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Maladaptive Personality Traits, Religiosity and Spirituality 
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The present research focuses on the question whether spirituality, religiosity and maladaptive person-
ality traits, as measured by the PID-5 (antagonism, psychoticism, disinhibition, negative affectivity, de-
tachment), predict epistemologically unfounded beliefs (conspiracies, pseudo-science and paranormal 
beliefs). The sample included 829 participants recruited through social networks (58% women, mean age 
29.98 years). The results showed that especially psychoticism is a positive predictor of all types epistemo-
logically unfounded beliefs (EUB). Spirituality and religiosity predicted only paranormal beliefs with very 
small effect size. No interaction between psychoticism and spirituality/religiosity in prediction of EUB was 
found. Results confirmed that some maladaptive personality traits (especially psychoticism) can play a 
significant role in EUB and should be taken into account when considering sources of EUB at the individual 
level. 
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Introduction

According to Lobato et al. (2014), epistemo-
logically unfounded beliefs (EUB) are the type 
of beliefs which are not in accordance with 
the totality of knowledge and evidence of 
contemporary science. Their accuracy cannot 
be verified and they may even be in conflict 
with current knowledge. Lobato et al. (2014) 
suggested three types of such beliefs: con-

spiracies (e.g., the fall of the twin towers in 
the US caused by the US government), pseu-
do-scientific beliefs (e.g., refusal to vaccinate), 
and paranormal beliefs (e.g., belief in the ex-
istence of ghosts). Conspiracy beliefs involve 
the existence of various factors operating 
in secrecy to achieve, hidden illegal or even 
malicious objectives (van Prooijen & Acker, 
2015). We can define them as unverified and 
relatively unsustainable claims (Brotherton & 
French, 2014). Pseudoscientific beliefs do not 
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have hypotheses that can be tested (Wood et 
al., 2012), they have a dubious methodology, 
they often base the evidence on “authority” 
and not on evidence, and last but not least, 
they do not revise the claims (Gauch, 2012). 
They are inconsistent with the totality of 
knowledge and evidence of contemporary 
science (Lobato et al., 2014) and their ratio-
nale can often be bullshit (Pennycook et al., 
2016; Čavojová et al., 2019). Paranormal be-
liefs represent a multidimensional construct 
(Lindemana & Aarnio, 2007) that incorporates 
a belief in magical phenomena and supersti-
tions. This type of belief is subject to belief in 
physical, biological, or psychological phenom-
ena that go beyond scientific laws and have a 
metaphysical character (Lindeman & Aarnio, 
2007). An interesting feature of the EUB is 
that, although they may contradict each oth-
er in content and meaning, they are related to 
each other (Wood et al., 2012). For example, 
submission to conspiracy theories predicts 
submission to paranormal or pseudoscientific 
beliefs (Newheiser et al., 2011; Lobato et al., 
2014). Thus, other various unsubstantiated 
beliefs appear to be a strong predictor of be-
lief in unfounded beliefs (Swami et al., 2010; 
Swami et al., 2011).

The main psychological function of these 
beliefs is to provide broad and internally con-
sistent explanations that allow the world to be 
perceived as organized (Lantian et al., 2017), 
and contribute to a sense of meaning and con-
trol (van Prooijen & Jostmann, 2013). From 
an evolutionary point of view, EUBs are con-
sidered either a by-product of the evolution 
of psychological mechanisms (such as pattern 
recognition, detection of hazards and opportu-
nities) or a part of an evolved adaptive psycho-
logical mechanism (van Prooijen & van Vugt, 
2018). Examining these beliefs is important as 
they have a negative impact in many areas such 
as intergroup dynamics (Graeupner & Coman, 
2017) or health (Jolley & Douglas, 2017), and 

they can lead to prejudice, discrimination, ag-
gression (Jolley et al., 2019), and political ex-
tremism (van Prooijen et al., 2015). 

Many sources of EUB have been studied 
in recent years including social (Graeupner 
& Coman, 2017), personality (Lobato et al., 
2014) or cognitive ones (Ståhl & Van Prooi-
jen, 2018). In the current study, we focused 
on the relationship between maladaptive 
personality variables and EUB. Until now, 
most of the personality research on EUB has 
been done from the Big Five perspective. 
Lobato et al. (2014) found that extraversion 
and neuroticism are predictors of EUB. Other 
studies found weak but significant relation-
ships between various conspiracy beliefs and 
higher levels of openness and lower levels of 
agreeableness (Swami et al., 2010; Swami & 
Furnham, 2012). However, recent metanaly-
sis (Goreis & Voracek, 2019) of the relation-
ship between Big Five personality traits and 
conspiracy beliefs showed that none of these 
personality traits is significantly associated 
with conspiracy beliefs. Psychopathological 
personality variables seems to be more prom-
ising when studying EUB. Darwin et al. (2011) 
demonstrated that EUB beliefs are related to 
schizotypal personality traits and paranoid-
ity, a finding also confirmed by Barron et al. 
(2014). Schizotypy, which is defined as a set of 
personality traits that are associated with in-
creased susceptibility to schizophrenia (Kwa-
pil & Barrantes-Vidal, 2015), includes strange 
and bizarre behavior, strange speech, magical 
thinking, unusual sensory experiences, and 
a reduced interest in interpersonal relation-
ships (Chylová et al., 2017). Paranoidity in-
cludes suspiciousness and touchiness and can 
lead to a distorted perception of reality (Van 
Elk, 2015). Darwin et al. (2011) suggested that 
conspiracy beliefs in particular may provide 
some adaptive benefit to persons with par-
anoid and schizotypical traits through which 
they release their negative intentions.
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Pathological personality traits are repre-
sented by an Alternative Model of Personal-
ity Disorders (PID-5). Although this model is 
not an official part of the DSM-5 diagnostics, 
it is included in Section III, a section describ-
ing emerging measures and models of psy-
chological disorders (APA, 2013). The model 
includes five dimensions, each of them mal-
adaptive extremes of one of the Big Five per-
sonality traits, and therefore it is frequently 
understood as a pathological extension of 
the five-factor model of personality (Suzuki 
et al., 2015). APA (2013) characterizes these 
traits as follows: Negative affectivity is the 
opposite of emotional stability manifested by 
strong and frequent feelings of anxiety, de-
pression, guilt, and anger. Detachment can be 
seen as the opposite of extraversion, which 
leads to the avoidance of interpersonal rela-
tionships. Perception and expression of emo-
tions are limited. Antagonism is the opposite 
of agreeableness and is described by feelings 
of self-importance. One is not aware of the 
needs and feelings of other people, tends to 
be ruthless, or is ready to use others for one’s 
purposes. Disinhibition is the opposite of con-
scientiousness. High rates of disinhibition are 
characterized by impulsive behavior aimed at 
immediately satisfying one’s own needs. This 
way of acting is based on current thoughts and 
feelings from external stimuli, regardless of ex-
perience and possible future consequences. 
Psychoticism is the extreme maladaptive ex-
tension of Openess. This part of psychopatho-
logical variables includes a wide variety of 
behaviors and thinking that are incompatible 
with the socio-cultural context. It can often be 
considered eccentric, unusual, or even weird. 

In this model the pathological traits are 
usually measured by Personality Inventory 
for the DSM-5 (PID-5, Krueger et al., 2012). 
The research using this measure showed that 
especially negative affectivity and psychot-
icism has been linked to EUB. Psychoticism 

was found to be a correlate of paranormal 
beliefs (Cella et al., 2012; Hinterbuchinger et 
al., 2018) and suspicion (dimension of nega-
tive affectivity) and unusual forms of beliefs 
and experiences (dimension of psychoticism) 
were linked to conspiracy beliefs (Swami et 
al., 2016). Genovese (2005) pointed to the 
relationship between paranormal beliefs and 
a disorganized form of schizotypal thinking 
(various esoteric tendencies). These dissocia-
tive tendencies are related to anxiety (Muris 
et al., 2003), which, along with depression 
predict superstition (Dudley, 2000). Research 
suggests that people experiencing anxiety or 
helplessness  have higher probability to be-
lieve in unfounded beliefs (Abalakina-Paap et 
al., 1999; Grzesiak-Feldman, 2013; van Prooi-
jen, 2018).

Along with psychopathological traits, we 
also included religiosity and spirituality (R/S) 
in our study. Religiosity and spirituality are 
distinct but related variables, frequently re-
searched together. Miller (2012) considers 
spirituality and religiosity to be parallel in 
scope, noting that religiosity is a public as-
pect of experiencing spirituality. Religiosity 
and spirituality provide an integrated set of 
beliefs, goals, and meanings related to super-
natural or transcendental reality, which help 
cope with personal adversities and problems 
(Aldwin et al., 2014; Park, 2013, 2017). Pre-
vious research suggested that religious vari-
ables had slightly negative reliationship with 
traits included in PID-5, especially with de-
tachment, antagonism and dishinbition (Su-
zuki, Griffin, & Samuel, 2017). This is in line 
with previous research on the relationship 
of mental health with religious and spiritual 
variables (Hackney & Sanders, 2003; Hodapp 
& Zwingmann, 2019). On the other hand, con-
nection of religiosity and spirituality to EUB 
were found to be ambigious. Van Prooijen & 
Douglas, (2018) assume that more individuals 
who are strongly religious are subject to the 
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EUB. Religiosity was found to be positively 
related to paranormal beliefs (Darwin et al., 
2011; Rice, 2003; Halama, 2019b), which can 
be explained by the fact that religiosity and 
paranormal beliefs build upon the belief in 
phenomena that cannot be subjected to sci-
entific research (Huntley et al., 2005; Rice, 
2003). Pennycook et al. (2012) examined the 
interrelationship between analytical cognitive 
style and religious and paranormal beliefs. 
The results showed that the cognitive analyt-
ical style is a negative predictor of both types 
of beliefs. However, some other research 
suggested that the relationship between R/S 
and paranormal beliefs was negative (Beck 
& Miller, 2001; Hergovich et al., 2005). Con-
cerning conspiracy, previous results showed 
ambigious results as well. Some studies found 
positive relationship between religiosity and 
conspiracies (e.g., Mancosu, Vassallo, & Vez-
zoni, 2017), while others did not (e.g., Jasins-
kaja-Lahti & Jetten, 2019). These inconsisten-
cies can sometimes be attributed to social 
and cultural factors related to the use of reli-
gious or spiritual symbols and proclamations 
by political ideological groups, which can be 
present in some countries. In the Slovak con-
text, spiritual and religious contents has been 
present in right-wing political movements 
throughout the history (Drábik, 2017; 2019). 
These movements frequently lean on ideolo-
gies based on EUB (antivaccination, conspir-
acies related to government or minorities), 
which can result in a positive relationship be-
tweeen reliogiosity/spirituality and EUB.  On 
the other hand, official churches in Slovakia 
publicly reject conspiracies and pseudosci-
entific practices, which makes assumptions 
about possible relations between religiosity/
spirituality and EUB unclear. We can assume 
that religiosity/spirituality is both a positive 
and negative mediator of the relationship 
between psychopathological traits and 
EUB. 

Across the research results, gender, age and 
education also appear to be predictors of the 
EUB. Astin (1998) points out that women are 
more subject to medical pseudoscience. On 
the other hand, Johnson (2004) makes obser-
vations that point to the absence of gender 
differences in the acceptance of pseudosci-
entific beliefs, as confirmed by Swami et al. 
(2016). Women scored higher than men in 
paranormal beliefs (Darwin et al., 2011) and 
conspiracy beliefs (Swami et al., 2011). Re-
sults from the Slovak context confirm this 
only in pseudo-scientific and paranormal be-
liefs (Halama, 2019). In the context of efforts 
to reduce the negative consequences of ENP, 
education is an important protective factor 
against ENP compliance (van Prooijen, Kro-
uwel, & Pollet, 2015; Douglas et al., 2016). 
Gervais and Norenzayan (2012) conclude 
that higher levels of education are associated 
with distrust of paranormal beliefs. Research 
findings from Van Prooijen (2017) consider 
age to be one of the predictors of conspiracy 
beliefs. Sociological research in the American 
population offers findings that people under 
the age of 35 are more subject to conspiracy 
beliefs than the elderly (Stempel el al., 2007), 
as confirmed by research findings by Swami 
et al. (2012, 2016). The results of other stud-
ies have shown that younger individuals are 
more subject to pseudoscientific (Tsai et al., 
2012) and paranormal beliefs (predicting the 
future) (Shein et al., 2014).

Purpose of the Study

In our paper, we focused on examining the 
relationship between demographic variables 
psychopathological traits, religiosity/spiritu-
ality and EUB in the Slovak population. Our 
research goal is to examine whether PID-5 
factors predict the rate of EUB independently 
of basic demographic variables (gender, age, 
and education). We also look at the question 
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whether religiosity and spirituality are predic-
tors of EUB after controlling for demographic 
variables and psychopathological traits. As 
there is an unclear assumption whether in the 
Slovak context religiosity/spirituality increase 
or decrease the effect of psychopathological 
traits on EUB, we will also explore whether 
there is an interaction between those traits 
which predict EUB and religiosity/spirituality. 

Method

Sample

The research sample consisted of 829 respon-
dents (58% women) aged 18 to 83 years (M = 
29.98, SD = 11.28). The mean age of men was 
M = 31.58, SD = 11.34 and women M = 28.83, 
SD = 11.07. The level of education of the par-
ticipants was: Primary school 22 (2.7%), high 
school 388 (46.8%), university 367 (34.3%) 
and postgraduate studies 52 (6.2%). Data 
was collected in November 2018. Recruiting 
of participants was carried out via social net-
works. Respondents were informed about the 
purpose of the studies and they expressed 
their agreement to participate. 

Measures

The Scale of Epistemologically Unfounded Be-
liefs (Halama, 2019b) contains 18 items with 
answers on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 
to 5, with 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree. The scale is divided into three dimen-
sions: conspiracy beliefs (example item: The 
pharmaceutical industry conceals the existence 
of an effective cancer drug due to the financial 
gain from chemotherapy), pseudoscientific be-
liefs (example item: Vaccination is more harm-
ful to humans than it helps) and paranormal 
beliefs (example item: The existence of ghosts 
and spirits is not fiction, but a real basis). None 
of the items are reverse scored.

The Short Personality Questionnaire for 
DSM-5 (PID5-BF) personality (Krueger et al., 
2012) in the Slovak version (Heretik ml., Mi-
hálová, Hajdúk, 2018) was used to measure 
psychopathological variables. It contains 25 
items with answers on a 4-point Likert-type 
scale from 0 to 3; 0 = very false or often false, 
3 = very true or often true. The questionnaire 
is divided into five dimensions: detachment 
(example item: I often feel like nothing I do 
really matters), antagonism (example item:  
I crave attention),  psychoticism (example 
item: I often have thoughts that make sense 
to me but that other people say are strange), 
disinhibition (example item: I feel like I act to-
tally on impulse) and negative affectivity (ex-
ample item: I worry about almost everything). 
None of the items are reverse scored. 

The Santa Clara Strength of Religious Faith 
Questionnaire’s short form (Storch et al., 
2004) contains 5 items. Respondents in this 
questionnaire express the degree of agree-
ment and disagreement with the given state-
ments through a scale from 1 to 4; 1 = strong-
ly disagree, 4 = strongly agree (example item: 
I enjoy being around others who share my 
faith). None of the items are reverse scored.

The Daily Spiritual Experience Scale’s short 
form (Underwood, 2011) contains 6 items in 
the Slovak version (Čavojová et al., 2019). Re-
spondents in this questionnaire express the 
degree of agreement and disagreement with 
the given statements on a scale from 1 to 6;    
1 = never or almost never, 6 = many times a 
day (example item: I feel deep inner peace 
or harmony). None of the items are reverse 
scored.

Statistical Procedures

We used the statistical software SPSS, JAMOVI,  
and R-Studio to process the research data. To 
assess the psychometric properties (reliabil-
ity) of the scales and individual dimensions, 
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we used ordinal alpha, which we obtained 
by calculation using the R-Studio language, 
the “user-friendly science” module. We used 
skewness and kurtosis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2007) as a reference framework for evalu-
ating the normality of data distribution. The 
relationships between PID-5, religiosity, spir-
ituality, and EUB were examined by means 
of linear regression analysis using the Enter 
method with an estimate of the bootstrap-
ping coefficient (N = 5000). Gender, age, and 
education were included in the regression 
equation as predictors in the first step, psy-
chopathological variables from PID-5 in the 
second step, and religiosity/spirituality in 
the third step. The incidence of multicolin-
earity of predictors was estimated using VIF 
coefficients (they were in the favorable range 
of 1.02–3.11). To investigate interactions be-
tween selected PID-5 traits and religiosity/
spirituality, we used a simple moderation 
analysis using linear regression models by 
SPSS module Process v3.2 (Hayes, 2013). In 
this analysis, EUB was defined as outcome 
variables, selected maladaptive traits as pre-
dictors and religiosity/spirituality as modera-
tors. Interaction effect was estimated through 
interaction term of predictor and moderator.   

Results

The descriptive analysis of the measured 
variables is presented in Table 1. As seen, no 
variable exceeded the value 1.5 of kurtosis or 
skewness, which is considered a serious viola-
tion of normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 
Also, internal consistency of the measures was 
satisfactory across all measures. Table 2 shows 
the relationships between the measured vari-
ables. As seen, there are weak positive rela-
tionships between all dimensions of the EUB 
and spirituality and religion. Psychoticism and 
negative affectivity have weak positive rela-
tionships with all dimensions of the EUB. Dis-

inhibition has positive weak relationships with 
conspiratorial and paranormal beliefs. The re-
sults of the regression analysis are shown in Ta-
ble 3. Demographic variables (gender, age) are 
shown to be significant predictors of all types 
of EUBs, with the percentage of explained vari-
ance ranging from 8 to 10 for individual EUBs. 
In all cases, women and younger persons had 
greater chance to accept EUBs. Education 
proved to be a negative predictor of EUB, how-
ever, only for conspiracy and pseudo-scientific 
beliefs. In the second step of the regression 
analysis, it was shown that psychopathologi-
cal variables (PID-5) significantly predict all 
EUBs beyond the prediction of demograph-
ic variables, mostly for paranormal beliefs  
(ΔR² = 0.05) and less for conspiracy beliefs 
(ΔAdjR² = 0.04) and pseudoscientific beliefs 
(ΔR² = 0.01). Concerning specific traits, psy-
choticism in particular has been shown to be 
a significant positive predictor of all EUBs. De-
tachment was found to be a negative predic-
tor for conspiratorial and paranormal beliefs, 
however, the effect size was rather small. In the 
third step of the regression analysis, religiosity 
and spirituality was found to be significant pre-
dictors of paranormal beliefs (ΔR² = 0.07), and 
also of pseudoscientific beliefs, but this effect 
was quite small (ΔR² = 0.01). 

In the last step, we carried out moder-
ation analysis. As only psychoticism was 
a significant predictor of EUB with rele-
vant effect size in regression analysis, we 
did moderation only for this maladaptive 
trait and only for conspiracies and para-
normal beliefs (as pseudoscience was not 
significantly predicted by psychoticism). 
For conspiracy beliefs, the results showed 
that both religiosity and spirituality did 
not moderate the effect of psychoticism. 
The interaction effect was non-significant 
for religiosity [B = 0.013;  95% C.I. (-0.014, 
0.037), p = 0.272] as well as for spirituality  
[B = 0.135; 95% C.I. (-0.001, 0.028), p = 0.066]. 
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Similar results were obtained for paranormal 
beliefs as dependent variable. No significant 
moderation effect was shown for religiosity  

[B = 0.015;  95% C.I. (-0.009, 0.039), p  = 
0.223] or spirituality [B = 0.014;  95% C.I. 
(-0.001, 0.029), p = 0.056]. 

 

Table 1 Descriptive analysis of methods 

N = 829 M Md Sd Ske Kur Ord α items 

(EUB) Conspiracy 13.66 13 5.88 0.45 -0.61 0.88 6 

(EUB) Pseudoscience 11.33 11 4.19 0.57  0.02 0.82 6 
(EUB) Paranormal 14.73 14 6.24 0.40 -0.71 0.82 6 
(PID) Detachment 3.66 3 2.80 0.84  0.52 0.72 5 
(PID) Antagonism 3.79 3 2.61 0.87  0.65 0.68 5 
(PID) Psychoticism 5.03 5 3.31 0.57 -0.05 0.80 5 
(PID) Disinhibition 4.35 4 2.55 0.61  0.11 0.69 5 
(PID) Negative affectivity 6.13 6 3.20 0.24 -0.52 0.75 5 
Religiosity 10.91 11 5.26 0.32 -1.32 0.96 5 

Spirituality 16.64 14 8.17 0.60 -0.73 0.93 6 

Note. EUB – Epistemically unfounded beliefs, Ske – Skewness, Kur – Kurtosis 

 
  
Table 2 Correlation matrix 

 Det Ant Psy Dis NA Con Pse Par Re Sp 
Det 1          
Ant  .20** 1         
Psy  .36** .28** 1        
Dis  .21** .28**  .37** 1       
NA  .23** .16**  .43**  .30** 1      
Con -.02  .04  .22**  .07*  .19** 1     
Pse -.01 -.01  .14**  .06  .15** .76** 1    
Par -.02  .04  .26**  .12**  .20** .62** .59** 1   
Re -.08* -.06 -.03 -.09* -.01 .07* .09* .24** 1  
Sp -.12** -.05  .07 -.07* -.05 .11** .12** .25** .81** 1 
Note. Det – Detachment, Ant – Antagonism, Psy – Psychoticism, NA – Negative affectivity,    
Con – Conspiracy, Par – Paranormal, Pse – Pseudoscience, Re- Religiosity, Sp – Spirituality 
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Discussion

The purpose of the study was to examine 
whether maladaptive psychopathological vari-
ables, based on the PID-5 construct, together 

with religiosity and spirituality, predict epis-
temic unfounded beliefs (EUB), independent-
ly of basic demographic variables of gender, 
age, and education. The correlation analysis 
showed that psychoticism and negative affec-
tivity were related to EUB, however, effect of 

 
 

Table 3 Results of regression analysis (standardized β) 

Model Predictors Con β Par β Pse β 
1 Gender   .14***   .24***  .18*** 

Age -.11** -.12** -.09* 

Education -.20*** -.06 -.12** 

R²   .10***   .09***   .08*** 
2 Gender    .13***   .23***   .17*** 

Age -.07 -.08* -.06 

Education -.18*** -.03 -.10** 

Detachment -.10** -.10** -.05 

Antagonism   .03   .02 -.01 

Psychoticism   .18***   .19***   .10* 

Disinhibition -.02   .06   .00 

Negative affectivity   .07   .05   .05 

R²   .14***   .14***   .09* 

ΔR²   .04***   .05***   .01* 
3 Gender    .13***   .23***   .17*** 

Age -.07 -.08* -.07 

Education -.19*** -.05 -.11** 

Detachment -.08* -.07 -.03 

Antagonism   .03   .03   .00 

Psychoticism   .16***   .16***   .08 

Disinhibition -.02   .08*   .01 

Negative affectivity   .08*   .06   .06 

Religiosity   .02   .15**   .00 

Spirituality   .09   .12*   .12* 

R²   .15**   .21***   .10** 
  ΔR²   .01**   .07***   .01** 
Note. Gender (1 - male, 2 - female); Con – Conspiracy, Par – Paranormal, Pse – Pseudoscience 
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001 
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negative affectivity was suppressed in later re-
gression analysis. The results of the first step 
of the regression analysis showed that the 
EUB level is predicted by the observed demo-
graphic variables. Women, younger and less 
educated people have a higher preference 
for EUBs. Although the size of the regression 
coefficients implies a rather small effect (ab-
solute values of regression coefficients range 
from 0.08 to 0.10), these results need to be 
taken into account. Education predicted neg-
atively the level of conspiracy beliefs as well 
as pseudo-scientific beliefs and can be under-
stood as a protective factor against these be-
liefs. Higher education reduces the inclination 
to conspiracy beliefs by increasing the feeling 
of control over the world and increasing cog-
nitive complexity (Douglas et al., 2016; Van 
Prooijen, 2016, 2017). Education is also neg-
atively related to the tendency to accept rela-
tively simplistic explanations of more complex 
events (Rindermann & Neubauer, 2004). High-
er levels of education are associated with dis-
trust of paranormal beliefs (Gervais & Noren-
zayan, 2012), which, however, our research 
has not confirmed. We think that the possible 
explanation for this phenomenon may lie in 
the high level of religiosity in Slovakia, which 
means that highly educated persons can also 
accept paranormal beliefs related to religios-
ity, such as the existence of spirits or angels 
(Lindeman & Aarnio, 2007). 

In our sample, women scored higher in all 
EUB types. These results are in line with some 
previous studies (Lobato et al., 2014; Swami 
et al., 2011). Lobato et al. (2014) suggested 
that this could be explained by higher incli-
nation of women towards intuitive cognitive 
process than men, which can lie behind the 
acceptance of EUB. However, Ballová Mi-
kušková (2018) found that in Slovak students, 
there was no gender difference in different 
kinds of conspiracy beliefs, except that men 
scored higher in the so-called small groups 

conspiracies. This suggests that these differ-
ences do not have to be robust and there may 
be some specific EUBs for men and women. 
We can speculate that these specific EUBs can 
serve to different motivational/social prefer-
ences of men and women, however, more re-
search support for this assumption is needed.       

Our results suggested that younger persons 
had a higher inclination to EUB. Previous re-
search produced contradictory results on this 
topic, in some cases higher age was related 
to EUB (e.g., Halama, 2019b; Van Prooijen, 
2017), in other cases it was younger age  (e.g., 
Swami et al., 2016). Taking into account very 
small effect sizes frequently found in such 
studies, we assume that the age effect on 
EUB can be more a function of specific sam-
ple characteristics in individual studies than a 
stable and robust phenomenon. One source 
of differences can be the sampling strategy, 
e.g. in our case online data collection through 
social networks. We can assume that older 
users of social networks can differ from the 
people of the same age with no access to so-
cial networks.  

Concerning maladaptive traits, our results 
showed that psychoticism is an independent 
predictor of conspiracy and paranormal be-
liefs. Our findings support the results of pre-
vious studies, which found psychoticism to be 
a correlate of paranormal beliefs (Cella et al., 
2012; Hinterbuchinger et al., 2018) and some 
features of psychoticism (unusual forms of 
beliefs and experiences) were related to con-
spiracy (Swami et al., 2016). The explanation 
for these effects can be attributed to charac-
teristics of psychoticism, which is a maladap-
tive trait characterized especially by unusual 
forms of beliefs along with perceptual dys-
regulation (APA, 2013). Swami et al. (2016) 
suggested that individuals, who experience 
maladaptive cognitive-perceptual processing, 
may be more likely to accept a range of be-
liefs that are anomalous. This includes both 
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conspiracy as well as paranormal beliefs. Per-
sons with higher level of this maladaptive trait 
have an over-reliance on intuitive-experiential 
processing of information that is conducive to 
the acceptance of theories and ideas that lack 
evidence. 

However, when discussing the effect of psy-
choticism, it is also important to mention, that 
psychoticism is sometimes considered psycho-
metrically problematic (e.g., Crego et al., 2015) 
and its connection to openness is frequently 
questioned (Widiger & Crego, 2019). Widiger 
and Crego (2019) emphasized that although 
psychoticism has been part of personality 
questionnaires for long years, it is still import-
ant to distinguish between psychoticism as a 
trait and psychoticism as cognitive delusions. 
Cognitive delusions have the nature of beliefs, 
which can be held consistently and they are 
not related to the trait of openness. If we ac-
cept this conceptualization of psychoticism, 
we can consider EUB as a part of persons’ 
cognitive delusions. 

In case of detachment, it was shown to 
be a negative predictor of conspiratorial and 
paranormal beliefs. Detachment is charac-
terized by a lack of interest in the social en-
vironment and overall withdrawal along with 
anhedonia (APA, 2013). We think that detach-
ment from social environment could protect 
against the exposure to EUB, because EUB 
is usually spread through social interaction 
(Franks, Bangerter, & Bauer, 2013), which is 
limited in people with detachment. These 
results suggest that detachment could be a 
protective factor against EUB; however, we 
are hesitating to make conclusions about this 
connection. The beta coefficient of this effect 
was very small, and the results were not in 
line with previous research, which found no 
relationship between detachment and con-
spiracies (Swami et al., 2016). With such small 
effect sizes, the results can be accidental and 
should be verified in future research. 

The results also showed that religiosity 
and spirituality added a specific effect not 
explained by demographic variables and mal-
adaptive traits. However, this is valid only for 
paranormal belief, to which religiosity/spiritu-
ality add 7% of predicted variance. Our study 
confirmed the results of previous research, 
which also found a positive relationship be-
tween religiosity and paranormal beliefs  
(Darwin et al., 2011; Rice, 2003; Halama, 
2019b). Paranormal beliefs are a multidimen-
sional construct that incorporates magical, es-
oteric, superstitious, and even religious ways 
of thinking (Lindeman & Aarnio, 2006; Cella 
et al., 2012; Hinterbuchinger et al., 2018). We 
consider these two areas (R/S vs. paranormal) 
as overlapping, because religious or spiritual 
worldview often includes paranormal beliefs. 
Pennycook et al. (2012) argue for the low lev-
el of analytic cognitive style as the common 
factor behind both kinds of beliefs, because 
analytic cognitive style was found to be a neg-
ative predictor of both types of beliefs. On 
the other hand, we did not find religiosity and 
spirituality predicting conspiracies and only a 
very small effect was found in case of pseudo-
scientific beliefs. Also, religiosity and spiritual-
ity did not work as moderator of the effect of 
psychoticism on EUB. This is in line with pre-
vious research, which brought inconsistent 
results on this topic (e.g., Jasinskaja‐Lahti & 
Jetten, 2019). As we argued above, we believe 
that this effect might be culturally dependent 
as it can be influenced by the degree to which 
conspiracy communities in different countries 
and regions use religious or spiritual symbols 
in their activities. 

At the end, we need to comment on the 
narrow focus of our study. We dealt with only 
two sets of predictors (maladaptive traits and 
religiosity/spirituality), however, EUBs are mul-
tifactorial and they cannot be explained solely 
by the effects of pathological or personality 
tendencies. Also, the non-pathological social, 
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identity and evolutional cognitive process-
es play a significant role in accepting EUBs 
(Bahna, 2015; Raab et al., 2013). The low ef-
fect sizes found in our study confirmed the as-
sumption that EUBs are a complex multifactor 
phenomenon and a consequence of the inter-
action between personality, cognitive, social 
and other factors. 

Limitations 

The basic limitation of our study is its correla-
tional nature. Although we tried to identify 
predictors of EUB and, theoretically, we con-
sidered maladaptive traits as causal factors of 
EUB, we did not apply a more advance meth-
odological design, which would have been 
more appropriate for determining causality 
(e.g., longitudinal). However, along with oth-
er similar studies (e.g., Swami et al., 2016), 
we believe that even correlational studies 
can enlighten mutual relationships between 
maladaptive personality tendencies and EUB, 
and can bring important contribution to the 
knowledge in this area.  

Conclusions and Future Directions

The results of a recent study (Globsec, 2020) 
showed that Slovaks believe in unfounded be-
liefs the most among the ten Central and East-
ern European countries. It is therefore neces-
sary to reflect upon possible variables, which 
contribute to accepting and spreading the 
EUBs. Our results confirmed that of the mal-
adaptive traits, psychoticism is the one which 
can contribute to EUB, especially through the 
mechanism of maladaptive cognitive-percep-
tual processing. However, the effect of religi-
osity/spirituality on EUB was only weak and 
partial. Concerning future research, the effect 
of psychoticism and other maladaptive traits 
on EUB should be studied in interaction with 
other variables, especially existential variables 

such as the need for control over the world 
and life, etc. Previous research suggests that 
fear of death coming from human concerns 
about well-being and health, as well as nega-
tive social events may increase the tendency 
toward EUBs (Newheiser et al., 2011). Anoth-
er promising area of EUB research is whether 
efect of psychoticism on EUB can be eliminat-
ed. Previous research (Jolley & Douglas, 2017; 
Jolley et al., 2019) showed the general role of 
providing information in this process, how-
ever, there is a question, whether this effect 
is valid for people with higher psychoticism. 
The studies with experimental design can be 
useful in answering this questions, e.g. with 
interventions in groups with different level of 
maladaptive traits. 
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