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The Extent to Which a Government  

Regulates Scientific Research 

With accusations made against the current government of the United States regarding 

its alleged lack of belief in scientific studies on the topic of global warming and climate 

change, many have been voicing their support for either government or science, rather than 

believing in both or that the two have the ability to work together. Citizens of a particular 

country are often prone to thinking of their government as the ultimate authoritative power. In 

many cases, this is the same type of thought experienced by CEOs and researchers belonging 

to large scientific organizations. Governments can have major effects on the research 

conducted by big-name scientific societies due to their abilities to fund or defund these 

associations. 

Many countries have multiple societies directing their research towards something very 

specific in hopes of improving the condition of the entire nation. These major societies more 

than often rely on the government for much of their financial aid, and the amount of research 

they may conduct will frequently rely quite heavily on how much money the government is 

willing to provide for them each year. The United States has planned to make major budget 

cuts in 2018 to many big scientific organizations. United States President Donald Trump 

delivered his budget request to Congress on May 23, 2017 (Demarco para 2). Some of the 
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expected scientific research organizations to be included in the 2018 budget cuts include, but 

are not limited to, NASA’s budget which is expected to be cut by three percent; NOAA’s 

budget which is expected to be cut by sixteen percent; the National Cancer Institute’s budget 

which is expected to be cut by twenty-one percent; and the Environmental Protection Agency’s 

budget which is expected to be cut by thirty percent (Demarco see fig 1). It is clear that the 

American government’s control over technological fieldwork is quite significant, seeing as 

President Trump has at least eleven large agencies from which he plans to withhold money this 

coming year. In Emily Demarco’s article for ​Science News​, she writes about how “many in the 

scientific community say the proposed cuts would significantly undermine the nation’s global 

leadership role in advancing science. And they doubt the administration’s argument that the 

private sector would make the necessary investments in basic science research” (Demarco 8). 

U.S. citizens as well as many journalists are conveying concern, showing even moreso that 

these budget cuts are widely prospected to be harmful, and should be brought to the immediate 

attention of the public. The Trump administration is, for the most part, made up of fairly 

conservative Republicans, most of whom are also Anglo-Saxon. Because of these observations, 

one could draw the conclusion that white supremacy may have something to do with certain 

governments preventing scientific research. Osagie K. Obasogie of ​Scientific American ​writes 

in her piece titled “Revisiting ​Gattaca​ in the Era of Trump” that “White supremacy under the 

guise of public health, technological progress or human betterment is nothing new. Thus, the 

very fields of science and medicine that let down so many during past eugenic eras must now 

step up to make sure these political fantasies do not taint their endeavors once again” 

(Obasogie para 11). 
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With scientific researchers and normally conservative politicians frequently disagreeing 

on the importance of scientific and technological exploration, it has been argued that perhaps 

the nation would be in better hands under the control of scientists; for example, founder of 

Technocracy Inc. Howard Scott saw industry and government as an unjust waste (Finley para 

3). He and other scientists like him have had reason to believe that “a new economy run by 

engineers would be more efficient and equitable” (Finley para 3). Klint Finley writes in his 

piece for ​Wired ​titled “Techies Have Been Trying to Replace Politicians for Decades,” that 

“They (techies) want to replace politicians with engineers and our modern financial system 

with one backed by the laws of science” (Finley para 1). Many of Scott’s ideas may still be 

heard around the tech industry today due to modern engineers’ generally negative feelings 

about the government and its lack of scientific funding. Tech moguls frequently continue to 

propose new ideas such as “floating city-states” and contribute romanticized, visionary 

high-tech solutions to serious and widely discussed social issues such as homelessness (Finley 

para 7). It is always nice to believe that there is an easy solution for the worst of the social 

problems everyone experiences day-to-day in their own cities, counties, or even countries; 

however, it is also impossible to know for sure whether something will work or not. For 

example, the very sizely and sorrowful matter of the rising population of homeless individuals 

in American and many other places around the globe is something that has never been 

completely successfully suppressed by any government, especially in the modern era. If no 

governmental administration has ever been able to fix this magnitudinous problem, then why 

should those in the technological and scientific fields be believed in their claims regarding their 

sudden, supposedly genius plans to fix such an affair? On the other hand, the industries have 
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been able to make incredible breakthroughs that have helped immensely on the global scale in 

the past, so why should they not be trusted now? This unsureness creates a better 

understanding of why people should realize that losing all faith in their nations’ leaders based 

on an unevidenced belief that someone else could do something better might be a bit 

nonsensical. Despite scientists claiming that they know how to fix such problems such as 

homelessness, one has to consider that solving such a problem most likely involves a 

knowledge of economics and a nation’s financial system. These are things that are probably 

understood better by politicians and government officials; however, a belief in a government 

giving more money to scientific and technological associations to build on these claims may 

not be so illogical. Perhaps the reason people do not have evidence of scientists’ abilities to 

solve social issues is because the government has not provided enough money, if any, to 

explore these possibilities. The possibilities of people in the technological field bringing about 

new information and proposals on how to solve these devastating problems. 

Despite the repeated conflict seen between those in the field of science and those in the 

field of politics, the two have formed brief alliances at times and even worked together to 

create an electronic government. If the boundary between science and politics were to blur 

somewhat, there may be a stronger alliance formed between the two, and politicians could use 

modern technology to push their nations in positive directions and spread information more 

quickly and efficiently, like they tried to do while working on the E-Government. “The 

blurring of boundaries between science and politics, rather than the intentional separation often 

advocated and practiced, can lead to more productive policy making” (Guston 399). The 

electronic government or E-government program was the result of a partnership between the 
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Department of Energy’s Office of Scientific and Technical Information and global government 

officials. This type of electronic access to governmental information “provides the tools to 

facilitate the use of scientific knowledge in real-world settings, all at no charge to the user and 

greatly reduced Federal costs per user served” (Whitson and Davis 80). With this kind of 

collaboration between two supposed adversaries, it is difficult to continue in the belief that 

politicians and technicians are truly sworn rivals. It is also difficult to believe, with all of the 

major scientific advances happening in recent years, that the two will always feud to some 

extent, whether large or small. The government controls science with its money, but perhaps 

more politicians should come to the realization that science, in a way, controls them as well. 

This defunding of societies such as the National Cancer Institute (Demarco see fig 1) could be 

directly harmful to the politicians themselves, or their families in the future. All medical 

equipment and knowledge comes from many years of strenuous research by countless 

scientists and technicians. This exploration in hopes of bettering the health of humans 

continues today, but how it will continue, specifically in the United States, with such large 

losses in funding is a mystery. 

It has become quite clear that technology is conquering civilization more and more 

every single day. With the heavily increased utilization of technological gadgets such as 

cellphones, computers, and many other electronic devices in fairly recent times, it seems as 

though technology has already formed its own authoritative and nearly governmental position 

around modern civilization. Medical and environmental scientific research, however, seems to 

be a specific target for President Trump’s 2018 budget cuts (Demarco see fig 1). Despite these 

budget cuts and a history of disagreement, the government needs science just as scientific 
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organizations need the government. With countless world leaders owning devices created by 

technologists, and many of these leaders, if not all, receiving mild to serious medical treatment, 

it has become apparent that these financial cutoffs may be irrational. The truth is very plain; 

governments can, and most definitely do, have major effects on the research conducted by 

big-name scientific societies due to their abilities to fund or defund these associations.  
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