
Andrew Rosenberg: My name is Andrew Rosenberg, I direct the Center for Science and Democracy at the 

Union of Concerned Scientists. That does fit on a business card in case you're going to ask. I'm really 

pleased to moderate this session today and we have outstanding panel for discussions. The way that I'll run 

the session is: I'll ask a question to the panel and ask each of them to respond, then I'll ask a second 

question to the panel asking each of them to respond and then open up to the floor. We do have a 

microphone which we will try pass around to people from Tiffany Hsieh who is in the middle. We'll try to 

pass the microphone to people in the audience to ask questions. We're streaming this on Facebook live so 

we'd prefer to use the microphone, if it's possible, to get it through the crowd because I think that would 

be fair for the people we have online. That's the way we'll run the session for the next hour. I'm going very 

briefly introduce the panel because for those of you who know the names already realize I could spend the 

entire hour with some of their bios.  

I'm starting with Gretchen Goldman, who is the Research Director for the Center for Science and 

Democracy at the Union of Concerned Scientists. She just published the policy form paper as lead author 

for this issue that came out on Friday. That paper is in the packets that were on the chairs as part of our 

toolkit for scientists.  

John Holdren is the former White House Science Advisor in the Obama administration and is now back at 

Harvard, at the Belfer Center.  

Jane Lubchenco, who I'm sure is unknown to all of you as John is! She is an Oregon State University, 

former administrator of NOAA.  

Lewis Branscomb is now at University of California, San Diego, and also is emeritus at Harvard and many 

other places and has been advisor to four presidents.  

Amy Luers is at Skoll Global Threats Fund in California. They will be our discussants for the panel and I'm 

going to jump right in without asking for opening remarks with questions to the panel. I'll ask a question 

and to start we'll go down this way. If you're wondering what the table to my left is: that's like a penalty 

box in hockey, if anyone behaves badly... Ok, so my first question is: working at the Union of Concerned 

Scientists we all are used to having the question asked to us "So what are you concerned about?". That's 

true for our board members up in the front including one of our founders Kurt Gottfried who received an 

award last night. We've heard that for many years, now I tend to answer the question "What part I'm 

concerned about?". I'm going to ask the panel what concerns you most in terms of science and scientific 

integrity in the year to come. And ask Gretchen to start. 

Gretchen Goldman: Thanks Doctor Rosenberg. So we've come a long way in scientific integrity. Under the 

George W. Bush administration, we saw science politicized like never before. But now the government has 

many safeguards in place to protect scientific integrity and to protect scientists from politicization of their 

work. Scientists in our government now have rights to communicate , and rights to conduct their research 

free of political interference. We can't afford to roll back these gains. But now these safeguards are under 

threat. In some ways from the George W. Bush administration we know the playbook, we know the kinds of 

things that might lead to politicization of science. But in other regards, this is a different sport. Under this 

administration, we've seen so far that President Trump isn't going to respect science or respect scientists. 

Right out of the gate we saw gag orders placed on federal agency communications, we saw halts on grants 

and contracts and hiring freezes, and we've seen scientific information start to disappear from government 

websites. All of these signs are troubling but what I'm most concerned about now is what they're doing to 

the process by which we use science to inform policy decisions. Right now threats from this administration 

as well as from Congress indicate that they're looking to dismantle the very process by which we use 

science to inform decision-making. There are several troubling bills in Congress, this combined with 

President Trump's executive order on regulations where you have to remove two to issue one new 

regulation. This is illogical, that's illegal and it also threats the very way that we use science to inform policy 

decisions. And so we can't afford to dismantle that process. What is at stake here is much bigger than 

simply what he might do to individual rules or individual policies or deletion of specific information or 



silencing scientists. If we walk back this larger process, that's going to do irreparable damage to the way we 

use science in this country. 

Andrew Rosenberg: Thank you. John. 

John Holdren: Well, let me start with the overarching budget threat. The threat to all the federal 

government R&D investments. So far, what we've heard about the economic policy in the new 

administration is that they want to cut taxes, not touch social security or medic care, spend a trillion or a 

trillion and a half on infrastructure, boost the defence budget. If they do all of that, the numbers simply 

don't add up: there is nothing or less than nothing left for discretionary spending other than defence 

spending. When discretionary spending is threatened, R&D tend to be the first to go. I'm particularly 

worried about R&D at the Department of Energy, where some may survive but clean energy and energy 

efficiency are likely to be slashed. I'm worried of course about the EPA, all the more after Mr. Pruitt's 

confirmation. I'm worried about the Food & Drug Administration in its regulatory authorities. I'm worried 

about the National Science Foundation, which along with the NIH is our biggest funder of fundamental 

research. And while maybe important programs at NIH will survive because they address the diseases that 

afflict members of Congress and their families, the funding at the NSF is certainly even more at risk.  We 

already knew that many members of Congress don't understand that basic research is the seed corn from 

which all future applied advances will come. Basic research has been under fire at the NSF for a long time 

and that trend is unfortunately likely to be accentuated. Other things at risk: obviously research and 

monitoring on climate change, on toxic substances, on water, on ecosystem services... those are likely to be 

early casualties if something doesn't change. I think investments in scientific infrastructure are probably not 

high on the infrastructure list that Mr. Trump has in mind: investments in accelerators, telescopes, high-

capacity computing, satellites again are - I'm afraid - at risk. I'm afraid that the Federal Government efforts 

in STEM education, which were pursued very energetically in the Obama administration,  will be at risk. And 

I think our international cooperation in science and technology, which was greatly stressed in the Obama 

administration, will be at risk. Too many members of the Congress already regarded international 

cooperation in science and technology as a hose through which US competitive advantage is siphoned into 

the possession of our adversaries and competitors. They don't understand the enormous mutual benefits in 

a globalised scientific world that come from international cooperation in science and technology. I fear that 

too may be a casualty. But I'm also very worried about the broader shift in culture around science, 

technology and innovation that Gretchen already referred to. Let me put it this way: it's pretty clear by now 

that we have a President who resists facts that don't comport with his predetermined positions. I think that 

it bodes ill for the survival of the Obama administration's emphases on scientific integrity, transparency, 

public access and fact-based decision-making. I think it bodes ill for the continuing presence at the policy 

making table of the government experts in science, technology, engineering, and math. In the Obama 

administration there was a very strong and successful push to make sure that the science, and more 

broadly the STEM talent in the administration was present at the table when policy issue were being 

discussed, where insights from those scientific domains might be germane, and that's likely to go by the 

boards. And when that happens, that bodes ill for recruitment and retention in the federal government of 

the high calibre STEM talent that the federal government's crucial roles in using, applying and advancing 
science and technology require. So I fear we're in for a very rough ride. 

Jane Lubchenco: My concerns go way beyond the concerns for science and scientists per se. My biggest 

worry is about the consequences to society if scientists are muzzled and intimidated, if science is defunded, 

data are deleted and scientific institutions are undermined. I fear for the health and well -being of the 

scientists, and the economy, and the environment, and the very future of our democracy and of our world. 

Why? We need science at the table for individuals and for institutions to make smart decisions. We need 

data to help businesses and citizens be smart about what they do. We need science to create the new 

knowledge that will help societies solve many of the big problems that are facing us. So that's my big 



concern. We don't know for sure that all that will happen. We are warning signs that are very sobering. But 

to narrow it down more specifically to the question about science and society, I fear that neither policy 

makers nor citizens will have access to the best available science because federal scientists are afraid or 

unable to do their best science and to share it with the public and policy makers. I fear that the scientific 

integrity policies that are essential for wise decision making and we spent quite a huge amount of time and 

energy trying to put in place will be either ignored or dismantled. I fear that science will be seen 

increasingly as partisan and untrustworthy, and I fear that significantly fewer talented scientists are going 

to work for the federal government and many good scientists will leave government. Now I emphasize that 

those fears are far from a foregone conclusion and we need to do everything possible to prevent them 

from happening. But if they did come to pass, this could well impact the quality of lots of things. For 

example, the quality of weather forecasts, the release of new medicines, breakthroughs in renewable 

energy, sustainable fishery management, and so much more. So my real concern is undermining what 
science and scientists do for society and the consequences of that.  

Lewis Branscomb: Thank you very much. My concern is that we don't find a structural relationship among 

all the institutions that care about science and care about the things related to science, such as 

engineering, innovation, and so forth. This community needs to get the energy right here in this room. Look 

at it! We've never had a meeting like this! But what I'm worried about is that we won't do a really good job 

of being a little more precise about the actions that we try to take collectively in order to prevent things 

we're worried about unless we really know those worries are justified and all I really have in mind is 

something very simple: if you watch what Mr. Trump and his friends have been doing, he said they've been 

doing something the Congress hated for Obama to do. They try and prevent him from doing it in at least 

one good example. And then he is putting out this government regulations without asking for the Congress 

to support it. We need to be careful about the amount of bad stuff that is going to come out from the 

government as asserted efforts which cannot happen unless the Congress appropriates them and 

appropriates the money for. Maybe this Congress isn't going altogether to do that. If you watch what the 

Republican party was doing during the selection of the presidential camp and the reality of the campaign 

from Trump, you'll find a great many of the leading Republicans are very nervous about where all this is 

going to lead. If there's a chance of having strong friends anywhere in the conservative community, than 
don't put them in the pot with everything else we plan to cook. 

Amy Luers: One of the things that concerns me most is that the chaotic nature in which things are 

unfolding in Washington makes it really difficult for us as a community to respond in a coordinated and 

strategic way. Of course, this is why it makes it lucky that we have organizations like the Union of 

Concerned Scientists, AAAS and the National Council for Science and the Environment and other that have 

worked on this issues through a number of administrations and for such a long time and can help the 

coordinating force and we will look for you to help ensure that our reports and channels are assisted in a 

more targeted way. No pressure, Andrew! But the other thing that concerns me is, and John mentioned it 

earlier, is the issue of how policies that unfold in Washington have an influence on the international 

collaboration of science. In the Obama administration, under the great leadership of John Holdren and Jane 

Lubchenco, the US was able to work with other nations to establish infrastructures to address global 

environmental change issues, including the Sustainable Development Goals, the Paris Agreement. And 

international collaboration both multilateral and bilateral is really critical for establishing this policy 

structures. I think that moving forward from the implementation of it, collaboration on the international 

community will be even more important. And of course, as policies unfold in the administration, the new 

administration not just to turn to science directly, but more generally this will likely influence the ability for 

the international community - for the US - to participate in the international collaboration. And I think it will 

likely hamper progress in the global science community around these issues. Now I'm optimistic that, 

because we do have this policy structure in place for science to have an influence and because we have 

such strong network with so many people in this room are involved in those networks internationally, that 



there is an opportunity to tap into the philanthropic community and the private sector to find support for 

scientistic continued involvement in a way that can maintain momentum on this global issues. 

Andrew Rosenberg: Thank you. I had the opportunity to visit with Senator Maggie Hassan from New 

Hampshire a few weeks ago. She said something that struck with me. She said that many many people on 

Capitol Hill are supportive of the idea of STEM education, but it seems like there is a lot of people who 

don't want to listen to those who are STEM educated. Which might presently be in this room. So I pose my 

second question and again we'll start with Gretchen: if you're advising a colleague in science, technology, 

any of them, science and technology field, engineering, mathematics, etc., about what they can do. Yeah, 

there's a lot of energy in the room has Lewis pointed out. What would you advise them to do? What are 

some of the things that scientists and the science community should be doing. There are lots of 

opportunity. Something you could do is lower the speaker. But what do you think your advise would be on 

a couple of things that scientists should think hard about seen what's coming towards us. Let's start again 
with Gretchen. 

Gretchen Goldman: If ever there was a time for the scientific community to be engaged on policy, it is now. 

I think we see it. We see it in this room, as Doctor Branscomb said, we're seeing it more and more and the 

science community is ready for this and we're ready to stand up and fight this  in various ways. I think there 

is a lot we can do. We must spotlight misinformation as we see it come out of this administration. We've 

already, as Doctor Luers mentioned, about the chaos and the confusion that we're seeing now, we need to 

spot misinformation when we see it, when websites get deleted, other things - we need to call that out - 

and we need to hold decision-makers accountable. And we need to support each other in the scientific 

community when our fellow scientists choose to speak up and especially if they become political targets 

themselves, as we've seen it happen in the past. So the Union of Concerned Scientists is a science network 

of 20 thousands scientists who work with us are gearing up to do a lot of this work. In the room there were 

toolkits that we just released this weekend and you can find them online at ucsusa.org/sciencewatchdog. 

We're gearing up to do a lot of this work and make sure the scientific community has the tools to stand up 

and speak up on a lot of these issues. There is a lot of work that we can do in terms of educating the public, 

educating decision-makers and calling out when we see misinformation in the general dialogue. We must 

make clear the tremendous benefits that science has for society. I think the scientific community can play a 

key role in articulating what that value of science is in people's daily lives. Because we know that science 

affects everything from a large-scale international competitiveness on technological innovation, but also 

down to the food that we eat ensuring that we have safe food, we have safe and effective drugs, we have a 

clean environment. These are all things that science has brought us, and in particular science-based policies 

have brought us. And so this needs to be made clear to the broader public that this isn't just about science, 

and science funding and scientists professional development, it's much more than that. The public is going 

to suffer if the politicization of science is normalized. We cannot allow that to happen. If science is not able 
to inform policy decisions, we will all lose. 

John Holdren: My advice to scientists, engineers and mathematicians inside and outside the government is 

as follows. First: don't be discouraged or intimidated. Second: keep doing your science, keep 

communicating about your findings and about their implications. Third: beside your own science, become 

more broadly informed about science and society issues. Fourth: get better at telling stories about how and 

why science matters and about how science works, and tell those stories at every audience you can find. 

Fifth: tie at least 10% of your time to public service, including public and policy maker education and 

political engagement. Sixth: in that political engagement, let us all be strategic. Let us recognize that we 

need better communication and coordination across all the organizations that do this public-spirited work. 

If we let a thousand flowers bloom, which may well happen, one liability is that we'll end up with a whole 

less than the sum of the parts and I think we need to be strategic across the AAAS, the UCS, the discipline 

focus, science, society, the academies, the universities, the community to figure out collectively where the 



leverage is and how to accomplish a division of labour and a degree of concerted and coordinated focus 

that gives us a whole more impact than the sum of a thousand separate parts.  

Jane Lubchenco: My advice will be: first, please don't make science partisan. It isn't, it shouldn't be and 

don't bind it into that fragment. Secondly, I think we need to do a much better job of demonstrating - not 

just asserting - the relevance and importance of science. We know that it's important, but not everybody 

else does. And it's not enough to just say "Trust me. I know." We need to do a better job in multiple ways of 

showing why it is relevant. Showing why it's important. Showing what it does for people. Thirdly, much of 

science, especially in the world that I live in, which is environmental science, is often thought as  very doom 

and gloom science. The reality is that there are some huge challenges facing the world, but it's also true 

that there are a wealth of really amazing solutions that are bubbling up all over the world. We don't do a 

good enough job of telling a story about those solutions, they're not at the scale that they need to be. So 

we need to figure out how to replicate and scale those solutions. But giving people a sense not just of 

urgency but hope, and hope because people can work together, because science can help devise new 

solutions, is part of the message that I think we need to have. Fourth, I'd suggest that for those of us that 

live in the academic world, we need to pay a little more attention to our structures and reward systems in 

academia, and change the culture of academia so that it is more valued and rewarded for scientists to be 

engaged with society. Fifth and finally, I think it's really important for scientists to be more engaged with 

the society. Not just communicating science, but working with communities, working with businesses, 

working with citizens through, for example, citizens' science, but also information exchange in two ways. I'd 

assert that there are really exciting opportunities for scientists to get new ideas about research and to 

contribute immediately doing use-inspired science in Donald Stoke's language. So there are some huge 

opportunities, and part of the reason that we're in the pickle that we are is that not enough people really 

appreciate and value science. And I think that's partly on us to help fix. So I'd suggest that now it's a good 

time take part, this is actually, not only important, but really interesting and e xciting time to be in science. 

We need to embrace these challenges and we need to be smart about it. So I think now it's the time for a 
quantum leap into relevance. 

Lewis Branscomb: Many many people will be called to continue to do what we've been doing for even in 

the best of presidents. They are occasionally preventive measures because there are dumb things that are 

happening in the science committee in the House, for example. The UCS, that organisation, has been trying 

to see what they could do to pull back on this crazy business of [PAROLA INCOMPRENSIBILE] laws that tell 

companies that are supposed to manage technical issues in the industry to keep it safe and appropriate, 

but they're trying to make those people not use science occasionally in the  law. So preventiveness is going 

to happen and it most happens and it has got to be effective. What you've been hearing in the last three 

people here is a very strong label and I want to put it forward and that is a constructive approach to solving 

the problems we face. And I just give you one example of what I think is important. Last summer, as 

happens every time there is a presidential election, there were 20 questions devised by smart people about 

science. And they questioned basically all 20 different things one of the two presidential candidates or the 

other, what they might do to deal with that questions. And of course this time, Trump was one of those 

people and it turned out that Hillary wrote a full page full of stuff about what she would do. I know who the 

scientists were that helped her. In the Trump case, I believe he properly wrote it himself because all of 

these 20 answers were about resources loan. None of them said what to do about science, but all of them 

did answer the question. They said "It's important for a business manufacturing that we have good science. 

It's important that [PAROLA INCOMPRENSIBILE] practices correctly rely upon science." And all of these 

answers had a relevance to science, but nothing he would do about science. He was  concerned about the 

consequences of not having good science. Well now, if Trump really believes that, than we need to think 

seriously about among other things we do, we scientists, universities and others, we need to focus on doing 

some of the things we've always wanted to do better. That would be good for the economy, would be good 

for science itself, would be good for innovation. And what I'm talking about here is simply the notion of the 



effective collaborative relationship between scientific people and institutions: the engineering community, 

the medical people and the institutions that all these people live in. These institutions need to collaborate 

more effectively. There is much we can do to render more value to society out of science than what socie ty 

now gets. We can be a lot more innovative than we are. If you look at the universities, you'll find that there 

aren't many of them that offer a post-graduate or a Young Scientist Program in which people are trained 

for at least one year in the combination of how new companies are created, how innovations are done, 

how the business of protecting innovations or selling them. All that needs to be stronger. And I believe that 

if it were, it might not be that the White House would say "Wonderful, that's what we're going to do!", but 

at least they might stop anti-doing it. If so, that would be real, better progress than what we are feared 

might happen. So this is an area in which I think the community could be more effective itself if it were 

institutionally structured in a collaborative mode, with the value to the public and to the country in mind.  

Amy Luers: What I would say in response to this question is that it's really important to think about the 

challenge from the short term and the long term perspective. So, in the short term, there is really a need, a 

sort of desire for all of us to respond, to turn to facts discourse that's coming out of the White House. The 

threat of science being pushed aside in the context of the policy agenda. And so, in that context, I'd suggest 

that we all again need to make sure that we don't respond alone but we try to work in a coordinated 

fashion to have restrict cheated response. But in the long term, the longer term challenge is less that of a 

post-truth world than what I'd call a post-expert world. And what do I mean by this? In the digital age, you 

know, where we have social media and filter bubbles of Facebook and Google, all voices get equal airtime, 

and therefore science voices and other expert voices get either drown out or often filtered out, and just not 

even heard. And so as a result, we in the scientific community need to adjust our means of science 

communication and public engagement, where we move beyond broadcasting facts and even move beyond 

broadcasting really strong stories to joining conversations with our fellow citizens who are non -scientists, 

and looking for opportunities - creating opportunities - where they can start conversations with us. While I 

was at the White House in the OSTP working under Doctor Holdren over the past year I had an opportunity 

to work with a number of initiatives to do justice. One was called Brazilians Dialogues which was a public-

private collaboration, which we launched last year. This is an opportunity for communities around the 

nation to ask for extended conversations with scientists and other techni cal experts not just across that 

agency but also across academia and across civil society. The dialogues were about the risks the climate 

variability and change to your specific community and one of the opportunities for your communities to be 

able to respond to them. So I really think for scientists in the context of at least environmental 

sustainability issues to maintain our relevance in this post-expert world, it would be really important for us 

to proactively see opportunities to join and create conversations with communities across the nation . I 

think it's not only important for [PAROLA INCOMPRENSIBILE] democracy but I also think it's really valuable 
for science to be involved.  


