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Policy

he Trump administration does not care about science, and it is 
apparent. On the heels of the second March for Science, the 
state of science policy in the U.S. has made more backslides than 
gains. The Trump administration’s science policy is political and 

purposefully inefficient, and here I present several examples of its deliberate 
neglect of national scientific policy. 

The reduction and neglect of the main vehicle for science policy, the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), can be observed in its new, 
yet vacant, website. Browsing whitehouse.gov is an experience unlike visiting 
any other presidential website up to this point in U.S. history. Trump’s white 
house.gov is broken into a few strictly defined categories, and finding the 
pages for OSTP is a challenge. Compared to its precedent, the new website 
is desolate and offers only an email for outreach and more information about 
the actions of the agency. It offers shallow reports and describes the state of 
different areas of science like “energy dominance” and “innovation”. OSTP 
generally plays a large role in STEM education, but this function of the 
agency is not prominent on the agency’s site.

Despite the fact that the Trump administration has proposed 
massive budget cuts to most science agencies, it is a relief to say that 
most science-related government agencies—excluding the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA)—actually received budget increases for 2018-
2019. The efforts of citizens and scientists pushing Congress to protect 
science are behind these budget increases. In the budget for the 2018 fiscal 
year, Congress allowed for a $5 billion increase across a number of different 
scientific agencies. While this is good news for most researchers, the existing 
guarantees only last until October 2019. 

Funding for research institutions like NASA and the National 
Science Foundation (NSF) are the same as 2017 budget allotments and 
follow long-term funding trends. However, the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) received a disproportionately large increase of $3 billion dollars—a 
budget jump that shocked researchers and slightly concerned scientist beyond 
the biosciences. The Trump administration’s budget increases echo spending 
increases of the 1990s and early 2000s, in which federal spending prioritized 
biomedical research over other physical science research. In the late 20th and 
early 21st centuries, cancer research was under national scrutiny and science 
policy focused around “cancer moonshots”—the pouring of absurdly large 
amounts of money into a cure for cancer. These spending trends resulted in 
unintentional funding gaps between the NIH and other science groups, such 
as National Institute of Standards and Technology and NSF, that favored the 
NIH. These funding discrepancies became the standard in fiscal budgeting, 
and the Bush-era advisors that encouraged the changes could not mend 
them because of the difficulty of undoing mistakes in policy and budgeting. 

While organizers in 2018 were able to protect funding for most 
science agencies, the Trump administration is most aggressive toward the 
EPA, which received significant budget cuts, and represents the Trump’s 
administration’s climate change denial. Cutting the budget of the EPA 
hinders all agencies that depend on climate research. Bias against 
climate research is evident on the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency’s website, where climate change-
related language has been removed and language has 
moved away from strategic plan documents. Furthermore, 
p h r a s e s like “science-
b a s e d ” and “evidence-

based” have been 
removed from 

Center for 
D i s e a s e 
C o n t r o l 

reports, a 

language change that 
calls into question the value of scientific research 
and the constant search for quantifiable evidence 
to support the creation of scientific policy.

Research funding is only a 
small aspect of science policy making, and the 
greater issue is how funding is granted, directed, and 
invested. Coordinating scientific research funding and 
policy advice is an involved task. Thus, as part of the 
science policy boom of the 1990s, the National Science a n d 
Technology Council (NSTC) was formed by executive order in 1993. Today, 
NSTC still functions at the cabinet level. As a sub council of the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy, the NSTC is an interagency body designed 
to ensure quality and consistency in science policy, as well as to integrate 
the federal agenda across industries. This body forms policies around science 
issues relevant to the president and Congress, like the Zika virus outbreaks, 
Ebola containment, and issues of clean water availability in the U.S. The 
NSTC also works internationally, forming science policy around global 
change and working with international research agencies. In moments of 
emergency, outbreak, and disaster, the NSTC serves as a resource for scientific 
expertise. The group contains a variety of high-ranking scientists throughout 
the federal government and is the active arm of U.S. science policy. Under 
the Trump administration, however, many positions in NSTC are vacant. In 
fact, a high number of science positions in the federal government are vacant. 

Key positions that are vacant as of April 2018 are as prominent as 
the Science Advisor to the President and and chief science officers in the U.S. 
Department of Energy. Many Senate-confirmed positions still lack nominees, 
and some nominees have faced difficulties with Senate confirmation, 
resulting in an unprecedented number of long-term vacancies. In some cases, 
the vacancies are less a matter of neglect and instead are intentional. The 
Trump administration is intentionally making the federal science system 
inefficient, especially in areas of science that would counter their views. For 
example, Trump’s choice for NASA Administrator, Jim Bridenstine, was 
recently approved by the Senate—though with a bitter party split on the 
floor. Bridenstine not only lacks a technical background in areas of scientific 
aerospace research, but will also be the first elected politician to lead NASA.  

There are numerous cases of the Trump administration filling 
high-ranking science positions in the federal government with candidates 
that are ideologically charged or lacking basic qualifications. This raises 
the question of whether the Trump administration is practicing anti-
intellectualism in its hiring choices or lack thereof. Anti-intellectualism 
presents itself as distrust in the intentions and ideology of “intellectuals” 
and the academic establishments that produce them. Anti-intellectualism is 
apparent throughout many federal departments, but is concentrated in the 
area of science policy. To this day, Trump has not appointed anyone to the 
position of Science Advisor to the President, and has only been rumored to be 
considering candidates with little scientific background, though with more 
political experience and ties within Trump’s network. The de facto science 
advisor is the appointed deputy assistant in the OSTP, Michael Kratsios, 
a climate change-denying 30-year old with a degree in political science.

Federal science policy is being altered along these lines daily. All 
sciences will face censorship of keywords and phrases as well as a general 
inefficiency in the departments that represent them. While much is being 
done and undone in the world of science policy, many scientists are carefully 
watching Trump’s political science. The collective action of scientists speaking 
out, organizing, and defending science has encouraged Congress to also 
defend science, as can be seen in the fiscal budget. By relaxing regulations, 
hiring inadequately, and controlling access to information, the Trump 
Administration is working to shape U.S. science along its political agendas.
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The Brain

any people with ADHD struggle
with knowing how and when to
treat it. Especially at a school like
Oberlin where creativity is highly 
valued, it can be tricky for people 

to treat their ADHD with medication while 
holding on to the creativity and spontaneity 
that are vital to their personality. Fortunately, 
there has been extensive research done recently 
on this topic that can help us understand 
the complex relationship between ADHD 
treatment and facilitating creativity.

In order to understand these studies, it 
is necessary to have a sense of context regarding 
how psychologists diagnose ADHD and how 
they define creativity. In order to be considered 
as having ADHD, according to the DSM-V, 
older adults and adolescents must display 
five out of a list of ten symptoms that each 
characterize a lack of directed attention (i.e. 
“often fails to give close attention to details” or 
“often does not seem to listen when spoken to 
directly”). There are ample means of measuring 
creativity, but many bear resemblance to the 
oldest and most popular metric, called the 
Torrance Test. The Torrance Test relies on four 
scales which are used to evaluate creativity 
and “divergent thinking” in problem-solving, 
including fluency, flexibility, originality, and 
elaboration. In the test, emphasis is placed 
on generating ideas that score high on these 
scales — fluency is the total number of ideas 
generated, flexibility is the number of different 
categories of responses, originality is their rarity, 
and elaboration is the amount of detail. In this 
test, and many others, creativity is thought of 
as a non-linear thinking process. It involves 
novel, imaginative ideas that differ from 
the norm.

The most apparent 
question that follows for doctors 
and patients is: should I treat 
ADHD with medication? I f 
these aspects of someone’s 
personality are a mixed 
bag, can treatment address 
negative symptoms w h i l e 
preserving the good? This is an 
ongoing debate, with strong cases 
on both sides. 

A few recent studies show interesting 
findings. One report from 2006 tested the 
performance of children with and without 
ADHD on measures of creativity. They used 
four groups: children with ADHD who 
are creative, children with ADHD who are 
not creative, those who are creative without 
ADHD, and one control. They found that 40% 
of creative children showed levels of ADHD 
symptomatology without classifying as ADHD. 

Furthermore, they found that the children with 
ADHD underperformed in certain cognitive 
measures, but those with ADHD and creativity 
outperformed the rest in all other measures. 
The symptoms of ADHD coincide with many 
typical traits of creative people, and this study 
further indicates this correlation. The most 
striking aspect of this study was the finding 
that children with ADHD and creativity 
outperformed all other categories on many 
tests. Taken in conjunction with other recent 
studies showing a correlation between ADHD 
and giftedness, this may point to certain upsides 
of the ADHD/“creative” profile. 

Another study, 
carried out in 2017 on adults, 
showed that a group with 
ADHD generated more 
creative ideas than those 
without ADHD when 
competing for a bonus, 
concluding that “goal 
directed motivation 
may drive the enhanced 
real-world creative 
achievements of 
people with 
ADHD.” 
T h i s 

study 
focused 

o n
“real-world 

c r e a t i v i t y , ” 
described as 

“a complex 
construct that relies 

on the novel and 
appropriate combination 

of existing knowledge 
through several lower-
level cognitive processes.” 
This can be understood as 
goal-oriented, productive 
creativity that is valued 
in job settings. This study 
indicates that people 
with ADHD who consider 
themselves creative can succeed especially 
in certain scenarios, namely those in which 
they are most driven. In these high-pressure 
situations, people with ADHD tend to 
outperform those without. In other tests, those 
without ADHD demonstrated similar levels of 
creativity, but ultimately did not report as many 
real-world creative achievements. This suggests 
that perhaps ADHD can define the settings 
in which creativity is expressed, and how it is 

expressed — an idea that could help doctors 
navigate the pitfalls of treatment. 

There are fewer studies that actually 
delve into the ways in which medications 
actually work, but there have been some that 
hold promise. One study at the University of 
Amsterdam in 2017 found that one ADHD 
medication known as Concerta increased 
creativity in people who rated low in measures 
of novelty-seeking, while it decreased creativity 
in those who measured high. Novelty-seeking 
i s a trait measured by psychologists 

that describes how often and how 
persistently individuals 
seek out new 
experiences and risks. 

As is suggested by 
the study from 
the University of 
Amsterdam, and 

many others, 
people with 
ADHD tend 

to perform better 
in high-pressure or 
high-risk situations. 
In many cases, this 
leads people with 
ADHD to seek out 
those situations in 
which they know 
that they can 
unlock their creative 
potential. The 
researchers sum it up 
as, “These findings 
highlight the role 
of the dopaminergic 
system in creativity, 
and indicate that 
among healthy 
individuals NS 
[novelty seeking] 
can be seen as a 
predictor of the 
effect of MPH 
[active ingredient 
in Concerta] on 

creativity.” This 
indicates that treatment 

must be tailored to the 
individual in order for it to effectively work 
without having a negative impact on creativity.

There is much more work to be 
done, but this study shows promise in that it 
provides concrete advice for doctors. With new 
medications constantly under development, it 
is an ongoing project to study each one and try 
to gauge the best practices for its use.
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