There is no boundary between basic and applied science

Yoshiyasu Takefuji

L. Fleming et al. wrote an article entitled “Government-funded research increasingly
fuels innovation” (1). Their article described “despite this increase in industrial
spending, firms appear to be pursuing—or at least publishing—less basic science” (1).
According to James K. Feibleman, he mentioned that the line between pure and applied
science 1s a thin one; they are distinct in their differences, but one fades into the other
(2). Because of their ambiguous definitions, nobody knows the boundary between basic
and applied science. We don’t know what will cause breakthrough innovation in the
world. As long as we know, the large long-term fundings cannot cause innovation and
discourage active researchers (3). From the past, we have learned several lessons from
the large long-term government investments to supercomputers around 1990 (4) and
biotechnology (5). Not only government and industry fund, but also alternative finance

can play a key role in funding researches (6).
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