for their 

scientific work. In general, major or minor paradigm shifts support the 

long-run evolution of science, disciplines and research fields over time.  

 The theory of scientific programme by Lakatos 

Lakatos (1968, p. 168, original Italics and emphasis) argues that:  
science <can be regarded as a huge research program  <progressive 

and degenerating problem-shifts in series of successive theories. But 

in history of science we find a continuity which connects such 

series. . . . The programme consists of methodological rules: some tell 

us what paths of research to avoid (negative heuristic), and others what 

paths to pursue (positive heuristic) - By 'path of research' I mean an 

objective concept describing something in the Platonic 'third world' of 

ideas: a series of successive theories, each one 'eliminating' its 

predecessors - <What I have primarily in mind is not science as a 

whole, but rather particular research-programmes, such as the one 

known as 'Cartesian metaphysics. <a 'metaphysical' research-

programme to look behind all phenomena (and theories) for 

explanations based on clockwork mechanisms (positive heuristic)< A 

research-programme is successful if in the process it leads to a 

progressive problem-shift; unsuccessful if it leads to a degenerating 

problem-shift< Newton's gravitational theory was possibly the most 

successful research-programme ever (p. 169)< The reconstruction of 

scientific progress as proliferation of rival research-programmes and 

progressive and degenerative problem-shifts gives a picture of the 

scientific enterprise which is in many ways different from the picture 

provided by its reconstruction as a succession of bold theories and 

their dramatic overthrows (p. 182). 

Lakatos' theory of research programme is based on a hard core of 

theoretical assumptions that cannot be abandoned or altered without 

abandoning the programme altogether. The evolution of science here is due 

to the creation of a research programme that guides the scientific 

development of one or more research fields and/or disciplines over time 

(Lakatos, 1978). For instance, the Human Genome Project (HGP) is a 

collaborative research program whose goal was the complete mapping and 

understanding of all the genes of human beings (all genes together are 

known as our genome). HGP is a resource of detailed information about 

the structure, organization and function of the complete set of human genes 

for explaining the development and function of a human being in different 
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research fields of science (NHGRI, 2020). Finally, Lakatos' theory also 

argues that a research programme, in the presence of troublesome 

anomalies, remains progressive despite them. 

 The theory by Tiryakian for scientific development 

Tiryakian (1979) argues that the scientific school is the unit of analysis for 

a model of scientific development. Major schools develop scientific 

disciplines by providing new methodologies or new conceptual schemes of 

social reality. Tiryakian (1979) rejects both the empiricist approach that 

discoveries initiate scientific change and the rationalist claim that 

conceptual refinements of theoretical models stimulate a scientific change. 

In short, the formation of a school offers new scientific directions to study 

social reality that initiates significant scientific advances over time (e.g., in 

economics, the Monetarism is a school of thought based on control of 

money to affect price levels and economic growth versus Keynesian 

economics based on government expenditures with fiscal policy to support 

economic development).  

 The revisionism by Alexander Jeffrey for scientific development  

Seidman (1987) argues that: ‚the discovery of anomalies or analytical 

criticisms of one or another dimension of a theory sets in motion a process 

of theoretical revision‛. Unlike Kuhn (1962), Alexander (1979) proposes 

that scientific theories do not change in a revolutionary manner. Scientific 

theories are based on different autonomous entities, such as 

presuppositions, ideologies, models, laws, concepts, propositions, 

methodologies, etc. that shape science, articulate its problems, and have a 

distinctive mode of discourse with its own standards of assessment. In 

short, Tiryakian (1979) analyses the tensions and dynamics of the social 

structure of the school and its relation to scientific community. By contrast, 

Alexander (1983, p.349) argues that the engine of scientific change is due to 

new theoretical frameworks of scholars that generate a revision of current 

conceptual scheme in specific fields of research, marking the life-history of 

a school and discipline.  

 Models of scientific progress: openness, closure and networking  

The theories of openness in science 

The theories of openness argue that science and technology are most 

likely to flourish in democratic society because science and technology 

have democratic values and democratic nations do not have barriers 

towards discoveries and new technology (cf., Coccia, 2005b, 2010, 2017d, 

2019d). In this context, scientific breakthroughs can be advances of 

knowledge if findings are made accessible to the critical inspection of other 

scholars in scientific community. In short, researchers have to communicate 

new results and data to other scholars, facilitating the reproducibility of 

results for validation of findings and/or new theories. Researchers, 

producing and sharing discoveries, are rewarded with a higher reputation 

and recognition in scientific communities, increasing the diffusion of their 

theories, the citations of their research articles and the funds for research, 

etc. (cf., Coccia, 2019; Merton, 1968; Bol et al.,, 2018). Hence, science, within 
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open research communities and democratic settings, will grow rapidly 

because there is low resistance to new scientific ideas and technologies (De 

Solla Price, 1986; Kitcher, 2001; Merton, 1957; Mulkay, 1969; Coccia, 2010).  

The theory of closure in science 

Polanyi (1958) argues that scientists are often not open-minded, 

independent puzzle-solvers, but rather men devoted to solving a limited 

range of problems rigidly defined by their scientific group. The history of 

science shows the existence of scientific orthodoxies, which tend to 

generate intellectual resistance in scientific progress (Cohen, 1952). This 

approach is consistent with the nature of scientific education that produces 

intellectual conformity from old generation of scholars to new ones. 

Mulkay (1975, p.514) argues that the advances of scientific knowledge in 

Kuhn's theory are due to intellectual closure, rather than intellectual 

openness of scholars. In particular, the scientific evolution is due to an open 

rebellion against the existing paradigm created by intellectual orthodoxy 

(Cohen, 1952). In fact, scientific paradigm shift is mainly due to an 

accumulation of anomalies that cannot be answered within existing 

scientific rules or theories. These anomalies of existing paradigms lead to 

few scholars to think in wholly new directions, changing accepted 

paradigms in science and giving a new conceptual scheme (Boring, 1927). 

For instance, Büttner et al., (2003, pp.38-39) state that in the 1900s, the 

establishment of the radiation spectrum by precision measurements and its 

description by Planck’s formula creates an anomaly and a crisis in classical 

physics. Max Planck attempts to derive his radiation formula on the basis 

of classical physics, involving in an error. Albert Einstein discovers the 

error in Planck’s classical derivation and suggests a quantum derivation of 

radiation law. This new approach discards existing scientific paradigm and 

establishes aspects of a new paradigm that, however, was not immediately 

recognized as the solution of the problem. The authoritative lecture in 1908 

by the recognized master of classical physics, H.A. Lorentz, validated the 

discovery and the widespread acceptance of this new paradigm in physics. 

Planck (1950, pp.33-34) states that: ‚a new scientific truth does not triumph 

by convincing its opponents and making them see the light, but rather 

because its opponents eventually die, and a new generation grows up that 

is familiar with it‛. For instance, the discovery of quasicrystals in 1982 by 

Shechtman et al., (1984) was a remarkable and controversial finding, 

violating the textbook principles of solid state materials. The interpretation 

that these materials are a new type of solid was disputed vigorously by 

Pauling (1987), American Chemist with two Nobel Prizes. At the end of his 

life, Pauling (1987) remained the only prominent opponent to 

quasiperiodicity in crystals. As a matter of fact, the evolution of science is 

due to: ‚a series of battles in which innovators have been forced to fight 

against the entrenched ideas of fellow scientists‛ (Mulkay, 1975, p.12). 

The theories of networking and branching in science 

Science can evolve with social and research networks of scholars 

(Adams, 2012, 2013). Adams (2012, p.335) claims that: ‚New collaboration 
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patterns are changing the global balance of science‛ (cf., Coccia, 2019f). The 

evolution of any one research network depends on developments in 

neighbouring scientific fields in the geography of science. In this context, 

Mulkay (1975) argues that the exploration of new research fields generates 

a scientific migration of scholars from established research networks that 

are declining in terms of significant results to emerging research fields 

(Bettencourt et al.,, 2009; Coccia, 2018; Crane, 1972; Guimera et al.,, 2005; 

Mullins, 1973; Wagner, 2008). In this approach, leading scholars create 

research teams investigating new topics that have international scientific 

collaborations in new research networks (cf., Coccia, 2018, 2018d, 2019e). 

For instance, Relman (2002), American microbiologist, produces one of the 

first articles that investigates the human microbiome, creating a research 

team at Stanford University School of Medicine in California to develop the 

general themes of host-microbe interactions and human microbial ecology 

(Coccia, 2018). This new research field brings together scientific 

communities that collaborate in the environmental, animal and biomedical 

microbiome arenas for presenting new researches, methodologies and 

trends in microbiome research.In this context, Sun et al., (2013, p. 4) claim 

that the socio-cognitive interactions of scientists and scientific communities 

play a vital role in shaping the evolution of science. Sun et al., (2013) also 

argue that research fields evolve from diversification and/or merger of 

scientific communities within collaboration networks. This literature of 

social construction of science has investigated international collaborations 

between research organizations because foster scientific breakthroughs, 

technological advances, and other events that are fundamental 

determinants of the social dynamics of science6. Morillo et al., (2003, p.1237) 

claim that research fields are increasing the interdisciplinary because of a 

combination of different bodies of knowledge and new communities of 

scholars from different disciplines that endeavour to solve more and more 

complex problems in nature and society 7 . Sun et al., (2013) argue that 

theories of science dynamics have attributed the evolution of fields to 

branching, caused by new discoveries or processes of specialization and 

fragmentation in science (cf., Coccia, 2020a; Mulkay, 1975; Noyons and van 

Raan, 1998; Wray, 2005). For instance, physics and astronomy have 

produced multiple research fields that evolve autonomously in science, 

such as radio astronomy in 1932; in turn, from radio astronomy a branching 

process has generated new research fields of scientific specialization for 

studying quasars since1950-1963, pulsars since 1967, etc. (cf., Fig. 1; 

Mulkay, 1975, p.518ff; the concept of scientific fission by Coccia, 2020a). 

Small (1999, p.812) argues that: ‚the location of a field can occasionally defy 
 
6cf., Beaver and Rosen, 1978; Coccia and Bozeman, 2016; Coccia and Wang, 2016; Coccia and 

Rolfo, 2008, 2009; Coccia et al.,, 2015; De Solla Price, 1986; Frame and Carpenter, 1979; 

Latour, 1987; Latour and Woolgar, 1979; Mulkay, 1975; Newman, 2001; Sun et al.,, 2013; 

Storer, 1970. 
7Coccia, 2012, 2012a; Fanelli and Glänzel, 2013; Gibbons et al.,, 1994; Guimera et al.,, 2005; 

Kitcher, 2001; Sun et al.,, 2013; Wagner, 2008. 
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its disciplinary origins‛. In fact, Sun et al., (2013, original emphasis) claim 

that: ‚new scientific fields emerge from splitting and merging of <social 

communities. Splitting can account for branching mechanisms such as 

specialization and fragmentation, while merging can capture the synthesis 

of new fields from old ones. The birth and evolution of disciplines is thus 

guided mainly by the social interactions among scientists‛. 

 

 
Figure 1. Branching from physics-astronomy, radio astronomy to studies of quasars and 

other exotic objects in space 

 

The determinants of breaching and scientific specialization can be due to 

a process of convergence between basic and applied sciences, from a 

specialization within applied or basic sciences or through the combination 

of multiple disciplines (cf., Coccia & Wang, 2016; Coccia, 2020a; Jamali & 

Nicholas, 2010; Jeffrey, 2003; Riesch, 2014; van Raan, 2000; Wray, 2005). 

Moreover, interdisciplinarity in science can generate new discoveries and 

technologies that support the development of new research fields by 

branching from previous disciplines (cf., Tijssen, 2010). In the evolution of 

scientific fields, Small (1999, p.812) shows that: ‚crossover fields are 

frequently encountered.‛ Finally, Sun et al., (2013) state that social 

interaction among groups of scientists is: ‚the driving force behind the 

evolution of disciplines‛ (cf., Wuchty et al.,, 2007).  

 

4. Laws of the evolution of science and of scientific 

production  
 Lotka’s law of author productivity 

Lotka (1926, p. 323) claims that the frequency distribution of scientific 

productivity can be given by: ‚...the number (of authors) making n 

contributions is about 1/n2 of those making one; and the proportion of all 

contributors, that make a single contribution, is about 60 percent‛. Lotka 

(1926), using data of bibliographies in chemistry and physics, plotted in a 

log-log scale the percentage of authors making 1, 2, 3,... ,n contributions 

against the number of contributions, providing inverse square law. Lotka 
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(1926) used the statistical method of least-squares to compute the slope of 

the line that best fit the plotted data, finding that the slope was 

approximately -2 (cf., Potter, 1981, p.21; Coile, 1977).Potter (1981, p.36) 

argues that: ‚Lotka’s law fits only a portion of the data from his 1926 study 

and that his most-cited figures, those for Chemical Abstracts from 1907 to 

1916, do not fit his distribution...Recent studies of monograph productivity 

suggest that Lotka’s law might reflect an underlying pattern in the 

behaviour of those people who produce publications, whether those 

publications are books or journal articles. It would appear that when the 

time period covered is ten years or more and the community of authors is 

defined broadly, author productivity approximates the frequency 

distribution that Lotka observed and that has become known as Lotka’s 

law. If this is correct, then there is a universal community of all authors 

who have ever published whose pattern of productivity might approximate 

Lotka’s law‛.  

 Simon-Yule law on a class of skew distribution functions  

Simon (1955) analyses a class of distribution functions that appears in a 

wide range of empirical data to describe sociological, biological and 

economic phenomena. He discusses, particularly, a number of related 

stochastic processes that lead to a class of highly skewed distributions (Yule 

distribution; Yule, 1925, 1944), possessing specific properties. In social 

phenomena often occur the Yule distribution. Chen (1989) argues that a 

difficulty in using the Lotka's law in information science is in the 

estimation of parameters. By contrast, Simon's modelling process for the 

study of Lotka's law provides significant contributions to identify a general 

formulation of Lotka's law. Chen et al., (1994) apply a simulation algorithm 

based on the Simon-Yule model to conduct a computational 

experimentation on Lotka's law of scientific productivity, Bradford's law of 

bibliographic scattering, and Zipf's law of word frequency. Results suggest 

that the probability of a new entry can determine the characteristics of all 

three distributions. 

 Bradford's law of bibliographic scattering 

Bradford (1934, 1948) proposes a quantitative relationship between the 

journals and published papers. Bradford (1934) claims that: "If scientific 

journals are arranged in order of decreasing productivity of articles on a 

given subject, they may be divided into a nucleus of periodicals more 

particularly devoted to the subject and several groups or zones containing 

the same number of articles as the nucleus, then the number of periodicals 

in the nucleus and succeeding zones will be as 1: n: n2.....‛. The graphical 

formulation of Bradford’s law is given by plotting a curve in a plane whose 

coordinates are the cumulative number of articles (in the y-axis) and the 

logarithm of the cumulative number of journals of the collection (in the x-

axis), where journals are cumulated from the most to least productive. This 

curve has invariably an ascending shape which, after a certain point, 

approaches to a straight line (cf., Garg et al., 1993, pp.145ff). A vast 

literature has studied Bradford’s law for a validation, for mathematical 
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formulations of the law and applications of the law to the management of 

library (Vickery, 1948). Garg et al., (1993) show that a Bradford's curve is 

obtained when scientific fields mature.  

 Zipf's law of word frequency 

Zipf’s law is a fundamental model in the statistics of written and spoken 

natural language as well as in other communication systems (Corral et al.,, 

2015). In particular, Zipf’s law for word frequencies is one of the best 

known statistical regularities of language. Words occur according to a 

systematic frequency distribution, such that there are few very high-

frequency words that account for most of the tokens in text (e.g., ‚a,‛ ‚the,‛ 

‚I,‛ etc.) and many low-frequency words. This distribution, obeying a 

power law called Zipf ’s law,has: the r-th most frequent word with a 

frequency f(r) that scales according to 𝑓(𝑟) ∝
1

𝑟𝑎
 

for α≈1 (Zipf, 1936, 1949). In this equation, r is called the frequency rank of 

a word, and f(r) is its frequency in a natural corpus. Since the actual 

observed frequency will depend on the size of the corpus examined, this 

law states that: the most frequent word (r = 1) has a frequency proportional 

to 1, the second most frequent word (r =2) has a frequency proportional to, 

the third most frequent word has a frequency proportional to, and so forth 

(Piantadosi, 2014). In order to explain why language obeys Zipf’s law, 

studies should provide evidence beyond the law itself, testing assumptions 

and evaluating novel predictions with new and independent data 

(Piantadosi, 2014). Finally, Corral et al., (2015) analyse several long literary 

texts comprising four languages, with different levels of morphological 

complexity. Results suggest that Zipf’s law is fulfilled, i.e., a power-law 

distribution of word or lemma frequencies is valid for several orders of 

magnitude.  

 Law of cumulative advantages 

Cahlík & Jiřina (2006) propose that the evolution of scientific fields can 

be analysed by co-word analysis and visualized in strategic diagrams that 

are simulated with the law of cumulative advantages (the probability of a 

new tie between two keywords depends positively on the frequencies in 

which both keywords have taken part already). The high correspondence 

between simulations and evolution of real scientific fields suggests that the 

law of cumulative advantages can open new directions for predictions of 

the development of scientific fields. Cahlík & Jiřina (2006) also find that the 

evolution of intensity of research activity (number of publications) during 

the life-span of a field is correlated with some patterns of research themes 

concentration in a strategic diagram. Finally, Cahlík & Jiřina (2006, p.449) 

suggestusing co-words analysis in single periods for the evolution of 

themesthat: themes that live more periods often survive to further 

periods; themes that have had an interesting evolution survive more often 

than themes with simple dynamics; the themes that are central are 

interesting for the field and thus have a tendency to be elaborated. 

 The Matthew effect 
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Merton (1968) observes that better known scientists tend to get more 

credit than less well known scientists for the same achievements in 

different fields of research, the so-called Matthew effect:  
Eminent scientists get proportionately great credit for their 

contributions to science while relatively unknown scientists tend to 

get disproportionately little credit for comparable contributions. 

To put it differently, the Matthew effect is the accruing of large 

increments of peer recognition to scientists of great repute for particular 

contributions in contrast to the minimizing or withholding of such 

recognition for scientists who have not yet made their mark (Merton, 1988, 

p.609). The positive recognition by peers is the extrinsic reward in science 

associated with other extrinsic rewards, such as monetary income from 

science-connected activities, advancement in the hierarchy of scientists, and 

enlarged access to human and material scientific capital, derive from it. 

Peer recognition can be accorded only when the correctly attributed work is 

widely known in the pertinent scientific community. This type of extrinsic 

reward system provides great incentive for engaging in the challenging and 

hard work required to produce results that enlist the attention of qualified 

peers and are put to use by some of them (Merton, 1988, p.621). Moreover, 

Merton (1988, p.622) claims that: ‚Intellectual property in the scientific 

domain that takes the form of recognition by peers is sustained, then, by a 

code of common law. This provides socially patterned incentives, apart 

from the intrinsic interest in inquiry, for attempting do good scientific work 

and for giving it over to the common, wealth of science in the form of an 

open contribution available to all who would make use of it, just as the 

common law exacts the correlative obligation on the part of the users to 

provide the reward of peer recognition by reference to that contribution‛. 

Strevens (2006, p.168) explains three characteristics of the Matthew effect: 

normative negativity (an earlier unequal allocation of credit by the 

discoverers’ contemporaries will, again, seem unjust), its absoluteness 

(researcher’s scientific contributions are always weighted by their absolute 

level of eminence, whether or not there are any co-discoverers with whom 

to share the credit for the discovery), and its retroactive aspect (a scientist’s 

reputation grows, their early scientific contributions are re-evaluated and 

reweighed by their newfound eminence, so that the credit they receive for 

their early discoveries increases as they become more famous). Perc (2014) 

argues that this effect is closely related to the concept of preferential 

attachment in network science, where the more connected nodes are 

destined to acquire many more links in the future than the auxiliary nodes. 

Cumulative advantage also describes the fact that advantage tends to create 

further advantage. In this context, Bol et al., (2018) analyse data from a large 

academic funding program and show that winners just above the funding 

threshold accumulate more than twice as much funding during the 

subsequent eight years as nonwinners with near-identical review scores 

that fall just below the threshold. This effect is partly caused by nonwinners 
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ceasing to compete for other funding opportunities, revealing a 

‚participation‛ mechanism driving the Matthew effect. 

 The economic laws of scientific research by Kealey 

Kealey (1996, p.245) proposes three laws of scientific research. Namely,   

1. The first law of funding for civil research states that the percentage 

of national gross domestic product (GDP) spent increases with GDP per 

capita  

2. The second law of funding for civil research states that the public 

and private displace each other 

3. The third law of funding for civil R&D states that the public and 

private displacements are not equal. Public funds generate a 

disproportionate crowding out effect of private Research & Development 

(R&D) investments. 

Kealey (1996) describes interesting relationships between science, 

technology and the economy of nations (cf., Coccia, 2005b, 2017d, 2017e, 

2018e). In particular, Kealey (1996) explains that science leads to economic 

growth indirectly, by supporting new technologies that increase 

productivity in industries (Coccia, 2008, 2014b, 2018e). Higher productivity 

leads directly to economic growth and higher standards of living, stability 

of prices and economies, wellbeing and wealth of nationswith low 

inequality and violence in society (Coccia, 2016b, 2017c, 2017f; 2019). Kealey 

(1996) also argues that a high state funding does not benefit scientific 

development, but it can negatively impact the scientific progress (Borer, 

2012; Coccia, 2017d). Overall, then, Kealey (1996) suggests that the free 

market produces science in a rational way— by contrast government may 

reduce this process. In fact, private firms can support research and 

technology to improve their products, whereas governments do not know 

what type of research should take priority (Coccia, 2005a, 2009). 

Government interventions can induce useless research programs for 

markets (Coccia, 2009). Hence, government intervention in the field of 

scientific research suffers from the problem of misallocating scarce 

economic resources: state cannot rationally allocate funding like the market 

does and can inhibits good research with regulations, outright research 

bans, etc. (cf., Coccia, 2010a, 2011) As a result, libertarian societies with a 

higher private investment in R&D can produce the most effective science 

and technology for improving wealth of nations and human welfare in 

society (Borer, 2012, p. 90ff; Coccia, 2010a; 2011, 2018c)8. 

 
 
8 For additional studies about  science and technology, cf., Coccia, 1999, 2005, 2005a, 2005b, 

2006, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2010a, 2011, 2012, 2012a, 2012b, 2012c, 2012d, 2014a, 2014b, 2015, 

2015a, 2015b, 2016, 2016a, 2016b, 2017, 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d, 2017e, 2017f, 2017g; 

2018, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 2018d, 2018e, 2018f, 2018g; 2019, 2019a, 2019b, 2019c, 2019d, 

2019e, 2019f, 2019g, 2019h, 2019i, 2019l, 2019m, 2019n, 2019o, 2019p, 2019q; Coccia, 2020, 

2020a, 2020b, 2020c, 2020d, 2020e, 2020f, 2020g, 2020h, 2020i; Coccia and Bellitto, 2020; 

Coccia and Benati, 2018, 2018a; Coccia and Bozeman, 2016; Coccia et al.,, 2015; Coccia and 

Finardi, 2012, 2013; Coccia and Rolfo, 2008, 2009; Coccia and Wang, 2015, 2016; Coccia and 

Watts, 2020. 



Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

167 

167 

6. Discussion and conclusive remarks 
Seidman (1987, p.131) argues that: ‚Science is a mode of constructing 

reality in that like other symbolic constructions of the world (e.g., political 

ideologies, religion, aesthetic and philosophical theories) it elaborates 

totalizing symbolic frameworks anchored in broad philosophical theories, 

moral, and political views about human nature, social order, and historical 

development. <. Theories, in other words, become part of the cultural 

symbolism and meanings of a society; they orient and justify action; form 

elements of our personal and collective identity; and legitimate institutions 

and public policy. Viewing science in this manner suggests a comparable 

shift in our understanding of the dynamic of schools‛.  Coccia (2019) claims 

that science and scientific research are driven by an organized social effort 

that inevitably reflects the concerns and interests of nations to achieve 

technical advances and discoveries to take advantage of important 

opportunities or to cope with environmental threats. Sun et al., (2013, p. 3) 

show: ‚the correspondence between the social dynamics of scholar 

communities and the evolution of scientific disciplines‛. In general, the 

evolution of science is a natural process guided by curiosity, self-

determination and motivation of scholars to explore the unknown in a 

context of social interactions between scientists, research institutions and 

countries in an international network of research collaborations (Adams, 

2012, 2013; Coccia, 2005, 2006; Coccia, 2018, 2018d, 2019e; Coccia & 

Bozeman, 2016; Coccia & Wang, 2016; Gibbons et al.,, 1994; Newman, 2001, 

2004; Pan et al.,, 2012). In this context, the evolution of science is due to a 

cumulative change based on exploration and solution of new and 

consequential problems in nature and society (cf., Coccia, 2016; 2017a; 

Scharnhorst et al.,, 2012; Popper, 1959). Moreover, the dynamics of science 

tends to follow a process that branches in different disciplines and research 

fields within and between basic and applied sciences (Mulkay, 1975; 

Coccia, 2020a). In particular, the evolution of scientific fields can be driven 

by convergence between applied and theoretical sciences (Coccia & Wang, 

2016), new scientific paradigms (Kuhn, 1962), new research programmes 

(Lakatos, 1978), new technologies and breakthrough innovations (Coccia, 

2016, 2017, 2017b, 2020a), fractionalization and specialization of general 

disciplines, etc. (Coccia, 2018, 2020a; Crane, 1972; De Solla Price, 1986; 

Mulkay, 1975; van Raan, 2000; Wray, 2005).  

Coccia (2018), analysing the research fields of human microbiome, 

evolutionary robotics and astrobiology originated from a process of 

branching and diversification of other disciplines, suggests properties of 

the evolution of research fields, such as:  

1) the evolution of a discipline is driven by few research fields that 

generate more than 80% of documents (concentration of scientific 

production);  

2) the evolution of research fields is path-dependent of parent 

disciplines or new disciplines emerged with a process of scientific fission 

and merging;  
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3) the evolution of disciplines can be also due to new research fields 

originated from a process of specialization within applied or basic sciences 

and/or convergence between disciplines.  

In addition, Coccia (2020a) analysing experimental physics extend the 

previous characteristics of science development, suggesting new properties 

of the dynamics of applied sciences:  

a) scientific fission, the evolution of scientific disciplines generates a 

process of division into two or more research fields that evolve as 

autonomous entities creating new disciplines of scientific specialization;  

b) ambidextrous drivers of science, the evolution of scientific disciplines 

via scientific fission is due to scientific discoveries or new technologies;  

c) higher growth rates of the scientific production are in new research 

fields of a scientific discipline rather than old ones;  

d) average duration of the growth phase of scientific production in 

research fields is about 80 years, almost the period of one generation of 

scholars.  

These results are important to clarify the scientific development that can 

be schematically represented with different science models, as follows.      

Firstly, the scientific development can be discovery push as in figure 2 

 

 
Figure 2. Scientific development by discovery push 

 

Secondly, the history of science shows that scientific development can be 

due to new technology, i.e., technology push (figure 3) 
 

 
Figure 3. Scientific development by technology push 

 

Thirdly, the scientific development can be also due to a solution of a 

problem in society or market need, as represented in the science model of 

problem pull (figure 4). 
 

 
Figure 4. Scientific development problem pull 
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However, the evolution of science is more and more due to a 

combination among science advances, new technologies, new problems 

and needs in society as represented in figure 5.  

 

 
Figure 5. Mix model of scientific development science-technology push and problem pull 

 

In general, the overall pattern of the scientific development is more and 

more due to a complex and integrated system of science, a complex 

network of communication paths between different research fields and 

technological domains, driven by interaction among scholars, labs, 

universities and nations linking together broader scientific and 

technological communities (cf., Coccia, 2018b; Coccia & Watts, 2020, Coccia, 

2019g). To put it differently, the scientific development is due to a 

confluence of scientific and technological capabilities, market needs and 

problems in society within the framework of each scientific field. This new 

model of scientific development contains feedback loops that are sequential 

as in previous models, albeit with inter-functional interaction and 

coordination between science and technology (Fig. 6). In short, the 

evolution of science is due to a high level of functional interaction between 

science, technology and society over time and space. Hence, the scientific 

development is due to advances with parallel and integrated relationships 

between different scientific and technological domains. In fact, science and 

technology are more and more two integrated systems with 

interrelationships, such that de Solla Price (1965, p.533) in the study of 

science and technology stated that: ‚may be conceived as a pair dancers, 

both of whom know their steps and have an ear rhythm of the music‛. In 

this context, science system is driven by a networking process (Fig. 6). This 

integration and networking science system (in short, INESS) has the central 

characteristic of the use of sophisticated computer technologies and 

computational approaches that are enhancing the speed and efficiency of 

research and development across the overall system of science. For 

instance, the rapid development of computer technologies and applied 

computational science has supported computer simulation, which has a 

wide range of application domains in different research fields, such as 

molecular dynamics that applies computer simulation methods for 

studying the physical movements of atoms and molecules, computational 

fluid dynamics that uses numerical analysis and data structures to analyse 
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and solve problems that involve fluid flows, the density functional theory 

based on a computational quantum mechanical modelling used in physics, 

chemistry and materials science to investigate atoms, molecules, and 

condensed phases, etc. (Coccia, 2019c, 2020a). The INESS involves a 

networks of innovators with a great variety of inputs and actors, in a 

world-wide connection with information and communication technologies, 

that support a cross fertilization of scientific and technological advances 

between different research fields, academic institutions and nations 

worldwide. This system of integration and networking in science leading to 

rapid scientific development is represented in figure 6. 

 

 
Figure 6. Process of the scientific development by integration and networking between 

elements of science and technology domains. 

 

Overall, then, this paper here endeavours to clarify theories and laws 

underlying the evolution of science to improve our understanding of the 

functioning of science system over the course of time. This study reveals 

that the evolution of science is also due to manifold factors in the course of 

history, such as social contexts of nations, new technologies, new 

discoveries, economic growth, democratization of nations, military and 

political tensions (e.g., wars) between superpowers to prove scientific and 

technological superiority, new challenges between superpowers for 

sustaining global leadership and other events in science and society, etc. 

(cf., Coccia, 2010, 2011, 2015, 2017; 2018a; 2019, 2019b). As a matter of fact, 

the evolution of science is due to expanding human life-interests whose 

increasing realization constitutes progress that characterizes the human 

nature for millennia (Coccia & Bellitto, 2018).  

However, this study here is of course tentative because we know that 

other things are not equal in the dynamics of science over time and space. 

The study here cannot be enough to explain the comprehensive 

characteristics of the evolution of science, because science has changed and 

changes rapidly similarly to culture and society. Hence, science, culture 

and society must be brought together in a single system to be analysed and 

to explain scientific development. In fact, the need of science advances has 
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an association of social and cultural elements to cope with consequential 

environmental threats or to take advantage of main opportunities (cf., 

Ogburn & Thomas, 1922; Coccia, 2015, 2018e). Therefore, the identification 

and description of general patterns of the evolution of science is a non-

trivial exercise. The future development of this study is to reinforce 

proposed results with empirical research that can further explain the 

evolution of applied and basic sciences for understanding how foster 

fruitful scientific trajectories for human progress and wellbeing in society. 

To conclude, for a comprehensive explanation of the evolution of science, 

scholars of social studies of sciences have to apply different models to 

capture multiple interacting levels of the science system. Hence forth, the 

appropriate method of inquiry in the studies of social dynamics of science 

has to be based on complementary multi-theoretical and multi-level 

approaches, rather than based on a single model/theory/hypothesis to 

explain this complex system in society. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

172 

172 

References 
Adams J. 2012. The rise of research networks. Nature, vol. 490, n. 7420,pp.335-356.       

Adams J. 2013. The fourth age of research. Nature, vol. 497, n. 7451, pp. 557-560.   

Alexander J. 1979. Paradigm Revision and Parsonianism. Canadian Journal of Sociology, 

vol. 4, pp.343-358. 

Alexander J. 1983. Theoretical Logic in Sociology, Vol. 2. Berkeley: University of California 

Press. 

Andersen H. 1998. Characteristics of scientific revolutions. Endeavour, vol. 22, n. 1, pp. 3-6. 

Ávila-Robinson A., Islam N., Sengoku S. 2019. Co-evolutionary and systemic study on the 

evolution of emerging stem cell-based therapies, Technological Forecasting and Social 

Change, vol. 138, January, pp. 324-339. DOI: 10.1016/j.techfore.2018.10.012 

Barger V. D., Olsson M. G. 1973. Classical Mechanics: a Modern Perspective, McGraw-Hill 

Beaver de B. D., Rosen R. 1978. Studies in scientific collaboration. Part 1. The professional 

origins of scientific co-authorship. Scientometrics, vol. 1, pp. 65–84. 

Bernal J.D. 1939. The Social Function of Science, MIT Press: Cambridge. 

Bettencourt L. M., Kaiser D. I., Kaur J. 2009. Scientific discovery and topological transitions 

in collaboration networks. Journal of Informetrics vol. 3, pp. 210–221. 

Bleaney B.I., Bleaney B. 1965. Electricity & Magnetism, Oxford Uni. Press  

Boring E. G. 1927. The problem of originality in science. The American Journal of 

Psychology, vol. 39, no. 1/4 (Dec.), pp. 70-90, https://www.jstor.org/stable/1415402 

Börner K., Glänzel W., Scharnhorst A., den Besselaar P. V. 2011. Modeling science: studying 

the structure and dynamics of science. Scientometrics vol. 89, pp. 347–348. 

Börner K., Scharnhorst A. 2009. Visual conceptualizations and models of science. J. 

Informetrics vol. 3, pp. 161–172. 

Boyack K.W 2004. Mapping knowledge domains: Characterizing PNAS. Proceedings of The 

National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America (PNAS), vol. 101 (suppl. 

1), pp. 5192–5199.  

Boyack K.W., Klavans R. Börner K. 2005. Mapping the backbone of science. Scientometrics, 

vol. 64, n. 3, pp. 351-374.  

Bush V. 1945. Science: The Endless Frontier, Ayer Co, North Stratford. 

Büttner J., Renn J., Schemmel M. 2003. Exploring the limits of classical physics: Planck, 

Einstein, and the structure of a scientific revolution. Studies in History and Philosophy 

of Modern Physics, vol. 34, n. 1, pp. 37-59. 

Calabrese G., Coccia M., Rolfo S. 2005. Strategy and market management of new product 

development: evidence from Italian SMEs. International Journal of Product 

Development, vol. 2, n. 1-2, pp. 170-189. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPD.2005.006675 

Callon M. 1994. Is Science a Public Good? Fifth Mullins Lecture, Science, Technology, and 

Human Values, vol. 19, n. 4, Autumn, pp. 395-424. 

Cheng T. P., 2010. Relativity, Gravitation and Cosmology: A Basic Introduction, Cambridge 

University Press. 

Clark N. 1987. Similarities and differences between scientific and technological paradigms, 

Futures, vol. 19, n. 1, pp. 26–42. 

Coccia, M. (2001). Satisfaction, work involvement and R&D performance. International 

Journal of Human Resources Development and Management, 1(2-3-4), 268-282. doi. 

10.1504/IJHRDM.2001.001010 

Coccia, M. (2003). Metrics of R&D performance and management of public research 

institute. Proceedings of IEEE- IEMC 03, Piscataway, pp.231-236. 

Coccia, M. (2004). Spatial metrics of the technological transfer: analysis and strategic 

management. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 16(1), 31-52. doi. 

10.1080/0953732032000175490 

Coccia, M. (2005). Countrymetrics: valutazione della performance economica e tecnologica 

dei paesi e posizionamento dell’Italia, Rivista Internazionale di Scienze Sociali, CXIII(3), 

377-412.  

Coccia, M. (2005a). Metrics to measure the technology transfer absorption: analysis of the 

relationship between institutes and adopters in northern Italy. International Journal of 

Technology Transfer and Commercialization, 4(4), 462-486. doi. 10.1504/IJTTC.2005.006699 

https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/tefoso.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/tefoso.html
https://ideas.repec.org/s/eee/tefoso.html
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPD.2005.006675
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJHRDM.2001.001010
https://doi.org/10.1080/0953732032000175490
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTTC.2005.006699


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

173 

173 

Coccia, M. (2005b). Technometrics: Origins, historical evolution and new direction, 

Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 72(8), 944-979. doi. 10.1016/j.techfore.2005.05.011 

Coccia, M. (2005c). Economics of scientific research: origins, nature and structure, 

Proceedings of Economic Society of Australia. 

Coccia, M. (2006). Classifications of innovations: survey and future directions. Working Paper 

Ceris del Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche, 8(2), 1-19. [Retrieved from]. 

Coccia, M. (2006a). Analysis and classification of public research institutes. World Review of 

Science, Technology and Sustainable Development, 3(1), 1-16.  

Coccia, M. (2007). A new taxonomy of country performance and risk based on economic and 

technological indicators, Journal of Applied Economics, 10(1), 29-42. 

Coccia, M. (2008). Science, funding and economic growth: analysis and science policy 

implications. World Review of Science, Technology and Sustainable Development, 5(1), 1-27. 

doi. 10.1504/WRSTSD.2008.01781 

Coccia, M. (2008a). Spatial mobility of knowledge transfer and absorptive capacity: analysis 

and measurement of the impact within the geoeconomic space. The Journal of Technology 

Transfer, 33(1), 105-122. doi. 10.1007/s10961-007-9032-4 

Coccia, M. (2008b). New organizational behaviour of public research institutions: Lessons 

learned from Italian case study. International Journal of Business Innovation and Research, 

2(4), 402–419. doi. 10.1504/IJBIR.2008.018589 

Coccia, M. (2009). A new approach for measuring and analyzing patterns of regional 

economic growth: empirical analysis in Italy. Italian Journal of Regional Science- Scienze 

Regionali, 8(2), 71-95. doi. 10.3280/SCRE2009-002004 

Coccia, M. (2009a). Measuring the impact of sustainable technological innovation, 

International Journal of Technology Intelligence and Planning, 5(3), 276-288. doi. 

10.1504/IJTIP.2009.026749 

Coccia, M. (2010). Public and private R&D investments as complementary inputs for 

productivity growth. International Journal of Technology, Policy and Management, 10(1/2), 

73-91. doi. 10.1504/IJTPM.2010.032855 

Coccia, M. (2010a). Foresight of technological determinants and primary energy resources of 

future economic long waves, International Journal of Foresight and Innovation Policy, 6(4), 

225–232. doi. 10.1504/IJFIP.2010.037468 

Coccia, M. (2010b). Energy metrics for driving competitiveness of countries: Energy 

weakness magnitude, GDP per barrel and barrels per capita. Energy Policy, 38(3), 1330-

1339. doi. 10.1016/j.enpol.2009.11.011 

Coccia, M. (2010c). Spatial patterns of technology transfer and measurement of its friction in 

the geo-economic space. International Journal of Technology Transfer and Commercialisation, 

9(3), 255-267. doi. 10.1504/IJTTC.2010.030214 

Coccia, M. (2010d). The asymmetric path of economic long waves, Technological Forecasting & 

Social Change, 77(5), 730-738. doi. 10.1016/j.techfore.2010.02.003 

Coccia, M. (2010e). Democratization is the driving force for technological and economic 

change, Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 77(2), 248-264. doi. 

10.1016/j.techfore.2009.06.007 

Coccia, M. (2011). The interaction between public and private R&D expenditure and 

national productivity. Prometheus-Critical Studies in Innovation, 29(2), 121-130. doi. 

10.1080/08109028.2011.601079 

Coccia, M. (2012). Political economy of R&D to support the modern competitiveness of 

nations and determinants of economic optimization and inertia, Technovation, 32(6), 370–

379. doi.  10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.005 

Coccia, M. (2012a). Evolutionary trajectories of the nanotechnology research across 

worldwide economic players. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 24(10), 1029-

1050. doi. 10.1080/09537325.2012.705117 

Coccia, M. (2012b). Evolutionary growth of knowledge in path-breaking targeted therapies 

for lung cancer: radical innovations and structure of the new technological paradigm.  

International Journal of Behavioural and Healthcare Research, 3(3-4), 273-290. doi. 

10.1504/IJBHR.2012.051406 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2005.05.011
http://www.ceris.cnr.it/ceris/workingpaper/2006/WP_2_06_COCCIA_NEW.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1504/WRSTSD.2008.01781
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-007-9032-4
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBIR.2008.018589
https://doi.org/10.3280/SCRE2009-002004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJTIP.2009.026749
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJTPM.2010.032855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJFIP.2010.037468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2009.11.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJTTC.2010.030214
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2010.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2009.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/08109028.2011.601079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2012.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2012.705117
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBHR.2012.051406


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

174 

174 

Coccia, M. (2012c). Converging genetics, genomics and nanotechnologies for 

groundbreaking pathways in biomedicine and nanomedicine. International Journal of 

Healthcare Technology and Management, 13(4), 184-197. doi. 10.1504/IJHTM.2012.050616 

Coccia, M. (2012d). Driving forces of technological change in medicine: Radical innovations 

induced by side effects and their impact on society and healthcare. Technology in Society, 

34(4), 271-283. doi. 10.1016/j.techsoc.2012.06.002 

Coccia, M. (2013). What are the likely interactions among innovation, government debt, and 

employment? Innovation: The European Journal of Social Science Research, 26(4), 456–471. 

doi. 10.1080/13511610.2013.863704 

Coccia, M. (2013a). The effect of country wealth on incidence of breast cancer. Breast Cancer 

Research and Treatment, 141(2), 225-229. doi. 10.1007/s10549-013-2683-y 

Coccia, M. (2014). Path-breaking target therapies for lung cancer and a far-sighted health 

policy to support clinical and cost effectiveness. Health Policy and Technology, 1(3), 74-82. 

doi. 10.1016/j.hlpt.2013.09.007 

Coccia, M. (2014a). Emerging technological trajectories of tissue engineering and the critical 

directions in cartilage regenerative medicine.  Int. J. Healthcare Technology and 

Management, 14(3), 194-208. doi. 10.1504/IJHTM.2014.064247 

Coccia, M. (2014b). Converging scientific fields and new technological paradigms as main 

drivers of the division of scientific labour in drug discovery process: the effects on 

strategic management of the R&D corporate change. Technology Analysis & Strategic 

Management, 26(7), 733-749, doi. 10.1080/09537325.2014.882501 

Coccia, M. (2014c). Driving forces of technological change: The relation between population 

growth and technological innovation-Analysis of the optimal interaction across 

countries, Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 82(2), 52-65. doi. 

10.1016/j.techfore.2013.06.001 

Coccia, M. (2014). Socio-cultural origins of the patterns of technological innovation: What is 

the likely interaction among religious culture, religious plurality and innovation? 

Towards a theory of socio-cultural drivers of the patterns of technological innovation, 

Technology in Society, 36(1), 13-25. doi. 10.23760/2421-7158.2017.004 

Coccia, M. (2014e). Religious culture, democratisation and patterns of technological 

innovation. International Journal of Sustainable Society, 6(4), 397-418. doi. 

10.1504/IJSSOC.2014.066771 

Coccia, M. (2014f). Structure and organisational behaviour of public research institutions 

under unstable growth of human resources, Int. J. Services Technology and Management, 

20(4/5/6), 251–266. doi. 10.1504/IJSTM.2014.068857 

Coccia, M. (2014g). Steel market and global trends of leading geo-economic players. 

International Journal of Trade and Global Markets, 7(1), 36-52, doi. 

10.1504/IJTGM.2014.058714 

Coccia, M. (2015). The Nexus between technological performances of countries and 

incidence of cancers in society. Technology in Society, 42, 61-70. doi. 

10.1016/j.techsoc.2015.02.003 

Coccia, M. (2015a). Patterns of innovative outputs across climate zones: the geography of 

innovation, Prometheus. Critical Studies in Innovation, 33(2), 165-186. doi. 

10.1080/08109028.2015.1095979 

Coccia, M. (2015b). General sources of general purpose technologies in complex societies: 

Theory of global leadership-driven innovation, warfare and human development, 

Technology in Society, 42, 199-226. doi. 10.1016/j.techsoc.2015.05.008 

Coccia, M. (2015c). Spatial relation between geo-climate zones and technological outputs to 

explain the evolution of technology. Int. J. Transitions and Innovation Systems, 4(1-2), 5-21. 

doi. 10.1504/IJTIS.2015.074642 

Coccia, M. (2015d). Technological paradigms and trajectories as determinants of the R&D 

corporate change in drug discovery industry. International Journal Knowledge and 

Learning, 10(1), 29-43. doi. 10.1504/IJKL.2015.071052 

Coccia, M. (2016). Asymmetric paths of public debts and of general government deficits 

across countries within and outside the European monetary unification and economic 

https://doi.org/10.1504/IJHTM.2012.050616
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2012.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.2013.863704
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10549-013-2683-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hlpt.2013.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJHTM.2014.064247
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2014.882501
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2013.06.001
https://doi.org/10.23760/2421-7158.2017.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJSSOC.2014.066771
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSTM.2014.068857
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTGM.2014.058714
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2015.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/08109028.2015.1095979
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2015.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTIS.2015.074642
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJKL.2015.071052


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

175 

175 

policy of debt dissolution. The Journal of Economic Asymmetries, 15, 17-31. doi. 

10.1016/j.jeca.2016.10.003 

Coccia, M. (2016a). Radical innovations as drivers of breakthroughs: characteristics and 

properties of the management of technology leading to superior organizational 

performance in the discovery process of R&D labs. Technology Analysis & Strategic 

Management, 28(4), 381-395. doi. 10.1080/09537325.2015.1095287  

Coccia, M. (2016). Problem-driven innovations in drug discovery: co-evolution of radical 

innovation with the evolution of problems, Health Policy and Technology, 5(2), 143-155. 

doi. 10.1016/j.hlpt.2016.02.003 

Coccia, M. (2016c). The relation between price setting in markets and asymmetries of 

systems of measurement of goods. The Journal of Economic Asymmetries, 14(B), 168-178. 

doi. 10.1016/j.jeca.2016.06.001 

Coccia, M. (2017). The source and nature of general purpose technologies for supporting 

next K-waves: Global leadership and the case study of the U.S. Navy's Mobile User 

Objective System, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 116, 331-339. doi. 

10.1016/j.techfore.2016.05.019 

Coccia, M. (2017a). Optimization in R&D intensity and tax on corporate profits for 

supporting labor productivity of nations. The Journal of Technology Transfer, doi. 

10.1007/s10961-017-9572-1 

Coccia, M. (2017b). Varieties of capitalism’s theory of innovation and a conceptual 

integration with leadership-oriented executives: the relation between typologies of 

executive, technological and socioeconomic performances. Int. J. Public Sector Performance 

Management, 3(2), 148–168. doi. 10.1504/IJPSPM.2017.084672 

Coccia, M. (2017c). Sources of disruptive technologies for industrial change. L’industria –

rivista di Economia e Politicaindustriale, 38(1), 97-120.  

Coccia, M. (2017d). Sources of technological innovation: Radical and incremental innovation 

problem-driven to support competitive advantage of firms. Technology Analysis & 

Strategic Management, 29(9), 1048-1061. doi. 10.1080/09537325.2016.1268682 

Coccia, M. (2017e). A Theory of general causes of violent crime: Homicides, income 

inequality and deficiencies of the heat hypothesis and of the model of CLASH, 

Aggression and Violent Behavior, 37, 190-200. doi. 10.1016/j.avb.2017.10.005 

Coccia, M. (2017f). New directions in measurement of economic growth, development and 

under development, Journal of Economics and Political Economy, 4(4), 382-395. 

Coccia, M. (2017g). Disruptive firms and industrial change, Journal of Economic and Social 

Thought, 4(4), 437-450. 

Coccia, M. (2017h). The Fishbone diagram to identify, systematize and analyze the sources 

of general purpose Technologies, Journal of Social and Administrative Sciences, 4(4), 291-

303. 

Coccia, M. (2018). A theory of the general causes of long waves: War, general purpose 

technologies, and economic change. Technological Forecasting & Social Change, 128, 287-

295 10.1016/j.techfore.2017.11.013 

Coccia, M. (2018a). The relation between terrorism and high population growth, Journal of 

Economics and Political Economy, 5(1), 84-104. 

Coccia, M. (2018c). Violent crime driven by income Inequality between countries, Turkish 

Economic Review, 5(1), 33-55. 

Coccia, M. (2018d). The origins of the economics of innovation, Journal of Economic and Social 

Thought, 5(1), 9-28. 

Coccia, M. (2018e). Theorem of not independence of any technological innovation, Journal of 

Economics Bibliography, 5(1), 29-35. 

Coccia, M. (2018e). Theorem of not independence of any technological innovation, Journal of 

Social and Administrative Sciences, 5(1), 15-33. 

Coccia, M. (2018f). Competition between basic and applied research in the organizational 

behaviour of public research labs, Journal of Economics Library, 5(2), 118-133. 

Coccia, M. (2018g). An introduction to the methods od inquiry in social sciences, Journal of 

Social and Administrative Sciences, 5(2), xxx-xxx. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeca.2016.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2015.1095287
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hlpt.2016.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeca.2016.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2016.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-017-9572-1
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPSPM.2017.084672
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537325.2016.1268682
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2017.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.11.013


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

176 

176 

Coccia, M., & Bellitto, M. (2018). Human progress and its socioeconomic effects in society, 

Journal of Economic and Social Thought, 5(2), 160-178. 

Coccia, M., & Igor, M. (2018). Rewards in public administration: a proposed classification, 

Journal of Social and Administrative Sciences, 5(2), 68-80. 

Coccia, M., & Bozeman, B. (2016). Allometric models to measure and analyze the evolution 

of international research collaboration. Scientometrics, 108(3), 1065-1084. doi. 

10.1007/s11192-016-2027-x 

Coccia, M., Falavigna, G., & Manello, A. 2015. The impact of hybrid public and market-

oriented financing mechanisms on scientific portfolio and performances of public 

research labs: a scientometric analysis. Scientometrics, 102(1), 151-168. doi. 

10.1007/s11192-014-1427-z 

Coccia, M., & Finardi, U. (2012). Emerging nanotechnological research for future pathway of 

biomedicine. International Journal of Biomedical Nanoscience and Nanotechnology, 2 (3-4), 

299-317.  doi. 10.1504/IJBNN.2012.051223 

Coccia, M., & Finardi, U. (2013). New technological trajectories of non-thermal plasma 

technology in medicine. International Journal of Biomedical Engineering and Technology, 

11(4), 337-356. doi. 10.1504/IJBET.2013.055665 

Coccia, M., Finardi, U., & Margon, D. (2012). Current trends in nanotechnology research 

across worldwide geo-economic players, The Journal of Technology Transfer, 37(5), 777-787. 

doi. 10.1007/s10961-011-9219-6 

Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2000). Ricerca pubblica e trasferimento tecnologico: il caso della 

regione Piemonte. In S. Rolfo (ed), Innovazione e piccole imprese in Piemonte, Franco Angeli 

Editore, Milano. 

Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2002). Technology transfer analysis in the Italian national research 

council, Technovation - The International Journal of Technological Innovation and 

Entrepreneurship, 22(5), 291-299. doi. 10.1016/S0166-4972(01)00018-9 

Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2007). How research policy changes can affect the organization and 

productivity of public research institutes, Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis, Research 

and Practice, 9(3) 215-233. doi. 10.1080/13876980701494624 

Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2010). New entrepreneurial behaviour of public research 

organizations: opportunities and threats of technological services supply, International 

Journal of Services Technology and Management, 13(1-2), 134-151. doi. 

10.1504/IJSTM.2010.029674 

Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2013). Human resource management and organizational behavior of 

public research institutions, International Journal of Public Administration, 36(4), 256-268. 

doi. 10.1080/01900692.2012.756889 

Coccia, M., & Rolfo, S. (2009). Project management in public research organization: Strategic 

change in complex scenarios. International Journal of Project Organisation and Management, 

1(3), 235–252. doi. 10.1504/IJPOM.2009.027537 

Coccia, M., & Wang, L. (2015). Path-breaking directions of nanotechnology-based 

chemotherapy and molecular cancer therapy, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 

94, 155–169. doi. 10.1016/j.techfore.2014.09.007 

Coccia, M., & Wang, L. (2016). Evolution and convergence of the patterns of international 

scientific collaboration. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 

America, 113(8), 2057-2061. doi. 10.1073/pnas.1510820113 

Cohen I. B. 1952. Orthodoxy and Scientific Progress, Proceedings of the American 

Philosophical Society, vol. 96, pp. 505-512. 

Constant E. W. 2000. The Evolution of War and Technology. In Zirman J. (ed.) Technological 

knowledge as an evolutionary process, pp. 281-298, Cambridge University Press, 

Cambridge.  

Crane D. 1972. Invisible colleges: Diffusion of knowledge in scientific communities. 

University of Chicago Press, Chicago. 

De Solla Price D. J. 1986. Little science, big science... and beyond. Columbia University Press, 

New York, Ch. 3. 

Dogan M. Pahre R. 1990. Creative marginality: Innovation at the intersections of social 

sciences. Westview Press. 

http://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-2027-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-014-1427-z
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBNN.2012.051223
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJBET.2013.055665
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-011-9219-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4972(01)00018-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876980701494624
http://dx.doi.org/10.1504/IJSTM.2010.029674
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2012.756889
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJPOM.2009.027537
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2014.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1510820113


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

177 

177 

Etzkowitz H., Leydesdorff L. 1998. The endless transition: a Triple Helix of university-

industry-government relations, Minerva, vol. 36, n. 3, pp. 203-208. doi. 

10.1023/A:1017159001649 

Fanelli D., Glänzel W. 2013. Bibliometric evidence for a hierarchy of the sciences. PLoSONE, 

vol. 8, n. 6, e66938. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0066938  

Field A. J. 2008. The impact of the Second World War on US productivity growth, Economic 

History Review, vol. 61, n. 3, pp. 672-694.  

Frame J. D., Carpenter M. P. 1979. International research collaboration. Soc Stud Sci., vol. 9, 

n. 4, pp. 481–497.  

Freedman P. 1960. The principles of scientific research (First edition 1949). Pergamon Press, 

London.    

Fultz B., Howe J. 2007. Transmission Electron Microscopy and Diffractometry of Materials, 

Springer. 

Gemery H. A., Hogendorn J. S. 1993. The microeconomic bases of short run learning curves: 

destroyer production in World War II. In G.T. Mills and H. Rockoff (eds.), The sinews of 

war: essays on the economic history of World War II (Ames), pp. 150–65. 

Genovesi A. 1786.  Elementi di Fisica Sperimentale, Publisher presso Giuseppe di Bisogno, 

Napoli (Italy) 

Gibbons M., Limoges C., Nowotny H., Schwatzman S., Scott P., Trow M. 1994. The New 

Production of Knowledge: the dynamics of science and research in contemporary 

society. Sage Publications, London. 

Goldstein J. S. 2003. War and economic history. In The Oxford Encyclopedia of economic 

history (ed. J. Mokyr), Oxford University press, pp. 215-218. 

Guimera R., Uzzi B., Spiro J., Amaral L. 2005. Team assembly mechanisms determine 

collaboration network structure and team performance. Science, vol.  308, pp. 697–702. 

Halliday D., Resnick R., Walker J. 2014. Fundamental of Physics. 10th Edition, Wiley and 

Sons, New York. 

Haskins C. P. 1965. Report of the President by Carnegie Institution of Washington Yearbook 

63, 1963-64, Washington, D.C. (USA) 

Hawkes P. 2007. The beginnings of Electron Microscopy Transmission Electron Microscopy 

and Diffractometry of materials, Springer. 

Heyde K. 1994 Basic Ideas and Concepts in Nuclear Physics, CRC Press. 

International Union of Crystallography 1992. Report of the Executive Committee for 1991. 

Acta Crystallographica A48: pp. 922–946. 

Jackson J.D. 1999. Classical Electrodynamics, Wiley 

Jamali H. R., Nicholas D. 2010. Interdisciplinarity and the information-seeking behavior of 

scientists. Information Processing and Management, vol. 46, pp. 233–243.   

Jeffrey P. 2003. Smoothing the Waters: Observations on the Process of Cross-Disciplinary 

Research Collaboration. Social Studies of Science, vol. 33, n. 4, pp. 539-562. 

Johnson H.G. 1972. Some economic aspects of science, Minerva, 10(1), 10-18. 

Kitcher P. 2001. Science, Truth, and Democracy. Oxford University Press, New York, Chps. 

5-6.  

Klavans R., Boyack K.W. 2009. Toward a consensus map of science. J Am Soc Inf Sci Technol 

vol. 60, pp. 455–476. 

Klein J.T. 1996. Crossing boundaries. Knowledge, disciplinarities and interdisciplinarities, 

University Press of Virginia. Charlottesville, VA.  

Kleppner D., Kolenkow R. 2014. An Introduction to Mechanics, McGraw-Hill 

Kuhn T.S. 1962. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. The University of Chicago Press. 

2nd enlarged ed. Chicago. 

Lakatos I. 1968. Criticism and the methodology of scientific research programmes, 

Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, New Series, vol. 69 (1968 - 1969), pp. 149-186, 

Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/4544774 

Lakatos I. 1978. The Methodology of scientific research programmes: philosophical papers, 

volume 1. Cambridge University Press (Cambridge), MA. 

Latour B. 1987. Science in action. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/4544774


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

178 

178 

Latour B., Woolgar S. 1979. Laboratory Life: the Social Construction of Scientific Facts. Sage, 

London and Beverly Hills. 

Lee S., Bozeman B. 2005. The impact of research collaboration on scientific productivity. 

Social Studies of Science, vol. 35, n. 5, pp. 673-702.   

Levine D., Steinhardt R. 1984. Quasicrystals: A New Class of Ordered Structures. Physical 

Review Letters vol. 53, n. 26, pp. 2477–2480. 

Lievrouw L.A. 1988. Four programs of research in scientific communication. Knowledge in 

Society, vol. 1, n. 2, pp. 6-22. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02687210 

Lilley J. 2001. Nuclear Physics Principles and Applications, Wiley.  

Martin B. R. 2006. Nuclear and Particle Physics: An Introduction, Wiley 

Martin B., Shaw G. 2008. Particle Physics, Wiley.  

Merton R. K. 1957. Priorities in scientific discovery: A chapter in the sociology of science. 

American Sociological Review, vol. 22, n. 6, pp. 635-659. doi. 10.2307/2089193 

Merton R. K. 1968. The Matthew Effect in Science. Science, vol. 159, n.  3810, pp. 56–63. 

doi:10.1126/science.159.3810.56.  

Morillo F., Bordons M., Gómez I. 2003. Interdisciplinarity in Science: A Tentative Typology 

of Disciplines and Research Areas. Journal of the American society for information 

science and technology, vol. 54, n.  13, pp. 1237–1249. 

Mulkay M. J. 1969. Some Aspects of Cultural Growth in the Natural Sciences. Social 

Research, vol. 36, pp. 22-52. 

Mulkay M. J. 1975. Three models of scientific development. The Sociological Review vol. 23, 

pp. 509–526. 

Mullins N. C. 1973. The Development of Specialties in social Sciences: The Case of 

Ethnomethodology', Science Studies, vol. 3, pp. 245-273;  

Nelson R.R. 1962. The link between science and invention: The case of the transistor, in The 

Rate and Direction of Inventive Activity: Economic and Social Factors, (pp.549-583), 

Princeton University Press, Princeton.  

Nelson R.R., Romer P.M. 1996. Science, economic growth, and public policy, Challenge, vol. 

39, n. 1, pp. 9-21. doi. 10.1080/05775132.1996.11471873  

Newman M.E.J. 2001. The Structure of Scientific Collaboration Networks. Proceedings of 

The National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America (PNAS), vol. 98, n. 2, 

pp. 404-409.  

Newman M.E.J. 2004. Coauthorship Networks and Patterns of Scientific Collaboration. 

Proceedings of The National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 

(PNAS), vol. 101 (suppl. 1), pp. 5200-5205.  

Nordhaus W. 1969. Invention, Growth and Welfare, MIT Press, Massachusetts Cambridge. 

Noyons E. C. M., van Raan A. F. J. 1998. Monitoring scientific developments from a dynamic 

perspective: Self-organized structuring to map neural network research. Journal of the 

American Society for Information Science vol. 49, pp. 68–81. 

NYU Department of Physics. 2019.  Syllabus for Advanced Experimental Physics, 

https://physics.nyu.edu/undergraduate/SyllabusforAdvancedExperimentalPhysics.pdf 

(accessed November 2019) 

Pan R. K., Kaski K., Fortunato S. 2012. World citation and Collaboration Networks: 

Uncovering the Role of Geography in Science. Scientific Reports, vol. 2, n. 902, pp. 1-7. 

Pauling L. 1987. So-called icosahedral and decagonal quasicrystals are twins of an 820-atom 

cubic crystal, Phys. Rev. Lett. Vol. 58, n. 4, p. 365, 

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.58.365 

Perkins D.H. 2000. Introduction to High Energy Physics, Cambridge University Press, 4th 

Edition.  

Phillips A.C. 1994. The Physics of Stars, Wiley. 

Planck M. 1950.  Scientific Autobiography, Williams and Norgate, London, pp. 33-34 

Polanyi M. 1958. Personal Knowledge, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London. 

Polanyi M. 1963.The Potential Theory of Absorption. In Knowing and Being, Routledge, 

London, p. 94. 

Politecnico di Milano 2019. Fondamenti di Fisica Sperimentale, 2019-2020. 

https://www11.ceda.polimi.it/schedaincarico/schedaincarico/controller/scheda_pubblica/

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Digital_object_identifier
https://doi.org/10.1126%2Fscience.159.3810.56
https://physics.nyu.edu/undergraduate/SyllabusforAdvancedExperimentalPhysics.pdf
https://www11.ceda.polimi.it/schedaincarico/schedaincarico/controller/scheda_pubblica/SchedaPublic.do?&evn_default=evento&c_classe=712874&polij_device_category=DESKTOP&__pj0=0&__pj1=a794e2436c25eddb8fb6e908fe63792e


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

179 

179 

SchedaPublic.do?&evn_default=evento&c_classe=712874&polij_device_category=DESKT

OP&__pj0=0&__pj1=a794e2436c25eddb8fb6e908fe63792e (accessed November 2019) 

Popper K. 1959. The Logic of Scientific Discovery. Hutchinson, London. 

Reimer L., Kohl H. 2008. Transmission Electron Microscopy: Physics of Image Formation, 

Springer. 

Relman D. A. 2002. New technologies, human-microbe interactions, and the search for 

previously unrecognized pathogens. Journal of Infectious Diseases, vol. 186, n. Suppl. 2, 

pp. S254–S258 

Riesch H. 2014. Philosophy, history and sociology of science; Interdisciplinary and complex 

social identities. Studies in History and Philosophy of Science, vol. 48, pp. 30-37  

Rosenberg N. 1974. Science, invention and economic growth, Economic Journal, vol. 84, n. 

333, pp. 90-108. doi. 10.2307/2230485 

Rousmaniere F. H. 1909. The Bases for Generalization in Scientific Methods. The Journal of 

Philosophy, Psychology and Scientific Methods, vol. 6, no. 8, pp. 202-205. Stable URL: 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/2011346 

Ruttan V. W. 2006. Is War Necessary for Economic Growth? Military Procurement and 

Technology Development, Oxford University Press, New York. 

Scharnhorst A., Börner K., Besselaar P. 2012. Models of Science Dynamics: Encounters 

Between Complexity Theory and Information Sciences. Springer Verlag.  

Science 1965. The Evolution of Science, Science-New Series, vol. 148, no. 3671, p. 737, Stable 

URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1716330 

ScienceDirect 2019. Advanced Research, 

https://www2.scopus.com/search/form.uri?display=basic (accessed October 2019).   

Seidman S. S. 1987. Models of scientific development in sociology. Humboldt Journal of 

Social Relations vol. 15, n.1, pp.119- 139  

Shechtman D., Blech I., Gratias D., Cahn J. W..1984. Metallic Phase with Long Range 

Orientational Order and No Translation Symmetry. Physical Review Letters, vol. 53, n. 

20, pp. 1951–1953. 

Simonton D. K. 2002. Great psychologists and their times: Scientific insights into 

psychology’s history. APA Books, Washington D.C. 

Simonton D. K. 2004. Psychology’s Status as a Scientific Discipline: Its Empirical Placement 

Within an Implicit Hierarchy of the Sciences. Review of General Psychology, vol. 8, n. 1, 

pp. 59–67 

Sintonen M. 1990. Basic and Applied Sciences - Can the Distinction (Still) Be Drawn?  

Science & technology Studies, vol. 3, n. 2, pp. 23-31. 

Small H. 1999.Visualizing science by citation mapping. Journal of the American Society for 

Information Science and Technology, vol. 50, n. 3, pp. 799-813.   

Smith L.D., Best L.A., Stubbs D.A., Johnston J., Bastiani A. A. 2000. Scientific Graphs and the 

Hierarchy of the Sciences: A Latourian Survey of Inscription Practices. Social Studies of 

Science, vol. 30, n. 1, pp. 73-94.   

Souzanchi Kashani E., Roshani S. 2019. Evolution of innovation system literature: 

Intellectual bases and emerging trends, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 

vol. 146, September, pp. 68-80 

Squires G.L. 2001. Practical Physics, 4th edition, Cambridge. 

Stein A. A., Russett B. M. 1980. Evaluating war: Outcomes and consequences. In Gurr T. R. 

(eds.) Handbook of political conflict: theory and research, The Free Press, pp. 399-422. 

Stephan P.E. 1996. The economics of science. Journal of Economic Literature, vol. 34, n. 3, 

pp. 1199-1235.  

Stephan P.E., Levin S.G. 1992. How science is done; Why science is done, in Striking the 

Mother Lode in Science: The Importance of Age, Place and Time, Chapter 2. Oxford 

University Press, New York, pp. 11-24. 

Storer N. W. 1967. The Hard Sciences and the Soft: Some Sociological Observations., Bull 

Med Libr Assoc., vol. 55, n. 1, pp. 75–84. 

Storer N. W. 1970. The internationality of science and the nationality of scientists. Int Soc Sci 

J vol. 22, n.1, pp.  80–93. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/2011346
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0040162518309077
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0040162518309077
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0040162518309077
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00401625
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC198502/#fn1


Journal of Economic and Social Thought 

 M. Coccia, JEST, 7(3), 2020, p.153-180. 

180 

180 

Sun X., Kaur, J., Milojevic´ S., Flammini A., Menczer F. 2013. Social Dynamics of Science. 

Scientific Reports, vol. 3, n. 1069, pp. 1-6, doi:10.1038/srep01069. 

Taylor J. R. 1997.An Introduction to Error Analysis, University Science Books. 

Thiel P.A. 2004. An introduction to the surface science of quasicrystals, Progress in Surface 

Science, vol. 75, n. 3-8, pp. 69-86.  

Tijssen R. J.W. 2010. Discarding the ‘Basic Science/Applied Science’ Dichotomy: A 

Knowledge Utilization Triangle Classification System of Research Journals. Journal of 

the American Society for Information Science and Technology, vol. 61, n. 9, pp. 1842–

1852. 

Tiryakian E. 1979. The significance of schools in the development of sociology. In William 

Snizek et al. (ed.), Contemporary Issues in Theory and Research. Westport, CN: 

Greenwood Press. 

van Raan A. F. J. 2000. On growth, ageing, and fractal differentiation of science. 

Scientometrics, vol. 47, pp. 347–362.   

Wagner C. 2008. The new invisible college: Science for development. Brookings Institution 

Press, Washington D.C. 

Wassermann G. D. 1989. Theories, Systemic Models (SYMOs), Laws and Facts in the 

Sciences, Synthese, vol. 79, no. 3, pp. 489-514. Stable URL: 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/20116655 

Wuchty S., Jones B.F., Uzzi B.2007. The Increasing Dominance of Teams in Production of 

Knowledge.Science, vol. 316, n. 1036, pp. 1036-1039.  

Young H. D., Freedman R. A. 2012. University Physics, Addison-Wesley 

Zhou Y., Dong F., Kong D., Liu Y. 2019. Unfolding the convergence process of scientific 

knowledge for the early identification of emerging technologies, Technological 

Forecasting and Social Change, vol. 144, July, pp. 205-220. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Copyrights 

Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to 

the journal. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the 

Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0). 

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/20116655
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0040162518310096
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0040162518310096
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0040162518310096
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00401625
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00401625
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/00401625
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0

