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Abstract: Based on nearly 400 papers retrieved from Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) database, we systematically
review worldwide research on social and psychological factors leading to the public resistance to genetically modified (GM)

crops and foods. This paper points out that during the process to communicate GM crops to the public, scientists neglect the
public concerns and there is a gap between scientific communication and public and media communication. Knowledge has

played a limited role in forming the public attitude to GM foods, and public has a low trust in public institutions. All these

MAS B 2014-07-24
EBA: R, RERDRXFEF AL, TERE, TRHAHS QARFHE LS E A FEERLRT,
Email: hj352@cornell.edu;
AR, KPP RERFAMHFER TS 2, LR T @K AWHAREBRL, Email: happyfiq@mail hzau. edu.cn,

2015 4% 01 #1 - % 054 083



factors lead to the public rejection to GM crops and foods. Based on the systematic review, this paper suggests possible

research routes and approaches for Chinese science communication researchers to understand and solve GMO and similar

scientific controversies.
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