Table A Descriptive analysis of methods and correlation matrix + Bullshit receptivity

M SD Min Max Orda 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1) Age 2880 895 18 69 - -
2) Education 1 6 — AS*** —
3) Religiosity 366 164 1 7 - 01 -.04 -
fr)]:gz:isca' conspiracy 144 090 1 5 095  -00 -.09 20%%* -
::;'I'Z'_:a' conspiracy 445 076 1 5 096  -.08 B T £ R
6) Analytic thinking 0.67 0.38 0 1 0.87 .10 A4%* - 16%* S22%¥F QTR —
7) Scientific reasoning 0.76 0.20 0 1 0.64 .06 JAe** S 25%Fkx L 3pFkx_ 37Hkx 34xE* —
8) Bullshit receptivity 233 0.91 1 4.6  0.92  -21%%*% . 1g%% 3%k g7kkx  ggakx  _Jgkkk  _ 3pkkx

Note. * p < 0,05, ** p < 0,01, *** p <0,001; Ord o — ordinal alpha

Table B Results of regression analysis (standardized 8) + Bullshit receptivity

Model

Predictors

Medical conspiracy theories

Political conspiracy theories

8 95% Cl VIF 6 95% Cl VIF
1 Age 0.05 [-0.05~0.16] 1.26  -0.02 [-0.13, 0.08] 1.26
Gender 0.15** [0.06~0.25] 1.11 0.17*** [0.07, 0.26] 1.11
Education -0.12* [-0.22~-0.01] 1.26  -0.13* [-0.23,-0.02] 1.26
Religiosity 0.15** [0.05~0.25] 1.11 0.21*** [0.11, 0.31] 1.11
R? / adj. R? 0.08*** /0.07*** 0.11%** /0.11%**
2 Age 0.06 [-0.04~0.16] 1.26  -0.02 [-0.12, 0.08] 1.26
Gender 0.11* [0.01~0.21] 1.19 0.12* [0.02, 0.22] 1.19
Education -0.10 [-0.20~0.01] 1.29 -0.10* [-0.20, -0.00] 1.29
Religiosity 0.14** [0.04~0.23] 1.18 0.19*** [0.10, 0.29] 1.18
Analytic thinking -0.16%** [-0.26~-0.07] 1.22 -0.19*** [-0.29, -0.10] 1.22
R? / adj. R? 0.10*** / 0.09%** 0.15%** /0.14%**
AR? / Aadj.R? 0.02%** /0.02%** 0.04*** /0.03***
3 Age 0.05 [-0.05~0.15] 1.26  -0.02 [-0.12, 0.08] 1.29
Gender 0.10* [0.00~0.20] 1.19 0.10* [0.01, 0.20] 1.19
Education -0.07 [-0.17~0.03] 1.29 -0.07 [-0.17, 0.03] 1.29
Religiosity 0.09 [-0.00~0.19] 1.18 0.14** [0.05, 0.23] 1.18
Analytic thinking -0.10 [-0.19~0.00] 1.22 -0.12%* [-0.22, -0.01] 1.22
Scientific reasoning -0.24%** [-0.34~-0.14] 1.26 -0.26*** [-0.36, -0.17] 1.26
R? / adj. R? 0.15*** /0.14%** 0.21%** /0.20%**
AR? / Aadj.R? 0.05*** /0.05%** 0.06*** / 0.06***
4 Age 0.08 [-0.02~0.18] 1.29 -0.00 [-0.10, 0.10] 1.29
Gender 0.09 [-0.01~0.18] 1.19 0.10* [0.00, 0.19] 1.19
Education -0.06 [-0.16~0.04] 1.29 -0.07 [-0.17, 0.03] 1.29
Religiosity 0.07 [-0.02~0.17] 1.18 0.13** [0.03,0.22] 1.18
Analytic thinking -0.08 [-0.18~0.01] 1.22 -0.11* [-0.20, -0.01] 1.22
Scientific reasoning -0.21%** [-0.30~-0.11] 1.26 -0.24*** [-0.33, -0.14] 1.26
Bullshit receptivity 0.16** [0.06~0.25] 1.21 0.12* [0.03, 0.22] 1.21
R? / adj. R? 0.17*** /0.16*** 0.22%** [ 0.21%**
AR? / Aadj.R? 0.04** [ 0.02** 0.01* / 0.01*

Note. Gender (1-men, 2-women); *p < 0.05, **p <0.01, ***p < 0.001



Table C Group statistics and independent samples t-tests by gender (male vs. female)

Variables Gender M SD t df p Mean Diff 95% ClI
i Male 0.77 0.32
Analytic 5.86 407 <.001 0.21 [0.14, 0.28]
thinking Female 0.56 0.41
ientifi Male 0.79 0.19
Sc!en'tn‘lc 3.74 407 <.001 0.07 [0.03,0.11]
thinking Female 0.72 0.21
i Male 2.18 0.89
Bullshit -3.60 407 <.001 -0.32 [-0.49, -0.14]
receptivity Female 2.49 0.90

Bullshit Receptivity was measured by the Slovak version of the Bullshit Receptivity Scale (Pennycock et al., 2015;
Cavojova et al., 2019). The respondents judged 10 statements (e.g., the future explains irrational facts), which
they rated on a 5-point scale (1 = not at all profound, 5 = very much profound).
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