Epistemic Humility and Viewpoint Diversity Worksheet

Mechanism

Creative work, art, and science are not neutral
truth machines. They are produced by
humans, often in organizations, groups, or
institutions with ideological skews.

Creative work deteriorates when a person or
group loses correction from reality. This
often happens when one interpretation
becomes socially protected: dissent is pun-
ished, evidence is filtered asymmetrically, and
confidence rises faster than contact with con-
sequences.

Ideology can simplify interpretation, and
conformity can make coordination easier: less
noise, higher unity. But when ideology
becomes a design guide rather than one frame
among others, it damages correction. You
cannot have great design without accurate
data. Reality refuses to align with ideology,
and the unaddressed difference makes your
work less useful. Unity can become group-
think, and groupthink makes solutions nar-
rower, more extreme, and less robust.

This can happen in progressive, conservative,
religious, activist, scientific, artistic, corpo-
rate, national, therapeutic, or market-ori-
ented cultures. The content differs, but the
system pattern is the same: one frame
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becomes socially protected from correction.

This worksheet looks at two related mecha-
nisms that keep contact with reality alive:
epistemic humility and viewpoint diversity.
Epistemic humility keeps individual confi-
dence revisable. Viewpoint diversity keeps the
system exposed to serious alternative interpre-
tations. Together, they improve reality con-
tact, reduce blind spots, and increase the
chance that creative work becomes useful
outside the group that produced it.

Applicability

A lack of epistemic humility and viewpoint
diversity can damage creativity in many ways,
for example:

* A novelist only gets feedback from people

with the same literary politics.

* A design team tests only with users who
share its assumptions.

e A researcher dismisses inconvenient find-
ings because they threaten the field’s
moral narrative.

e An artist collective rewards ideological
alignment over craft development.

¢ A product team excludes «hostiler» users,
then fails when those users are the market.

This worksheet is relevant if:

e your work repeatedly fails on contact with
reality,

® you are in an environment with strong
ideological pressure,

* you are often very sure that you are right,

* you keep being surprised by audience,
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user, or client reactions,

* your group reaches consensus quickly but
later discovers ignored trade-offs,

e critique is available only after decisions
have already been made,

° you can name opponents flaws faster
than their strongest arguments,

* you are making high-stakes interpretive,
design, research, or institutional decisions,
and

* your sources, collaborators, or reviewers
mostly share the same priors.

Do not use this worksheet:
* to platform incompetent noise,
e to create endless debate when action is
required,
* when the real problem is skill, resources,
or execution, or

* asa moral weapon against another group’s
supposed closed-mindedness.

Use this worksheet only when better contact
with reality would improve the work.

Intervention Variables:
Epistemic Humility

Epistemic humility is the recognition that
your knowledge and beliefs may be incom-
plete, distorted, overconfident, socially inher-
ited, emotionally convenient, or wrong. You
treat your current understanding as provi-
sional and subject to revision when better evi-
dence or stronger arguments appear. It means
proportioning confidence to the strength of
the evidence and remaining open to the pos-

Epistemic

Epistemic means «relating to knowl-
edge»: how we know, what justifies belief,
how confident we should be, what counts
as evidence, where our limits are, and how
we handle uncertainty.

Epistemology is the study of knowledge.

sibility that you are wrong, even on issues you
care deeply about.

The opposite of epistemic humility is not
confidence. It is epistemic arrogance or dog-
matism: treating your current model as if it
were reality itself.

Epistemic humility says: «/ may be> wrong,
incomplete, biased, or overconfident.» And
crucially: «Even if I cares deeply and mean
well.» It is calibrated confidence under condi-
tions of limited knowledge.

It means knowing not only what you believe,
but also:

* why you believe it,

* how strong the evidence is,

* what would change your mind,
* where your expertise ends,

e which incentives or identities may be shap-
ing your perception, and

* which alternative interpretations remain

plausible.

It includes:

* awareness that you might be wrong even
on strongly held views,

* willingness to update beliefs when better
evidence appears,
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* recognition of your own cognitive biases,
blind spots, and the influence of incen-
tives or social context, and

* treating competing perspectives as poten-
tially containing useful information
rather than dismissing them outright.

Epistemic humility can coexist with strong
conviction, but that conviction remains
answerable to evidence, counterargument,
uncertainty, and revision.

It is calibrated openness grounded in human
cognitive limits, not skepticism for its own
sake or reflexive doubt. It also does not mean
being a pushover. You change your mind only
if the evidence warrants it.

Epistemic humility does not mean treating all
viewpoints as equally valid. That would be
abdication or relativism. Some views are false,
incoherent, corrupt, or unserious. Nor is it
the postmodern claim that there are no objec-
tive truths — a strange claim, since it is itself a
truth claim.

Humility requires awareness of fallibility, not
paralysis of judgment. However, calling a
view false, incoherent, corrupt, or unserious
is a heavy charge. It must be supported by
evidence, not decided by fiat.

Warning Signs that Epistemic
Humility Gets Lost

* Certainty rises faster than evidence: A

person becomes more confident without
their
increases mainly because their social

new evidence, or confidence
group agrees with them. This is especially
dangerous when confidence comes from

repetition, emotional intensity, moral

clarity, or group reinforcement rather
than better reasons.

Disagreement becomes diagnostic of
character: Instead of thinking, «7hey
may be seeing something I'm missing»,
the person thinks, «They ares stupid»,
«They ares corrupt», «They ares brain-
washed», «They ares evil», or «They ares
acting in bad faith.» Sometimes those
judgments are true. But when they
become the default explanation for dis-
agreement, epistemic humility is gone.

One’s own side is granted complexity;
the other side is reduced to pathology: A
classic asymmetry is: «My sides has rea-
sons, nuances, bistory, trauma, evidence,
and constraints», while «their side> has
fear, bate, ignorance,, propaganda, greed,
or bad motive,.». That asymmetry is one
of the clearest signs of epistemic closure. It
is an in-group/out-group bias where
people or groups are dismissed wholesale,
often through ad hominem or motive-fo-
cused explanations, instead of engaging
with their strongest arguments: «Every-
oneowho thinks X is a [bad trait]».

The person cannot state the opposing
view in a way its strongest advocates
would recognize: If someone can only
describe the other side as a caricature, they
probably do not understand it. A useful
test: Can I summarize the strongest ver-
sion of the opposing view so well that an
intelligent opponent says, «Yes, that is
basically what I believe»? If not, confi-
dence should decrease.

The person stops distinguishing between
confidence levels: Everything becomes
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obvious, settled, absurd, dangerous, unde-
niable, or debunked. But mature belief
has gradations: «I'm nearly certain»,
«this seems likely», «this is plansible but
underdetermined», «I suspect this, but
theo evidences is weak>, «I don’t know»,
or «I know the> argument, but not the
feld». Loss of gradation is loss of epis-
temic discipline. It usually goes along
with stopped exploration, especially on
complex topics — «I haves already spent
enough times on this».

Social costs determine what is thinkable:
If people cannot question assumptions
without risking status, belonging, employ-
ment, or moral reputation, humility will
decay. A group may still use the language
of inquiry while actually enforcing con-
formity. Worse, norms may equate dis-
agreement with harm or violence (see Box
1: Harm).

Moral seriousness is confused with epis-
temic certainty: Some issues matter
deeply. But importance does not automat-
ically make one’s interpretation correct. A
common failure mode: «This issue is
morally urgent; therefore skepticism about
my framing is morally suspect». That
move destroys inquiry. Moral stakes can
justify action under uncertainty, but they
do not abolish uncertainty.

Evidence is filtered asymmetrically: Evi-
dence supporting one’s view is accepted
with low scrutiny. Evidence challenging it
is subjected to impossible standards. The
rule becomes «My evidence needs to bes
suggestiveo. Your evidences needs to bes
flawless». That is not reasoning. It is moti-
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vated cognition.

* Counterarguments are processed only as
threats: The person no longer asks,
«What part of this might be true ?» They
ask only, «How do I defear this?»,
«What’s wrong with the person saying
it?», or «How can I dismiss it quickly?».
At that point, reasoning has become
defense litigation for the ego or tribe.

How to Preserve and Increase
Epistemic Humility

If you want to preserve and increase epis-
temic humility, the following practices can
help:

* Separate confidence from identity: The
more a belief becomes part of identity, the
harder it becomes to revise. A healthier
stance is: « This is my current best model>,
not «This is who I am.» That small shift
matters. Models can be updated. Identities
defend themselves.

Practice confidence calibration: Do not
just say, </ believer X.» Say, «I am 60%
confident>, «I am highly confident about
thes pattern, less confident about the,
causer», <1 trust this sources on facts, but
not on interpretations, or <1 think this is
trues locally, but I'm unsures> globally.»
This trains the mind to treat belief as
probabilistic rather than absolute.

Keep a live list of possible errors: For
important beliefs, ask, «What are> the,
threes most likely ways I could bes
wrong?» Not «Could I bes wrong?» That
question is too abstract. To keep fallibility
operational, ask concretely: «Am I over-
generalizing from a narrow sample, trust-
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Box 1: Harm

A common way to prevent discussion of
ideas is to claim that certain viewpoints,
questions, data, or interpretations cause
harm. Harm claims can be legitimate. A
group does need boundaries against direct
threat, harassment, intimidation, bad-faith
derailment, and conduct that destroys the
conditions for inquiry.

The problem begins when «harm>» becomes
an epistemic veto: a way to exclude a view
without examining whether it is true, useful,
relevant, or necessary to understand the situ-
ation.

This often works through moral asymmetry.
One group, cause, or narrative is treated as
morally protected by default, while other
interests become suspect. If another view-
point is considered, the protected group is
said to lose safety, recognition, resources, dig-
nity, or legitimacy. The practical effect is that
one side’s priors become morally obligatory.
Disagreement is no longer treated as possible
information, but as evidence of defect.

This shrinks viewpoint diversity. People stop
asking uncomfortable but necessary ques-
tions. They avoid data that might create rep-
utational risk. They learn which conclusions
are safe before inquiry begins. The group
may still discuss tactics, but the protected
frame itself is not exposed to correction.

The important distinction is this: whether a
claim is harmful is not the same question as
whether it is true. A true claim can be
painful, disruptive, or inconvenient. A false
claim can feel compassionate, protective, or

socially desirable. Suppressing a true or rele-
vant claim may reduce discomfort in the
short term while preserving the underlying
problem and creating greater harm later.

So harm claims should be specified, not
merely invoked.

If someone says « This harms [group/person
/cause]», ask:

e What is the mechanism of harm?
* Is the harm direct or indirect?

e Is the harm caused by the view itself, by
some uses of it, or by anticipated reac-
tions to it?

* Is the claim true, false, uncertain, or irrel-
evant?

* Are competing harms being ignored?

e Who bears the cost if this view is
excluded?

e Who bears the cost if it is included?

* Does preventing this harm require sup-
pressing true or relevant claims?

* Is «harm» being used to mean injury,
threat, coercion, discomfort, disagree-
ment, status loss, reputational damage, or
loss of narrative control?

* Who gets to define harm, and by what
standard?

Clarifying what «harm» means is often
revealing. Many institutions quietly redefine
being challenged as being harmed. Once
that happens, creativity and viewpoint diver-
sity collapse, because new ideas almost
always disturb someone’s settled moral
order.
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A particular failure mode is the vulnerability
veto: the most reactive, anxious, offended, or
institutionally protected participant gets
effective control over what can be said or
considered, or even worn, joked about,
owned, or enjoyed. This does not require
bad faith. If the system treats discomfort,
challenge, or loss of status as harm, then the
person most willing or able to claim harm
gains veto power over the inquiry.

That can keep the person in a weak position
as well. Instead of building tolerance, dis-
crimination, judgment, and agency, the
system rewards continued fragility. The
person learns that being unable or unwilling
to tolerate a question is a source of social
power. What looks like care can become
dependency maintenance.

A related failure mode is constraint univer-
salization. One subgroup’s
becomes everyone’s default in the name of

restriction

inclusion. This can be legitimate when the
shared default is still good enough for the
purpose as judged by those who bear the loss
from the constraint, not only by those who
benefit from it. But it becomes control when
the default is worse for the work, when alter-
natives are treated as immoral, or when one
group’s constraint is allowed to override
everyone else’s preferences.

A trivial example is bringing only vegan
brownies to a shared workplace event so
«everyone can eat them». That may be con-
siderate in some contexts. But if the logic
becomes mandatory — one subgroup’s vol-
untary restriction defines the default for all,
and the people who prefer the unconstrained
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version are pressured to call the substitute
«good enough» — then inclusion has
become a control move. The relevant ques-
tion is not « Which default sounds most inclu-
sives?s» but « Which arrangement gives the
best result while> handling constraints hon-
estly?».

In creative work, the same pattern appears
when one audience, stakeholder, ideology,
method, risk tolerance, or moral vocabulary
defines the default for everyone. The result
may be called inclusive, but it can exclude
better solutions, richer alternatives, or more
accurate descriptions of reality.

A serious harm claim should survive ordinary
questions about mechanism, evidence,
scope, alternatives, and trade-offs. If asking
those questions is itself treated as harmful,
the group has left inquiry and moved into
frame protection, using assumed moral
status to avoid scrutiny.

Genuine moral claims about harm can and
should be made. But they do not remove the
need to explain why a view is false, irrelevant,
destructive, corrupting, or incompatible
with the purpose of the work. Moral accusa-
tion must never substitute argument.

Deliberate creativity requires the ability to
ask questions existing moral coalitions may
dislike. When moral accusation becomes the
default tool for excluding perspectives, the
system may still produce approved ideas. But
it will struggle to produce genuinely new
ones. It will innovate inside the permitted
frame while mistaking frame maintenance
for moral clarity.
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ing a biased source, reacting against a bad
version of the opposing view, underweight-
ing trade-offs, or confusing what is
morally preferable, with what is empiri-
cally true ?»

* Steelman before criticizing: Before reject-
ing a view, formulate the strongest, most
charitable version of it. Not charitable in a
sentimental way. Accurate. You cannot
defeat an argument you have not under-
stood, or that you immediately dismiss as
immoral. A good rule is that critique
comes only after reconstruction.

* Ask what evidence would change your
mind: If the answer is «nothing», the
belief is no longer empirical. It may be a
moral commitment, identity marker, loy-
alty signal, or metaphysical axiom. That
does not automatically make it bad. But it
should be classified honestly. Better ask:
«What would have to be true for mes to
bes wrong?» Then deliberately look for
that information.

* Track your predictions: Nothing disci-
plines overconfidence like written predic-
tions. Write down what you expect to
happen, how confident you are, by when,
and what outcome would count as dis-
confirmation. Then revisit it. Most people
preserve inflated self-trust by never audit-
ing their past certainty.

* Keep contact with reality, not just dis-
course: Many people become overconfi-
dent because they live inside commentary
about reality rather than reality itself.
Useful correctives include direct experi-
ence, primary sources, quantitative data,
people affected by the issue, domain prac-

titioners, adversarial evidence, and histori-
cal comparison. Secondhand discourse
tends to become tribal faster than first-
hand contact. Engage in good-faith dia-
logue with people who disagree with you.
Focus on understanding, not winning.
Ask, «What evidence or argument would
changes your mind?» and be prepared to
answer the same question.

Engage with other points of view: Delib-
erately diversify your information sources
across ideological and methodological
lines. Read primary data and arguments
from people you expect to disagree with.
Follow and engage with thoughtful
people who hold different worldviews,
while applying the same critical standards
you use for your own side. Travel, change
social circles, or take on projects that force
contact with people whose life experiences
and assumptions differ from yours.

Make uncertainty socially acceptable: In
groups, humility survives only if people
can say, <[ don’t know», «I changed my
mind», «I was wrong», «That argument
is stronger than I thought>, or «Our sides
may be overstating this». If those state-
ments are punished, people will perform
certainty instead of practicing thought. So
practice saying these sentences.

Coherence is not truth: Especially for
intelligent, verbal, and cognitively focused
people, coherence can be mistaken for
truth. Just because something makes sense
within a model or worldview does not
mean it is actually true. This is a particular
danger with LLMs/Als, as their output is
often optimized for coherence.
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These practices work best as ongoing disci-
plines, not one-time exercises.

Intervention Variables:
Viewpoint Diversity

Viewpoint diversity is the presence and seri-
ous consideration of meaningfully different
intellectual perspectives, priors, values, theo-
retical frameworks, and methods of reasoning
within a group, institution, field, or conversa-
tion — especially differences in interpreting
reality, deciding what matters, assumptions,
values, interpretations, priorities, trade-off
evaluation, and conclusions.

Possible differences include:

1. Descriptive beliefs: What people think is
true. Example: «Economic inequality is
mainly driven by structural forces» versus
«Economic inequality is mainly driven by
differences in bebavior, skill, and family

formation>.

2. Causal models: How people think the
world works. Example: «Polices presence
reduces crime » versus «Police, presences
often creates harms that outweigh deter-
rencer.

3. Moral priorities: What values people rank
highest. Example: liberty, equality, order,
loyalty, fairness, harm reduction, meri,
tradition, autonomy, solidarity.

4. Interpretive frames: What lens people use
to make sense of events. For example, a
labor conflict may be read through class
power, market efficiency, institutional dys-
function, cultural decline, or individual
incentives.
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5. Policy preferences: What people think
should be done. Example: regulate, dereg-
ulate, redistribute, punish, subsidize,
decentralize, professionalize, democratize,
abolish, preserve.

Low viewpoint diversity exists when one clus-
ter of priors, values, and interpretive lenses
dominates so thoroughly that alternative per-
spectives are rare, marginalized, or self-cen-
sored.

Viewpoint diversity centers on ideas and
approaches to evidence and explanation. It
concerns the range of live ways people
understand a question, not demographic cat-
egories (see Box 2: Sociodemographic Diver-
sity).

Litmus Test: Can the group tolerate compe-
tent disagreement about first principles, not
just disagreement about tactics (see Box 3:
First Principles)?

In a university, viewpoint diversity would
mean students and faculty can seriously argue
over liberalism, socialism, conservatism, femi-
nism, nationalism, secularism, religion, meri-
tocracy, technocracy, identity politics,
markets, state power, and civilizational inher-
itance without one cluster of assumptions
being treated as morally mandatory before
the discussion begins.

In a company, viewpoint diversity might
mean people can disagree about risk, strategy,
hierarchy, user needs, ethics, growth, regula-
tion, and organizational culture without dis-
sent being silently punished as disloyalty.

In short, viewpoint diversity is the condition
in which multiple serious, competing inter-
pretations of reality are present, intelligible,
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Box 2: Sociodemographic
Diversity

Viewpoint diversity is not the same as demo-
graphic diversity, personality variety, or
polite disagreement. You can have high
demographic diversity with low viewpoint
diversity, for example when people from
varied backgrounds all share the same ideo-
logical framework. You can also have low
demographic diversity with high viewpoint
diversity.

Demographic categories such as race, sex,
ethnicity, or sexual orientation do not auto-
matically determine how people think.
Assuming that people who share such char-
acteristics should also share viewpoints is
itself prejudiced. Visible difference is not
the same as functional disagreement.

and allowed to influence discussion or deci-
sion-making.

Viewpoint diversity and epistemic humility
are closely linked; each reinforces the other.
See Relationship between Epistemic Humil-
ity and Viewpoint Diversity.

Limits of Viewpoint Diversity

Viewpoint diversity is not automatically epis-
temic humility. A room full of clashing dog-
matists may be diverse in viewpoint but not
humble. They may simply weaponize dis-

agreement.

Viewpoint diversity also does not require
including every possible view. Some views
may be excluded because they are dishonest,

Sociodemographic  diversity  becomes
actively damaging when it is used as a substi-
tute for functional diversity. Then people
may be selected, promoted, deferred to, or
protected for reasons only weakly connected
to the work. This can create resentment,
status distortion, imposter dynamics, and
institutional power for those who define
and enforce the categories. Worse, it can
preserve ideological conformity while dis-
playing the appearance of diversity. «Look
how different we are» replaces the harder
question: «Can meaningfully different
explanations, priors, values, methods, and
objections influence the work?»

The test is functional: are meaningfully
different explanations, priors, values, meth-
ods, objections, and cost perspectives
present — and can they influence the work?

irrelevant, incompetent, or incompatible
with the purpose of the institution. But a
group that excludes serious dissenting frame-
works while pretending to be intellectually

open is not viewpoint-diverse.

Advantages of Viewpoint Diversity

Viewpoint diversity has several advantages:

* Makes hidden assumptions visible: Expo-
sure to different frameworks, values, and
interpretations of evidence reveals

assumptions you did not realize you were

making. What feels «obviouns» or «settled>
within one viewpoint often looks con-
testable from another. It improves inquiry

by making it harder for any single set of
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assumptions to go unchallenged, regard-
less of whether those assumptions lean

left, right, or anywhere else.

Makes blind spots visible: A monoculture
allows entire categories of evidence, con-
founds, or alternative explanations to
remain invisible or low-status because no
one present is motivated to press them.
When competing viewpoints are present
and taken seriously, blind spots become
visible. One side’s «obvions confound» or
«contextual factor> is another side’s unex-
amined assumption. This raises the qual-
ity of evidence required across the board.

Reveals frame errors: Many errors are not
simple factual mistakes. They are frame
errors. A group may have excellent data,
high intelligence, and sincere motives
while still misreading reality because every-
one is using the same interpretive lens.
Viewpoint diversity reduces this risk. The
most dangerous beliefs inside high-con-
sensus environments are usually not the
ones people argue about. They are the
ones nobody notices as beliefs.

Increases clarity: Viewpoint diversity
forces people to distinguish between:

e what I know,

e what Iinfer,

* what I prefer,

* what my group rewards me for believ-
ing, and

* what I am treating as obvious because
nobody around me contests it.

Raises the cost of overconfidence: When

serious people operating from different

priors routinely challenge your conclu-
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sions, it becomes harder to maintain the
feeling that your side has uniquely clear
vision.

Improves the quality of the work: View-
point diversity functions like an external
replication or adversarial check. Compet-
ing viewpoints force better articulation of
methods, more thorough robustness test-
ing, and greater willingness to qualify
claims.

Indicators

A group has high viewpoint diversity when it
includes people who:

start from different assumptions about
human nature, causation, and what
counts as a good explanation, for example
individual agency and selection effects
versus systemic power structures, or bio-
logical and evolutionary influences versus
purely social construction;

apply different weights to competing
values, for example truth-seeking versus
harm reduction/equity, individual liberty
versus group outcomes, Or tradition
versus progress;

use or prioritize different methodologies;
reach different conclusions on contested

empirical or normative questions even
after looking at the same data; and

are willing to challenge the dominant
framing rather than operating entirely
within it.

You see viewpoint diversity in practice
through the range and robustness of live
intellectual options, lively honest discussions,
and people who care deeply about their posi-
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Box 3: First Principles

First principles are the basic assumptions or
starting commitments from which a person
reasons. They are the deeper premises that
shape what someone sees as true, important,
legitimate, or possible.

A first principle is a foundational premise
that shapes reasoning before tactical dis-
agreement begins (see also the Table below).

First principles answer questions such as:

e What is a human being? Rational indi-
vidual? Socially formed creature? Spiri-
tual being? Economic actor? Oppressed/
oppressor? Citizen? Family member?
Biological organism?

e What is society? A contract among indi-
viduals? An organism? A hierarchy? A
market? A moral community? A battle-
field of groups? A network of institu-
tions?

e What is justice? Equal treatment? Equal
outcomes? Merit? Need? Freedom from
domination? Restoration of tradition?
Protection of rights? Harm reduction?

* What is authority for? Preserving order?
Protecting liberty? Enforcing equality?
Defending the sacred? Coordinating
complexity? Punishing wrongdoing?

* What counts as knowledge? Scientific
evidence? Lived experience? Tradition?
Revelation? Expert consensus? Demo-
cratic deliberation? Practical results?

The issue is that discussion can be limited to
implementations of the dominant world-
view — tactics — while the deep premises

behind the issue are never questioned.

If first principles differ, a discussion about
tactics will lead to frustration. Competent
disagreement means:

* stating premises clearly,

* understanding the opposing position
without caricature,

* using evidence responsibly,

* acknowledging trade-offs,

e distinguishing criticism from hatred, and

* revising secondary claims when facts con-
tradict them.

A competent Marxist, liberal, conservative,
feminist, libertarian, religious thinker,
nationalist, environmentalist, or men’s advo-
cate can be worth engaging. An incoherent
propagandist from any of those camps is not
viewpoint diversity. They are just noise or
manipulation.

DRAFT VERSION FOR FEEDBACK

Area

Education

Criminal
Justice

Free
Speech

Sex and
Gender

Economics

Feminism
and Men’s
Rights

Tactics

«Should the school
day start at 8:00 or
8:30?» «Should we use
this math curriculum
or that one?»

«Should prison
sentences be five
years or seven years?»
«Should we fund more
rehabilitation
programs?»

«Should this platform
use warnings,
downranking, or
temporary
suspensions?»

«Which bathrooms
should a particular
institution provide?»
«How should sports
categories be
structured?»

«Should the tax rate
be 32% or 37%?»
«Should this industry
get a subsidy?»

«Should custody law
be changed in this
specific way?» «Should
boys get more school
support?»
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First Principles

«Is education mainly for producing employable
workers, forming citizens, transmitting civilization,
liberating individuals, equalizing outcomes, or
developing the soul?» These premises produce
radically different schools.

«Is punishment primarily about deterrence,
retribution, rehabilitation, incapacitation, moral
accountability, social repair, or abolishing coercive
institutions?»

«Is speech primarily an individual liberty, a
collective truth-seeking mechanism, a potential
form of harm, a condition of democracy, or a tool
by which power reproduces itself?» This
determines what counts as censorship, safety,
harm, or responsibility.

«Are sex categories primarily biological, social,
legal, psychological, political, or self-declared?»
That makes the debate explosive: people are not
merely disagreeing over rules, but over what kind
of thing sex/gender is.

«Are markets generally freedom-enhancing
discovery systems, exploitation machines, morally
neutral coordination tools, or fragile social
institutions that need ethical constraint?» People
will interpret the same policy very differently.

«Is gender politics best understood primarily as
male domination over women, reciprocal sex-
based vulnerability, class-mediated family
breakdown, biological difference, legal
asymmetry, or institutional neglect of both sexes
in different domains?»
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tions. Unanimous consensus is often ques-
tionable. Majority consensus with a serious
minority dissent is usually a better sign. Like-
wise, getting criticism from both sides is often
a sign that you are not merely partisan.

Requirements

If group members have no similarities, no
meaningful exchange of viewpoints is possi-
ble. For viewpoint diversity to serve epistemic
humility, participants need shared norms:

* Evidence matters.

e It does not matter where an idea comes
from.

* Arguments can be revised.

* Opponents must be represented accu-
rately. Steelmanning usually requires
actual representatives who believe the
position, not over-the-top performers
chasing outrage or publicity.

e Status must not substitute for truth.

* Intent must be separated from correct-
ness.

* No sacred groups or categories. Otherwise
you get the «soft bigotry of low expecta-
tions» and give people power to make far-
reaching decisions ostensibly to protect
those sacred categories from harm.

* Method and means must be placed above
goals. Otherwise, an abstract, unreach-
able, positive goal — such as «uzopia» —
can justify any concrete, implementable
atrocity.

Viewpoint diversity requires people who can
actually articulate and defend competing
frameworks with competence, not just sur-

face disagreement, opinion polling, or token
dissent. You may be able to take different per-
spectives, but true viewpoint diversity is only
possible in heterogeneous groups. A group in
which some members claim moral superiority
while others serve only as token opposition
does not allow viewpoint diversity.

Allowing different viewpoints does not mean
agreeing with them. It means agreeing with
the principle that accurately represented
viewpoints lead to better decisions, better
designs, and better creative work.

It also protects your own position. You might
be in the minority next time. The principle
protects you as well as others.

For viewpoint diversity to work, it must be
taken seriously. This is not about addressing
bad ideas before they can fester. It is about
fairly examining whether other ideas and
points of view have a point. That is different
from token opposition, fairness theater, or
mere representation.

Exclusions

It may be necessary to exclude some perspec-
tives, or some representatives of perspectives.
For example, a person may be destabilizing or
may not uphold the principle of viewpoint
diversity themselves. In some cases, exclusion
is legitimate. Some views really are dishonest,
dehumanizing, or directly abusive.

The problem is that exclusion can also
become the easiest way to protect the domi-
nant frame. Moral classification can become
an epistemic shortcut. Claiming that a per-
spective is immoral — or inherently harmful
to a morally protected group — is a cheap
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and effective way to exclude other views with-
out engaging their substance. It bypasses evi-
dence, trade-offs, and epistemic humility by
shifting the frame from «Is this accurate, or
useful?» to «Does holding this view make you
a bad person?» For example, a person may call
something «hate speech» when it is really
just speech the person hates.

The move usually goes: « Your perspective is
not merely mistaken; it is harmful. Therefore
it does not deserves consideration. Therefore
excluding you is not censorship or narrowness;
it is protection». This is powerful because it
lets people avoid the harder question « What,
exactly, is falseo or unjust about the claim?».

Often, an attempt to exclude dissenting view-
points is an attempt to uphold a frame
monopoly. One view is seen as morally justi-
fied, and all other concerns are only discuss-
able when subordinated to that frame. That
is not viewpoint diversity.

The rule here is: a view must be judged by its
claims, evidence, moral logic, and practical
implications — not by whether it threatens
a favored coalition’s narrative.

Exclusions should be explicit, claim-based,
and tied to the purpose of the work.

Separate four things:

1. The viewpoint: What claim, model, value,
or interpretation is being considered?

2. The representative: Is this person compe-
tent and able to engage?

3. The context: Is this the right setting for
that disagreement?

4. The conduct: Is the person following the
rules of inquiry?
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A viewpoint may be excluded when it is:
* irrelevant to the decision,

¢ already tested and failed under compara-
ble conditions,

e incompatible with the purpose of the
institution or project,

* based on claims that cannot be stated
clearly,

* dependent on bad-faith misrepresenta-
tion,

¢ unable to produce evidence, mechanisms,
or trade-off analysis, or

e present only as derailment, not correction.

A representative may be excluded when they:

* repeatedly misrepresent opponents,

* refuse shared standards of evidence,

* use intimidation or personal attack,

e cannot distinguish criticism from con-
tempt,

* dominate without adding information,

* treat the process as a stage for identity or
status performance, or

* do not allow their own claims to be exam-
ined.

Be careful not to exclude viewpoints by
«choosing» the wrong representatives — the
over-the-top, annoying, or incapable ones.
Aim to include the most capable person you
can find. Bad opponents weaken viewpoint
diversity.

Exclusion should not be based on:

* discomfort,

* moral dislike,
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* reputational risk,

* group embarrassment,

* violation of local etiquette,

* disagreement with sacred assumptions,

e fear that outsiders might misuse the claim,

e the social identity of the person making
the argument.

Before excluding a view, ask:
* What exactly is the claim?

* Is the claim false, irrelevant, incompetent,
abusive, or merely unwelcome?

e What evidence or reasoning supports
exclusion?

* Would we apply the same rule to a favored
view?

* Are we excluding the view, the representa-
tive, or the conduct?

* What would we lose by not hearing this?

* Is exclusion protecting the work, or pro-
tecting the group’s self-image?

Failure mode: Moral classification becomes
an epistemic shortcut. The group no longer
has to show that a view is false, weak, irrele-
vant, or destructive. It only has to label it.

Include people whose viewpoints are relevant
to the decision, who are competent or
affected, who can state claims clearly, who are
open to evidence or trade-off analysis, and
whose input is capable of changing the deci-
sion.

Structural Resistance to
Viewpoint Diversity

Viewpoint diversity is harder to maintain

than visible diversity because it changes how a
system has to operate. It is not only a matter
of including different opinions. Functional
diversity often requires different work
rthythms, communication styles, risk toler-
ances, standards of evidence, planning styles,
emotional demands, decision processes, and

leadership models.

That makes it costly. A group can display
external difference while keeping its actual
operating system unchanged. But cognitive
and viewpoint diversity require structural
accommodation. People who think, work,
argue, decide, regulate attention, or handle
uncertainty differently cannot contribute
tully if the system only rewards one domi-
nant style.

This is why many organizations prefer man-
ageable difference. They can amplify safe, vis-
ible differences — clothing, language, labels,
aesthetics, identity markers, biographies —
while suppressing differences that would actu-
ally change the work: how people reason,
what they notice, which risks they take seri-
ously, which methods they trust, what they
find useful, and which assumptions they are
willing to challenge.

This connects to the broader issue of I Pro-
moted vs. Works for You. A practice, norm,
tool, or culture may be publicly promoted
because it is easy to standardize, signal,
manage, or defend, while still fitting many
people poorly. Viewpoint diversity exposes
that mismatch. It asks not only «Is #his
approved?» but «For whom does this actually
work, under which conditions, and what alter-
natives areo being filtered ont?».

Low viewpoint diversity also favors incremen-
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tal refinement inside existing frames. That is
often easier to fund, manage, explain, and
reward than work that changes the frame
itself. Large transformations threaten existing
status, budgets, expertise, procedures, and
reputations. So systems may sincerely praise
innovation while structurally preferring
improvements that do not disturb the order-
ing assumptions.

This does not require conspiracy. Incentives
are enough. People protect the systems that
make their competence legible and their
authority stable. Work that challenges the
frame is harder to evaluate, harder to manage,
and easier to misread as incompetence, disloy-
alty, or risk.

The result is tilted ground. You can still intro-
duce viewpoint diversity, but it takes continu-
ous support.  Without
protections — dissent roles, external review-

process-level

ers, red-team checks, cost-bearer review,
exclusion audits — the system will usually
slide back toward the differences it can dis-
play and the conformity it can manage.

See also Box 5: Selective Rigor.

How to Preserve and Increase
Viewpoint Diversity

Viewpoint diversity does not matter much if
it remains decorative. It becomes useful when
it changes how decisions are made, reviewed,
challenged, and corrected.

A group can contain different perspectives
and still make monocultural decisions if dis-
sent appears too late, costs too much, or has
no effect on the outcome. The test is whether
alternative views can enter the process before
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commitment, modify the work, and leave
traces in the decision record.

If you want to preserve and increase view-
point diversity, the following practices can
help:

* Protect dissent before you need it: A
group that only welcomes dissent when
stakes are low does not really welcome dis-
sent. The test is whether someone can
challenge the dominant view on a conse-
quential issue without being punished
socially or professionally. The point is not
to reward contrarianism. It is to preserve
the group’s access to inconvenient infor-
mation.

e Separate dissent from disloyalty: Organi-
zations, movements, and communities
often collapse this distinction. But dissent
may be a form of loyalty to the shared goal,
while conformity may be loyalty only to
the group’s self-image. A useful norm:
attack the argument; do not immediately
diagnose the dissenter. Support policies
and cultures that separate the evaluation
of ideas from the evaluation of people —
viewpoint neutrality rather than view-
point enforcement. Teach and model the
distinction between disagreement and dis-
respect.

¢ Use role-based opposition: Make some-
one responsible for arguing the strongest
alternative case, the so-called devil’s advo-
cate. This avoids making dissent depend
entirely on personal courage. The role
legitimizes disagreement. Useful prompts:
«What is thes best argument against
this?», « What would a hostile> reviewer
say», « What are> wes underestimat-
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Box 5: Selective Rigor

A common way prior assumptions or atti-
tudes interfere with science is selective rigor:
standards for what counts as convincing evi-
dence are loosened or tightened depending
on the desired conclusion.

This is especially strong around «sacred
groups» or narratives that receive elevated
moral status, for example when scientists see
themselves as aligned, or even allied, with
social causes. The goal shifts from examin-
ing hypotheses to challenging negative
assumptions about those groups — anti-
stigma goals, activism, and the like.

Findings that are negative for those groups
or that undermine protected narratives
encounter higher scrutiny. They are imme-
diately contextualized, possible post-hoc
confounds are searched for, and «further
research needed» is emphasized. They are
framed as «problematic» and come with
professional risk. Findings that are positive
for the protected group are celebrated,
amplified, and easier to publish.

This applies only to favored groups. Disfa-
vored groups do not receive the same treat-
ment, or the effect is reversed. Researchers
are less likely to aggressively hunt for con-
founds or report raw patterns that cut
against the prevailing narrative.

This effect does not require conspiracy or
malice. Incentive structure and lack of inter-
nal checks are enough. Higher friction for
results seen as «harmful» to protected
groups, combined with lower friction for
results that «protect» them, is enough to

influence topics, questions asked and not
asked, methods, data analysis, and interpre-
tation. The usual methodological and statis-
tical freedoms in science often allow
surprising leeway: which confounds to
examine, how to weight influences, and, at
worst, questionable or manipulative
research practices such as p-hacking.

This does not mean scientists must not have
strong ideological priors. They are human.
The problem begins when they treat those
priors as claims to truth. Strong priors
require counterweights, for example opposi-
tional collaboration.

In the end, selective rigor makes it harder to
produce solutions that actually work.
Explaining away negative stereotypes that
are valid for a large part of a group might
seem to reduce «stigma» and therefore
«harm> in the short run. Proponents might
argue that the stereotypes will vanish once
the group is no longer stigmatized. But that
is a questionable and, more importantly,
untested assumption. It is more likely that
some problems persist long-term. Without
accurate assessment, you cannot address
them, nor can you see whether proposed
solutions actually make a difference.
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ing?», «What would someone> outside,
our cultures find strange> heres?s, or
«What would make this plan fail?>.

Practice adversarial or oppositional col-
laboration: Work with someone who dis-
agrees with you on a specific question to
jointly design a test or clarify where you
actually differ. See Box 4: Oppositional
Collaboration.

Recruit for cognitive difference, not just
credentials: Groups often select people
who look different but think similarly.
Useful diversity includes differences in
class background, professional training,
political priors, religious or secular
assumptions, risk tolerance, tempera-
ment, geographic background, institu-
tional trust, lived constraints, aesthetic
and moral intuitions, and time horizon. A
group with varied biographies but identi-
cal status incentives may still think as one

bloc.

Avoid ideological monocultures in hiring
and selection: If everyone in a group
shares the same political, moral, or theo-
retical assumptions, blind spots become
invisible. The danger is not merely bias.
The danger is that the group loses the abil-
ity to notice bias because every member
shares it.

Reward correction, not just eloquence:
Many groups reward the person who
argues most fluently. That selects for con-
fidence and verbal dominance, not truth-
tracking. Better signals:

* Who notices weak assumptions?

* Who updates when evidence changes?
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* Who distinguishes what they know
from what they infer?

e Who can improve an opposing argu-
ment?

* Who spots second-order consequences?

* Defend against ideological capture: Be
cautious of institutional capture by any
single ideological lens, whether in univer-
sities, media, corporations, or nonprofits.
Capture by one lens reliably reduces view-
point diversity over time.

* Create low-cost channels for disagree-

ment: If disagreement must happen pub-
licly, in front of senior people, or under
reputational risk, many people will stay
silent. Better mechanisms include anony-
mous pre-mortems, private dissent chan-
nels, written objections before meetings,
red-team reviews, rotating devil’s advocate
roles, and postmortems that do not
punish honest error. The goal is not com-
fort. It is information flow.

e Watch for consensus theater: Consensus

may be real. But it may also mean people
have learned what not to say. Warning
signs: meetings are harmonious but pri-
vate conversations are not; junior people
never challenge senior people; disagree-
ment appears only after decisions fail;
everyone uses the same phrases; people
preface mild objections with excessive dis-
claimers; outsiders spot obvious problems
insiders missed.

¢ Include people who pay different costs:

Viewpoint diversity improves when a
group includes people exposed to differ-

ent consequences. Policy, strategy, and
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institutional decisions often go wrong
because decision-makers are insulated
from the downside. Ask: « Who bears the
cost if this is wrong?», «Are they repre-
sented?», and «Do they haves real influ-
ences, or ares  they  decorative

participants®».

Prevent viewpoint diversity from becom-
ing performance: A group can showcase
diversity while neutralizing it. This hap-
pens when alternative views are invited
but not allowed to affect decisions. Then
«diversity» becomes reputational theater.
The serious test is whether minority view-
points can change the outcome. If not,
the group has representation without
epistemic function.

See also Process-Level Levers for Viewpoint
Diversity and Box 6: Humans and Al for
Viewpoint Diversity.

Process-Level Levers for
Viewpoint Diversity

Decision-Process Interventions

Most groups do not lose viewpoint diversity
because they explicitly ban disagreement.
They lose it because decisions are shaped
before disagreement can matter. The framing
is settled early, objections arrive late, and dis-
sent becomes either obstruction or decora-
tion.

Decision-process interventions insert friction
before commitment.

Possible interventions:

¢ Decision Record: Before a decision is
finalized, write down the main claim,

assumptions, evidence, alternatives con-
sidered, objections, trade-offs, and what
would change the decision.

Alternative-First Rule: No decision pro-
posal is accepted until at least two live
alternatives have been stated seriously.

Minority Report: If a decision has dis-
sent, the dissenting view is recorded in its
strongest form, not summarized by the
majority.

Disconfirmation Requirement: Every
major decision includes one observable
outcome that would show the decision
was wrong or incomplete.

Trade-Off Owner: Assign someone to
name who pays the cost if the decision
fails or succeeds only locally.

Decision Delay Threshold: If the group
cannot state the strongest objection, delay
the decision until it can.

Frame Check: Ask whether the group is
disagreeing about tactics while silently
sharing one first-principles frame.

Useful prompts:

What are we treating as obvious because
nobody in the room contests it?

What would a competent opponent say?
What would make this decision fail?
Who benefits if this framing wins?

Who bears the downside if this is wrong?

What evidence would make us reverse,
delay, or modify this decision?

Which alternative was dismissed fastest,

and why?
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Box 6: Humans and AlI for
Viewpoint Diversity

Ideally, you have people who functionally
disagree with you and can hold a respectful,
precise, reality-oriented conversation (see
Requirements).

Do not assume that academic, intellectual,
or expert environments automatically pro-
vide this. They often contain intelligence
and knowledge, but that is not the same as
viewpoint diversity. Many such environ-
ments reward fluency, specialization, publi-
cation, status defense, and protection of
one’s field or theory. Those incentives can
make genuine cross-frame inquiry rare, espe-
cially when disagreement threatens reputa-
funding,

standing.

tion, belonging, or moral

For real viewpoint diversity, you need:

* Curiosity without agenda: People who
listen to understand, not to respond,
win, seek validation, or perform intelli-
gence.

* Ego that is quiet, not absent: Enough
ego for courage and independent
thought, not so much that disagreement
becomes a status threat.

* Shared stamina for precision: Real
thought takes time. It requires depth,
patience, and the mental flexibility to
follow connections across topics, frames,
and levels of analysis. Most conversation
is optimized for speed, not depth.

* Respect for correction: People who can
let a better objection improve the work
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without treating that correction as
humiliation.

* Interest in the work, not just the posi-
tion: The point is not to defeat the
other side, but to make the claim, design,
argument, or project more robust.

When suitable human interlocutors are
unavailable, AI can be used as a provisional
pressure tool. It is not a substitute for real
viewpoint diversity, lived consequence,
domain expertise, or genuine disagreement.
But it can help generate objections, alterna-
tive frames, failure modes, missing assump-
tions, and questions before the work
reaches other people.

Use Al especially to ask:
* What would a competent opponent say?

e What assumptions am I treating as obvi-
ous?

¢ What evidence would weaken this?

e What alternative causal models fit the
same facts?

* What trade-offs am I ignoring?

* Where might this fail outside my own
frame?

The danger is that Al can produce plausible
objections without real stakes. Treat it as a
friction generator, not as an authority. The
goal is to expose your current model to pres-
sure before reality does, not to outsource
judgment.
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Failure mode: The group adds more paper-
work but does not change decisions. In that
case, the process has become legitimacy the-
ater.

Meeting Structures

Meetings often reward speed, fluency, senior-
ity, and social confidence. That makes them
poor instruments for viewpoint diversity. The
person with the best objection may not be the
person most willing to interrupt.

Meeting structures should lower the social
cost of dissent and prevent early convergence.

Possible structures:

* Silent First Pass: Before discussion, every-
one writes their main concern, alternative
explanation, or missing evidence. This
prevents early speakers from setting the
frame.

* Round-Robin Objection: Each person
names one possible flaw, trade-off, or
uncertainty before general discussion
begins.

* Rotating Dissent Role: One person is
assigned to challenge the dominant fram-
ing, regardless of personal agreement.

* Two-Stage Meeting: First meeting clari-
fies frames and objections; second meet-
ing decides. Do not combine exploration
and commitment when stakes are high.

* Steelman Gate: Before criticizing a
rejected view, the group must state it in a
form its advocate would recognize.

e Cost-Bearer Seat: Include someone who
would live with the consequences of the
decision, not just someone who approves
it.

¢ Decision Last Rule: The meeting cannot
begin with «I think we should do X.» It
begins with the problem, constraints,
alternatives, and evidence.

Useful meeting questions:
* What are we not allowed to say here?
* What would the absent stakeholder object
to?
* Which objection would be costly to raise?

* Are we reaching agreement, or are people
learning the safe answer?

* Has any minority view changed the pro-
posal?

Failure mode: The dissent role becomes per-
formative. The group says «good point» and
proceeds unchanged. If dissent cannot
modify the decision, it is not functional view-
point diversity.

Review Structures

Review is where creative work encounters
resistance before release. Without review, the
work remains protected by the assumptions
of its makers. With bad review, the work is
either flattered, punished, or diluted.

Good review separates the quality of the work
from the status of the person who made it.

Possible structures:

* Pre-Mortem: Before release, assume the
project failed. Write the most likely rea-
sons.

* Adversarial Review: Ask a competent
reviewer to attack the claim, design, evi-
dence, or implementation.

* Frame Review: Ask reviewers from differ-

DRAFT VERSION FOR FEEDBACK

ent interpretive frames to describe what
the work assumes.

* Evidence Review: Separate factual claims
from interpretations, values, and prefer-
ences.

* User/Reality Review: Put the work in
front of people who do not share the
maker’s language, incentives, or assump-
tions.

e Postmortem Without Punishment:
After failure or friction, identify what the
group did not see, not who should be
blamed.

¢ Decision Trace Review: Compare what

the group predicted with what happened.

Useful review questions:
e What does this work assume about the
user, audience, or world?
* Which assumption is most fragile?

e What would make this useful to someone
outside our frame?

e Where are we confusing coherence with
truth?

* Which objection would improve the work
if true?

* Which criticism are we avoiding because it
comes from the «wrong» person or
camp?

Failure mode: Review becomes polish. The
reviewer improves presentation but never
challenges the frame. That is editing, not
viewpoint diversity.

Source and Reviewer Selection
Viewpoint diversity depends heavily on who
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gets selected as input. A group that reads,
cites, invites, hires, and consults from the
same cluster will eventually mistake cluster
agreement for reality.

Source and reviewer selection should be based
on functional difference, not decorative
difference.

Useful differences include different:
* causal models,
* moral priorities,
* methods,
* professional training,
* risk tolerance,
* class or institutional position,
* time horizon,
* proximity to consequences,
¢ political, religious, or philosophical priors,
e aesthetic standards,

¢ definitions of usefulness.

Selection rules:

* Choose reviewers who can actually affect
the work.

* Prefer strong representatives of serious
opposing views over weak caricatures.

* Include at least one person who does not
share the project’s default language.

* Include people who pay different costs if
the work fails.

* Do not confuse credentials with perspec-
tive.

* Do not confuse demographic variety with
viewpoint variety.

* Do not choose only «safer dissenters»
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who disagree politely but never threaten
the frame.

Useful prompts:

* What viewpoint is absent because nobody
here respects it?

e Who would notice the flaw we are incen-
tivized not to notice?

e Who has no reason to flatter this work?

e Who understands the domain but does
not share the group’s priors?

* Who bears the cost if this is wrong?

e Which reviewer would make the work
harder to defend but better if it survived?

Failure mode: The group selects dissent it
can manage. This produces the appearance of
openness while protecting the actual frame
monopoly.

Red-Team Checkpoints

Red teaming is not generalized negativity. It is
structured opposition at points where correc-
tion s still possible.

Use red-team checkpoints before commit-
ment hardens:

1. Before framing is fixed: Challenge the
problem definition.

2. Before resources are committed: Chal-
lenge feasibility, costs, and hidden assump-
tions.

3. Before public release: Challenge claims,
evidence, audience interpretation, and fail-
ure modes.

4. After first contact with reality: Compare
predictions with actual response.

5. After failure or criticism: Identify

whether the group updated or merely
defended itself.

A red team should be allowed to attack:
e the problem framing,
¢ the causal model,
¢ the evidence,
* the moral logic,
* the incentives,
¢ the user/audience model,
* the implementation path,
* the second-order consequences,

¢ the exclusion of alternatives.

Red-team rules:
e Attack the idea, not the person.
* State the target clearly.

* Use evidence, mechanisms, or plausible
failure paths.

* Distinguish fatal flaws from refinements.
* Give the original team a chance to revise.

* Record which objections changed the
work.

Useful prompts:

* What would make this fail despite every-
one meaning well?

* What are we underestimating?

* Where are we relying on moral desirability
as evidence?

* What would a hostile but competent
reviewer say?

e What would users do that our model does
not predict?
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e What breaks if resources, attention, or
goodwill decrease?

e What is the strongest reason not to do
this?

Failure mode: Red teaming becomes ritual
aggression or status competition. Then it
degrades trust without improving the work.

Intervention Variables:
Relationship between
Epistemic Humility and
Viewpoint Diversity

Epistemic humility is the reason to seek view-
point diversity; viewpoint diversity is the
mechanism that tests whether humility is real.
It translates humility into a group, field, insti-
tution, or decision process. Both require
norms that treat disagreement as potentially
informative rather than primarily as a moral
or status threat.

A useful test is «Can you name thes strongest
serious abjectz'on to your position, stated in
terms its proponents would recognize ?»

Epistemic humility without viewpoint diver-
sity often collapses into aesthetic modesty.
People say they are open-minded while struc-
turally protecting themselves from serious
challenge. A person or institution can per-
form humility — «wes value> nuance»,
«wes welcomes dialogner», «wes know we
don’t have all the answers» — while exclud-
ing the very perspectives that would test
whether that humility is real. Epistemic
humility becomes selective or performative.
People may express humility toward certain

topics or groups while displaying high confi-
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dence, even moral certainty, on others aligned
with the dominant priors. This is exactly the
pattern of uneven rigor discussed earlier.

Both support each other. People high in epis-
temic humility are more willing to engage
substantively with opposing viewpoints
instead of treating them as inherently sus-
pect, harmful, or low-status. Humility
reduces the impulse to enforce conformity
through social or institutional sanctions,
which is necessary for viewpoint diversity to
persist rather than collapse into orthodoxy. It
encourages treating disagreement as informa-
tion rather than threat, making genuine
diversity sustainable over time.

Viewpoint diversity operationalizes epistemic
humility by exposing a group to competing
causal explanations, moral priorities, interpre-
tations of evidence, risk assessments, policy
preferences, and definitions of the problem
itself. It increases the range of inputs avail-
able for recombination, while epistemic
humility increases the quality of selection
and integration. Together, they raise both
novelty and usefulness. Fields or groups with
low viewpoint diversity and selective humil-
ity tend to produce incremental refinements
within existing frames rather than genuinely
new useful things.

The relationship is this: «As I might be
wrong, incomplete,, biased, or overconfident
(epistemic bumility), I should not surround
myself only with people, who shares my

assumptions (viewpoint diversity).»

Trial Definition

If you are interested in maintaining and
increasing epistemic humility and viewpoint
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diversity, the following trials can help.

e Belief calibration: Confidence Calibra-
tion, Prediction Audit.

* Opponent understanding: Strongest
Objection, Source Rotation.

* Decision quality: Decision Record, First-
Principles Mapping.

* Meeting correction: Rotating Dissent
Role.

* Project robustness: Red-Team Review,
Pre-Mortem, External Reviewer.

¢ Power/exclusion: Exclusion Audit, Cost-
Bearer Review.

Possible Variables

Number of ...
* ... claims with explicit confidence level.
* ... predictions logged and revisited.

* ... decisions modified after counterargu-
ment.

* ... opposing arguments stated to an oppo-
nent’s satisfaction.

e ... excluded views with written claim-
based rationale.

* ... source/reviewer changes that introduce
a different frame.

e ... times «/ don’t know», «lower confi-
dencer», or «changed my mind» appears
in decision records.

Choose the smallest trial that exposes your
current model to correction. Do not choose
the most intellectually interesting trial.
Choose the one that targets the current bot-
tleneck.

Individual Level: Epistemic
Humility

Do not try to become «mores> humbler» in
general. Define one behavior that exposes a
current model to correction. Run it as a
bounded trial.

Trial 1: Confidence Calibration Log
Use when: You are often certain but rarely

audit that certainty.

Trigger: Whenever you make a prediction,
strong claim, or strategic judgment.

Start Action: Write the claim in one sen-

tence.

Behavior: Add confidence level, evidence
strength, main uncertainty, and what would
lower your confidence.

Time Source: Replace a few minutes of argu-
ment or explanation.

Success: 10 claims logged over four weeks; at
least S revisited.

Abort: Confidence numbers are added per-
formatively without later review.

Ambiguity: A claim counts only if it could
later be checked, challenged, or revised.

Observable Evidence: Log exists; at least one
confidence level is adjusted after review.

Trial 2: Prediction Audit

Use when: You preserve self-trust by never
checking past certainty.

Trigger: Before making a decision under

uncertainty.

Start Action: Write: «What do I expect to
happen?»
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Behavior: Record the prediction, confidence,
review date, and what outcome would count
as disconfirmation.

Time Source: Replace some speculative dis-
cussion.

Success: 5 predictions logged and revisited on
the review date.

Abort: Predictions are too vague to falsify.

Ambiguity: « Things will improve,» does not
count. «X will happen by dates Y under con-
dition Z>» counts.

Observable Evidence: Prediction log; review
notes; confidence changes.

Trial 3: Strongest Objection Before
Commitment («Steelmanning»)

Use when: You decide too quickly, dismiss
criticism, or cannot state the opposing view
well.

Trigger: Before finalizing an argument,
design decision, project direction, publica-
tion, or major claim.

Start Action: Open a note titled «Strongest
Objection>.

Behavior: Write the strongest serious objec-
tion to your current position in terms an
opponent would recognize. Add one piece of
evidence or one argument that would weaken
your current view.

Time Source: Replace 15 minutes of addi-
tional polishing, defending, or supportive
reading.

Success: Completed for 4 of the next 5
important claims or decisions.

Abort: Takes more than 20 minutes per case
or becomes a caricature of the opposing view.
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Ambiguity: An objection counts only if it
could make a reasonable person less confident
in your current view.

Observable Evidence: Five notes exist; at least
one claim, decision, or confidence level
changes.

Trial 4: Source Rotation

Use when: Your inputs are homogeneous
and your confidence keeps rising.

Trigger: When researching a contested claim
or project direction.

Start Action: Make a three-column source
map: supportive, opposed, outside-frame.

Behavior: For each important issue, read one
strong source from each column before form-
ing a conclusion or design decision.

Time Source: Replace some repetitive sup-
portive reading.

Success: Completed for three contested issues
over four weeks.

Abort: Opposing sources are weak, selected
for ridicule, or read only to refute.

Ambiguity: A source counts only if a serious
advocate of that position would recognize it
as competent.

Observable Evidence: Source map exists;
notes distinguish what you know, infer,
prefer, and still do not know.

Group Level: Viewpoint Diversity
Possible group-level trials include:

¢ dissent role in decision meetings,

* viewpoint map before major decisions,

* red-team review before release,
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* external reviewer with different priors,
¢ exclusion rule audit, and

e first-principles check before tactical

debate.

Trial 5: Decision Record With Dissent

Use when: Decisions are made quickly, later

defended, and rarely audited.
Trigger: Any decision above a defined thresh-

old, for example money, time, reputation,
project direction, publication, or release.

Start Action: Open a decision-record tem-

plate.

Behavior: Before deciding, record the deci-
sion, assumptions, evidence, alternatives,
strongest objection, trade-offs, dissenting
view, and what would change the decision.

Time Source: Replace the final 15 minutes of
open discussion.

Success: 80% of qualifying decisions over
four weeks include a completed decision
record.

Abort: Records are completed after the deci-
sion is already effectively made.

Ambiguity: A dissenting view counts only if

it is specific enough to modify, delay, or reject
the decision.

Observable Evidence: Decision records exist;
at least two decisions are modified, delayed,
narrowed, or better justified.

Trial 6: First-Principles Mapping
Use when: Discussions stay tactical but frus-
tration remains high.

Trigger: Before deciding a contested issue

where people keep talking past each other.

Start Action: Draw two columns: «7actical
disagreement» and «First-principles disagree-
ment>.

Behavior: Each side states the deeper premise
behind its position: what it assumes about the
person, system, goal, risk, authority, justice,
usefulness, or evidence. Then identify
whether the decision can be made at the tacti-
cal level or whether the first-principles con-
flict must be acknowledged.

Time Source: Replace 20 minutes of
repeated tactical debate.

Success: Used in 3 contested discussions; at
least one discussion becomes clearer, nar-
rower, or less repetitive.

Abort: People use it to psychoanalyze oppo-
nents instead of stating premises.

Ambiguity: A first principle counts only if it
explains why the tactical disagreement per-
sists.

Observable Evidence: A map exists; the deci-
sion record distinguishes tactical disagree-
ment from premise-level disagreement.

Trial 7: Rotating Dissent Role

Use when: Meetings are harmonious but
later problems are obvious.

Trigger: Each decision meeting for the next
four weeks.

Start Action: Assign one rotating dissent role
at the beginning.

Behavior: Before the decision, the dissent
lead states one alternative frame, one trade-
off, one failure mode, and one missing stake-
holder or evidence source.

Time Source: Replace unstructured final dis-
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cussion.

Success: Dissent role used in 80% of qualify-
ing meetings; at least two proposals are

changed, delayed, or clarified.

Abort: The dissent role becomes punitive,
comic, ignored, or always assigned to the
same person.

Ambiguity: «I agree, but maybe...» does
not count. The dissent must challenge some-
thing material.

Observable Evidence: Meeting notes show
dissent points and whether each changed the
decision.

Trial 8: Red-Team Review

Use when: A project is coherent inside the
group but may fail outside it.

Trigger: Before release, submission, launch,
or major commitment.

Start Action: Assign one person or external
reviewer to attack the work.

Behavior: Red team identifies the strongest
failure path, weakest assumption, likely hos-
tile interpretation, and one way the project
could become more robust.

Time Source: Replace one internal approval
round.

Success: Used for 3 qualifying outputs; at
least one change or explicit risk acceptance
follows each review.

Abort: Red team becomes status attack,
ritual negativity, or presentation polish.

Ambiguity: A red-team point counts only if
it could change the work, delay release, or
alter the risk assessment.
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Observable Evidence: Red-team notes and
response record.

Trial 9: Pre-Mortem Review

Use when: Projects fail after confident starts.

Trigger: Before committing resources or
releasing work.

Start Action: Write: «Assume this failed six
months from now.»

Behavior: Each participant writes three plau-
sible reasons for failure. The group clusters
them, selects the top three, and modifies the
project or accepts the risk explicitly.

Time Source: Replace one planning or status
meeting.

Success: Pre-mortem completed for all quali-
fying projects over six weeks.

Abort: Failure reasons are vague, blame-
based, or not allowed to change the plan.

Ambiguity: A failure reason counts only if it
implies a possible design change, evidence
check, or explicit risk acceptance.

Observable Evidence: Pre-mortem notes
exist; project plan includes modifications or
documented accepted risks.

Trial 10: External Reviewer With Different
Priors
Use when: Reviewers like the work but the

work fails outside the group.

Trigger: Before release, submission, launch,
or major presentation.

Start Action: Identify one reviewer who
understands the domain but does not share
the project’s default assumptions.

Behavior: Ask the reviewer for three things:
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strongest objection, likely misreading, and
one change that would make the work more
robust.

Time Source: Replace one internal review
round.

Success: Three qualifying reviews completed
over two months.

Abort: Reviewer is chosen because they are
safe, flattering, or easy to dismiss.

Ambiguity: A reviewer qualifies only if they
can challenge the frame, not merely improve
wording.

Observable Evidence: Reviewer notes exist;
at least one change per review is accepted,
rejected with reason, or converted into a
future test.

Trial 11: Exclusion Audit

Use when: A group claims openness but cer-
tain views disappear quickly.

Trigger: Whenever a view, reviewer, source,
speaker, method, or objection is excluded.

Start Action: Fill out an exclusion note.

Behavior: State what is being excluded, why,
whether the issue is view / person / context /
conduct, and what rule would apply symmet-
rically to a favored view.

Time Source: Replace informal discussion
about whether something is «acceptable ».

Success: All exclusions over six weeks are doc-
umented using the same criteria.

Abort: Exclusion notes become post-hoc jus-
tification for decisions already made.

Ambiguity: «Harmful», <«problematic»,
«not aligned», or «bad faith» do not count

unless mechanism, evidence, and task rele-
vance are specified.

Observable Evidence: Exclusion notes exist;
at least one exclusion is reversed, narrowed, or
better justified.

Trial 12: Cost-Bearer Review

Use when: Decision-makers are insulated
from consequences.

Trigger: Before a policy, design, institutional,
or project decision affecting others.

Start Action: Identify who bears the down-
side if the decision fails.

Behavior: Get input from at least one person
exposed to that downside. Record their
objection, constraint, or predicted failure

mode before deciding.

Time Source: Replace one internal align-
ment discussion.

Success: Used for 3 decisions over 6 weeks.

Abort: Cost-bearer input is symbolic and
cannot change the decision.

Ambiguity: Representation counts only if
the person can state disagreement without
penalty and the group records a response.

Observable
bearer input and decision response.

Evidence: Notes show cost-

Hand-Off

Epistemic humility and viewpoint diversity
both require tolerance for friction. Not
chaos, not endless relativism, not performa-
tive contrarianism — genuine friction
between models of reality.

The failure mode of many intelligent groups
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is not that they lack information. It is that
they become too socially organized around
one interpretation of the information.

The practical aim is to build people and insti-
tutions that can hold conviction and corri-
gibility at the same time.

Conviction without corrigibility becomes
dogmatism. Corrigibility without conviction
becomes paralysis.

The mature form is to act on your best cur-
rent model, keep it exposed to serious chal-
lenge, and make revision honorable rather
than humiliating.

Choose one place where your system may be
under-corrected: a belief, project, decision
process, group norm, source diet, review
process, or exclusion rule. Define one behav-

Failure mode Indicator

Performative  Says «I may be wrong» but no

humility behavior changes

Viewpoint Token dissenter is present but
theater cannot influence the decision
Contrarian All disagreement is treated as
noise valuable

Infinite Diversity prevents decision
debate

Moral View is excluded by label, not
shortcut argument

Source Reads weak opponent to feel fair
laundering

Identity Confidence rises when
defense challenged
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ior that exposes your current model to correc-
tion. Run it as a bounded trial.

Background Information:
Epistemic Humility

The following background information helps
explain the issue.

Epistemic Humility vs. Ideology

Epistemic humility is often suppressed in
environments with a strong ideology. This
ideology can be political, for example Marx-
ist, liberal, conservative, or nationalist; group-
based, for example feminist or men’s rights;
cause-based, for example environmentalist;
religious; or moral, for example care ethic.

The reasons for this suppression are strong:

Correction

Add prediction or counterargument
requirement

Require written response to dissent
Require competence and relevance
thresholds

Add decision date and criteria

Require claim/evidence/purpose-
based exclusion

Use strongest available representative

Track evidence quality separately
from emotional reaction

Table 1: Possible Failure Modes
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* Moral Alignment: Agreement is seen as
evidence of understanding, while disagree-
ment or questioning is seen as moral risk.
Epistemic humility becomes dangerous
because admitting uncertainty weakens
moral standing, revising beliefs looks like
backsliding, and acknowledging trade-ofts
looks like indifference. Epistemic humility
has no fertile ground while people who do
not show it flourish.

e Error is Moralized: In these environ-
ments, error is not only wrong; it implies
harm (see Box 1: Harm). Mistakes become
something to avoid at all costs, not some-
thing that happens and can be learned
from (see 0 Mistakes and Dealing with
Them). Uncertainty is minimized, caveats
disappear, and confidence inflates. It looks
like arrogance, but it is often defensive
certainty in an environment where error
makes you not only wrong, but morally

bad.

* Selection Effects: Given these pressures,
people who feel discomfort with moral-
ized certainty, insist on consequence anal-
ysis, or refuse to treat moral alignment as
proof either self-censor or leave. Those
who remain are disproportionately com-
fortable with moral closure. The system
then «proves» itself by the absence of dis-
sent.

In a healthy intellectual environment, trust
comes from demonstrated honesty, belong-
ing comes from contribution, status comes
from insight or rigor, and disagreement is
metabolized through evidence. When ideol-
ogy does the social work, those functions are
outsourced. Trust is replaced by signaling

alignment: «They say thes right things, so
they’res safer». Belonging is replaced by
shared moral language: use the dialect, you’re
in. Status is replaced by positional virtue:
who speaks for whom. Conflict resolution is
replaced by moral escalation: disagreement =
harm.

This creates an echo structure without requir-
ing explicit censorship. No one has to say «do
not question this», because the system rewards
not questioning it.

From the outside, these bubbles look like
strong claims with weak evidence, refusal to
engage counterarguments, moral pressure
replacing reasoning, and certainty increasing
as scrutiny decreases. Worse, humility does
not increase in proportion to uncertainty.
The opposite happens — the less factually
certain the situation is, the more morally cer-
tain adherents become.

Inside the bubble, everyone seems sincere,
uses the same language, expresses the same
ideology or moral foundation, and disagree-
ment is rare. The absence of humility feels like
clarity, not pathology. Those inside think,
«We finally understand», not «We have
stopped checking.» Calls for epistemic
humility sound insulting. They hear it as
questioning moral competence, not epistemic
limits.

The ideology becomes epistemic armor:
«Wes cares about thes right things, therefore
our conclusions ares trustworthy.» — «Ques-
tioning the, conclusions implies insufficient
moral alignment.» — <«Insufficient moral
alignment implies moral defect.»

As ideology is asked to guarantee truth, epis-
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temic humility becomes first optional, then
dangerous. The system becomes self-sealing.

Questions such as «Does this work?», « What
ares thes trader-offs?s», or «Who pays if it
fails?» can no longer be asked. Morally
aligned intentions are treated as good and
true. Moral urgency replaces scrutiny.
Uncomfortable questions become moral
defects. Organized skepticism — the core sci-
entific posture — is treated as antagonistic
rather than essential. The endeavor becomes
structurally anti-scientific, even if everyone
involved believes they are pro-science.

Epistemic Humility vs. Groups

Groups are useful. You need other people to
accomplish larger projects, and groups pro-
vide stability and continuity. That makes
them powerful. They can also provide safety

and protection.

But groups can also prevent individuals from
thinking. People can delegate their thinking
to the group and avoid standing out with a
different opinion. Worse, groups can suppress
other viewpoints and shame members who
think differently. Few people are willing to
support underlying principles if the group
moves in another direction.

Ideological Blind Spots

Each group has favored causes and blind
spots, including inconvenient truths. For
example, the left tends to favor economic
changes, rigged political systems, and sys-
temic racism as causes. The right tends to
favor decline of marriage, dependency, loss of
agency, and irresponsible personal choices.

Inconvenient truths on the left include IQ,
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heritability, sex differences, and stereotype
accuracy. On the right, they include the age of
the Earth among young-earthers, evolution,
war crimes, and climate change (see presenta-

tions by Haidt).

The problem appears when truth and sacred
values conflict. Groups usually discard truth
and keep the sacred values. Those values then
frame which questions are asked and which
explanations are considered. For example,
left-leaning students may assume that stereo-
types and prejudice are not only morally
wrong but factually wrong. Thus, they may
assume in advance that there are no differ-
ences between groups. If they find differ-
ences, they go for discrimination explanations
or try to explain them away. That is motivated
reasoning and questionable research practice,
not science.

Ideological Possession

Theories, models, even ideologies can help
make sense of the world — Marxism, femi-
nism, libertarianism, Christianity, Islam, or
anything else. They are useful because they
generalize, can be applied to different situa-
tions, and let you learn from what came
before. Because they explain a lot, they can
feel valuable and safe in a complex, confusing
world.

But they can also override the person and
their idiosyncratic experience. At worst, a
person becomes ideologically possessed. They
have no ideas or viewpoints of their own; they
bring the ideology into every situation. They
see everything through the lens of the ideol-
ogy and do not see, ignore, or downplay what
the ideology cannot explain. Anything incon-
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venient becomes an exception, an anomaly, or
not important compared to what the ideol-
ogy «reveals».

This approach is often supported by other
adherents. There is unity and power there. It
is much easier than examining a complex situ-
ation. You can just fire off the usual words
and sentences.

But the person becomes uninteresting: an
avatar for an ideology, and not even a well-
fleshed-out one. Worse, because this is sup-
ported by others, it spreads. The person acts
this way with more and more topics, disre-
gards what is actually there, repeats the usual
bullet points, and ends up in a bad position:
no longer able to create something new and
useful.

If you use theories, models, or ideologies, use
them as one guide among many. Never let
them define your world.

How Good-Intentioned Ideology
Can Capture People and Corrupt
Causes

Because the process is insidious, hard to
notice, and corrosive to creative work, it is
useful to examine how it happens. The exam-
ple here uses «cares ethic» because «care
seems obviously good. It is dominated by
compassion and empathy: preventing suffer-
ing, caring for the defenseless, and showing
compassion for the weak by nurturing and
protecting them.

But care is an ethical orientation, not a
method of knowing. It is not science. Once
moralized and collectivized, however, it can be
used to determine what is true.

1. Care establishes motive: « We res trying

to /961]). >

2. Motive is mistaken for reliability:
«Becanser wesres trying to belp, weres
less likely to beo wrong.»

3. Reliability is mistaken for truth: «/f this
weres wrong, it would imply harm — and
wes wouldn’t do that.»

Now care is no longer an ethical orientation.
It is a shield.

The affective consensus of the group holds
that shield up. Everyone feels aligned, so the
claims feel true. They genuinely believe they
«understand» because they have absorbed
the moral language, share affective responses
with their peers, and have seen disagreement
framed as hostility often enough that it feels
obvious. But feeling oriented toward the
good does not reduce error rates. Sometimes
it increases them because it Suppresses correc-
tive pressure.

The rational position is that care should
increase scrutiny, not terminate it. If you
really care, you want to know where it fails,
who it harms, what it displaces, and what it
costs. Using care and harm-prevention claims
to block those questions is intellectually lazy
and morally self-licensing. You can justify
anything this way.

It is also easier than admitting error. Error
would require separating intent from impact,
identity from outcome, and care from com-
petence. That separation is psychologically
threatening, so the system defends itself by
recoding skepticism as cruelty.

Care ethic also naturally produces concep-
tions of harm that clash with epistemic
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humility: being wrong becomes harm, expo-
sure to uncomfortable evidence becomes
harm, and dissent becomes harm.

The effect is that «caring» often matters
more than understanding and correction.
Agency gets abolished so nobody feels anx-
ious. Capacity is not built. Claims of inclu-
sivity, listening, and respect for lived
experience are upheld only for morally
aligned views. Short-term effects are placed
above long-term agency and capability.
Worse, without epistemic humility, «meaning
well» cannot be challenged by reality to see
whether it actually results in «doing well>».
Care becomes control with better manners,
and harm-prevention claims become a

cudgel.

«Care ethic» is only one example. The prob-
lem applies in similar ways to other ideologies
and moral foundations, including science-as-
ideology (see Scientism).

Scientism

Ideologies that threaten epistemic humility
include science itself, or rather «scientism»:
the idea that science can tell us what we
should do, not merely what is likely to be
trueo. Science stops being a method for get-
ting closer to truth, while knowing you can
never be certain you have found it. It becomes
an ideology instead.

This is insidious because science is extremely
powerful. Done well, it is self-correcting and
expands our options. It shows us the most
effective and efficient ways to do something,.

But while science can show what likely works
and what likely does not, it cannot tell us
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what we should do. That involves values,
trade-offs, and much more. It also cannot
replace faith, because it cannot give meaning
to life.

Worse, if science is used to organize society
«on a rational and humane, basis», power
shifts to «experts» who design society and
control human behavior. That is one reason
the «cult of scientism> is pushed as a solution
to social problems: by falsely homogenizing
science, for example through phrases like
<follow thes sciencer», while ignoring that sci-
entific findings are always preliminary and
come with uncertainty.

Breaking Ideological Bubbles

Ideological bubbles can break, and epistemic
humility can return. But usually not from the
inside. Once ideology has been converted
into epistemic armor at the group level, it
does not yield to argument, exposure, or
better intentions. The group cannot remove
its own structure because:

1. Error becomes morally expensive: Being
wrong becomes a character flaw, not a
technical issue. That stifles exploration
and creativity. Mistakes become too costly.

2. Correction looks like betrayal: Even
gentle internal critique feels like weaken-
ing the moral perimeter. That is threaten-
ing and gets shut down hard.

3. Selection pressure flips: People who
notice problems self-silence or leave, while
people who do not notice or do not mind
rise.

The group’s epistemic immune system
attacks signals of correction rather than
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error. Attempts to change would first need to
dismantle the structure that made care non-
falsifiable. That almost never happens volun-
tarily.
What usually does not work and often back-
fires:

* Calling out hypocrisy: It is read as an
immoral attack and strengthens defenses.

* Appealing to «trues sciencer» or «open
inquiry»: Ironically, it sounds like ideol-
ogy to them.

* Evidence dumps: They are reframed as
technocratic aggression.

* Moral counterclaims: They escalate the
moral arms race.

* Dointing out self-sealing logic explicitly:
It triggers identity threat and strengthens
defense.

Once ideology has become identity-protec-
tive, anything that threatens it is metabolized
as harm. This is why so many smart people
teel like they are «losing their mind» inside
these environments: the normal repair mech-
anisms do not fire. You see trade-offs, name
consequences, and ask ordinary questions, yet
the system treats this as evidence of moral fail-
ure.

Having someone close who validates that
your questions are real, that disagreement
does not imply defect, and that you do not
need to betray yourself, stabilizes your inter-
nal calibration. You stop wondering, «Am I
broken?» and start seeing, «7This system
requires meo to pretend.». That is sanity-pre-
serving.

What can work is re-grounding people inter-

personally and procedurally:

* Exposure to consequence: People have to
confront downstream effects, opportu-
nity costs, displaced harms, and trade-offs
they cannot abstract away. Experientially,
not rhetorically. For example, implemen-
tation failures, budget constraints, real-
world feedback loops, and interactions
with people who do not share the moral
language but bear the costs. The goal is
contact with reality that cannot be moral-
ized away, not ideological conversion.

* Grounding in craft: Ideology may have
explanations, but reality has the last word.
Fields with strong craft norms — engi-
neering, some medicine, parts of hard sci-
ence — resist ideology better because
things break, results fail, and outcomes
matter visibly. There is a strong getting-it-
right correction, not just an alignment
reward. Wherever you can reintroduce
craft constraints, actions become testable
again.

* Grounding in personal trust: A self-seal-
ing system maintains itself by enforcing
one rule: disagreement = moral risk. Once
that rule is violated without consequence,
the spell weakens. Self-sealing groups can
still contain individuals who have not
tully outsourced their judgment. The key
is disagreement without relational costs:
staying precise, kind, non-reactive, and
unwilling to fake agreement. If someone
encounters one person who disagrees
calmly, does not escalate morally, does not
withdraw affection or respect, does not
punish curiosity, and does not frame dis-
agreement as harm, then a new possibility
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appears: «Maybes the rules I thought
weres universal are actually local.» That
is destabilizing — and liberating.

Self-sealing cultures look solid until they are
not. They depend on stable resources, moral
prestige, and insulation from consequence.
Undeniable consequences — external failure,
loss of authority, fragmentation as trusted
insiders quietly break rank, or tightened
resources — can remove these foundations.
When they erode, people suddenly rediscover
trade-offs, uncertainty, and the difference
between intention and outcome.

Those who did not burn the bridge to reality
while things were easy can repair the group.
But these are the quiet anchors: the people
who did not panic, did not moralize failure,
and kept standards without cruelty. Not the
ones who say, « told you s0.>.

Even then, true believers may close ranks and
double down. Their reaction to failure or lim-
ited resources is often moral amplification —
«This proves society doesn’t cares enough» or
«Ifonly we tried harder» — and externaliza-
tion of failure. Responsibility is pushed out-
ward to government, capitalism, bad actors,
or some other enemy, because the system has
trained people to treat ideology as moral, fail-
ure as insufficient commitment, and critique
as hostility.

Realistically, some groups are too far gone.
The incentives are aligned against correction,
dissenters have been filtered out, reputational
risk outweighs truth risk, and moral consen-
sus substitutes for feedback. That is not
something an individual can fix. Two strate-
gies are usually better:
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* Become a Reality-Anchor: Remain legi-
ble to reality. Model non-panicked behav-
ior. Refuse moral escalation. Be the
person for whom disagreement is surviv-
able. For someone inside an ideology-as-
armor culture, that is often the first crack
through which contingency becomes visi-
ble as living fact.

* Build Something Better: Stop trying to
save epistemically degraded = systems.
Invest in pockets where truth still matters.
Protect your own standards. Build parallel
conversations rather than reformist cru-
sades. Treat your ideals as a reason to be
exact, not as a license to stop.

Epistemic Humility: Words vs.
Mental Models

The Western world has become increasingly
cognitive and verbal. People read a lot or
watch many videos. Some confuse that with
actual experience.

There is a huge difference between under-
standing the words and understanding the
situation. Worse, words can create a false
sense of understanding. People have nouns,
but not mental models. They have feelings
with moral vocabulary attached. That leads
them to confuse what feels right with doing
the right thing.

Words, images, and graphs can help. But noth-
ing beats practical experience. You need to
understand the situation, often before you
even know which questions make sense to

ask.
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Background Information:
Viewpoint Diversity

Lack of Viewpoint Diversity in
Legacy Academia

Scientists are human. They can fool them-
selves into thinking they are objective, know
the truth, and «only need to find the  evi-
dencer». Viewpoint diversity is needed to pre-
vent these biases and make science great.

In an ideal academic situation, scientists with
different backgrounds and a shared under-
standing of quality — objective, reliable,
valid, supported by evidence and arguments
— look at things from different perspectives
and cancel out one another’s biases. Col-
leagues are motivated to find problems with
theories, examine unexpected results, and
update explanations. Researchers with differ-
ent priors are more likely to spot unexamined
confounds, alternative specifications, or mea-
surement issues on all sides. That reduces
motivated stopping, where analysis ends once
a preferred narrative fits. It also makes selec-
tive publication and interpretation costlier
because competing teams will probe the weak
spots. That is how the best-supported theo-
ries survive.

Ideally, scientists with different backgrounds
work together through informal exchange,
water-cooler conversations, productive con-
flict, and oppositional collaboration.

In reality, several issues reduce viewpoint
diversity in academia:

* Academic pressures: Publish papers or
perish, get grants, avoid controversy, and
avoid criticizing those who provide fund-

ing, for example the government.
Academia puts strong pressure on scien-
tific work. Put simply: epistemic humility
does not get you grants, and viewpoint
diversity can be detrimental if you need to
swim in the mainstream to get money.
Your group might have viewpoint diver-
sity and produce great insights; the publi-

cation CCOSYStCIIl often does not.

Insecurity in science: Science is a creative
endeavor. You can make success more
likely, but you cannot guarantee it. You
do not know what you might discover.
Perhaps nothing. Perhaps someone else is
faster. Perhaps there is nothing there. Per-
haps you made a mistake. Grants and posi-
tions are hard to get, so mainstream
conformity often feels safer.

Moralization: Science asks whether a
hypothesis is true, which evidence sup-
ports it, and whether the evidence is
unclear enough to justify debate. Moral-
ized science asks whether a claim helps or
harms a cause. Once that shift happens,
evidence is no longer judged only by its
strength, but by its political or moral con-
sequences.

Chilling effects and self-censorship:
Non-mainstream positions become costly.
Conservative or classical liberal perspec-
tives are underrepresented, especially on
topics involving sex, gender, sexuality, and
group differences (e.g., 10:1 or higher lib-
eral-to-conservative ratios, based on self-
identification, voter registration, and
donation data). One can claim that con-
servatives select themselves out or that
«truth has a liberal bias». But in many
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cases there is a hostile climate with self-se-
lection and filtering, for example through
DEI statements. If the roles were reversed,
this would be called prejudice or victim
blaming. Often-promoted  «diversity,
equity, and inclusion» does not address
functional diversity. People may look
different while thinking the same.

Telos-corruption: Science should be con-
cerned with what is true, while knowing
you can never be certain you are right.
Many universities, institutes, and depart-
ments have changed the telos from under-
standing the world to changing the world.
For example, «to creates a better society».
That sounds good, but it raises two prob-
lems. First, who defines «better»? Second,
what if activism clashes with truth? What
if reaching an activist goal requires hiding
part of the truth? Activist goals introduce
a strong conflict of interest. The moment
«betterment» becomes the mission, truth
becomes conditional — something to be
managed, not confronted. Once that hap-
pens, you no longer have a university. You
have a bureaucracy of sentiment produc-
ing credentialed compliance.

Lack of protection: Tenure was originally
introduced to protect unpopular views. It
often no longer does. Getting tenure fre-
quently requires adherence to the main-
stream consensus, and professors have
been removed after taking controversial
positions.

Universities as corporations: University
administration has become increasingly
powerful. Administrators are usually
interested in avoiding controversy and
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securing research funding. Research that
is genuinely surprising and controversial is
avoided. Scientific integrity weakens,
sometimes  collapses, once money
becomes the final metric and people other
than scientists decide what counts.
Research suffers and standards go down.
Sometimes actual corporations become
entangled with universities, creating fur-
ther conflicts of interest.

Loss of spontaneity: Great innovations
often came from people in different disci-
plines working together, for example
mathematics and medicine. Universities
increasingly place disciplines into silos
and reduce informal exchange, for exam-
ple through home office. Instead, they rely
on formal projects, task groups, or light-
house projects. Those promise more con-
trol and easier management, but they
stifle serendipitous innovation.

Consensus science: Attempts are made to
reduce science to consensus, especially on
contested topics such as climate or sex.
But science improves through adversarial
scrutiny, not deference to disciplinary
consensus on contested social topics. This
damages the reputation of science and
makes it harder for scientists to deviate
from the mainstream. Even if scientists
agree on something, they do not think it is
true because they agree. Their agreement
is an effect of data and evidence. Consen-
sus itself is irrelevant. All but one scientist
can agree; that one may still prove all the
others wrong.

Instrumentalization of science: «Scien-
tific positions» are selectively represented
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in government institutions, ethics boards,
health agencies, and the media. Politicians
select scientists who support their deci-
sions and then use them to lend «scien-
tific»  credibility, e.g., «follow the
sciencer». Those representing non-main-
stream views are not selected, not invited,
or defamed, especially on controversial
topics such as Covid, climate change, or
migration. That is the opposite of view-
point diversity.

Sacred Groups, Anti-Stigma
Goals, and Distorted Reality

These pressures become especially insidious
around so-called marginalized or «sacred»
groups. If the aim of academics becomes pro-
tecting these groups, they become highly
motivated to «disproves harmful stereotypes.
But that creates a conflict of interest. It can
lead to questionable research practices that
superficially achieve the goal and «disprove»
the stereotype, while also obscuring reality.

You need accurate data for good policy deci-
sions and for creativity. If the data are dis-
torted, the resulting decisions will be
distorted as well. In the end, this can make the
situation worse for the very people the
researchers ostensibly want to protect. You
cannot design for what you do not know.

First find out how things are. Ideology can
come afterwards, as a value decision. But
without first seeing how things are, you run
into serious problems: you make the wrong
decision, and you cannot gauge whether your
intervention actually works.

The old academic culture could tolerate
eccentricity, and even arrogance, because

underneath it there was still a shared telos:
truth, clarity, and rigor. Now the telos has
fractured into career maintenance and moral
display. No wonder the term «legacy
academia» has become established and paral-
lel institutions have begun to form.

These factors do not ensure total capture.
Some researchers still publish controversial
findings when the data support them.
Methodological rigor — representative sam-
pling, pre-specified controls, robustness
checks — still constrains bias more than pure
narrative work. But viewpoint diversity in sci-
ence should not be taken for granted. Most of
the time, it is closer to ideological monocul-
ture than the public image suggests.

New Ideas in Science

Academia can be hostile to new ideas — gen-
uinely new ideas, not incremental improve-
ments that make no one look bad. Many
disciplines have a reflexive rejection of incon-
venient truths, and cognitive inertia is a social
fact. Scientists are true believers in their own
frameworks. Planck’s paraphrased line still
applies: science progresses one funeral at a
time. Often, progress comes through genera-
tional replacement, not because established
minds are changed by reason.

Peer review can be used to tank almost any
paper (Trafimow & Rice, 2009). This can
make the scientific record look clearer than it
is. Alternative perspectives may not appear in
the literature not because they were refuted,
but because they were never allowed to sur-
vive publication and academic selection.

However, you can shape the reaction if you
can make truth communicable. Look at
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Ignaz Semmelweis and William Harvey (see
Greene, 2012, «Mastery»). Both challenged
orthodoxy, and both were right. Semmelweis
found a way to reduce childbed-fever mortal-
ity in mothers from about 10% to 1%. But he
shamed colleagues and called them murderers
for ignoring the evidence. That he was right
did not help his case. Even perfect evidence
dies if it travels through a messenger people
refuse to hear.

Harvey, in contrast, adapted his findings to
the audience, kept his integrity, and had
impact. Scientists who survive paradigm
shifts are the ones who can translate heresy
into data without alienating every potential
ally. The world should work on evidence and
argument, but that is not the world we live in.
Neglecting this makes even potentially high-
impact ideas inconsequential. You cannot be
morally or empirically right and rhetorically
disastrous.

Good data practices are especially important
if you work on issues likely to draw opposi-
tion. For example:

* pre-registration and open data,
* making raw data available where possible,

* robustness to alternative specifications
and measures,

* replication, and

* attention to effect sizes and practical sig-
nificance, not just statistical significance
after controls.

An underdog position may sound romantic
or heroic, but in reality it comes with stress:
frequent rejections, unwarranted attacks, and
long periods without recognition. Worse, you
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may come to like your underdog status and
trade impact for identity. You gain the
abstraction — «I am thes suppressed truth-
teller» — but lose the practical goal: changing
the scientific record. See also «Failure,
Modeo: Becoming a Professional Martyr» in
0 Dissent, Whistleblowing, and Exit.

Tips:
¢ Consider the arguments your opponents
make: Why is your position unpopular?
Take a good, critical, skeptical look at their
arguments. You have to deal with them

anyway, and you should be able to defend

yourself.

* Seek your own community: Look for
other outlets for your scientific work.
There are many people working in science,
and for some of them your work may be
useful.

* Scientific careers can become traps: You
may have it easier if you are established, for
example with a long publication record or
tenure. But you may also become too
invested in the status quo: employees to
finance, PhD students to protect, reputa-
tion to preserve, status you do not want to
lose.

¢ Build your own community: Create mul-
tipliers and successors for your work. Not
mere followers, but active proponents
who do your ideas justice and do not
hijack your cause or steal your spotlight.

¢ Seek proponents who fight for your idea:
Darwin had his «bulldog», Huxley, as a
proponent of his theory. Sometimes pro-
ponents can fight with tools not available
to you, or in settings to which you have
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no access. But pay attention to the quality
of your proponents. Be careful not to be
co-opted.

Only accept high-quality distributors:
«Wild» ideas are in danger of being
picked up by the lunatic fringe and mis-
used for their own agenda — religious
movements, left- or right-wing political
groups, or people with a mission. Be care-
ful to distance yourself from them. They
may give your idea coverage, but they also
taint it and make it harder for respected,
high-quality researchers to pick it up.

Aim for the next generation and the
middle ground: It is ludicrous to assume
that an eminent researcher who built his
career on one position will easily admit
that his position is false or outdated.
Many people will die before admitting to
a «wasted» life. Convince the next gener-
ation of scientists. Convince those who
are still undecided. It is more a war of
attrition and scorched-earth policy than a
Blitzkrieg.

Make your ideas public outside the scien-
tific community: Depending on the
issue, you do not necessarily need the sci-
entific community. This is easiest with
technical ideas, but it can also work with
ideas that can be popularized.

Persist when it gets worse before it gets
better: It often gets worse before it gets
better. As long as you have little support
or recognition, the community may
ignore you. But once you gain a foothold,
directed attacks become more likely. At
best, you can use this pressure to forge
your community. But you need to persist.

* Speech persuades people; writing per-
suades time: Science corrects itself — that
is the hallmark of science, and something
often lost in public debate. Publication
leaves a paper trail. It may take time, but if
you were right, recognition often comes
eventually, even posthumously. Your ideas
need to outlive the lies.

Publication is civilization’s memory system.
Mendel can hide his data in monastery ledgers
for half a century and still rewrite biology.
Boltzmann can die in despair and still have his
equations carved into textbooks. When
thought is externalized into evidence, the
author can die — the argument cannot.
Anyone, even generations later, can read the
article, check the evidence, and become con-
vinced by the argument.

Open Discussion

Debate clubs, at their best, preserve viewpoint
diversity. They can even randomly assign par-
ticipants to positions, forcing people to
understand arguments they would not natu-
rally choose.

Some debate clubs have been pressured to
uninvite speakers or cancel debates. But when
they function well, they can be lighthouses of
public debate. Sometimes speakers need pro-
tection, for example through the Chatham
House Rule. That protection is not about
comfort. It is about keeping inquiry possible
when public status pressure would otherwise
shut it down.
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«Commenting on the Socratic Club at Ox-
ford, C.S. Lewis stated, «In any fairly large
and talkative community such as a univer-
sity, there is always the danger that those
who think alike should gravitate together
into <coteries> where they will henceforth
encounter opposition only in the emascu-
lated form of rumor that the outsider say
thus and thus. The absent are easily refuted,
complacent dogmatism thrives, and differ-
ences of opinion are embittered by group
hostility. Each group hears not the best, but
the worst, that the other groups can say.

Unknown

When a meeting, or part thereof, is held un-
der the Chatham House Rule, participants
are free to use the information received, but
neither the identity nor the affiliation of the
speakers, nor that of any other participant,
may be revealed.

unknown

Background Information:
Related Aspects

Epistemic humility and viewpoint diversity
are crucial for creativity in organizations — at
least the kind of creativity that goes beyond
small incremental improvements that do not
threaten the status quo.

However, other aspects are needed as well:

* Psychological safety + constructive con-
flict: See Box 7: Psychological and Intel-
lectual Safety.

¢ Combinatorial creativity / idea recombi-
nation: Most novel and useful creations
come from combining existing ideas,
knowledge, or perspectives in new ways,
not from pure invention from nothing.
Viewpoint diversity supplies more diverse
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Box 7: Psychological and
Intellectual Safety

People must be able to propose unconven-
tional ideas without social or professional

penalty.

* Psychological safety usually means
people can speak without humiliation.

* Intellectual safety means people can
question dominant assumptions with-
out being morally or socially destroyed.
That matters because creative thought
often initially looks wrong, offensive,
naive, excessive, or irrelevant.

Viewpoint diversity increases the raw vari-
ety of proposals, while epistemic humility
keeps conflict focused on ideas rather than
status or morality.

These are not «safer spaces» where a
person cannot be challenged. They are
places where ideas can be generated and
positions explored without risk to the
person exploring them.

«parts» to recombine; epistemic humility
makes people willing to combine them
instead of defending existing combina-
tions.

* Divergent thinking + convergent think-
ing: Divergent thinking generates many
possibilities, helped by viewpoint diversity
and tolerance for ambiguity. Convergent
thinking evaluates and refines them into
something useful, requiring epistemic
humility to discard weak ideas and update
based on evidence. Divergence produces
possible frames, associations, hypotheses,
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designs, and interpretations. Convergence
selects, tests, improves, and discards.
Groups often fail on one side. Some envi-
ronments are too convergent — efficient,
disciplined, respectable, but sterile. They
select too early. Novel ideas die before
they can become intelligible. Other envi-
ronments are too divergent: expressive,
chaotic, contrarian, but unproductive.
They generate endless possibilities with-
out selection pressure. Real creativity
needs both: permission to produce strange
possibilities and standards strong enough
to refine them.

Domain expertise as raw material: Cre-
ativity is rarely domain-general. Deep
knowledge in one or more areas provides
the building blocks. Diverse viewpoints
help experts see their own domain
assumptions more clearly.

Tolerance for ambiguity and productive
failure: New useful things often require
exploring paths that are initially half-
formed, uncertain, or wrong-looking.
Low epistemic humility, meaning over-
confidence in current priors, kills this
because it demands polished justification
too early.

Intrinsic motivation and autonomy:
External pressure, including moral con-
formity pressure, tends to reduce creativ-
ity. Viewpoint diversity works best when
people pursue ideas because they seem
promising, not because they are safe or sta-
tus-enhancing.

Structured processes that force recombi-
nation: Techniques like SCAMPER,
TRIZ, design thinking, or adversarial col-

laboration deliberately bring different per-
spectives into contact and require justiﬁ—
cation across them.

Cognitive diversity: Different mental
styles — analytical, synthetic, visual,
verbal, technical, intuitive, empirical, his-
torical, systems-oriented.  Viewpoint
diversity is partly about beliefs; cognitive
diversity is partly about how people
process problems.

Abductive reasoning: Inference to the
best possible explanation, especially under
uncertainty. This is central to creativity
because the new thing is not yet proven.
You ask, « What could be true ?» before
you can prove what is true.

Problem framing: Creative break-
throughs often come from redefining the
problem, not solving the given version.
The obvious frame often smuggles in the
obvious answer. Example: «How do we,
makes peoples comply?s versus « Why does
the, system requires so much compli-
ances?» Those questions lead to different
inventions. See also [I Creativity Methods:
Representational Shift.

Analogical thinking: Importing patterns
from one domain into another. A lot of
creativity is not pure originality; it is
recombination. Biology informs architec-
ture. Games inform education. Markets
inform software design. Ritual informs
product design. Be careful about the
biases of analogies; see 0 Creativity Meth-
ods.

The adjacent possible: Novelty usually
emerges one step beyond what already
Good

exists. creative environments
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explore near edges: strange enough to be
new, connected enough to be useful.

Generative friction: The productive ten-
sion between incompatible but serious
perspectives. Not harmony, not hostility.
Friction. The point is not to make every-
one comfortable; it is to make assump-
tions collide without turning the collision
into personal punishment.

Integrative complexity: The ability to
hold multiple values, causal models, and
trade-offs at once. Creative people often
do not merely choose one side; they recon-
figure the conflict. For example, not «f7ee-
dom or order», but «what kind of order
increases freedom?»

Red teaming / adversarial collaboration:
You need people who can attack the idea
without attacking the person. This
improves usefulness. Otherwise novelty
becomes self-indulgence.

Plural standards of usefulness: «Usefu/»
is not singular:

e Useful for whom?

* Economically useful?
* Morally useful?

* Technically useful?

e DPolitically useful?

* Aesthetically useful?

* Existentially useful?

A group with only one definition of use-
fulness will miss many kinds of value.

Without viewpoint diversity, the group
repeats itself. Without epistemic humility,
each faction becomes dogmatic. Without
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generative friction, differences remain decora-
tive. Without intellectual safety, people hide
the ideas that might matter. Without disci-
plined selection, novelty never becomes use-
fulness.

More Information

* Tomas Hudlicky, «<Organic synthesis —
Where now?> is thirty years old. A reflec-
tion on the current state of affairs» (origi-
nally at https://doi.org/10.1002/
anie.202006717, now retracted; still avail-
able in other places, e.g., the Dropbox
mirror listed in the source draft).

https://www.scientificfreedom.dk/strat-
cgy

Horowitz, M., Haynor, A., & Kickham,
K. (2018). «Sociology’s Sacred Victims
and the Politics of Knowledge: Moral
Foundations Theory and Disciplinary

Controversies.» Thes American Sociolo-
gist. http://doi.org/10.1007/5s12108-018-
9381-5

Haidt's presentations: https://www.y-
outube.com/watch?v=GatnSameRr8 and
https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=b86dzTFJbkc

Duarte, J. L., Crawford, J. T., Stern, C.,
Haidt, J., Jussim, L., & Tetlock, P. E.
(2015). Political diversity will improve
social psychological science. Bebavioral
and  Brain  Sciences. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0140525X14000430

e D. Trafimow and S. Rice, «What if social
scientists had reviewed great scientific
works of the past?» Perspectives on Psycho-
logical Science, 4(1), pp. 65-78, 2009.

* Gold, T. (1989). «New Ideas in Science.»
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Journal of Scientific Exploration, 3(2),
103-112.

* Martin, B. (1998). «Strategies for Dissent-
ing Scientists.» Journal of Scientific Explo-
ration, 12(4), 605-616.

Quotations

«There must be no barriers to freedom of in-
quiry. There is no place for dogma in sci-
ence. The scientist is free, and must be free
to ask any question, to doubt any asser-
tion, to seek for any evidence, to correct
any errors. Our political life is also predi-
cated on openness. We know that the only
way to avoid error is to detect it and that
the only way to detect it is to be free to in-
quire. And we know that as long as men
are free to ask what they must, free to say
what they think, free to think what they
will, freedom can never be lost, and science
can never regress.»

J- Robert Oppenbeimer, 1949

«I would rather have questions that can't be
answered than answers that can't be ques-
tioned.»

Richard Feynman

«.. the need to be free to <think the unthink-
able, discuss the unmentionable, and chal-
lenge the unchallengeable>»

articles on thefireo.org

«The opinions expressed in this essay do not
reflect our values of fairness, trustworthi-
ness and social awareness. It is not only our
responsibility to spread trusted knowl-
edge, but to also stand against discrimina-
tion, injustices and inequity. While diver-
sity of opinion and thoughts can spur
change and debate, this essay had no place
in our journal.»

(statement from Neville> Compton) Controversial

essay at German chemistry journal leads to sus-
pensions, mass resignations
(via Retraction Watch)
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«Gregory Finn, the provost of Brock, re-
leased an open letter: The paper includes
highly objectionable statements that con-
trast the promotion of e?uity and diversity
with the promotion of academic merit.
These statements are hurtful and alienat-
ing to members of diverse communities
and historically marginalized groups who
have, too often, seen their qualifications
and abilities called into question.»
Controversial essay ar German chemistry journal

leads to SUSPENSIONS, ASS VeSLgNAtions
(via Retraction Watch)

«It’s impossible for men to win, because if
women do something better than men it’s
just evidence of their innate superiority,
but if men outperform women, that’s
proof of discrimination and retrograde pa-
triarchy or toxic masculinity.»

Christina Hoff Summers

«Remember that arguments that make us
most uncomfortable are often the ones we
most baldly need to have.»

unknown

«The next time some academics tell you how
important diversity is, ask how many Re-
puElicans there are in their sociology de-
partment.>»

Thomas Sowell

«At this university, students could be ex-
posed, at any moment, without warning,
to ideas, comments, readings, or other ma-
terials that they find shocking, offensive,
absurd, annoying, racist, sexist, homopho-
bic, discriminatory, or generally obnox-
ious. We call this education.»

Jonathan Rauch on Free> Speech
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«New ideas, an open mind, and attention to
detail will see us through to greater inven-
tions and a return to high integrity.»

Tomas Hudlicky «<Organic synthesis— Where

now?> is thirty years old. A reflection on the
current state of affairs>

«How did Israel know?>»
«We intercepted a communique from an In-

dian general saying they were fighting the
Raksl%asha. Translation, zombies. Techni-

cally undead.»

«Jurgen Warmbrunn. High-ranking official
in the Mossad. Described as sober, effi-
cient, not terribly imaginative. And yet
you build a wall because you read a com-
munique that mentions the word <Zom-
bie>?»

«Well, when put like that, I'd be skeptical as
well. In the '30s, Jews refused to believe
they could be sent to concentration camps.
In 72, we refused to fathom we'd be mas-
sacred in the Olympics. In the months be-
fore October 1973, we saw Arab troop
movements, and we unanimously agreed
they didn't pose a threat. Well, a month
later, the Arab attack almost drove us into
the sea. So we decided to make a change.»

<A change?»

«The Tenth Man. If nine of us look at the
same information and arrive at the exact
same conclusion, it's the duty of the tenth
man to disagree. No matter how improba-
ble it may seem, the tenth man has to start
digging, on the assumption that the other
nine are wrong.»

«And you were that tenth man.»

«Precisely.»
«World War Z>»

The best ideas should win, not ideology.
unknown
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«It is the mark of an educated mind to be
able to entertain a thought without accept-
ingit.»

Aristotle,

«The smart way to keep people passive and
obedient is to strictly limit tﬁe spectrum of
acceptable opinion, but allow very lively
debate within that spectrum....»

«Thes> Common Good>» by Noam Chomsky

«If you want me to answer that, you'll have
to close the door.»

Shit Academics Say

If you combine science with politics, you get
politics.
Unknown

97% of Scientists agree with those who fund
them.

Unknown

«It takes only 1 scientist to prove all scien-
tists wrong. There is NO consensus in sci-
ence.»

Theo Daily Lama

«Science commits suicide when it adopts a
creed.»

Thomas Henry Huxley

«Danke Ideologie, das erklirt alles!»
@Nein! Twitteraccount

«Science: We are not concerned with where
anew idea comes from — the sole test of its
validity is experiment.»

Feynman

«You can't have great design without accu-
rate data.»

unknown

«For a successful technology, reality must
take precedence over public relations, for
nature cannot be fooled.»

Richard Feynman

«The best way to follow the science is to fol-
low the silenced.

drcharlied

«When they say trust the science, what they
mean is don't ask questions.»

unknown

«The whole beauty of science is that it tran-
scends race, religion, color, creed, language,
countries, etc. etc. etc.»

simplelocial

«Science [is] a method, not an ideology.»
Michael Shermer

... so first off we are not living in a post
truth era ... why ... why aren't we ... well if
the statement we are living in a post truth
air true, if so, it cannot be true, that is we
are still evaluating propositions based on
whether they are true, so we are not in a
post truth era.»

Steven Pinker

«If it's consensus, it isn't science. If it's sci-
ence, it isn't consensus.»

Michael Crichton
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«It is difficult to get a man to understand
something, when his salary depends on his
not understanding it.»

Upton Sindlair

«In science there is no certainty, only a pro-
visional best explanation.»

History Coursera Input

«Scientists fall in line with the dominant
power structure. They have to, because the
power structure pays the bills. You don't
play with the power structure, you don't
get money for research, you don't get an
appointment, you don't get published, in
short you don't count anymore. You're
out. You may as well be dead.»

Michael Crichton

«For the great enemy of truth is very often
not the lie — deliberate, contrived and dis-
honest — but the myth — persistent, per-
suasive, and unrealistic.»

Jobn F. Kennedy

«Keep your distance, don't become part of a
cause, not even a good one, don't sink into
public dismay, keep cool when dealing

with disasters, without being cold.»
Hanns Joachim Friedrichs

«One of the saddest lessons of history is this:
If we've been bamboozled long enough, we
tend to reject any evidence of the bamboo-
zle. We're no longer interested in finding
out the truth. The bamboozle has captured
us. It's simply too painful to acknowledge,
even to ourselves, that we've been taken.
Once you give a charlatan Eower over you,
you almost never get it back.»

Carl Sagan, «Thes Demon-Haunted World >
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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 gener-
ation grows up that is familiar with it.

Max Planck
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