Moral and Social Foundations of Beliefs about Scientific Issues: Case of GM Food and Vaccination
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Objectives Contact me

Why do people change their minds?

1) How do different moral and social framings of
scientific facts affect the likelihood of belief change?

Social signals
2) How can we model and predict belief change? possble f i)
2) What are the mechanisms of belief change? intervention
@

Approach i.

Moral concerns

Focal belief
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. Possible

Intervention

Most efforts to increase public acceptance of scientific facts 1) Family and friends 1) Care
have focused on providing transparent factual information. 2) Onllr?e community 2) Fairness
While this is very important, evidence is mixed about the 3) Medical doctors 3) Loyalty
effectiveness of mere facts for increasing acceptance 4) SC|e.nt|sts 4) Aut.hority
(Abrahamse et al, 2005; Nyhan et al, 2014). 5) Online experts 5) Purity

6) Governmental Agencies 6) Liberty

7) US general public
8) Journalists

Here, we view belief change as a product of a complex
adaptive system composed of cognitive and social processes -
that interact and reinforce each other. We develop a Rules for Integrating beliefs
guantitative framework based on insights from statistical
physics to integrate moral considerations and social signals in
order to describe and predict belief change. In the model,
moral and/or social dissonance can lead to belief change, but
more so if a particular type of dissonance is important
(parameter w in our model) and if they pay attention to the
belief updating process (parameter 3).

We compare three different rules for integrating social signals
and moral concerns into overall moral and social fields.

Each of these rules has been described in the literatures on
semantic (Gigerenzer, et al., 1999) and social belief
integration (Hoppitt & Laland, 2013):

* Simple average

* Weighted average

* Most important

In two longitudinal studies, we experiment with different

interventions that present facts about the safety of childhood
vaccines and GM food (focal beliefs) along with related moral
concerns or social signals.
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