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Lead with the relationship.

Follow with the science.




‘If facts mattered, we wouldn’t be here”

Jennifer Hahn
Fenton Communications




‘If you were to design a problem that the mind 1s not
equipped to deal with, 1t's climate change. It's
distant. It's abstract. It's contested. It 1s not going to
pe solved by presenting more evidence.”

Daniel Kahneman
Nobel Prize in Economics
Author: “Thinking, Fast and Slow”



Science....

|

Daily News and Headlines

Fake news spreads faster than true news on
Twitter-thanks to people, not bots

By Katie Langin | Thu, 08 Mar 2018

RESEARCH
SOCIAL SCIENCE

The spread of true and false
news online

Soroush Vosoughi,' Deb Roy.' Sinan Aral®

We investigated the differential diffusion of all of the verified true and false news stories
distributed on Twitter from 2006 to 2017 The data comprise ~126,000 stories tweeted by

-3 million pecple more than 4.5 million times. We classified news as true or false using
information from six independent fact-checking organizations that exhibited 95 to 98%
agreement on the classifications. Falsehood diffused significantly farther, faster, deeper, and
more broadly than the truth in all categories of information, and the effects were more
pronounced for false political news than for false news about terrorism, natural disasters,
science, urban legends, or financial information. We found that false news was more novel than
true news, which suggests that people were more likely to share novel information. Whereas
false stories inspired fear, disgust. and surprise in replies, true stories inspired anticipation,
sadness, joy, and trust. Contrary to conventional wisdom, robots accelerated the spread

of true and false news at the same rate, implying that false news spreads more than the truth
because humans, not robots, are more likely to spread it.
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What in the world 1s going on?




Trust




Interpersonal Trust in the U.S.
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SURVEY QUESTION:

"Generally speaking,
would you say that
most people can be
trusted, or, that you
can't be too careful
in dealing with
people?"

AVAILABLE REPLIES:

1. "Can trust”

2. "Cannot trust”
3. “Depends”

4. "Don't Know”
5. "Noanswer".




% who trust scientists
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% who trust scientists
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Polarization 1s the inverse of trust.




% of Democrats with “very unfavorable”
attitude about Republicans

38% Very
unfavorable

27%

of Democrats see the
Republican Party as a
threat to the nation’s
well-being

29

1994 2004 2014

Source: 2014 Political Polarization in the American Public

% of Republicans with “very unfavorable”
attitude about Democrats

43% Very
unfavorable

36%

of Republicans see
the Democratic Party
as a threat to the
nation’s well-being

21
i i

1994 2004 2014

Notes: Questions about whether the Republican and Democratic Parties are a threat to the nation’s well being asked only in 2014.
Republicans include Republican-leaning independents; Democrats include Democratic-leaning independents (see Appendix B).
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Why are these trends such a
problem?
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CHRIS MOONEY

ling author of The Republica
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When Corrections Fail: The Persistence of Political
Misperceptions

Brendan Nyhan - Jason Reifler

Published ondine: 30 March 20000
© Springer Science+Business Media, LLC 2010

Abstract  An extensive literature addresses citizen ignorance. but very linle
ch focuses on misperceptions. Can these false or unsubstantiated belicfs about
s be comected? Previous studics have not tested the eff of corrections in
tic format. We conducted four experiments in which subjects read mock
news articles that included either a misleading claim from a politician, or a mis-
leading claim and a correction. Results indicate that comrections frequently fail wo
reduce misperceptions among the targeted ideological group. We also document

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES (20011) 34, 57-111
o 10, LT/ SO140S2IK 1000065

Why do humans reason? Arguments
for an argumentative tlleor}«'

Hugo Mercier

Prainscply, Poites and Ecoramics Program, Unveraly of Pecnspharea,
Praiadepiia, FA 15104

hemsrcir @ uperm ety hitp | aes gogie com e hugamercer

Dan Sperber

Juan Micod ingstute [EHESS-EAS-CARS. 75005 Para. Frace: Departemnd
of Prvioscphy, Cantrad Eumpann Unvarsly, Budpest, Hungary
dan@uperborts bl weww.dan spebor, i

Abstruet: Reasoning is generally soen as o means to improve knowledge and make better decistons. Howesyr, misch evidenee shaws
that reasonieg ofics ols & st and pooor dhecivkors, This sgests that the fanetion of msoning should e nethought
Our bypothess is that the | m of reasming is anmmentative. 1t Is to devise and evahate apuments mtended to persuade.
Feeasmineg s comeeived bs adaptive gven the eeptinnad de p.w:m..- of lmsans on communication and their vilnerability ko
misnformation. A wide range of evidenes in the pachology of masoning snd decidon making can be rweanterpretad and hetter
expluined In the light of this kypothesh. Poor performancs in standarl rewscaing tasks is explained by the lack of angs

comtest. When the same problens ane placed i a proges anpamentative s peophe turn out to be skillod angee
argecrs, buer, o nen e the trh bkl acginenss sigpaning thlr vicws. This el the nok
This bias is .Irzlnll it ot enily whe [“1 t I abser when they ane re
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HOW LIKE MINDS !
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1. “Abortion Politics” vs. “Cancer Politics”

HONEST
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2. Confirmation bias




3. ‘Reason ... 1s the slave to the passions.”

David Hume
1757




4. The Backfire Effect




5. “If we could only educate them.”




6. Groups bind and blind

The Righteous /

onathan Haidt




7. We evolved to win (not to be right

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES (2011) 34, 57111
el 10,1017 /S0140525X 10000865

Why do humans reason? Arguments
for an argumentative theory

hmercier@sas.upennedy  hitp:/sites.google.com site/ hugomercier

Dan Sperber

Jean Niced Instiute (EHESS-ENS-CNRS], 75008 Pans. France; Depaniment
of Philosophy. Central European Universiy, Budapest. Hungary
dan@sperberdr  hitp:/ www.dan sperber.fr

Abstract: Reasoning is generally seen as a means to improve knowledge and make better decisions. However, much evidence shows

that reasoning often leads to epistemic distortions and poor decisions, This suggests that the function of reasoning should he rethought,

Our hypothesis is that the function of reasoning is angumentative. It is to dt'\ut: and evaluate anguments intended to persuade.

Reasoning so concel is adaptive given the exceptional dependence of humans on communication and their vulnerability to

misinformation, A wide range of evidence in the psvchology of reasoning and decision making can be reinterpreted and better
ned in the light of this hypothesis. Poor perijmrnanoe in standard reasoning tasks is explained by the lack of argumentative

context, When the same problems are plaﬂ proper argumentative . people turn out to be shilled arguers. S|

arguers, however, are not after the truth but after arguments supporting their views. This explains the notoriows confi

'Thls bias is apparent not only when people are mm' arguing, but also when they are reasoning proactively from the perspective

g to defend their opinions, Reasoning so motivated can distort evaluations and attiides and allow errone

pu!u actively used reasor also favors decisions that are casy to justify not necessarily bett

traditionally deseribed as failures or flaws, reasoning does exactly what can be expected of an argumen

arguments that support a given eonclusion, and, ce |.-r|s paribus, favor conelusions for ts can be found.

Keywards: argumentation; confirmation bias; decision ; dual process theory; evolutionary psychology: motivated reasoning;
reason-based choice; e




We need a plan.




Lead with the relationship.

Follow with the science.




We work with...

« Fishermen

e Institutional investors

e Dailry farmers

» International shipping ports
 Timber companies

» Retailers

« Small business owners

» Crayifish farmers in Louisiana
« Ranchers in Argentina




My Advice...

1. Build a relationship with someone who
sees the world differently from you.




My Advice...

2. The easiest way to do this 1s to come up
with a specific project with a very
specific objective that requires both of
youl.




My Advice...

3. Listen.
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