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Abstract. Background and research problem. The prevalence of epistemically unwarranted beliefs 
makes it critically important to study human cognitive capacities to resist indoctrination by 
pseudoscientific, conspiracist, and paranormal doctrines. The research problem addressed the question 
of whether cognitive abilities and rationality protect against susceptibility to epistemically unwarranted 
beliefs. Objective. To present a theoretical analysis of contemporary empirical studies examining the role 
of cognitive abilities (intelligence and creativity) and rational-intuitive thinking styles in the formation of 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs. Methods. A non-systematic theoretical review of the scientific 
literature using narrative analysis and synthesis. Literature searches were conducted in major scientific 
databases, including Scopus, Web of Science, and PsycINFO. Sources were included if they presented 
empirical data and provided detailed descriptions of their methodological procedures. Results. Empirical 
evidence indicates weak to moderate negative correlations between intelligence and epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs, although some studies find no association, and in exceptional cases, the relationship 
may be negative. The relationship between creativity and such beliefs is inconsistent: creativity may help 
avoid rapid stereotypical evaluations of epistemically questionable ideas, yet may also increase 
vulnerability to them in the absence of criticality. A tendency toward rational thinking style generally 
serves as a negative predictor of belief in pseudoscience and conspiracy theories, though its relationship 
with paranormal beliefs is often absent. These patterns vary depending on methodological and contextual 
differences across studies. A tendency toward intuitive thinking style constitutes a consistent risk factor 
that increases the likelihood of accepting irrational ideas and forming epistemically unwarranted beliefs. 
Conclusion. Cognitive abilities and rationality do not guarantee protection against indoctrination. 
Nevertheless, intelligence and rational thinking style can be beneficial in specific situations when 
individuals encounter epistemically unwarranted ideas and doctrines, provided they suppress intuitive 
impulses and evaluations and sufficiently engage intelligence as a mental resource. 
Keywords: Cognitive Abilities, Rationality, Irrationality, Intelligence, Creativity, Rational Thinking 
Style, Intuitive Thinking Style, Indoctrination, Epistemically Unwarranted Beliefs, Pseudoscientific 
Beliefs, Conspiracy Beliefs, Paranormal Beliefs 

1. Introduction 

In the contemporary information 
environment (saturated, fragmented, and 
weakly regulated) the problem of disseminating 
epistemically unwarranted ideas and doctrines 
has become particularly acute, as such ideas can 
significantly influence people's decision-making 
and the formation of their epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs. 

Among such beliefs, various forms of belief 
in pseudoscience are highly prevalent, 
representing a psychological consequence of the 
phenomenon of descientization, which is "a 
prolonged, persistent process of replacing 
scientific knowledge with knowledge that does 
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not meet its criteria, presented in a systematized 
form difficult to distinguish from genuine 
science" (Agapova, 2019). The promotion and 
popularisation of non-scientific knowledge leads 
to increasing denial of scientific consensus and 
adherence to pseudoscientific theories. 
Empirical confirmation of this trend can be seen 
in the spread of astrology, the anti-vaccination 
movement, denial of anthropogenic climate 
change, HIV and cancer dissidence, denial of 
COVID-19, interest in alternative medicine, and 
others (Antonova et al., 2023; Bobrovskaya, 
2017; Isupova et al., 2021; Sherer, 2004; Das et 
al., 2022; Mikheev & Nestik, 2021). 
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Another equally prevalent type of 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs consists 
of conspiracy beliefs, which arise from accepting 
theories that interpret significant events as 
secret conspiracies by powerful and malevolent 
groups (Goertzel, 1994). Examples include 
beliefs regarding outgroup members 
(conspiracies against Jews, Muslims, etc.) 
(Swami et al., 2018), social upheavals 
(revolutions, terrorist attacks, etc.), the 
existence of a world government and the 
Judeo-Masonic conspiracy, government 
concealment of information about 
extraterrestrial visits, and others (Spiridonov, 
2019). One might also mention conspiracist 
beliefs about medicine (e.g., that pharmaceutical 
companies conceal harmful side effects of drugs 
to maintain profits) and beliefs underlying 
doubts about scientific facts. Douglas et al. 
(2017) conclude that the popularity of 
conspiracy theories is driven by key 
socio-psychological motives: epistemic (need for 
understanding and certainty), existential (need 
for security and environmental control), and 
social (desire to maintain a positive self- and 
group-image). 

Paranormal beliefs are also classified as 
epistemically unwarranted. In the scientific 
literature, these are defined as belief in the 
existence of phenomena, forces, and abilities 
that violate fundamental natural laws of biology, 
physics, psychology, etc., and lack scientific 
confirmation (Lindeman & Aarnio, 2007; Irwin, 
2009). They typically include superstitions, 
belief in the supernatural, the existence of 
spirits, deities, extraordinary life forms, 
witchcraft, predictions, and extrasensory human 
abilities (Tobacyk, 2004). Abitov et al. (2017) 
define superstitiousness as a worldview 
characteristic mediating an individual's 
relationship to reality, similar to religious faith. 
Its essence lies in conviction regarding causal 
relationships between human actions (or 
inactions) and future events, as well as in the 
existence of supernatural forces and their 
influence on people's lives. Lindeman and 
Aarnio (2007) explain belief in the paranormal 
through categorisation errors, wherein the core 
attributes of mental, physical, and biological 
entities and processes become mixed. 
Furthermore, magical representations 
characteristic of preschool children persist at an 
implicit level into adulthood and may be 
activated in adults despite possessing more 
rational knowledge that formally refutes these 
beliefs (Subbotsky, 2001). 

The dissemination and impact of 
epistemically unwarranted ideas on mass 
consciousness can be understood as a particular 

case of indoctrination. Broadly defined, 
indoctrination refers to a specific process of 
social influence that entails implanting doctrinal 
ideas into an individual's or group's 
consciousness while bypassing recipients' 
critical perception (Dvoinin & Bulanova, 2020, 
2021; Dvoinin & Romantsova, 2021; Savenkov, 
2006a, 2006b). What distinguishes 
indoctrination from related concepts and 
mechanisms of social influence and 
manipulation is the presence of a doctrine that is 
implanted into recipients' consciousness 
(Savenkov, 2022). Recipients typically do not 
recognise indoctrinating influence, and their 
adoption of various ideas, concepts, and 
explanatory schemas is illusorily perceived as 
their own choice. Pseudoscientific, conspiracist, 
and paranormal theories and concepts 
constitute the content of indoctrination. 

The prevalence of epistemically unwarranted 
beliefs raises questions about human cognitive 
capacities to resist indoctrination by 
pseudoscientific, conspiracist, and paranormal 
doctrines. The most generalised and 
comprehensive cognitive structures involved in 
an individual's cognitive activity are intelligence 
and creativity (or convergent and divergent 
thinking), which researchers examine as general 
cognitive abilities (Guilford, 1982; Druzhinin, 
1995; Savenkov, 2024; Kholodnaya, 2002, etc.). 

One might suppose that intelligence, 
understood as the ability to draw logical 
inferences, form and manipulate concepts, 
classify information, generate and test 
hypotheses, recognise causal relationships, 
understand consequences, and solve problems 
(McGrew, 2009), should serve as a factor 
impeding susceptibility to epistemically 
unwarranted theories. To recognise the 
irrational and epistemically unwarranted 
doctrinal nature of a theory, a certain level of 
intelligence is evidently required to relate it to an 
established body of scientifically validated 
knowledge (e.g., facts and theories accepted by 
the expert community), identify logical 
contradictions, violations of causal, genetic, and 
functional relationships, ontological properties, 
and much more. 

The role of creativity in the indoctrination 
process requires clarification. On the one hand, 
as the capacity to generate original ideas 
characterised by novelty and unconventionality, 
creativity might ostensibly resist indoctrination 
by epistemically unwarranted doctrines; 
through creative thinking, individuals may 
question the initial epistemic premises of 
doctrines, seek latent connections, and be less 
susceptible to external authority, seeking truth 
independently. On the other hand, epistemic 



Natural Systems of Mind, 2026, 6(3), 18-38. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

20 

curiosity characteristic of creative individuals, 
their habituation to multiple perspectives and 
diversity of viewpoints, combined with what 
some researchers (e.g., Barysheva, 2012; 
Sergienko, 2025) assert is the irrational and 
intuitive nature of creativity, may predispose 
such individuals to form epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs. 

Beyond these general cognitive abilities, the 
outcomes of cognitive processing are influenced 
by the manner and nature of information 
processing. It is reasonable to suppose that 
indoctrination outcomes depend on the extent to 
which, and under what conditions, rational 
(analytic) and intuitive pathways of 
information processing (or individuals' 
tendencies toward rational or intuitive thinking 
styles) are engaged. In this logic, rationality 
should serve as a protective buffer against 
accepting epistemically unwarranted ideas. 

However, analysis of cognitive models and 
information processing theories (Dvoinina, 
2025) has revealed substantial contradictions to 
the traditional view of intelligence and 
rationality's role in information perception. 
Dual-process models and theories (Epstein, 
1994; Evans, 2008; Evans & Stanovich, 2013; 
Stanovich, 2009; Kahneman, 2011) explain the 
primary assimilation of epistemically 
unwarranted ideas and doctrines through the 
intuitive information processing system, which 
minimises cognitive costs. Cognitive dissonance 
theory (Festinger, 2000) reveals the 
motivational basis for the persistence of 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs: avoiding 
inconsistency even at the cost of rejecting or 
reinterpreting scientific knowledge. The 
argumentative theory of reasoning (Mercier, 
2016; Mercier & Sperber, 2011), epistemic 
vigilance theory (Sperber et al., 2010), and 
epistemic motivation theory (Kruglanski et al., 
2009) can explain the effectiveness of 
indoctrination through reasoning oriented 
toward "winning" social communication rather 
than truth-seeking; the simplicity and authority 
of sources that blunt critical evaluation; and 
individuals' striving for epistemic clarity, 
certainty, and confidence rather than reliability. 
Conceptual change theory (Kurbanov & 
Spiridonov, 2023) explains susceptibility to 
indoctrination through the possibility of parallel 

coexistence of logically incompatible models of 
reality in an individual's cognitive domain. 

In this context, the present article aims to 
review and analyse contemporary empirical 
research on the role of cognitive abilities and 
rational-intuitive thinking styles in forming 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs, and to 
address the question of whether cognitive 
abilities and rationality protect against 
susceptibility to such beliefs. 

2. Methods 

This study is a non-systematic theoretical 
review of the scientific literature using narrative 
analysis and synthesis, aimed at identifying 
empirical evidence regarding the contribution of 
cognitive abilities and rationality to predicting 
susceptibility to epistemically unwarranted 
beliefs. 

Literature search strategy. Sources were 
identified through search queries in major 
scientific databases, including Scopus, Web of 
Science, and PsycINFO, using keywords that 
defined the thematic scope: "cognitive ability," 
"intelligence," "fluid reasoning," "crystallised 
reasoning," "creativity," "rational thinking 
style," "analytic thinking style," "intuitive 
thinking style" in combination with 
"epistemically unwarranted beliefs," 
"epistemically unjustified beliefs," "unfounded 
beliefs," "pseudoscientific beliefs," "conspiracy 
beliefs," "conspiracy thinking," and "paranormal 
beliefs." 

Inclusion criteria and analytical 
approach. The review included sources that 
presented empirical data and provided detailed 
descriptions of their methodological procedures. 
Sources in which the reliability and validity of 
findings were not adequately ensured by 
methods and design were excluded. Analysis 
proceeded by comparing the nature, magnitude, 
and direction of statistical relationships between 
cognitive abilities, rational and intuitive 
thinking styles, and the expression of 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs. Data were 
then subjected to narrative synthesis. To 
systematise the empirical sources cited in each of 
the three main analytical directions (Sections 
3.1–3.3), we compiled a summary table of all 
studies that provided original data for the 
respective correlates (see Table 1). 

Table 1. Empirical Sources Cited in Each Results Subsection 

Results Section 
(Analytical Direction) 

Number of 
References 

List of References (Author, Year) 

3.1. Intelligence and 
Susceptibility to 

19 
Adam-Troian et al., 2019; Andersson et al., 2022; Bensley et al., 
2023; Betsch et al., 2020; Čavojová et al., 2020; Dean et al., 
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Results Section 
(Analytical Direction) 

Number of 
References 

List of References (Author, Year) 

Epistemically Unwarranted 
Beliefs 

2022; Edwards et al. (2025); Erceg et al., 2019; Jastrzębski & 
Chuderski, 2022; Jastrzębski et al., 2024; Kokis et al., 2002; 
Komyaginskaya et al., 2025; Pennycook et al., 2015a; Rizeq & 
Toplak, 2023; Rizeq et al., 2021*; Sepúlveda-Páez et al., 2025; 
Stasielowicz, 2022; Ståhl et al., 2024; Toplak et al., 2011 

3.2. Creativity and 
Susceptibility to 
Epistemically Unwarranted 
Beliefs 

6 
Aarnio, 2007; Dagnall et al., 2025; Diržytė, 2023; Fichnová & 
Peráčková, 2024; Gianotti et al., 2001; Gligorić et al., 2021 

3.3. Rational-Intuitive 
Thinking Styles and 
Susceptibility to 
Epistemically Unwarranted 
Beliefs 

35 

Bainton, 2010; Ballová Mikušková, 2018; Ballová Mikušková, 
2021; Ballová Mikušková & Čavojová, 2020; Bensley et al., 
2014; Bensley et al., 2023; Branković, 2019; Budžak & 
Branković, 2022; Cadena Nogales et al., 2022; Čavojová et al., 
2020; Chueh, 2023; de Vasconcelos & Tróccoli, 2004; Erceg et 
al., 2019; Genovese, 2005; Georgiou et al., 2021; Gervais & 
Norenzayan, 2012; Irwin, 2015; Irwin & Marks, 2013; Irwin & 
Young, 2002; Lindeman, 2011; Lindeman & Aarnio, 2006; 
Majima, 2015; Marks et al., 2008; Pennycook et al., 2012; 
Pennycook et al., 2015a; Rizeq et al., 2021*; Rogers et al., 2018; 
Sadler-Smith, 2011; Saher & Lindeman, 2005; Ståhl & Van 
Prooijen, 2018; Sunyík & Čavojová, 2023; Svedholm & 
Lindeman, 2013; Swami et al., 2014; Thome & Finn, 2026; 
Wolfradt et al., 1999 

Note. Asterisks (*) indicate studies that are cited in both Section 3.1 and Section 3.3, because they simultaneously 
examined cognitive abilities (intelligence, cognitive reflection) and thinking styles as predictors of epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs. 

This review combines studies that are quite 
diverse conceptually, methodologically, 
disciplinarily, and thematically. For instance, 
they employ different concepts or models of 
intelligence, creativity, or thinking styles, 
yielding different and sometimes contradictory 
results. Studies also vary in design, from 
correlational and comparative to experimental 
and longitudinal. Accordingly, their authors, 
when discussing relationships between cognitive 
abilities or thinking styles and susceptibility to 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs, variously 
refer to these cognitive characteristics as 
"factors," "predictors," "conditions," or simply 
establish correlations. These nuances are 
important theoretically, but to avoid confusion, 
we have generalised by referring to such 
cognitive characteristics as "correlates" or noting 
"relationships" with the constructs of interest. 

The results of the studies analysed were 
conducted within different scientific themes and 
subfields of psychological disciplines: 
psychology of thinking, psychology of abilities, 
giftedness and creativity, psychology of beliefs, 
developmental psychology of children's 
thinking, psychology of social influence, and 
others. Therefore, in the analysis, beyond 
methodological considerations, we accounted 
for contextual aspects of implementation, as well 

as gender, age, sociocultural, and other specific 
characteristics of respondents. 

3. Results 

3.1. Intelligence and Susceptibility to 
Epistemically Unwarranted Beliefs 

Empirical studies examining the relationship 
between intelligence and various types of 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs, including 
pseudoscientific, conspiracist, and paranormal 
beliefs, are relatively sparse. Moreover, the 
correlations found are generally modest and/or 
statistically unstable. 

Some studies have found weak to 
moderate relationships between cognitive 
abilities and epistemically unwarranted beliefs 
concerning pseudoscience, paranormal 
phenomena, and conspiracy theories. Three 
studies by Jastrzębski and Chuderski (2022) 
show that fluid intelligence is negatively 
correlated with epistemically unwarranted 
beliefs; however, the strength of this relationship 
depends on belief type. For pseudoscientific 
beliefs, fluid intelligence explains approximately 
11% of the variance (mean r = −0.33). For 
paranormal beliefs, explained variance is about 
4% (mean r = −0.20), and for conspiracist 
beliefs, less than 2.5% (mean r = −0.16). Thus, 
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the most moderate relationship is observed 
specifically for pseudoscientific beliefs. 

In Jastrzębski et al. (2024), "cognitive 
ability" was computed as a latent variable based 
on three observed variables: scores on the 
Expanded Cognitive Reflection Test, 
performance on Number Series tasks (4 items), 
and the self-reported Need for Cognition scale (7 
items). Analysis revealed a statistically 
significant negative correlation between 
cognitive ability and level of pseudoscientific 
belief acceptance (r = −0.26, p < 0.001), 
corresponding to 6.8% variance explained in 
pseudoscience susceptibility. The relationship 
was stronger in men (r = −0.361, p = 0.039), 
whereas in women it was weaker and not 
statistically significant (r = −0.167, p > 0.05). 
The authors conclude that cognitive abilities are 
weakly to moderately, but reliably, associated 
with the tendency to reject pseudoscientific 
beliefs, and this association holds even in field 
research conducted on representative samples 
from several European countries. 

In Andersson et al. (2022), nonverbal 
intelligence (measured using the 3D rotation 
scale of the ICAR16 test) showed a negative 
correlation with belief in astrology (r = 
−0.16, *p* < 0.01). In a regression model 
explaining 23% of variance and including 
demographic variables (gender, age), Big Five 
traits, narcissism, and assessment of astrology's 
scientific validity, nonverbal intelligence 
emerged as a significant predictor: higher 
intelligence was associated with lower belief in 
astrology (β = −0.15, p = 0.014). These findings 
align with Edwards et al. (2025) who found that 
higher intelligence is associated with lower belief 
in astrology. 

Čavojová et al. (2020) found weak predictive 
power of nonverbal intelligence for epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs (β = −0.211, p < 0.001). In 
simple linear regression, it explained 4% of belief 
variance. When controlling for analytic thinking 
style, scientific thinking, and dogmatism in the 
regression model, nonverbal intelligence showed 
an even weaker association (β = −0.141, p = 
0.020). 

In other studies, authors failed to identify a 
substantial relationship between epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs and cognitive abilities. 

According to Erceg et al. (2019), nonverbal 
intelligence measured by Raven's Progressive 
Matrices showed no significant correlation with 
level of epistemically unwarranted beliefs (r= 
−0.04, p > 0.05). In a regression model 
controlling for thinking styles and self-control, 
intelligence was also a nonsignificant predictor 
(β = 0.04, p > 0.05). At the same time, rational 
thinking abilities (including cognitive reflection, 

rational reasoning skills, and syllogistic 
inference) significantly predicted lower levels of 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs (β = −0.17, p 
< 0.05) (Erceg et al., 2019). Intelligence 
(nonverbal and verbal) and cognitive reflection 
did not predict anti-scientific attitudes, belief in 
conspiracy, or conspiracy theories in either 
adolescent-youth samples (Rizeq & Toplak, 
2023) or young adult samples (Rizeq et al., 
2021). 

According to Bensley et al. (2023), 
intelligence contributes less to predicting 
pseudoscientific beliefs compared to critical 
thinking. The authors note that although general 
cognitive potential (intelligence) contributes to 
rejecting false claims, a more complete 
explanation of pseudoscientific belief 
susceptibility is achieved through components of 
critical thinking, including specific reasoning 
skills, scientific skepticism, analytic cognitive 
style, and domain-relevant knowledge, which 
collectively extend beyond what standard 
intelligence tests measure. 

Overall, intelligence shows varying degrees 
of association not only with pseudoscientific but 
also with other empirically unwarranted beliefs, 
as well as with susceptibility to pseudo-profound 
bullshit, suggesting intelligence's general role in 
resisting various types of irrational and 
superficial ideas. People inclined to perceive 
meaningless yet impressively sounding 
statements as profound demonstrate lower 
verbal and nonverbal (fluid) intelligence scores 
and are more likely to hold paranormal and 
conspiracist beliefs, as well as belief in the 
efficacy of alternative medicine (Komyaginskaya 
et al., 2025; Čavojová et al., 2019; Pennycook et 
al., 2015a). Negative relationships between 
intelligence level (verbal and nonverbal) and 
susceptibility to pseudo-profound bullshit have 
been found in other studies as well (Pennycook 
et al., 2015a; Sepúlveda-Páez et al., 2025; Ståhl 
et al., 2024). 

Toplak et al. (2011) found a weak negative 
relationship between intelligence (fluid and 
crystallised) and superstitious thinking. The 
same pattern was previously identified in a 
sample of 10–13-year-old children (Kokis et al., 
2002). Betsch et al. (2020) found that 
psychometric intelligence (IQ) as a predictor 
behaves ambiguously: it serves as a negative 
predictor of paranormal beliefs (including belief 
in astrology) when controlling for HEXACO 
personality traits, but becomes statistically 
nonsignificant when other variables (including 
strong predictors such as gender, ontological 
confusion, and fear of death) are added to the 
regression model. 
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It should be noted that activating the striving 
for rationality strengthens the negative 
relationship between intellectual abilities and 
various epistemically unwarranted beliefs 
(Adam-Troian et al., 2019). Similarly, the 
combined influence of intellectual abilities and 
motivation toward epistemic rationality 
promotes skepticism toward epistemically 
questionable ideas and pseudo-profound 
bullshit (Ståhl et al., 2024). 

3.2. Creativity and Susceptibility to 
Epistemically Unwarranted Beliefs 

Empirical data on creativity's role in 
processing pseudoscientific information are 
extremely scarce, and the few studies available 
largely address belief in the paranormal and 
conspiracy theories. Some publications seeking 
ways to counter pseudoscience in educational 
contexts suggest that creativity, along with other 
factors, can resist pseudoscientific views and 
concepts, as well as other epistemically 
unwarranted theories (Benjamin & McLean, 
2022). This view seems plausible, given that 
creative individuals are less prone to hasty 
conclusions (Torrance, 1971). They are more 
tolerant of uncertainty and ambiguity, and thus 
should not succumb to quick, formulaic, 
stereotyped solutions (Guilford, 1982; Dacey & 
Lennon, 1998; Van Hiel et al., 2016; Zenasni et 
al., 2008). 

However, empirical evidence presents a 
different and not entirely consistent picture. It 
has been found that paranormal beliefs, intuitive 
thinking, and creativity share some common 
qualities (Gianotti et al., 2001). This is 
confirmed by Aarnio (2007), who showed that 
people believing in paranormal phenomena 
value openness to experience, such as creativity 
and novelty. In a small pilot study, Fichnová and 
Peráčková (2024) found no direct relationship 
between creativity and conspiracy belief, 
although they noted a tendency toward 
nonlinear association: higher susceptibility to 
conspiracy theories at extreme values of 
creativity (low and high) and weaker at moderate 
values. 

Absence of direct correlation was also 
established in Gligorić et al. (2021). Diržytė 
(2023) likewise found no direct correlation 
between creativity and conspiracist beliefs; 
however, in a regression model controlling for 
predictors such as psychological wellbeing and 
attitudes toward people, creativity showed a very 
weak but statistically significant positive 
predictive relationship with conspiracy belief 
levels (β = 0.034, p < 0.001). It was also found 
that creativity mediated the relationship 
between attitudes toward people and belief in 
conspiracy theories (Diržytė, 2023). Creativity's 

mediating role also appeared in another study, 
where it, positively associated with paranormal 
and conspiracist beliefs (at β = 0.15–0.22), 
mediated their relationship with meaning in life 
(Dagnall et al., 2025). This aligns with 
Kaufman's (2018) conclusion that creativity 
enables people to achieve core characteristics of 
meaningful life, such as purpose, significance, 
and coherence. 

3.3. Rational-Intuitive Thinking Styles and 
Susceptibility to Epistemically Unwarranted 
Beliefs 

Regarding susceptibility to various 
epistemically unwarranted ideas, contemporary 
studies examine individual tendencies toward 
particular pathways of cognitive information 
processing in specific contexts or generally. 
Drawing on dual-process theories (Epstein, 
1994; Evans, 2008; Evans & Stanovich, 2013; 
Stanovich, 2009; Kahneman, 2011), these 
studies widely employ the Rational-Experiential 
Inventory (REI) developed by Epstein (Epstein 
et al., 1996; Pacini & Epstein, 1999) based on 
Cognitive-Experiential Self-Theory (CEST) to 
assess rational and intuitive styles of cognitive 
information processing. 

It should be noted that research focus on 
these styles as predictors of susceptibility to 
epistemically unwarranted ideas is skewed 
toward paranormal and conspiracist beliefs. 
Empirical data on susceptibility to 
pseudoscientific theories are considerably fewer. 
Contemporary psychology presents a rather 
complex and sometimes contradictory picture of 
relationships between thinking styles and 
unwarranted beliefs (pseudoscientific, 
paranormal, conspiracist). 

Broadly speaking, most empirical studies 
show that rational style serves as a negative 
predictor of epistemically unwarranted beliefs 
overall. Bensley et al. (2023) found that scores 
on the REI rational style scale, Cognitive 
Reflection Test, and scientific skepticism scale 
correlate with each other and are reliable 
negative predictors of epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs. Sunyík and Čavojová 
(2023) established that analytic thinking style, 
measured using numerical Cognitive Reflection 
Test (Frederick, 2005) and verbal cognitive 
reflection test (Sirota et al., 2021) tasks, 
significantly negatively predicts belief in 
complementary and alternative medicine (β = 
−0.09, p = 0.013), COVID-19 conspiracy 
theories (β = −0.07, p = 0.016), and 
pseudoscientific beliefs (β = −0.15, p = 0.001). 

In experiments by Ballová Mikušková and 
Čavojová (2020), the Barnum effect was studied 
under conditions of prior activation of rational 
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thinking style. Experimental group participants 
(1, 2) with activated style evaluated the accuracy 
of presented false personality descriptions 
(vague and ambiguous), allegedly based on (1) 
psychological diagnostics or (2) astrological 
calculation. Comparison with control samples 
(3, 4), where rational style was not activated, 
showed that people with activated rational style 
perceived false descriptions as less accurate, 
regardless of their source 
(psychology/astrology). Notably, the 
pseudoscientific nature of astrological doctrine 
compared to perceived scientific psychology did 
not play a specific role. 

In Thome and Finn (2026), a significant 
positive correlation was found between scores on 
the Susceptibility to Pseudoscience Scale (STOP) 
and the brief Need for Cognition Scale (NFC), 
scientific thinking scale, and the brief Actively 
Open-Minded Thinking Scale (AOT). The 
authors consider the latter two scales as 
measures of rational (analytic) style. Using the 
latter scale, Rizeq et al. (2021) found that 
rational style (as actively open-minded thinking) 
negatively correlates with anti-scientific 
attitudes (r =−0.56, p < 0.05), paranormal 
beliefs (r = −0.44, p < 0.05), and conspiracy 
belief (r = −0.20, p < 0.05). However, this style's 
predictive power for conspiracy belief was 
statistically nonsignificant. Despite this result, 
according to Ballová Mikušková (2018), student 
teachers with low conspiracy belief levels 
significantly more often demonstrated a 
tendency toward rational cognitive processing 
style. 

This aligns with other research findings. 
Rational thinking scores on REI and NFC scales 
significantly and negatively predicted belief in 
paranormal phenomena (Pennycook et al., 2012; 
Svedholm & Lindeman, 2013). Other earlier 
studies also found negative correlations between 
preference for rational style and belief in 
paranormal phenomena (Irwin & Young, 2002; 
Lindeman & Aarnio, 2006; Marks et al., 2008; 
Rogers et al., 2018; Ståhl & Van Prooijen, 2018), 
as well as conspiracy theory belief (Georgiou et 
al., 2021) and epistemically unwarranted beliefs 
in whole (Cadena Nogales et al., 2022).  
Experimental evidence also points to the positive 
influence of rational information processing on 
religious disbelief (Gervais & Norenzayan, 
2012). 

Despite this trend, some studies show absent 
or even reversed relationships. Čavojová et al. 
(2020) found that when entering a regression 
model including nonverbal intelligence (β = 
−0.141, p = 0.020), scientific thinking, 
dogmatism, and rational (analytic) thinking 
style as predictors of epistemically unwarranted 

beliefs, the latter's contribution was statistically 
nonsignificant (p = 0.829). Genovese (2005), 
and Pennycook et al. (2015a) also found that 
rational style measured by NFC scale has no 
significant correlation with paranormal belief. 
Exactly the same absence of relationship was 
established by Bensley et al. (2014); however, 
rational style positively correlated with the 
ability to distinguish pseudoscience from 
genuine science (r = = 0.17, p < 0.05). In Irwin's 
(2015) study, rational thinking style showed no 
significant correlation with paranormal belief 
and was not a predictor. However, people who 
developed disbelief in paranormal phenomena 
during a preliminary test session tended to 
habitually use rational information processing. 
Absence of statistically significant relationships 
between rational style and paranormal belief was 
previously noted by other researchers (Bainton, 
2010; de Vasconcelos & Tróccoli, 2004; Irwin & 
Marks, 2013; Sadler-Smith, 2011). 

Mixed findings were obtained by Swami et al. 
(2014): REI rational style scores negatively 
correlated with conspiracy theory belief, 
whereas NFC scale scores showed no such 
relationship. Ballová Mikušková (2021) found 
correlations between conspiracist beliefs and 
rational (r = −0.19, p < 0.001) and intuitive (r = 
0.18, p < 0.001) styles, but in the regression 
model, thinking styles were statistically 
nonsignificant predictors of conspiracy theory 
belief. 

Particular attention should be paid to 
Majima's (2015) findings. In a Japanese sample, 
rational thinking style emerged as 
a positive predictor of pseudoscientific beliefs (β 
= 0.18, p = 0.009) and paranormal belief (β = 
0.14, p = 0.039). Meanwhile, intuitive style did 
not contribute significantly to predicting 
pseudoscientific beliefs but was a positive 
significant predictor of paranormal belief (β = 
0.24, p = 0.000). These trends were found 
controlling for gender, age, scientific literacy, 
and cognitive abilities. The latter were 
understood not as general intelligence (g-factor) 
but as logical and probabilistic reasoning 
abilities, and were unrelated to either 
pseudoscience belief or paranormal belief 
(Majima, 2015). These results likely reflect 
cultural differences in cognitive styles between 
Western and Eastern populations. Wolfradt et al. 
(1999) suggest that analytically thinking 
individuals have strong curiosity and derive 
pleasure from intellectual challenges. Therefore, 
encountering large amounts of information, 
including about paranormal phenomena, they 
may engage with such ideas and believe in them. 

Regarding intuitive thinking style, empirical 
evidence indicates that it plays a key role in 
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susceptibility to epistemically questionable 
ideas: the higher the intuitive style, the greater 
the likelihood of accepting such ideas. Intuitive 
thinking style emerged as the strongest predictor 
of endorsement of epistemically unwarranted 
beliefs overall (β = 0.33, p < 0.01) (Erceg et al., 
2019). Concerning specific types of beliefs, 
intuitive style significantly predicted 
paranormal belief (β = 0.388, p < 0.001) while 
rational style did not predict it (Irwin, 2015). 
Branković (2019) emphasises the significant role 
of intuitive style in forming paranormal beliefs 
such as belief in extrasensory perception (psi 
abilities). Chueh's (2023) research shows that 
people inclined toward intuitive style more often 
believe in common misconceptions and 
conspiracy theories than those inclined toward 
rational style. Numerous earlier studies also 
demonstrated positive relationships between 
intuitive style and paranormal belief (Irwin & 
Marks, 2013; Irwin & Young, 2002; Marks et al., 
2008; Sadler-Smith, 2011; Svedholm, 2013). 

Regarding pseudoscience specifically, 
intuitive style's role appears as follows. Thome 
and Finn (2026) established a significant 
negative correlation between resistance to 
pseudoscientific ideas and preference for 
intuitive thinking style. Some studies found 
statistically significant positive correlations 
between intuitive style and attitudes toward 
alternative medicine (Lindeman, 2011; Saher & 
Lindeman, 2005). Interestingly, people inclined 
to rely on intuition believe more strongly in 
complementary and alternative medicine, 
paranormal phenomena, and magical properties 
of food and health practices. Conversely, people 
inclined toward rational thinking believe less in 
paranormal phenomena, magical properties of 
food, and health practices, but not necessarily in 
alternative medicine (Saher & Lindeman, 2005). 
Budžak and Branković (2022), studying 
attitudes toward complementary and alternative 
medicine, found that intuitive style, while 
positively correlating with beliefs in its 
effectiveness, did not directly 
predict attitude toward it. At the same time, 
tendency toward rational style significantly 
predicted negative attitudes toward such 
medical practices. 

4. Discussion 

4.1. Analysis of Intelligence's Role 

The variability in findings concerning 
intelligence's role as a correlate of epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs is, in our view, largely 
related to differences in intelligence models 
employed, the varying sets of intellectual skills 
measured, and the characteristics of study 
samples and psychometric instruments used. As 

shown in meta-analyses by Dean et al. (2022) 
and Stasielowicz (2022), many studies use only 
isolated single indicators of intellectual abilities, 
which may weaken the relationship between 
intelligence overall and epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs (Jastrzębski & Chuderski, 
2022). 

Summarising available data, Jastrzębski and 
Chuderski (2022) note that the precise 
relationship between unwarranted beliefs and 
intelligence remains unclear. A significant gap is 
the insufficient empirical data on verbal 
intelligence and conceptual abilities, which 
remain on the periphery of scientific inquiry. 

We consider it important for elucidating 
intelligence's role as a potential predictor of 
susceptibility to pseudoscientific theories to 
draw on psychology's distinction 
between nonverbal and verbal intelligence. 
Such differentiation would allow for nuanced 
identification of their contributions as cognitive 
predictors, which we believe will be uneven. 
Since pseudoscientific doctrines are presented in 
narratives and organised through verbal-logical 
structures and conceptual schemas, verbal 
intelligence likely plays a greater role in their 
recognition and counteraction. However, 
nonverbal intelligence may also play a role by 
contributing to recognition of contradictions and 
logical violations at the level of nonverbal 
signals, actions, or images. 

In foreign research, instead of this 
distinction, one more often encounters 
differentiation of general intelligence (g-factor) 
into two key components: fluid (Gf) and 
crystallised (Gc) intelligence. This dichotomy 
originates in Cattell's (1971) intelligence theory 
and the CHC (Cattell-Horn-Carroll) hierarchical 
theory (McGrew, 2009), widely adopted in 
psychological science. In the context of this 
research, this dichotomy is also relevant as it 
distinguishes cognitive abilities related to 
processing novel information and logical 
reasoning (Gf) from those relying on 
accumulated knowledge and cultural experience 
(Gc). 

Fluid intelligence (Gf) represents the 
cognitive ability directed at solving perceptual 
tasks requiring minimal reliance on previously 
acquired knowledge, skills, or life experience. 
This form of intelligence is realised primarily 
through nonverbal operations such as inductive 
and deductive reasoning, working with 
numerical structures, and rapid generation of 
logical conclusions (Druzhinin, 1995; Rzhanova 
et al., 2018; Ushakov, 2011). 

Crystallised intelligence (Gc), understood as 
the aggregate of acquired knowledge and 
intellectual skills, including verbal abilities, 
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vocabulary, and cultural awareness, is closely 
tied to the accumulation of both general and 
domain-specific knowledge, mediated by 
sociocultural experience and educational 
environment; functionally, it corresponds to 
verbal intelligence (Druzhinin, 1995; Ushakov, 
2011). 

As Kornilova et al. (2019, p. 33) note: "The 
distinction between verbal and nonverbal 
intelligence captured differences in task types 
and corresponding forms of cognitive processes. 
This partially corresponded to differing degrees 
of cultural conditioning (cultural-historical in 
some interpretations, environmental in others). 
After Cattell's distinction of crystallised and fluid 
intelligence ... the former became quite 
congruent with 'verbal,' while 'fluid' could be 
assumed to have two forms of manifestation—
both verbal and nonverbal." 

For future research, the verbal/nonverbal 
intelligence dichotomy appears preferable 
because it allows separation of conceptual 
structures (within verbal intelligence) from 
cognitive formations of other kinds. It is with 
conceptual structures and processes (conceptual 
abilities, conceptual thinking) that we associate 
a potential contribution of intelligence to 
resisting informational-psychological influence 
(indoctrination) more than with others. 

Many researchers have noted the key role of 
conceptual thinking in intelligence structure, 
viewing the capacity for conceptual reflection of 
reality as the highest stage of intellectual 
development, providing the possibility for 
conscious (voluntary) regulation of activity 
(Kholodnaya & Sipovskaya, 2023). 

According to Kholodnaya's concept, 
intelligence is not reducible to a set of cognitive 
information-processing operations but is 
understood as a form of organisation of 
individual mental experience, in which 
conceptual abilities perform a system-forming 
function. They ensure integration of 
heterogeneous mental mechanisms (perception, 
memory, thinking, regulation) into a unified 
cognitive system capable of adaptive reflection of 
reality (Kholodnaya, 2026a, 2026b; Kholodnaya 
& Sipovskaya, 2023). 

As Kholodnaya and Sipovskaya (2023, p. 8) 
state: "Conceptual thinking is a cognitive process 
providing a mediated (through meanings of 
acquired signs and knowledge system), 
generalized (through identifying essential 
features and using categories), and generative 
(through revealing hidden patterns and 
constructing new mental contents) form of 
reflection of reality." 

Regarding resistance to epistemically 
unwarranted ideas, this structural and 

functional complexity suggests that conceptual 
thinking may be a critically important and 
powerful tool for: 

• differentiating rationally-analytically 
justified and epistemically unwarranted 
discourses, through the ability to operate with 
abstract categories, identify logical 
inconsistencies, and recognise irrational 
judgments; 

• critical verification of claims, through 
comparing new information with an established 
system of conceptual knowledge and identifying 
conceptual contradictions; 

• generating alternative interpretations. 
Individuals with insufficiently developed 

conceptual apparatus (e.g., with dominance of 
concrete-situational or associative thinking) 
may be more vulnerable to indoctrination 
because they (1) tend toward literal perception of 
verbally complex but logically empty 
formulations; (2) experience difficulties in 
identifying categorical substitutions; (3) 
demonstrate reduced ability for mental 
modelling and testing alternative hypotheses. 

4.2. Analysis of Creativity's Role 

Analysing the ambiguous and sometimes 
contradictory findings regarding creativity as a 
correlate of epistemically unwarranted beliefs, 
we offer the following interpretation. In the logic 
of Guilford's three-component model of 
intelligence structure, creativity represented as 
divergent thinking, with its fluency, flexibility, 
and other components, may contribute not only 
to generating innovative ideas but also to 
heightened susceptibility to epistemically 
questionable information if the individual lacks 
mechanisms for verifying acquired knowledge. 

However, if creativity is interpreted more 
broadly than divergent thinking alone, the 
ambiguity of the reviewed empirical findings 
may receive more precise explanation. Several 
scholarly works rightly point out that 
understanding creativity solely as divergent 
thinking (the capacity to generate original ideas 
characterised by novelty and unconventionality) 
is insufficient in isolation from their usefulness 
and applicability (Stein, 1953; Cropley, 1997). 
The question arises: can an idea be "creative" if 
it is meaningless, inapplicable, or even harmful? 
In the two-component model of creativity 
(Campbell, 1960; Finke et al., 1996), the 
necessity of accounting for the additional 
criterion of effectiveness, appropriateness, 
or usefulness is substantiated. According to this 
model, the creative process comprises two 
phases: 

• idea generation, associated with 
divergent thinking; 
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• idea evaluation, associated with 
convergent thinking. 

Convergent thinking performs a threshold 
function, filtering out original ideas when they 
lack effectiveness. Thus, genuine creativity 
should be distinguished 
from pseudo-creativity as the capacity to 
generate original but ineffective and/or useless 
ideas. Pseudo-creativity is operationalised 
through high divergent thinking levels combined 
with low convergent thinking levels and absence 
of socially recognised creative achievements 
(Yao et al., 2026). 

Thus, considering convergent thinking as a 
tool for checking ideas for effectiveness and 
applicability, creativity's relationships with 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs may be 
predictably bidirectional or absent altogether, 
since divergent and convergent components of 
creativity may "push" the process of perceiving 
epistemically questionable information in 
opposite directions: toward rejection or 
acceptance. 

For complete analysis, we turn to concepts 
emphasising the intuitive mechanisms of 
creativity (Barysheva, 2012; Ponomarev, 2006; 
Sergienko, 2025; Mednick, 1962). Based on 
these, one might hypothesise that creativity 
would contribute to susceptibility to 
epistemically unwarranted ideas and possibly 
mediate those rational components of mental 
activity that may not directly manifest as reliable 
predictors of epistemically unwarranted beliefs. 
Mednick's (1962) so-called "lateral thinking," 
aimed at going beyond templates and 
stereotypes, in the absence of analytic 
verification, may lead to accepting false but 
superficially original explanations. In 
Ponomarev's (2006) theory, sensitivity to 
"by-products" of activity and dominance of the 
intuitive level in the creative process may also 
contribute to erroneous interpretation of 
epistemically questionable ideas as intellectual 
insights. 

Analysing Thurstone's concept, which 
emphasises that creative insights more often 
arise in states of diffuse attention and relaxation 
(see Tikhomirova, 2010), one may conclude that 
these conditions, under which critical control is 
reduced, will increase individual vulnerability to 
manipulative narratives. 

Johnson's (1976) approach to creativity, 
considering its spontaneity in social influence 
contexts, also allows explaining its positive 
relationships with epistemically unwarranted 
beliefs. Pseudoscientific, conspiracist, and 
paranormal narratives are often transmitted in 
dynamic, affectively saturated 
social-communicative environments (social 

media, video blogs, group discussions) where 
recipients' critical control is weakened, and 
novelty and unexpectedness often serve as key 
markers of "depth" and "revolutionary" nature. 
In such conditions, individuals with high 
spontaneous creativity (in Johnson's sense) may 
easily generate meaning from fragmentary and 
distorted information, integrating epistemically 
questionable premises into their belief system as 
the result of personal "insight" or "creative 
breakthrough." 

4.3. Analysis of Rational-Intuitive Thinking 
Styles' Role 

Summarising research on rational and 
intuitive thinking styles, we note insufficient 
empirical data concerning relationships between 
these styles specifically and susceptibility to 
pseudoscientific beliefs (compared to studies of 
relationships with conspiracy and paranormal 
belief). Nevertheless, some trends can be 
discerned. For instance, rational thinking style 
shows more consistently as a negative predictor 
of epistemically unwarranted beliefs overall, and 
pseudoscientific beliefs specifically. Intuitive 
style has more stable positive predictive power 
for paranormal and conspiracy belief. This is 
understandable, as pseudoscientific theories, 
mimicking scientific form, are more rationally 
structured than, say, paranormal ideas (belief in 
magic, witchcraft, superstitions, etc.) or 
conspiracy theories. Accordingly, 
pseudoscientific narratives may correlate more 
with rational style, whereas paranormal and 
conspiracist narratives with intuitive style. 

However, even within these general trends, 
there are contrasting results. This is particularly 
noticeable regarding rational thinking style. 
Perhaps, as in Majima's (2015) findings, the 
cause lies in cultural characteristics or natural 
differences in research samples. It also appears 
that in some cases, this is due to differences in 
methodological instruments. To measure 
rational (analytic) style tendency, researchers 
use, in addition to the corresponding scale of the 
REI questionnaire (Pacini & Epstein, 1999), the 
Cognitive Reflection Test (CRT) developed by 
Frederick (2005), the Need for Cognition Scale 
(NFC) (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982), their 
modifications, and others. These instruments 
measure somewhat different tendencies. The 
REI assesses self-reported tendency toward 
rational thinking style; the CRT measures the 
ability to suppress initial intuitively predictable 
but incorrect responses during mental 
problem-solving and rely on analytically 
deliberated solutions; the NFC scale, based on 
self-assessment, identifies the motivational 
aspect of thinking, i.e., the tendency to engage in 
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and derive pleasure from thinking. Thus, these 
methodological nuances may be reflected in 
specific findings. 

It should be noted that dual-process theories 
of cognitive information processing (Epstein, 
1994; Evans, 2008; Evans & Stanovich, 2013; 
Stanovich, 2009; Kahneman, 2011) possess good 
explanatory potential for the identified trends. 
For example, people's tendency toward 
epistemically unwarranted judgments likely 
arises from intuitive information processing 
(System 1), operating by default and based on 
heuristics. Under standard conditions, 
dominance of the analytic cognitive processing 
system (System 2) facilitates suppression of 
intuitive judgments. This system's operation 
creates a moderate protective effect of so-called 
"cognitive immunity" toward pseudoscientific, 
paranormal, conspiracist, and other narratives 
(Pennycook et al., 2015b). 

However, under time constraints and 
increased cognitive load, the intuitive system 
begins to dominate, and the capacity of analytic 
processes to correct intuitive judgments is 
disrupted (De Neys, 2006; Evans & 
Curtis-Holmes, 2005). Even if an individual 
simultaneously holds two representations of the 
same phenomenon, under such conditions, 
early-formed intuitive biases will manifest 
(Kahneman, 2003; Kelemen & Rosset, 2009). 
Svedholm (2013) notes that this effect is 
observed even among people with higher 
education in physics: in the absence of 
attentional resources, they revert to intuitive but 
erroneous conceptions of mechanics that they 
typically suppress (McCloskey et al., 1980). 
Intuitive processing as a default cognitive mode, 
activated automatically and effortlessly, explains 
the persistence of intuitive theories (naïve 
biology, naïve psychology, naïve physics), the 
tendency toward teleological explanations 
(Kurbanov & Spiridonov, 2023; Kelemen et al., 
2009, 2013; Ronfard et al., 2021; Young & 
Shtulman, 2020). 

In a meta-analysis, Gallyamova et al. (2024) 
note that the tendency toward intuitive thinking 
and difficulties in transitioning to analytic 
processing may be due to both reduced 
inhibitory control efficiency and limited 
cognitive monitoring capacities (Svedholm & 
Lindeman, 2013), cognitive limitations such as 
low verbal intelligence and limited working 
memory (Pennycook et al., 2015a), and high 
trust in initial intuitive judgments under 
insufficient motivation or time for deeper 
analysis (Evans, 2011), while suppression 
mechanisms of intuitive responses rely on 
executive functions and the analytic system, 
providing evaluation and selection between 

competing interpretations (Stanovich, 2011). 
Thus, explicit rational reasoning proves 
relatively ineffective under conditions where 
strong intuitive impulses dominate (Bargh, 
1999; Bargh et al., 2012; Haidt, 2001). As a 
metaphor reflecting this position, the image of 
human cognition as an "emotional (intuitive) 
dog with a rational tail" (Haidt, 2001) or, in later 
interpretations, an "intuitive elephant and 
analytic rider" (Haidt, 2012) has been used. 

5. Conclusion 

The question of whether cognitive abilities 
and rationality confer immunity against 
epistemically unwarranted beliefs, as the present 
review demonstrates, admits of no simple 
affirmative answer. Rather, the available 
evidence compels a more nuanced conclusion: 
intelligence and rational thinking style are 
necessary but insufficient conditions for 
epistemic resilience. While high psychometric 
intelligence and a self-reported preference for 
analytic cognition correlate negatively with 
pseudoscientific and, to a lesser extent, 
conspiracist beliefs, these protective effects are 
modest, context-dependent, and consistently 
overshadowed by the default operations of 
intuitive processing (System 1). Critically, the 
protective potential of intellectual resources 
materialises only when individuals actively 
suppress intuitive heuristics, engage effortful 
analytic scrutiny, and deploy their cognitive 
capacities as a sustained mental resource, a 
condition that is frequently unmet in naturalistic 
settings characterised by time pressure, 
cognitive load, or strong motivational biases. 

The inconsistency of creativity as a correlate 
of unwarranted beliefs further complicates the 
picture. Rather than serving as a straightforward 
protective factor, creativity appears as a double-
edged sword: its divergent component may 
facilitate openness to novel perspectives, yet in 
the absence of convergent evaluative control 
(i.e., pseudo‑creativity), it may equally foster 
susceptibility to epistemically questionable 
narratives, particularly within affectively 
charged and socially validating environments 
such as digital media. 

Three overarching theoretical implications 

emerge from our synthesis. First, the dual‑
process framework remains the most 
parsimonious explanatory model: the intuitive 
System 1 operates by default, whereas the 
analytic System 2, though capable of correction, 
requires both sufficient cognitive capacity and 
deliberate activation. Second, the efficacy of 

rationality is not a stable trait but a state‑
dependent function of epistemic motivation and 
metacognitive monitoring; individuals must not 
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only possess the ability to reason well but also 
recognise when such reasoning is warranted. 
Third, the observed cross‑cultural variability 
(e.g., Majima, 2015) underscores that the 
relationship between analytic thinking and belief 
rejection is moderated by sociocultural schemas, 
educational systems, and the perceived authority 
of knowledge sources, factors that warrant 
systematic comparative investigation. 

From a practical standpoint, these findings 
challenge the prevalent assumption that simply 
enhancing general intelligence or teaching 
formal logic will suffice to curb the spread of 
pseudoscience and conspiracy theories. Effective 
interventions must instead target the cognitive‑
motivational interface: training individuals to 
detect contexts that trigger intuitive fallacies, 

cultivating active open‑mindedness, and 
fostering habitual analytic engagement through 
repeated, contextualised practice. Moreover, 
debunking strategies should account for the 
motivational underpinnings of unwarranted 
beliefs, such as the need for control, meaning, 
and social belonging, which cognitive resources 
alone cannot override. 

Future research must move beyond cross‑
sectional correlations toward experimental and 
longitudinal designs that dissect the causal 
architecture of these relationships. Key priorities 
include: (a) manipulating cognitive load and 
time constraints to test the boundary conditions 
of analytic protection; (b) examining the 
moderating roles of epistemic trust, ideological 
identity, and source credibility; (c) developing 
integrated models that jointly estimate the 
contributions of intelligence, creativity, thinking 
styles, and motivational factors within unified 
analytical frameworks; and (d) conducting cross
‑cultural replication studies to validate the 
generalisability of existing findings. 

In sum, while cognitive abilities and 
rationality are valuable assets in the struggle 
against epistemically unwarranted beliefs, they 
are neither a panacea nor a passive shield. Their 
defensive power is contingent upon active, 
effortful deployment, a state that our cognitive 
architecture does not guarantee. The dual 
vulnerability of the human mind, its intuitive 
fallibility and the demanding nature of analytic 

correction, remains the central challenge for 
both psychological science and societal efforts to 
protect against misinformation and 
indoctrination. 
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Highlights: 
• Intelligence shows weak to moderate 
negative correlations with epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs, with the strongest 
association observed for pseudoscientific beliefs. 
• Creativity's relationship with unwarranted 
beliefs is inconsistent and may either protect 
against or increase vulnerability to epistemically 
questionable ideas. 

• Rational thinking style consistently serves as 
a negative predictor of pseudoscientific and 
conspiracy beliefs, but its relationship with 
paranormal beliefs is often absent. 
• Intuitive thinking style is a reliable positive 
predictor of susceptibility to epistemically 
unwarranted beliefs. 
• Neither cognitive abilities nor rationality 
provide guaranteed protection against 
indoctrination. 
• Intelligence and rational thinking may be 
protective when individuals suppress intuitive 
impulses and actively engage analytic 
processing. 
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Защищают ли когнитивные способности и рациональность от подверженности 
эпистемически необоснованным убеждениям? 

 

В. К. Двойнинаа, А. М. Двойнинб  

аМосковский городской педагогический университет, Москва, Россия 
бНациональный исследовательский университет «Высшая школа экономики», Москва, Россия 

Резюме. Актуальность и проблема исследования. Распространенность эпистемически 
необоснованных убеждений делает критически важным изучение когнитивных возможностей 
человека противостоять индоктринации со стороны псевдонаучных, конспирологических и 
паранормальных доктрин. В качестве проблемы исследования выступил проблемный вопрос о 
том, защищают ли когнитивные способности и рациональность от подверженности 
эпистемически необоснованным убеждениям? Цель исследования. Представление 
теоретического анализа современных эмпирических исследований, посвященных роли 
когнитивных способностей (интеллекта и креативности) и рационального-интуитивного стилей 
мышления в формировании эпистемически необоснованных убеждений. Методы. 
Несистематический теоретический обзор научной литературы методами нарративного анализа и 
синтеза. Поиск литературы произведен в основных базах научных публикаций, включая Scopus, 
Web of Science, PsycINFO. Включались источники, в которых были представлены эмпирические 
данные и в которых была подробно описана методология их получения. Результаты. 
Эмпирические данные указывают на слабую или умеренную отрицательную связь между 
интеллектом и эпистемически необоснованными убеждениями, однако в некоторых 
исследованиях связь не прослеживается, в исключительных случаях может быть отрицательной. 
Связь креативности с указанными убеждениями носит противоречивый характер: креативность 
может как помогать избегать быстрых стереотипных оценок эпистемически сомнительных идей, 
так и повышать уязвимость к ним при отсутствии критичности. Склонность к рациональному 
стилю мышления, как правило, выступает отрицательным предиктором веры в псевдонауку и 
теории заговора, однако его взаимосвязи с верой в паранормальное часто отсутствуют. 
Выявленные тенденции варьируются в зависимости от методологических и контекстуальных 
различий в исследованиях. Склонность к интуитивному стилю мышления является устойчивым 
фактором риска, повышающим вероятность принятия иррациональных идей и формирования 
эпистемически необоснованных убеждений. Заключение. Когнитивные способности и 
рациональность не гарантируют защиту от индоктринационного влияния. Вместе с тем интеллект 
и рациональный стиль мышления могут быть полезны в конкретной ситуации восприятия 
индивидом эпистемически необоснованных идей и доктрин при условии, если он подавляет 
интуитивные импульсы и оценки и достаточно полно задействует интеллект как ментальный 
ресурс. 
Ключевые слова: когнитивные способности, рациональность, иррациональность, интеллект, 
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