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"Let us not love with words or speech but 

with actions and in truth." – 1 John 3:18 (NIV)

I struggle with this verse everyday with my 

children. I want my boys to understand and 

appreciate the words I love you  because of the 

actions that are founded on them.  In the same way, 

faith is easy to keep in the realm of ideas or words– 

something we believe or say – but far harder to live 

out in concrete ways. Mission trips helped shift that 

for me, showing God's love in a tangible and 

practical way, where service became a living 

expression of faith that shaped not only how I 

helped others, but how I found my calling as a 

pediatrician intensive care physician.

My first introduction to a mission trip took 

place early in high school.  With my local youth 

group, we went to South Korea and Taiwan – a 

place that felt both exciting and unfamiliar. What I 

remember most, though, isn't the travel or even the 

work – it's the children. Our team spent time with 

students at an orphanage, trying to connect despite 

our language barriers. We played games, laughed 

and bonded, shared our faith how we could and 

found ways to communicate without words.

I did not appreciate it at the time, but I found 

myself drawn to helping children especially to those 

How Mission Trips Shaped 
My Faith and Calling

Paul Kim, MD

in need.  Whether it was volunteering at shelters or 

soup kitchens or at hospitals, my focus was on 

trying to support them however I could.  Even it 

was just attention or connection, I did what I could 

at the time and in those moments, I began to 

understand that showing up for someone, especially 

a child, can matter more than saying the right thing.

In college, my experience in the Philippines 

deepened that understanding. Our team helped 

renovate a local school and orphanage, and while 

the physical work was meaningful, it was the 

students who left the greatest impact on me. Every 

day, they would gather around us – curious, 

energetic, and full of life. Even in a space that 

needed repairs, they carried a sense of excitement 

about learning that I often took for granted.  We also 

did medical and spiritual outreach into the 

community, and we'd see people severely impacted 

by disease that could have been preventable with 

simple, proactive interventions. 

While, I was honored to have a role and be a 

support for these children, I found myself called to 

do a more. How could I help these children 

particularly the ones that could not help 

themselves?  The answer, for me, was in medicine.  

I went to medical school to become a pediatrician 

and to specialize in critical care medicine.  With this 
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training, I currently work at a safety net hospital 

that accepts all children regardless of their ability to 

pay and helps provide them with high quality care 

in the most trying times of their lives.

As a physician, mission work has taken on a 

more medical focus.  I have gone on medical 

mission trips as part of a larger cardiac surgery team 

to El Salvador and Mexico.  We identify children 

with congenital heart defects, repair them, and care 

for them post-operatively through their recovery.  

We also train staff so that they could develop the 

skill set to do this work themselves in the future.  In 

some cases, the children we operated on would have 

died shortly had we not been there.  In other cases, 

we extend their life expectancy by decades.  We 

give children a chance to grow up, to play, to live a 

fuller life. These moments are real – not abstract 

service.  This was directly impacting the lives of 

children and their families in profound ways.

Children reveal something essential about 

faith. Their trust, their joy, and their ability to 

receive love without hesitation reflect the kind of 

posture we are called to have. In serving them, I am 

also reminded of this.  My work is not about being a 

savior. That role belongs to Christ alone. Whether 

playing games with children in Taiwan, helping 

build a school in the Philippines, or supporting life-

saving care for young patients in El Salvador and 

Mexico, the calling is the same – to love, serve, and 

be present. And in that presence, I found my own 

perspective expanding appreciating resilience, hope, 

and joy in ways I had never considered.

I continue that work at home here in the 

states.  Working with children in mission settings 

taught me patience, empathy, and the importance of 

presence – qualities that are essential in clinical care. 

I do my best to listen deeply, observe beyond 

words, and meet children where they are, not just 

medically but emotionally. Those lessons have 

shaped how I interact with patients and families 

every day, reminding me that care is never just 

about treatment – it's about relationships, trust, and 

compassion.

Each of these trips shaped me, but not in the 

ways I fully expected. They didn't just show me 

need – they showed me joy. They didn't just reveal 

hardship – they revealed resilience and the ways 

faith can flourish even in challenging circumstances. 

They forced me to confront my assumptions, to 

grow in patience and empathy, and to recognize that 

serving others is inseparable from growing myself.

I do not see mission trips as moments where 

I went to give, but as moments where I was invited 

to witness something deeper – faith expressed 

through the lives of children, the love of God in 

action, and the transformation that occurs when we 

step beyond our familiar world.

If there is one lesson that continues to stay 

with me, it is this: to love in action is to reflect the 

heart of Christ – and in doing so, we often find our 

own hearts changed.

Paul Kim, M.D. is a pediatric intensivist at University of 

California San Francisco Benioff Children's Hospital 

Oakland.  He has been a physician for twenty-two years.  

He also sits on the board of the Protestant Abbey Mission.

Mt. Sinai Medical School (M.D.)

Yale University (B.S.)
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Sound theater has become a much-anticipated church 

and family outing with our kids. Seeing the bible 

stories come to life in a massive stage is incredible! 

Stories that we can share and teach our kids about 

courage, kindness, faith and most of all about God.

As I look back on my life these past decades, the 

Lord has helped me in every step – from choosing a 

spouse, to raising a child, from changing jobs and 

navigating workplace challenges, and even in making 

small daily life choices. He continues to guide me 

through it all.

 As a believer in Christ, I continue to run the race of 

life, persevering through life's challenges and fixing my 

eyes on Jesus, the author and perfecter of my faith.

In my twenties I made many plans and I thought I 

had it all figured out. Unfortunately, many of those 

plans failed. Then the Lord spoke through the Bible, I 

read Proverbs 16:9 "In his heart a man plans his 

course, but the Lord determines his steps." I found 

comfort in those words and I still do. His plans always 

lead me to a good path, and I take comfort in knowing 

that he is in control. Through His leading I came here 

to the US. It's been 14 years since then; I am forever 

thankful that I answered God's calling when a friend 

invited me to join a bible study. That's when I met 

Pastor Esther and Pastor Sam Kim. From weekly bible 

study in World of Wings in Teaneck, NJ led to 

becoming part of Protestant Abbey Chapel and joining 

the Sunday English service in our church in 

Englewood, NJ. In our small group, together with my 

husband and daughter, God's presence and blessings 

are always felt in our gatherings. Faith also knows no 

boundaries, our friends in Maryland – Michael and 

Jill, and their three children also joined us on Sunday 

service via zoom. 

All of us in Protestant Abbey Chapel are parents 

now and we can all agree that navigating parenthood 

is challenging. As Christian parents, we strive to teach 

our children about God and foster a Christ-centered 

environment. At church, we have Children's message 

as part of our Sunday service where we read bible 

stories and teach our children how to pray. Our yearly 

trip to Lancaster County in Pennsylvania, to Sight and 

Mythyl's Testimony

Mythyl Love Go

Protestant Abbey Chapel Deaconness (treasurer)
Nurse at Montefiore Medical Center
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1. Introduction: Should We Trust the 

Government to Follow the Science?

We hear it all the time: "follow the science." 

Governments claim that their policies – on air quality, 

public health, food safety, environmental protection – 

are grounded in the best available scientific evidence. 

But how well does this ideal hold up in practice? 

When a government agency evaluates thousands of 

scientific studies and decides which ones to rely on, 

does the process truly remain neutral? Or does politics 

creep in, quietly shaping which evidence gets attention 

and which gets left on the shelf?

These are the questions that motivated my 

research. The bottom line is this: political bias in the 

use of science is real and measurable. But the most 

important, most widely recognized scientific research 

is remarkably resilient to that bias. The best science 

endures, even when politics pushes against it.

This matters for all of us. The air quality 

standards set by the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) determine how much pollution is 

acceptable in the air we breathe. They influence 

whether new factories can be built near residential 

neighborhoods and whether power plants must install 

additional pollution controls. When a child with 

How Political Interests Shape the Use of Evidence
and Why Strong Science Prevails

Dahyun Choi

asthma has a bad day, when an elderly person is 

hospitalized for heart problems made worse by smog – 

these outcomes are shaped, in part, by the standards 

the EPA sets based on its review of the science. If that 

review process is tainted by political considerations, 

then the standards may not fully protect public health.

2. The Setting: How the EPA Sets Air 

Quality Standards

The EPA is responsible for setting National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards for pollutants that 

harm human health and the environment. These 

include ozone (the main ingredient in smog), 

particulate matter (tiny airborne particles from car 

exhaust, industrial emissions, and wildfires), carbon 

monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and lead.

To set these standards, the EPA needs to know 

what the latest science says about how each pollutant 

affects people and ecosystems. It does this through a 

process called Integrated Science Assessments 

(ISAs)– essentially massive, systematic reviews of the 

scientific literature. Thousands of researchers 

worldwide are constantly publishing studies related to 

air pollution and health: whether children near 

highways develop asthma at higher rates, whether 
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ozone increases emergency room visits, or how 

particulate matter damages lung tissue. The EPA 

gathers all of these studies, evaluates their quality and 

relevance, and synthesizes them into a coherent 

assessment that serves as the scientific foundation for 

national air quality standards.

This process is governed by the Clean Air Act, 

which mandates that standards reflect "the latest 

scientific knowledge." It follows established 

procedures: a broad initial literature search, expert 

evaluation, independent peer review, public comment, 

and publication of a final assessment. Crucially, ISAs 

for two key pollutants– ozone and particulate matter – 

were conducted under both Democratic and 

Republican administrations following a 2008 revision 

to the review process. This allows me to directly 

compare how the same type of scientific evidence was 

treated under different political environments, within 

the same institutional framework – a kind of natural 

experiment where the science stays broadly 

comparable but the political context changes.

3. Finding 1: Political Bias Is Real

The first major finding is clear: the political party 

in power does influence which scientific studies are 

included in the EPA's assessments.

The Pattern

Under a Democratic administration, studies that 

strongly support the link between air pollution and 

public health harm are approximately 15% more 

likely to be cited in the final assessment. This aligns 

with Democratic administrations' general support for 

stronger environmental regulations.

Under a Republican administration, the pattern 

reverses. Studies supporting the pollution-health 

connection are approximately 18% less likely to be 

cited. This aligns with Republican administrations' 

tendency to favor maintaining or loosening existing 

standards.

These findings hold up even after accounting for 

a wide range of factors that might otherwise explain 

the patterns – including each study's scientific field, 

publication year, and funding sources.

How Large Is This Effect?

To put these numbers in perspective: the partisan 

effect is comparable in magnitude to the boost a study 

gets from being considerably more influential within 

the scientific community. In other words, having your 

findings align with the administration's policy 

preferences can boost your study's chances of being 

included by about as much as being a far more 

prominent piece of research. Political alignment, 

which has nothing to do with the quality or rigor of a 

study, exerts an influence that rivals the influence of 

scholarly recognition.

4. Finding 2: Strong Science Is Resilient

If the story ended there, it would be deeply 

discouraging. But the research reveals a crucial second 

pattern.

Political bias does not affect all studies equally. It 

is concentrated among studies with lower scientific 

impact – those that are less well-known and less 

widely cited by other researchers. For the most highly 

regarded, widely cited studies, partisan bias largely 

disappears. These high-impact studies tend to be 

included in assessments regardless of which party is in 

power and regardless of whether their findings align 

with the administration's preferences.

Why? Two forces are at work. First, when a study 

is widely cited and reflects well-established findings, 

excluding it would be immediately noticed by the 

scientific community, external reviewers, and courts. 

The cost of ignoring prominent evidence is simply too 

high. Second, government agencies care about their 

credibility. Excluding a well-known study that 

contradicts the administration's preferred policy 

invites criticism and litigation. For lesser-known 

studies, the calculus is different: excluding them is 

less likely to attract attention and easier to justify.
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The key insight is that scientific reputation serves 

as a genuine check on political discretion – not a 

perfect one, but a meaningful one.

5. Who Reviews the Science?

A natural question follows: how does political 

bias enter a process designed to be objective?

Part of the answer lies in personnel. When a new 

administration takes office, the people involved in the 

science review process change dramatically. For the 

particulate matter assessment, approximately 75% of 

participants under one administration did not continue 

under the next .  For ozone,  turnover was 

approximately 82%.

These changes are not random. Under Democratic 

administrations, the process drew heavily on 

academic scientists from research universities, often 

in states that lean Democratic. Under the Republican 

administration, there were fewer academics and more 

participants from state government agencies and 

regional EPA offices. The independent advisory 

committee was particularly affected: its members 

shifted from university researchers to state and local 

government officials, and its size was reduced by 

more than half.

This matters because professional backgrounds 

and institutional cultures shape how people exercise 

judgment – especially for studies in the gray area of 

moderate quality and ambiguous implications. Even 

with everyone acting in good faith, a team of 

academic researchers may collectively weight 

evidence differently than a team of state regulators. It 

is precisely in this gray area where partisan bias is 

most consequential.

6. What These Findings Mean

Public debate about science and politics tends to 

swing between two extremes. One view holds that 

science provides a perfectly objective basis for policy 

– we just need to "follow the science." The other holds 

that science in government is hopelessly corrupted by 

politics, with findings used merely to justify whatever 

politicians already wanted to do.

My findings suggest that neither extreme is 

correct. Political bias is real: the party in power 

influences which studies appear in government 

assessments, and this influence is measurable and 

significant. Science in government is not purely 

neutral. But science is not merely a puppet of politics 

either. The most rigorous, widely recognized research 

retains its authority across partisan contexts. There are 

meaningful limits on how far political actors can 

distort the scientific record.

Two forces operate simultaneously. Partisan 

incentives push administrators to favor studies that 

align with their policy preferences – this force is 

strongest where there is the most room for discretion, 

among less prominent studies. Scientific authority 

pushes toward the inclusion of well-established 

research – this force is strongest where consensus is 

clearest and the cost of ignoring evidence is highest. 

The interplay between these forces produces partisan 

bias that is real but bounded, with the boundaries set 

by the strength of the underlying science.

This has important implications. For scientists, 

producing high-quality, widely recognized work is one 

of the most effective defenses against political 

interference. The pursuit of excellence has 

consequences beyond academia – it contributes 

directly to the integrity of policymaking. For citizens, 

supporting strong, independent scientific institutions 

matters. Transparency – like the EPA's publicly 

accessible databases that made this research possible – 

enables external accountability. For policymakers, the 

evidence of partisan bias is not a partisan accusation 

aimed at one side; it is a structural feature affecting 

both parties. Recognizing this should motivate 

bipartisan efforts to strengthen protections: ensuring 

advisory committees remain independent, making 

study selection criteria more transparent, and basing 

participant selection on expertise rather than political 

alignment.



7. Conclusion

Two findings stand together. First, political 

bias in the government's use of scientific evidence 

is real. The party in power influences which 

studies are included in assessments that directly 

inform standards affecting public health. Second, 

the best science endures. The most highly 

regarded research is cited consistently across 

partisan contexts, because scientific reputation 

creates genuine constraints on political discretion.

These findings paint a picture that is neither 

naive nor cynical. The relationship between 

science and politics is not a simple story of either 

perfect objectivity or hopeless corruption. It is a 

dynamic interplay in which both political interests 

and scientific standards shape the use of evidence 

– with the balance tilting toward science as the 

quality and visibility of the evidence increases.

For those who care about the integrity of 

public institutions, the message is one of 

guarded optimism. The system is imperfect, and 

vigilance is warranted. But the pursuit of 

rigorous, well-recognized science is not futile. 

It is one of the most effective tools we have for 

ensuring that evidence-based policymaking 

lives up to its name.
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