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3axBaJIHHIIA

Hajseha uponwuja je, qparu Moju, TO IITO caM ja, BepoBaTHO, Behu cirjeHTHCTa Hero BehnHa
JbyaH Koje mo3HajeM. OBa Ouosomka mammHa o oko 90 kwmiorpama U Hekux 185 meHtumerapa
BHCHHE, IIITO HAIKCala je 0Baj Paj y 3HOjy JUIa CBOT, KOjy ¥ BH U ja HazuBamo Ilerpom Jlykuhem
pe3yaTar je reHepalyja U TeHepalja criapuBama JbYIH U, Aa, Ipe Tora, HeKUX APYrux mpuMmara,
na, Aajbe, U pela eBOJIyTHBHO CTapujux Ouha o] KOJUX CMO HacTajlu MU, caBpeMeHHU Jbyau. OBa
JUcepTanyja, 3aTo, HU y JeJHOM CMHCIY HHje caMO MoOja. 3a By Cy 3aCIyXHHU CBH MOjH TIPEIIH.
Haxarnocr, ja He 3HaM uMeHa MHOTO BuX. Poautessu Moje majke cy Ounn Hukona u Munka, a mora
oua 6unn cy Musnomup u [paruna. bunu cy Ty u npagene Mune, CBetomup, Bypah, Matuje, u
npababe 3opka, Pyxka, Joka, u [lapuHka, anu mUX HEUCAM HHU YIO3HA0. TeK BUXOBE POJUTEIhE HE
BepyjeM J1a UKo nmamTH. Mnak, HeKH JIe0 CBUX HUX, CaApPKaH y MOjUM FeHMMa, HAIKCAo j€ OBaj pall.
YectuTajTe 11 BbUMa. YeCTUTaM UM U ja ¥ 3aXBaJbYjEM UM Ce.

Ca ngpyre ctpane, a 0 ToMe hete yuTaTH, HaJjam ce, y OBOj JUCEpPTaIUj1, OBa] paj HHje caMO
MOj U y jou jerHoM Apyrom norieny. Hajsehu neo oHora mro 3HaMo, jeJHOCTaBHO, HUCMO Ca3HAIIN
CaMH M HEKaKO jOII yBEK HHCaM YCIIEO Jia CXBaTUM KakKo Jla TO Ca3Hame MOMHPHM CaBETOM Ja
[IEHUM COIICTBEeHE yunHKe. CKHHEp je peKao /1a 3a OHO IITO YYHMHHUMO IOTPEIIHO HUCMO KPUBH MU,
1a Hac He Tpeda KyIUTH, ajli Ja HH 3aTo, ca ApYyre CTpaHe, HeMaMo Oall HeKa IpaBa Ha XBaly 3a
OHO mTO ypaaumo uctpaBHo. OBo je Ham paa. C 003UpoOM J1a ce OBO 30BE 3aXBAITHHIIOM, ja hy
3axXBAJINTH OHMMA KOjH Cy Haj3acIy’)KHHUJH 32 OBO MMOCTUTHYhE.

IIpe cBera, mopahy na 3axBanmuM cBOjoj MeHTOpkH, Mpuc. OHa Me je W mo3Baja Ha
JOKTOPCKE CTY/IM]j€ U ja caM MOKYIIIA0 J1a UX YIHIIEM H, €TO, YCIeo caM. Y crenu cMo. XBaja joj Ha
TOME IITO je UMaja CTPIUbCHA Ja pasyMe M YBaXH Moje XaoTuuHe uneje. HeBepoBaTHo, 3ancTa,
QI YUHU MU C€ TOHEKaJl Ja M€ OHAa MHOTO 00Jhe pa3yMe Kaja Hero ja. XBaja joj Ha TOME IITO j€
uMaja CTPIUbEHa 3a MEHE. XBajla jOj Ha NMPWIMIM Jla OBUX CeJaM TroAWHa He Oyle YTpOUICHU
y3ally/IHO, Ha TIMCKapame Heke Te3e. To je Ouio cemaM roJuHa Koje jelaH MIIaau akaJeMall camo
Moxke noxenetu. He Bepyjem, npocto, 1a Ou y Jpyrom ruesay, Ouio rae y 6enoMm CBeTy, CBE TO
6uno moryhe. XBaia.

3axBanuo OUX ce Aajbe CBOjUM HajOmkuM Koserama. [lomenyhy nmpso Munuity u Mapujy.
Yak HU y akajieMHju He MOXKeTe O0e3 Hekora ko he mga Bam uyBa neha. bapem ja To He mory. XBasa
UM Ha CBAKOj MOJIPIIIHM, HA CBAKOM IyTOBamYy, HA CBAKOM MUHYTY MPOBEJCHOM Yy HEpajy HCIOJ
rajiepyje y npoctopujama MHCTHTYTa 3a MCUXOJIOTH]y. XBajla U JOBaHy, a MOrOTOBO Ha CBaKOM
caTy IpOBEJECHOM Yy Hepaay - CBakM MIyT je Omio 3a10BOJCTBO. XBaja U Bojuny. XBana cBuma
YETBOPO INTO Cy OMJIM Ty Ja mpuckouye y momoh kana je Tpebano Ja ce HEITO acHCTHpa y TOKY
nporieca UCTPaKUBamba.

XBana Mapky XKuanosuhy u Ilehu TeoBanoBuhy. To cy mMoja crapuja akagemcka Opaha u,
BaKHHjE, 100pU MpHjaTesbyd. XBaja UM 3a CBAKM CaBET U aCHCTEHILH]Y Y paqy, Ha KOIIAPKAIIKOM
TEpeHy, a U y KHUBOTY.

XBana wiaHoBuMa komucuje, npod. [Tonanuhy, npod. Kaju Jammanosuh, u npod. Mapuju
BbpankoBuh Ha capanmpu npuiukoM GopMyiHcama Te3e. XBalla U IPYTUM CapaTHUIIIMA KOJU Cy MU
NoOMarajii 'y pasjMuuTHM KopaluMa HCTpaxuBama (830y4HuM penom): Anekcanapu Bydxosuh,
bapbapu bnaxanun, bormany PannueBuhy, Bawu CyOotuh, Bmactu Cuxumuh, Bykamuny
I'muropuhy, danku Ilypuh, 3opanu 3ynan, MBanu Jakmmh, Janky Hemuhy, Jenenu IlaBnuumuh,
JoBanm bjexuh, Mamm BykueBuh-Mapkosuh, Ilerpy Hypkuhy, Cnoboganku Autuh u CreBany
Pakom1ry. Hagam ce na HUKOT HEMCaM M30CcTaBHO. JKeIuM J1a ce 3aXBajlM U CBUM MCHHUTAaHUIMMA U
UCIHUTaHUIAMa, IOTOTOBO OHHMMA KOJU Cy YYE€CTBOBAJIM y MHTEPB]JyMMa, Ka0 M OHHUMA KOJU Cy MU
MOMarajiy Jla UCIIUTaHUKe MPUKYyNuM (cetuhy ce oBne moce6HO TujaHe U Mume Koje Cy Jenuiue
MOje YIUTHHUKE U 0€3 MUTamka).



XBana kojerama ca npojekra ,,Reason4Health” na mpumuim na capalyjemo. Ox muX cam
HAy4MO MHOTO, a TIOTOTOBO O THMCKOM panxy. He cmeMm ma mpormycTuM Ja ce moceOHO 3aXBaluM
Jlumu Jlazapesuh u npod. ['opany KuesxxeBuhy xoju cy mMu, Kax je HajBHIIe TpebGasio, BUACITH MOje
akaJieMCKe TMOoTeHIrjane. XBaia Hamioj Jlaboparopuju 3a HCTpaKUBaKkE WHANBUIYATHUX Pa3lIUKa.

Xpana npujaresbuma Y poriry, Auapeu, Hukiy, u ‘Bonery. OHu cy yBeK BEpOBaIM y MEHE.

XBasa u npujatesbuma ['aumhy, kymammnay Mapky u Ypomy KoaueBuhy, koju me je
BpOOBAO 3a MICUXOJIOTH]Y.

Xpasa Yuu (byown) u Munany (Mukujy) mTo cy ao0pa Jena W ITO caM HUXOB CTPHIIL.
Xpana Opary MBany u cHajku Jenenu mro cy mu obe3bemmm YHy u Munana. Xpana MBany u Ha
TOMe IITO je Ouo Moj Tpehu ponurtess. Maso 1u je 3a jeqHor Opara? XBana yjaky MuiieTy Ha CBeMy
IITO j€ YMTaB >KUBOT PaJUO 32 MEHE, a OBJIE IOTOTOBO IITO ME je MPHUMHO 3a IUMEpa TOKOM
OCHOBHHMX CTyJHMja M IITO MHU j€, KaJ caM OHMO KIWHAIl, CIIPeMao KaceTe ca HACHUMJbCHUM
,,PaToBMMa 3Be3/1a" Ipe HEero MITO KPEeHE Ha T0cao.

3aMucnnTe caja CBe OBE Jby/E KAKO YYECTBY]y Yy IHCamy OBOT paja. 3aMHUCIUTE Moje
npodecope, Moje HACTaBHUKE, YUMTEJbUILY, CBE€ €MHCHje KOjeé caM IJIelao, CBaKM (WM, CBaKy
KIbUTY KOjy CaM MPOYUTA0. 3aMHUCIUTE KOJIMKO KOJIUKO j& Ty peUH, 3Ha4eHa, OCTYIaKa, KOJIUKO je
HEYpOHa OMNAaJMIO, KOJMKO j€ MOJIEKYJa MpOLUIO Kpo3 Haule henuje, KOJUKO I'eHa YKPIITEHO,
KOJIMKO j€ CIy4ajHOCTH CIIACHJIO MOje MPETKe Ja WX MPOMAIIU HEKHM METaK, Heka cabsba, HEKH
CMPTOHOCHU BHPYC, HEKO CTabjo y IIYMH, HEKa IpaHa Ja He IyKHE HEe3rOJHO, Ja HEKU TaMo
MPBOOHUTHU cHcap M30ErHe CTOMANIo0 HEKOT JAWHOCaypyca, Ja ce TO CBE TO YOIIIITE JeCH, Ma U Taj
MyJb U3 KOra CaB XHBOT HACTaJe, U Jia je pe3yJTaT cBera Tora jeJHa Majla MHcao O TOME Kako ce
OJTHOCE TIOBEpEHE M CyMmba y HayKy. MHUCIHM Ja TpaBU HWHTENEKTyalHH TpeX CTora HUje
CIIMJEHTH3aM M YBEpEH-€ J1a HUCMO HUILTAa BHILE HEro 3Be3/aHa MpallldHa, HUIITA APYro 10 30up
aToMa BOJIOHMKA, KHCEOHHUKa, yIJb€HUKa, MarHe3njyma, Kajlujyma, HaTpHjymMa, U 4Yera CBE He.
Mucnum J1a je mpaBu UHTEJIEKTYaIHH IPEX U, Ha Kpajy KpajeBa, UCTUHCKA IITeTa, He CXBAaTaTH /1a je
CBE TO JE€JJHO BEJIMKO YY/IO.

Konauno, xBana MojuM poauTesbuMa, Majiii Mupjanu u oy Musany.
Nnaxk cam nosia ke 1 MoJia \bera.

OBgaj pax noceehyjeM ynpaBo mbuMa.
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IlcuxoJIOMIKN ACTEKTH CIHjeHTH3MAa
Caxerak

OmniTe HENMOBEpeHE Yy HAyKy W HAyYHUKE, Kao M pasjinyuTa crenupuuHa aHTHHAYYHA
yBepema, OMpaBJaHO MPHBIAYE BEJIUKY MaXby HCTPaKMBada 300T HEraTWBHUX MOCIEIUIA KOje
OBaKBa yBepeHa MOT'Y UMATH Ha IOjelIUHIC U APYIITBO y LEIUHU. MelhyTuM, oBepeme y HayKy
Takohe MoKe MONPUMHUTH HEOTIPaB/IaHEe Cpa3Mepe, TAKO Jla TAKBa yBEpEma O HAYIM HE OJrOBapajy
IBCHUM CTBapHUM JOMETHMa, IITO je ce y ¢Guiao30dCcKoj JUTEepaTypd O3HayaBa I10jMOM
CIIMjEHTH3Ma, YMjU CMO TICHXOJIOIIKHM CaJipkKaj U Kopesiare UCHUTHBAINA y OBOj AWCEpTanuju. Y
npBoj (a3u KOHCTpyHCaIX CMO YTIHUTHUK CIMjEHTHCTHYKHX YBEpEHa KOJU C€ OJHOCHO KaKO Ha
HayKy ¥ HAyYHU METOJI TaKo M Ha HayuyHuke. HoBu ynutHHK cactoju ce ox 20 ckana TepcToHOBOT
TUNA, KaKo OM OCUTypalli Jla IMaMoO HEYTPaIHy TauKy (“KPUTHYKO TMOBEpeHe”) y OJHOCY Ha KOjy
O MOINIM Ja TBPAUMO Jla Cy eKCTPEMHHUJU OOJUIM TOBEepeHma HEKPUTHYKUA. YTHUTHHK je
KOHIICTITYaJTHO BaJIMIUPAH O] CTPaHE CTpydYmaka U3 o0JIaCTH NCUXoMeTpuje u puino3oduje Hayke,
Kao ¥ of] cTpaHe janka. [Iokazao je Kako KOHBEPIreHTHY, Ka0 U NPEAUKTHBHY BAIUIHOCT, OJHOCHO,
OYCKWBAHE BE3¢ Ca HAYYHHM 3HAWhEM, MPCICHHBAMHEM MO3HABaka HAyYHHX KOHIIENaTa, Te ca
JorMatu3sMoM. Y Apyroj (a3u mokasajid CMO Ha pernpe3cHTaTUBHOM y30pKy rpahana CpOuje na je
HEKPUTUYKO TOBEPEHC y HAyKy W HAy4YHHKE YydYecTaldje OJi HENOBEepeHma, Kao W Ja Cy
CIIMjEHTHCTUYKA YBEpCHAa HETaTUBHO IIOBE3aHA Ca AHTUHAYYHUM YBEpPCHHMA (BEpOBABEM Y
TeOpHje 3aBepe, IMCeya0HayKy, MapaHopMaiHo, cyjeBepje). Ilokazamu cmo, mMehyTtum, U na cy
CIIMjEHTUCTUYKA YBEpEHa, CIIMYHO Ka0 U HaBEJCHA aHTUHAYYHA YBEPEHa, MOBE3aHa MO3UTHBHO ca
noTpeOOM 3a 3a0KpY)KEHOIINYy M HETOJICPAHIIMjOM HEU3BECHOCTH, a HETaTHBHO Ca KOIHUTHBHOM
pediekcuBHOMNY ¥ KOTHUTHBHUM CIIOCOOHOCTHMA. Y JBa CKCIEpPUMEHTa y OKBUpPY Tpehe daze
UCTPaKUBAIHM CMO Ja JIU Cy 0c00€ ca M3paKEHUJUM CIIMjEHTHCTUYKHUM YBEepemhUMa CKIOHH]E Ja ce
OCJamajy Ha Hay4yHEe CHUTHAJle KAa0 XEYPUCTHKE NPWIMKOM MPOIEHE KBAUTETa O0jallberha H
aprymeHara. Y MpBOM €KCIIEpUMEHTY MOTBPAMINA CMO Jia UCTIUTAHUIU 00jalllibeba TICUXOIOIIKUX
(deHoOMeHa TpOLEHkY]y Kao KBAIMTETHH]ja OHJA Kaja Cy JOMyHhEeHa HEOUTHOM HEYPOHAYYHOM
nH(OpPMaIIMjOM HEeTo KaJa HUCY. Y JPYroM eKCIIepHUMEHTY MOKa3ald CMO Jia apryMEHTE MPOIEeHhY]y
Ka0o KBAIWTETHHjE KaJa Cy NpPEICTaBJbEHU Kao Jla JIoJIa3e O/ HAaydYHHX H3BOpa HEro O] CTpaHe
mandkux u3Bopa. Hucmo, mehytuMm, Hamuim moTBpAy 3a Halla OYeKHBama Ja he CIMjeHTHCTHUYKA
yBepewma Mojaepupatu oBe edexrte. Kpo3 aBe cryamje y OKBUpY ueTBpTe (haze HCIUTHUBAIU
CMO OJHOC M3Mel)y CIIMjeHTHCTUYKUX YBEpeHa U CKIOHOCTH Jla ce MOJpP)KaBajy Mepe KaKihaBamba
3a oco0e Koje ce He MOHAIIajy y CKJIaay ca HaydHMM IpenopykaMa WM MPOMOBUIIY aHTHHAY4YHA
yBepema. 3paxeHnja CIMjeHTUCTUYKA yBepema MpaTuiia je jaya MOJApIIKa 3a MPeUIoKeHe Mepe
KaXXFhaBama, 0J1 MEJMjCKe IIEH3ype, MPEKO HOBYAHOT HIIM 3aTBOPCKOT KaKIaBamba, Ia 10 YKHUIamba
mpaBa Ha 3[paBCTBEHY 3allITUTy. Y JAPYroj CTYAMjH T[IOKa3alld CMO Ja MOpaln30Bamke
PaIMOHATHOCTH MOXe JeTMMHYHO 00jacHUTH OBe Be3e. KoHauHo, y 1meToj ¢a3u HCcTpaKuBalld CMO
Jia i ¢y oco0e ca M3pakeHUJUM CIIHjEHTUCTHUKUM YBEPEeHHUMa CKIIOHH]E J1a TO3UTUBHO TIJe/1ajy Ha
€TUYKHU MpoOJeMaTHYHE EKCIIEpUMEHTEe. Y JBE CTY/AH]€, JeHO] Ha CTYACHTCKOM Y30DPKY, a JIpyroj
Ha TPUTOJHOM Y30pPKy W3 OMNINTE MOMyJayje, HUCMO JOOWIM 3HauajHe Be3e Hu3Mely OBHX
(denomena. Pe3ynTare oBHX CTy/IHja TUCKYTOBAIU CMO M3 BHIIIE TEOPHjCKHUX MEPCIICKTHUBA KA0 MITO
cy Teopuje oOpane uH(pOpMalMja HIM HUICHTUTCKE TEOpHje, Kao U y IIHPEM KOHTEKCTY
KOMYHHKAIHje, IPYIITBCHUX OJTHOCA, ¥ TIOJUTHYKE apTHIIAIIAIM]e TpahaHa.

KibyuHe peun: moBepeme y HayKy, MOBEpemhEe Yy HaydHHKE, CIMjeHTH3aM, HpalloHallHA YBEpema,
Hay4yHa MHUCMEHOCT.

Hayuna o6macr: Ilcuxonoruja
Vxka Hayuna o6sact: ColrjaHa MCuxoJIoruja
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Psychological aspects of scientism
Abstract

Mistrust in science and scientists, as well as various specific anti-scientific beliefs, naturally attract
considerable attention from researchers due to the negative consequences such beliefs can have on
individuals and society as a whole. However, trust in science can also take on unjustified
proportions, so that such beliefs about science do not correspond to its actual capacities — a
phenomenon referred to in the philosophical literature as scientism, whose psychological content
and correlates were examined in this dissertation. In the first phase, we constructed the Scientistic
Beliefs Questionnaire, which covers beliefs about science, the scientific method, and scientists
themselves. The new questionnaire consists of 20 Thurstone-type scales, ensuring a neutral point
("critical trust™) against which more extreme forms of trust could be identified as uncritical. The
questionnaire was conceptually validated by experts in psychometrics and philosophy of science, as
well as by laypeople. It demonstrated both convergent and predictive validity, i.e., expected
associations with scientific knowledge, overestimation of scientific concepts familiarity, and
dogmatism. In the second phase, we demonstrated on a representative sample of Serbian citizens
that uncritical trust in science and scientists is more prevalent than mistrust and that scientistic
beliefs are negatively associated with anti-scientific beliefs (belief in conspiracy theories,
pseudoscience, paranormal phenomena, and superstition). However, we also showed that scientistic
beliefs - much like the aforementioned anti-scientific beliefs - are positively correlated with the
need for cognitive closure and intolerance of uncertainty, and negatively correlated with cognitive
reflectiveness and cognitive abilities. In two experiments in the third phase, we examined whether
individuals with stronger scientistic beliefs are more likely to rely on scientific cues as heuristics
when assessing the quality of explanations and arguments. In the first experiment, we confirmed
that participants evaluate explanations of psychological phenomena as more credible when they are
supplemented with irrelevant neuroscientific information than when they are not. In the second
experiment, we showed that participants evaluate arguments as better when they are presented as
coming from scientific sources rather than from lay sources. However, we did not find evidence for
our expectation that scientistic beliefs would moderate these effects. In two studies in the fourth
phase, we examined the relationship between scientistic beliefs and the tendency to support punitive
measures against individuals who do not adhere to scientific recommendations or who promote
anti-scientific beliefs. Stronger scientistic beliefs were associated with greater support for the
proposed punitive measures, ranging from media censorship and financial or prison penalties to the
denial of healthcare rights. In the second study, we demonstrated that the moralization of rationality
can partially explain these associations. Finally, in the fifth phase, we investigated whether
individuals with stronger scientistic beliefs are more inclined to view ethically problematic
experiments in a positive light. In two studies — one with a student sample and one with a
convenience sample from the general population — we did not observe significant associations
between these phenomena. The results of these studies were discussed from multiple theoretical
perspectives, such as information processing theories and identity theories, as well as in the broader
context of communication, social relations, and citizens' political participation.

Keywords: trust in science, trust in scientists, scientism, irrational beliefs, scientific literacy.
Scientific field: Psychology

Subfield: Social psychology
UDC number:






Canpikaj

BTe) o) 103 87 0 T )1 PP RO PRPTPRRRN 1
HaydHa IECMEHOCT ....oiiiiiiiiii i 4
KaKO JABHOCT PABYME HAYKY? ....c.vvevieirisieetiestesieeste et e st ass b et abe bbbt b e n e nbeenne e 6
[ToBepeme y HAyKy M HAYUHUKE H Fb€TOBH HBBOPH ... vveriiurireesriasriaseesesssesseessesssssseessesssesseessessnenns 7
(03117152 7 T .Y TP TP TUPPR 10

THUTIOBH CLIHJ@HTIIBMA. ... tveeuteesuteastessseeaseesuseasseesseeasseesaseamseesseeeaseeaaseanbeeabeeanbeenaeeanbeessneanseennneenns 11
3aIITO je CLUJEHTU3AM HPOOTEMATHUAH? ....ovvivieiiiiiieitieri st sie st 13
VIPAIIOHATIOCT CYMEBE Y HAYKY .tvuveerteesureaseeassaasseessseeasseasseessesssseassssasseesssssssessssssssesssnesnsesseeansenns 16
Icuxosomnka UCTPaKUBAA CLIUJEHTUCTHUKUX YBEPECHA ....vivveveerisirriieerissiessessiesnsssessressesnessnes 18
[TocTojehu yIUTHUIIN 32 MEPEHHE CLUJEHTUCTHUKHIX YBEPEEDA ..vvervveerreersreasreesireareessneaseessneanns 18
KopenaTh CLHUJEHTUCTHUKIX YBEPEHDA +...veerureeureessreaseessneaseessreaseessseasesssnsasseessssansesssseansessnsanns 21
[TpOOTIEM U ITUITBEBH HICTPAIKHBAEDA .vvvvvveessveessssressssessssssesssssssssssssssssssssesssssessssesssssesssssesssseesssesans 22

ITTABHE CTYIIHIC .. .vvevttetee et ettt ettt etttk ettt e st et e e he e e Rt e e mb e ek e e at e e s me e e bt e be e e b e e nmneenbeennnas 25

®aza 1 — KoncTpykiuja u Bauaanyja Y MUTHAKA CIUJEHTUCTHUKUAX YBEPEHBA ..vcvvvvrerveerrerirenieenns 27
L@ 0307 (e o %01 1 [T RPRTR 39
Pa3B0j YIIUTHUKA CIUJEHTUCTUUKUX YBEPEEDA . ..e..vveureesreernreesseessreessetasneesseessneessessneessessnneesesanneens 40
VcnuTrBame KOHBEPTEHTHE U IMBEPTEHTHE BATUTHOCTH YITUTHHKA ....vvevvivreveeieeneesieesresnnenneeneas 45
D16 8 ) PSR OROPR RPN 49

daza 2 — VcnutuBame npeBasieHIe 1 KOTHUTHBHUAX KOPEJaTa CIHjeHTUCTUIKUX YBEPEHA............ 55
Crynuja 1 — IIpeBaneHna ClIMjeHTUCTUYKUX YBEPEHA U Be3a Ca HPAIMOHATHUM YBepemuMa ..... 67
Crynuja 2 — KOTHUTUBHU OTUCAK CUUJEHTUCTHUKHUX YBEPEHDA. . veureerereasreersreaneessreareessneanneesnneanns 70
D16 8 ) SRS OROPR RPN 73

®aza 3 — McnuTHBame yiIore ClUjeHTHCTHUKAX YBEPEHA Y OJUTYUUBAIDY -..ovverveerreriresieaeesieenseenens 81
MonepaTopcku eekaTr CLIMjEeHTUCTUYKUX YBEpPEHa Ha MPOLEHY KBAUIUTETA 00jallIbemha ........... 83
D (0 70 - TPV PP P PP PR 87
MonepaTopcku eekaTr ClIMjEeHTUCTUYKUX YBEpPEHa Ha MPOLEHY KBAUIUTETAa apTyMEHATa............ 90
D (0 0 - TP PP PSP 93

®aza 4 — CIIjeHTUCTUYKA YBEPEHHA U JIPYIITBEHE TTOCIEIULIE. ... .veerrreesreesrresnreessesasneessnesneessnsanneens 97
Omnuc cryauje 1 — CiMjeHTUCTHYKA YBEPEHha U CTaB MPEMa KaXKHhaBakhy CKETITUKA ..........c.v.... 108
Omnuc cryauje 2 — MonepaTtopcku eekar MOPaIM30BaAHE PALUOHATTHOCTH .. .vvveererrrerieerenneens 112

D 1% (6 70 (- T TP PR UR PP PR PRPPR PPN 116



®aza 5 — CIMjeHTUCTHYKA YBEPEHA H ETHUKO PE3OHOBAIBE ...evvivvireesrisseesieerissresseesnessnessessnessnsns 121

Omnuc cryauje 1 - CuMjeHTUCTHYKA YBEepemha U CTaB IpeMa PeIUTUKAlUjU eTHUYKU

MpoOJeMaTHYHUX EKCIIEPUMEHATA MEDY CTYICHTUMA TTCHXOIIOTHJC..vvveevreeesireessireessireesssnnesssness 123
Omnuc crynuje 2 — Perummkanyja cryauje 1 Ha y30pKY U3 OIMIITE TOMTYTAITH]C. ccvvveereveesreveesrineens 126
D% (0 0 % (- TS T PP UR PP PRPPRPPRPRN 128
P@3HME M OTIIIITA JIHICKYCHJQ ..vveuveeuteieestiessestee st et s sbe et et be e n etk e bt e sbe e b e e n e n b e nneenne s 131
Pe3UMe HCTPAKHBATKIX (DABA ...vveevveieisieeasiiesesiiesassteessseessbseessbeessnbeesssbeesssbeesssseesssseesssseesssnessnsness 133
OITIIITA JTCKYCH]u vttt eutvtesssreessssesssseesssssesssseessssesessssssassesssssssssssssssssssssessssesesssessssessssesssssessnneenns 139
CLMjeHTUCTUYKA YBEPCHA U “000TaJbEHA CTTHCTEMOIIOTH]A . vvieivveresiieeesireessireesssneesssnessssneeans 140
H3mel)y CHETOT U KPUTHUKOT TIOBEPEHDA -.v..uveersrresreessreasesssseesseessseassesssseessssssseessessssesssnssnsesssns 141
Konmko je moBepeme y HayKy U HaAyYHUKE 3aUCTa OMTHO 32 CBAKOJHEBHU KHUBOT? .......oeevveennee. 141
KYHA JTATBET ettt r e n e r e nnes 142
BYAYNA HCTPAIKHBABDA ...ttt e e nnes 144
Jlasbu pag Ha pa3yMeBamby CHHUJEHTHCTHUKIX YBEPCEDA ....veuveerrirsreseessesseesseasessnesseessessnesseennens 146
Jlasey pas Ha pa3yMEBaAY MOBEPEHA Y HAYKY .vvviiuriiiiiriiinirieiisisssesssnsnsssnessssnessssnessssnsssssnssans 147
Jasey pax Ha pa3yMeBamby IUPET KOHLETTA IIOBEPEHBA ....vvveurrieiriiesrenssineessreesssneessinessssneeans 147

S EE) )8 s ) PSP 149
] 070 Eo 1 T2 PP 151
TIPHITO3H 38 DABY L ...t 167
TTPHTIOBH 38 DA3BY 2.ttt b e b ettt b et nb e e b 183
TIPHTIOBH 38 DA3BY ...ttt b et b et b e e b 191
TIPHITOBH 38 DABY 4 ...ttt 203

TIPHITOBH 38 @ABY 5.t 223









TEOPHUJCKH YBO/J

COUMJEHTUCTHUYKA YBEPEWBA

“Ilpasu 3axmyuak 060e Huje MepPOrLa CKeNMuUKA 0a HAWA HAYKA HUUma He 8peou, e,
JjeoHocmasnuje u marbe pazopHo, cxeamarve 0d je Hauie HAy4HO 3HAe—UlU HABOOHO 3HAbE—O0
mome Kako cmeapu (YyHKYUOHUULY y C8emy, HeCaspuieHo,; 0d je NPenyHo epeuarKa Koje cmo mu
camu HeMORHU 0a paziuxyjemo o0 ocmamxa. ¥ 00HOCY Ha HayyHe MEPOre, CX8AMAMO 0d je Haule
CMaoo NYHO KO3d KOje HaM UNaK useneoajy kao osye.”

Huxomnac Pemep (1999) I'panutie nayke
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(He)noBepemwe y HayKy YMHHU CE€ Kao jeaH Off TeMEJbHHX MpoOJieMa JaHalIker JPYIITBa,
IITO Cce MoKa3ayio nmoceOHo TayHo TokoM manaemuje COVID-19. VBepema 0 mopexity u npupoau
Bupyca SARS-COV-2 koju wu3a3uBa mNOMEHYTY OOJECT TMoOKaszaja Cy ce Kao KJbydHa 3a
NpUAPIKABakEe MPENOPYYCHUX 3JIPABCTBCHUX IPAKCH KOje je Tpedano Ja cMame PHU3UK O]l
3apakaBamba HOBUM KOPOHABUPYCOM (JIp’Kame OJCTOjara OXl APYTUX JbYAU, HOUICHE XUPYPIIKUX
Macku, decto mpame pyky) (Teovanovi¢ et al., 2021). OBa yBepema Takohe cy ce mokazana
M3pa3UTO BXHUM M 32 OJUIyYMBAEKE O TOME Jia Ju hemo ce BakiuHucaTH wim He. Cmep Bese je
J0CTa jacaH - IITO C€ BHIIE Hallla YBepCHa Pa3jIMKyjy OJ 3BaHUYHUX M HAYYHHX TBPAH, TO CMO
Mame CIPEMHHU Ja ce IOHAllaMO Yy CKJIaJy ca 3JIpaBCTBEHUM mpernopykama. Ca CTaHOBHIITA
“cTpyke” (TepMuH Koju ce onomahmo 3a 30MpHO O3HAuYaBamkE HAyYHUKA W JIEKapa 4dja je
eKCIIepTH3a y BUPOJIOTHjH, CIIUISMHOJIOTHJU, UT/I.) TIOBJIAYCHE PECTPUKIIM]jA U MOBPATAK KHUBOTY
OHAKBOM KakaB je Omo mpe manaemuje 0uo je Hemoryh 6e3 MacoBHOT BaKIMHHUCama, 300T Yera je
jacHo J1a je TIOBEepeHme y BUXOBE HABOJE O]l MPECYJAHOT 3Ha4aja 3a OJIBUjambe KUBOTA y TOJAMHAMA
HAKOH MaHJIeMUje.

OBo je caMo jemaH mpuUMeEp TJIE Cy MOBEpeHE Y HAayKy, a Mpe CBEra y HayYHHKE, TOKa3aJIH
MPBEHCTBEHH 3HA4a] 3a caBpeMeHO MpymTBo. [loBepewme y HayKy AETepMHUHHINE MOHAIIAE
MojeIMHana y MHOTHM 3[paBCTBEHHM KpH3ama, Kao IITO Cy MPETXOIHE MaHAeMHuje (3a Ciydaj
MaHAEeMHje CBUILCKOT rpuIa noriefaru, Ha npumep, Hilton & Hunt, 2011; unu Larson & Heymann,
2010), anu BaH TaKBUX KpH3a, Ha MPUMEP, KajJa ce OUeKyje capajmba MPUIMKOM BaKIIMHAIM]E eI
npotuB Manux Ooruma (Hamilton et al., 2015). IloBepewe y Hayky HHje OUTHO caMoO 3a
3[IpaBCTBEHA TMOHAMIAKha M OTHOPH HMMIUIEMEHTALWJU TEXHOJOMIKMX IOCTHTHYha y CBaKOIHEBHH
KMBOT HHUCY HUILITA HOBO - JbYAM Cy C€ Y NPOLUIOCTH ONUPAIU U MACOBHO] €IEKTpUPHKAIH]H,
n3Melyy ocraior, jep cy ce 60ojanu cTpyjHOT ynapa uinu u3dujama noxapa (Kline, 2003), mok cy
OTIIOpH IIpeMa HYyKJIEapHO] eHepruju OminM 3abenexkeHu U npe xaBapuje y YepHoouspy (Herring,
2010). be3 cymme, kopumihemeM HaydyHOT METOJA HAalpaBJbEHU Cy HEKM OJ HajBehux moMaka y
JbY/ICKO] UCTOPHUJU U Pa3BOjy LIMBHIIK3aIMje, OMOTYheH je naronHuju, 6e30eTHIjU U AYyKU KUBOT,
JbYIM Cy OJIBEJICHHU M3BaH IUIaHETe 3eMJbe, U3JIEUeHE Cy pa3InyuTe O0ojecTy. 3axBasbyjyhu Hayly,
y CTamy CMO J1a IPEIBUANMO pa3nuyuTe GeHOMEHE IPUPOJIE, J1a UX MPeyNpeuMo U 1a Ce O BbUX
3amTuTUMO. OJ1 HECYMIBbMBE j€ BXXHOCTH 3a JIPYIITBO, JAKJE, YTBPAWUTH 3aIITO CE JbYAH OMUPY
nocTurayhrMa Hayke ¥ ’beHUM TBpPAHaMa.

MebhyTtum, ofHOC pemMa Hayll OCUM HEMOBEpeHma UMa M CYMPOTaH MOJ — MOBEPEHE, KOME
ce y CTpYYHHUM paclipaBama He Jaje TOTOBO HHUKaKaB mpocTop. HepazymeBame WUIM HEMOBEPEHE Y
HAyKy C€ MOCTaBJba Ka0 MPALMOHAIHO U IMOTPEIIHO, JIOK CE MOBEPEHE ayTOMATCKU IMOJpa3yMeBa
Ka0 HUCTPABHO W PAIlMOHAIIHO. 3a MOBEPEH-E Y HAYKy Ce HUKAJl HE MTUTaMO KaKo je CTEUECHO U Y K0jO]
Jj€ MepH pe3yiITaT TeMeJbHOI pa3yMeBama, pa3MHIIIbamka, pacyhuBama. Mnak, HHTEpEeCaHTHO je 1a
MOTPENTHO pa3yMeBamke HayKe MPUBJIAYM MaXXKHy cCaMO KaJla BOAW CyMBbY Y HaydHE HaBOXE, Kao
mTOo je To y ciydajy teopuja 3aBepe (Luki¢, 2020). 3amro BepyjeMO WIH 3aIlTO CE TMOHAIIAMO y
CKJIay ca HAYYHHUM IperopyKama y OBOj MapaJurMy YOIIIITEe HE TPEACTaBbajy BaKHA THUTAbA.
Takopehu, nok rox je oaroBop TadaH (“BepyjeM HaydyHHUIMMAa) HEOMTHO je KakaB je MOCTYIaK
KOJHM Ce€ JI0 Bera aomuio. MehyTum, TpOMHUIIIJBEHH]H TIPUCTYIT KOJUM CE€ yBa)kaBajy OTpaHUYECHA
HAy4YHOT METOJia M IOMETH HayuyHor 3Hama (Rescher, 1999), Te y3umajy y 003up U CTpyKTypaiHe
OKOJITHOCTH HeonmOepann3Ma M €KOHOMH3allMje y KojuMa ce Hayka crpoBojau (Berman, 2014;
Frickel & Hess, 2014; Ollsen & Peters, 2005), a Ha kpajy KpajeBa, 1 YHIHEHUIIA J]a CY HAyYHUIIH
JbYIM U J1a HayKa Kao CBaka Jpyra JbyJCKa JeJaTHOCT He MOKe OWTH MMyHa Ha Tpelke, Tpeba 1a
NIPEeJICTaBJba a/IeKBaTHY AITEPHATUBY U BPCTY Kpumuykoe oJHoca nmpeMa Haynu. CMaTpamo fa je of
BEJIMKE BaXKHOCTH TMOKJIOHUTHU Maxmby U JIPYroj KpajHOCTH — HEKPUTHYHOM TIOBEpPEHY y HAYKY,
HAy4HY MPAKCy U HAyYHH METO/I, jep MOX/Ia yIIPaBO y U3y4aBamby OBE KPajHOCTH MOKEMO OTKPUTH
HEILTO BaYKHO O HETIOBEPEHY - IITA I'a Y3POKYje U KAaKO ra yOJaKuTH.



Wnak, na OucmMo pazymesnn 0JHOC u3Mel)y Hayke U jaBHOCTH, MOpaMo Ce€ MPBO OCBPHYTH Ha
1ojaM Hay4HE NMUCMEHOCTH M IUTAkEe TOra KOJHMKO je W Ha KOjU HAauuH ocTBapuB. JKUBOT y
CaBpPEMEHOM JPYIITBY YECTO M3UCKYje OJIYyYMBAE O HAYYHO-TEXHOJIOIIKUM muTamuma. C
003UpOM Ha KOMIUIEKCHOCT HayKe M BHIIErJacje y MHOTMM HayYHMM NHTamUMa (Tj., OJCYCTBO
ariCOJIyTHOT KOHCEeH3yca Mel)y HayuHHWIMMa), 32 KOMIIETEHTHO YYECTBOBAIE Yy JIEMOKPATCKHM
IpolecruMa CMaTpa ce MOXEJbHUM Ja CBaku rpahaHuH W rpaljaHka y M3BECHO] MeEpU pazyMme
OCHOBHE Hay4YHE KOHIICTITE O KOjuMa Ce IUCKYTYje H OJIydyje, Tj. 1a Oyay HaydHo nucMeru (Anti¢
& Pesikan, 2015; Miller & Pardo, 2000).

Hayuyna nucMeHocT

Hay4Hy nrcMeHOCT MOKEMO ONUCATH Kao ,, KalaluTeT Jja ce KOPUCTe HayyHa 3Hama, Jia ce
UACHTUUKY]Y TIHTaka U J1a ce U3BJauye 3aKJbydylld 3aCHOBAaHU Ha JIOKa3MMa Kako OM ce pa3zymeo
IPUPOJHU CBET, MIOMOIJIO MPHJIMKOM JOHOIIEHA OAJIYKa O BEMY, U CIO3HajJe NPOMEHE Koje Cy y
BEMy HacTaje kKao mocieawma Jpynacke akrupHoctu (OECD, 2003, crp. 133). Munep (Miller,
1998, 2004) cmaTtpa na HayyHy HHUCMEHOCT 4YuHE 1) MO3HABamke HAYYHOI PEYHHUKA, Tj. HEHUX
TEpMHHA M KOHIIeNaTa; U 2) yONIITEHO pa3yMeBam€ Mpolleca Hay4HOI HCTpaxuBama. Kako ce
HaBoJU y J0KyMeHTy OpraHuzanuje 3a eKOHOMCKY capalimwy U pa3Boj (OECP, ewe. OECD), cBu
rpahanu O6u Tpedano aa Oyay criocoOHU na 1) 3Hajy Kaja je HaydHO 3HAWkE PeIeBaTHO (Ja pa3iyde
KaJla HayKa MOXKe M KaJla He MOJXKe Jla MPYXKH BaJUJaH OJroBOp); 2) OLEHE Kaja je J0Ka3 BaluJaH
(ma mu je peneBaHTaH W MPUKYIUBCH Ha aJIeKBaTaH HAYMH); 3) MOBEXY J0Ka3e ca 3aKJbydKOM
U3BEJICHUM M3 IbUX, T€ Jla MPOLEHE OJHOC Pa3IMYUTHX J0Ka3a y NPWIOr WIM NPOTUB oiapeheHe
aKIMje Koja yTHYe Ha XKMBOT Ha JIMYHOM, APYIITBEHOM, Wiu riobanmHom Husoy (OECD, 2003).
Xapa (Hurd, 1998) Ha 3HayajHO KOMIUIEKCHHMjH HA4YMH OJroBapa HAa MUTAamE IITa YUHU JEAHY
HAy4YHO MHUCMEHY 0CO0Y.

“Jlaxie, HAy4HO MUCMEHa 0co0a je oHa Koja:

e Pa3iukyje cTpyumake o/l HeynyheHux.

e Paznukyje Teopujy oa gorme, a mojgatke o1 Muta u ¢oikiopa. [Ipernosnaje na je Ckopo cBaka
YHHCHUIIA Y FbeTOBOM KUBOTY Ha HEKHM HAYWH TOJ] YTUIajeM HayKe WM TeXHOJIOTH]E.

e 3Ha J1a HayKa y JAPYIITBEHOM KOHTEKCTY YECTO MMa MOJUTHYKE, CyJICKE, €THYKE, a TIOHEKal U
MOpajHe UHTepIpeTaIyje.

e Occha HauMHE HA KOj€ Ce HAYYHO UCTPAXKUBAKE CIIPOBOIM U KAaKO C€ HaJIa3u MOTBphy]y.

e KopucTu HayyHa 3Hama IJe j€ TO MPUKIAJAHO Y JOHOIICHY KUBOTHUX U IPYIITBEHUX OJJTyKa,
dbopmupamy Cyl0Ba, peliaBamy MpoodiieMa U npeay3uMamy aKiuja.

e Pasnukyje HayKy oJ] TICeyJ0OHayKe Kao IITO Cy acTPOJIOTH]ja, MapIaTaHCTBO, OKYITH3aM U
cyjeBepje.

e [Ipeno3Haje KyMynaTHBHY MPUPOAY HayKe Kao “HUKAJ JOCE3UBY TPAHHUILY.

e [Ipeno3Haje HaydHEe HCTpaKUBade Kao mpon3Bohaue 3Hama U rpaljaHne ka0 KOPHCHUKE HAYIHOT
3HamA.

e [Ipeno3Haje npa3HUHE, PU3HKE, OTPAaHNYCHA H BEPOBAaTHONE Y TOHOMIEHY OJUTYKa KOj€ YKIbYTY)y
3HaWE U3 HayKe WM TEXHOJIOTH]e.

e 3Ha Kako Ja aHanu3upa u oopalhyje uHbopmalje paau reHeprcama 3Hamba Koje MpeBa3uia3u
YUEEHUIIE.

e [Ipeno3Haje Ja HayYHU KOHUENTH, 3aKOHU U TEOPHje HUCY PUTUIHY, Beh y CyIITUHU UMajy
OpPraHCKH KBAJIHUTET; OHHU PACcTy M Pa3BHjajy Ce; OHO IITO CE YUu JaHAC MOKJia Hehe UMaTH UCTO
3HaYeHE CyTpa.

e 3Ha a HAYYHU MTPOOJIEMH Yy TUYHOM U IPYIITBEHOM KOHTEKCTY MOTY HMATH BHIIIE O] jeTHOT
,,TAYHOT** OITOBOPA, TOCEOHO Ka/ia MpoOIeMy YKIbYUY]y €THYKE, CY/ICKE M MIOJTUTHIKE aKIIHje.

e [Ipeno3Haje kaga ce He MOXe YCIIOCTaBUTH Y3POUYHO-TIOCIEINYHA Be3a. Pazyme BaKHOCT
HCTPaKUBamka Kao MPOU3BO/Ia HAYYHHUKOBE Paf03HATIOCTH.



e [Ipeno3Haje n1a je Haria riodaaHa eKOHOMHja YIIIaBHOM IO YTHIIAjeM HaIllpeTKa y HayIu U
TEXHOJIOTHjH.
e [Ipeno3Haje kazia cy KyJITypHa, €THYKA U MOPAIHA IMTakha YKJbyYeHa y pellaBambe HayqHO-
JPYIITBEHUX podiema.
e [Iperno3Haje kasa HeMa JOBOJEHO MOATaKa Jja JOHECE paloOHANIHY OJUTYKY WK (hopMHpa
MOY3/aH CY/.
e Pa3nukyje 1oka3e oj mponaraijie, YnibeHnIe 0] PUKIHje, CMUCA0 01 OECMUCIUIIE U 3HAKE O]1
MHIUBCHA.
e CMmaTpa Hay4yHO-APYIITBEHE U JINYHE-Tpal)aHcke MpobiieMe Kao OHE KOjU 3aXTEBajy CUHTE3Y
3Haa U3 PA3IMINUTHX 110Jba, YKIbYUYjyhy IpUpOIHE U IPYIITBEHE HAyKeE.
e [Ipeno3naje Aa y HAYYHOM I10JbY IIOCTOjJM MHOT'O TOTa IITO HUj€ TIO3HATO U J1a Haj3HAYajHU]jE
oTKpuhe MoXxe OUTH 00jaBJbEHO CyTpa.
e [Ipeno3Haje Aa je HaydYHA MUCMEHOCT MPOLIEC CTUIIakha, aHATIHN3€E, CHHTE3€e, KOUPambha, BaTyallyje
u kopunrhema focturayha y Hayny ¥ TEXHOJIOTHJU Y JbYJICKUM U IPYIUTBEHUM KOHTEKCTHMA.
e [Ipeno3naje cuMOMOTHYKE OTHOCE M3Mel)y Hayke U TexHoIorHje U n3mel)y Hayke, TEXHOJIOTH)E ’
JbYJICKHX TTOCJIOBA.
e [Ipero3Haje CBaKOAHEBHY CTBAPHOCT HAYMHA HA KOj€ HAyKa M TEXHOJIOTH]a CIyKe JbYICKAM
aJIalITUBHUM KaranuTeTuMa u oborahyjy kanuTai ocooe.
e [Ipero3Haje na ce HayYHO-IPYIITBCHH MPOOIeMH IeHEPATHO PEIiaBajy capaJmboM, a He
WHIUBHUIyaTHUM JICTIOBAEHEM.
o [Ipeno3Haje 1a TPEHYTHO PelICHhe HAyYHO-APYIITBEHOT TPOo0IeMa MOKE CTBOPUTH CPOIHU
npo0JieM KacHuje.
e [Ipeno3naje 1a KpaTKOpPOYHA M JyrOpOYHA peliema npobdiaema Moxaa Hehe mmatu uctu
oarosop.”

(Hurd, 1998, ctp. 414)

Ha nurame Ko je HAy4HO NMHCMEH, KOJMKO HAYYHO MHCMEHHX JbyIU UMa Yy HAIIOj 3eMJbH
WIN JIpyrJe HHje JIaKO OJTrOBOPHTH, jep je HayuyHa IMHCMEHOCT BHIIE CTBAp CTEIEHa, Ma ce HheHa
pasBujeHocT ynopehyje ca peneBanTHHM okpyxkemeM (OECD, 2003). Mnak, uctpaxxupama roBope
Ja penaTMBHO BEJIMKU Opoj JbyIu He II0Ka3zyje OUYEKHWBAHO 3HAaWkE O OCHOBHUM HayYHHM
YHbEHUIAMa WM 0a3WYHUM MPHHIUIIMA eKcriepuMeHTanHor Metoaa. Y CAJl-y, Ha yIUTHUKY O]
JIeBeT MHUTalka O HEKUM Oa3MYHUM HayYHHMM KOHILIENTHMA, Ha MpHUMeEp, Ja JIM je cBa paaujanuja
MocJieniia YOBEKOBOT JeJI0OBamba WM Ja M aHTUOMOTUIM yOujajy BUpyCe, IpocedaH Opoj TauHUX
OJIrOoBOpa U3HOCHO je 5.6; 1Be TpehnHe ucnuTaHuka UCIPaBHO je pa3yMesno KOHIENT BepoBaTHohe,
a OKO IOJIOBUHE YMEJIO je /1a 00jaCHU eKCIIEpUMEHTAIHH JIM3ajH 3a UCIIUTHBAKE e(PUKACHOCTH JieKa
32 CMameme MPHUTHUCKA; 62% HCIUTaHMKAa cMaTpajo je Ja je acTpoJioTHja y MOTIYHOCTH
HEe3aCHOBaHa Ha Hay4yHUM nHpuHuunuMma (1j. 38% ucnuraHuka OUIIO je €HTY3UJaCTHYHO [TOBOJIOM
weHe HayuyHocTH) (National Science Foundation, 2012). ¥ Cpbuju, npoceyan Opoj TayHHX
OJITOBOpPA HA CIIMYHOM YIUTHUKY HaYYHHX YHECHHUIA 01 12 muTama je 6uo 7.99, mTo je ToToBO
nse tpehune (Luki¢ et al. 2021). BepoBarnoha Taunor oaroBopa (Ha cBy cpehy) mpatuia je creneH
dopmanHor obpaszoBama ucnuranuka u 'y CAJ[ u kox Hac (Luki¢ et al., 2021; National Science
Foundation, 2012). [la 11 cy u y K0joj Mepu OBU Toaanu oxpadpyjyhu wim nopaxkasajyhu octaje
OTBOPEHO MUTAE, aJIH j€ CUTYPHO J1a MHOTO BHILE JbYAM YYECTBYj€ Y IEMOKPATCKUM IMPOLECHMA
HEro IITO UX J0OpO pasyMe HayKy, yOCTalOM, Kao U JIpyre pelieBaTHe 00JIacTu MOMyT €KOHOMU]e.
Kako 6mio, 1usb jeJHOT CaBpeMEHOT JpYIITBA jecTe Aa y oapeheHoj Mepu ocrnocoOu MITO BHUIIE
rpahaHa na pykyjy ojpeheHuM HaydHUM 3HamkHUMa M MpUHIUNHMMA. Y KOjoj je To mepu moryhe,
ocTaje OTBOpPEHO muTame. MelhyTum, na OMCMO MOIVIM JIOHETJE Ja OIEHUMO JIOMETEe Hay4dHE
MUCMEHOCTH, BaXKHO j€ OJATOBOPUTH U Ha NHUTamkE HA KOJU HAYMH JIAULMU Pa3yMejy HayKy M Kako
U3IJIe[a IPEHOC 3Hama OJ] HayyHHKa JI0 JauKa.



Kaxo jaBHOoCT pazyme HayKy?

Hayuyne teopuje HacTajy y Hpollecy HAay4HOT paja KOju TOJpa3yMeBa OICEpBaIlHjy,
dopmHpame XUMOTe3a, EKCIEPUMEHTAIHE MpOoLenype, MEpeme, MHTEpIpeTalujy pesynrata u
yrnopehuBame ca IPYyruM peleBaHTUM Pe3yJITaTHMa, APYrUM Teopujama, utia. Mnak, kama HaydHa
Teopuja m3ahe “u3 maboparopuje” y jaBHOCT, OHa JaoOWja, Takopehw, HOBU, y BEIHKO] Mepu
HezaBucan kuBoT (Farr, 1993). Hamme, y jaBHOCTM OHa IIOCTajé HEIITO INTO C€ Ha3WBa
“colMjaTHOM penpe3eHTanujomM’” oapeheHe Teopuje, Tj. OHA C€ UCKPUBIbY]E JCTOBAHEM CIIOHTAHUX
nporeca Kako OM OOWYHHM JbyIH, JIAWIIM, MOTJIM Ja je Ha BHUMa ajcKBaTaH HauWH ycBoje. OHU
JETHOCTAaBHO HEMAjy JOBOJHHO AYOOKO pa3yMeBam-e CBAaKOT HAyYHOT KOHIIEIITA KOju je moTpebaH na
Ty HOBY Hay4YHY YMHEHHUILY YCBOj€ Kao ITO je pasyMme HayuyHuK u3 Te oomnactu (Farr, 1993). OBum
HCKPUBJbCHMMA HaydHa TEOpHja MOXE JOOUTH HEOYeKHBaHE (GopMme, Ol rpyde WIyCTpaluje Hiu
aHaJoTHje, Ma J0 Tpeiacka W3 HaydyHe Yy MCEYyJAOHAY4YHY TEOpHjy, a IUJb M HAIOp HAyYHHKA W
Hay4YHE 3ajeIHUIIC jecTe J1a COIMjaIHy PEeIpe3eHTaIN]y oapeheHe Teopuje Ui HaydyHOT ca3Hamba y
mto Behoj Mepu yunHe carilaCHOM OpUTHHAITHOj uzeju. Ha npumep, UMyHUTET YOBEKa IocMaTpa ce
Kao HEKa BpCTa MITHTA KOJHM CE OpraHu3aM OpaHu o1 00yiecTd U WH(DEKIH]ja, MTO je BEeOMa 3roHa
Mmetadopa. Melytum, ocum TOra, OHA je M HEIOBOJFHO Ta4yHA WIIM j€ YaK M 3aBOJJbUBA. VIMyHUTET
HUje WHCTAHIAa WJIM OpraH OpraHu3Ma KOju C€ MOXKE jeHOCTaBHO MamupaTH. VIMyHU cuctem
yKJbydyje MoJeKyne (HIp., aHTuTena), henuje (HOp., AUMQPOLUTH), TKUBA (HOp., MYKO3HA
CIIy30KO’Ka OpOjHHUX oOpraHa) u opraHe (Koka) KOju aKTUBHO W KOJIEKTHBHO paje Kako Ou
OJIOpaHUIIM OpraHu3aM O]l CIOoJbHUX opraHu3zama (Abbas et al., 2007). Yyjemo decto Kako je
MOTPeOHO, MOTOTOBO TOKOM 3UME, jadaTH UMYHHUTET WU Ja je HemTo (HmIp., [MHK) J00po 3a
UMYHUTET, YIPKOC YHECHUIIM J]a UMYHU CHCTEM HHjE jEJHOCTaBaH TAKO Ja MOXKEMO IMPELU3HO
OJpeuTH mTa My TayHo Tpeba. Ca apyre cTpaHe, UMyHH CHUCTEM HHje CaBpIIEH M YECTO YaK He
KEIMMO HEKY HEroBY peakiyjy, Kao y Clydajy ajepruja Wid ayTOMMYyHHX OOJIeCTH. Y THM
cilydajeBUMa ce, IITaBuIlle, Cy301Mja cHara UMYHOT CHCTEMa U, MOCIEANYHO, BeTOBOT “TIOTPEIIHOT”
onroopa. CuTyanuja ca OBUM Hay4YHHUM IOjMOM j€, JaKJie, I0CTa 3aMpIICHH]a HEro IITO C& MOXKE
00yxBaTUTH MeTaPOpOM MITUTA. JOIIT aKO 3aMUCIUMO IIITA CBE JbYAH PaJie y IIUJbY OjayaBamba OBOT
mrTuta (HIp., KOpUIIhemke Pa3IuuuTUX MCEYJOHAYYHUX MPAKCH M MPOU3BOJA KA0 IITO Cy JHUjeTe
WM COKOBH Yy CBpPXY JAeTOKCHU(HUKAIM]e, T€ y3UMame aujeTeTckux cyriuemenara (Puri¢, 2022)),
MOKEMO ce TyOOKO 3amuTaTv J1a U je oBa MeTadopa KOpHCHA, IOBOJbHA, MM MOXK/a, 3alpaBo,
IITETHA.

Jlogyuie, UCTHHA je Ja Cy M CaMH IOIyJIapU3aTOpy HAyKe CKIOHU I0jeTHOCTABIHCHY
Hay4YHUX oOjalllema, KopucTe ce MeTadopama, aleropvjaMa U CIMKOBUTHUM OO0jalllleHbUMa KOje
Mo/ip>kaBajy norpenHo pasymename Hayke (Pigliucci & Boudry, 2011; Scharrer et al., 2016), na je
TaKO MCKPUBJbABAHKE YMILEHUIIA 3alIPaBO M Ha M3BOPY M KOJ MpHMaola mopyke. Yak u cama ped
“umyHuTeT” y OMOMENUIIMHU KCIIpBa je Omila WIyCTpaTUBHOI KapakTepa M JOLUIA je U3 IPaBHOT
peuHuKa rje ynyhyje Ha IpuBUIIETH]€ KOJUM je HEKO U3Y3eT 01 YHHBEp3aJIHO Bakehux mpaBuia Kao
IITO Cy OJTrOBOPHOCT, TOHEHE, BOjHA CIyX0a, WTH., W yBEICHA j€ Yy MEIMIUHCKH JUCKYPC
NpBOOUTHO Kpo3 objammaBame edexta [lactepose Bakuuue (Cohen, 2003). Meradope ce cpehy y
rOTOBO CBMM HayKama, Kao IITO je CIydaj ca MO3HATHM IOJMOBUMA YpHAa pyna, cuida, Benuxu
npacaxk, ceHemcku nyn, Opugm, wumu npupoona cenexyuja (Ruse, 2018). Metadope koje
M10jeIHOCTaBJbY]y pa3yMeBame KOHIIeNaTa Hajla3e ce U y HayyHo] ncuxonoruju. Ha npumep, Mmozak
Y KOTHUTUBHE (DYyHKIIMj€ 4eCTO ce 00jallimaBajy MeTadopoM KOMIjyTepa, HaKo YM, 3a Pa3jIMKy Of
pauyHapa, GYHKIIMOHHUILIE MapajiesHo, a HE JINHEApPHO, a Takohe je y CcTamy Jla yuu U J1a ce Mema
(HeypoOIJIaCTUIIUTET), 3a Pa3IUKy OJ XapaBepa U codpTBepa. KoHauHO, JbYJICKH YM HUHTETpUIIE U
eMOIIMOHAIIHE U MOTHBALIMOHE, T€ KOHTEKCTyalHe (akTope, mTO padyyHap He paau. [Ipobmem ca
OBAaKO IMOjeJTHOCTABJbEHUM CJIMKaMa O Hayld MOXKE HAcTaTH KaJa Jaul, OXpaOpeHH OBHUM
(Tmory)3HameM TperieHe CBOjy HE3aBHUCHOCT O] €KCIiepaTa W OIEHE J1a MOTY M CaMH Jia TIPOLCHY]Y
BAJIMIHOCT HayyHHUX caapxkaja (Scharrer et al., 2017). Illapep u capaguunm (Scharrer et al., 2017)
OBO HasmBajy “‘mako je’ edekar momymapuzanuje Hayke” (ewe., easiness effect of science
popularization).
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Ca nmpyre crpaHe, Kaja MpUYamMoO O HAyYHHUIMMa M JauluMa (HEHAYYHHIIMIMA) MOPaMO
UMaTH y BUAY Ja Cy W jJeAHU M APYrd, HAYYHHLIM M HEHAyYHHIIH, 3apPaBO, IMOHEKAJ CKJIOHH
HepazyMmeBamy Hayke (Levy-Leblond, 1992). Hayunuk je, ocum 3a cBOjy 00J1acT, Kao M CBaka JIpyra
ocoba y HajBehoj Mepu HeCTpydaH/JauK 3a CBE OcCTaje HaydyHe obOnacTu. Y TOM CMHCIY, O
pasyMeBamy Hayke M HayYHHUX TEOpHja Ce MO CBeMy cyaehw He MOKE FOBOPHTH Y aIllCOIyTHUM
TepMUHUMa, Beh Kao O CTENEHMMa — JIaWI[M MOTY MMAaTH BUIIE WIA Mambe MOTPEIIHEe BU3HUjE O
HAayYHUM JIOCTUTHyhHMMa U TeopHujama, Kao M O MpUpoau Hayke yomiute. Mmajyhu cBe oBo y Buay,
Beh je y OBOM TPEHYTKY jacHO Jia O MCTHHCKOM pa3yMeBamy HayKe MOpaMoO IOBOPUTH ca J0CTa
pe3epBu.

Konuko jaBHOCT 3ampaBo MMa MOTPEIIHE BU3HMjEe HAYKE W HAayYHHX JIOCTUTHYyha, Kao IITo
CMO peKJd, yBHD)amMO yIJIaBHOM KajJa HHXOBE pEMpe3eHTalHje BOAE CKENCH IMpeMa HayYHUM
AocTUrHyhMMa U MOHAIIalky KOje cMaTpaMo 3a IITETHO — Kaja ce 0/101ja 3BaHUYHA MEIUIIMHA, Kao
y ciyd4ajy of0ujama BakKIMHA y KOPHUCT MPUPOJHOT UMYHHTETA, WIM KaJga ce HEerupa TiIo0aiHo
3arpeBame. Mehytum, apyra kpajHoct ocraje Hemo3HaTa. IIpema OECP-y (OECD, 2003), ocum
3Hamka ¥ pa3yMeBama KOJMKY MOh Hayka MMa, 3a aJeKBaTHY Hay4YHY HMHCMEHOCT MOTpeOHO OuTH
CBECTaH U OrpaHUYCHa HAYYHOT Ca3Hamba M MPUPOJIC HAYYHE JEIATHOCTH Ko JbYJCKE aKTUBHOCTH.
Y TOM CMUCITY, Hallle TUTakE j€ J1a JIM HEKO MOJXKE TajUTH MPETepaHu SHTY3Hja3aM IpeMa HayIu, Tj.
JlaBaTy BUIIIC 3HAYaja HAYIIM U HAYYHOM Ca3HamYy HEro ITo oHa (0apem 3a caza) 3aucra uma. Takas
CTaB MpeMa Haylll U HayYHOM METOAY HajONIKU je OHOME IITO ce y Guio3oduju Hayke Ha3UBa
cyujenmuzmom, o Kome he pasbe y Tekcty Outu Buine peud. IIpe Hero mrto ce (oKycupamo Ha
CuMjeHTH3aM, no3abaBuheMo ce MOBEpeHmEM y HAyKy W HAaydHHUKE Kao mWweMy HaapeheHum
KOHIICTITUMA.

IloBepeme y HaAyKy M HAyYHHKE M HlbeT'OBH M3BOPH

Opranu3zanyja 1 Npupojia HaydHe JeaTHOCTH je, Kao M y Cllyuyajy CBake Jpyre AeJaTHOCTH,
JeTIOM TIOCJEeIUIa IPYIITBEHE IMojeNe paga. Y OKBHUPY CaMOl HAyYHOT paja IMOCTOjH BHCOKA
crielyjanu3anyja - Kao ITO CMO peKiIM, HajBehu Opoj HaydyHHKa CTpydaH je€ camMO 3a HUXOBY,
Hajuenthe BeoMa YCKy HaydHy 00JiacT, JOK 3a Jpyre o0OjacTu octajy y Behoj win Mam0] Mepu
TIAWIIH.

JlpymTBeHa mojena paja y KOHTEKCTY OBE TeMe MMa jOIl jelaH Crenu(puvaH acrekT.
Haume, ona y Behoj Mepu onpaxkaBa Jejbemy NpHUpoay 3Hama (,,[lonemy mucaoHor pana“ eHr.
Division of cognitive labour), Tj. YnmEeHUITY J1a jeé U caMO Ca3HaBaWke IPYIITBEHO AUCTPUOYHPAHO
(Keil et al., 2008). ¥V ToM cmucity, pa3lIUuuTH Ca3HABAOIM CAMOCTAJHO JI0JIa3e CcaMoO JI0 Jieja
3Hama, 10K cy HajBehu aeo (umm, Oosbe pehu, roToBO CBe MITO 3HAjy) Ca3HAIM OJ HEKOT Apyror. Tu
LIPYrH™®  MOTy OWTH  KOHKPETHH JpYrH Jbyau  (pOAWMTEIBH, TpHUjaTesbH, TpodecopH,
ayTOMEXaHW4apH, JOKTOPH, WUTH.), &l U MEAMjyMH Koju oMmoryhaBajy nesbeme 3Hama (KIbUre,
eMHucHje, HaydHH pazoBu, uta). Jla Oum oBaj mpormec Owo ycmemad, MOTPEOHO j€ Geposamu
oapeheHuM U3BOpHMA 3Hama. Y TOM CMHUCIY, TIOBEPEHE Y HayuyHE U3BOPE j€ HY)KHA, BEPOBATHO U
jenuna moryha mo3unuja, a y KpajibeM cliydyajy ¥ MpakTUYHO pallMoHaIHa MO3UIIHja jep HUCMO Y
MOTyhHOCTH J1a MpOBEpaBaMO CBAaKM HM3BOP Ha KOJU CE€ OCIakbaMO Yy CBAaKOJHEBHOM J>KHBOTY.
[ToBepeme hemo aeduHUCcaTH KAO ouekusarbe 0a je nogeperux (OHa] KOME C€ yKa3yje MOBEPEHE)
CnOCcoOaH U MOMUBUCAH 0d ce NOHAWA HA HAYUH KOju epeonyje nosepunay (OHA] KOjU YKazyje
noBepeme) (Critchley, 2008, ctp. 311). ¥V cnydajy Hayke, 0BO IOBEPEHE CE TTOHAIIA KA0 XEYPUCTHK
KOjUM TOjEeIMHLM (M APYLITBO y LETUHN) CMamkby]y KOMIUIEKCHOCT APYIITBEHOT cBeta. Ha mpumep,
aKo je oco0a JIaWK 3a HEKy 00JIacT Hay4YHOT MCTpaKMBamka OHA TOKJIamka MOBEPEHEe OHMMA KOjH Cy
3aJly’KEeHHU 3a CIPOBONEHE NCTPaXXUBamba y TOj 00JacTH /1a he Ta CripoBEeCTH CaBECHO, Tj. J1a paje y
HWHTEPECY OHUX OJ1 KOJUX 3alpaBO W TPaKe MoBepeme. Taj UCTH JIAaUK CTPy4YaH je 3a CBOj 10cao U
OHU KOjUMa OH Bepyje Tpeba, Jakiie, 1a Bepyjy HBEeMy Ja Taj 1Mocao pajud MCTO TaKO CTPYYHO H
CaBECHO. Y CaBpILIEHOM CIICHAPH]Y, CBAKO CBAKOM BEpYje U CBE TeUEe IIIATKO.



Hayuynunu u HayyHa 3ajeHuIa O, y TAKBOM CLIEHApH]jy, OMJIM €eNUCTEMUYKH ayTOPUTETH 32
Hay4YHa NuTama. Jlammm OW Tako Tpebasio Na 3Hajy KOjU Cy HM3BOPH DEJICBAHTHH, TOY3laHH,
CaBpEMEHH, UT/., ¥ /1a lbUMa MOKJIamkajy MOBEPEHhe Kako 01 MOTIH /1a OyAy BaJbaHO 00aBEIITEHH O
HaydyHMM muTamuma. Ca Jpyre crpaHe, IOBEpeHmE je O]l KJbYYHOr 3Hauyaja 3a YCIICHIHO
(byHKIMOHHMCAE U YHYTAp Hay4yHe 3ajeHHIe, ¢ 003MpPOM Ja M HAayYHHUIM IUPEKTHO 3aBUCE O]
pesynarara npyrux HayuyHuka (Wilholt, 2013). ¥V Tom mporiecy, HayqHHUIM yjla3e y TPy MOBEpeHa
jenHu ca aApyruma, Bepyjyhu ayropuma oapeheHor HaydHOTr paja /a Cy HBUXOBU MOJAIM BaJbaHU
(petmo, He(haOpUKOBAHM), KA0 U JIa CY PEUEH3EHTH Y YacOIKCY BajbaHO YPAIUIN NIPOIIEC HHTEPHE
KoHTpose. Takohe, MoBepewme y HAyKy je KJbYYHO YaK M 3a pa3yMeBame (YHKIIMOHUCAHA jETHOT
UCTPAXUBAYKOT THMa, TJI¢ UCTPAXHBAYM BEPYjy jeIHH IpyruMma Jia Cy BaJbaHO ypaJWiIH CBOj JICO
nocya (MoroToBO aKo je y MUTaky MYITUIUCHUIUIMHAPHU TUM). Y TOM CMHCIY, [10/Ie]a MHCAOHOT
paza TUPEKTHO yKa3yje Ha KJby4HY YJIOTY IOBEpeHa 3a 0aBJbCHE HAYKOM, HEHO Kopuliheme U
pasymeBame (Hendriks et al., 2016). Y oBoM pagy Hac nHTepecyje MOBEpEHE KOje JTanuln/jaBHOCT
raju mpemMa HayIld, Tj. TOBEPEHE O]l CII0Jba.

Curyanuja y K0joj Jaulld Bepyjy Hay4dHHIIMMa je, JaKiie, WJealaH CIeHapuo, OJIHOCHO
OHAaKO Kako OW CTBapu Tpebayio Jla CTOje, alM je NMUTame KAKBO je (aKTUIKO cTame. PesynraTu
UCTPaXMBaka jaBHOI MHEHA IOKa3yjy lla JbyId YIJIABHOM raje MO3WTHBAH CTaB MpeMa HayIlu.
Behuna ncninrannka he pehu na Hayka 4uHM )KUBOT JIAKIITUM, J]a HAyKa JOHOCH BUIIIE KOPUCTH HETO
mrere, u cnuuHo (Hendriks et al., 2016). Mehytum, jour ox cpenune 1970-ux roauHa moxe ce
NPUMETHTH TPeH] Oylaror omanama moBepema y Hayky (Gauchat, 2012). MHora ucTpakuBamba
0aBmIIa Cy Ce MMUTAKHEM Ca YUME j€ OBO TIOBEPEH-E TTOBE3aHO.

[Ipe cBera, JOMHUHAHTHU MOJIENI pa3yMeBama 3aIlTo JbYJIH HE BEPYjy Yy HaydHa qocTUrHyha
JpXKU Ja je TO yciea Hepa3yMeBama Hayke, Tj., JbyJIU KOJU Mame 3Hajy O HayIllH, KOJH j€ JIOIIHje
pasyMmejy, umahe HIXKHU CTeleH BepoBama y HayKy. OBaKBO pa3yMeBame CyMIE Y HAYKy IO3HATO je
Kao ,,MojeN AedunuTa 3Hama“, a Ia 3aucTa UMa HeKe Beze u3Mel)y HaydHOT 3Hama U BepoBama y
HayKy IOKa3aHo je y BuIle uctpaxusama (Allum et al., 2008; Gauchat, 2012; Sturgis & Allum,
2004). Unak, nokymaju noBehaBama rmoBepema y HayKy KOju Cy 3aCHOBAaHU Ha OBOM MOJIEITY HUCY
OUIIM HapOYMTO YCIIEUIHM, & TIOHEKaJ Cy JOBOIMIM M JI0 MpOoAyOJbHBama HemoBepewa. Kpeatopu
OBaKBHX IpOTpaMa CXBATWJIM CYy Ja JeJJHOCTABHO 00pa3oBame JbYIU O MPUPOJN HAyKe W HAYIHOT
UCTpaXuBama Hehe NMPOMEHUTH HUXOB OJHOC MpeMa Haylld, a MOTOTOBO HE Ipema ojpeheHum
MIPUBPEIHUM O/TyKaMa KOj€ Cy HaBOJHO MOTKPEIUbeHEe HAYYHUM M TEXHOJOMIKUM JOCTHTHYhnMa.
Crora ce cBe BHILIE HACTOJH Jla C€ MOJIeJI KOMYHHUKAIMje ca JABHOCTH MPOIIUPHU y CKIaLy ca APYrHUM
3HaWBHUMa Koje ToceayjeMo o moBepemwy y Hayky (Nisbet & Scheufele, 2009).

ANTepHaTUBHU MOJET JIAMYKOT pa3yMeBama HAyKe Ce TaKO OCliaa Ha TEPCIEeKTHBY Ja
JbyIl TEXE I0jeIHOCTaB/behbY U OJIAKIIaBalky KOTHUTHBHOI IIpolleca, T€ Ja C€ KOpHUCTe
XEYPUCTULIMMA U KYJITypaJHUM IlIeMamMa Kako OM WHTeprnpeThpain uHdopmaluje, Hajyemhe Kako
Ou OCTBapWJIM HEKU IIMJb, MM Kako OM MOTBpAMIIM OHO y mmiTa cy Beh BepoBanu (Dunning, 1999;
Kahneman, 2003; Kunda, 1990; Vaisey, 2009). Takopehu, mexaHu3zaMm KOju j€ OATOBOpaH 3a
MOBEpPEHE MMa CBOjCTBA MOTHBHCAHOI PE30HOBama I/I€ HAIle NMPETXOoJHe NpedepeHiuje yTuay
kako heMo pa3ymeTH, a CIEICTBEHH W ycBOjuTH, HOBe mHpopmarmje (Kunda, 1990; Lord et al.,
1979). Tlojenuuuy, nakie, He MPOLEHYjy HaydHE aprymeHTe, Beh ce ocnamajy Ha ApPYIITBEHE
BpPEIHOCTH, MICHTUTET W TIOTJIE]] Ha CBET Aa Ou uHTeprpeTupanu oBe nHopmarmje (Hart & Nisbet,
2012; Nisbet, 2010; Nisbet & Scheufele, 2009), Te To ga a1 he uHAMBHAYa YCBOJUTH ojapeheHe
Hay4YHe WH(OpMaIrje 3aBUCH O]l HEHOT OJHOCa IpemMa HU3BOpY HMH(pOpMaIije ¥ MUMIUIUKAI]jaMa
KOj€ UMajy 10 HeHE KYJITYpaJlHe BPEIHOCTU U UACHTUTET. TakBH He-HAyYHH €JIEMEHTH MOTy OUTH,
OCUM JIMYHUX OCOOMHA W MOTHBA, U NOJUTHUKE NpedepeHIrje, KOHTEKCT y KOME Ce CIpPOBOIU
HayKa, 11a U JApYILITBEHA KIUMa.

HctpaxuBama W jecy MHOKa3ala Ja je IOBEpeHme y HayKy ITOBE3aHO ca MHOJIUTHYKAM
npedepenuujama. Tako, MOMEHYTH Maj] MOBepemha y HayKy je najneko Behu KoJi KoH3epBaTuBama y



CAJI nero xox nemokpara (Gauchat, 2012), nok u aApyra uCTpakMBama MOKa3yjy Ja je MOBEPEHE Y
HayKy ciabuje koa konzepBarupana (Hamilton et al., 2015; Mann & Schleifer, 2020). Mehytum, Hu
OBa pelaliMja HUje JeIHOCTaBHA, Beh je MojaepupaHa THME KOJIHMKO Cy Hay4yHa JIOCTHTHyha
JMICOHAHTHA Ca TOJUTUYKUM CTaBOM OHOTa KO 0 muMa pe3onyje (Pechar et al., 2018). BepoBame y
HayKy, Jlakje, 1o cBemy cyiehu, HHje jeqHOCTaBaH KOHCTPYKT — JbYIM MOTY BEpOBAaTH y HEKa, a
CyMBaTH y JIpyra HaydHa Jgocturiyha. Y mpuior oBoj Te3W TOBOPH M Haia3 Ja, Ha NPHUMED,
KOH3EpBaTUBIIM BHIIIE Bepyjy y 0e30eqHOCT HyKIIeapHE CHepruje Hero ImOepaiu, JTOK OOpHYTO
BAOKU 3a MHUTamkE YTHIdja YOBEKOBMX aKTUBHOCTH Ha kiaumarcke mpomeHne (Nisbet et al., 2015).
VYTHIaj MoMMTHYKKX TpedepeHIirja je TOIMKO BaXKaH 3a OJHOC MpeMa Haylu Jia ce Be3a u3Mehy
oOpa3oBama, HayyHe IMHUCMEHOCTH M 3Hama TyOM Kaja ce y o03up y3Me Toiapusaiuja Io
nonutnukoj JuHUju (Allum et al., 2008). Umajyhu y BuIy OBaKO BEIMKH yTUIA] HMOJUTUYKHX
cTaBOBa Ha (hopMUpamke MUIJbEHA O HAYYHHM M TEXHOJIOIIKKM pelIekhUMa, HUje u3HeHaHhyjyhe
3alITO HOBWMjU Tporpamu 3a nosehame moBepema y HayKy (OJHOCHO, cjarame ca MOJUTHYKHM
oJUTyKaMa) YKJby4yjy HOHjaJor ca jaBHOIINY W YKJbY4YHBAam€ JaBHOCTH, Tj. TpahaHa KoOjux ce
KOHKpETHO MUTame TUYe, y npoiec goHolema oainyka (Nisbet & Scheufele, 2009).

[ToBeperme y Hay4YHU paji 3aBUCH M O] KOHTEKCTa Y KOME C€ OH CIIPOBOJHU. JABHOCT Mame
BEpyje HCTpaXMBauMMa KOjU paje y NMPUBATHUM OpraHM3anyjama, cMarpajyhm aa je mUXoB paj
Mame YCMEPEH Ka jaBHOM J100py, a Buie ka npoduty (Chalmers & Nicol, 2004; Critchley, 2008),
MaJia je M OBa pelialija MO>Ke 3aBUCUTH O] KOHKPETHOT KOHTEKCTa M TEME Ha KO0jOj Ce CIIPOBOIHU
uctpaxkuBamwe. Y Hemaukoj, Ha mpuMep, BUCOKO IMOBEPEHE Y HAayKy IMpaTH HCTO TaKO BHCOKO
MIOBEPEHE Y ApXKaBHE WHCTUTYIHjE U MPHUBATHE (PUpPMeE, KAKO MO MUTAKY UCTPAKHBAKHA TEHETCKH
MoudukoBanux opranuzama (I'MO), tako u kimmarckux npomena. Ca apyre crpane, y CAJl
BHCOKO TMOBepeme y ucTpaxkuBame MO mpartu BuIIa Bepa M y Jp)KaBHE HHCTUTYIH]E H
Kopriopanuje, JOK je y cly4yajy KIMMaTCKMX IpOMEHa HMaMoO IO3MTHUBHY KOpeJauujy ca
MOBEPEHEM Yy JIp)KaBHE WHCTUTYIIM]E, ajJul HeraTuBHY ca koprnopauujama (Pechar et al., 2018).
Takohe, eMoIMOHaIHA BaKHOCT KOHKPETHOT HAYYHOT MHUTamka O KOME CE PEe30HYj€ MOXKE yTULATH
Ha OJIYKY O AaBamy nosepema (Nadelson et al., 2014).

Bunumo, nakie, na nmoBepewme y HayKy HE U3BHpE MCKJbYYUBO U3 KPEIUOMINTETa HAYYHOT
nporueca. Hayka Huje u3onoBaHa oJ] Ipyrux IPYIITBEHUX WHCTAHIIM, TPAKCH, UHCTUTYIIU]a, jep ce U
cama JierniaBa y JpYIITBEHOM KOHCTEKCTY (Sarewitz et al., 2004), a weHH ce TPOU3BOIU KOPUCTE
crpaM noTpeda U UHTepeca APYIITBA U HEeTOBUX MHCTUTYIM]a. OydynBame 0 MUTalkbuMa y KojuMa
HayKa, J1aKkijie, CaMO Hau3IJIe] uMa IJIaBHY ped, Ipe/CTaBlba 3ay3uMame oApeleHor craBa y cKiaay
ca He-HaYYHHMM KaTeropujama, a pacrpaBa y jJaBHOCTH W3Mel)y mpo- U KOHTpa- CTaBOBA BUIIIE TUYU
Ha CyKOO yIIaHYEeHHX TIpyIia HEro Ha JUjasior y KoMe ce Oapara BaJbaHUM HAYYHUM apryMEHTHMa U
nokasuma. OcUM TOra, OHM KOJU HErHpajy HayuyHe TBp/HE Kao HIIp., TEOpeTHYapu 3aBepe, I0
cBeMy cynehu He CyMmajy HY)XHO JUPEKTHO Moh Hayke, Beh y BajlMJIHOCT 3BAaHWYHE HAy4HE
MPOJYKIHje, Tj. cMaTpajy Ja MOCTOje MCKPEHW HAy4YHUIM, KOjUMa C€ MOXE BEpOBaTH, U OHU
KOpYMIIUpaHH, KojuMa ce jeaHoctaBHO He Moxke BepoBaTu (Luki¢, 2021). Cu oBu mpumepu
yKa3yjy HaM Jia je pa3nuka uzMely “upanuoHaiHe CyMme Y HayKy~ M “pallMOHAJIHOT MOBepema y
HayKy”’ MHOTO Mam€ jacHa HETO IITO CE YeCTO MPECTaBJba KaKO y HAyIlH, TAKO U y JaBHOCTHU. J[Be
CYIPOTHOCTH Cy OHJa, MOX[a, IIpe “/IBe cTpaHe uctor HoBunha”. Hama xumnoresa je, ctora, 1a Uy
JeIHOM, TMpeMa Hayly H3pa3uTo CKENTHUYHOM, U APYroM, M3Pa3sUTO MPO-HAYYHO OPHjEHTHCAHOM
Clly4yajy, TOCTOj€ CIWYHM IICHUXOJIOIIKM MEXaHHU3MH KOje IOBE3YjeMO ca HpAIUOHAIHUM U
He(IECKCUONITHUM MUILbEHEM.



Cuujentuszam

CumjeHTH3aM MpeacTaB/ba MEPCIEKTHRY/KOJICKIU]Y YBEpemba M0 KO0jOj HaM jeMHO HayKa
MOJKE TPYXHUTH 3HAE WIM PALMOHATIHO YyBEpeme, WM pehu mra 3aucra moCTOju, W Ja jeAMHO
HayKa MOXe e(pUKACHO aJpecHpary Halla MOpajiHa W er3ucTeHIrjaiHa muTama (van Woudenberg
et al., 2018). ¥ najambunnosnujoj popmu, kako cmarpa Crenmapk (Stenmark, 2018) cuujeHTH3am
ce Moke Ne(MHHCATH Kao TEepPCIEeKTHBA MO KOjoj HayKa HeMa NpaBUX TI'paHUIA, Ja he y HeKoM
TPEHYTKY OJrOBOPHUTH Ha CBa EMIIMPHUjCKA, TEOpPETCKa, NPAKTUYHA, MOpaaHa, WIA
er3UCTEHIIMjaJIMCTUYKA MUTakba, T€ Ja he Hayka pEelIMTH CBE UCTHHCKE MpoliieMe ca KOjuMma ce
goBeuaHCTBO cycpehe. Cy3zanm Xaak (Haack, 2007, ctp. 17-18) ommcyje crujeHTH3aM Kao
“IpeTepaHy MOHU3HOCT MPEeMa HayIlH, CKIIECUBHY CIIPEMHOCT Jla C€ K0 ayTOPUTATUBHA MPUXBATH
CBaKa TBP/mA KOja J0Ja3d OJ HayKa, Jla c€ OJ0aly CBaKM KPUTUIIM3AM MPEMa HAYIH WA OHHUMA
KOjH ce BOoM 6aBe Kao aHTH-HaydHe mpeapacyae”™ . 3a pasimky ox elinne apyrux ayropa (Hmp. De
Ridder, 2018, Pigliucci, 2015; Stenmark, 2018), ona Takohe Kao OWTHE €JIEMEHTE CIIHjeHTH3Ma
W3[Baja ¥ HEMOTYhHOCT MJIM HECIPEMHOCT Jla CE IPUXBATE IOTPEIIUBOCT, OTPaHUYCHA, HIIU
noteHnujanHe onacHoctu Hayke (Haack, 2012), ma Tako HaBOM 1IECT 3HAKOBA CIIMjEHTU3MA:

1. Vnorpeba peum ‘“‘Hayka, HayyHO, Hay4YHM, HAY4YHUK Yy II0YaCHOM MaHHpY, Kao
TCHEPUUYKUX TEPMUHA KOJU ayTOMATCKH CYTepHUIIy HEIITO y3BHIIECHO,

2. IlpuxBaTtame MaHUpa, OJUIMKA, UM TEPMHUHOJIOTH]E HAYKE U CIMYHOT, 63 003upa Ha TO
KOJIMKO je TakBa yrnorpe0a 3aucTa HeOX0/1Ha WM KOPHCHA,

3. Ilpeokymamuja nemapkamujoM, Tj. pa3[IBajalbeM IIpaBeé HAyKe M OHOTa INTO j€
NIceyI0HayKa,

4. Tlpeokynanuja uIeHTH(PUKOBAKHEM HAYYHOT METOAA KOjU OOjallmaBa 3aIliTO je HayKa

TaKoO YCIIELIHA,

Tpaxeme oAroBopa o] HayKe Koje OHa y IPUHIUIY HUj€ Y TO3ULUjU 13 IOHY/H,

6. Herupawme wim HuMoOJAITaBame JETUTUMHOCTH MJIM BPEAHOCTH OCTaUX BpCTa
UCTPAXHBakba OCHM HAYYHOT, WJIM BPEIHOCTH JbYJACKUX aKTUBHOCTH OCUM
UCTPAXXMBaa, MOMYT M0€3H1je UM YMETHOCTH.

o1

Nmajyhu y BUay Aa je HayKa KOMIUIMKOBaHA KyJITypajlHa TBOPEBHHA, Pa3yMJbHUBO je Ja Cy
ayTOpH KOjU C€ CMaTpajy CIHjEHTUCTUMA U3PAKaBAJId OJYIIEBIbEHE PA3IMUNTHAM aCTIEKTUMA HAyKe
U Hay4HOT ca3Hamwa. Ha mpumep, clMjeHTH3aM ce 4ecTO Mpeno3Haje KoJ ayTopa KOju Cy MO3HATH
kao “HoBu artenctn”, a KOju HayKy AMPEKTHO CYNpPOTCTaBJbajy penuruju. Ban Boyaenbepr (Van
Woudenberg, 2023), jenan o ayTopa KOju Cy M3ydaBajlM CLHjeHTH3aM U3 Quiio30(cke mo3uuuje,
aHanu3upao je kmwury Anekca Pozenbepra (Rosenberg, 2011) “ATencTuky BOAWY KPO3 PEATHOCT:
VkuBame y JKUBOTY 0e3 Miy3uja” M YKpaTKO CyMHpao H-EHe IJIaBHE Te3€ KOje je 03HAuuOo Kao
cIMjeHTHCTHYKe,: 1) He moctoju bor, 2) mpupona peanHOCTH je OHaKBa KakBy HaM je (HU3MKa
omucyje, 3) He MOCTOjH CMUCA0 CBEMHPA, 4) )KUBOT je 6e3 cMHUcIa, 5) CTBapH U JbYyIU HEMajy yIly,
6) He TTOCTOju 0COOEHOCT, 7) CI000IHA BOJbA j€ WITY3H]ja, 8) HE MOCTOJH KUBOT MOCIE CMPTH, 9) He
MOCTOjU MopaiHa pasznuka usmely noOpa u 3ma, 10) He mocroje mMopanHe obOaBe3e, MOpaTHE
no3BoJie wim 3abpane, 11) He moctoje yBepema. boynpu u [Tussyun (Boudry & Pigliucci, 2011, ctp.
2), y pazoBUMa KOju Cy ce 0aBWIN JIeMapKallMOHUM MTPOOIEMOM, OJTHOCHO OJJHOCOM HM3Mel)y Hayke
U TICeyJJOHAyKe, y TIOKYIIajy 1a AeGHUHUITY IITa je MCIPaBaH OJHOC MpeMa HAYIH MOHYIWIN CYy H
o0yxBaTaH OIHKC CLIMjeHTH3Ma Kpo3 cieaehe kapakrepuctuke: “(1) mpeTepaHo HoIITOBame MpeMa
3aKJbydIlIMa HayKe M CBEMY IITO HOCH IMOYacHY O3HaKy HaydHor; (2) OecpaMHO MOBEpeHmE y

! Heku ayTopy KpUTHUKY]y ynoTpeOy pedn Kao IITo ¢y “nperepano” u “ekuecusHo’ (Mizrahi, 2017)
y nepuHUIIMjaMa CIIMjeHTU3Ma, TIPE CBEra jep HUje 00jalllmheHO Ha KOJU HAYWH Cy MpeTepaHe WiIn
eKIIECHBHE, a OHJIA jep U CYyrepuIlly ayTOMAaTCKy HMOTPEIIHOCT CTaBa U HeooOpaBame. Y 0BOj
JTUCEPTAINjU KOPUCTUMO “TIpETEPaHO’ WU “HEKPUTHYKO  MOBEPEHE y HAYKY Kao arCoyTHY
TBPAIY WIH YBEPEHE [0 KOM HE MOCTOj€ U3y3elH (HIp., “camo HayKa MOXKe Ja OJITOBOPHU Ha CBA

2 ¢

MUTamka”, “HAYIHHITN Y6eK TOBOPE UCTHHY ).
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Oynyhe ycnexe HaydyHOT MCTpakKMBama, HAa IPUMED Y JOCTU3amke TeopHuje cBera WK y pellaBambe
CBAaKOT 3aHMMJbUBOT NHUTamka O CTBAPHOCTH; (3) yBepeme Ja Cy HaydHEe METOJAE jeAMHU BPEIHH
HaYMHU HUCTpaXKMBama U J1a he Ha Kpajy 3aMEHUTH CBe Jpyre; (4) Te3a na Ou apyre JUCIUIIINHE
Tpebano wim na Oyny noapehene Hayu win oxdadeHe kao 6e3BpenHe; (5) Te3a Ja Cy CBU HAYUHU
CTHUIala 3HaWka U pazyMeBama (Wi Ou Tpedano na Oyay) HaydHe IPHUPOE, U J1a 3aTO HE MOCTOJU
3aHUMJbHMBA pa3iuka u3Mmely Hayke W Jpyrux obOnumka ucTpaxuBama’. Wmak, kako Ou ce Ha
CHCTEMAaTUYHHjH HAYWH MPHUCTYIHIO OBOM IUTypalu3My, paspalleHe M HEKe THUIIOJOTHje
CIIjeHTH3aMa.

Tunosu cyujenmusma

CumjeHTu3aM HUje jenaH, Beh cIMjeHTHM3amMa WMa BHWINE, Tj. jaBJjba C€ y Pa3IUUUTUM
o0JHIMMa U ayTOpHU 3a KOje Ce cMaTpa Jia 3aroBapajy CIHjeHTHU3aM HE MOpajy JETUTH YBEpema O
TOME KOJUM KapaKTepUCTHKaMa HayKe MPHIajy, 1a C€ TaKO M3Pa3uMo, HeOrpaHu4eHy Moh. Ayropu
Crenmapk (Stenmark, 1997) u ITunc (Peels, 2018) nmokymanu cy 1a cucreMaTusyjy Te pa3induTe
acIIeKTe CIIMjEHTU3MA.

Crenmapk (Stenmark, 1997; memaTcku npukas Ha ciuiu 1) pasnukyje ABe BEJIHUKE TpyIie
CIMJEHTUCTUYKUX YBEPEHA: aKAOeMCKU UHMEPHU W aAKAOeMCKU eKCMepHU CYUJeHMUZAM.
AKaJeMCKH MHTEpHHU CIIMJEHTH3aM OJHOCH C€ Ha CLUjEeHTHU3aM y OKBUDY aka/JeMHje, OHOCHO, Ha
yBepema O opraHusanuju Hayke u m3mely Hayka. OH oOyxBara axkademcku uumephu 1 u
aKkaoeMcKu uHmepHu 2, Ka0 U Memooonowku cyujenmusam. Ilpema akaneMcKoOM CLHjeHTH3MY 1,
cBe win BehnHa He-HayuYHUX JUCHUIUTMHA TocTahe mpupoHe HayKe, JOK aKaJAeMCKU CIHjEeHTH3aM
2 xaxe na he ce cBe NpHUpOJHE HayKe CBECTH Ha jeAHY IPUPOAHY HayKy (IITO je, JAakie,
penyKIHOHU3aM). MeTOIONONIKM CHMjeHTH3aM ToJpa3ymMeBa Aa he MeToJ NPHpPOTHUX HayKa
3aMEHHUTH [IEHTPATHE METOJIE Y OHMUM 00JlacTUMa Koje HUCY MPUPOTHO-HAyIHE.

Canka 1.
Lllemamcku npukaz munosa cyujenmusma npema Cmenmapky (Stenmark, 1997)

AKAJIEMCKH
Uil AxaneMCKH HHTEpHH 1

AKaJeMCKH UHTEPHH 2

H MeTom0I0IIKH

‘ Enncremuuxn

AKAJTEMCKH
EKCTEPHH

OHTOJIOUIKHA

‘ PamnonanucTHuku
CracoHOCHH
CBeoOyxBaTHH
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AKaJIeMCKHM €KCTepPHH CIIMjEHTH3aM 00yXBaTa yBeperma O MPOIIMPCHY HayKe M3BaH OHOTa
BCHUX TPAJUIMOHAIHUX TPpaHUIa. Tako OH pa3iMKyje BHUIIE BPCTA CIUjCHTU3MA: CHMHCTEMUYKH,
paIMOHATUCTUYKH, OHTOJIOIIKHM, AaKCHOJIOIIKH, CIIACOHOCHHW, W CBCOOYXBATHU CI[HjCHTH3aM.
Enucmemuuxu cyujenmuzam obyxBara yBeperma Ja je HaydHO 3HAIE jeJMHO BAIUIHO 3HAHE KOje
MOXXEMO HMMaTH, Kao W Ja He IOCTOje IMHTama Ha KOjeé Ce HE MOXKE OJTOBOPUTH HAYKOM.
Payuonanucmuuku cyujenmuzam Kaxe 1a je HAydHO Ca3HAME JSMHO Yy IITA PAIIMOHATHO MOXEMO
BepoBatu. OHmonowKy cyujenmuzam cMmarpa Jia je jeIlMHa PEeaTHOCT KOjy MOXKEMO Ca3HaTH OHa
K0joj Hayka Moke mpuctynutd. Ilog axcuorowkum cyujenmusmom CTEHMapK IMOapa3yMeBa
yBEpEHA 0 TOME JIa je€ HayKa HajBaKHHUJU aCIEKT JbYACKOT JKUBOTA, TC YBEpPEHE J1a HAyKa MOXKE Y
HNOTIYHOCTH OOjaCHUTH MoOpaj, T€ 3aMEHUTH TpPAJAUIHOHATHY eTuky. Ilo cnaconochom
cyujenmusmy, HayKa je IOBOJbHA Jla OJITOBOPH Ha Er3MCTCHIIMjalTHA IHTakba U CTBOPH CBET Y KOME
MOXeMo JkuBeTH. KoHawyHo, ceeobyxeamnu cyujenmusam TPeACTaB/ba yBepeme aa he Hayka
PELIMTH CBE WK FOTOBO CBE MPOOJIeMe KOje MOpPE YOBEUYAHCTBO.

[Tuncosa (Peels, 2018; cauka 2) xinacudukaimja je caudHa, ald HEMTO ciaoxenuja. OHa
takohe oOyxBara jeaHy HaapeheHu]y MoAeny Ha aKaJeMCKH U YHUBEP3aJIHHU CIUjEHTH3aM.
AkaneMckn oO0yxBaTa Mame BapHjaHTH M JISTU CE Ha MemooolowKu, TpeMa KojeM aa Owu
IMCIUITUIMHA TI0CTala BajbaHa, Tpeda Jla Mpey3Me METOJe NMPHPOJHHUX HayKa, M elUMUHAMUGHU
cyujeHum3am, TpeMa KOjeM CBe TUCHUIUIMHE KOje He /1ajy 00jeKTHBHO 3Hame Tpeba ox0amuTy.
VHHBEp3aJHM CLUjeHTH3aM O00yXBaTa yBepema M3BaH aKaJeMCKOI KOHTEKCTa, M Kao II0/IBPCTE
o0yxBaTa eMHCTEMOJIONIKH, OHTOJIOUIKH, MOpajJHH, ¥ Eer3UCTCHIHjaIHM  CI[HjeHTH3aM.
Enucmemonowrxu cyujenmuszam Hanukyje CrenmapkoBoM (Stenmark, 1997), m mnoapaszymena
pa3NuYNTe BapHjaHTE EMHUCTEMOJIOIIKE CYIEPHOPHOCTH HAayKe Kao IITO Cy TBPIHE Ja je HayKa
jeMHY MOY3aHU HA4YMH JI0JIAKEHha IO Ca3Hama WK Jla ce IPUPOJHUM HayKaMa MOKE OATOBOPUTH
Ha cBako Moryhe nurame. IIpema onmonowxom cyujenmusmy camo OHO IITO je€ HayKa OTKpWIIA
MOXKEMO CMAaTpaTu Ja MOocToju. Mopannu cyujenum3zam oOyxBaTa JBE NOJBapUjaHTE, Tj. 3AMeHy
mpeMa KojeM HayKa MOKe OJITOBOPUTH Ha MOpallHa TIHTamka, U U1y3ujy IpeMa KoMe Mopall, 100po u
3710, peaJHo He mocroje. VICTO BaXKM W 3a e23ucmeHyujainu cyujeHmuzam. 3ameHncka BapHjaHTa
ynyhyje aa Hayka TpeOa aa mpyXH crac, OIrOBOPH Ha €r3UCTEHLUjaIMCTUYKA MUTalka, 1a 3aMEHU
KaKo pealuruo3He, Tako M CeKylapHe uieosoruje. Bapujanra wnysuje, mpocto, HETHpa MOCTOjambe
CMHCJIa MJTH 3HAaYeHha KHUBOTA.

Konauno, ITunc (Peels, 2018) npaBu paznuky usmel)y nynux u oenumuunux BapujaHTH, Te
ce TMyHe BapHjaHTEe OJHOCE Ha CBE MpEeIMETe M3 CKyla O]l MHTepeca (HIp., CBE IUCIUIUIMHE KOje
HUCY TPUPOAHOHAYYHE ITUCHUIUIMHE Tpeda Ja Tpey3My METOoJie NMPUPOJHUX HayKa), TOK ce
JeNMMUYHE BapHjaHTE OJJHOCE Ha HEKE MpEeAMETe U3 CKyMa OJf MHTepeca (HIIp., HeKe JUCIUILINHE
KOj€ HHUCY MPUPOJHOHAyYHE Tpeba /1a mpey3mMy MeToJe MPUpOoAHUX Hayka). Mako ce, kao mTo cam
Beh HaBeo, HE OYeKyje Ja HEKO KO 3acTyma jeJHy O] MPEACTaBJbeHHX BapHjaHTH CIMjeHTH3Ma
3acTymna u cBe octaie, [luic cMarpa na HajuspakeHHju OOJUK CIIMJEHUTUCTUYKOT CTaBa KOJU HEKO
MOXKE€ Ja APXKHU CIHOj MyHOT eMUCTEMHYKOT, MYHOT OHTOJOIIKOT, IMyHOT MOPATHOT (BapHjaHTa
WTy3Hja), IMyHOT €Tr3MCTEeHIMjATHOT (BapHjaHTa WIy3Hja) U MyHOT SJIMMHUHATHBHOT CIIMjCHTH3MA, U
Ha Taj HAYMH CYTePHIIE MOCTOjahe MHANBUIYATHUX PAa3JINKa y CIIHjEHTUCTHIKAM YBEpEHHUMA.

Bunumo na je, gakiie, mpema HEKOM O]l OBHMX TJISIMIITAa HAyKa MPETCTaB/beHA KAao jeAUHU
JIETUTUMHU ¥ TOTOBO CBEMONHU M3BOp Ca3Hama. 300T TOra, CMaTpajy HEKH ayTOpH, CIIUJCHTH3aM Ce
MOJKE pPa3yMETH U Kao €KCIaH3MOHUCTUYKH Mpojekar 3a HayKy (Graham, 1981), mto camo no cebu
MOXJIa jecTe, a MOXJa ¥ HHje a00po 3a my. Crora je muTame, 3ampaBo, ITa je JIOHme Yy
CIIMJEHTHU3MY, KOj€ Cy OITAaCHOCTH U 3aIlITO j& YOIIITe OUTHO €My MOCBETUTH MaXKbY.
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Cauka 2.

Llemamcku npuxaz munosa cyujenmusma npema Iluncy (Peels, 2018)

“ MeToa0I01IKH
Penyxtusan

Enucremuuxu

|HyHa BapHjaHTa I
|ﬂennantIa BapHjaHTa |
|1'[yHa BapHjaHTa |
|ﬂenumwlﬁa BapHUjaHTa |

[Tyna Bapujanta |

JlenuMuvuna BapujanTa |
| [Tyna BapujanTa ||

OHTOJIOH_IKI/I

I'lyHa BapHjaHTa
33MEH3
Mopanzu
Hnysuja

l'[yHa BapujaHTa
3ameHa

l'[yHa BapHjaHTa
I/IJIySH]a

L[EJIHMHqHa BapHjaHTa

YHHUBEP3AJIHH

Ersucrenuujannu

3awmo je cyujenmuzam npobremamuuan?

Tepmun “cumjentusam™ y puino3oduju Hayke MMa YIrJIaBHOM HETaTUBHY KOHOTALU]y jep
yimyhyje Ha CTaB KOjH je HENo)keJbaH yciell MMIUIMKAINMja KOje U3 Iera ciene, HEellTO HaJWK Ha
CTaTyc KOjU HMa I0ojaM peIyKUHOHM3Ma (jep penyKIHOHU3aM yrpoxaBa II0jelMHE HayyHe
mucnuiuiiHe). Te MMIUIMKanuje ¢y, Kao mTO CMO BHJEIH, €KCITaH3MOHUCTHYKE IPUPOJIC U HETUPAJy
JETUTUMUTET APYrMX BpPCTa JbYACKOT ca3zHama. MehyTuM, MocToje U TeXHe Jla ce OH pazyme
HEYTPaAJIHO, TaKO Ja O3HauaBa jeaHy oj Moryhmx ¢mmo3odckux mosmmmja (Stenmark, 2018), a
MI0CTOj€ U ayTOpPH KOjU CLHUjEeHTHU3aM MpPUXBaTajy oOepyuyke U MmoHoce ce muMe (Hip., Rosenberg,
2011). Mako, kao mTo cMO Beh JUCKyTOBaIHM, MMaMO MyHO pa3yMeBamke 3a HarjaliaBame moTpede
32 OUyBaWkEM CTaTyca Hayke M HaydHUKa y CaBPEMEHOM JpYIITBY, Halle je CTaHOBMIUTE Ja
CIIMjEHTH3aM 3alpaBo TOME He JOMPUHOCH, HATIPOTHB.

WNako Onu3zak Hayuu, OH caM Mo ceOM KMMa Majo JOJUPHHUX Tadaka ca HayYHUM
pasmuIIbambeM. Takopehu, nako ClMjeHTH3aM Y3[MKe HayKy, leroBa (yHKIIM]ja 3arpaBo HE e Y
npuior camoj Haymu (Williams, 2015). CrujeHTr3am 3ampaBo Moapa3ymMeBa MeTapU3HUKy
MO3MIIN]Y ca U3BECHUM EMUCTEMUYKUM U OHTOJIOIIKMM CTaBOBHMA KOjU HHCY Y CKJIaJy ca HEKHM
O]l OCHOBHHX HAay4YHHMX IIOCTyJaTa Kao INTO j€ eMIMpHjcKka mpoBepa. To mpeacraBiba
“dbyHnameHTaHA TIpoOsieM” - TIOYETHE MPETIIOCTaBKe HayKe Cy caMe Mo ceOu HeHaydHe, jep ce
cacToje oJ] pa3IMuMuTUX yBepema 0azupaHuX Ha Mepleniujy, namhemwy, HHTPOCTIEKIN]H, UTA. (van
Woudenberg et al., 2018). Ha npumep, Hama je mpeTnocTaBKa Ja He >KMBUMO y HEKOj BPCTH
Marpukca (mo ¢unamy cecrapa BadoBcku u3 1999. romune), ogHOCHO, y cuMynanuju. Hama je
NPETIOCTaBKa M Jia MCIPaBHO Neprunupamo cBer. Hu jemna on oBe /ABe MpPETHOCTaBKE HHje
EMITUPHU]CKHU JTIOKa3MBa jep He MokeMo mobehu Hu W3 cumylnaluje, HUTH OJl CBOT TEPIENTUBHOT
amapara. Vcrto Tako, CIMjEHTHCTUYKO CTAaHOBHUINTE Ja jEAMHO HAYYHU METOJl MOXKE TMPYKUTH
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BaJIM/IHA 3HAba, WK JIa CaMO OHO IITO jé OTKPUBEHO HAYYHUM METOJIOM PEaHO IMOCTOjH HE CIIeIN
U3 HAyYHUX MCTpaKUBama. Jlakie, uiu cy Te moveTHe MpeTHoCTaBKe Ha KOjuMa Ce 3aCHUBA HayKa
UCTHUHUTE — INTO HErupa CIUjeHTH3aM, jep OHEe caMe 10 ceOdM HHUCY pe3yiaTaT HayYHHX
UCTPAXMBamka; WM HUCY MCTUHUTE — INTO TaKkohe HErupa CIMjeHTHU3aM jep U3 HEHMCTUHUTHX
MpeTnocTaBku (Hajuemhe) He clenu UCTUHUT 3akibydak. Kako kaxke Crermapk (Stenmark, 2001,
cTp. 22-23) cuyjeHTH3aM TakaB KakaB je WM MOpHYe caMm ceOe WM je CTBap CyjeBepja M CIernor
BepoBama. KoHauHo, ako je CIjeHTH3aM yBepeme (0HOCHO, Grto3o(dcka mo3uiyja), a He HaydHa
YUEHUIIA, TI0 CAMOM CIIMjEHTU3MY HE MOXE€ OUTH MCTUHUT jep ClUUjeHTH3aM ojpude (riozodujy
Kao M3BOp Ca3Hama y Kopuct emmupuje. Kao u xoxa nceynoHayke, mpo0iaeM ca CIHjeHTU3MOM je,
JaKJie, TO IITO C€ TBPAM HEIITO INTO HHje 3aCHOBAHO HA aJICKBATHUM JIOKa3MMa, a caMo Ce U3/aje 3a
HayKy ¥ HayuHy unmbeHuIly (Pigliucci, 2015).

VY onHOCY Ha perynucame aKaJeMCKOT KOHTEKCTa, TBPALE Ja je jeIMHO HaYy4YHO Ca3Hame, a
Ipe CBera Ca3Hame MPUPOJHHUX HayKa BPEIHO, MOXKE YTHLATH Ha CTAaTyC APYLNITBEHO-HAYYHUX U
XYMaHHCTUYKHX AUCHUIUINHA. HanMe, 3aXTeBH 3a KBaHTU(UKALIMjOM pe3yiTaTa U AeMOHCTPAILjOM
3Hauaja pe3yaTara Ha TPXKHIITY, Yy OKBUPY mocrojeher (Tj. TPKUIIHO-OPH]jEHTHCAHOT,
KalTUTATUCTUYKOT) CHCTEMa MOTY BOIHMTH pe3amy (UHAHCHUpaka Mamkbe HAYyYHHX WIH Mambe
NPaKTHYHUX JTUcHUIUIHHA. OBO, IOCIEIUYHO, MOXKE CTaBHTH BEIMKH OpOj JbYIU Y CUTYalHujy
HEJ0CTaTKa IMOCIOBHUX MPWIMKA WIA YIpaBO T'YOMTKa mmociia. TakBa jeqHa Wjaeja YOIIITe HUje
Hemoryha - Bmaga Jamana je 2015. mpemopyumia ykuaame JAemapTMaHa XyMaHHUCTHYKHX
IMCUUIUIMHA U JPYIITBEHUX HayKa Kako OM ce BHIIE MPOCTOPa YCTYMWIO OHUM JUCHUIUIMHAMA
koje he 6osbe ciayxutu norpebama apymirea (Grove, 2015). Mepe 3a TO KOJIHMKO HEKa TUCIUILTAHA
,,CIY)KH JPYIITBY™ y OBOM CIy4ajy HE MOTY OMTH HHIITAa JPYrO CEM EKOHOMCKHU ITOKa3aTeJbH
epuKacHOT MEHaIMEHTa y chepH HHAYCTPH]je, MEIUIIUHE, U CIMYHOT.

CuujeHTHCTHYKAa YyBepewa KoJ rpahaHa Mory BOJUTH HETaTUBHMM IOCJIEAMIIaMa IO
MOBEpemE y HayKy. Bucoka oueknBama 07 HayKe MOTY OWTH OIacHa jep, YKOJIHKO HE JIOBEAY 10
OYEKUBAHOI' MCX0/1a, MOTY JJOBECTH 110 (pycTpalyja U pazouyapama, T€ Y Kpaji0j JUHUJU 3aIpaBo
“puKolIeTHpaTH”’ U BOJUTH CHUXaBamy noBepema (Rescher, 1999). Takohe, ancomyrtuctuuka u
paluKaiHa yBepemwa MOMyT OHMX Jla He NMOCTOjH CI000AHa BOJbA MIIH Ja Cy JbYIU CaMO KOJIEKIIHja
aToMa U HUIITA BUIIE MOXE JOBECTH 10 OAOAaIMBama HayKe, MPOCTO jep j€ OBAKBO YBEPEH-E
HEMpHjaTHO W Temko 3a mpuxBaTutu (van Woudenberg et al., 2018). Konauno, HemoaupsruBu
CTaTyc HayKe M Hay4YHHKa MOXE ce, Kpo3 OECMHCIIEHE HITyCTpalldje, HaydHU KapTrOH, U TUCKYPC
KOjU OCTaB/ba YTHCAaK HAy4HOCTU (Tj., ICEYAOHAY4YHU JUCKYpC), 3JIOYNOTPEOUTH Y CBpXY
npomonje oapeheHux MpakcH, mpernapara, U MPOM3BOAa KOjU HHCY 3aUCTa HAyYHO NOTBpheHH
(Evans et al., 2020).

Jla cuujeHTHzaM HHUje camo “‘mHTenekTyanHu rpex” (Boudry & Pigliucei, 2017), nmyko
HepazyMeBame HayKe WM He3Hame, Beh Ja MocToje W Jpyru MCHXOJIOMIKA MEXaHU3MHU KOjUM Ce
BOJIE CIIMjEHTUCTHUKE Heje, MoKa3yje ce y JeIrMMa HayuyHUKa KOju uX 3aroBapajy. CuujeHTH3aMm
Kao MJIE0JIOTHja eKCIUIOATHILE CTaTyC HayKe KOJU OHa MMa y JPYIITBY Kako O ce ycrnocTaBuie
Te3e KOje HEMajy MHOTO Be3€ ca HayKOM HMTH joj yuHe HapouuTy kopuct. Jlenpy (LeDrew, 2018)
unycTpyje oBaj (peHoMmeH kama pazmarpa mokper HoBor Arensma (IMOKpeT MHTENIEKTyajana Koju
ynHe, usMely ocranor, Cem Xepuc, Puuapn Jloxunc, Kpuctodpep Xuuenc u enuen Jlener a y
YHjOj j€ CpXKU CIIMJEHTH3aM M €BOJIyIIMOHU3aM). Jlenpy rie mocraBsba TE3y Ja CIHjEHTH3aM MOXKE
UTpaTH yJory y jeHOj BpPCTH cekyinapHor (yHaameHtanusma (Jleapy mpuToM KOpPHCTH TEPMHH
“HoBa oprtomokcHocT”). Kako kaxke, ca ciaOJbemeM Bepe y €MaHIUIATOPCKYy CHAry Hayke |
ayroputrer Hayke, HoBum Atenszam TpaHchopmucao je aTensaMm M3 OJ0alMBamba pEIUrHje |
KOHIlenTa bora y cucTemMaTcKy HIEOJIOTH]y MO KO0jOj, JakKjie, CBET KOjU XpJIM Ka HE3HAmy W
OYMIJIETHY ITpomnacT, Tpeba MOBECTH Y MPaBIly HAYYHOT MPOCBeT/hea. Hajehu HenpujaTesbu oBor
porpeca cy, OYMIVIEJHO, PEIUTHja, aJld U EMUCTEMUYKH pellaTUBU3aM (KapaKTepUCTUYaH 3a HEKe
napagurMe y OKBUPY JPYIITBEHMX W XYMaHUCTHYKUX HayKa) M KyATypajlHH pelaTHBH3aM
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(MyATUKYATypaan3aM, a HApOYHMTO TOJIEpaHIMja HcIaMcKor (yHmameHntanusma). Kpucrodep
Xwuuenc (Hitchens, 2007) Ha mpuMep, OTBOPEHO CyKOOJbaBa HAYKY M PEITUTH]Y.

“JennoctaBHO ce Mopa pehu. Penuruja motuue u3 nepuoaa JbyACKe MPanucToOpHje Kajaa HUKO
— yak H1 MohHU [IeMOKpHT, KOjH je 3aKJby4dHro Ja je€ cBa MaTepHja CauribeHa O/ aTOMa — HHje MMao
HU HajMamby NpeACcTaBy O TomMe mTa ce aemasa. OHa NOTHYE M3 pa3nolsba IJIAYBHUBOT H
yILIAIIEHOT JAETUCTBA HAIlle BPCTE U NPEACTaBJba JETUHACTO HACTOjame /1a C€ 330BOJbM Hallla
HEYMUTHAa TOTpebda 3a 3HameM (Kao M 3a YTEXOM, OXpadpemeM M JAPYyruM HWH(PaHTUIHUM
norpebdama). ... CBM NOKyIIaju Ja ce Bepa MOMUPH ca HAYKOM U pa3yMoM ocyheHu Cy Ha Heyclex U
moJIcCMeX ympaBo u3 oBux pasinora.” (Hitchens, 2007, ctp. 64-65)

Cem Xepuc (Harris, 2006) ce, na mpumep, Takohe (okycupa Ha HEraTWBHE IMOCIEAUIE
MYJITUKYATYPIHOCTH U CMaTpa Jia BOIU Y MOPAIIHU PelIaTHBU3AM.

“Nako 6u nubepanu Tpedano aa Oyny TH KOju he yka3uBaTH Ha MyT BaH OBOT JyJIuia U3
I'Bo3neHor noba, oHu cebe uyuHEe cBe BuIle HeOuTHMMA. byayhu na cy yriiaBHOM pasyMHU U
TOJICPAHTHH TMpeMa pPa3IUYUTOCTH, Nubepanu Ou Tpebamo ga Oyay mMmoceOHO OCETJHHBU Ha
OIMACHOCTH peNUrujcKor OykBanusma. Anu Hucy.” (Harris, 2006)

Xepuc (Harris, 2013) je u y ApyruM mpuiMkama M3pa3uo CBOjy 3a0pHUHYTOCT y Be3H ca
YTHUIIajeM PeTUTU3HUX TPYIIa:

“Uctm Heycmex nuOepanm3Ma OYHWTJIEAaH je W Yy 3amagHoj EBpomw, rae je morma
MYJATHKYJITypalin3Ma OCTaBHia CeKyjaapHy EBporry BeoMa cropoMm y cyouaBamy ca Hajaosazehum
poOJIeMOM PEIHUTHjCKOT eKcTpemmu3Ma Mel)y meHuM uMmurpantuma. Jbynm koju HajpasymHH]e
TOBOpE O MPETHHU KOjy UCIaM MpecTaBba 3a EBpomy 3ampaBo cy darmmuctu.”

Jlenpy wucTthue 1a CIMYHOCT OBa [Ba, MO HeMy (QyHIAMEHTATUCTHYKAa CTAaHOBHUIITA,
PETUTHO3HOT U aTEUCTHYKOT, MPOU3JIa3d U3 TOra MITO Cy 00a 3ampaBo MOKYIIaju J1a c€ yCIOCTaBU
OCHOBA 3a CUTYPHOCT y CBETY TIJle ce KyJITypaiHe Oapujepe cBe Bulle ocumnajy. OH ce mpuTom
ocnama Ha JlejujeBy te3y (Davie, 2013 mpema LeDrew, 2018) mo ko0joj, makie, U CeKyJapHe
U7E0JIOTHje HATHUKY]Y (yHIaMEHTATUCTUYKUM, jeép OHE HAcTOje J1a M3HOBA YCIIOCTaBE ‘‘CeKyJIapHe
M3BECHOCTH HAyKe M pa3yMa U HBbUXOBE YHUBEP3AJTMCTUYKE TBPAKHE O HCTUHH, JETHAKO KAO IITO TO
y CBOM MaHHUpYy pajie KOH3epBaTHUBHE cCTpyje. Y NpPUHIMIY, Kako Kaxe Jlenpy, oBaj mokper
MpeACTaB/ba IMOJUTHYKKA TMPOTpaM 3a Ojavame YTHIlaja HayKe BaH JOMEHa y KOjuMa je TO
OIpaBJIaHoO, a KOJU je CKPUBEH M3a MacKe HaBOJHe 00jeKTUBHE HaydHe ucTuHe. [locnenuie oBakBor
yBepema O UCTHHHU jecy MCKJbYUMBAHE jaBHOT MHEHA, JIEMOKPATCKOT JHjaliora, U KOHCEH3yca y
OJUTyYHBAaEky O pPA3IMUYUTUM JAPYIITBEHUM MUTakbUMa jep OHU HE MOTy MPOMEHHTH Hay4dHE
YHbEHUIE. AKO je HayKa jeJUHO MEpUJIO MCIPaBHOCTH, OHJA je CBaKa pacrpaBa 3aBpllieHa Kaaa
nocroju oxapeheHa HayyHa uumeHuna. Ha mpumep, y ciaydajy pacrpaBe O TOME Ja JH je
MEIUIMHCKH TPEKUI TPYAHOhE MOpaTHO OTpaB/iaH WM HHje, HAYYHU MOJaTaK KOju MoKa3yje Kaaa
o6u Qeryc Tpebanmo na mouHe ga oceha OOM MM CIMYHO, MOXe OWUTHM KopucTaH. MebhyTtum,
YU-EHUIIA J1a 1 (peTyc oceha 6071 HEe MOXe caMa 1Mo ceOr OJrOBOPUTH Ha TO Ja JiH je (etyc ocoda
WM HUje U KaJia TO MOCTaje, T€ /1a JIM jeé MHAYKOBaHU MPEeKu] TpyaHohe youcTBo win He. CaudHoO,
MaKo TIIOCTOje HaydyHa HWCTpakKMBama Koja ymyhyjy Ha TO Ja Cy, Ha TpuMep, JuOepalHo
OpHJEHTHCAHHU JbYAH WHTEIUTEeHTHjU, KPEaTUBHHU]U, TOIITCHUjU, CKIOHUJU TOMaramwy Ipyruma,
CKJIOHHMjH aKTHBHOCTUMA KOj€ 4yBajy XHBOTHY CPEIHMHY, WTH., HETO IITO Cy TO KOH3EPBATHBHO
OpHjEHTHCAaHH JbYIH, HE MOKe pehu J1a 1 Cy KOH3epBATUBHU]H JbYIU Mamke y TIPaBy Kajia je ped o
HUXOBHM IIEHTPATHUM CTaBOBHMMA WJIH JIa JIM j€ KOH3EPBATUBH3aM MOTPEIIaH Kao TaKas.

Crenmapk (Stenmark, 2018) mouctoBehyje cuujeHTH3aM ca HayYHHUM €KCITAH3UOHU3MOM,
Ipe cBera jep MHCUCTHpa Ha TOME Ja HayKa MOKE JJa OJrOBOpPH Ha MUTama KOja HE CIaiajy y HheH
noMmeH. Pekiio Om ce na oBakaB €KCHMAH3MOHUCTUYKH MPOjeKaT HMJE TOJIMKO JAJIEKO N1 je 4YaK Y
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CTalky W JAa o0jacHM OHO WTO Herupa. Kao wmimycrpatuBaH mnpuMmep Mnociyxkuhe Ham (UM
“UctepuBaun nyxoBa” (eue., Ghostbusters) liBana Pajrmana u3 1984. rogune. Haume, y oBoMm
MO3HaTOM (WIMY €KHIla CUMIATHYHHX EHTY3MjacTa KOPHUCTH HAyKy Kako OHM XBaraja JyXOBe.
MelhytuMm, ako OMCMO TIPETIOCTABWIIM jacHY mojeny u3Mmehy mapa(-)HopMaimHOT W “HOpMAaJTHOT”,
OHJIa je MapaHOPMAIHO HEIITO IITO je BaH (PM3MYKUX 3aKOHA - MApaHOPMAJIHO jeé OHO IITO HUje
MIPUPOJIHO, a PUPOJIHO j€ OHO MTO je pu3nuku. To Cy, JaKie, ABE paBHU NocTojama: 1) usuuxa, y
KOjOj CTBapu IOCTOje, KOjeé CMO Yy MOTyhHOCTH Ja MEpHMO, KOje Cce MOry OOjaCHHTH HWIIU
MPEBUICTH HAYKOM, Ha KOjeé MOXXEMO YTHUIATH (PU3UYKUM, UTI; U 2) NAPAHOPMAIHA, 32 KOJY TO
CBE HE BaXKH. YKOJWKO HEIITO INTO PaHHje HHUje OMIIO HOPMATHO OJjEHOM YCIIEMO JIa MEPUMO,
MPEIBUANMO, 00jaCHUMO, aKO Ha TO YCIIEMO Ja YTHYEMO, TaKaB CHTUTET Mpelia3u y JIOMEH
¢dusnukor, HopMmanHor. JlyxoBu cy, MokeMo pehu, U3BeCHO jeiHa 01 HajmlapaHOPMAITHUjUX T10jaBa.
Mehyrum, MHcrepuBaun myxoBa ycmeBajy jJa o0jacHE OBe I0jaBe OJIpeheHHM HaydYHUM
mpoueaypamMa ¥ MpoJpy Yy paBaH MapaHOPMAIIHOT, MMa YakK JAW3ajHUpPAjy U amapare KOjUM MOTY
yTUIIATH Ha JyXOBE, Tj. JIOBUTH WX M TAKOBAaTH y KyTHuje. Ha Taj Ha4MH, Yyak ¥ OHO IITO je
napaHopMaliHO OJjeTHOM HHje HHM MapaHopMaiHo, Beh - HopMmamHo. Jlakie, Hayka je y OBOj
¢danTa3uju A0BeJAEHA 10 TOTa Ja HE camo IITO je CcrocoOHa Ja 00jaCHU OHO ILITO j€ MPUPOJIHO,
HOpPMAJTHO (BEJIMKH ycrieX ), Beh ¥ OHO MITO 1Mo AehUHHUINjH HE MOKE OMTH FeH IPEAMET - OHO LITO
je mapanopmaino. OBo je camo 3a0aBaH MpuUMep, ajlkd HE MOPaMO HU IIOCE3aTH 3a TOIMYyJIapHOM
KYJITypOM Ja OMCMO CTUTIM IO UCTOT 3aKkibydka. OCTaHMMO W y aKaJIeMHjU M CETHMO CE Camo
EKCIIEPUMEHTa Ca MEPEHEM TeXHHE jayine. Aytop Tor ekcrniepumenta, Mek/lyran (MacDougall,
1907, ctp. 237), Ha 0Baj HA4UMH 00jallIbaBa HETOBE MIOYETHE MTPEMICE:

“AKO je NMYHM KOHTHHYHTET HAaKoH Joralaja TenecHe CMPTH YUIHCHUIA, aKO NCHXUYKE
¢byHKLM]je HacTaBe Jia MOCTOje Kao MoceOHa MHIMBUIAYATHOCT UM JMYHOCT HAKOH CMPTH MO3Ta U
TeNa, OH/a TaKBa JINYHOCT MOXE IIOCTOjaTH CaMO Kao TeJIO KOje 3ay3uMa IPOCTOpP, OCUM aKo
oqHocu u3Mely O0OjeKTMBHOI MPOCTOpa M MPOCTOPHUX IIOJMOBA Yy HAIIO] CBECTH, KOJU CY
YCIOCTaBJbEHU y HAIIO] CBECTH HaciieheM M UCKYCTBOM, HUCY y NMOTIHYHOCTH U30pucaHu cMphy u
HOBHM CKYIN OZIHOCa u3Mel)y mpocTopa u CBECTH M3HEHA/1a YCIOCTaBJbEH Y HACTaBJbajyhoj INYHOCTH.
OBo 61 61O TpeKu] y KOHTUHYUTETY MPUPOJIE KOJU HE MOTY Jia 3aMUCIUM ~.”

*

Bunenu cmo, nakie, kako u3riesaa jeaH o o0JIMKa KOju MOXKE Jia TIOTIPUMHU HEPa3yMeBambe
HayKe ¥ THM, Mabe UCTPAKEHUM OOJIMKOM OJJHOCA MTpeMa HayIH - TO3UTUBHUM - heMo ce OaBUTH Y
OBOj JHUCEepTaIjH.

C o03upoM Ha TO Ja je Hemoryhe YCHOCTaBMTH amCONYTHY Hay4HY MHCMEHOCT U IYHO
pa3symMeBame Hayke KOJ JIahKa, HE MOXKEMO OYEKHMBAaTH Ja CaMH HCIIPAaBHO OICHE KBAJIUTET
uHpopMalrja Koje CTHXKY off HaydHuka. OJulyka O IpUXBaTamy WM oj0aluBamy HHPOpMaLuje
JOHOCH C€ 3aTO yrJIaBHOM Ha OCHOBY TOTa J1a I ojipel)eHnM n3BOprMa HayqHOT ca3Hama BEpyjeMo,
Ia je ImoBepeme y HayKy M HayYHHKE 3a JIauKe O] €CEHIIMjaTHOT 3Hayaja 3a MO3MILHUjy HayKe y
npymTBy (Blancke et al., 2017; Hendriks et al., 2016).

HpannoHaaocT cyMme y HAyKy

Cymma y HayKy ce Moxe JAepuHHCATH Kao oadanuBame J00po yTBphEeHHX HaydHHX
pe3yaTara Ha OCHOBY pasjiora Koju Hucy HaydyHo yremesbeHu (Lewandowsky et al., 2013).
OCHOBHU BHIOBH CyMI€ y HAayKy Cy BEpOBame€ y IICEYJOHAYKY, BEpOBambE Yy HATIPUPOIHO, U
BEpoBame y TeopHje 3aBepe. [lceynoHayuHo 3Hame MpeICTaB/ba 3HAKE KOje Ce U3/1aje 3a HAyIHO, a
KOj€ MCITYyH-aBa HEKHU OJ1 MpeocTayia TpU KpuTepujyma: 1) ynyhyje Ha eHTUTETE Wi MpoIlece KOju ce

2y JPYyTroj, AUTUTAIHO] BEP3UjU TEKCTA, IPEBOJI MOCIEHhe peucHuIe Ou ouo: “OBo OM OMO MPEKH] Y KOHTUHYUTETY
pHUpoJIe Koju je Hezamucaus” hitps://www.newdualism.org/papers/D.MacDougall/soul-substance.htm
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WHaue CcMaTpajy BaH JIOMEHa HaykKe, 2) KOPHUCTH METOJIOJIOTH]Y KoOja HHje 10 HayYHUM
npuHOMUMa; 3) HHje moTkperbeHo nokazuma (Fasce, 2017). BepoBame y mnapaHopMmaliHO
(cyjeBepje, BepoBame y HATIIPUPOIHO, MArdjcKo; MOABEACHO o TepMuH PSMS (ene., Paranormal,
Susperstitious, Magical, Supernatural; Lindeman & Svedholm, 2012)) Ttemko je mHpeHu3HO
neuHUCATH, aTl CE MOXKE ONHCATH Kao MEIIAke OHTOJIOIIKUX Kareropuja (WINTH KOoHQY3uja
jezeposnoe sHawma, ene. core knowledge confusion), Tj. yBepeme O TOBE3aHOCTH IICUXUYKHX,
OMOJIOIIKMX, U MaTepUjaTHUX JIOMEHA, U KOje HHUje Yy CKIIaJy ca HAyYHUM IOMMAaIEM IPHPOJIE.
Teopuje 3aBepe mpeicTaBibajy HEIOKa3aHE TBPIIE O MOCTOjalkby TAJHOT IUIAHA TPYIE JbYIU WIIH
opraHm3ailyja Koje HacToje Jla yTUu4y Ha JelllaBamka y CBETY U Ha Ta] HAYWH HAYMHE MITETY BEIIMKOM
opojy seyau (Wood et al., 2012; Swami & Furnham, 2014), npu yemy cy 4ecTo Hay4Ha JoCTHrHYyha
WIH TBPIHE MPEACTAaBILEHH Kao ,,pacana‘ 3a MpUKPUBAEkE TOT IUIAHA U MHCTPYMEHT 32 H-ErOBO
ocTBapuBame. VcTpaxkuBama Cy IOKazaja Ja Cy CBE TPH TpyIe yBepema ‘‘CImHCTEMOJIONIKH
HEOMpaBIaHUX yBepema’, Tj. yBepema Koja HUCY 3acCHOBaHA HA CMITUPHjCKUM JIOKa3HMa,
MmehycoOHo noBe3ana (Lobato et al., 2014; Rizeq et al., 2021; Teovanovi¢ et al., 2024). ¥V npyrum
UCTpaXMBakbUMa je JOKYMEHTOBAHO, Ha TIPUMEp, Jla je BEpOBamkE y TEOpHje 3aBepe MOBE3aHO ca
onbanuBameM Te3e o rimobamHoM 3arpeBamy (Lewandowsky et al.,, 2013) u ca BepoBameM y
napanopmaiHo (Darwin et al., 2011; Swami et al., 2011), a nceynonay4yna yBepema ca BEpOBambEM
y nmapanopmaiso (van der Bulck & Custers, 2010).

LlenTpanna ujaeja NCUXOJOUIKUX MCTPAXKMBakha OBAKBUX YBEpEH-a jeCTe /a Cy oHa BoleHa
M3BECHUM TpellKkaMa y pacyhuBamy, Ha IITa yKa3yjy “eTHKeTe” KOje MM C€ CTaBjbajy, a TaKo y
CIIy4ajy BepOBama y TEOpHje 3aBepe MOCTOje Te3e Jla OHHM KOjH BEPYyjy Y TEOpHje 3aBepe Iare O]
“oborasbene enucremosoruje” (ewne., crippled epistemology, Sunstein & Verumele, 2009), na umajy
“3aralhjen ym” (ewe., contaminated mindware, Stanovich, 2016), nim ga je TO yBepeme nmocieauna
u3BecHor KorHuTHBHOr neduumra (Irwin, 2009), mro Takohe ymyhyje Aa Ty HEIITO HHUje KakKo
TpeGa. OBaKBa yBepema Ce 4ecTo Ha3uBajy 1 upanuonanauM (Zezelj & Lazarevié, 2019).

[IcuxomnaToyomKy OpUjeHTUCAHH MOKYIIaju /1a ce o0jacHe OoBU ()EHOMEHM HAcCTOje Ja UX
MOBEXY 3a ONIUTMM TEHJEHIMjaMa Ka IICUXOTHYHUM IOHallamy. Pe3yiaratu ucTpakuBama
YIJIaBHOM MOTBPlyjy OBakBe Te3€: BEPOBaBE y MapaHOPMaIHO MMOKa3MBaJo je MO3UTHUBHE Be3e ca
cxmzotunujom (Darwin et al., 2011; Genovese, 2005; Hergovich et al., 2008), ncuxoTuruzMom
(Windholz & Diamont, 1974) u napanougHom wuzaeauujom (Darwin et al., 2011), a cauune
MOBE3aHOCTH HaljeHe cy 3a BepoBame y Teopuje 3aBepe (Darwin et al., 2011; van der Tempel &
Alcock, 2015), Te 3a kopumiheme IMceyIOHaydHHX METOJa 3a MPEBEHIU]jy 3apa3HuX O0oJecTh
(Lazarevi¢ et al., 2021). Crynuje BoheHe CIMYHUM, alld Mamke PAJUKAIHUM HJlejamMa, UCIIUTHBAIA
Cy Zla U Cy 3a HMpalfiOHAJIHA YBEpema OJTOBOPHU OTPAaHWYEHH KalallUTeTH JbYAW 3a o0pamy
nonaraka (Kovic & Fiichslin, 2017; Wiseman & Watt, 2006). Tako, Ha mpumep, BepoBamE y
MapaHOPMaJTHO TO3UTHUBHO j€ TOBE3aHO ca cllabujuM pasymeBameM Jioruke (Roberts & Seager,
1999) u BepoBatHohe mim HacymuunocTH (Bressan, 2002; Dagnall et al., 2007), ca ckionomrhy ka
rpenmy koHjykimje (Rogers et al., 2009, 2011; Srol, 2022), KOTHUTHBHAM TpemIKama THIa I kao
IITO Cy KOIKAapcKa Ipellka M 3aHeMapuBame ocHoBHe BepomaTHohe (Srol, 2022), omakamem
CMHCIIEHUX CJI0XKajeBa Y HaCyMUYHOM calpxkajy (T3B. anodgenujom) (Miiller & Hartmann, 2023;
van Prooijen et al., 2017) u uny3opHom onaxamy arencHoctH (van Elk, 2013), Te ca MHTYUTUBHUM
ctiiom Munubema (Genovese, 2005), nok je ca aHAIMTUYKUM CTHJIOM MHUILbEHA MOBE3aHO
neratusHO (Pennycook et al., 2012; Rizeq et al., 2021; Srol, 2022). BepoBame y HceyaoHAyKy
MoKa3aJio je MO3UTHBHE Koperaluje ca ckiaoHomhy ka miny3uju y3pounoctu (Blanco et al., 2015;
Griffiths et al., 2018; Torres et al., 2020; 2022), uaTynutuBHUM MunubewkeM (Lindeman et al., 2011;
Srol, 2022), u ckinonomhy ka koruuTHBHEM rpemkama Tuma I (Srol, 2022; Teovanovi et al., 2021).
BepoBame y Teopuje 3aBepe MO3UTHUBHO j€ MOBE3aHO Ca MHTYUTUBHUM MUIILbewmeM (Swami et al.,
2014; Srol, 2022; Teovanovi¢ et al., 2021); cknonomhy Ka HiTy3uju yGHHCKOT pasymeBama (Vitriol
& Marsh, 2018), rpemkom koHjyknuje (Brotherton & French, 2014), wny3opHOM mepueniyjom
cnoxajeBa (van Prooijen et al., 2017); xunepcensutuBHO] niepreniyju areaicHoctu (Douglas et al.,
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2016; van der Tempel & Alcock, 2015), u rpemkama tuma I (Srol, 2022; Teovanovié et al., 2021).
Jlyrauka je, makje, JUCTa HCTpaKMBamka KoOja YyKa3yjy Ha IOCTOjale Beze u3Mehy oBux
AITEPHATHBHHX YBEPCHA M TCHJICHIM]E Ka IPElIKaMa y MUILJbCHY.

Mehytum, oBakBa anTepHATHBHA yBEpeHma Cy 10 KYIType U NpeACTaBibajy jelaH Of
MHOTHX JIUCKypca KOje HEKO MOXKE MPEy3eTH Kako O 00jaCHHO TOjaBe W JCIIaBama y CBETY OKO
Hac (Luki¢, 2020). Ha ucTu HauMH M HayyHH OUCKYpC LUpKynuie mehy JbyauMa M OHHM ra
npey3uMajy Kao HEIITO IITO BUIIEC MM Mame OAroBapa HHXOBHM Pa3IMYUTHM MOTpedaMa, Kako
KOTHUTHUBHHMM, TaKO U €MOIIMOHAIHUM, COILMjaIHUM, IOJUTUYKUM, UTI. Ha mpumep, cetumo ce na
Cy JbY/H BUIIIC WU Mamke CIPEMHU Jla IpUXBaTe oJpelheHe HaydyHe YHIbEHUIIE CIpaM Tora y Kojoj
MEpU PE30HY]y Ca HHUXOBUM MOJUTHYKAM H300pHMa. AKO je 3ay3uMarme aHTHHAYYHOT CTaBa
MPOAYKT JIMYHUX CKJIOHOCTH Ka MPAIMOHATHOM MHUIIBEHY, KaKo je HeKa 0co0a 3a HEKEe CTaBOBE
MpalMOHAIHA, a 32 HEKe Jpyre palroHaliHa y CUTYallMjH Kaja y HEeKe HaydyHe TBPAIE Bepyje, a y
Heke apyre mak He? Mayhu jom pasbe, ako aHTH-HAayYyHH CTaB MOCMAaTpaMO Kao UpaIlMOHAJIaH,
3aITO CMO CIIPEMHHU Jia ayTOMAaTCKH aTpruOynpaMo panroOHATHOCT HEKOj OCOOM OHJA Kaja 3ay3uma
npoHayynu crtaB? [lo mcuxosomiky Hayky je U3pa3uTo NpOOJEMAaTHYHO YKOJMKO HAc
paIMoHaIHOCT 0c00a Koje Bepyjy y HayKy MpocTo He mHTepecyje. JJoBOJBHO je, YKOIUKO je TaKo,
camo uctahu pe3ysTaTe HayKe U 3aKJbYUYUTH KaKo je TIOBEPEHE CaMOPa3yMJBUBO jep j€, BEpOBATHO,
jenuHO cMucieHo. McTo Tako, ICHXOJIONIKA HCTPpaXHBamka ce Hehe 3aBpIINTH Ha yKa3uBamby KakKo
Cy Teopuje 3aBepe WJIU CyjeBepja MorpeniHa (U cTora caMuM TUM OECMUCIIEHA) WM ONacHa U Ty
3aKJPYYUTH CBOj CiIy4aj, Beh he TpakuTu mcuxosonike MexaHu3Me KOju OCBETIhaBajy 3alliTo Y BbUX
BEPYjEMO, a JaJbe YaK U TPYKATH EMIIHUPHUjCKE MMOJATKE KOJH YTBPhYjy HHXOBY HPAIIMOHATHOCT H
IITETHOCT.

Hama mnpernocraBka je, nakie, Aa M IpO-HAydyHH CTaB MOXE Jla C€ 3acCHHMBA Ha He-
palMoOHaTHUM OCHOBama. TayHa peliema 4ak My MaTeMaTHIM MOTYy OWTH MpPOHM3BOJ JIOLIET
MOCTYIKA WM YaK MHTyHLIMje. Y Kpajikhoj JTUHUJHU, Kpajihe MPOHAYYHH CTaB MOKE OUTH JOTHMYKH
HEeOlpaBJiaH, Kao MITO je TO Yy ciy4ajy CLUjeHTH3Ma. Y OBOj JucepTanuju OaBUMO ce
UPAIMOHATHAM OCHOBaMa IPOHAYYHHX YBEPEHa Ca LUJBEM YIOPEIHOT Iperyiefia MpannOHAIHOT
MOBEpEHAa y MPOHAYYHE U aHTHHAYYHE HABOJIE.

IIcuxos10ImKa HCTPAKMBAKA CLHMjEHTHCTHYKHUX YBepema

Hajeume panoBa koju MHAMPEKTHO ynyhyjy Ha NOBepeme y HayKy 3ampaBo ce OaBe
aTen3MoM, a caM aTer3aM UCTPaXMBaH je Kao CynpoTHocT penurnoznocty (Schnell, 2015; Uzarevi¢
et al., 2017). Takohe, y ucTpakuBamuMa T/I€ C€ KOPUCTHO KOHIIENT CI[MJEHTHU3Ma, OH & YeCTO
TpETHpaH UM Kao CyMpOTHOCT kpearmoHusmy (Astley & Francis, 2010; Francis & Greer, 2001;
Fulljames et al., 1991) nwim xao HexxeJbeHH MPOAYKT HaydyHOT 0OpazoBama (Konnemann et al., 2016;
Korte, Berger, & Hénze, 2017; Korte, Berger, Imwalle, & Hénze, 2017). JenuHno uctpaxxupame Koje
ce 0aBWIO IUCIIO3WIIMOHUM W MOTHBAI[MOHUM YHWHUOIMMA TIOBE3aHWM Ca CIIMjEHTU3MOM je
uctpaxupame Koprea u capagnuka (Korte, Berger, Imwalle, & Hénze, 2017) y kome cy nokazanu
Ja Cy CIMjeHTHCTHYKa yBepema IOBe3aHa ca MOTpeOOM 3a KOTHUTHBHOM 3a0KpYKEHOIIhy |
HEeraTUBHE ca OTBOPEHONY 3a MCKYCTBa W MOTpeOoM 3a korHunMjom. L{uss oBe nucepranmje je na,
3aTo, JeTajbHHj€ WCIHTA TMPHUPONY CIMjCHTUCTHYKUX YBEpPEHa W HPAIMOHATHOT IOBEpema Yy
Hay4YHMKeE, Tj. HBbHUXOBE JIMYHOCHE U MOTHBALIMOHE U3BOpE, T€ MOHAIIAKka KOja MOTY OMTH pe3ynTaT
OBUX yBepema. Kao u 3a ocrana uctpaknpBama Koja HAMepaBajy Jia OCTBape CIIMYaH IUJb, TOTPEOHO
j€ MPBO Pa3MOTPUTH MOCTOjehe MHCTPpYMEHTE 3a MEpEHhE IIEHTPATHUX BapHrjalIIu.

Ilocmojehu ynumnuyu 3a meperse CyujeHmucmudKkux ygeperoa

MNako je TemMa pelaTUBHO HEMONYJIapHA, TIOCTOJH BWINE YIUTHUKA 33 MEPCHE
CIIMjEHTHCTUYKUX yBepema (Hip. Astley & Francis, 2010; Farias et al., 2013; Fulljames et al., 1991,
Konnemann et al., 2016; Korte, Berger, Imwallle, & Héinze, 2017). CBu YIOUTHHIIH KOPHCTE
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JlukepToBy ckany 3a W3pakaBame ciarama ca rnmonyheHum TBpamama momnyt “‘Hayka Ham moixke
npyxuTtH arnconytHe uctuae”. Ha nmpumep, Ectin u @pencuc (Astley & Francis, 2010) xopucte
nerocteneny, Aok ®apuac m capaguunm mecrocreneHy ckany (Farias et al., 2013). Ocum mo
JOCIIOBHOM CaJpiKajy CTaBKH, OBH YIMUTHHIM C€ PA3JIUKyjy M IO HArjlacKy KOjU CTaBjbajy Ha
teopujy. Hamme, Kopre n capamuumm (Korte, Berger, Imwallle, & Hénze, 2017) cBoje craBke
eKCIUTMIIUTHO ToBe3yjy ca CTEeHMapKOBOM THIOJOTHjoM cuMjeHTH3ama (Stenmark, 1997), mok ce
ko1 Ectinuja u @pencuca (Astley & Francis, 2010) H1 Ha KOju HAYMH Ha TEOPHU]y HE pedepHiie.
Konauno, ®@apuac u capaguunu (Farias et al., 2013) He moBe3yjy CBOjy CKally YOIIITe HHU ca
cumjenTu3MoM, mTo oHa de facto jecte, mMTO ce MOXe 3aKJbYYUTH YBHUIOM Y CajJpiKaj HUXOBUX
CTaBKHU M CTaBKH JAPYrux noMeHyrux ayropa (Tabena 1).

Mehytum, OBakBO Mepeme EKCTPEeMHUX yBEpema HMMa CBOja orpaHuuema. Haume, mMu
YOIIITe HHUCMO Yy MOryhHOCTHM Ja pa3yMeMoO IITa HaM, OCHUM CaMOIPOLEHEHOI HHTEH3UTETa
cllaramba ca TBPIHOM, HCIUTAHUK CaomimTaBa. Pemumo, pa3MUCIMMO O TOME Kako OHMCMO
IPOTYMauMWIM OJArOBOP HCIHMTAaHUKA KOjU OM KojJ craBke “Hayka Ham Moxe JaTH amncojyTHe
UCTUHE Ha TeTocTeneHoj JInkepToBoj ckamu oAroBopuo ca “4 - Verasuom ce crnanxcem”™?! Jla ma
OHMCMO HEZABOCMUCIICHO MOIJIM 12 Ka)KEMO /1a j€ UCIIMTAaHUKOB OJArOBOP CL[MJEHTUCTHYKU MM OUCMO
MOIJIM Jla KaKeMO Ja HMCIUTAaHWK IMpeMa OBOM CTaBy MMa H3BECHE pe3epBe, Tj. Ja ojndaiyje
CIIMjeHTH3aM, a BHCOKO Bepyje y Hayky. Takopehu, Temiko je oIpeauTu rpaHuiy usmelhy
HEKPUTUYKOT (CIUjEHTUCTHYKOT) YBEpPEHa U HEKOT YMEPEHOT, OIPaBIaHOT MOBEpema y Moh Hayke.
I1a yak HU eKCTpPEeMHHM OATOBOPU HE MOI'Y HAC HEABOCMHCICHO YIIYTHTH Ja HEKO 10 KOHKPETHOM
nuTamy uMma cuujentuctuuku ctaB (Hodge & Gillespie, 2003). Ca npyre cTpaHe, MUTame je Kako
OJIpeIUTU U 3Hauewme onarosopa “l - V nommynocmu ce ne crasxcem” - na nu oH ynyhyje Ha
on0anMBamke CHUJEHTHUCTUYNX YBEpEHa WM Ha CKENTHIM3aM IMpeMa Haylh. YKpaTKo, YKOJIHKO
HEeKa CKaja MepH CIHjeHTUCTHYKa yBepema, OHJa Ou oHa Tpebajo Ja MOXKe Ja jaCHO pasJiuKyje
CIIMjEHCTUCTUYKA YBEpeHa O] €HTy3Wja3Ma MpeMa Haynu. Y ynuTHHIuMa JIukepToBor THIa, oBa
JiBa acHeKTa OJHOCAa IMpeMa Hayld, Ka0 M HAayYHH CKENTHUIM3aM, CTOIJBEHH Cy U Ha OCHOBY
pe3yaTara He MOkeMO pehu HHIITa ceM Ja MOCTOje W3BECHE MHIWBHUIyaHE PA3JIUKe y OJIHOCY
IpeMa HaylM KOJ MCIUTaHMKa, ajld He U BUXOB KBanuTeT. Kako 6u, nakie, ckana Ouiia J10BOJHHO
OCETJhHBA J1a PA3/IBOjU CIIMjEHTUCTHYKA YBEPEHAa OJf YMEPEHOT WIIM KPUTHYKOT TOBEpEHa y HAYKY,
notpebaH je apyraudju npuctyn. Konauno, mocrojehu yNUTHMIM CLUjEHTUCTHUKHUX yBEpeHma He
0o0yxBarajy CUCTEMAaTCKU M HEKPUTUUYKU CTaB IpeMa HayyHHUIMMa, Beh Tek cnopaanyHo u, moryhe,
6e3 jacHe Hamepe. Ha mpumep, y ynutauky Papuaca u capannuka (Farias et al., 2013) mocroju
jeoHa cTraBKka Koja ce ojJHocH Ha HayuHuke (“Hayununuma m Hayuu Tpeba ykazaTu BHILE
MOIITOBaka Y CABPEMEHOM JIPYIITBY ).
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Taoena 1

Ilpeaned nocmojehux ynumnuxa 3a meperse CyujenmucmudKkux yeeperod

AyTOpH yIUTHUKA

Bpoj
CTaBKH

CraBke

Astley & Francis (2010)

Hayxa Ham MO>ke 1aTH ancoIyTHE UCTHHE.

Camo Hayka MOXe MPYKUTH UCTHHE O MIPUPOIH.

Hayxka he nam jenHor gana oMoryhuTH NOTIYHY KOHTPOJIY HaJl CBETOM.
Teopuje y Haynu Mory OMTH OKa3zaHe Kao 1e(UHUTHBHO HCTHHUTE.
3akoHHu ce HHKaaa Hehe TPOMEHUTH.

Teopuje y Haynu HHKaaa HUCY JOKa3aHe ca arcoJyTHOM CHr'ypHoIhy.
Humra He Tpeba BepoBaTH YKOJIHMKO c€ HE MOXKE HAYTHO JTOKA3aTH.

Konneman et al. (2016)
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Camo Haa3y U3 NPUPOJHUX HAyKa MOTY Ce Ha3BaTH 3HAEEM.

Moryhe je cTehu 3Hame U IPYrUM CpeACTBIMa OCUM HAYIHHX.

Jbyncko 3Hame je OrpaHM4eHO Ha OHO IITO MOXKEMO OTKPUTH HAYYHHM
MeToJama.

CynpoTHO je pa3syMy BepoBaTH y CTBapH Koje HHCY Hay4HO JOKa3aHe.
Hurmura He TOCTOjU aKO ce He MOXKe IMOCMATPaTH U H3MEPHUTH HAyYHUM
MeTonama.

[MomrTo pupoaHEe HayKe 00jalllkbaBajy KUBOT, PEIIUTHja HAM HHje
norpedHa.

Jbyncka 6uhia cy KOMIICKCHE OMOXEMUjCKE MaIlIMHE, HU BHUILC HA Mambe.
[puponHe Hayke he jenHOr AaHa NPY>KUTH OATOBOPE Ha CBa MHUTabha Koja
JbYJIY TIOCTABIbAjy O )KUBOTY, 3eMJbH U YHHUBEP3YMY.

Naxo manac jom HHje Moryhe HaydHO oOjacHHUTH mymry, To he jexHor maHa
outn Moryhe.

. Temke MOpaJIHC OJJIYKE Tpe6a Ja TOHOCH €TUYKHU KOMUTET KOjI/I Cce

CacTOj! MCKJbYYHBO OJ] TPUPOTHHUX HAYIHHUKA.

Korte, Berger, Imwallle, &
Hénze (2017)
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[Mpupoxnne Hayke he HaAMAIIUTH CBE ApYyre IPHUCTYIIE.

dwusmka je uaean 3a cBaky Apyry ooiacr.

Camo npupoIHe HayKe MOTY MIPYXKHUTH T0y3/1aHe HHpOpMaILHje O CBETY.
Pa3yman yoBek TpeOa J1a Bepyje caMo y CTBapH Koje Cy Hay4qHO
CXBaTJbUBE.

Camo OHO IITO ce MOXKe, 0apeM y NPUHIIUILY, U3MEPUTH 3aUCTa IOCTO]H.
Cae 1ITO je CTBApHO MOXE Ce OIHCATU (PU3MKOM.

HayuHo 3Hambe je 1aneKko HajBpeaHuje 3HAMKE.

MopaiHa yBepema Tpeba a Oy Ty HaydHO yTeMeJbeHa.

[pupoaHe HayKe MOTY OTKPHTH 3HAYCHC )KUBOTA.

. Jennor nana, Hayka he Mohu n1a mpy>xu oAroBOpe Ha CBa 3HaYajHA MUTamkA

KOja YOBCYAHCTBO MMa WK MOXXEC NMaTHu.

Farias et al. (2013)
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Hayka Ham nipy»xa 00Jbe pa3yMeBarbe YHUBEP3yMa HEro peliuruja.

,»Y CBETY KOjH IIpoTamajy IeMOHH, HayKa je cBeha y mpaky.* (Kapn
Caran)

Mo>keMO palMOHAIIHO BEPOBATH CaMO y OHO IITO je HAYYHO JI0Ka3HBO.
Hayka Ham roBopH CBe IITO Ce MOXE 3HATH O TOME OJf Yera ce CTBapHOCT
CacTOjH.

CBW 3a/1a111 ca KOjuMa Ce Jby/IU Cy0UaBajy Cy PEIIUBU HAYKOM.
Hayuynu meTopn je jennHu moy3aaH myT A0 3Hamba.

JeuHu npaBu BUJI 3HaMa KOJU MOXKEMO MMATH j€ Hay4HO 3HabE.
Hayxa je HajBpemHUjU 1€0 JbYIACKE KYJITYypE.

Hayxka je HajenkacHMjM HAUYWH TOCTU3aMkha UCTHHE.

Hayununnma u Haym tpeba yka3aTH BHILE MOIITOBAKba y CaBPEMEHOM
JPYIITBY.
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Kopenamu cyujenmucmuuxux ysepersa

Temko je Hahm wucTpaxuBama Koja, Aakie, pedepHuiry HCKIbYYMBO HA HEKPUTHUYKO
MOBEPEHE y HAYKy U ciujeHTH3aM. Mako, nakie, He OaBehn ce eKCIUIMIIMTHO CIIMjeHTHCTUYKUM
yBepemuma, Papuac u capagaunm (Farias et al., 2013) mokasanu cy aa cTpec U er3uCTEHIUjaTHa
AHKCHO3HOCT, T€ CBeCcT 0 cMpTH (ere. mortality salience) mosehaBajy “BepoBame y Hayky” (Tj.,
CIIMjEHTUCTUYKA YBEPEH-a), Ha CIMYaH HaYMH Kao IITO ce To foraha y ciaydajy penuruo3noctu. OBu
ayTOpH 3aKJby4yjy Jla c€ HayKa KOJ EUXOBUX HMCIHTAHWKA TOHamIajga kao ¢opma “Bepe” momohy
KOJUX C€ HOCe ca CHUTyalldjamMa KoOje MPOBOLHPAJy aHKCHO3HOCT W cTpec Kon Jpydau. Ma cy
CIIMjEHTUCTUYKA YyBEpEHa MOBE3aHa Ca HEMPOMHUIBCHUM YCBajalbeM HAyYHHX TBPAU TOKa3yje
uctpaxuBame EBanca u capagnuka (Evans et al., 2020) rme cy MCHUTHBAIM PEHENTHUBHOCT Ha
OecMuCIIcHEe M3jaBe KOje MMajy MPH3BYK HaydHocTH (ewe., scientific bullshit). ITporiena TBpamu
tuna “Kaja je yKymHa Marfercka cyoiuMaliija Kpo3 T'yCTH MPOTOH jeHaKa HEroBoj Iudy3HO]
MaTpUIM, OHJIa HEMa TPaHCBEP3HMX Tajaca” (KOMILICTHO OECMHCIICHA), TOKa3aja je MO3UTHBHE
KOpeJaiyje ca BepoM y HayKy MepeHoM ynutHukoMm Dapuaca u capagnuka (Farias et al., 2013).

Jlpyra wuctpaxkuBama, MelyTuMmM, MOry HaM TOCIYXHTH Ja Manupamo (eHoMeH
HETMPOMHUIIJBEHOT MTOBEPEHa Y HAYKY, Kao IITO Cy CTYIHje O “3aBOJJBMBOCTH MPU3BYKA HAYYHOCTH
y pa3IMYUTHM CHTyanujama. TakBe CTyaWje CyrepHily Aa JbyIu BHIIE IeHe HH]opMaiuje Koje
calipike €IIEMEHTE KOjeé CHTHAJIU3UPajy HAYYHOCT, YaK M Kaga Cy TH CJICMEHTH IOTIYHO
MPEJICBAaHTHU M HU Ha KOjU HAYMH HE MOTKPEIUbY]y KOHKPETHY TBpPAEY. Tako je HMCTpakKHBambe
BajcGepr u capagnuka (Weisberg et al., 2008) mokazano jga cy MCIHMTaHULU-TAWIM (alud HE U
EKCIIEPTH y T0JbY) CMATPaJIH, Ha MPUMED, Ja 00jallmkbemhe MCUXO0IOMKOT (DeHOMEHa “NPOKIIETCTBO
3Hama” (ene. knowledge curse) kao BajbaHHjE€ YKOJIMKO j€ CaapKajio HEYPOICHUXOJIOIIKO
o0janmeme (JIOKAlKMjy Ha MO3TY KOja ce aKTHBHpA TOKOM TOT TpOIeca), Yak U YKOJHKO je& OHO
OUJI0 CaCBUM MPEJIEBAHTHO 3a KBAINUTET CaMoOr O0jallllkbera, IITO je MOTBpHEHO M y HapeIHUM
crynujama (Fernandez-Duque et al., 2015; Minahan & Siedlecki, 2016). ¥ cniuunoM HCTpaxuBamy
IPOCTO MpPHUKa3HBamkbe€ MO3ra ca aKTUBUPAaHMM perujama y3 pe3ylTaTe HeypOICHXOJIOMIKOT
HCTpakMBama IMoka3ano nofaTHu edekaTt Ha yBepspuBOCT paga (McCabe & Castel, 2008). [Jarbe,
UCIHUTAHUIM Cy, Ha OCHOBY aIlCTPaKTa, MPOLECHUBAINA pajioBe Kao KBAJIUTETHHjE KaJa Cy TH
aTniCTPaKTH OWJIM JOMYH-EHU TMOTIYHO HemoBe3aHoM MareMatuukoM (opmynom (Eriksson, 2012).
Taxohe, Tan u Bancunk (Tal & Wansink, 2014) mokazanu cy Ja ¥ UpeJIeBaHTHU TIpadulu U
xemujcke Qopmysne Takohe pompuHOoce YOEIJbUBOCTHM HAyyHUX pajaoBa, a Ja MpPUTOM Ta
y0e1UbUBOCT HHUj€ pe3yiaTar nosehaHor pazyMmeBame caMux pesynrata. KoHauHo, HCIUTaHUIN KOjH
Cy M3pa3wiii jaye BEpOBaAE y HAyKy (M3paKE€HO KPO3 Cllarame ca TBPAHOM “‘Ja sepyjem y Hayky”)
MoKa3aJli Cy ce MOJUIOKHUJU eeKTy OecMmuciaeHor rpaduka Ha yOea/bUBOCT HayyHor pajaa. Heke
0J1 OBMX HaJjla3a uMak Tpeda y3eTH ca pe3epBoM, Oynyhu na perimKkanuje OBUX CTy/IHMja HUCY OWIe y
notnynoctu yernemse (Michael et al., 2013 y cnyuyajy McCabe & Castel, 2008; Dragicevic &
Jansen, 2017 u Fansher et al., 2022 y ciyuajy Tal & Wansink, 2014).

OBa wmcTpaKuBama Cyrepuily Ja je TpHXBaTame HAyYHHX pe3yliraTa W YHHCHUIA
JIETUMHYHO KOMIIPOMHTOBAHO U3BECHUM IIpoliecuMa Koje, CTporo ropopehu, He MOKeMO cMaTpaTH
n00pUM OCHOBaMa 3a BaJbaHO 3aKJbyUMBam€ O KBAJIUTETY aprymeHara U oOjammema. [lo cBemy
cyaehu, onrepehnBameM Mopyke CUTHAIMMa HAaydyHOCTH ((popmylie, WIycTpalyje, peuHuK, UTA.),
Kao W onTepehnBameM KOTHUTHBHOI CHCTEMa MPHMAOIa T€ MOpYKe (MIOMEHYTH CTPEC), MOKEMO
noauhu BEpOJOCTOJHOCT U YOEJHPMBOCT MpeHECeHHX (ICeyn0)HaydHux uHpopMairja. Y TOM
CMHCIly, MaKO CMO YBEpPEHHM J]a Cy OHM KOjU NpHUXBaTajy HayyHe HHpopmanuje oOpa3zoBaHUjH,
MHTEIUTeHTHU]U, PAllMOHATHU]H, BUILE “KPUTHUYKN HACTPOJEHU OJf OHMX KOjU HUCTE 0/10M]jajy, OBH
Haja3W CYTrepuIly Jaa je Ta pazimka u3mehy “maBe Bpcte jbyam” Mame jacHa. OBaj 3akJbydak je
BakaH OapeM u3 J1Ba pasnora: 1) TeopHjckor, jep JOMHHAHTHA TICUXOJIOUIKA JINTepaTypa He oOpaha
MaXly Ha OHE KOJH BEPY]Yy y HayKy, Beh caMo Ha CKeNTHKe, U 2) MPaKTUYHOT, jep Ce CHTHaJuMa
HAYYHOCTH MOX€ YTUIATH Ha MPUJEMYMBOCT 32 ICEYIOHAYKy KOJI OHUX KOjH HUCKPEHO BEpyjy Y
Hayky (Evans et al., 2020; O’Brien et al., 2021).
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IIpo0JieM 1 HWJbEBU UCTPAKUBAA

[use oBe aucepTanuje je na MOMYHU Mpa3HUHE Y pa3yMeBamby HEKPUTHUKOT MOBEPEHA Y

HAayKy M Hay4YHUKE, a KOje MOXeMO 30MpPHO O3HAYUTH I10jMOM CIIHjEHTUCTHUYKUX YBEpema.
JlonaTHo, UMJb JUCEpTalMje je U Ja HanpaBu HHTErpalyjy 3Hamba U3 PpazIUuUTUX JOMEHa
HCTpaXMBamba “UpalMOHATHOCTH TIOBEpeHa y HayKy. KoHkpeTHuje:

1. Pa3BuTH yNUTHHUK KOju he MEpUTH CLIMJEHTUCTHYKA YBEPEHa, a KOju OM Ha epuKacaH HAYMH

azipecupao nmoMeHyre Hepocrarke JInkepToBux ckana (HeoapeheHOCT 3Hayema 0roBopa Ha
CKaJM, HENOCTOjame arcojlyTHEe Hyje, YIUTHA OYMWIJIeJHA BaJUAHOCT YIHUTHHKA,
PENpPe3eHTaTUBHOCT, MOTYNHOCT JlanKa Ja O/IroBapajy Ha MUTamka, UTI.).

EmMnupujcku yTBpIMTH Ja Cy CLHJEHCTUCTHYKA yBEpeHa MOBe3aHa ca TEHICHIIMjOM Ka
PUTHIHUM CTaBOBMMA, OJTHOCHO JorMartu3MoM. Takole, moTpeOHO je OuIo yTBPIUTH Kako
Ce CLIMJEeHTUCTUYKA YBEpeHma OJHOCE MpeMa OMUCKUM U PellaBaTHUM KOHCTPYKTHMA MOIMYT
HAYYHOT 3Hama (Ja JIM CLUUjEHTHCTH 3HAjy BHIIE O HAYIH OJf OHUX KOjH TO HHUCY), allkl U
MpelemrBamba HAYYHOT 3Hama (Aa M Cy CIMJEeHTUCTH CKIOHHUJU OJf He-CIIMjeHTHCTa
cMaTpamy J1a 3Hajy O Haylly BUILE HETO IITO 3ahCTa 3HAjY).

YTBpAUTH pacHpOCTPAHEHOCT CIHJEHTUCTUUYKUX YBEpEeHma, a IOroTOBO pEIaTHUBHY
3aCTYIJBEHOCT Y OAHOCY Ha CKETITUIM3aM IpeMa HayIi ¥ HayYHHULIIMA.

YTBpAUTH W HA KOJU HAYUH Cy CIHUJEHTUCTHYKA yBepema IOBE3aHa Ca KOTHUTHBHHUM
BapHjabiama MmomyT moTpede 3a 3a0KPYKEHEeM, TOJEpaHLMje HEHM3BECHOCTH, CTHIIOBHUMA
MUILJbEHA, U KOTHUTUBHUM crocoOHocTuMa. OCTBapuBameM OBOT IHJba UMald OMCMO
YBHUJI HE CaMO y OJIHOC U3Mel)y CIMjeHTUCTHUKHUX YBEepEeHha U KOTHUTUBHUX AWCIOIM3Hja U
cTuioBa, Beh M y eBEHTyallHy CIMYHOCT H3Mel)y CLHjEHTHCTUYKHX M HPAalHOHATHUX
yBepea MOIMYT BEPOBamka y TEOPH]je 3aBepe, MapaHOPMAIIHO, UJTU TICEYA0HAYKY.

Wcnurat 1a 11 Uy KOJOj MEpHU CLIMJEHTUCTUYKA YBEpeHma YUECTBY]Y Y OJUIyUHBaWy, Tj. Y
IIPOLICHN KBaJuTeTa o0jalllbemha U apryMeHTanuje. ¥ ckiaay ca Beh moMeHyTHM Haja3uma,
MPETIOCTABUIIM CMO MOTYNHOCT /1a Cy 0co0€e KOje MMa]y U3paKeHN]€ HEKPUTHUKO MTOBEPEHE
y HayKy CKJOHHje YTHIQ]y HEYpPOHAy4YHUX MWIycTpamuja. BaXXHOCT HMCIUTHBama OBOT
acrieKTa HEKPUTHYKH TIO3UTUBHOI CTaBa IpeMa HAaylll W HAyYHHUM TBpIbama jecTe
OCBETJbaBamk€ IMPOCTOPA 33 MAaHUIyJALMje IyTeM I03MBamba Ha HAY4YHOCT ojpeheHux
nporenypa win npenapara (Evans et al, 2020). Y3mumo 3a nmpumep Ha KOjU HA4yWH ce
pEeKIIaMupajy KO3METUYKH MPOU3BOIN MM CYIJIEMEHTH - 030MJbaH MYIIKapal] Ui JKeHa y
6eT0M MaHTHITy Ca 3BaFbeM JOKTOPA H3BEIITABA O PE3y/ITATHMA HABOJXHUX HCTPAKHBAMbA >
WIN TO3UTUBHUM MCKYCTBMMA HBUXOBHX MalMjeHaTa. McrpaxuBama cy mokasana Jia ce 4ak
U y peKIaMUpamy JICKOBA HE TIOUITY]y peryJaTHBe: MpeTepyje ce y TBpAmaMa 0 KOPUCTHMA
O]l JIeKa, YMamwYyjy Ce WM M30CTaBJbajy PU3HILIM, HE MpYyXka ce aJeKBaTaH OJJHOC KOPUCTU U
pU3MKa, HEaJeKBaTHO C€ MHTEPHPETUpPajy pe3yJiTaTH CTyauja, MpaBe ce TBpAmE 0e3
anekBaTHUX nokasa, utd. (Food and Drug Administration, 2024). 36or Tora cmo, Takohe,
MpEeTNoCcTaBWwiIn Ja he JbyAM ca U3paXKEHUJUM CIUJEHTHUCTUYKUM YBepemHMa IIpe
MPOLEHUBATH apryMEHTE Kao KBAJIMTETHHMjE€ KaJa MX H3HOCE HAYYHHIM HEro Kajaa HxX
W3HOCE Jlauiy, Te Ja he ofjammema cMaTrpaTd OOJHMM YKOJHKO CaapiKe HEKU CUTHAI
HAYYHOCTH, Ka0 LITO Cy TO pe3yJATaTu HEYpO-OACIUKaBaba.

JleMOHCTpHpaTH Ja CIWjeHTHCTHYKAa yBEpema MOTy HWMaTH u ojnpeheHe edexrte 1m0
MOHAIIake JbY/IU, Kako Ou JToKa3alld CBOjy JIPYIITBEHY peneBaTtHocT. Kajga y ApymITBY OKO
BOKHUX MHUTama (HIp. Ja JU BaKIMHUCATH CBOjYy ACIy WJIM HE) JI0JIa3u JI0 Tojapu3aluje
yBepema U BbUXOBE Pa3MEHe, JICIIaBajy ce U BepOaIHH, a IITO J1a He, U pu3nuky “okpriaju”
n3melyy oco0a Koju 3acTymnajy HaydHe CTaBOBE M 0c00a KOJH 3aCTyIajy CTaBOBE KOJH HUCY Y
CKJIaqy ca Hay4yHMM mpernopykama. OBakBa CHTyalMja MOXe Ja JAOBOIU N0 (hpycTparuje

3 . . . .

UYecro nomymeHa 3BE3AUIIOM Koja yiyhiyje Ha THO eKpaHa y KOME je CUTHUM CJIOBHMMA HCIMCAHA MOpyKa KOja Ha HEKU
HAYUH [PaBH OTKJIOH OJ] alICOYTHUX TBP/EbH, TAKO HITO CE, Ha IIPUMEp, KaXke Ja je Mpalllak 3a Bell [I0CTUTrao 00sbe
pesynraTe o] “o0MYHOT” Tpalka 3a Bel (IITa ro “o0WJaH mparrak 3a Beml’” 3HaYuIIo).
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CHUTyallHjOM ¥ paJWKalu3alije CTaBoBa IpeMa HEHCTOMUILBCHUIMMA, T HHHXOBE
muckpumuHanyje. Kako OuM ce ocTBapuiu IMJBEBH JIPYINTBA, JAp)kKaBe yBojae oapehene
CaHKIIMje 3a OBAaKBY BpCTy MoOHamama. Melhyrum, rpahanu ce He Mopajy ciaraTd ca
MIOCTOjarbeM M CHAroM CaHKIIMja, I1a Ce MOTY 3ajlaraTH U 3a BbHXOBO IMOCTpOKaBame. Y 100a
MaHJIeMHje KOPOHABHPYCa, UCTPaXHBamka Cy IMOKasajia Ja Cy JbyIUd UMajlH MMO3UTUBAH CTaB
mpeMa Kakmbapajy ocobfama Koje ce He TOHAIajy y CKJIaay ca Mpernopykama Hayke
(Blanchard-Rohner et al., 2021; Kasper et al., 2022) u na cy ocehanu 3a10BOJbCTBO YKOJIUKO
300r TakBOr IMOHaIama camMu Hactpanajy (Barlett & Meier, 2023). llltan u capagHunu
(Stahl et al.,, 2016), kama WCHHUTYjy CIHUJEHTU3MY CpOJIAaH KOHCTPYKT MOPAIU308AHE
payuonannocmu, Hauase Takohe Ha oBe Besze. Kopucrehu ympaso npumep HoBor Atensma,
OBH ayTOpH WIIYCTPYjy TCHIACHIHM]Y Ja UACHTU(DUKY]Y MOpaHy BPEIHOCT Y (GOpPMHpamby U
eBallyalliju BEpOBama U CTABOBA KPO3 JIOTHYKO PE30HOBAIE M EMIIHPH)CKY MPOBEPY, a Ja
Kao “TpeurHo” BHUJE YIpaBO OOPHYTO - 3aCHUBAWE YBEpPEHa Ha OCHOBY OHOra HITO CE HE
cMarpa palMoOHAIIHUM Y HOPMAaTUBHOM cMHCTY. Ko OHMX KOju MOpaliu3yjy pamroHaTHOCT
Hamaze Behy comujanHy AUCTaHIy mpeMa ocobama Koje ce ONIYILYjy O paliOHAIHO
pasmuIlbamke, T¢ Behy CIpeMHOCT Ja ucTe ocobe Ka3He 300T HBUXOBOr pe3oHoBama. C
0031pOM J]a MOXKEMO OYEKHBATH YJIOTY MTOBEpEHa y HAYKy Y OBUM OJHOCHMA, a J1a OH HHje
JeTaJbHUje MCIUTUBAH, y Jucepranuju hemo ce OaBUTH M HCTPaXKUBAHEM YTHIIAja
CIIMjEHTUCTUYKUX yBEpEHa Ha TUCKPUMUHAIN]Y HEUCTOMUIILJbEHUKA.

Hcnuratn Besy wu3Mel)y CIHMjEHTUCTHYKUX YBEpeHa W CTAaBOBA MpeMa CTUYKHU
NpoOJEMATUYHUM TICHXOJIOIIKAM EKCIIEPUMEHTUMA. Y TICHXOJOUIKUM HCTPaXKHBAmBUMa
eTHYKa pa3MaTpama 3ay3uMajy BaXXHO MECTO yciiea yderrha Jbyau W )KUBOTHRA. Mako ce
eTHYKUM KOJIEKCMMa TOApa3yMeBa Ja KOPUCT Mopa Outu Beha o MOTEHIHWjaHE IITeTe
Kako OM HCTpakuBame OWIO NPUXBAT/BMBO, MOXXKEMO pehu Ja je y BElHMKO] MepH
Cy0JeKTUBHO MUTamkE KOJUKO j€ MOTEHIIM]aTHOT ca3Hama JOBOJHHO 3a oJipeheHe HeraTuBHUE
nocjenuIa, OJHOCHO, KOJIMKO je HEraTMBHUX MOCIEIUIa MPUXBAT/BMBO 3apajy OWiIo Koje
KOJIMYMHE 3Hama. [IpermocraBibamo, Aakiie, WHAWBUAYyAIHE PA3JIMKEe Y TOME KOJHKO CY
Jbyll CHOPEMHM Ja Jpyra kuBa Ouha M370Ke HENpHjaTHOCTH WM OOy 3apaj CTUIama
HayYHE UCTHHE U MPETIOCTaB/haMO J1a OBEPEHE Y HAYKY MOXKE JIEJIOM 00jaCHUTH TPUPOIY
OBHX yBepemwa. Takopehu, mpeTnocraBbaMo Jia ¢y JbYAU KOjU MMajy BUCOKO MHIBEHE O
HayI¥ CKJIOHHU]HU JIa OTIPAB/Ia]y eKCIIEPUMEHTE KOjU MOAPa3yMeBajy HEMPHUJaTHOCT KOJI JbYIH
Y )KUBOTHHA.

Cmpykmypa 0amee mekcma

VY HapeqHHM cCerMeHTHMa JucepTanuje Ouhe mpukazaHu pe3yaTatu metr (gasza eMIHUPH)CKUX

nucTpaxkuBama. [ 1aBHe nemoBe ynHe Tpu o0jaBibeHa pykonuca (Paza 1) unu pykonuca npuxpahena
3a o0jaBJpuBam-e y HaydHuM yaconucuma (Paza 2 u daza 4). OHu, ¢ 063UpoM J1a Cy CaMO/I0BOJbHH,
UMajy CTaHJapAHy CTPYKTYpY ca YBOJOM, pe3yJlTaThMa, IUCKYCHjOM, 3aKJbydlliMa, W
autepatypoM. [lenoBu yBojaa IMOjeIMHAYHUX YIaHAKa C€ MOTY IOHABJbaTH HJIM NpEeKamnaTtd ca
YBOJAHMM TEKCTOM aucepranuje, kao u mehy cobom. Pezynraru ®daze 3 u daze 5 npencrasibajy
pe3yiTaTe HCTPaXHUBama CTY/IM]ja KOj€ CY Yy OBOM TPEHYTKY JOIII YBEK HE0OjaBJhEHE.

Konauno, oBe u3BeITaje cieau omniTa IUCKycHja.
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IF''1T1ABHE CTYJAHUJE
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DPA3A 1

KOHCTPYKIIUJA U BAJTUJAILUJA
VOIUTHUKA CHOUJEHTUCTUYKUX VBEPEHA

»lla, suoume, mucium oa je jeoan 00 npodiema ceema obudaj 002MamcKko2 6epo8arsd y

Hewimo, 6U10 Wma, u MUCIuM 0d ¢y céa ma NUMarLa nyna cymmwu. Payuonanan woeex ne 6u
mpebano oa 6yde npeguute cucypat 0a je y npagy. Mucium oa yeex mpeba 0a nocmampamo ceoja
MUULBERA Ca U38ECHOM MepOoM cymive. He bux sceneo da /byou ooemamcku epyjy y ouno Kojy

Qunosoujy, yax nHu y mojy. He, mucium oa 6u mpebano da npuxeamamo ceoje ¢unozoghuje ca
mepom cymme.

beptpann Pacen (1952) Lleo xuBOT Hecnarama
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Ogaj neo mucepranyje npuxBaheH je 3a 00jaBJbUBakBE KA0 OPUTHHAIHA HAYYHU WIAHAK Y YaCOMHUCY
Public Understanding of Science (https://journals.sagepub.com/home/pus), kareropuzoBaHoM Kao
M2la 2023. rogune y ckiany ca [IpaBuiHMKOM O KaTeropusalyju M paHTHpamy Hay4YHUX
yacomuca (https://ezproxy.nb.rs:2058/servisi.131.html?jid=365597).
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Abstract

Scientism proposes science to be an all-powerful human enterprise, able to answer not only all practical
but also philosophical or moral questions. We are taking a psychological approach to scientism, studying
uncritical trust in science and uncritical trust in scientists as a part of a unique attitudinal tendency. Our
novel measure assesses both kinds of trust through short Thurstone scales allowing us to establish a clear
threshold for endorsing scientism, thus effectively delineating it from science enthusiasm, which previous
instruments were unable to do. We built and refined a novel scale through five stages in which we consulted
relevant literature, experts, and laypeople. We demonstrated that uncritical trust in science and scientists are
interrelated, yet distinct constructs. As expected, these two subscales positively correlated with dogmatism,
scientific knowledge, and overclaiming, but not with knowledge overestimation. The results suggest the new
instrument is reliable, valid, and suitable for the lay public.
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Most of us don’t worry about these questions most of the time. But almost all of us must sometimes
wonder: Why are we here? Where do we come from? Traditionally, these are questions for philosophy, but
philosophy is dead. . . . Scientists have become the bearers of the torch of discovery in our quest for
knowledge.

Stephen Hawking & Leonard Mlodinow in The Grand Design: New Answers to the
Ultimate Questions of Life

Science has made such an ample contribution to contemporary society that any scientific skepti-
cism or distrust toward science tends to be labeled as unfounded or epistemically suspect by default
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In our instruments, we referred to science and scientists broadly, without specifying the disci-
pline. This allowed the respondents to construe the two in line with their prototypical notions of the
concepts. While there is some evidence of the scientific disciplines being perceived as more or less
prototypically scientific (e.g. Gligori¢ et al., 2022), this could be tested further. In addition, the
scale could be adapted to measure uncritical trust in specific scientific disciplines or scientists of
different disciplinary profiles.

The scale was validated on a moderately sized and homogeneous sample of online volunteers.
For more robust results, it should be tested on larger and more diverse samples, in different cul-
tural and linguistic contexts. Although we do not expect differences in the latent structure or
internal consistency of the scale in languages other than Serbian, we strongly encourage replica-
tion studies. On the contrary, nationally representative samples could also inform about the
prevalence of scientistic beliefs and their distributions across age, gender, and educational cat-
egories. For further insight into how our subscales differentially correlate with other attitudes
and behaviors, research should target different groups such as scientists (both natural and social),
science journalists, and educators, as well as self-proclaimed science skeptics and conspiracy
theories believers. Future studies could also examine potential broad cognitive mechanisms that
may underlie scientistic beliefs, such as the need for cognition, uncertainty tolerance, or cogni-
tive reflection.

As this was a validation study, it was designed as correlational. However, experimental studies
could demonstrate that scientistic beliefs do affect judgment. For example, they could examine
whether scientistic beliefs make people more vulnerable to endorsing data that are only framed as
scientific despite the lack of evidence, or more prone to erroneously interpret the outcomes of sci-
entific studies as positive just because they are accompanied by illustrative infographics (Eriksson,
2012; Fernandez-Duque et al., 2015; Minahan and Siedlecki, 2016; Weisberg et al., 2008).

Finally, the proposed detrimental outcomes of scientistic beliefs could be experimentally tested,
for example, it could be tested whether they lead to the justification of unethical scientific behavior
(i.e. hurting people or animals in psychological studies) or sanctioning people who do not adhere
to scientific recommendations (e.g. those refusing to vaccinate, refusing to follow public health
recommendations, or to decrease their carbon footprint).

Studying uncritical trust in science and scientists helps us understand not just why and how
people foster scientistic beliefs, but also to understand how they relate to other unsubstantiated
beliefs such as conspiracy theories. It could also prove predictive of a range of outcomes that are
typically neglected in this line of research, such as less scrutiny for scientific data and vulnerability
for misinformation, a lower moral threshold for endeavors labeled as scientific, or discrimination
of dissenters from the scientific consensus. We argue that only by studying both uncritical trust and
uncritical distrust can we fully grasp the nature of trust as an overarching concept.
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Abstract

Scientism proposes science to be an all-powerful human enterprise, able to answer not only all practical but
also philosophical/moral questions. We are taking a psychological approach to scientism, studying uncritical
trust in science and uncritical trust in scientists as a part of a unique attitudinal tendency. The novel measure
we developed assesses both tendencies through short Thurstone scales allowing us to establish a clear
threshold for endorsing scientism, thus effectively delineating it from science enthusiasm, which previous
instruments were unable to do. We built and refined a novel questionnaire through five stages in which we
consulted relevant literature, experts, and laypeople. We demonstrated that uncritical trust in science and
scientists are interrelated, but not overlapping constructs. As expected, these two subscales positively
correlated with dogmatism, scientific knowledge, and overclaiming, but not with knowledge overestimation.
The results suggest the new instrument is reliable, valid, and suitable for the lay public.
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Delineating Between Scientism and Science Enthusiasm: Challenges in Measuring Scientism
and the Development of Novel Scale

“Most of us don’t worry about these questions most of the

time. But almost all of us must sometimes wonder: Why are

we here? Where do we come from? Traditionally, these are

questions for philosophy, but philosophy is dead. ... Scientists

have become the bearers of the torch of discovery in our quest

for knowledge.”

Stephen Hawking & Leonard Mlodinow “The Grand Design: New answers to the ultimate
questions of life”

Science has made such an ample contribution to contemporary society that any scientific
skepticism or distrust towards science tends to be labeled as unfounded or epistemically suspect by
default (Kalichman, 2014; Pennycook, Fugelsang and Koehler, 2015; Stahl and Van Prooijen,
2018). However, this view ignores the fact that, if trust in science is a dimension with one pole
being unjustified distrust in science, i.e. science skepticism, its other pole would not be justified
trust in science, scientists, and scientific institutions, but rather uncritical and automatic acceptance
of scientific claims, or ascribing power to science which it does not have. This attitude towards
science is well reflected in what in philosophy is known as scientism. Far from being just a
philosophical concept, scientism is documented to be present in school curricula (Gasparatou,
2017), popular science writing (de Ridder, 2014), and influential social movements (Pigliucci,
2013), making it a perspective potentially adopted by a significant portion of laypeople. The
existing measures of scientism, however, do not allow us to unequivocally interpret its scores nor
do they provide a valid cut-off for labeling someone a “scientizer” - they do not allow us to claim
with certainty that one’s beliefs are uncritical or dogmatic. Thus, we created and validated two
novel measures for uncritical trust in science and scientists as “entrepreneurs of science”, still
treating both measures as a part of a unique attitudinal tendency.

Studying scientism may be viewed as an odd choice in the global climate of distrust in
science which can have detrimental individual and societal consequences (van Mulukom et al.,
2022). However, we believe there are strong reasons for doing so. First, in our view, trust in science
has to be critical, analytic, and not faith-based. Faith-based trust is, namely, typical for beliefs
deemed dogmatic (Kruglanski, 2013), i.e. beliefs that are difficult to refute, even when faced with
solid counter-evidence (such as rigid religious or ideological beliefs and conspiracy theories). While
people are not expected to scrutinize dogmatic beliefs, they should be invited to request evidence
for scientific claims. Second, while there might be a widespread assumption that trust in science is
strongly related to scientific knowledge, studies typically observe only a low positive correlation
between these two constructs (Drummond and Fischhoff, 2017; Rutjens, Sutton and van der Lee,
2018; Wintterlin et al., 2022). This implies that uncritical trust in science is probably not solely
based on better knowledge of science, but that it is rooted in emotional, motivational, or social
factors. It could also be the case that scientism is not in fact related to objectively measured
scientific knowledge but to our perception of that knowledge or even our bias in that perception, i.e.
to our overestimation of it. Third, in the era of fake news and false advertising, it becomes
increasingly important for people to be able to weigh the evidence for and against different
conclusions (O’Brien Palmer and Albarracin, 2021). If trust in science becomes a sort of heuristic
(e.g. If something is scientific, it is therefore good) it leaves people vulnerable to various
manipulations disguised in scientific jargon (e.g., products falsely advertised as science-based;
Evans, Sleeger and Mlakar, 2020; Lazi¢ et al., 2022). Fourth, scientistic beliefs could make it easier
for people to justify morally-questionable behaviors (e.g., neglecting the well-being of respondents
in scientific research). Finally, from a societal perspective, a scientistic worldview typically entails
the so-called “epistemically high-ground position”, and that signaling might drive more reluctant or
hesitant people away from science (Williams, 2015). In addition, extreme attitudes on important

37



topics often polarize society, which in this particular context may lead to discrimination against
people who do not share such positive views on science.

In the following section, we lay arguments for developing a novel scientism scale. First, we
delineate between scientism and science enthusiasm, i.e. justified trust in science and scientists.
Next, we assess the existing evidence to claim that scientism is a form of dogmatic belief. Finally,
we review the existing measures of the construct. We proceed with the development and extensive
validation of the new scales and discuss their properties, usefulness, and future research in this
domain.

Scientism, Trust in Science, and Trust in Scientists

Scientism represents an overarching term for a group of perspectives on science that share
the central notion that science is all-powerful, or morally superior to other human enterprises. It
posits that only science can provide us with true knowledge, tell us what really exists, or address our
moral and existential questions (van Woudenberg, Peels and de Ridder, 2018). Stenmark (2018)
defines scientism as a perspective according to which science does not have real boundaries - that it
will, eventually, answer all empirical, theoretical, practical, moral, or existential questions. Haack
(2012) further fleshes out specific features of scientism: excessive deference towards science and
excessive readiness to automatically and uncritically accept every claim made by scientists,
incapability to accept fallibility, limits, and potential dangers that science might bring, and also a
tendency to reject every criticism towards science as anti-scientific prejudice. Thus, scientism
represents the trust that goes beyond what are currently considered the limits of science - a form of
uncritical, theoretically unfounded trust in science. It is obvious that the term scientism
encompasses different perspectives on science and scientific knowledge, which leads authors to
recognize different types of scientism, such as methodological, ontological, epistemological, moral,
etc (Peels, 2018; Stenmark, 2018). Thus, a person can hold one scientistic position, but not another,
and still be considered a “scientizer”.

In addition, while some authors (e.g. Peels, 2018) tie scientism only to the possibilities of
science as a method, others like Haack (2012) view excessive deference towards scientists as its
integral part. There seems to be no consensus on whether scientism encompasses only the belief
about the supreme nature of the scientific method, or also uncritical trust in the way that scientists
do science, i.e. in scientific practice. From the psychological perspective, it is plausible that
uncritical trust in both the power of science and scientists are manifestations of a more general
attitude. However, one can also imagine a person who believes that science can accurately explain
both natural and social phenomena, but that scientists are incompetent, dishonest, or corrupted, and
thus not trustworthy. In fact, for a long time some scholars (Gottweis, 2002; Millstone and
Zwanenberg, 2000) have been arguing that this is true. There is also some empirical evidence for
the relative independence of trust in science and scientists (Achterberg, De Koster and Van der
Waal, 2017; Wintterlin et al., 2022), but this relationship needs to be studied further.

How Can Trust in Science and Scientists be Uncritical?

There are different empirical findings suggesting trust in science and scientists can indeed
be epistemically suspect, i.e. not stem from thoughtful processes. Korte, Berger and Hénze (2017)
found that scientistic beliefs are positively related to the need for cognitive closure and negatively
related to openness for experience and the need for cognition. In a series of studies, Farias et al.
(2013) showed that stress, existential anxiety, and mortality salience increase scientistic beliefs in
non-religious people. They interpret these results as that science acts as a form of “faith” by which
these people cope with anxiety and stress (Farias et al., 2013). Also, studies are showing that
irrelevant and unrelated graphics, pictures, and formulas, which do not really add to the explanation
of the results, make scientific papers more convincing (Eriksson, 2012; Fernandez-Duque et al.,
2015; Minahan and Siedlecki, 2016; Weisberg et al., 2008). Tal and Wansink (2014) demonstrated
that people who show stronger trust in science are also more prone to assess scientific papers as
more convincing if they contain these irrelevant infographics. Moreover, Evans et al. (2020) found
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that scientistic beliefs are positively related to accepting “scientific bullshit”, i.e. nonsensical claims
that sound like scientific facts, a construct that is presumably closely related to overclaiming bias
(Pennycook and Rand, 2020). This result can also be construed in the light of a recent study by
O’Brien, Palmer and Albarracin (2021) demonstrating that people with higher trust in science are
more susceptible to believing and disseminating false news that contains scientific labels. These
findings urge the further study of uncritical trust in science and scientists.

Challenges in Measuring Scientism

The existing inventories of scientism (e.g. Astley and Francis, 2010; Konnemann Asshoff
and Hammann, 2016; Korte et al., 2016) typically contain scientistic claims accompanied by Likert-
type scales. For example, the questionnaire by Korte et al. (2016) contains 10 items (e.g. “Natural
sciences can discover the meaning of life ”; ““A reasonable person should only believe in things that
are scientifically comprehensible ) with a five-point Likert scale to express agreement. In our view,
there are several reasons why this approach is not optimal. First, some items in these scales require
a certain knowledge of science and philosophy of science to answer (i.e. the question of
reductionism in item “The natural sciences will supersede all other approaches”), which,
presumably, a majority of laypeople do not possess, and which may interfere with their responding.
Next, some items grasp only a narrow range of scientific disciplines (typically natural sciences),
thus neglecting social sciences (i.e. “Solely natural sciences can provide reliable information about
the world”), which may also distract respondents who believe that social sciences are praiseworthy.
However, the biggest issue with having a Likert-type scale is that the extreme responses do not
unequivocally indicate scientistic beliefs (Hodge and Gillespie, 2003). For example, if a respondent
is a scientific enthusiast ready to stand up for science in times of crisis but not a scientizer, they
have no option but to respond with “I fully agree” to the question “Only what can, at least in
principle, be measured really exists”. Conversely, if a respondent wants to reject scientism but does
not hold anti-scientific views on this topic, it is not clear whether they should answer with | totally
disagree or with some middle value (Neither agree nor disagree). A problem that results from this
is that we cannot say exactly what low total scores mean, i.e. do the lower scores indicate
skepticism or a moderate/justified view of science. In short, by employing Likert-type scales we
cannot interpret respondents’ answers in absolute terms. Next, the relative nature of the average
score in the Likert-type scale does not allow us to introduce a cut-off score for determining which
participants hold scientistic attitudes. Finally, the existing measures do not differentiate between
uncritical trust in science and scientists but either lump them together (e.g. Farias et al., 2013;
Konnemann, 2016) or do not assess uncritical trust in scientists at all, while there are conceptual
reasons to do so. These shortcomings of existing measures prompted us to develop a new inventory
of scientistic beliefs, i.e. uncritical trust in science and scientists.

Current Study

To address these issues, we adopted a top-down approach to measuring scientism and opted
for a different type of scale. We aimed at developing a novel instrument that is (a) directly derived
from the concept of scientism, (b) understandable for lay respondents, and (c) avoids the
measurement problems we listed previously. We expected that uncritical trust in science and
uncritical trust in scientists will be positively related but not fully overlapping, i.e. that the measures
will load onto two latent dimensions instead of on a single one [H1]. In addition, we expected that
both uncritical trust in science and scientists would positively correlate with the existing measure of
scientistic beliefs [H2] and scientific knowledge [H4], but also with dogmatism [H3] overestimating
scientific knowledge [H5] and scientific overclaiming accuracy [H6].
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The Development of Scientistic Beliefs Questionnaire

The development of the subscales measuring uncritical trust in science/scientists underwent
several stages (Figure 1). We started by analyzing the existing literature on scientism. We then
conducted four rounds of conceptual validation to ensure the items of uncritical trust in science are
theoretically sound and understandable to laypeople. After refining the claims, we tested both
subscales on a pilot sample to analyze their psychometric qualities. Finally, we tested the
convergent and divergent validity of the newly developed measure in a correlational study.

Task Output
\ Categories /
L Z
Stage 1  Conceptual analysis \ Broad beliefs /

L 2
\ Topics /
v
Stage 2 Formulating the claims \ Claims /

Round 1: Psychology experts
Round 2: Philosophy experts
Round 3: Intensity assessment
Round 4: Interviews with laypeople

Stage 3 Refining the claims

* Metric characteristics

* Reliability analysis

* Exploratory factor analysis

* Further refinement of the claims

Stage 4 Pilot study

* Confirmatory factor analysis
* External validation

Stage 5 © validation study

Figure 1. Stages, tasks, and outputs of questionnaire development

Stage 1 - Conceptual Analysis

In the first stage, we analyzed the existing literature on scientism to map indicators that
would best capture the nature of the construct. Two major systematizations of varieties of scientism
(Peels, 2018; Stenmark, 2018), as well as signs of scientism by Haack (2012) served as a starting
point for making an extensive list of indicators. We then made sure the indicators were of the same
level of abstraction and did not overlap (i.e. if they can be covered by or cover other indicators).
This left us with nine different types of scientistic beliefs about the nature of science (see scheme in
Figure 2). The following conceptual analysis allowed us to categorize them into three broader
beliefs about the nature and status of science: ontological inviolability of science, epistemological
inviolability of science, and inviolability of moral status of science. Ontological inviolability of
science represents the belief that science is the only reliable principle for determining what does and
what does not exist (e.g. “What cannot be scientifically proven does not exist”). Epistemological
inviolability of science represents the belief that science is the only way to acquire true knowledge
in various domains, always superior to others such as philosophy, arts, and religion (e.g. “Science is
the only way to gain reliable knowledge™). Status inviolability of science is a set of beliefs about
science always being universally good and inherently valuable, thus exempt from moral restrictions
(e.g. “Science is the only valuable human practice”).
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For trust in scientists, the same procedure generated three broad beliefs about scientists
which we labeled high competence, good conduct, and the right motivation. High competence is the
belief that scientists have the skills and apparatus to adequately do research and draw conclusions
from the results (e.g., “What scientists tell us is always based on solid evidence”). Good conduct
refers to the belief in high moral standards which scientists possess (e.g. “What scientists tell the
media is always the full truth about the things they are researching”). Right motivation refers to the
belief that scientists have no other motivation than scientific (e.g. “Scientific research is never
motivated by financial interests”).
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Figure 2. Types of Scientistic Beliefs

Stage 2 - From Topics to Claims

Within our topics, we intended to cover the whole spectrum from scientism to science
skepticism for the respondents to choose from. It was especially important that the scales were
sensitive on its extreme ends, thus we made sure that scientistic and anti-scientific claims are
unfounded, but with increasing intensity. The midpoint allowed us to interpret the responses in
absolute, rather than relative terms. Following this idea, for every topic within both domains, we
created five claims ranging from (5) extremely scientistic to (1) extremely anti-scientific with a
middle value (3) that expresses critical, unbiased, or balanced trust in science, following the
principles of construction for Thurstone-type scales. While we planned to score only scientistic
responses (4 and 5), the others were necessary to provide the context.

For example, for the topic “Science and its relation to other ways of gaining knowledge ”,
the claims were as follows:
(5) extremely scientistic - Only science can provide reliable knowledge of any phenomenon - any
other way would be worthless.
(4) moderately scientistic - Science is by far the best way to reach reliable knowledge, all other
ways have a lot less to offer.
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(3) critical trust in science - Science is a good way to reach reliable knowledge in certain domains,
but other ways are equally good for other fields such as law, ethics or art.
(2) moderately anti-scientific - Science can offer some reliable knowledge, but you can learn about
more things in other ways.
(1) extremely anti-scientific - Science does not provide any reliable knowledge - all other ways of
gaining knowledge are more valuable than science.

We instructed participants to choose one option - the claim that fits their opinion the most.
Full subscales are available in Appendix A.

Stage 3 - Refining the Claims

In the next stage, to make sure the claims measuring uncritical trust in science are
theoretically sound and understandable to laypeople, we conducted four rounds of construct
validation. We reviewed and reformulated claims after every round of validation.

Round 1. We recruited five independent experts in social psychology and psychometrics (3
males, 2 females, aged 37-65) via personal contacts and asked them to assess the clarity of the
claims and suggest improvements. For example, one expert pointed out that the initial extremely
scientistic claim which read “Scientific method is infallible - it never leads to incorrect conclusions”
has multiple negations which makes it difficult to assess, and reformulated it to “The scientific
method is infallible - it always leads us to correct conclusions.”

Round 2. Six philosophers of science (3 males, 3 females, aged 27-36) were recruited via
personal contacts and served as experts in this stage. They assessed the following: a. whether the
claims intended to cover the scientistic end of the spectrum (4 and 5) indeed reflected uncritical and
logically unjustified trust in the power of science, b. whether the claims intended to cover the
anti-scientific end (1 and 2) indeed reflected uncritical dismissal of science, and c. whether the
midpoint (3) reflected logically and theoretically justified and unbiased views of the power of
science. Based on their suggestions, we rephrased several claims ensuring they all fit their intended
position on the spectrum. For example, the initial anti scientific claim “People should believe in a
higher power (e.g., God, fate) regardless whether there are proofs or not" was assessed as
prescriptive rather than descriptive, so it was reworded to: “Regardless of whether there is a
scientific confirmation for it or not, it is completely justified to believe in a higher power (e.g. God,
fate)”.

Round 3. To corroborate that these claims are discriminative enough, and do not overlap in
their intensity, ten independent raters (holding at least a BA degree in Psychology) assessed each
claim within each of the topics from 1 (extremely anti-scientific) to 7 (extremely scientistic)
(procedure proposed by Thurstone, 1928). Their assessments are provided in the Supplementary
file.

Round 4. To make sure that the claims are clear and the procedure is easy to follow, we
conducted interviews with ten laypeople, i.e., those with no scientific background or any particular
interest in science. The sample was diverse in terms of gender (5 men and 5 women), age (28-65),
education (from completed high school to completed bachelor's degree), and occupation (e.g.
retailers, a police inspector, a housewife, an administration clerk). When given permission, we
recorded the interviews and transcribed them verbatim; in other cases, we relied on the
interviewer’s notes. For each of the topics, we first asked participants to carefully read the claims
and select the one with which they agree the most. We then asked them to retell the chosen claim in
their own words. This allowed ensured us they really understood the claim. Finally, to see whether
there is a notable difference in meaning between different claims, we asked them to argue why they
chose a certain claim instead of other “neighboring” claims (e.g. if they chose claim 4, we asked
them why they did not choose claims 3 or 5). We used their answers and suggestions to make final
changes to our claims before we piloted it on a large sample of online respondents.
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Stage 4 - Piloting the Instruments

The aim of the pilot study was to establish the metric characteristics of the Scientistic beliefs
questionnaire. We examined the distributions of responses on all our topics and introduced changes
to assure the options are discriminative for the general population. Moreover, we examined the
latent structure of the novel scale, so that we can in the later stages use it as an input for
confirmatory factor analysis.

Sample

The study received ethical permission from the institutional review board of the Department
of Psychology, University of Belgrade (Protocol #2021-100). All participants were treated
following the Declaration of Helsinki. The anonymity of the participants was ensured, as we did not
request any identifying data to be disclosed. Data were collected via the online platform “SoSci
Survey”.

We recruited the participants online, via social media networks and ended up with a
convenience sample of 201 Serbian residents who fully completed the questionnaire. All fields were
mandatory so there were no missing data. Upon excluding one participant who finished the survey
too quickly (compared to the median time of others), we ended up with a total of 200 respondents
(62% females, 38% males, no refusals or other categories; Mage=39.90, SDace=12.60).
Educational structure was diverse: 0.5% participants finished only elementary school, 18.5% only
high school, 16% were currently enrolled in a BA program; 25.5% had a BA degree; 5% were
currently enrolled in an MA program, 20% had an MA or equivalent degree; 5.5% were currently
enrolled in a PhD program, while 8.5% had a PhD degree.

Results

The distributions of responses for each topic are detailed in Appendix B.

Within the Uncritical trust in science subscale, most discriminative topics were Relation
between evolution and religious explanations, Acceptability of belief in a higher power, and
Critique of science; topics with the poorest distributions were Fallibility of science and The value of
science. Within the Uncritical trust in scientists subscale, the most discriminative topics were the
Veracity of scientists’ claims and Financial motivation, whereas Personal motivation was the least
discriminative.

The data for the Uncritical trust in science scale were suitable for principal component
analysis (PCA) as suggested by the KMO measure of sampling adequacy (KMO = .83) and a
significant Bartlett's test of sphericity (¥>=444.00, df=91, p<.001). PCA yielded a one-factor
solution (based on parallel criteria and inspection of the scree plot (Appendix C1)) which explained
26.5% of the total variance. The only topic that had component loading below .30 was The price of
scientific research, while only Fallibility of science had uniqueness over .90 (Table 1). Internal
consistency of the scale was satisfactory (o =.75).
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Table 1. Loadings and Uniquennesses of Uncritical Trust in Science Subscale Topics

Topic Loading Uniqueness
Reality and science 0.483 0.767
Acceptability of belief in a 0.658 0.568
higher power

Possibility of reaching the truth 0.386 0.851
Relationship to other ways of 0.572 0.672
gaining knowledge

Moral principles and norms as a subject of science 0.695 0.516
Theory of evolution and religion 0.561 0.685
Answering big philosophical questions 0.469 0.780
Solving humanity’s problems 0.325 0.894
Malleability of scientific facts 0.588 0.654
Fallibility of science 0.314 0.901
Critique of science 0.637 0.594
The price of scientific research 0.239 0.943
The role in development of humanity 0.521 0.728
The value of science 0.508 0.742

The data for Uncritical trust in scientists subscale were also suitable for principal component
analysis (KMO = .79; Bartlett's test of sphericity ¥*>=319.00, df=285, p<.001). It yielded one
significant principal component which explained 39.2% of the total variance (Scree plot given in
Appendix C2). There were no topics with component loadings below .30, and no topics with
uniqueness over .70 (Table 2). Internal consistency of the scale was acceptable (o = .78).

Table 2. Loadings and Uniquennesses of Uncritical Trust in Scientists Subscale Topics

Topic Loading Uniqueness
Justification for claims 0.637 0.594
Veracity of scientists’ claims 0.654 0.573
Pursuit for financial gain 0.581 0.663
Pursuit for recognition 0.550 0.698
Adherence to ethics 0.669 0.553
Fairness 0.611 0.627
Sincerity 0.653 0.574
Readiness to admit when mistaken 0.647 0.581
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Discussion

While the responses within topics in both subscales were distributed across the spectrum,
they tended to be skewed toward the scientistic end. The principal component analysis supported
the one-dimensional structure of both subscales (Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in
scientists). The loadings of all topics on the first factor of both subscales were above .30, with one
exception (The price of scientific research); the loadings were higher on the Uncritical trust in
scientists subscale. This pattern of results, although in line with our psychometric goals, left room
for improvement.

Based on the results of the principal component analysis and frequencies of answers, we
further refined our questionnaires. First, we excluded topics that did not load on the first principal
component and had high uniqueness. These two topics were the Fallibility of science and The price
of scientific research. We then reformulated claims within our topics that have been chosen less
than 10 times for extreme claims and less than 20 for moderate claims, in cases we found this
theoretically grounded. For example, in the topic Answering big philosophical questions we
rephrased the anti-scientific claim proven to be too extreme - “Science misleads us with its answers
to big questions” to “Science sometimes makes it more difficult to reach the right answers to the big
questions”.

A relatively modest percentage of shared variance in the Uncritical trust in science subscale
should not be surprising having in mind that people can endorse certain scientistic beliefs without
necessarily endorsing other scientistic beliefs; the results, however, still point to a single underlying
construct. Additionally, lower loadings of some topics on their respective factors suggest possible
room for shortening this subscale, which would potentially make it more coherent in terms of
shared variance.

Stage 5 - Examining Convergent and Divergent Validity of Scientistic Beliefs Scale

In this stage, we examined the factor structure of uncritical attitudes towards science and
scientists, i.e. we tested whether they should be treated as a single construct or separate constructs.
We also tested their convergent and divergent validity by relating them to a) the existing measures
of scientistic beliefs, and to b) dogmatism, scientific knowledge, overestimation of scientific
knowledge, and scientific overclaiming.

Sample

As in the pilot study, we recruited the participants via social networks and ended up with a
convenience sample of 385 Serbian residents who fully completed the questionnaire; we did not
allow skipping so there were no missing data. After excluding two respondents with too short
response times, we were left with a total of 383 respondents (76% females, 24% males, no refusals
or other categories; Mace=44.11, SDace=10.94). Regarding the educational structure, 12.5%
finished only high school, 6.6% were currently enrolled in a BA program; 36.3% had a BA degree;
3.4% were currently enrolled in an MA program, 28.8% had an MA or equivalent degree; 4.2%
were currently enrolled in a Ph.D. program, while 8.4% had a Ph.D. degree.

Variables and Materials

Uncritical trust in science/scientists. Informed by the pilot study, we used the 12-topic
version of the Uncritical trust in science subscale and the 8-topic version of the Uncritical trust in
scientists subscale. We recoded the endorsement of extreme scientistic claims (response 5) as 2,
moderately scientistic claims (response 4) as 1, and endorsement of other claims as 0. We
calculated the two total scores by summing up these values. These scores ranged from 0 to 24 (for
Uncritical trust in science) and from 0 to 16 (for Uncritical trust in scientists), with the higher scores
indicating endorsement of more scientistic beliefs. It is important to note that, following the same
principle and taking into account the fact that it has an absolute midpoint, the scale allows for
calculating two more scores - of Uncritical mistrust in science and Uncritical mistrust in scientists,
but this was not the aim of this study.
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Scientism (the existing measure). We used a 7-item measure of scientistic beliefs by Astley
and Francis (2010); each item is endorsed on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from “Strongly
disagree” to “Strongly agree”. We averaged the respondents' answers for the total score. The
reliability of the scale in the original study was a=.77.

Dogmatism. To measure dogmatic worldview, we used a 20-item questionnaire with a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree” (Trodahl and Powell, 1965)
and averaged the respondents’ answers for the total score. The reliability of the scale in previous
studies was a= .79 (Trodahl and Powell, 1965; Saucier and Webster, 2010).

Scientific knowledge. We assessed factual scientific knowledge through 20 “True-or-False”
questions. Half of the questions were drawn from the previous questionnaire (e.g., Electrons are
smaller than atoms; Miller, 2010) and half were newly construed (e.g., Oxygen is a necessary
component of all organic compounds). The questions covered different scientific disciplines, such
as physics, chemistry, genetics, biology, astronomy, geology, etc. The total score was calculated as
a simple count of correct answers and it ranged from 0 to 20

Self-assessment of performance on the scientific knowledge test. The participants estimated
how many correct answers they gave at the Factual scientific knowledge test. This score also ranged
from 0 to 20.

Error in the estimation of scientific knowledge. We calculated the error in the estimation of
factual scientific knowledge by subtracting the Factual scientific knowledge test score from the self-
assessment of factual scientific knowledge: a positive score indicated overestimation, and a
negative score indicated underestimation.

Scientific overclaiming. We assessed overclaiming via an Overclaiming questionnaire
(OCQ, Paulhus and Bruce, 2003), that was adapted for Serbian (Kasikovi¢ et al., 2013). The task of
the participants was to assess how familiar they are with each of the 30 scientific terms, on a scale
ranging from O (I have never heard of it) to 6 (I am very familiar with it). Six out of thirty terms
were fictional. We coded each term with 1 if the respondent expressed at least some familiarity with
the term (answer greater than 0). As suggested by the original authors, we calculated two indices:
the accuracy index (the proportion of true positive - the proportion of false positive) and the bias
index (the proportion of true positive + the proportion of false positive).

Results

The distributions of responses for each topic are detailed in Table 3.

Within the Uncritical trust in science subscale, the topics with the best distributions across
claims (the most discriminative) were Acceptability of belief in a higher power, Answering big
philosophical questions, and Theory of evolution and religion, while the least discriminative topic
was The value of science. Within the Uncritical trust in scientists subscale, the most discriminative
topics were Adherence to ethics, and Fairness, while Sincerity and Pursuit of recognition were the
least discriminative.
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Table 3. Frequencies of Answers on Items of Scientistic Beliefs Questionnaire

Extremely Moderately Critical Moderately Extremely
Item antiscientific antiscientific trust scientistic scientistic SD Sk SD Ku
. . 1 32 172 133 45
Reality and science 03 %) (8.4%) “449%)  (347%)  (117%) 109 145
Acceptability of belief in a 28 50 175 80 50 0.79 093
higher power (7.3 %) (13.1%) (45.7%) (20.9 %) (13.1%) ' '
- . 2 9 103 204 65
Possibility of reaching the truth 0.5%) 23%) (26.9%) (53.3%) (17.0%) 3.02 18
Relationship to other ways of 1 13 197 119 53 335 137
gaining knowledge (0.3 %) (3.4 %) (51.4%) (31.1%) (13.8%) ' '
Moral principles and norms as a 10 2 139 143 89 378 213
subject of science (2.6 %) 0.5 %) (36.3 %) (373 %) (232%) ' '
. - 4 49 64 176 90
Theory of evolution and religion (1.0%) (12.8%) (16.7%) (46.0%) (23.5%) 5.09 -1.13
Answering big philosophical 16 24 185 131 27 35 313
questions (4.2%) (6.3 %) (48.3 %) (34.2 %) (7.0%) : :
. - 1 23 148 174 37
Solving humanity’s problems (03%) (6.0%) (38.6%) (45.4%) 9.7%) 0.94 0.45
- S 3 15 119 218 28
Malleability of scientific facts (0.8%) (3.9%) G1.1%) (56.9%) (73%) 5.02 4.29
- . 23 16 157 179 8
Critique of science (6.0%) 42%) 41.0%) (46.7%) @.1%) 8.98 5.56
. . 0 5 144 197 37
The role in development of humanity (0.0%) (13%) (37.6%) (51.4%) 9.7%) -1.14 -1.65
. 0 8 271 99 5
The value of science (0.0%) 2.1%) (70.8%) (25.8%) (13%) -6.97 2.75
Justification for claims 0 24 190 128 41 275 137
(0.0%) (6.3%) (49.6 %) (33.4%) (10.7 %) ' '
. IO 1 16 143 184 39
Veracity of scientists’ claims 03%) 42%) (37.3%) (48.0%) (102 %) 0.97 0.05
. . . . 5 44 237 85 12
Pursuit for financial gain (13%) (11.5%) (61.9%) (222%) (3.1%) -0.87 3.94
. ;. 1 12 215 147 8
Pursuit for recognition 03%) (3.1%) (56.1%) (38.4%) @.1%) -0.83 0.85
) 2 24 152 119 86
Adherence to ethics (0.5%) (6.3%) (39.7%) (31.1%) (22.5%) 0.14 -2.86
. 5 26 140 151 61
Faimess (13%) (6.8%) (66%)  (394%)  (159%) 2 0.28
. . 6 7 176 176 18
Sincerity (1.6%) (1.8%) 460%)  (460%)  (4.7%) 8.17 591
Readiness to admit when mistaken 17 16 207 130 13 53 5.06
4.4%) (4.2%) (54.0 %) (33.9%) (3.4%) ' '

Note. SD Sk - Standardized Skewness; SD Ku - Standardized Kurtozis.



Latent structure of constructs

To test whether the indicators of Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in scientists
converge to a single underlying construct or represent empirically distinct dimensions of scientism,
we contrasted two structural models using Confirmatory factor analysis. Namely, we compared the
fits of the one-factor model, where topics from both subscales loaded on a common factor; and the
two-factor model, where topics loaded on their respective factors only. To interpret the fit indices,
we relied on the published guidelines for the unacceptable, adequate and optimal cutoff scores
(McDonald & Ho, 2002; Lai & Green, 2016).

The analyses indicated the two-factor model fitted the data well (y>=313 (df=169), CFI=.93,
TLI=.92, SRMR=.05, RMSEA=.05 (90% CI .04-.06)), and better (Ay?><.001) than the one-factor
model, for which the fit indices were suboptimal (¥2=521 (df=170), CFI=.83, TLI=.81, SRMR=.06,
RMSEA=.07 (90%CI .06-.08)). Not only that, but the loadings on the two factors were fully in line
with the content of the topics, i.e. all science-related topics had higher loadings on their respective
factor, and all scientists-related topics had higher loadings on theirs (Appendix D). The latent
correlation between the two factors was high (r=.70), meaning that, despite the two identified latent
factors, there was still a large overlap between them.

Convergent and Divergent Validity of the Scientistic Beliefs Questionnaire

Scientistic beliefs measured with the Likert scale correlated strongly with both subscales of
the Scientistic beliefs questionnaire, more with Uncritical trust in science than with Uncritical trust
in scientists (Table 4). As in the previous study, internal consistencies (Cronbach’s a) were
acceptable for both Uncritical trust in science (0=.84) and scientists (a=.78).

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities and Intercorrelations of Variables

Empirical

range M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Uncritical trust in science 0.00 - 23.00 7.63 4.79 (.84) S1** 4% 4% 1= -.01 -.01 .06
2 Uncritical trust in scientists 0.00 - 16.00 4.38 3.18 (.78) 51** 1% .01 -.05 -.10* 13*
3 Scientism (Existing
measure) 1.14-5.00 3.36 0.73 (.61) 25%* 12* -.06 .06 .02
4 Dogmatism 1.25 - 4.60 2.92 0.55 (.81) -.29%* A11* - 14%* .06
5 Scientific knowledge 8.00 - 20.00 15.49 2.65 (.60) -27** .20** 12*
6 Knowledge overestimation -13.00-10.00 -1.41 3.34 - -.04 .04
7 Overclaiming accuracy -0.13-0.83 0.25 0.22 - - T1x*
8 Overclaiming bias 0.33-2.00 1.50 0.36

Note. Internal consistency measures (Cronbach’s o) are given in diagonals. For the non-recoded measure of Uncritical trust in science
a = .83; for the non-recoded measure of Uncritical trust in scientists o =.81; * p <.05, ** p <.01.

Expectedly, both uncritical trust in science and in scientists correlated positively with
dogmatism, although the effect sizes were rather modest. Scientistic beliefs were weekly positively
linked to scientific knowledge, which is in line with the results of previous studies on the
relationship between trust in science and scientific literacy. On the other hand, uncritical trust in
scientists showed no significant correlations with scientific knowledge, but uncritical trust in
science did. Neither uncritical trust in science nor uncritical trust in scientists were related to
knowledge overestimation. Uncritical trust in science did not correlate with overclaiming, while
uncritical trust in scientists was negatively related to overclaiming accuracy and positively to
overclaiming bias, as expected.
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Discussion

In the validation study, we tested the relationship between the two proposed subscales of
Scientistic beliefs questionnaire - Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in scientists, along
with their relationship with the existing measure of scientistic beliefs, as well as with constructs
indicative of rigid and unfounded beliefs. Confirmatory factor analysis supported our hypothesis
that uncritical trust in science and uncritical trust in scientists are strongly interrelated but not fully
overlapping constructs and that it is empirically and theoretically warranted to calculate two scores
of scientism instead of one. This is in line with previous studies demonstrating the difference
between trust in science and trust in scientists (Achterberg, De Koster and Van der Waal,, 2017;
Wintterlin et al., 2022). Both scores correlated highly with the existing Likert-type measures of
scientistic beliefs; expectedly, having in mind the content of the existing scale, this correlation was
higher for Uncritical trust in science subscales. The relation with the existing measure, however,
was not so high to suggest redundancy of the novel scale. In addition, the reliability of both novel
subscales were higher in comparison to the reliability of the existing measure. As expected (H3),
both subscales of the Scientistic beliefs scale correlated positively, albeit weekly with dogmatism.
Again, in line with our hypotheses (H4), endorsement of both types of scientistic beliefs was related
to more scientific knowledge. They were, however, unrelated to scientific knowledge estimation,
thus not supporting H5. This could be due to the ceiling effect, i.e. to the fact that our test of
scientific knowledge was rather easy (mean score 15.49 out of 20). Despite of that fact, the
majority of our respondents underestimated (60%) their knowledge, which is quite atypical and in
contrast with previous research on knowledge overestimation (Ackerman, Beier and Bowen, 2002;
Harvey, 1997; Kruger and Dunning, 1999). This could at least partially be due to the format of the
question - we asked the respondents to estimate the absolute number of the correct answers they
provided (out of 20), and not to compare their knowledge to the average member of the group or
report the percentage of correct answers. While the latter requires recall of the exact answers while
the former relies on estimation or impression, making the overestimation effect more likely to be
observed. Finally, we found mixed support for H6: while uncritical trust in science was not related
to overclaiming bias, uncritical trust in scientists was positively related to it, as expected.

General Discussion

This research fills several important gaps in the existing literature on scientism: first, it
provides a comprehensive theoretical framework that integrates several approaches to scientism;
second, it measures two broad aspects of scientistic beliefs and tests their mutual relations; third, it
offers novel instruments constructed to address the shortcomings of the previous ones; fourth, it
relates both uncritical trust in science and scientists to dogmatism, scientific knowledge, and its
overestimation, allowing us to better understand the nature of these constructs.

We believe that the measuring approach we took is more suitable for studying scientism
than traditional Likert scales. It allows us to interpret the participants’ scientistic responses in
absolute terms - i.e. to label them as uncritical trust, the way Likert-type responses do not. This
clarity is important for the further interpretation of the way this score relates to other variables and
it can be applied for measurement of similar constructs, e.g. belief in conspiracy theories in which
plausibility/conspiratorial content could be graduated in the same manner (for a discussion see
Lukié, Stankovi¢ and Zezelj, 2019). In addition to being theoretically sound, the novel
questionnaires proved to be psychometrically sound and understandable for laypeople.

Measuring both uncritical trust in science and scientists can potentially offer answers to
different questions, as they can show differential correlations with other variables of interest.
However, we argue that they can still be seen as two aspects of the same broad belief. We find
empirical support for both assertions. The two are highly correlated, but not fully reducible to one
another: the two-factor model fits the data better than the one-factor. Uncritical trust in science
correlated to scientific knowledge while uncritical trust in scientists did not. We also observed a

49



weak differential pattern of relations with science-related overclaiming: those who uncritically
trusted scientists more were less accurate and more biased when they assessed their familiarity with
fictitious scientific concepts. However, they were both positively, albeit weakly related to
dogmatism - as expected. It could be that they are manifestations of an underlying broader rigid
informational processing style.

Limitations and Future Research

Since we aimed for a theoretically representative and comprehensive scale, we extracted 20
topics in total for measuring scientistic beliefs. Future studies should assess the differences between
the present and a shorter version and their comparative advantages.

In our instruments, we referred to science and scientists broadly, without specifying the
discipline. This allowed the respondents to construe the two in line with their prototypical notions
of the concepts. While there is some evidence of the scientific disciplines being perceived as more
or less prototypically scientific (e.g. Gligori¢, van Kleef and Rutjens, 2022), this could be tested
further. Additionally, the scale could be adapted to measure uncritical trust in specific scientific
disciplines or scientists of different disciplinary profiles.

The scale was validated on a moderately sized and homogeneous sample of online
volunteers. For more robust results, it should be tested on larger and more diverse samples. A
probability, nationally representative sample could also inform us of the prevalence of scientistic
beliefs and their distributions across age, gender, and educational categories. For further insight into
how our subscales differentially correlate with other attitudes and behaviors, research should target
different groups such as scientists (both natural and social), science journalists and educators, as
well as self-proclaimed science skeptics and conspiracy theories believers. Future studies could also
examine potential broad cognitive mechanisms that may underlie scientistic beliefs, such as the
need for cognition, uncertainty tolerance, or cognitive reflection.

As this was a validation study, it was designed as correlational. However, experimental
studies could demonstrate that scientistic beliefs do affect judgment. For example, they could
examine whether scientistic beliefs make people more vulnerable to endorsing data that are only
framed as scientific despite the lack of evidence, or more prone to erroneously interpret the
outcomes of scientific studies as positive just because they are accompanied by illustrative
infographics (Weisberg et al., 2008; Eriksson, 2012; Fernandez-Dugue et al., 2015; Minahan and
Siedlecki, 2016).

Finally, the proposed detrimental outcomes of scientistic beliefs could be experimentally
tested, e.g., it could be tested whether they lead to the justification of unethical scientific behavior
(i.e. hurting people or animals in psychological studies) or sanctioning people who do not adhere to
scientific recommendations (e.g. those refusing to vaccinate, refusing to follow public health
measures or to decrease their carbon footprint).

Conclusion

This research suggests that studying uncritical trust in science and scientists helps us
understand not just why and how people foster scientistic beliefs, but also understand how they
relate to other unsubstantiated beliefs such as conspiracy theories. It could also prove predictive of a
range of outcomes that are typically neglected in this line of research, such as less scrutiny for
scientific data and vulnerability for misinformation, a lower moral threshold for endeavors labeled
as scientific, or discrimination of dissenters from the scientific consensus. We argue that only by
studying both uncritical trust and uncritical distrust can we fully grasp the nature of trust as an
overarching concept.
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DPA3A 2

NCIINTUBABE ITPEBAJEHIOE U KOTHUTUBHUNUX KOPEIJIIATA
COMJEHTUCTHUUYKUX YBEPEWBA

JeOUHCcmeo cynpomuocmu je npeno3Hasarbe uiu nPOHALANCere KOHMPAOUKMOpHUX, mehycooHo
UCK/LYYUBUX, CYNNPOMCMABHEHUX MEHOCHYUA ) C8UM (DEeHOMEHUMA U NPOYeCUMa npupooe,
VKBYUYjyhu ym u opywmaeo.

Bnanumup Usbnu Jlewun (1915) O nuramwy aujanexkTuke
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Surprising Similarities in Cognitive Footprint of Scientism and
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Scientism is a belief that science is superior to any other human endeavor, capable of solving all human
problems and that scientists are always knowledgeable and ethical. As this view is extreme and somewhat
dogmatic, we tested whether it draws from the same information processing style as beliefs traditionally
deemed irrational. This is especially interesting since scientistic and irrational beliefs are incompatible
content-wise and thus negatively related. In Study 1 (N = 1003, representative for Serbia) scientistic beliefs
were more frequent than anti-scientific beliefs and, expectedly, correlated negatively with conspiracist,
paranormal, and pseudoscientific beliefs. Study 2 (online community sample; 186 scientists, 147 laypeo-
ple) showed that uncritical trust in science positively correlated to need for closure and uncertainty in-
tolerance, while uncritical trust in scientists negatively correlated with cognitive reflection and cognitive
abilities. This indeed indicates a superficial informational processing style typically observed in people
prone to irrational beliefs. All reported relationships, however, need to be independently replicated. This
apparent paradox illustrates that science could be used as a heuristic, and it highlights the need to culti-
vate a more realistic view of the science process through formal education and media.

Key words: scientistic beliefs, trust in science, irrational beliefs, thinking styles, information processing

Trusting science and scientists entails a degree
of faith. This faith manifests in believing that
scientific methodologies and procedures are
robust enough to yield reliable knowledge,
and in assuming that scientists are knowl-
edgeable, responsible and honest when con-
ducting specific studies. Trusting science and

scientists is, of course, a reasonable decision
considering the principle of division of labor:
scientists are doing their role, and we rely on
them to do it competently, akin to entrusting
a baker to ensure our morning bagel is safe
to consume (Hendriks et al., 2016; Zagzebski,
2012). In the end, trust in science is of great
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both samples of scientists and laypeople in
Study 2 were convenience samples, meaning
the conclusions about the difference in the
strength of scientistic beliefs cannot be ex-
trapolated to the whole population of either
scientists or laypeople. Since it is challenging
to collect a representative sample of scientists
(i.e., acquiring accurate demographic data for
sampling), a matched sampling could clarify
some of the ambiguities.

Study 2 provided only partial support for
our hypotheses, as the effects were not con-
sistent across the subsamples. Moreover,
corrections for multiple comparisons suggest
that only correlations in the total sample
could be considered robust and replicable.
Thus, future studies should try replicating our
findings on more diverse samples. However,
the evidence provided in this paper may in-
spire further examination of the relationship
between different measures of informational
processing style/cognitive biases and scien-
tistic beliefs. They may explore in more detail
the differences between performance-based
and self-reported measures of information
processing styles we observed in this study,
as well as the differences between correlates
of uncritical trust in science and uncritical
trust in scientists. Additionally, future studies
may target specific cognitive biases and see
whether they expectedly relate to scientistic
beliefs. The likely candidates could be “syn-
thetic” bias (as opposed to naturalness bias,
Meier & Lappas, 2016) — favoring synthetic
products over natural ones even though they
have identical chemical features, confirma-
tion bias (Wason, 1960), or base rate neglect
(De Neys & Glumicic, 2007), redesigned in
such a way as to bias science enthusiasts. For
example, base rate neglect tasks could em-
ploy scientists and science facts contrasted
with pseudoscientists and pseudoscientific
claims. Future studies could also relate scien-
tistic beliefs to proneness to overestimate the

validity of scientific explanations when they
are supplemented with pseudo-informative
infographics (Tal & Wansink, 2016), formulae
(Eriksson, 2012), or neuropsychological expla-
nations (Weisberg et al., 2008). Other moder-
ators of the effects besides cognitive abilities
could also be studied more systematically,
such as scientific knowledge, educational
background, or media diet. Finally, research
could move beyond correlational data by ex-
perimentally testing the hypothesized causal
relationships between cognitive variables and
scientistic beliefs.

Conclusion

Across two studies we observe that uncritical
trust in science and scientists is quite wide-
spread. To understand their “irrational” part,
we first show they are negatively related to
conspiracist, pseudoscientific, and paranor-
mal beliefs, but then demonstrate they, sim-
ilarly to those beliefs, tend to be typical for
people high in need for closure, unable to
tolerate uncertainty and with less cognitive
reflexivity. This apparently paradoxical finding
suggests a need for a less biased view of the
irrationality of (dis)trust, as the two opposing
sides appear to be more similar in their cogni-
tive footprint than previously assumed. These
preliminary results could inspire further re-
search into the psychological aspects of both
trust and distrust in science and scientists,
whether in terms of cognitive or emotional
functioning, personality traits, or contextual
influences, ultimately leading to a deeper un-
derstanding of both concepts.
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Surprising Similarities in Cognitive Footprint of Scientism and Irrational Beliefs

Abstract

Scientism is a belief that science is superior to any other human endeavor, capable of solving all
human problems and that scientists are always knowledgeable and ethical. As this view is extreme
and somewhat dogmatic, we tested whether it draws from the same information processing style as
beliefs traditionally deemed irrational. This is especially interesting since scientistic and irrational
beliefs are incompatible content-wise and thus negatively related. In Study 1 (N = 1003,
representative for Serbia) scientistic beliefs were more frequent than anti-scientific beliefs and,
expectedly, correlated negatively with conspiracist, paranormal, and pseudoscientific beliefs. Study
2 (online community sample; 186 scientists, 147 laypeople) showed that uncritical trust in science
positively correlated to need for closure and uncertainty intolerance, while uncritical trust in
scientists negatively correlated with cognitive reflection and cognitive abilities. This indeed
indicates a superficial informational processing style typically observed in people prone to irrational
beliefs. All reported relationships, however, need to be independently replicated. This apparent
paradox illustrates that science could be used as a heuristic, and highlights the need to cultivate a
more realistic view of the science process through formal education and media.

Keywords: scientistic beliefs, trust in science, irrational beliefs, thinking styles, information
processing.
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Surprising Similarities in Cognitive Footprint of Scientism and Irrational Beliefs

Trusting science and scientists entails a degree of faith. This faith manifests in believing that
scientific methodologies and procedures are robust enough to yield reliable knowledge, and in
assuming that scientists are knowledgeable, responsible and honest when conducting specific
studies. Trusting science and scientists is, of course, a reasonable decision considering the principle
of division of labor: scientists are doing their role, and we rely on them to do it competently, akin to
entrusting a baker to ensure our morning bagel is safe to consume (Hendriks et al., 2016; Zagzebski,
2012). In the end, trust in science is of great importance for contemporary societies, as distrusting
science can compromise societal progress and both individual and collective safety. Research has
shown that distrust in science correlates with lower adherence to health measures in the pandemic,
such as mask-wearing and vaccination (Hromatko et al., 2021; Plohl & Musil, 2021), thus hindering
initiatives to mitigate the spread, and potentially endangering lives of numerous people. Climate
change denial has also been linked to a decreased willingness to adopt behaviors that could help
reduce the effects of climate change (Huber et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2022; Spence et al., 2011). Due
to these reasons, it is uncommon and even unreasonable to view trust in science and scientists as
formally irrational. Nevertheless, we argue there are reasons to do so for the extreme view in which
we grant science the powers it does not have, or ascribe to scientists the virtues they do not possess
- the form of scientistic beliefs.

Scientism entails an uncritical view of science, a view that attributes to science abilities
beyond its reach, such as the capacity to solve all human problems, achieve absolute truth, or even
establish moral principles (van Woudenberg et al., 2019), as well as unwillingness to accept
science's fallibility, limitations, or potential dangers (Haack, 2012). It also manifests as holding
scientists impartial and honest, motivated solely by the pursuit of truth and never by prestige or
financial gain (Luki¢ & Zezelj, 2023). We label this kind of trust in science and scientists uncritical
because they do not reflect how science and the scientific world actually functions. Scientific
knowledge is probabilistic and tentative — i.e. subject to revision or rejection (Rescher, 1999, p. 30).
Scientific results, differing in precision and reliability, need to be constantly questioned and
supported by new evidence to become more precise and reliable. Additionally, as science is a
human endeavor, scientists are not immune to deliberate or accidental errors in their research
(lonnaidis, 2005; Romero, 2019).

Taking for granted everything that science and scientists say represents a heuristic of a sort -
it decreases our cognitive effort and saves us time in checking every piece of information we
encounter. It has been shown that people rate the same arguments as stronger when they are
attributed to scientists rather than to laypeople, even if the arguments are weak (Luki¢ & Zezelj,
2023). People also deem explanations better when containing unrelated information that only
signals scientific rigor (e.g., scientific formulae, Eriksson, 2012, brain scans McCabe & Castel,
2008). Trust in science can also serve non-cognitive purposes. stress, existential anxiety, and
mortality salience increase trust in science similarly as they increase religiousness (Farias et al.,
2013).

In this stage of measuring scientism, science is typically conceptualized as a singular
construct (Astley & Francis, 2010; Farias et al., 2013; Nadelson et al., 2014). However one must
bear in mind that there are disparities in how specific scientific fields and scientific specializations
are perceived. Scientists from some disciplines are regarded as more competent or ethical than
others (Gligori¢ et al., 2022, 2024), so a more granulated assessment would also make sense.
Separating uncritical trust in science in general and scientists as actors, however, is very important
to preserve as one can imagine them being relatively independent. To adequately understand public
opinion, it is important to study both poles of trust (from uncritical distrust to uncritical trust),
towards both science and its representatives — the scientists.

While the prevalence of antiscientific beliefs is thoroughly studied (Gauchat, 2012), the data
on uncritical trust in science is lacking. In this paper, we document the prevalence of scientistic
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beliefs, i.e., uncritical trust in science and scientists in the general population. Furthermore, we
analyze how uncritical trust in science and scientists are related to typical representatives of science
skepticism - irrational beliefs such as belief in conspiracy theories, the paranormal, and
pseudoscience (Studyl). Having in mind what we discussed about trust in science as a heuristic,
negative relationships with these constructs are to be expected. It is less clear, still, how scientism
should be related to more basic information processing styles, either self-report-based (need for
closure, uncertainty intolerance, and experiential/rational cognitive style) or competence-based
(cognitive reflection and general cognitive ability) (Study 2).

The prevalence of scientistic beliefs

Some authors argue that scientism entered the general public through formal science
education (Gasparatou, 2017) and also popular science writing (De Ridder, 2014). Even though we
know that public trust in science globally is moderately high (Cologna et al., 2024), there have been
no attempts so far to disentangle trust in science from scientistic beliefs, leaving the prevalence of
scientistic beliefs in the general population unknown. Previous research indeed showed that not
only are scientistic views common among students and online community samples but they are
even more popular than anti-scientific views (Lukié¢ & Zezelj, 2023).

Additionally, while more educated people tend to trust science more (e.g., Nadelson et al.,
2014), it is not clear whether this is also reflected in the endorsement of scientism, especially
whether scientists or laypeople endorse scientism more strongly. Laypeople may be more inclined
toward scientistic beliefs due to a limited understanding of the scientific process, often resulting in
an oversimplified view of scientific discovery. However, scientists might also be more prone to
scientism, as it aligns closely with their professional identity and may serve as a response to
perceived threats, such as the decline of public trust in science (Gauchat, 2012).

The cognitive footprint of irrational and scientistic beliefs

In the psychological literature, conspiracist, paranormal, and pseudoscientific beliefs are
typically labeled irrational, unwarranted, or epistemically suspect beliefs. Although the label
“irrational” is indeed value-laden, it is widely used in the psychological literature to indicate
reliance on a faulty evidence base and violation of basic ontological assumptions about how the
world works (Teovanovi¢ et al., 2024). One key feature of irrational thinking is the defiance of
scientific principles scientific principles. Having that in mind, such beliefs should be incompatible
with trust in science (e.g., Fasce & Pico, 2019), and, by the same token, negatively related to its
extreme, uncritical form, i.e. scientistic beliefs. On the other hand, however, if we view scientistic
beliefs as unwarranted, one may also reasonably regard them as a subtle form of irrational beliefs.

There is ample evidence that irrational beliefs are related to superficial data processing
(Srol, 2022). To mention just a few examples, people who believe in conspiracy theories are shown
to be higher in need for cognitive closure (Marchlewska et al., 2017) and less tolerant to uncertainty
(Maftei & Holman, 2022). Belief in conspiracy theories (e.g., Teovanovic¢ et al., 2021), paranormal
beliefs (e.g., Stahl & van Prooijen, 2018), as well as religious beliefs (e.g., Pennycook et al., 2015),
are also typically negatively related to cognitive reflection. Similarly, conspiracism and belief in the
paranormal positively relate to experiential thinking style (i.e., intuitive, fast, habitual, automatic
responding) (Lasikiewicz, 2016; Swami et al., 2014), while conspiracism also negatively relates to
rational thinking style (i.e., slow, deliberate, effortful) (Swami et al., 2014). Finally, general
cognitive ability is usually negatively related to irrational beliefs (Cavojova et al., 2020; Jastrzebski
& Chuderski, 2022).

On the other hand, similar cognitive correlates of scientistic beliefs are largely unknown. To
our knowledge, there is a single study that found positive relations between scientistic beliefs and
need for closure and need for cognition (Korte et al., 2016), and virtually no studies exploring their
relationship with proneness to cognitive reflection and general cognitive ability. Uncritical trust in
science may provide closure and exclude alternative interpretations just as irrational beliefs do (e.g.
conspiracy theories). Also similarly to irrational beliefs, science provides answers that alleviate
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feelings of uncertainty over important issues such as natural catastrophes or pandemics. However,
some relationships between scientistic beliefs and cognitive variables may not be as apparent as in
the case of irrational beliefs, due to general cognitive ability being related to both trust in science
(Stahl & van Prooijen, 2018) and other cognitive variables (e.g., to CRT (Otero et al., 2022)) or
thinking styles (Alaybek et al., 2021). For example, individuals with stronger cognitive abilities
tend to trust science more and prefer rational thinking. Therefore, with cognitive abilities being
equal, individuals endorsing a rational thinking style might exhibit cautiousness and a diminished
inclination towards scientistic beliefs.

Overview of the studies

In the first study, we (a) map scientistic beliefs in the general population and (b) test
whether they are negatively related to paranormal, conspiratorial, and pseudoscientific beliefs. In
the second study, we add more nuance to understanding scientistic beliefs by (a) comparing the
endorsement of scientistic beliefs among scientists and laypeople, and (b) testing whether, despite
their opposing content, scientistic beliefs share a cognitive footprint with irrational beliefs and
could be tracked to a similar information processing style - i.e. to higher need for cognitive closure,
less tolerance to uncertainty, less cognitive reflection.

Study 1 - Prevalence of scientistic beliefs and their relationship to irrational beliefs

Hypotheses
We expected scientistic beliefs to be negatively related to conspiracy mentality (H1.1),
superstitiousness (H1.2), extrasensory beliefs (H1.3), and pseudoscientific beliefs (H1.4).

Sample

A professional research agency recruited a probabilistic sample of N = 1003 (50% women,
50% men, Mage = 48.4 (SDace = 17.02)), designed to be representative of the general population in
Serbia between 18 and 75 years of age. Data were collected online for respondents up to 54 years
old (approximately 60%) and face-to-face for older participants (around 40%). 15% of respondents
have received no education or completed only elementary school, 60% completed high school, and
25% completed university college or received a Bachelor's degree or higher. For recruitment details
consult study protocol by KneZevi¢ et al. (2023). This sample allowed for the detection of a
correlation of .08 with the typically reported power of .80, at the .05 alpha level.

Procedure

Data used for this study is part of a larger study on a nationally representative sample of
Serbia (for full procedure see KneZevi¢ et al., 2023). The study received ethical approval from the
ethical committees of the Faculty of Philosophy in Belgrade (#935/1), Faculty of Special Education
and Rehabilitation (#139/1), and Faculty of Media and Communications (#228). The participants
were treated following the Declaration of Helsinki.

Variables and instruments

To measure uncritical trust in science and scientists we used Scientistic Beliefs
Questionnaire (Luki¢ & Zezelj, 2023). The full questionnaire measures Uncritical Trust in Science
with 12 topics and Uncritical Trust in Scientists with 8 topics. For measuring scientistic beliefs in
the representative sample, due to the limited timeframe of the testing session, we chose three topics
from each subscale, aiming for maximal discriminatory power and reliability of the measure. Each
topic represents a short Thurstone scale containing five options ranked from extremely antiscientific
to extremely scientistic. An example of a topic within the Uncritical trust in scientists would be
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“Veracity”, where the extremely antiscientific claim is “Scientists most often mislead the public
about the things they are researching through the media.”, and extremely scientistic would be
“What scientists tell the media is always the full truth about the things they are researching”. The
questionnaire was developed through five stages of validation including different experts
(psychometricians and philosophers), raters, cognitive interviews with laypeople, and a pilot study.
The total scores were calculated as a mean of extreme (2 points) and subtle (1 point) scientistic
answers to each topic in the respective subscale. The complete questionnaire is available at
https://osf.io/tznk5/?view_only=497daa31c9aa47e695de27b6f87eelee. The reliability of the
Uncritical trust in science subscale was a = .54, and of the Uncritical trust in scientists was a = .68.

To measure conspiracy mentality, we used a five-item Conspiracy Mentality Questionnaire
(CMQ, a = .78, example item: Events that superficially seem to lack a connection are often the
result of secret activities, Bruder et al., 2013, for Serbian validity study see Luki¢ et al., 2019;
Milosevi¢-Dordevi¢ et al.,, 2021) expressing general conspiracist ideas. For measuring
superstitiousness, we used five items with the highest loadings from the Superstition scale (a = .71,
e.g., | never walk underneath a ladder, even if | have to walk a longer distance, Zezelj et al., 2009).
Extrasensory beliefs were measured through six items with the highest loadings from the Extra-
sensory perception belief scale (a = .86, e.g., | believe that is not a coincidence when the very
person | am thinking about calls me, Brankovi¢, 2019). Pseudoscientific beliefs were represented by
a 10-item general magical beliefs factor of the Magical Beliefs about Food and Health Scale (a =
.78, e.g., An incorrect diet makes food rot in the body, Lindeman et al., 2000, Petrovi¢ & Zezelj,
2024). In all instruments - CMQ, Superstition scale, Extra-sensory perception scale, and Magical
Beliefs about Food and Health scale - the respondents rated their agreement on a five-point Likert
scale (1 - Completely disagree, 5 - Completely agree).

Results

Scientistic views (extreme and subtle scientistic answers combined) appear to be more
frequent than antiscientific views in the general adult Serbian population. Across topics, scientistic
views ranged from 22.3% to 38.7%, while antiscientific views (extreme and subtle antiscientific)
ranged from 13.1% to 25.6% (Table 1). A balanced view of science was the most frequently chosen
answer for all six topics.

\

Table 1

Prevalence of scientistic beliefs

Toic Extreme Subtle Balanced Subtle anti- Extreme
P scientism scientism view science antiscience

The relation of science with other ways of gaining 8.5% 30.2% 48.4% 11.0% 2.1%

knowledge (e.g., philosophy, law, ethics, art)

The ability of science to answer big philosophical 4.4% 17.9% 56.7% 13.4% 7.6%

questions (e.g., the purpose of life)

The ability of science to solve humanity's problems 7.2% 28.4% 45.6% 14.6% 4.2%

(e.g., natural disasters, diseases, war, crime)

The truthfulness of scientists’ claims 4.0% 22.6% 47.8% 21.4% 4.2%

Scientists” adherence to ethical principles 8.6% 19.9% 47.0% 19.0% 5.4%

Impartially in scientists’ work 8.7% 24.2% 42.7% 18.2% 6.3%

Confirmatory factor analysis showed that the two-factor solution (i.e., separate but
correlated Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in scientists) had a satisfactory fit (y2 =
24.892, df =8, p <.001; CFI =.997, TLI = .956, NFI =.966, GFI =.992, RMSEA = .046 (90% ClI
.026 - .067)). For reference, the competing single-factor model had suboptimal fit indices (y2 =
118.903, df = 9, p <.001; CFI = .848, TLI =.747, NFI = .839, GFI = .959, RMSEA = .110 (90% CI
.093 - .128)).

As expected, Uncritical trust in science was negatively correlated with conspiracy mentality
(H1.1), magical health beliefs (H1.3), and extrasensory beliefs (H1.4), but not with

68


https://osf.io/tznk5/?view_only=497daa31c9aa47e695de27b6f87ee1ee

superstitiousness (H1.2), yielding the strongest correlation with conspiracy mentality (Table 2).
Uncritical trust in scientists correlated negatively with all variables (H1.1, H2.1, H3.1, H4.1), most
strongly with magical health beliefs, and the least strongly with superstitiousness. The results
support three of our hypotheses, but only partially H2.1, as superstitiousness was negatively related
only to Uncritical trust in scientists. Weaker associations between scientistic beliefs and
superstitiousness could be due to measuring superstitiousness with behaviors, rather than beliefs, as
in other variables. A full table of intercorrelations of variables, their descriptives, and reliabilities is
given in Supplement A. Considering the large sample size, one should not interpret all significant
correlations as substantial, and they still have to prove their robustness to assume they have
practical applications.

Table 2
Correlations between scientistic beliefs and irrational beliefs
Conspiracy . Magical health Extrasensory
mentality Superstitiousness beliefs beliefs
Uncritical trust in science - 20%** -.05 -, 15%** - 17%x**
Uncritical trust in scientists S W ke o N ek - 25%** - 20%**

Note. * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

To explore potential confounds, we tested correlations of scientistic beliefs with a set of
measured demographic variables (Table 3), with particular interest in their relationship with
education. We found a single significant, albeit weak correlation between gender and uncritical trust
in science (males have higher scores), while all others were nonsignificant.

Table 3
Correlations between scientistic beliefs and demographic variables
Age Gender Education
Uncritical trust in science .05 -.06* -01
Uncritical trust in scientists .00 -.04 .03

Note. * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p< .001

We additionally assessed the predictive power of irrational beliefs for scientistic beliefs
through structural equation modeling (SEM) (Figure 1). This confirmatory approach to model
validation facilitates the simultaneous analysis of the effects of multiple independent latent
variables on multiple dependent latent variables, while accounting for both estimation and
measurement errors, thus providing a more precise understanding of the relationships between the
variables in the model (Byrne, 2012). Both irrational beliefs and scientistic beliefs were modeled as
latent variables - the items from their respective questionnaires were their indicators. The predictors
(irrational beliefs) and criterion variables (uncritical trust in science and uncritical trust in science)
were permitted to covary.

The model demonstrated fitted the data acceptably well (32(449) = 1669.121, p <.001, CFI =
0.86, TLI = 0.84, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.06). Results indicated that among the predictors,
Extrasensory Beliefs (f = -0.24, p < .001) emerged as the only significant predictor of Uncritical
Trust in Science, explaining 9% of its variance. For Uncritical Trust in Scientists, Conspiracy
Mentality (B = -0.21, p < .001) and Magical Health Beliefs (B = -0.22, p < .001) were both
significant predictors, collectively explaining 12% of the variance.
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Figure 1. The SEM model of predictors of scientistic beliefs

In general, the results corroborate that scientistic beliefs are negatively related to beliefs
traditionally viewed as irrational. In the next study, we explored if, despite this fact, scientistic
beliefs share the same information processing style with these beliefs. Drawing from the results of
the general population, we also strategically compare scientism in two subpopulations: scientists
and laypeople.

Study 2 - Cognitive footprint of scientistic beliefs

Hypotheses

We started by formulating two competing hypotheses: a) scientists will be more inclined to
accept scientistic beliefs, simply because the general public has less trust in science (H2.1a), and b)
scientists will be less inclined to accept scientific beliefs, due to their experience with the scientific
process and a better understanding of it (H2.1b).

Next, we expected that uncritical trust in science and uncritical trust in scientists would
positively correlate with the Need for closure (H2.2), Uncertainty intolerance (H2.3), Cognitive
reflection (H2.4), and Rational thinking style (H2.5) on one hand, and negatively with Experiential
thinking style (H2.6) on another. However, upon controlling for cognitive abilities, we expected
that uncritical trust in science and scientists would yield a positive correlation with Experiential
thinking style (H2.7a), and negative correlations with Cognitive reflection (H2.7b) and Rational
thinking style (H2.7c), while the preexisting correlations with Need for closure and Uncertainty
intolerance would remain positive (H2.7d, H2.7e). We tested all hypotheses on the full sample, as
well as on subsamples of scientists and laypeople separately. All these analyses were preregistered
at https://aspredicted.org/7S1_3BS.

Sample

We gathered a total of N = 333 Serbian participants divided into two subsamples: a
subsample of laypeople (people who are not affiliated with science in any way, regardless of their
professional status and educational level, n = 147, 96 women, 50 men, 1 undeclared, Mage = 41.91,
SDace = 12.74) and a subsample of scientists (i.e., people working as scientists, n = 186, 135
women, 50 men, 1 undeclared, Mage = 40.32, SDage = 10.00). The preregistered sample size
allowed us to detect correlations of r = .23 or stronger (80% power and p = .05).

Procedure

We recruited the participants via snowballing, emails, and social networks. To recruit a
sufficient number of scientists, we advertised the study in specialized science-related Facebook
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groups. To diversify the sample, we gathered emails from university and institute employees
coming from different scientific disciplines (e.g., biology, physics, chemistry, pharmacy, history,
archaeology, economics, etc.) and directly contacted them. Laypeople were recruited via Facebook
groups not related to science topics. To ensure we correctly identified the two subsamples, the
questionnaire contained questions about scientific affiliation or employment (“Have you ever been
employed in a scientific organization as a professor, scientist, or a researcher?” and “If yes, what
title have you held?”). Participants who answered positively on the first and were able to provide a
meaningful answer to the second question were assigned to the “scientist” group, whilst participants
who answered negatively on the first and did not respond to the second question were assigned to
the “laypeople (non-scientist)” group. The ethical committee of the Faculty of Philosophy in
Belgrade approved the study design (#2021-100) and the participants were treated in line with the
Declaration of Helsinki.

Variables and instruments

To measure uncritical trust in science and scientists we used the complete Scientistic
Beliefs Questionnaire (Luki¢ & ZeZelj, 2023) measuring Uncritical Trust in Science with 12 topics
and Uncritical Trust in Scientists with 8 topics.

To measure the need for closure we used the Brief Need for Closure scale (Roets & van
Hiel, 2011). This questionnaire contains 15 items (e.g. When | have made a decision, | feel relieved)
with a 6-point Likert scale for expressing agreement attached (1 - Completely disagree, 6 -
Completely agree).

We measured uncertainty intolerance with an 11-item Uncertainty Tolerance questionnaire
(e.g., Unforeseen events upset me greatly, Freeston et al., 1994) with a 5-point Likert scale attached
(1 - Completely disagree, 5 - Completely agree).

To assess thinking styles, we used a 10-item Rational Experiential Inventory (REI; Pacini &
Epstein, 1999), with five items for measuring Rational thinking style, and five for Experiential
thinking style, accompanied by a 5-point Likert scale for agreeing (1 - Completely disagree, 5 -
Completely agree).

To measure cognitive reflection we used an 8-item numeric version of the Cognitive
Reflection Test (CRT; Damnjanovi¢ et al., 2019). The task for the participants was to answer
simple questions (e.g., Jerry received both the 15th highest and the 15th lowest mark in the class.
How many students are there in the class?) by entering a number.

To measure cognitive ability, we used a verbal analogies test with 31 items (Zivanovié,
2019). In this test, each item contains a sample pair (e.g., Sun : yellow) and five possible options of
which participants should choose the correct one (e.g., grass : green). Participants had 5 minutes to
complete as many analogies as they could. Each participant’s score was calculated as the number of
correct answers.

Results

We used a t-test to compare the scientistic views of scientists and laypeople (H2.1a,b). The
results showed there were no significant differences between scientists and laypeople on the
Uncritical trust in science subscale (t (331) = -1.25, p = .214, Mgc| = .45, M ay = .49, Cohen's d =
.13), while there were significant, albeit small differences on Uncritical trust in scientists subscale
in favor of scientists (t (331) = 2.48, p = .014, Msc) = .50, M ay = .41, Cohen's d = .26).
Frequencies of answers for each topic for comparative view between scientists and laypeople are
given in Supplement B.

Descriptive statistics of the scores for each of the continuous variables used in the study are
given in Supplement C. We then performed a correlational analysis for both subsamples (Table 4).
Due to the small differences between scientists and laypeople in Uncritical trust in scientists, and no
significant differences in Uncritical trust in science, we proceeded to perform the correlational
analysis in the total sample as well (Supplement D).
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Table 4

Correlations between variables within subsamples - Scientists above the diagonal, Laypeople under
the diagonal

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 Uncritical trust in science (.74) A41** .16* .18* .07 -.09 -.07 -.06
2 Uncritical trust in scientists 34** (.712) .06 -.09 .18* -.03 -.16* -.24%*
3 Need for closure .07 .03 (.85) 58** -.29%* .02 -19* -.09
4 Uncertainty intolerance 13 .01 56%* (.89) - 43*%* .03 -12 .01
5 REI Rational style .05 .07 -.36** -.34%* (.73) -.01 .10 A7
6 REI Experiential style -21*  -25%* -17* -.05 .01 (.78) -11 .02
7 Cognitive Reflection Test .01 -13 -.22%* -17* .36%* -.16 (.80) 27**
8 Cognitive abilities .07 -.16 -.16 -.02 19* -.09 45%* (.86)

Note. * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001; Cronbach’s a for the total sample are on the diagonal.

As expected, zero-order correlations showed that uncritical trust in science was positively
related to need for closure (H2.2) and uncertainty intolerance (H2.3), and negatively with
experiential thinking style (H2.6) in the total sample. However, uncritical trust in science also
correlated with the need for closure and uncertainty tolerance in the subsample of scientists, but not
in the subsample of laypeople. On the other hand, uncritical trust in science was negatively related
to the experiential thinking style (H2.5) among laypeople, but not in scientist group. To account for
Type | error, we performed Holm-Bonferroni's correction for multiple comparisons for 12
correlations we hypothesized (2 subscores x 6 cognitive variables).

As predicted, uncritical trust in scientists was positively correlated with rational (H2.5) and
negatively to experiential thinking style (H2.6) in the total sample. Contrary to our expectations, it
also negatively correlated with both cognitive reflection (H2.4) and cognitive abilities. Uncritical
trust in scientists was positively related to rational thinking style only among scientists, and
negatively related to the experiential thinking style only in the laypeople’s group. Finally, both
cognitive reflection and cognitive abilities yielded a negative correlation with uncritical trust in
scientists in the subsample of scientists, but not in the subsample of laypeople. Holm-Bonferroni
correction for multiple comparisons suggested that only the correlation between uncritical trust in
scientists and cognitive abilities in the subsample of scientists, experiential thinking style in the
subsample of laypeople, and cognitive abilities, uncertainty tolerance, and rational thinking style in
the total sample could be considered robust.

To test hypotheses H2.7a-e, we performed hierarchical regression analysis with interaction
effects for each cognitive variable and cognitive abilities. We kept uncritical trust in science and
uncritical trust in scientists as criterion variables and introduced cognitive abilities in the first block,
separate cognitive variables (need for closure, uncertainty tolerance, rational thinking style,
experiential thinking style, cognitive reflection) in the second, and their interactions in the third
block of predictors. The analyses yielded only one significant interaction effect (Table 5): in the
subsample of scientists, the effect of Rational thinking style on Uncritical trust in scientists reduced
with the increase of Cognitive abilities. This significant relationship, however, is one of the 30
interactions we tested and may be a case of inflation of statistical significance. Thus, hypotheses
H2.7a-e were not corroborated.
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Table 5
The results of hierarchical regression analyses

Total Scientists Laypeople
Uncritigal trust in Uncrit_ical_trust in Uncriti_cal Uncritical trust in Un_critigal trust Uncrit_ical_trust in
science scientists trust in scientists in science scientists
science

B AR2 B AR2 B AR2 B AR2 B AR2 B AR2
Cognitive ability 0.01 .00 **. 17 **.03 -.04 .00 **.23 *** 06 .01 .09 -.15 .03
Need for Closure *0.13 *.02 .02 .00 *.16 .03 .04 .00 .01 .07 .00 .00
Interaction .00 .00 .03 .00 .01 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.06 -.03 .00
Cognitive ability -.01 .00 **. 17 **.03 -.06 .00 *rx.24  ***06 .01 .08 *-17 .03
ﬁ]’t‘gferrt:r']’;? **15 %03  -06 00  *19  *03  -11 01 02 10 03 00
Interaction -.06 .00 .05 .00 -.08 .01 .06 .00 .00 -.07 .07 .00
Cognitive ability -.02 .00 ***%.20 **03 .00 -.05 **.23 *.06 .01 .06 *-18 .03
REI Rational .05 .00 *** 19 .04 .01 .08 *23 **05 .00 .04 .10 .01
Interaction -.05 .00 -.08 .01 .00 -05  **15 FEx (2 .00 -.02 .01 .00
Cognitive ability -.01 .00 **. 17 **03  -.05 .00 **R.24 FR* 06 .06 .01 *-17 .03
REI Experiential **_14 ** 02 *-12 *.02 -.10 .01 -.02 .00 *-19 *04  **-24 *** 07
Interaction .05 .00 .07 .01 .06 .00 -.02 .00 .04 .00 .09 .01
Cognitive ability .01 .00 *-14 **03  -.02 .00 **.22  ***06 .08 .01 -13 .03
CRT -.05 .00 -.07 .00 -.05 .00 -11 .01 -.03 .00 -.07 .00
Interaction -.05 .00 -.01 .00 -.09 .01 .04 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00

Discussion

The results of the two studies combined contribute to the knowledge about public
understanding of science. First, we demonstrated that a significant portion of the general population
holds scientistic beliefs. Although the balanced view of science was the most frequent, scientistic
beliefs were more prevalent in comparison to anti-scientific beliefs. While previous studies showed
trust in science to be very high (for a general review see Hendriks et al., 2016; for Serbia
specifically see Zezelj et al., 2023) they typically fail to disentangle a balanced view of science
from an uncritical trust in science.

Scarce previous studies suggest there are more respondents who endorse scientistic beliefs
than those who reject them (Konnemann et al., 2016, on a sample of German high schoolers) used
Likert-type scales that cannot unequivocally show if somebody supports scientistic views or just
refuses antiscientific views. Our methodological choice (i.e., Thurstone-type scale) gave us a more
granular view of the different ways people trust or distrust and allowed us to interpret the results in
absolute terms. To make sure the zero point indeed reflected a balanced view, and that two
scientistic answers indeed reflect uncritical trust in science or scientists, the scale was pretested and
assessed by experts (see Luki¢ & ZeZelj, 2023). Such precise measurement could be important
keeping in mind that there is initial evidence scientism is related to the endorsement of a range of
discriminatory policies towards science-skeptics, including the denial of health care, for example
(Lukié & Zezelj, 2024).

Our results show no difference between scientists and laypeople in terms of uncritical trust
in science, and a slight advantage in terms of uncritical trust in scientists in the scientist group
compared to laypeople. Although we preregistered two competing hypotheses about the potential
differences between the subsamples, we did expect to observe the differences, which essentially did
not happen. It remains compelling to investigate why scientists continue to hold scientistic views
despite their extensive scientific education. We suggest that one possible explanation lies in the
nature of specialized knowledge. This specialization may result in a lack of familiarity with the
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functioning of scientific practices outside one's field, thereby fostering an idealized image of
science, even when shortcomings within one's discipline are apparent. Furthermore, an important
consideration is the extent to which university curricula, particularly in the natural sciences, include
philosophy of science, which could serve to rectify these idealized perceptions.

As we expected, scientistic beliefs proved to be negatively related to what is traditionally
viewed as epistemically suspect or irrational beliefs, such as belief in conspiracy theories,
paranormal, and pseudoscience. These results complement the previous findings which observed a
negative relationship between trust in science and belief in conspiracy theories (Vrani¢ et al., 2022;
Fasce & Pico, 2019), belief in the paranormal (Williams et al., 2022; Fasce & Pico, 2019), and
pseudoscience (Fasce & Pico, 2019) by adding uncritical trust in science and scientists.

Despite their negative correlation observed in Study 1, Study 2 showed that scientistic
beliefs and irrational beliefs share a common cognitive footprint, which could be seen as
paradoxical. Namely, we observed significant positive correlations between uncritical trust in
science on the one hand and the need for closure (there was already initial evidence for this in Korte
et al., 2016) and uncertainty intolerance on the other, similarly to irrational beliefs. This information
processing style - a tendency for reaching quick answers, preserving beliefs despite the evidence,
and general avoidance of uncertainty - is driving people to ascribe unreasonable power to the
scientific method. Our findings open the possibility that scientistic beliefs (again, similar to
irrational beliefs, especially conspiracy theories (Grzesiak-Feldman, 2013; Krippel et al., 2023))
serve an anxiety-reducing function. This was already suggested by Farias et al. (2013) in their
experimental study in which trust in science increased in stressful situations. Somewhat at odds
with this set of results, we found that the preference for the rational thinking style was positively
related to uncritical trust in scientists, while the preference for the experiential thinking style related
negatively to both uncritical trust in science and scientists. In other words, the more one relies on
intuition, the less they uncritically trust in science and scientists. This can purely stem from the fact
that people with stronger intuitive thinking tend to generally distrust science (Lasikiewicz, 2016;
Swami et al., 2014), but it deserves to be disentangled further. However, not only did uncritical trust
in science and uncritical trust in scientists not yield a positive correlation with cognitive reflexivity
and cognitive abilities, but uncritical trust in scientists correlated negatively with cognitive
reflection and cognitive ability. This suggests that data processing abilities could serve as a buffer
against these types of extreme beliefs, i.e. that they decrease uncritical trust in scientists directly,
rather than indirectly by moderating the effects as we initially assumed. Arguably, people prone to
uncritically trusting scientists tend to simplify the thinking and knowledge processes to reach
reliable knowledge quickly through shortcuts.

Taken together, our results show the opposite-direction relationships between scientism and
self-reported (REI) and ability-based measures of thinking styles (CRT), while we expected them to
be in the same direction. When interpreting this, one must keep in mind that self-reported measures
allow participants to present themselves in a certain way that might or not be accurate, whilst this is
less true for the ability-based measures. For example, a person who highly values rational thinking
could choose high scores for rational thinking in the self-report thinking style measures, but could
at the same time make intuitive errors, i.e., score lower on CRT.

Limitations and Future Research

This is, to our knowledge, the first paper that reported the prevalence of scientistic beliefs in
the general public and found they were quite widespread. Having in mind that in a recent study that
compared 68 countries Serbia was slightly below average in trust in science (Cologna et al., 2024),
there is no reason to assume the social context especially fosters scientism. Nevertheless, we would
strongly encourage similar studies in other countries. This would allow further search for factors
underlying potential differences, such as the quality of science education.
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While we opted to study uncritical trust in science and scientists in general, future research
could look for differences between separate science domains, such as between natural or social
sciences, or even more specific disciplines, such as physics, chemistry, psychology, economics, etc.

Although it seems that educational level, gender, and age do not confound the relationship
between scientistic and irrational beliefs, other mechanisms behind these relationships could be
tested, such as trust in scientific institutions or political orientation. We also suggest including more
types of irrational beliefs and further exploring their relationship with scientistic beliefs. Unlike the
sample in Study 1, both samples of scientists and laypeople in Study 2 were convenience samples,
meaning the conclusions about the difference in the strength of scientistic beliefs cannot be
extrapolated to the whole population of either scientists or laypeople. Since it is challenging to
collect a representative sample of scientists (i.e., acquiring accurate demographic data for
sampling), a matched sampling could clarify some of the ambiguities.

Study 2 provided only partial support for our hypotheses, as the effects were not consistent
across the subsamples. Moreover, corrections for multiple comparisons suggest that only
correlations in the total sample could be considered robust and replicable. Thus, future studies
should try replicating our findings on more diverse samples. However, the evidence provided in this
paper may inspire further examination of the relationship between different measures of
informational processing style/cognitive biases and scientistic beliefs. They may explore in more
detail the differences between performance-based and self-reported measures of information
processing styles we observed in this study, as well as the differences between correlates of
uncritical trust in science and uncritical trust in scientists. Additionally, future studies may target
specific cognitive biases and see whether they expectedly relate to scientistic beliefs. The likely
candidates could be “synthetic” bias (as opposed to naturalness bias, Meier & Lappas, 2016) -
favoring synthetic products over natural ones even though they have identical chemical features,
confirmation bias (Wason, 1960), or base rate neglect (De Neys & Glumicic, 2007), redesigned in
such a way as to bias science enthusiasts. For example, base rate neglect tasks could employ
scientists and science facts contrasted with pseudoscientists and pseudoscientific claims. Future
studies could also relate scientistic beliefs to proneness to overestimate the validity of scientific
explanations when they are supplemented with pseudo-informative infographics (Tal & Wansink,
2016), formulae (Eriksson, 2012), or neuropsychological explanations (Weisberg et al., 2008).
Other moderators of the effects besides cognitive abilities could also be studied more
systematically, such as scientific knowledge, educational background, or media diet. Finally,
research could move beyond correlational data by experimentally testing the hypothesized causal
relationships between cognitive variables and scientistic beliefs.

Conclusion

Across two studies we observe that uncritical trust in science and scientists is quite
widespread. To understand their “irrational” part, we first show they are negatively related to
conspiratorial, pseudoscientific, and paranormal beliefs, but then demonstrate they, similarly to
those beliefs, tend to be typical for people high in need for closure, unable to tolerate uncertainty
and with less cognitive reflexivity. This apparently paradoxical finding suggests a need for a less
biased view of the irrationality of (dis)trust, as the two opposing sides appear to be more similar in
their cognitive footprint than previously assumed. These preliminary results could inspire further
research into the psychological aspects of both trust and distrust in science and scientists, whether
in terms of cognitive or emotional functioning, personality traits, or contextual influences,
ultimately leading to a deeper understanding of both concepts.
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Mopnepatopcku eekaT ClIHjeHTHCTHYKHUX YBepeha Ha MPOLeHY KBaJIMTeTa o0jalimbemha

Cspxa u yus ucmpasicusarsa

[IperxonHe crynuje moka3ajie cy Ja Cy JbyIU CKJIOHHUjU Ja MPOIEHYjy Kao KBaJIUTETHH]jA
oHa oOjammbema koja caapxke ¢opmyne (Eriksson, 2012), rpaduke (Tal & Wansink, 2014),
Heyponay4ne uspasze (Fernandez-Duque et al., 2015; Minahan & Siedlecki, 2016; Weisberg et al.,
2008), mmm wmnyctpamuje (McCabe & Castel, 2008), a xoje Hemajy momatHy oOjamimaBajyhy
BPEIHOCT, OJHOCHO, Koje cy Oecmuciene. [IpernocraBmim cMo fa ce 0BH €(PEeKTH MOTY JEIMMUYHO
00jaCHUTH TUME J1a JbYIN KOPUCTE M3BECHE ‘‘CHTHAJIC HAYYHOCTH KakKo O HAIpPaBWIN MPEUHUIE Y
pe3oHOBamY, Te 1a he Jbyau ca u3pakeHUjUM HEKPUTHYKUM MIOBEPEHEM y HAYKy U HAyYHHKE OUTH
BUIIIE TIOJUIOKHU OBUM TIpeYHrIlamMa.

[use oBe cTymuje je OMo /a ce UCIuUTa Ja JIM CIIjeHTUCTUYKA yBepemha MOAepupajy edekar
MpeNieBaHTHUX HEYypOHAY4YHHMX HH(pOpMallja Ha MPOICHEHU KBAIUTET objammema (Weisberg et
al., 2008). Cnenuduunuje, Jbyau ca U3pAKEHUJUM CLUjEHTHCTUYKHM YyBEpemuMa Tpedano Ou aa
Oyny TMOMIOXKHHjM €(PEKTY HPEIICBAaHTHUX HEYpOHAaydyHHX HH(OpMaIja Ha OICHY KBaJIUTETa
o0jammermha MCUXOJIOMKUX (peHoMeHa.

Xunomese
Ha ocHoBy pe3ynrata opurunaine cryauje (Weisberg et al., 2008), ouekuBanu cmo cienche:

H1.1. Ta he nocrojaTu rnaBHu edekar kBanuTeTa odjammemna. Mecnuranunu he 1o6pa objammemna
OLICHUBATU Ka0 060Jba O] JIOMIKX 00jallberna.

H1.2. Jla he mocrojatm rmaBHU edekaT NpHCYCTBa HEypOHAy4HOr nonaatka. Mcmuranumm he
o0jalimema ca HEYpOHayYHHM JOJATKOM OLEHHUBAaTH Kao Oosba HEro oHa 0e3 HEypoOHAy4dHOT
J0JaTKa.

H1.3. /la he mocrojatm WHTEpakiyja CHUjEHTHCTUYKHX yBEpPEHA M IPHCYCTBA HEYPOHAYYHOT
J07aTKa Ha MPOILEHY KBaJUTeTa oOjallmbera. VCIUTaHWIM ca M3PAaKEHUJUM CIUjeHTUCTHYKUM
yBepemHMa he OUTH NMOTOKHUU e(heKTy HEeypOHAYYHOT JoJaTKa.

Bapujabne u uncmpymenmu

Objawrerpa ncuxonowkux penomena ca HeypoHayynum oooamkom. CTUMYIyce j€ YUHHUIIO
YKYITHO OCaM KpaTKuX BUmbeTa AyxuHe usmehy 60 u 130 peun, y KojuMa Cy OMHMCaHU CUXOJIOLIKH
(dbeHoMeHH ca MPUIPYKEHUM J00pUM WM JIomMM objammermuMa. [loOpa ofjammema Ouna cy
o0jammema AaTux (eHOMEHa Koja 3aucTa IOCTOoje, JAOK Cy Jolla o0jallmkema Ouia UpKyJIapHa
WM HemoBe3aHa ca (eHoMeHoM. Y mpuMmepy gatoM y Tabenmn 2 BHIUMO OO0jallmbeme 3a
MICUXOJIOIKN (PeHOMEH “NPOKJIETCTBO 3Hama . [loOpo oljamimeme OBOI ()eHOMEHA, Y KOM JbyIu
MpENeH Y]y 3Hakhe HEKE YNIbECHUIIE YKOJIUKO CAaMH Ty YHHCHUILY 3HA]Y, IMOPa3yMeEBao je yBOheme
mojMa CrocoOHOCTH JEIIEHTpAIUje O] JIMYHOT UCKycTBa. Jlomie o0jalmene 010 je MUPYKYIapHoO -
JbyIIU TIpENCHY]y 3Halky T€ YMIH-EHHIIE 3aTO IITO MpaBe BUIIE Tpellaka Kaaa Tpeda na mporeHe
3HAE JIPYTUX.

OcaM BumeTa 01 YKYNHO 18 OpUrMHAIHMX Cy MPEy3eTe U ACIMMHUYHO aallTUPAaHE U3 paja
BajcOepr u capagnuka (Weisberg et al., 2008). Kopumhene Bumere gare ¢y y mpuiory.

Agantanidje BUE-ETa TMOJpa3zyMmMeBaje Cy yckiaahuBame caapkaja y oOjammemuma. Ha
npumMep, peun ‘‘crepeoTunHo” (ewe., stereotypical) u “perko” (ewe., rare) HUCY AMPEKTHO
CYNPOTCTaBJbEHH, HAKO Tpeda Ja yKa3yjy Ha pa3IuKy y CTUMYJTycuMa u3Mely nTuia kKoje HaauKyjy
“mpoceyHoM” M3IIIeqy NTHIE (HIIP., COKO), U OHUX NTHULA YUjU aTpuOyTH ofydapajy oX arpulyrta
“mpoceune” ntuie (HIp., TUHTBUH). OBE MOJMOBE MPEBENIM CMO Kao “THMUYHE | ‘“Mamke TUIIHYHE
NTHIIE, Ca CIEACTBEHUM MpUMepuMa NTHna. Jlajbe, y HEeKUM BHEbETaMa Cy BUIbETE JopaleHe Tako
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na 0oJbe OJroBapajy 3ak/byullMa y objammemuMa. Ha mpumep, y jelHO] BUISETH j€ IOpen
HATNIOMEHYTEe IpyIe UCIUTaHUKA CTapujux o1 60 roguHa qoaaTta v rpyrna ucnuranuka miuahux ox 60
roJuHa Koja je Hemocrajana. [lomTo je pe3ynrart Te cTyauje, a u CylThuHa (eHOMeHa, Aa JbyIu ca
crapemeM OuBajy ciabuju y HEKOM 3aJaTKy, MOpaJid CMO Jia J0JamMO W Jpyry Tpyny paau
nopehema, jep METOAONOIKH M JIOTHYKH HHUje Moryhe HampaBuTH nopeheme YKOTMKO HeMaMo
nHpopMalnjy o ycnexy Heke apyre rpyne (KOHKpeTHO, Miahux JbyJIn) Ha UCTOM 3amatky. Kako
OoucMo OWiIM CHUTYpHHU Ja cy omnucd ()eHOMEHa jaCHHM W Ja je MOoryhe omasuTd 3amTo je JIOomIe
o0jalmermne JIoNIe, JBOje HE3aBHCHUX MPOICHUBAYA-IICUXO0JIOTa €Bayupaio je mobpa W Joma
o0jammema. Ha ocHOBY moBpaTHUX WH(OpMAaIIMja, Ka0 U HAKHATHE aHAIIN3€, JOHEIH CMO OJUTYKY O
3aJpXKaBamky OcaM IMOMEHYTHX BUmbeTa. lllemarcku mpukas oBOT mpolieca aganTtaiudje Marepujajia
nat je Ha Coumm 3.

Tabena 2
IIpumep kopuwihene surveme ca npuopysceHuUM 00OpUM U 10WuUM 0djaurberbuma, ca u oe3
HEYPOHAYUHOo2 000amKa (000amak je UCnucan Kyp3ueom)
Onuc dpeHomeHa
HcrpaxkuBaun Cy cacTaBWIHM JIUCTY YHE-CHHIIA KOje je, OTIPUIIMKE, TOJOBHHA JbYIM 3HAiA.
Vcnutanuiy y 0BOM €KCIIEPUMEHTY YHUTAIIU CYy OBY JINCTY YHEHCHHUIIA, a BbUXOB 3aJ1aTakK je Ouo na
KaXy Koje cy muMa no3HaTte. HakoH Tora je Tpebano 1na mpolieHe KOju MPOICHAT JbYAH 3Ha T
UCTE YAH-CHUIIC. YKOJIMKO OW MCIUTAHUIM 3HAIH HEKY YMILCHHILY, OHU O HETAYHO MPOICHUIIH
Jla BEJIMKH TIPOIICHAT JbYIH Takole Mo3Haje Ty YNibeHUIy. Ha mpumep, ako je UCIIUTaHUK 3HAO Ja
je KummeB riaBuu rpaax MomngaBuje, Taj HCTU UCHUTAHUK Ou, perumo, mporeHuo aa je 80%
JbYM TO HWCTO 3HAJIO, MaKo je TadaH oaroBop 50%. WcrpakuBaum cy Ha3Baiau oBaj (hEeHOMEH
“MPOKJIETCTBO 3HaMA .

J1o6po ofjanimeme

Jlonie o0jammene

WcTpaxkuBaun TBpJEe /1a c€ OBO “TIPOKJIETCTBO”
JemaBa”  3aTO INTO MCIUTAaHULM  HUMajy
noremkohe y mpebamuBamy ca COICTBEHE
Tayke IJIeJUINTa Kako OU pa3MOTpUIIM ILTa Ou

WcTtpaxkuBaun TBpje 1a c€ OBO “TIPOKJIETCTBO’
JelaBa’” 3aTo IMITO HMCHUTAHUIM IMPaBe BUILE
rpemaka Kajga Tpeba Ja TpoLEeHE 3Hame
apyrux. Jbyam ¢y MHoro Oomu Yy

@ponmannoz pexcrwa 3a Koje ce 3Ha 04 C)y
VKYUeHu y camonpoyeny. Vicnutanuny umajy
noremkohe y mnpedanuBamy ca COINCTBEHE
Tauke MICAMIITA Kako OM pasMOTPWIM IITa OU
HEKO Jpyrm MOorao 3HaTH, OpU UYeMy Ou
IPEUIKOM MPUIKMCHBAIN COICTBEHO 3HAHE
IPyTHMA.

HEKO JPYr'H MOTao 3HATH, MpH YeMy OH | IpOIeHUBamky OHOTA IITO CaMH 3HAjY.
IPEIIKOM MPUIIMCUBAIN COICTBEHO 3HAHE

JApyruMa.

Moosicoano ckenupare cycepuwe 0a ce 060 | Moscoano ckenuparwe cyzepuuie 0a ce 0860
“npoknemcmeo”  Oewasa’ 3602  kona | “npokiemcmgo’  Oewasa’ 3002  Koia

@ponmannoe pedxcra 3a Koje ce 3Ha 0a cy
YKBYUeHu y camonpoyery. VicnutaHuIU 1pase
BUIIIE TpelIaKka Kaja Tpeda Ja MpoIeHe 3Hame
apyrux. Jbyam cy wMHoro OomH Yy
MPOLIEHMBAY OHOTA IIITO CAMU 3HA]Y.

3amaTak MCOUTaHWKAa OWO je Ja TPOIeHe KOJIUKO je aTo O0O0jalllbermhe MCUXOIOMIKOT
dbeHomena 3amoBosbaBajyhe Ha ckamu ox -3 (Beoma Hezadosomasajyhe) no 3 (Beoma
3a0o60.masajyhe) ca HeytpamHoM nozunujom 0 (Humu 3adosomasajyhe, humu Hezadosomasajyhe).

Cyujenmucmuuka ygepersa. HEKpUTUUKO NOBEpewmE y HayKy U HEKpUTHUKO NOBEpEHE y
Hay4YHHKE MEPEHH Cy YTIUTHUKOM CITHjEHTUCTHUKUX yBepewma o 20 Tema.
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Ciauka 3.
Llemamcku npuxas npoyeca aoanmayuje 8Uurbema ca 00jaurberUMa NCUXOIOWKUX heHoMeHa

O6jammena NCUX0J0IIKUX (eHo;
€ca HeYpOHAYYHHM J0XaTKOM

— 18 opurnHaTHUX BHE-ETA =

Onuc gpenomena

Hobpo objawrerve Jlowe objawmerse
Oe3 Heypo-0odamka be3 Heypo-0odamra

Hobpo objawmwere Jouwe obGjaurere
ca Heypo-000amKom ca Heypo-00damrom

¥

Kopax 1 Kopexkiuja omuca deHomena u objauimema

[TponemHBaYH IPOLEHY]Y KBAJIHTET

Kopak 2 )
ofjanmbemna

Kopaxk 3 Opabup HajKBATHTETHHjUX BHIbETA

!

Pesyarar: Konaunux 8 Bumera

IIpoyedypa

HctpaxuBamwe je copoBeneHo Ha DakynTeTy MNOJUTHUKMX Hayka u  Pakynarery 3a
CHelMjalHy eAyKalujy U pexaOmimMranujy y nBe cecuje ca 21 manoMm pa3zmaka usmely cecuja. Y
OKBHUPY OBHUX CE€CHja NPUKYIUbEHU Cy HOJAllM U 3a eKCIEPUMEHT y KOMe je mocMaTpaH edekar
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKUX YBEpeHa Ha MpPOLEHY KBaJUTEeTa apryMeHarta (HapenHa crynuja). Mcnuranunm
Cy y IIPBOj CECHjU TMOJIeJbEHH Yy JIBE TPYIe HA OCHOBY HBUXOBOTI Opoja MHJEKCA Ha napHy U HenapHy
rpyny. Penocnen 3amaraka (olemHBame apryMeHara, OICHHBaWkE 00jalllikberha, W IMOMYHhaBamkhe
VYHOUTHUKA CIIMJEHTUCTUYKX YBEepeHa) OU0 je paHJOMU30BaH Mel)y HCIUTaHUIIUMA.

VY npBoj cecuju mapHOj TPyIH Cy IpHUKa3aHa v 100pa 1 joma o0jambema ca HEYpOHAYYHUM
nogatkoM. HemapHoj rpynu cy mpuka3zaHa u 1o0pa u Jioma o0jallmemha caMo 0e3 HeypOHayYHOT
nonatka. Y Jpyroj cecwju ImapHa rpymna jao0uia je ofjammera 0e3 JojaTka, a HemapHa ca
nonatkom. Penocien o6jammema yHyTap 0J10Ka je UCTO paHIOMU30BaH.
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Ciauka 4
[Ilema ekcriepUMEHTAIHE MPOLEeYPE MPUITHKOM IIPUKYILbamkha MoaTaka

Cecuja 1 : Cecuja 2

JoGpa objammema 1/2 Aprymenara : JloGpa oGjammemna 1/2 Aprymenara
Ca Heypo I0IaTKOM Hayunn nzpop I Ca Heypo J0IaTKOM Jlamukn H3BOp

IIapan 0poj I
L LT Jloma ofjammemna 2/2 AprymeHara | Jloma ofjammena 2/2 Aprymenara
Ca Heypo JA0ZaTKOM Jlanukn u3Bop | Bes Heypo nomarka Hayunu nzpop

1

. y |
Jobpa odjammema 1/2 AprymeHnara I JloGpa objanmemsa 1/2 AprymeHata
Bes Heypo momaTka JIanmaku m3Bop | Ca Heypo J07aTKOM Hayunn n3pop

Henapun opoj |
HHIeKCA Jloma objammema 2/2 Aprymenara | Jloma ofjammemha 2/2 Aprymenara
Bez Heypo nomarTka Hayunn n3pop | Ca Heypo J01aTKOM Jlamukn n3Bop

| A
1

Pesyararu
Y3opaxk

VY3opak je unHmwio N = 100 cryneHTkuma u cryjgeHata dakynrera MOJUTHYKUAX HAayKa U
dakynTeTa 3a CeNHjalIHy eayKanujy u pexadmmraiujy. [Ipocedan y3pacT y3opka uzHocuo je M =
19.71 (SD = 1.02), a najsehu €0 y30pka YnHIIC Cy CTYACHTKHbE (94).

Leckpunmuena cmamucmuka u Kopeiayuje

IToy3nanoct cyOckopoBa Ouila je penaTUBHO HUCKA - o = .52 3a HekpuTuuko mnoepeme y
HayKy ¥ o = .64 3a Hekputuuko moBepeme y HaydHuke. Y Tabenmu 3. 1aTH Cy JAECKPUITHBHU
MoKa3aTeJbl CKOpoBa cyOckaja YTNHMTHUKA CIHMjeHTUCTHMYKUX YBEpema M OlLleHa KBaluTeTa
ofjamimema W aprymMeHara, kao W mwuUxoBe MelyycoOHe kopenamnuje. Kopenanmja ckopoBa
Hekputnukor nosepemwa y Hayky U HekpuTHUKOTr MoBepema y HaydHHUKe Ouiia je pelaTuBHO ciada,
IITO c€ MOXKE€ NMOTEHLHMjaTHO 00JaCHUTHM M HHUCKOM Moy3aaHomhy ckopoBa. Hucy perucrpoBane
Apyre 3HauajHe Kopemanuje u3Mel)y ckoposa.

Taoeaa 3
Kopenayuje nekpumuurxoz nogeperba y HayKy u HEKpUMUYKO2 N0Geperbd y HAYYHUKE Ca OYeHamMda
Keaaumema o0jauirberpa

Hexkputnuko  Hexpuruuko

Bapujabne Pacrion M SD moBepemey  TOBEpEHE y
HAYKY Hay4YHUKE

Hexputndko noBepeme y HayKy 0.00-092 035 0.21

Hexkputnuko nosepeme y HayuHUKE 0.00-1.63 054 0.33 .26*

J1o6po objanimeme 0e3 g0aaTKa 3.75-6.63 536 0.71 .06 -.04

Jlome ofjammeme 6e3 JoaaTka 1.63-6.75 4.27 1.09 13 -11

J1o6po objanimeme ca T0AaTKOM 3.63-7.00 545 0.72 .04 .01

Jlomie oGjammene ca 10AaTKOM 2.00-6.88 5.03 0.84 .07 .07

Egexam upenesanmmnoe neyponayunoz dooamka na npoyexy Keaiumema odjauirberba

Pesyntatu ANOVA-e 3a NOHOBJbEHA Mepema yKa3yjy Ha 3HauajHe eeKTe M KBaJUTeTa
objammewa (Wilks” A = .51, F = 9473, p < .001, n2 = .49), mpucycTtBa HpeIECBaHTHOT
Heyponayusor nogatka (Wilks A = .76, F = 31.65, p < .001, n° = .24), Te HHXOBE HHTEPAKIIHje
(Wilks” A = .77, F = 29.50, p < .001, nz = .23). Jlakne, ucnuTaHuIM cy no0pa o0janimemna
(uctipaBHO) OIIGHMJIM Kao Bulle 3agoBosbaBajyha ox mommx [HI1.1]. [Jlasbe, ucnutanumu cy
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o0jammema ca HEYpOHAyYHHM JIOJAATKOM OIICHHJIM Kao BHWINE 33J0BOJbaBajyha o] HCTHX
objammema Koju Taj gomarak Hemajy [H1.2]. Konauno, edexar nmomatka je Ouo jaum 3a Jiorma
oOjammema Hero 3a go0pa.

Kako Hac je 3aHMMano camMo TO Ja U CIMjCHTHCTUYKA yBepema yTHdy Ha edekar
HEYpPOHAYYHOI JOJaTKa, a He Ha edekar kBanmureTa oOjallbema WIH HBUXOBY HHTEPAKIIH]Y,
o0jenumeHe cy oleHe 1o0pux u jomux objammema. CrpoBeneHa ANOVA 3a MOHOBJbEHA MEpeHma
jomr jemannyT moTBphyje cHaxaH edexaT HeypoHayuHor nonatka (Wilks” A = .76, F = 31.65, p <
.001, n2 =.24). YV npucyCcTBy HEKPUTHYKOT TIOBEPEHA Y HAyKy Kao KOBapHjaTa Pe3yJITaTH yKazyjy
Ha 3HauajaH edekar paxropa (Wilks’ A =.90, F = 11.35, p = .001, n°= .10), anu He 1 UHTEpaAKLHje
dakropa u koBapujata (Wilks” A = 1.00, F = 0.42, p = .517, n2 = .00). Ca ngpyre crpane, y
MPUCYCTBY HEKPUTHUYKOT MOBEPEH-a Y HAYYHHKE Ka0 KOBapHjaTa pe3yiTaTH yKa3yjy Ha 3HadajaH
edekar dakropa (Wilks A = 970, F = 2.99, p = .087, n2 = .03), anu Ha He3HauajaH edekar
uHTepaKumje (paxropa u xosapujata (Wilks” A = .98, F = 1.93, p = .168, n° = .02). Pesyurary,
nakiie, ynyhyjy Jla Hi HEKPUTHYKO MTOBEPEHC Y HAYKY, HUTH HEKPUTUIKO MTOBEPECHEC Y HAYUHUKE HE
MoJiepupajy edekar HeypoHayqHOT JOAATKA Ha MPOLEHEHN KBAUTET o0jammkerma [H1.3].

JlonaTHe aHanM3e MOKasajie Cy Ja HU HEKPUTHYKO MOBepeme y Hayky (r = -.05, p = .595),
HU HEKPUTHUYKO NOBepeme y HayuHuke (I = .14, p = .168) He moka3yjy 3HauajHEe Be3e ca IMPOCTOM
Pa3IMKOM MpOIICHA KBAIMTETA 00jalllibebha Kajla Cy JiaTa ca HEypOHAYyYHHUM JO0JAaTKOM U 0e3 mbera.

Jduckycuja

VY ckiamy ca HamMM OYEKHMBambUMa, O0jallmberha INCUXOJIOMKHX ()eHOMEHa 3aucra Ccy
IpolekhUBaHa Kao 00Jba YKOIMKO OM OuIla JOMYyHEHAa HEypOHAyYHHM JOJATKOM HEro Kajaa HHCY,
mTO je y ckiany ca pesyiaratuma BajcOepr m capagnuka (Weisberg et al., 2008). Ayropu
opurnHanHe crynuje (Weisberg et al., 2008) mpernocraBibajy Aa ¢y MCIUTAaHULM MOTHATU TOA
VTHIAj XEYPUCTUYKOT PE30HOBamWa IJI€ JOIMyHa HEYPOHAYYHOM HH(MOPMAIHMjOM W TEXHHUYKUM
JE3MKOM OCTaBJba YTHCAK Jia je 00jallllbemhe BUIlE HAyyHO, ajli Takole Ja oBO o0jallmerme Huje
JIOBOJHHO, UMajyhu y BUIy 1a je edekar noaarka OWo jauu 3a joma ofjammema. Kao gomathe
pasiiore 3a OBe pesynrare BHIAe “‘edekar ynedarsbuBor jaetaiba’ (ewe., seductive detail effect),
mpeMa KOM€ yIeuaTJbUBU JieTabu oHeMoryhaBajy mipucehame U eBalyalldjy LEHTPaTHOT
apryMeHTa, ajli M yTULa] BU3yeIu3altje Koje Hoce HeypOIICUXO0JIIIKe HH(popMaltje, 3a Koje Takohe
MIPETIOCTaBJbajy Ja OHEMOr'yhaBajy pe30oHOBame 0 apryMeHTuMa. Mnak, 3a Hauly cTyaujy OuTHHja
J€ XUIoTe3a XeypUCTHUUYKOT PE30HOBama 3a KOje MMamo MOTBPAE M3 Pa3IMUUTUX CTyauja rie (3a
o0jammeme) HeOUTHE WiIycTpalje, BUlyenusamuje, GopMmyse, UTHA., YuHE oljammbema 00JbUM
(Eriksson, 2012; McCabe & Castel, 2008; Tal & Wansink, 2014).

OBaj edekar je, Ka0 U y OPUTHHAITHO] CTYAUjU, OMO jauu 3a Jioma o0jalImerha MTO HOCH
3Ha4yajHy MPaKTHYHY BaXXHOCT. Haume, y cUTyaluju KOMyHUKallMje HAYYHUX pe3yiTaTra, YKOJIUKO
je mo0po oljanmmeme W MPOLECHEHO Kao J00po, JojaTHE WiycTpaldje He OM Mopaiie aa Oymy
BakHe. MelhyTuM, yKOIMKO je LuJb Ja ce oapeheHu NMpou3BOJ WM IpaKca peKIaMUpajy Kao
yCHEeIIHU, AOJaTHE WIyCTpalije KOjeé CHUTHAIM3Mpajy HAyYyHOCT MOTY 3HauajHO YTUIATH Ha
noTporuiaye.

Yopkoc CTaTUCTUYKO] 3aHA4ajHOCTH edekaTta W HHUXOBO] BEIMKO] jaulHU, MOXKEMO
JMCKYTOBAaTH j€ HHXOBAa NpaKTUYHA cHara. Y3umajyhu y o03up M ga cy u nobpa u joma
o0janmema OllekheHa Kao BUIIE 3a7]0BOJbaBajyha Hero HeszaaoBoJbaBajyha (TEOPHjCKM MPOCEK Ha
cKan je 4, oK cy IMpOoCely mpoleHemUX kBanuTera ommm usmely 4.27 u 5.45), Tenko je oleHuT
na i je paznuka o 0.76 jenuauIa (Ha ckainu ox 1 10 7) y MPOCEYHO] MPOIICHH JIOIINX 00]allhemha
ca u 0e3 HeypOHAy4YHOT JI0JIaTKa JOBOJBHO jaka. MoOKeMO 3aMHCIUTH 0cO0y KOja ce OKO Heuera
Kojeba (makie, olneHa OKO 4 - HUTH 3aJ0BoJbaBajyhe, HUTH HE3aI0BOJbaBajyhe), KOjy jemHa
OecMuCIieHa WIyCTpallfja €BEHTYAIHO “mperypa’” Ka HpOILEHU Ja je y MUTamy A00ap MpOu3BOA
(otrena oko 5).
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MebhyTum, CIMjeHTUCTHYKA YBEPEHa, Tj. HEKPUTHUKO MOBEPEH-EC Y HAYKy MM HAyYHUKE,
CYIPOTHO HalllUM OYCKUBambHMa, HUCY MOJCpUpana eQeKaT HUPEICBAHTHUX HEYPOHAYIHHX
nH(popMalja Ha o0jalimbemha MCHXOJIOMKNX GeHoMeHa. [pyrum peunma, edekar HeypoHAyIHOT
no/aTka o0jalbehy HUje OMO CHaKHUJH 3a WCIMTAHUKE KOJU CYy MOKa3aJiH jadya CIIMjEHTHUCTHUYKA
yBepema. LllTaBuiie, HU HEKPUTHUUKO MTOBEPEHE Y HAYKY, HUTH HEKPUTHUYKO MOBEPEHHE Y HAYIHUKE
HUCY IOKa3aJld TOBE3aHOCT HH Ca jEJHOM IPOICHOM KBAJIUTETa, HUTH MPOCTHM pasiiKama y
NpolleHaMa KBAJINUTETa Yy pEJIEBAaHTHUM CHUTyalMjaMa (ca HEypOHAayYyHHM JOJaTKoM - 0e3
HEYPOHAYYHOT JI0J]aTKa). ¥ TOM CMHCIY, pe3yJITaTH He TOBOpE Yy MPUIOT MOCTOjamy Be3e nimehy
OBHX IPOLIEHA U CIIMjEHTUCTUYKUX yBEPEHa, OAHOCHO MIOBEPEHA y HAYKY M HAyYHHKE.

Bajcoepr u capagaunm (Weisberg et al., 2008) moHyawim cy u 00jallllbemhe 32 HHUXOBE
pesyiaTare mpeMa KOMe MCIUTAHUIM MPENo3Hajy PelyKIMOHUCTHYKA o0jallmema (HeypOHaydHa)
kao Oospa on OaswuHMX (IICUXOJIOMIKKX). MehyTuMm, YKONMMKO pEeayKIIMOHH3aM CMaTpaMmo
MHTETPATHUM JIeJIOM CLUjeHTHCTHUKuX yBepema (Ladyman, 2018), onma Ou ce odekuBano 1a
CIIMjEHTUCTUYKA YBEpEHa 3aucTa Oyay JEIMMUYHO OJTOBOPHA 3a OBE eeKTe, IITO Ce, JAaKIe, KO
HAC HUje MCIIOCTaBUIIO Ka0 TavyHO.

Orpannuema u Oyayha ucrpaxuBama

C 003upoM Ha TO J]a jeé UCTPAKUBAKE CIIPOBEICHO HA CTYACHTCKOM Y30pKY, 3aKJby4lll HE
Mory OHWTH jelIHaKo OINpaBJaHO NPEHECeHW Ha ommuTy mnomynandjy. Crora, MOHaBJbAkE
eKCIIepUMeHaTa Ha y30pKY perpe3eHTaTUBHH]EeM 3a OIITY MoMyianujy Tpeba J1a npeicTaBiba jejaH
O]l IPBUX KOpaka. Y MpHUHIUIY, MOTYhe je 11a je 0Baj y30paK XOMOT'€H M0 OJTHOCY ITpeMa HayIi U Ja
IIOCTOJU HEKa BPCTa PECTPUKIMje yTUIIaja CLIMJEHTUCTUUKUX YBEPEHha Ha PE30HOBAE.

Jlasbe, pe3ynTaTH EKCIIEPHMEHTa TOTCHIHjaTHO MOTY OWTH KOH(QYHAMPAHH TyKHHOM
o0jammema. Haume, objammema ca J0AaTKOM MOTY OUTH MpOLEeHkeHa kao 60Jpa MpocTo 300r Tora
HITO cy AyXa. Y mpuHuuIy, oyayha ucrpaxxupama Ou Tpedao Aa KOHTPOJIUILY TYKUHY A00pUX U
JOUIMX O0jallmbera, ca U 0e3 HeypOoICHUXOJIOMKOr aoAaTka. OBJe MIaK OcTaje MUTamke Ja JU je
pa3iauKy y Ay>KUHU Moryhe MCIyHHTH TEKCTOM KOjU Hehe HUTH NONpUHETH o0jallmerny (HOomyT
HEYPOIICUXOJIOIIKOT J0AaTKa), ajdu Koju ra Hehe HU ,mHokBaputu™. VcTpakuBauun Mory,
MOTEHIM]jaTHO, MPOOaTH Ja MpPEeTecTupajy oljammema 0e3 U ca JOJaTHUM TEKCTOM (KOju HHjE,
JaKiie, HEypOIICHXOJOIIKH), Ma Ja HAaKHAaJHO ojabepy OHa KOJA KOJUX HE IOCTOJU pas3jiuKa y
npoueweHoM kpanuteTy. Ilutame je, mehytum, ga nau ThMe “¢paBopusyjeMO” AYXKHHY KOJ
o0jalmema ca HEeYPOICHXOJIOUIKOM HH(OpMAIMjoM, jep ca Te CTpaHe OCTaB/baMO AYXKHUHY Ja
CJI000/THO OCTBapyje YTHUIIa], OHOCHO, AYKUHA je Y PYHKIM]U ToAaTHUX HH(]opMalirja, 6e3 003upa
Ha To WTO Ccy OecmucneHe. VMcnuTtaHuK ce MoOke OBJE, Jakie, MPOCTO PE30HOBATU IO MOJEIY:
“oBae MMa BHIIEe WH(OpMAIK]a, IITO 3HAYU Ja je 00jalmemne 00Jbe”, YMECTO Ja Pe30HYyje O TOME
Kako ce Te MH(popMmaiuje y oljalimemy OJHOce Nnpema (peHoMmeHy Koju ce oljammaBa (mpema
ekcrkanaymy). Ca npyre crpaHe, TJIaBHH PE3yaTaT M CYHITHHA OBOT EKCIIEPHMEHTa je 1a Cy
o0jalmermha JIOMyHheHa HEeYypOIICUXO0JIOMKOM HH(OpMAIjoM olieleHa Kao 00Jba M MOTEHIM)AIHO
je 6ecmucieHo ynapuBaTy o0jamimema ca U 0e3 OBOT J0JaTKa Tako Ja Oyay jeTHaKOT KBAJIUTETA.
Moxna 6yayha uctpaxupama 3aTo Tpeba IpBO /1a 0JIBOjeHO UCTpake J1a JIM JoJaTHe HHpopMaluje
TE€HEPATHO JIOTIPUHOCE OILIEHM KBAJIUTETa O0jallmkbemha WM je€ TO PEe3epBHCAHO camo 3a “‘CHUTHAJe
Hay4HOCTH .

3ak/pyuyak

Yrpkoc 0CyCTBY OUYE€KMBaHE MOJEpalllje CIIMJ€HTUCTUYKIM yBepemhrMa, MOKa3aal CMO Jia
UCIHUTAaHUIM 3aHMcTa NpoLewYjy ofjammema Kao 0osba KaJa UM Ce TMPUA0AAa HEypoHaydHa
nH(popMaIrja Koja 3apaBo He TOTMPUHOCH 00jalImhemhy PeHoOMeHa.

OBH pe3ynTaTu UMajy UMILUIMKAIMje Ha pa3yMeBamke YTHIAja CUTHAIA HAYYHOCTH M HAyYHOT
’KaproHa Ha MOTPOILIAYKO NMOHamamke. V3maramem noTpoliaya OBUM CUTHAJIMMAa TOKOM PeKJIaMHUX
KaMIlakha MOKE C€ YIPaBJbaTH BUXOBUM MHEHEM O IPOU3BOIMMA KOjU CY, MOXKJa Y TIOTIIYHOCTH, a
MOJK/1a U HUMAJIO, TIOBE3aHH Ca HAyKOM, a IPUTOM 0e3 oOMamuBama. JeTHaAKO ce MOKEMO YIUTAaTH
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U Ja JH je MOTpeOHO Ja ce peryjiaTuBe y OrjallaBamy Ha TPXKHILTY MOOLITPE W Ha Ta] HAYMH
JOJJATHO 3aLUTUTE MIOTPOILIAaY€e OJ] HECABECHOT MApPKETHHTIA.

* PehepeHiie 3a pafioBe LIMTHPAHE y OBOM €Ny TEKCTa Cy NPUAPYKEHE pedhepeHiama u3 yBoa U TUCKYCHje Ha Kpajy
UcepTanyje.
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MonaepaTopckn edekar CIIHjeHTUCTHYKUX YBepeHa HA MPOLeHY KBAJMTETa aprymeHara

Cepxa U yusb ucmpadsicusaroa

[uss oBe cryauje je 6Mo 1a MpOBEpH Ja JIM CLUjeHTUCTHYKA yBEpeHma MOJepupajy edexar
U3BOpa aprymMeHara Ha [poueHy yOembuBocTd aprymenara. Crenuduunuje, Jbyau ca
M3paKEHUJUM CIIMJEHTHCTUYKUM yBepemHuMa Tpebano 0u 1a Oyay CKIOHMjH Ja MPOLEHE BPEIHOCT
apryMeHTa Kao jayd KaJa J10jla3u OJ HAyYHUKA WM HAYYHMX MHCTHTYIMja HEro Kajaa JoJa3d Of
JIJAUYKUX U3BOpa.

Xunomese

H2.1. Jla he mocrojaTi TIaBHM edeKkaT M3BOpa apryMeHTa Ha IMPOIECHY KBAJIUTETa apryMEHTA.
Hcnutanunu he uaeHTUYHE apryMEHTE OLICHUBATH KAo jade Kaja Cy MPUIUCAHU HayYHHIIMMA U
HAyYHUM MHCTUTYIIMjaMa HETo KaJia Cy MPUIHCAHU JTaulliMa.

H2.2. /la he mocTojaTu MHTEpaKlMja CIIMjEHTUCTUYKUX YBEpEHa U U3BOpA apryMEeHTa Ha MPOICHY
KBaJIUTETAa apryMeHTa. VcnuTaHWIM ca HM3paXCHUJUM CIUjeHTUCTHYKAM yBepemHMa he OuTH
MOJUIOKHH]jU e(peKTy U3BOpa apryMeHTa.

Bapujabne u uncmpymenmu

Apeymenmu ca eapupanum uzsopuma. CTUMyIyce je YMHUIO YKYIHO 14 KpaTKUX BUIbETA,
nyxune ox 50 mo 120 peun, y kojuma onpeheHu m3BOpHM Jajy aprymeHTe 3a ojapeheHe TBpImbe.
Apaymenmu cy nopaesbeHu y 1o0pe u some. loOpu apryMeHTH 3aCHUBAIM Cy C€ Ha KBaJIMTETHO
NIN3aJHUPAHOM E€MIIMPUJCKOM HCTpakMBamy (BEJIMKH Y30paK, KOHTpOJAa YCJIOBa, M IOCTOjambe
KOHTpoJiHe rpyne). JloOpux aprymeHara je OMJIO YKYIHO JBa, a HHUXOBa CBpXa je Owia Ja ce
UCIUTAaHUIIMMA HampaBu ojJpeheHn KoHTeKCT (,,KOTBa*) 3a OLEHUBAKE KBAJIUTETa OCTAIMX
aprymenara. Jlomm aprymeHTHM OWMJIM Cy 3aCHOBAaHM Ha JIOLIE JU3ajHUPAHUM EMITMPH]CKUM
HCTpaXUBambUMa (Maju y30pIlH, HEMOCTOjJalkhe KOHTPOJIE YCIIOBA, HEMOCTOjamkhe KOHTPOIHE TPYIIE),
aHerjioTaMa, Wwin aHanorvjama. OHM cy KOHCTPYMCAHHU Tako Ja Ha OCHOBY HHX HHUje Ouio Moryhe
HAIPaBUTH OIIITE 3aKJbYYKE O TaTHM I10jaBaMa.

H360pu cy Ownn 1ojesbeHU Ha HaydHe (MHCTUTYTH, (aKyITeTH, 3aBOAM, UCTpaXKHBayH,
YHUBEP3UTETCKHU INpodecopu), U Ha JauuKe HU3BOpe (CHOPTUCTH, HOBUHAPHU, MEIU)CKE JINYHOCTH,
acouujanuje rpahana, poauresba, akTUBUCTA, UT/L.).

OcobuHe apryMeHTa Cy BalMJWpaHe O]l CTpaHe JBa HE3aBHCHA TPOICHUBAYa KOjU CY
OLIEHUBAIM Ja JIM je apryMeHT J00ap WM JIOUI, T€, YKOJIUKO je apryMeHT JOII, IITa ra YUHH
nomuM. Konaunu onabup on 14 kopuinheHNX BUBHETa HAPaBJbEH j€ CEIeKIMjoM 0] 24 MpBOOUTHO
koHcTpyucanux. Kopumihene Bumere nate cy y npuiory. [Ipumep kopumrheHux BUmETa Jat je y
Ta6emu 4. IIporiec KOHCTPYKIM]j€ MaTepHjaja IMEeMaTCKH je TpUKa3aH Ha CIUIHN O.

3ajgarak MCHHMTaHWKAa OWMO je Ja OIeHE CHAary aprymeHTa Ha ckamu on -3 (Beoma now
apeymenm) 1o 3 (Beoma oobap apeymenm) ca HeyTpanHoM nosutidjoM 0 (Humu now, numu dobap
apeymenm)

Cyujenmucmuuxa yeeperoa. HekpuTHuKo nosepeme y HayKy U HeKpuTHuKo moBepeme y
HayYHUKE MEPEHHU Cy YTIUTHUKOM CIIM]JEHTUCTUUKUX yBepewa o1 20 Tema.
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Cauka 5

Lllemamcku npuxasz npoyeca KOHCMpPYKYuje 8Uurbema ca ap2ymeHamuma ca apupaHum u3eopuma

ApryMeHTH ca BADHPAHHM H3BOPH

24 HOBOKOHCTPYHCAHHX BHUILETA

Hzeop

Tepora

Apeymenm

Kopax 1

¥

[IponemHBaYH NPOLUCHY]y KBAJIHTET

Kopak 2

apryMeHara

Onadbup HAJKBAIMTETHH)UX BHIHETA

Kopax 3

Pesynrar: Konaunux 14 Bumera

Tao0ena 4

Ilpumep apeymenama ca sapupanum uzeopuma (U360p je HanucaH Kyp3usom)

Hayununm

Jlanmn

Hcempaoweusauu Hayuonannoz uncmumyma 3a
bezbeonocm xpane u ucxpany CAJ/{-a vctaknm
Cy MOBE3aHOCT KOH3yMaIlije XpaHe Ha 0asu
reHeTcku MoaudukoBanux opranuzama (I'MO)
Y pa3BHjama pa3IMIUTHX BpCTa KaHuepa. OHn
CY CIIPOBEJIH jeJHY BEJIUKY CTYIIH]y Ha Y30pKY
ox npeko 12.000 ucrimraHnka U3 pa3amauTHX
npxasa CA/l-a rae je mpoaaja xpaHe Ha 0a3u
I'MO no3BosseHa. PesynraTtu jacHO mokasyjy na
je crona 000JbeBamba 0J] paka YHYTPALIHBUX
opraHa paciia ca OpojeM roJgnuHa KOH3yMHUpamba
xpane Ha 6azu 'MO.

Axmusucmu opywumea nompowaya “‘Eam
Right” (Jeou ucnpasno) uz Apxamnsaca,
CA/], ucTakiiv Ccy MOBE3aHOCT KOH3YMaIln]e
XpaHe Ha 0a3u TeHeTCKH MOAU(DUKOBAHIX
opranuzama (I'MO) u pa3Bujama
pa3nuuuTUX BpcTa KaHiepa. OHu cy
CIIPOBEJIH Je/IHY BEJUKY CTYAH]Y Ha Y30pKY
oa npeko 12.000 ucnuranuka u3
paznmuuutux npxasa CAJl-a rae je mpomaja
xpaHe Ha 6a3u 'MO no3BosbeHa. PesynraTu
JacHO TIOKa3yjy Ja je cTora 000JbeBarmba 01
paka yHyTpallbhiX opraHa pacia ca opojem
roJIHa KOH3yMHpamwa xpaHe Ha 6a3u [ MO.
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IIpoyeoypa

UctpaxuBame je copoBeneHo Ha DakynteTy NOMUTHYKAX Hayka u @Dakynarery 3a
CHeNHjalIHy eIyKallujy U pexadunuraiujy y ase cecuje ca 21 manom pasmaka msmely cecuja. ¥
OKBHPY OBHX CE€CHja NMPUKYIUBCHU Cy TOJAIM W 3a CKCICPUMEHT y KOME je mocMaTpaH edekar
CIMJEHTUCTUYKUX YBEpeHa Ha TMPOLEHY KBAIUTETa OOjIIamkemha ICUXOIOMKUX (eHOMEeHa
(nperxoana ctynuja). MicnmuTaHuIm Ccy y NPBOj CECHjU MOJE/HEHU Yy JIBE TPyIe Ha OCHOBY HbHXOBOT
Opoja WHIEKca Ha napHy W Henapny Tpyny. Pemocien 3amataka (OUemHBame aprymeHara,
OIICHhUBAE O00jallllbelhba U IOINYyHhaBalkhe YIUTHUKA CIHJEHTHCTHYKX YBEpema) Ouo je
paHIoMu30BaH Mel)y HCITUTaHULIMA.

[TapHa rpyna ucrimtanuka je goomina npeux 50% apryMmeHara Kao Jia jojia3e oJ1 HaydHHKa, a
npyrux 50% aprymeHata kao na jgonase on Jianka. Hemapua rpyma mobuna je mpsux 50%
aprymMeHara Kao Ja jJoJjase of Jiauka, a 50% aprymeHara Kao Ja Joja3e OJf Hay4HUKa. Y JIPYroj
CeCHju U3BOPU apryMeHara cy OOpHYTH, Tj. OHO IITO j€ MPE3eHTOBAHO MApHO] TPYIH y MPBOj CECHjH
call je MPE3CHTOBAHO HEMapHOj TPy, a OHO IITO je NMPE3CHTOBAHO HEMApHO] TPYyNU cala je
MIPUKa3aHo MmapHoj rpynu. Pemocnen aprymenara ynyrap 61oka Takole je OMo paHJI0MU30BaH.

Ciauka 6
Lllema excnepumenmantne npoyeoype npuiukom RPpUKyn/barba no0amaxa

Cecuja 1 Cecuja 2

Ilapan 0poj
HHAeKCA

1/2 Aprymenara
Hayunu nzpop

JloGpa oGjammema
Ca Heypo Z0IaTKOM

2/2 AprymeHara
Jlanukn H3BOp

Jloma objammemna
Ca Heypo 0aTKOM

1/2 AprymeHara
Jlammakn n3pop

JoGpa objammemna
Ca Heypo J0JaTKOM

2/2 AprymeHara
Hayann nssop

Jloma ofjammemna
Bes Heypo momatka

Henapnu dpoj
HHAEKCA

1/2 AprymeHara
JIangkH H3BOP

JoGpa objammema
bes Heypo JoaaTka

2/2 AprymeHara
Hayunn nisop

Jloma ofjammemna
Bes meypo nofaTka

1/2 AprymeHara
Hayunn mspop

Jobpa objammema
Ca HEYPO J10/IaTKOM

2/2 Aprymenara
Jlamakn H3BOP

Jloma objammemna
Ca Heypo noaaTKOM

Pesyararu

Y3opaxk

V3opak je unHmino N = 100 cTyneHTkuma U cryaeHaTa dakynrera NOJTUTHUUYKUX HayKa U
dakynrera 3a CHENUjaHy eayKalujy W pexaOunauTanujy (UCTH y30pak Kao W y MPETXOIHO]
crymuju). [Ipoceyan y3pact y3opka uzHocuo je M = 19.71 (SD = 1.02), a nHajsehu neo y3opka
YUHUIIE Cy CTYJIEHTKUE (94).

Leckpunmuena cmamucmuka u Kopeiayuje

Kao u y mperxoniHoj cTynuju, Moy3aaHOCT cyOckopoBa Ouiia je pelaTuBHO HHMCKa - o = .52
3a HekpuTHUYKO MoBepeme y HayKy U o = .64 3a HekpuTHUKO moBepeme y HaydHuke. Y Tabenu .
JaTH Cy JECKPUNTUBHH IOKa3aTeJbU CKOpOBa CyOcCKaia YNUTHUKA CIMjEHTHUCTUYKUX YBEpewa U
OlleHa KBAJIMUTETa apryMeHaTra, kao U mwuxoBe MelycoOHe kopenamuje. Kopenauuja ckxopoBa
Hexputnukor nosepema y HayKy 1 HekpuTuukor nopepema y HayuyHUKe Ouiia je peslaTUuBHO cliada,
IITO C€ MOXE MOTEHLHMjAIHO 00jaCHUTH M HUCKOM Moy3haHomihy ckopoBa. Hucy perucrpoBane
Ipyre 3HavyajHe Kopenamnuje u3Mel)y ckopoaa.
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Tao0ena 5
Kopenayuje nexpumuurxoz nogeperba y HayKy u HeKpUMuyKo2 n08eperba y HayuHuKe ca oyeHama
apeymenama

Hexkpurnuko  Hekpurnuko

Bapwujabne Pacrion M SD MOBEPEHE Y  TIOBEPEHE Y
HayKy HayYHHKE

Hekputnuko nosepeme y HayKy 0.00-0.92 035 0.21

Hexpurtnuko nosepemwe y nayynuke 0.00-1.63 0.54 0.33 .26*

ApPryMeHT HayYHHITH 243-6.43 481 0.76 .00 -.08

ApPryMeHT JIauIx 229-6.14 454 0.85 -.07 -.08

Egpexam uzeopa na npoyerenu xeanumem apeymenma

Pesynrartu aHanm3e BapujaHce 3a MOHOBJbEHA MEpeHha yKa3yjy Ha 3Ha4dajaH edekar pakropa
uzBopa (Wilks” A = .80, F = 24.41, p < .001, n2 = .20). Ipyrum peunma, Kaja apryMeHT U3HeEce
HAyYHHK, Taj apTyYMEHT OWBa OLIEHEH 00JHUM HETO KaJla HCTH apryMEHT u3Hece HeHayuHuk [H2.1].

Pezynratu ANOVA 3a nmoHOBJbEHa Mepema ca HEKPUTHYKHM IIOBEPEHEM y HayKy Kao
KOBapujaToM naje apyradmje pesynrare. Takopehu, y IpuCyCTBY HEKPUTHYKOT TIOBEPEHA Y HAYKY
Kao KOoBapHjaTa pe3yJTaTu yKa3yjy Ha He3HayajaH edexar kako (axropa (Wilks’ A = .98, F = 2.26,
p =.136, n° = .02) tako u uHTepakyje dhakropa u koBapujara (Wilks’ A = .99, F = 1.26, p = .265,
n?= .01). Ca apyre crpase, y IpPHCYCTBY HEKPHTHUKOT [OBEpEH-a y HAyYHHKE Kao KOBapHjaTa
pesyiITaTH ykasyjy Ha 3Hadajan edekar paxropa (Wilks’ A = .94, F =5.78, p = .018, n°= .06), au
Ha He3HavajaH epekaT uHTepakuuje dakropa u koBapujara (Wilks” A = 1.00, F = .03, p = .875, nz =
.00). Ipyrum pedyriMa, HI HEKPUTHYKO MOBEPEH-EC y HAYKY, HU HEKPUTUYKO TIOBEPEHE Y HAYUHUKE
He MoJIepHpajy edekaT U3BOpa apryMeHTa Ha HeroB NMpolemkeHn kBanuter [H2.2].

JlogaTHa aHanM3a Mokasaia je, OmeT, Ja HM HEKPUTHYKO MoBepeme y Hayky (I = .13 , p =
.204), HUTH HEKPUTHUKO MOBepeme y HayuHuke (I = .02, p = .875) He moka3yjy 3HauajHe Be3e ca
IPOCTOM DPA3IUKOM IIPOIIEHA KBAJIMTETA apryMeHaTa Kajga Cy IpPEe3eHTOBaHM Kao Ja J0Jjia3e O]
Hay4YHMKa U KaJa Joja3e oJ1 JIaukKa.

Juckycuja

VY ckiaay ca HalloM NMPBOM HPETHOCTaBKOM, UCIIUTAHUIIM CY JIOLIE apryMEHTe OLeHUBAIN
kao 0oJbe Kaja Cy OWIM MPUINKMCAHU HAYYHUIIMMA HETO Cy OWJM MpumucaHu Jaunuma. JloOujenu
edexar ce MOKe CMaTpaTH JakKuM y CTATUCTUYKOM CMUCITY.

MoxeMo AMCKYTOBaTH Ja je, U3 MEPCHEeKTHBE HMCIUTAHWKA, Pa3yMHO IMPETIIOCTaBUTH JIa
HAYYHMIIM 3HA]y jOII HELITO HITO MM Jiaje 3a MPaBo JOHECY M3BECHE 3aKJbyuKe O (PEHOMEHY O KOMe
cy npuvanu. Mehytum, aprymeHTu cy, 0e3 o03upa Ha H3BOp, OLIEHEHU Kao PENAaTUBHO J00pH
YIIPKOC TOME IITO Cy HaMepHO au3ajHupanu na Oyay jomm! IlltaBume, HajO0oJbe MpoLEHEHU
apryMeHT Huje 6uo nobap, Beh ympaBo jenaH oj Jomwux aprymenara. Mmajyhu oBo y Buny,
pe3yaTaTu MOCTajy 0JAaTHO 3a0pumaBajyhu M3 NepcrekTHBEe HaydHe MUCMEHOCTH. Mmak, Hamm
pesynTatu HECY HoBOCT - bpankosuh u XKexers (Brankovi¢ & Zezelj, 2016) Takolje cy Hanumm 1a
CY MCTIUTAHHIIM T€HEPATHO JIOIIH Y IETEKIMjH JIONINX apryMeHaTa.

Jla OucMo pasymMmenu OBHE Hajla3e MOXKEMO C€ TMOCTYKUTH Teopuja(Mma) AyadHUX Iporieca
(Evans & Frankish, 2009; Damnjanovi¢, 2023) u jeaHoM moaBpcTOM KOpUIINEHOM y CTyaHjama
yoehuBama - Teopujom o nBa mpaBia yoehuBama (Petty & Brifiol, 2012). Teopuje myamHux
mpolieca MpeTnocTaBibajy Ja Ce MUIUBCHE M OJUTyUYMBabE 3aHNUBAjJy Ha JIBE BPCTE MpoOIeca - OHUM
KOJU Cy WHTYWTHUBHH, Op3u, U ayTOMaTcku (WIUTH npoyecu Tuna 1) 1 OHUM KOjU Cy CIOPH,
HamepoM-Bohenu (npoyecu Tuna 2). Teopuja o nBa kaHana yOehuBama npenctaBba HaArpaamby
OBE TEOpHUj€ M CTOTa MPETIOCTaBJba /1a HA Jby/I€ YTUUY HE CaMO KBAIMTET aprymMeHaTa, ITo 0u 0uo
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yenmpannu npasay yoehusarba, Beh u 1pyre KapakTepuCTUKE MOpPYyKe (HIIP., BPEAHOCTHU KOje ce U3
¢ MIMUMTaBajy), 0cOOMHE OHOTa KO yoOehyje (HIp., MPUBIaYHOCT, TOBOPHUYKE BEIITHHE), Ka0 H
KOHTEKCT y KoMe ce yOehuBame nemaBa (HIp., IPHjaTHO OKPYKEHE), IITO YUHU nepugepHu
npasay yoehusarba. YKOIMKO OW OUTYyYHMBaKkE¢ O HAYYHUM IMUTambUMa OMO pe3ynaTarT pa3MaTparmba
KBaJUTEeTa OOjalImberba W aprymMeHaTta, OHAa OMCMO MOTJIHM Ja KakKeMO Jia OHO 3aKcra jecTe
panmoHanHo. Hamm pesynratv, y CKiIagy ca JpyrdM CIHMYHHUM HCTPaXHBamkUMa, TOBOpE Ja
CHUTHQJIM HAay4YHOCTH (Tj., TO LITO UX TOBOpE HAYYHHIIM, KAa0 U HAydyHE WIYCTpallHje) YuHE aa
omakaMoO apryMeHTe M OOjallmbema jauuM U 00JbMM, MaKO OHH, y TEOPHjH, TO He Ou Tpebasno na
oyny.

C o03upom Ha um3ocTaHak e(dekra TMoBepema y HayKy M Hay4YHHKE, MUTAlkE je MTa je
MEeXaHH3aM OBUX edekaTa, OTHOCHO, KaKo JI0 OBUX edekaTa qoiia3u, Koja je ’HUXOBa IICUXOJIOIIKA
no3anuHa. Temko je 3aMHCIUTH, Majga He W Hemoryhe, na Jpynu ca HETaTHBHUM CTaBOM IpeMa
HAyYHOM M3BOpY HMCTOM Jnajy u Behy Texuny. [lakme, pesynraTu ykasyjy JAa CTaryc Hayke U
Hay4YHMKA (YaK HE HY)XHO HH CI[jCHTUCTHYKA YBEPCHAa) UCKPUBJbY]Y HAIlC PE30HOBAKE U JICITYje
Ka0 XEYPUCTHK - OHO IITO je Hay4yHO, TO je U KBaIuTeTHHje. HemoTpeOHo je oner Harnamasartu Ja
HAC OBaKaB CTaB MOXKE OJIBECTH Ha MpaBH (HIP., J1a IPOCTO MPUXBATUMO OHO IITO je JOOpO 3a Hac),
aJli ¥ Ha TOTpelIaH myT (HIp., 1a MPOCTO MPUXBATHUMO HEIITO MITO 3a HAC HHje 100po, ajiu MITo ce
u3Jaje 3a HAyKY).

Orpannuema u Oyayha ucrpaxuBama

ITorennujanHo HajBehe orpaHUYeHE EKCIIEPUMEHTA Ca BapUPAKEM U3BOpA apryMeHTa jecTe
HeOalaHCUPaH OJHOC JIOOpWX W JIOIMIMX apryMeHaTa, U TO W3 JBa pasiora. [IpBu jecTe M30cTaHAK
no0pe Impakce: Mako je Hama edekar u300pa Ha MPOLEHY JOUIMX aprymMeHaTa MpaKTHYHO
MHTEPECAaHTHUJU, OaJlaHCUPAHU HALPTH Cy 3JaTHU CTaHAApA U YKOJIMKO MMamo IMojeJHaK Opoj u
JI00puX M JIOHMIMX apryMeHaTa MOXEMO TEeCTHUpaTH M edekre MHTepakiuje u3Mmely KBanureTa U
n3Bopa. Jlpyru pasior jecte mITO MOCTOjU OMACHOCT Jia UCITUTAHUIIM HUCY MOTJIM Ja C€ Ha MPaBH
HAuMH KaIuOpuIly y olleHaMa KBaJUTeTa aprymMeHara, olHOCHO, Moryhe je na 6u Behu 6poj 1oopux
aprymeHara cTBopuo 0oJbu ocehaj 3a TO ITa 3HaYM “00ap apryMeHT” W Ha Taj HAYWH CHHU3HUO
OlLleHE JIOmHUX aprymeHata. OBO NMHUTame MOXe OUTH JIOHEKJE TECTUPAHO EKCIIEPUMEHTATHUM
JU3aJHOM TJie OM JOOpH apryMeHTH OWJIM MPUKa3aHU MPe OCTAIMX, JOIUX aprymeHaTa. bpankosuh
u Kexem (Brankovi¢ & Zezelj, 2016) nokasane cy Ja Cy HCIUTAHUIM YCIIEIIHU]H y PA3IMKOBARY
I00pMX W JIOWIMX apryMeHara Kajga ce OHHM TNpHKaXy cuMmynTtaHo. IIpaktmyna mortemkoha 3a
dopmynucame Beher Opoja noOpuUX aprymeHara jecte LITO KPUTEPHjyMHM 3a J100ap apryMeHT
(m1o6po AM3ajHUPAHO U CIIPOBEICHO EMITMPU]CKO MUCTPAXKUBAKE) HE OCTABJhA]y MPEBHIIE MTPOCTOpa
3a BapHpame, Tako Ja Ou CBU J0OpH apryMeHTH H3Y3eTHO JUYWIM jeaHe Ha apyre. Ca japyre
CTpaHe, HaKo CMO Ce€ TPYAWJIH Jia TTOCTOjH M3BECHA PA3JIMKa Y KBAJHUTETY JIOMINX apryMeHaTa, UIaK
CMO HECHUCTEMATCKH BapHpald KOJUKO j€ apryMeHT JIOII: H30CTaBJbald KOHTPOJIHE TpyIle,
yMambUBAIA Y30paK, MEIIAIM KopeJanujy U Kaysamujy, uTa. Y OyayhHocTH je OBOM 3aJaTKy ce
MoOXke npuhy Ha CHUCTEeMaTHYHUJU HAYMH W BapuUpaTd KBAIUTET aprymMeHaTa Tako IITO OHUCMO
MOCTENEHO MCKJbYYMBAIM OCOOMHE M00por aprymeHTa (OJHOCHO, METOJOJOIIKH HWCIPABHOT
EMITUPH]CKOT HCTPAXKHUBAHA).

3ak/pyuyak

Hammm #cTpaxuBameM TOKa3adl CMO Ha KOjU HaYWH CHHTAIM3UPAKE HM3BOPA MOXKE
M3MEHUTH OlleHe apryMeHTalllje, Ha KOjy OBaKkBH, NepudepHu (akropu, He OM Tpebaso Aa yTUdy.
Takolhe, perucTpoBajii CMO JOII jeJaHTYT Ja UCIUTAHUIIA MOTY OMTH BeOoMa HEKPUTHUYHHU MpeMa
KBAJIUTETYy apryMeHTanuje, Te Aa cinabo pas3nBajajy (opmanHo nome ox (opmanHo 1o0pux
aprymenarta. Ca apyre cTpaHe, HUICMO TOKa3alid Jla CIIMjEHTUCTUYKA yBEpeHa MMajy OWUJI0O KaKBe
BE3€ Ca OBOM IPOIIEHOM - 0e3 003Mpa Ha HHUBO MOBEpEHa y HAyKy M HAayYyHHUKE, JbYIU Cy H3riena
JEIHAKO MOJ| YTHULajeM TOra J1a JIM apryMEHT JI0J1a3H OJf HayYHHMKa WM JIauKa.
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OBH pe3ynTaTH MMajy MMIUTMKAlUje Ha pa3yMeBame Hay4yHE IMHCMEHOCTH KOJI JbYIH, a
MIOTOTOBO CTYACHTCKE MOMyJanuje, 3a Kojy Ou ce, y IpUHIIMITY, OUYSKUBAIIO J1a Oy/ie OTIIOpHA HA OBE
BPCTE MaHHITyJIalH]a.
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DPA3A 4

COUJEHTUCTHUYKA YBEPEBA
U APYIWITBEHE ITOCHEAUIE

“Ucmuna xoja énada 6e3 konmpone u npomusmedice Mupanum je Koju Mopa oumu cepeHym

2

[Ton ®ajepadenn (1975) Kako 3amtutu ApymTeo o1 Hayke?
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Ogaj neo mucepraiyje nmpuxpaheH je 3a 00jaBJbUBaKHE KA0 OPUTHHATHN HAYYHU WIAHAK Y YACOIUCY
Primenjena Psihologija (https://primenjena.psihologija.ff.uns.ac.rs), kareropuzoBanom kao M23
2023. ronuHe y ckiany ca IIpaBUIHUKOM O KaTeropusalldju M PaHTUpalky HAYYHUX Yacomuca
(https://nitra.gov.rs/images/vesti/2023/26-12-2023/Lista-naucnih-casopisa-domacih-izdavaca-za-
2023-godinu.pdf).
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Unwarranted Trust and Unwarranted Punishment: Scientistic Beliefs Predict Support for
Penalizing Science Skeptics

Abstract

Contemporary society demands laypeople to articulate their attitudes towards science. Whilst
distrust in science undeniably has detrimental outcomes, we argue that its opposite, uncritical trust
in science and scientists (i.e. scientism) also leads to potential unwarranted societal polarization. In
Study 1 we observed that people who endorsed scientistic beliefs supported discriminatory policies
against people who ignore scientific knowledge or promote anti-scientific views, ranging from
restrictions on their media appearance to imprisonment and denial of healthcare. Study 2 replicated
the effect and tested its potential mechanism: the tendency to moralize rationality mediated the
relationship between scientistic beliefs and support for penalizing measures. Our findings
demonstrate that unwarranted beliefs, even if positive in their moderate version, are associated with
increased support for unwarranted measures against dissenters.

Keywords: scientism, trust in science, trust in scientists, science skepticism, penalization.
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Unwarranted Trust and Unwarranted Punishment: Scientistic Beliefs Predict Support for
Penalizing Science Skeptics

“In science we trust”
Sticker/Yard sign for sale on Amazon, 2024

The COVID-19 pandemic showcased how heated debates can be between people who trust
science (the believers) and those who ignore official recommendations or even support non-
scientific accounts (the skeptics). In November 2021, two groups of Australian citizens protested:
one vehemently opposing COVID-19 vaccines and other supporting compulsory vaccination with
similar passion (Kelley, 2021). Twitter exchanges on COVID-19 between believers and skeptics
typically contained offensive language (Liao et al., 2023). Despite inadequate expertise, laypeople
strongly advocated for or against medical recommendations (wearing masks, vaccination, etc.) in
public space, often accusing the opponents of ignorance or worse. Heated debates about scientific
issues are, of course, not reserved for public health issues - Moernaut et al. (2022) documented the
exchange of global warming skeptics and believers in which they accused each other of lack of
intelligence, irrationality, or immorality.

Distrusting science may hinder societal progress and endanger the safety of individuals, as
well as society as a whole. For example, distrust in science was found to be related to lower
compliance with COVID-19 health recommendations, such as wearing masks or vaccination
(Hromatko et al., 2021; Plohl & Musil, 2021). Climate change skepticism is also related to a lower
willingness to behave in a way that would mitigate the effects of climate change (Huber et al., 2022;
Liu et al., 2022; Spence et al., 2011). In comparison, the consequences of unwarranted trust in
science are not so clear. We argue that understanding this mechanism will help in preventing further
societal divisions. In this paper, we study how uncritical trust in science and scientists relates to
penalizing practices against science skeptics. While we fully agree that laypeople should delegate
their trust to science and scientists and follow their recommendations, in light of their lack of
expertise, it is worth asking how they become so confident or even radicalized so that they argue for
harsh treatment of the science skeptics or even deny them basic rights. It could be that both
extremes of (dis)trust in science that lead to intolerance have a certain form of misunderstanding of
the nature of scientific enterprise at their core. This misunderstanding is closely related to the
philosophical concept of scientism.

Scientistic Beliefs

Scientism refers to the attribution of undisputed epistemic and moral status to science, a
belief that scientific knowledge has no boundaries and expecting it to answer all relevant societal
questions including moral or existential ones (Haack, 2012; Stenmark, 2018). Scientistic views can
also incorporate an idealized view of scientists, i.e., seeing them as absolutely truthful, motivated
solely by knowledge acquisition, and in general, exceptionally virtuous. These two aspects of
scientistic views are conceptually separated: we can imagine a person who believes science is an
infallible and all-powerful method for discovering truth, yet also acknowledges that scientists, as
human beings, are susceptible to accidental or deliberate mistakes. Empirically, uncritical trust in
science and scientists are correlated but separate factors, which suggest their potential independent
predictive value for various constructs (Luki¢ & Zezelj, 2023).

Recently, research showed that scientistic beliefs are related to dogmatism (Luki¢ & ZeZelj,
2023), viewed as “a relatively closed cognitive organization of beliefs and disbeliefs about reality,
organized around a central set of beliefs about absolute authority which, in turn, provides a
framework for patterns of intolerance and qualified tolerance toward others® (Rokeach, 1954, p.
195). Such rigid organization of reality is typically related to intolerance to the ones opposing it —
we thus believe that unwarranted idealization of science and scientists may carry the risk of blaming
the science skeptics for setbacks of scientifically driven policies.
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Trust in Science and Penalization of Science Skeptics

Deviations from the group norms call for measures to regulate behavior, such as ridicule,
punishment, or even ostracism (Jetten & Hornsey, 2014; Schachter, 1951). Moreover, our need to
regulate socially deviant behavior is shown to be stronger when it seems to negatively affect our
well-being: safety, health, etc. (Brauer & Chekroun, 2005). The norm of trusting science was
especially prominent in the case of the COVID-19 pandemic (Bicchieri et al., 2021). Several recent
papers explored how science believers treat science skeptics, typically regarding vaccination. For
example, vaccinated people were more likely to endorse fines for those who did not get vaccinated
themselves or did not vaccinate their children, or even to advocate for taking away their childcare
benefits (Blanchard-Rohner et al., 2021). Similarly, in certain contexts, vaccinated people supported
restricting basic human rights to non-vaccinated people, such as healthcare in case they get infected
(Kasper et al., 2022). Vaccinated people also felt a specific type of pleasure (Schadenfreude) when
presented with a scenario of an anti-vax physician dying due to COVID-19 complications (Barlett
& Meier, 2023), which is in line with other similar findings about decreased levels of compassion
for people who are not vaccinated (Claudy et al., 2022; Hatchman et al., 2023).

In addition to these penalizing actions being hurtful per se, just advocating for such harsh
measures can prove inefficient or even backfire. This way of communication might not be optimal
for winning the skeptics over to trust science as it may further alienate them and entrench their
positions (Henkel et al., 2023; Prosser et al., 2020).

Present Research

Across two studies, we tested whether support for penalizing measures against science
skeptics relates to scientistic beliefs, i.e., uncritical trust in science and scientists. In Study 1, we
explored the support for penalizing measures against people who neglect scientific
recommendations and their relationship with scientistic beliefs. In Study 2, we introduced the
potential mechanism underlying this relationship, assuming moralizing rationality as its mediator.

Study 1

We expected that both Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in scientists would
positively correlate with Support for penalization (H1.1). We also expected that both Uncritical
trust in science and Uncritical trust in scientists would independently predict Support for
penalization (H1.1a).

Method

Open science practices

The study is part of the first author’s PhD thesis, and its design, hypotheses, and analyses
were preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/\VV37_JPQ). All data and supplemental materials are
available at https://osf.io/a9g7x/?view_only=026d91ac35f54cfe8cd64fc54ee8398e.

Sample

From the initial database of 272 entries, upon preregistered exclusions (17 were incomplete,
34 failed attention checks, 16 completed the questionnaires too fast), a final sample of 205
psychology and sociology students (171 females, 33 males, one undeclared, Mage = 20.90, SDage =
3.45) was retained. The planned sample size allowed us to detect correlations of r = .20 (80% power
and p = .05).
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Variables and instruments

To measure scientistic beliefs we used the 20-topic Scientistic Beliefs Questionnaire (Luki¢
& Zezelj, 2023) containing a 12-topic Uncritical trust in science subscale (a = .65) and 8-topic
Uncritical trust in scientists subscale (a = .67). Each topic represents a five-options Thurstone-type
scale ranked from extremely scientistic, through moderately scientistic, balanced view of
science/scientists, moderately antiscientific, to extremely antiscientific. For example, one of the
topics is “The Possibility of Reaching the Truth”, where the extremely scientistic claim is “Science
can reach the absolute truth about everything that exists”, and the extremely antiscientific claim is
“Science can never truly reach any truth”. The respondents choose the option that fits their opinion
on the topic the most. To capture scientistic beliefs only, we awarded the participants two points for
each extremely scientistic answer, and one point for each moderately scientistic answer; all other
answers were scored zero, meaning the mean score range for both subscales was 0 to 2. We opted
for the Thurston-type scale to make sure we have grounds to claim there is a mid score representing
a balanced view towards science, and to make a finer distinction between unwarranted trust,
balanced view, and distrust in science and scientists. To make sure these are truly reflected in the
options we offer participants, the scale went through a five-stage expert validation process that
included philosophers of science and psychometricians (for details on the construction procedure
consult Luki¢ & Zezelj, 2023). The full questionnaire is available at https://osf.io/tznk5/
?2view_only=497daa31c9aa47e695de27b6f87eelee.

To measure Support for penalization, we constructed a novel 20-item questionnaire with a
5-point Likert-type scale. Items were related to topics such as healthcare restrictions (e.g.,
“Companies should not give paid sick leave to those who deliberately did not get vaccinated and
then got sick™), traditional media and social media visibility restrictions (e.g., “People who question
scientific facts should be restricted from appearing in the media”), and fines or prison sentencing
(e.g., ”Dissemination of information that is contrary to scientific evidence should be punishable by
a prison sentence”) (see Table 1 for full list of items). Based on face validity, the initial pool of 25
items was shortened to 20 to avoid content overlap before being administered to the participants.
The scale's internal consistency was high (a = .93). To test the structure of the instrument, we
conducted principal component analysis, and observed the loadings on the first component between
.37 and .81 (for details consult Supplemental files). Additionally, confirmatory factor analysis
showed single factor solution had excellent fit indices (CFI = .975, TLI = .972, NFI = .966, GFI =
972, except for ¥* (3*(170) = 631.15, p > .001) and RMSEA (RMSEA = .11 [95% CI .11 - .13])
which slightly exceeded values for acceptable fit with all items loadings significant on the level of p
> .001 (for details consult Supplemental files). This is why we proceeded to calculate a single score
on the Support for penalization scale (fully available at https://osf.io/a9g7x/
?view_only=026d91ac35f54cfe8cd64fc54ee8398e).

Results

Distributions of endorsement of penalizing measures towards science skeptics showed a
significant portion of respondents were supportive of it, ranging from 4.9% for the most radical
ones aimed directly at people (denying healthcare) to 50.3% for the ones aimed at media which
platform the skeptical views (additional taxing) (Table 1). The average support for penalization
across measures was 2.53 (SD = 0.83). As for the scientistic views, their average endorsement on a
scale ranging from 0 to 2 was 0.37 (SD = 0.24) for Uncritical trust in science, and 0.38 (SD = 0.30)
for Uncritical trust in scientists.

In line with H1.1, both Uncritical trust in science (r = .46, p <.001) and Uncritical trust in
scientists (r = .18, p = .012) were positively related to Support for penalization. As in the previous
studies (Luki¢ & Zezelj, 2023), Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in scientists were
positively related (r = .30, p <.001).

To test if Uncritical trust in scientists predicted Support for penalization independently of
Uncritical trust in science, we set Support for penalization as the dependent variable and introduced
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Uncritical trust in science in the first block, and Uncritical trust in scientists in the second. The
model was significant (F(2,202) = 27.6), explaining 21% of its total variance. Contrary to what we
expected (H1.1a) only Uncritical trust in science proved to be a significant predictor (B = .45, p <
.001) while Uncritical trust in scientists did not independently contribute to the prediction ( = .04,
p =.52).

We further examined relations between scientistic beliefs and specific penalizing measures.
All but one behavior listed in the Support for penalization questionnaire (the exception was denying
medical care to unvaccinated people) positively correlated with Uncritical trust in science, while
around half of the behaviors positively correlated with Uncritical trust in scientists (Table 1). Both
Uncritical trust in science (r = .43) and Uncritical trust in scientists (r = .28) correlated the most
with the endorsement of the immediate deletion of anti-scientific internet comments.

Table 1

The distribution of answers to penalizing behaviors (percentages) and their correlations with
scientistic beliefs - Study 1

Answers Correlation (r)
Item 1 2 3 4 5 M SD Uncritical Uncritical
Extremely Extremely trust in trust in
Antiscientific Scientistic science scientists
Newspapers, magazines, and books
promoting anti-scientific views and 151%  180% 16.6% 28.8%  21.5% 323 137 26% 5%

pseudoscience should be additionally
taxed.

This society should be much less
tolerant of people who spread anti- 14.6% 151% 22.0% 32.7% 15.6% 3.2 1.29 ALExx A7%*
scientific views.

It should be prohibited by law to

organize protests against

scientifically proven practices, such 25.4% 15.6% 22.4% 22.0% 14.6% 2.85 14 RCH Ralaled 16*
as protests against compulsory

vaccination of children.

People who do not vaccinate their

children simply because they do not

believe in the effectiveness and safety 25.4% 17.6% 195% 22.4% 15.1% 2.84 1.42 22%%* .03
of vaccines should be seriously

financially sanctioned.

Persons who bring disrepute to
science should not go without some 19.5% 23.4% 24.4% 24.4% 8.3% 2.79 1.25 31x** A7
kind of sanction.

People who treat their children with
homeopathy or other pseudoscientific 24.9% 234% 17.1% 23.9% 10.7% 2.72 1.35 L33F** .05
means should be severely sanctioned.

Comments on the Internet written by
people with anti-scientific views 23.4% 224% 26.8% 16.6% 10.7% 2.69 1.29 A3Fx* .28***
should be deleted without hesitation.

Parents who do not believe in the
safety of vaccines should not be
allowed to send their children to
kindergarten.

30.2% 176% 22.4% 12.2% 17.6% 2.69 1.46 .35%** .01

It would be good if there were some
system of sanctioning people who 24.4% 234% 21.0% 22.9% 8.3% 2.67 1.29 L34Fx* 14>
advocate anti-scientific views.
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Those who write comments with
anti-scientific content on the Internet
should somehow be restricted from
accessing public platforms such as
Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, or
online newspapers.

Persons who advocate anti-scientific
views deserve the public
condemnation of the entire society.

People who criticize science should
be restricted from appearing in the
media.

People who criticize scientists should
not be given space in the media.

People who do not get vaccinated
despite the doctor's recommendation
should be fined.

Dissemination of information that is
contrary to scientific evidence should
be punishable by a fine.

Dissemination of information that is
contrary to scientific evidence should
be punishable by a prison sentence.

People who question scientific facts
should be restricted from appearing
in the media.

People who do not vaccinate their
children just because they do not
believe in the effectiveness and safety
of vaccines should be punished with
prison.

Companies should not give paid sick
leave to those who got sick and
deliberately did not get vaccinated.

The state should not medically treat
those people who got sick and who
deliberately did not get vaccinated.

26.3%

25.9%

25.4%

28.3%

32.2%

36.1%

36.1%

36.6%

46.3%

59.0%

70.2%

24.9%

20.0%

27.3%

31.2%

28.3%

28.3%

28.3%

29.8%

25.4%

17.6%

16.6%

17.1%

27.8%

19.0%

21.5%

19.5%

21.0%

21.0%

18.5%

15.1%

13.7%

8.3%

21.5%

20.0%

21.5%

15.6%

14.1%

10.2%

10.2%

9.8%

9.8%

8.3%

4.4%

10.2%

6.3%

6.8%

3.4%

5.9%

4.4%

4.4%

5.4%

3.4%

1.5%

0.5%

2.64

2.61

2.57

2.35

2.33

2.19

2.19

2.18

1.99

1.76

1.48

1.35

1.24

1.27

1.15

1.23

1.16

1.16

1.18

1.15

1.07

0.86

34k

'32***

'33***

'39***

.25***

.37***

.30***

.38***

13*

9%

.07

.20%*

.06

.20%*

18**

.07

JA2*

.09

15%

-01

.05

.06

Note. The items are ordered by the average endorsement from the highest to lowest. * p < .05,

** ) < 01, *** p < 001

Discussion

As expected, individuals with stronger scientistic beliefs were more inclined to support the
penalization of science skeptics. This was consistently observed across different penalizing
measures - from additional taxing the media that promote anti-science, through restricting the right
to protest against scientific-based practices, banning skeptics from the media, or even fining or
imprisoning them for promoting anti-science, to fining and imprisoning people for disregarding
official medical practices. On the other hand, we only found the hypothesized contribution of
uncritical trust in science, not in scientists, indicating the first to be a more central belief for this
relationship.

We may expect people uncritically trusting science to be more likely to deem rationality
(well represented by scientific thinking) morally virtuous and thus more likely to penalize those
who think or behave anti-scientifically, which is often considered irrational. There is some
experimental evidence for this assumption: Stahl et al. (2016) found that individuals prone to
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moralizing rationality are more likely to punish a fictional religious doctor for advising prayer to a
patient who later died.

Study 2

In this study, we replicated the observed relationship between uncritical trust in science and
the support for discriminatory measures against skeptics in a more diverse sample and introduced
moralizing rationality as a potential underlying mechanism.

We expected that both Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in scientists would
positively correlate to the Support for penalization (H2.1). We also expected that moralizing
rationality would mediate the previously documented relationship between Uncritical trust in
science and the Support for penalization (H2.2).

Moralizing
rationality
2 b
) c [ supportf
[ Scientistic beliefs > quﬁ t.or ]
) L penalization
Figure 1. Mediation model
Method

Open science practices

The design of Study 2, hypotheses, and analyses were preregistered
(https://aspredicted.org/3M5 HZW). All data and supplemental files are available at
https://osf.io/a9q7x/?view_only=026d91ac35f54cfe8cd64fc54ee8398e.

Sample

From the initial pool of 472 entries, after preregistered exclusions (231 entries were
incomplete, 19 failed attention checks, and 5 completed the questionnaires too fast), we were left
with a total of N = 217 participants (142 females, 75 males, Mace = 39.13, SDace = 11.79). They
were recruited via posts on social media (i.e., Facebook and Instagram) and snowballing techniques.
The sample was composed mostly of highly educated participants — 52.07% held an MA degree or
higher, 27.19% had a university/college degree, 8.76% were students, and 12.98% had only a high
school education.

Variables and instruments

To assess scientistic beliefs and the support for penalizing measures against skeptics, we
used the same instruments as in Study 1. Uncritical trust in science (a = .82), Uncritical trust in
scientists (a = .77), and Support for penalization (a = .95) showed satisfactory internal
consistencies.

We also used the 9-item Moralized rationality scale by Stahl et al. (2016) with a 7-point (1-
Completely disagree, 7 - Completely agree) Likert scale (e.g., “Being skeptical about claims that
are not backed up by evidence is a moral virtue”), translated and adapted to Serbian via a parallel
translation with consultations (a =.79).

Results

112


https://aspredicted.org/3M5_HZW
https://osf.io/a9g7x/?view_only=026d91ac35f54cfe8cd64fc54ee8398e

The frequencies of answers to Support for penalization items show even a stronger
endorsement of penalizing measures toward science skeptics than in Study 1. The average support
for penalization was 3.09 (SD = 0.98). The average endorsement for Uncritical trust in science was
0.52 (SD =0.37), and 0.43 (SD = 0.37) for Uncritical trust in scientists, both higher than in Study 1.
Finally, people were moderately prone to moralize rationality (M = 4.02, SD = 1.13 on a scale from
1to 7).

Table 2

The distribution of answers to penalizing behaviors (percentages) and their correlations with
scientistic beliefs - Study 2

Answers Correlations (r)
1 5 Uncritical ~ Uncritical
Extremely 2 3 4 Extremely M SD trust in trust in
Antiscientific Scientistic science scientists

Newspapers, magazines, and

books promoting anti-

scientific views and 13.36% 11.06% 12.44% 19.82% 43.32% 369 145 A5FF* .36
pseudoscience should be

additionally taxed.

This society should be much
less tolerant of people who 13.82% 9.68%  15.21%  25.81% 35.48% 359 141 A4 .38***
spread anti-scientific views.

Persons who bring disrepute
to science should not go 14.29% 9.68%  26.27%  20.74% 29.03% 341 137 .33%x* 27x**
without some kind of sanction.

Dissemination of information
that is contrary to scientific
evidence should be punishable
by a fine.

13.36% 15.67% 19.82%  22.58% 28.57% 337 139 457 A1

It would be good if there were
some system of sanctioning
people who advocate anti-
scientific views.

16.13% 1429% 19.35%  22.12% 28.11% 332 143 .39%** 3TFr*

Persons who advocate anti-
scientific views deserve the
public condemnation of the
entire society.

16.13% 15.67% 18.43%  23.04% 26.73% 329 142 A2%** 37Fx*

Parents who do not believe in
the safety of vaccines should
not be allowed to send their
children to kindergarten.

19.82% 1429% 19.35%  18.43% 28.11% 321 149 .34xx* .26%**

People who do not vaccinate
their children simply because
they do not believe in the
effectiveness and safety of
vaccines should be seriously
financially sanctioned.

21.66% 10.60% 22.12%  18.89% 26.73% 318 149 i Rk .34xx*

It should be prohibited by law
to organize protests against
scientifically proven practices,
such as protests against
compulsory vaccination of
children.

21.20% 14.75% 17.97%  17.97% 28.11% 317 151 37Ex* .30%**

People who criticize science
should be restricted from 17.51% 1751% 19.35%  26.27% 19.35% 312 138 Y el 26%**
appearing in the media.
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Those who write comments

with anti-scientific content on

the Internet should somehow

be restricted from accessing 20.74% 17.51% 21.20%  18.89% 21.66% 3.03 144 .35*** .36%***
public platforms such as

Facebook, Twitter, YouTube,

or online newspapers.

Comments on the Internet
written by people with anti-
scientific views should be
deleted without hesitation.

20.74% 17.97% 23.96%  16.59% 20.74% 299 142 367%** 367%**

People who treat their children
with homeopathy or other
pseudoscientific means should
be severely sanctioned.

23.50% 18.43% 17.51%  17.97% 22.58% 298 149 37 25FF*

People who do not get
vaccinated despite the doctor's
recommendation should be
fined.

29.03% 13.82% 20.74%  19.82% 16.59% 281 146 27%F* 30%*F*

Dissemination of information
that is contrary to scientific
evidence should be punishable
by a prison sentence.

25.35% 18.43% 24.42%  15.21% 16.59% 279 141 43FF* .33F**

People who criticize scientists
should not be given space in 24.42% 18.89%  24.88% 18.43% 13.36% 277 136 34x** 28%**
the media.

People who question scientific
facts should be restricted from 28.57% 21.20%  23.04% 13.82% 13.36% 262 138 34x** 30%**
appearing in the media.

People who do not vaccinate
their children just because
they do not believe in the
effectiveness and safety of
vaccines should be punished
with prison.

39.63% 17.51% 21.20%  10.60% 11.06% 236 138 .25%** 19%*

Companies should not give
paid sick leave to those who
got sick and deliberately did
not get vaccinated.

43.78% 16.59% 17.97%  10.60% 11.06% 2.29 14 .33Fx* A1

The state should not medically
treat those people who got
sick and who deliberately did
not get vaccinated.

56.22% 17.05% 14.75% 4.61% 7.37% 1.9 1.25 20%* A3*

Note. The items are ordered by the average endorsement from the highest to lowest. * p <.05,
**p<.01, ***p<.001

As expected, the correlation between Uncritical trust in science and Uncritical trust in
scientists was high (r = .41, p < .001). Support for penalization correlated positively with both
Uncritical trust in science (r = .49, p <.001) and Uncritical trust in scientists (r = .41, p <.001), in
line with H2.1. Moralized rationality correlated positively with all three other variables, more
strongly with Support for penalization (r = .43, p <.001) and Uncritical trust in science (r = .42, p <
.001), than with Uncritical trust in scientists (r = .27, p <.001).

An exploratory regression analysis (specified in the same way as in Study 1) now showed
both Uncritical trust in science (B = .39, p < .001) and Uncritical trust in scientists (f = .25, p <
.001) to independently predict Support for penalization (F(2,214) = 44.6), explaining 29% of its
total variance.
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Mediation analysis

The mediation analysis was conducted in the R lavaan package (R Core Team, 2021,
Rosseel, 2012). The analysis was conducted with 5,000 bootstrapped samples to estimate the
indirect effect and its confidence intervals; and ML as estimator. The results revealed a significant
positive effect of uncritical trust in science on support for penalization (c = .49, SE =.06,t=8.34, p
< .001). When moralizing rationality was introduced in the model, the direct effect of uncritical
trust in science on support for penalization remained significant but was reduced (¢’ = .38, SE = .06,
t =6.82, p <.001). As expected (H2.2), the indirect path from Uncritical trust in science to Support
for penalization through Moralized rationality was significant (ab = .11, SE = .03, t = 3.46, p <
.001), with a 95% bootstrapped confidence interval [0.05, 0.18], indicating partial mediation. The
model explained 30% of the variance of Support for penalization. For the complete set of regression
coefficients, consult the Supplemental files.

While we did not preregister the effect of Uncritical trust in scientists on Support for
penalization through Moralized rationality, it was significant (ab = .09, SE = .03, t = 3.45, p <.001),
with a 95% bootstrapped confidence interval [0.05, 0.15]. The direct effect was significant before (c
= .41, SE = .06, t = 6.62, p <.001) and after the inclusion of Moralized rationality (¢’ = .32, SE =
.05, t=6.13, p <.001). This model explained 28% of the variance of Support for penalization.

Discussion

Study 2 corroborated the relationships between scientistic beliefs and support for penalizing
measures against science skeptics. The correlations were even stronger than in Study 1, especially
the one between Uncritical trust in scientists and Support for penalization. Moreover, the
endorsement of penalizing measures was higher than in the previous study, which may be attributed
to the increased diversity of the sample in terms of gender, age, and education. Participants agreed
the most with the item suggesting that media that promote anti-scientific views and pseudoscience
should be additionally taxed (63%), while, once again, they agreed the least with denying medical
care to people who deliberately did not get vaccinated but got ill (11.98%). On this micro level, we
also observed a stronger correlation than in Study 1, as Uncritical trust in science correlated
positively with all specific penalizing measures, and Uncritical trust in scientists with all but one (in
the first study it was around half).

We further revealed individuals who uncritically trusted science and scientists more were
also more likely to moralize rationality, i.e. to perceive scientific thought and rationality as a moral
imperative. Thus, trust in science and scientists seems to have transcended from the domain of
evidence and rationality to the domain of values, so violating these moral values further calls for
sanctions. The proposed mediation effect, however, was only partial, leaving a significant direct
path from scientistic beliefs to penalizing measures. Since no causal relations could be inferred, this
suggests that broader beliefs about the moral value of being rational could explain the relationship
between Scientistic beliefs and Support for penalization of science skeptics, but that there is still a
remaining shared variance that is specific to the relationship between beliefs about science and the
penalization.

Our results suggest that Uncritical trust in science plays a more central role in driving
support for the penalization of science skeptics than Uncritical trust in scientists. This could be
partially due to the fact that the former correlates with Moralizing rationality more strongly than the
latter. It suggests that scientific thought is held as more “sacred” than its actual practitioners, i.e.,
violations of scientific thought are more likely to elicit penalization than distrust in scientists
themselves. We have also observed an incremental contribution of Uncritical trust in scientists to
the prediction of penalization only in Study 2, and not in Study 1. One possible explanation is that
the distribution of this measure was better in the community sample, compared to the student
sample in the first study in which its range was more restricted.
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General Discussion

Across two studies we compellingly showed that people who deemed science and scientists
supreme were also more prone to endorse different penalizing measures against people who ignore
scientific recommendations or advocate for anti-scientific views.

We found that a significant portion of respondents in both studies supported all penalization
items. Even very harsh sanctions, such as imprisonment or denying state-funded medical treatment
were endorsed by more than 10% of the respondents in the online community sample in Study 2.
Around 46% of these respondents, the majority of whom are highly educated, agreed that skeptics
should be prohibited from protesting, while around one-third thought that people who question
scientific facts or criticize scientists should be prohibited from appearing in the media.

This nuanced look at the type of behaviors being penalized and the harshness of penalizing
measures also reveals that scientistic beliefs related primarily to lighter forms of penalization, such
as restricting their appearances in the media and heavy moderation of unscientific comments in
digital space. Scientistic beliefs appeared to be less strongly related to more radical measures with
health-related consequences, such as denying medical care to unvaccinated people and prison
sentences to parents of unvaccinated children.

Our results, thus, show that extreme views of science are related to extreme views about
how citizens should be legally regulated in the context of science-related societal issues. While it
may seem reasonable to call for sanctions against some of these serious anti-scientific behaviors at
first, since they may seriously endanger our well-being and the well-being of others, it is a complex
task even for policymakers. For example, introducing sanctions against the spreading of anti-
scientific information has to consider the notions of the right to free speech and the knowledge of
the speaker, i.e., to differentiate ignorance from false advertising, fraud, or hoax (Gielow Jacobs,
2022). Also, criminal law measures should be used only as the last option, when all other measures
prove ineffective, due to their impact on civil rights (Husak, 2004). Finally, legal sanctions do not
necessarily prove efficient, as they often undermine the intentions to curb the consequences of anti-
scientific behavior (Sun et al., 2022).

Adherence to science-based recommendations was previously shown to be moralized (e.qg.,
Bor et al., 2023; Rozin & Singh, 1999; Salomon et al., 2017). This implies that non-adherence
would consequently call for appropriate sanction. We thus hypothesized moralizing rationality
might play a role in the relationship between scientistic beliefs and the support for penalization of
science skeptics. Moralizing rationality indeed partially explained the relationship between
scientistic beliefs and the support for penalizing measures, suggesting a possible mechanism behind
this relationship. However, other concepts could also be at the root of both scientistic beliefs and
proneness to punish science skeptics. Clearly, this issue is not politics- or ideology-free, so political
orientation probably plays a significant role in these relationships. The likely trait-like candidates
could be dogmatism (Rokeach, 1954) and social dominance orientation — support for societal
hierarchy (Pratto et al., 1994). For example, dogmatism could bridge scientistic beliefs and support
for penalization by providing a wider mental framework characterized by intolerance against those
who disobey the authority of science. Likewise, individuals who support social hierarchies may be
more inclined to accept policies that limit the power and privileges of certain groups, especially if
they view those groups' positions as unwarranted or morally wrong. However, an abundance of
research shows science skepticism is stronger for those with right-leaning political attitudes
(Gauchat, 2012; Hamilton et al., 2015; Mann & Schleifer, 2020). To prevent potential ideological
confounds, one would thus need to use as ideologically-free measures as possible, that is why we
suggested trait-like ones, such as dogmatism. Finally, as these psychological processes do not
happen in a vacuum, the associations we demonstrated could be even exacerbated if the context is
perceived as threatening (as, for example, during the recent COVID-19 pandemic).
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Limitations and Further Research

As this was the first look into the relationship between scientistic beliefs and penalization,
we collected data on convenience samples. To assess the prevalence of endorsement of penalizing
measures a representative sample is needed. The robustness of the observed correlations, however,
is very promising and we expect them to be replicated independently. Next, due to the correlational
design, we cannot speak to the direction of the effect. Future experimental studies should thus target
scientistic beliefs and look at their subsequent effects. Other potential paths that lead to support for
penalization could also be tested, for example, originating from personality traits; the role of
contextual moderators, such as feeling of threat might also help us better understand the observed
relationships. Finally, we opted to measure policy endorsement, while penalizing behaviors could
manifest themselves on an interpersonal level, and be measured either through self-reported (e.g.,
the social distance towards science skeptics) or observed behavior (e.g., readiness to help, physical
distancing, etc).

Conclusion
While one cannot dispute that science skepticism endangers public health and erodes global
efforts to transition to a more sustainable lifestyle, we argue that its opposite pole — idealizing
science and being unaware of its limits — could backfire so that it deepens societal divisions and
further alienates skeptics, making them even harder to reach. This finding adds to the existing
literature showing that, even when socially desirable in its moderate form, any belief that becomes
dogmatic and extreme may lead to detrimental societal consequences.
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DPA3A S

COUJEHTUCTHUYKA YBEPEBA
N ETUUYKO PE3ZOHOBABE

»Kaoscu mu cam, uckpeno, noueam me, 00206apaj: 3aMuciu 0a mu cam nooudceul 32pady cyooe
Y08eUaHCKe, ca Hamepom 0a Ha Kpajy ycpehuut wyoe, 0a UM Haj3a0 0aul u Mup u CHOKOjCmeo, aiu
0a 3amo Mopaus HeMUHOBHO 00 CMPMU USMYYUMU CAMO JeOHO jeOuHO MajyuHo cmeopervye, dau
OHO OemeHye Wmo je yoapano cebe wavuyom y epyou, u 0a Ha HeoceeheHum cy3uyama rwe208um
3acHyjewt my 32pady - ou 1y nPUCmao 0a noo MuM yciosuma dyoeur apxumeKm, Kaxicu, aiu He
naxcu!*

®.M. [ocrojeBcku (1880) bpaha Kapamaszosu
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CuMjeHTHCTHYKA YBepemha U CIIPEMHOCT Ha pelINIipamkbe eTHYKH YIUTHUX eKClIepiMeHaTa

Cepxa U yusb ucmpadsicusaroa

U npe yBohemwa eTHUKUX KOAEKCA KOJU PeryJully ICUXOJIOUIKa UCTPaXKUBamba, Kao U JJaHac,
UCTPAXHUBAYH CY C€ PYKOBOIWIM WHIMBHIYaJHHM ocehajeM KOJIMKO je €THYKH HCIpPaBHO
cnpoBoauTu onapehene mpouenype Ha JkuBuM Ouhuma. JeqHO O INIAaBHUX €THYKHMX Hauena
MHTETPUCAHHUX Y €THUYKE KOJIEKCE MCUXO0JIOTA U JIPYTUX HAayKa y KOjUMa Y4ECTBY]Y KHBH CyOjeKTH,
JecTe He HAUMHUTH BHILE IITETe HEro LITO jeé TO NOTPeOHO, OJTHOCHO, Y UCTPaKUBAHBHMa MOPajy
OUTH MUHUMH30BaHE (PU3NYKE, TICUXOJIOMIKE, U eMOIIMOHAIHE OCIEIUIIE TI0 YUCCHUKE. Y THUTAbY
Jje, naKie, yTUIMTapHO PE30HOBAmbE O OBUM MHMTAKBUMA - MOCIEAULE 110 YUYECHUKE Y UCTPaXHUBaky
Cy OmpaBiaHe 3HauyajeM HCTpakuBama. CympoTaH HpPUCTY TOMe OM OHIIO JIEOHTOJIOLIKO
pEe30HOBaWkE, N0 KOME MCTpaKMBamkba HE OW cMella MMaTH HHUKaKBE HEraTMBHE MOCJIEIULEe I10
YUECHHKE, jep C€ OHO 3aCHUBA HAa YHUBEP3AJHUM IPABHIMMA - aKO j€ MKaJa HEeIITO HEONpaBIaHO
(Hmp., MOBPEIUTH HEKOra, cCllaraTH HEKOra), OHJa jeé HEOINpaBJaHO Yy CBaKkoj CUTyauuju, Oe3
u3y3erka. Mehytum, y TakBuM ycioBuMa Onino O MpakTHYHO HeMoryhe M3BOJUTH MCTPAKHUBamba
ca KUBUM YYECHHUIMMA, a BEPOBATHO HU Ca JPYI'MM O0jEKTHMa Y OKpPYKEHY jep MOCPEIHO MOXeE
nohu 10 BUXOBOT yrpoXkaBama (HIp., y Ciiydajy 3aralema nmpupojie yclies o/yiarama MOTPOIIEHOT
XEMH]CKOT WJIM PaJMOAaKTUBHOI MaTepHjaiia), ITo O 030MJbHO Yrpo3UJIO Halpenak y oapeheHum
rpaHamMa Hayke, Ipud 4YeMy O mocieauie Ouie HajoCeTIbHBHjE BEPOBATHO y MEIHIIMHCKUM
HayKaMma.

Wnak, MHCTUTYIHMOHAIHU30BAakbE OJUTYYHBakba O €THYHOCTH M (opMalin3alija €THIKHX
KOJIEKCa HUCY pa3pelllyid JPYIITBO paclpaBe O CIPOBOlEHY OBAKBUX HCTPaXHBamba, jep Ce O
OJHOCY W INTEeTE joml yBeK mMopa mperoBapatu. Ocehaj 3a TO KOTMKO je IITETE MPEBHILNE 3apa
oapeheHor casHama, ak0o HE TOBOPUMO O CMPTU WK (PU3MYKOM o3i1ehuBamy JbyAH, jOLI YBEK
yopaBjba JOHOIICHEM OBHX OJUIykKa (C 003UpOM Ja je YTWUIUTapaH, TpaHUIle HUCY JacHO
nedunucane), cyrepuiryhu MHAMBUAYalHE pas3jiuKe y OBUM mpoleHama. Ha mpumep, mok ce
UCTPaXMBakba Ha TPAJAWIMOHATIHAM EKCIIEPUMEHTAIHUM >KUBOTHE-AMa TOIYT MHUIIEBA, MAIoBa,
3e4eBa, PeJJOBHO CIIPOBOJIE Y MEIULIMHCKOM U (hapMaIleyTCKOM KOHTEKCTY (ILTO je, ToylIe, Takohe
KOJINKO-TOJIMKO PETYJIUCAHO €TUYKHM KOJEKCHMA), HEKMM JbyJMMa j€ CBAKaKo M TO HEJOITYyCTHUBO.
Ca npyre cTpaHe, HEKe Cy IOCIENUIE OYEKHMBAHHU]Ee KOJl UCTPaXMBamka y MEIULUHM, Ak HE U Y
ncuxoJyioruju. M3mely NCHXOMOmKUX W METUIIMHCKUX HCTPaXKWBakba MOXKEMO BHICTH CIIEKTap
nocienuua: oA Oiare HEMpUjaTHOCTH (MOMYT cTHAA 300r ycielx mocMaTpama y €KCIepHUMEHTY),
MPEKO 030MJbHHU]E HETIPHJaTHOCTH (TIOMYT CpaMoTe 300T JIONIET yYWHKA Ha TECTY), 6Jaror (U3uIKor
6071a (y HEKOM HEYPOIICUXOJOIIKOM TECTY), PEIaTUBHO MOJHONUIJBUBOT Ooa (MCIHUTHBame 0ola),
na npema OnaxkuM (U3MYKUM Mocienuuama (MomyT BpTOIVIaBHIIE, TIJ1aBOOOJbE, MYUHUHE,
noBpahama, 1ujapeje, MyTHOT BHJIA, IITO CYy CTaHJapHe HYCIOjaBe HEKUX JIEKOBA KOjU Cy MOpPAJIH
npohu u ¢aszy TecTHpamwa) WIM 030MbHUJUM (U3MUKUM TocienunaMa (oTka3uBame OyOpera,
TpoM0O03€e, HEYpOJIOIIKU MPOoOJIeMH, Ka0 MONPWIMYHO peTKe, ald He M HeMoryha mojaBe M KoOJ
JIEKOBa KOju ce mpopajy 0e3 perenrta). Kako hemo OIeHUTH KOJUKO j€ UCTPAKHUBAFE BAXHO H,
CJIEZICTBEHO TOME, KOJMKU PU3MK 32 MCIUTAHMKE CMEMO Ja MPHUXBATHUMO, MOXXe OMTH H3Y3€THO
Cy0jJeKTUBHO ¥ OTBOPEHO 3a JAUCKYCH]Y.

VYKOJIMKO cMaTrpamMo Ja Cy CLHJEHTHCTHYKAa yBEpema HAJIMK JOIMAaTCKUM YBEpeHHMa,
MOXEMO TPETIIOCTABUTH J1a Cy 0CO0€ ca M3PAKEHHJUM CIIMjCHTHCTHYKUM yBEpEHUMa CKIIOHU]E
YTWIMTAPHOM pa3MUIILJbakby MpeMa KoMe LIWJb OlpaBjaBa CPeICTBO, Tj. Ja UM je MPUXBATIbUBHja
JbYJICKA WJIM JKHBOTHIGCKA HEMPHUjaTHOCT YKOJIHMKO OHA JIOBOIM A0 onpeleHWX HaydHUX ca3Hama,
CIpaM JICOHTOJIOMIKOT PE30HOBamka. Y3 TO, CLIMJEHTHUCTUYKA yBepemha 00yXBaTajy ropu(ruKoBame
HayKe U HayyHHMX Ca3Hama, T C€ CXOJHO TOME MOXKE OYEKHMBATH Ja KOJ OBMX 0C00a IMOTEHIUjaIHa
KOPHUCT OJf HAyYHHUX HCTPaKUBamba J00H]je BUIIE HA TEKHHH.

[{nsp oBOT MCTpakHMBama j€ Ja MPOBEpH OJHOC m3Mel)y M3PaKEHOCTH CIIMJEHTUCTUYKHX
yBepema U CTaBa MpeMa PeIUIMIUpaky €TUYKH MpoOIeMaTHUYHUX TCUXOJOMIKUX EeKCIIepUMEeHaTa.
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CuujeHTUCTHYKA YBepemha 00yXBaTajy HEKPUTHUKO MOBEPEHE Y HAYKY U HEKPUTHUKO MOBEPEHE Y
Hay4HHKe, [1Ba [I0BE3aHa, ay He mpekianajyha koncrpykra (Luki¢ & ZeZelj, 2023). Y okBupy oBor
UCTPAXHMBaba MOXKEMO OUYEKMBATH U jellaH U JPYT'M KOHCTPYKT Oyay MOBE3aHH ca CTaBy Ipema
peILTUIMpakhy €THYKH TPOOJIeMaTHYHUX CKCIepuMeHaTa. HEeKpUTHYKH CTaB mpema JIOMEeTHMa
HAyYHOT METoJla Morao OW Ja oIpaBlia OBE EKCIIEPUMEHTE KpPO3 BHCOKO BPEIHOBAE HAYYHOT
3HamWa, JJOK OM HEKPUTHYKU CTaB IpeMa KOMIICTCHIMjaMa U OcoOMHaMa HayYHHKa MOTao Ja ce
oIlpaBJa YIpaBo MOTHBAIlMjaMa HAyYHHUKA J1a ce OaBe BaYKHUM ITOCJIOM Ha MOIITEH HAYKH.

Xunomese

H1.1. Hexputnuko noBepeme y HAyKy ¥ HEKPUTHYKO MOBEPEHE Y HAyYHHKE he MO3UTHBHO
KOpeJIupaTu ca cipeMHoIINy Aa ce PerIuiupajy €eTHYKU YIIUTHUA ICUXOJIOMIKY eKCIIEPUMEHTH.

Hl1.1a. Hekputnuko mnoBepeme y HaydyHuUKe he MO3UTUBHO mpenBubhaTé CIPEMHOCT 3a
peIIMuUpame eTUYKUA YIIUTHU ICUXOJIOLIKUX €KCIIEpUMEHATa MPEKO U HE3aBUCHO OJ1 HEKPUTHUKOT
MIOBEPEHA Y HAYKYy.

Bapujabne u uncmpymenmu

CrnpeMHOCT 3a perIMIUpamke eTHYKH CIOPHUX TICUXOJIOIIKUX eKCIIepuMeHaTa. 3a morpede
OBOT HCTPaXXHBaka CACTABHIIN CMO BUIHETE KOj€ OIHCY]Y TPHU MO3HATA MCUXOJIONIKA EKCIIEPUMEHTA
YyHja je CeTUYHOCT YNHWTHA WJIM Makap KOHTPOBEp3HA, IMpeMa [JaHalllbUM CTaHaapauma: 1)
MunrpaMoB eKCIIepuMEeHT o mociymHocT ayropurery (Miller, 2016), 2) exciepumenTt BoTcona u
Pejuep o emMounoHanHoM ycioBibaBawy (ciaydaj Manor AnGepra, Griggs, 2014) u 3) CenuymaHos
eKcriepuMeHT 0 HaydeHoj 6ecriomohuoctu (Gluck, 1997). [Ipumep jenne Bumere aar je y Tabenu 6.
Ocraze BumeTe Jare cy y npuiory.

Tao0ea 6

Ilpumep npuxaza emuuxu npoOIeMamuiKo2 eKCnepumMenma

logune 1961. Cremnim Munrpam je ca capaJHUIIIMa Ha YHUBEP3UTETY Jeji crpoBeo
UCTPAOKUBAKBE Yy KOME CYy EKCIEPUMEHTAIHO HCIUTHBAIN KOJWKO CY JbYIAH CIPEMHH Ja Ce
NOBMHY]Y ayTOpUTETY. YuecHHIMMa (JOOpOBOJBIIMMA KOjU Cy C€ jaBWIM Ha JejioB oriac) y
HCTpaXXHBAKky j€ PEUEHO Ja ce Yy CTYAHju UCIHTyje edekar ka3He Ha moh mamhema. tbuxos
3agaTak  OMO je Ja JApyror Yy4YecHHMKa, KOJjU je 3ampaBo Ouo TIiIyMmall-capaJHUuK
eKCIIEpUMEHTATOPa, Ka3He eJIEKTPOIIOKOM KaJ ToJl OW MOTPEIIHO HABEO ped U3 mapa KOoju je
Tpebaso Jna ymamTH (HOp. Koza-nuria). HapaBHO, Y4YeHHK HHje 3aucTa INPUMAO
€JICKTPOIIIOKOBE, aji j€ jayKao M 3armoMarao Kao jJa ux 3aucta npuma. Kaga Ou 300r Tora
UCIUTAaHUK (OHa] KOjU ,KaXmaBa”) pemuo Ja OAyCTaHe OJ Jajber KaXmbaBamba,
eKCIIEPUMEHTATOop, Tj. ayTOPUTET, O My HaJIOKMO Ja HacTaBu. McTpakuBame je mokasaio Ja
je 3HayajaH Opoj JbyaW y TOj CHTyallUjU HACTaBJbao Ja J1aje E€JIEKTPOIIOKOBE, a MHOTU CYy
JTABAJTM U €JIEKTPOIIOKOBE CMPTOHOCHE BoJdTaxke. OHM HHCY HAIyIITAN UCTPAXHBAKHE HAKO
UM OJ] MTOYeTKa TO HUKO HHje OpaHHo, a ayTOPUTET KOJU UM je JaBao Hajore HaJ mHUMa HHje
MMao CTBapHy Moh.

OBO HCTpaXMBamke C€ CMaTpa €TUYKH MPOOJEMATUYHUM jep Cy MHOT'M HCHHMTAHUIM OWIIH
W3pa3UTO Y3HEMHUPEHH 3aloMarambeM YYeHHKa, Kao M Ca3HamkeM Ja Cy CIPEMHH Ja HaHecy
Jpyruma TOJUKU 601 300T Hevera IITO UM j€ HaJIOKEHO y eKCIIEpUMEHTAIHO) CUTYallUju.

VY Hay4dHOj 3ajeHULU, Mel)yTHM, TIOCTOJH KOHCEH3YC O TOME JIa j€é OBO UCTPAKUBAIHE JeTHA O]1
HajBaXHUJUX CTY/AM]ja O MOCIYIIHOCTH ayTOPUTETY KOj€ je MKaja CIIPOBEACHO.
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Hakon uwnrtama cBake BHIbETE, MCIUTAHUKE CMO 3aMOJIIM Ja 3aMHclie Ja HEKH
UCTPa)KUBAYH >KeJle J]a PEIUIHIIMPajy OBE eKCIIEPUMEHTE U J1a HaM OJIr0BOpE:

a) KOJIMKO CMaTpajy Jia je OIpaBJaHO CIPOBECTH EKCIIEPUMEHT Ha CKainu o -3 (yonwme
Huje onpasdaro) 1o 3 (nomnyHo je onpasoano),

0) KOJIMKO cMaTpajy Ja Ou OMI0 KOPHUCHO CIPOBECTH CKCIEPUMEHT Ha cKaiu of -3 (yonuime
Huje kopucHo) 10 3 (nomnyno je kopucro),

B) KOJIMKO OM OMJIM CIIPEMHH J1a [1a]y XUIOTETUYKUM UCTPAKMBAYMMa €THYKO 0100peme 3a
CrIpoBOheme TOr eKcrepuMeHTa Ha ckanmu onx -3 (depunumueno ne 6ux o00obpuo/na) mo 3
(0epunumusno 6ux ooobpuo/ia),

I') KOJMKO OM OWIIM CIIPEMHHM J1a YYECTBY]Y y CIpoBohemY eKCIIepUMEHTa Ha CKajH o] -3
(cueypno ne 6ux yuecmeosao/na) no 3 (cueypno 6ux ynwecmaosao/na).

OxroBopy Ha OBa YETHUPH INMUTama 32 CBAKy BUILETY YIPOCEUEHH Cy Kako Ou ce a00mo
YKYIIHU PE3YJITAT CIPEMHOCTH 32 PEIUIMLMPABE €TUUKU CIIOPHUX IICUXOJIOIIKHUX EKCIIEPUMEHATA.

Cyujenmucmuuka yeeperba. HeKpUTUUKO MOBEpemHEe y HayKy U HekpuTHUKO moBepeme y
HAyYHUKE MEPEHHU Cy YIIUTHUKOM CIIHjeHTUCTUYKUX yBepewa o1 20 Tema.

Y3opax

V3opak je unHmwio N = 205 cTyaeHTKHIBA U CTyJeHaTa IICUXOJOTHjeé U COLHOJIOTHje
dunozodcekor dakynrera YHuBep3urera y beorpany. [Ipoceuan y3pacT ucnutanmka/iia M3HOCHO je
M =20.92 (SD = 3.45), a najsehu 1eo y3opka unHuUIE Cy cTyAeHTKHbe (171).

Pesyararu

[Ipernenom ¢pekBeHuuja oxaroBopa Ha mnojenquHadyHuM ajtemuma (Tabema 7), moxkeMo
BUJECTH Ja Cy MCIUTAaHULM U3pa3Wd HajMamke HeraTMBaH CTaB IpemMa MMITrpaMoBOM
eKCIIEpUMEHTY, a HajHEraTUBHUJU IIpeMa ekcriepuMeHTy BoTcona u Pajuep.

Taoena 7

@pekeeﬁt;uje 00206’0}%1 ucnumaHuKka Ha numarea y 6€3u ca emudKu npo@zexwamutmum
eKcnepumernmuma

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

Mustrpam OnpasiaHo 29 29 31 31 45 26 14
(14.15%) (14.15%) (15.12%) (15.12%) (21.95%) (12.68%) (6.83%)

Botcon u Pajuep 99 49 18 11 19 8 1
OmnpaBaano (48.29%) (23.90%) (8.78%) (5.37%) (9.27%) (3.90%) (0.49%)

Cenuyman OnpaBaaHo 61 42 32 20 27 19 4
(29.76%) (20.49%) (15.61%) (9.76%) (13.17%) (9.27%) (1.95%)

Musrpam KopHcHo 9 21 16 24 62 48 25
(4.39%) (4.39%) (4.39%) (4.39%) (4.39%) (4.39%) (4.39%)

Botcon u Pajuep 52 30 34 26 43 15 5
Kopucho (25.37%) (14.63%) (16.59%) (12.68%) (20.98%) (7.32%) (2.44%)

Cesmyman KopHcHo 36 29 24 24 49 28 15
(17.56%) (14.15%) (11.71%) (11.71%) (23.90%) (13.66%) (7.32%)

58 30 29 18 31 22 17

Musrpan Kopucro o8 5906y (14.6306) (14.15%) (8.78%) (15.12%) (10.73%) (8.29%)
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Botcon u Pajuep 149 30 6 11 8 0 1

Komucwuja (72.68%) (14.63%) (2.93%) (5.37%) (3.90%) (0%) (0.49%)
Cenmuyman Komucuja 96 34 24 21 11 14 0
(46.83%) (16.59%) (11.71%) (10.24%) (5.37%) (6.83%) (2.44%)
Musrpam Criposoberse 177 20 19 17 28 19 25
(37.56%) (9.76%) (9.27%) (8.29%) (13.66%) (9.27%) (12.20%)
Botcon u Pajuep 157 20 10 11 7 0 0
Crpooheme (76.59%) (9.76%) (4.88%) (5.37%) (3.41%) (0%) (0%)
138 23 12 9 11 6 6

Cemuman CpoBoleIne 67 2504y (11.2006) (5.85%) (4.39%) (5.37%) (2.93%) 4

Takohe, yBuaoMm y Tabeny 8 M mpoceke olleHa MOXKEMO 3aKJbyYUTH HCTO - Ja j€ CTaB
UCIIUTaHWKA TIpeMa MUITPOMOB €KCIIEPUMEHTY HajMamke HETaTHUBaH, JIOK je MpeMa eKCIEPUMEHTY
Botcona u Pajuep HajueratuBHuju. Mcniuranunu cy, Takohe, mokasajii HajMame CIIPEMHOCTH J1a Ce
VKJbY4Y€ y U3BOhEHE CKCIIEPUMEHTA, JIOK CY CKCIIEPUMEHTE, Y TIPOCEKY, CMaTPalld HUTH KOPUCHUM
HUTH HEKOPUCHHM.

Tao0esaa 8

ﬂecxpunmueHu nokaszamesbu CKopoesa cuujeHmucmquux yeeperba u cmaeosa npema emudKu
np06ﬂemamuqHuM EKCNnepumMermuma U rbuxoee Kope/zauuje

Hekpurnuko Hexkpurnuko

Bapujabna Pacrion M SD  noBepemey moBepemE y
HAYKy HAyYHHKE

Hexputniko noBepeme y HAyKy 0.00-092 037 023 1 .30

Hexpurtnuko nosepewe y Hayuauke 0.00-1.25 038 030 .30 1

CraB Munrpam -3.00-3.00 -0.21 171 .00 -.06

CraB Borcon u Pajuep -3.00-150 -1.89 113 .12 .02

CraB Cenuyman -3.00-3.00 -1.24 154 .11 -.06

OnpaBnano -3.00-3.00 -1.03 1.37 .09 -.04

Kopucuo -3.00-3.00 -0.09 142 .08 -.02

ETnuku nomyctuBo -3.00-3.00 -157 1.26 .07 -.01

VYuenthe -3.00-2.33 -1.78 1.28 .07 -.09

Pesynrarn xopenanmone anammze (Tabema 8) mokasanmm Cy J1la HEKPUTHYKO TIOBEPEHE Y
HAayYHUKE HHje 3HAYajHO TOBE3aHO HH Ca jeJHOM MEpPOM CTaBa MpeMa €TUYKH MPOoOIeMaTUYHUM
eKCHepHMeHTHMa.5 C o03upomM nma HeMa Kopenamja HYATOT peaa, HUje Ouio pasjora aa
CIPOBOIUMO TIpeBUl)EHY pEerpecuoHy aHalln3Yy.

Pensimkanuja cryauje Ha NPUrOAHOM y30PKY ONIITE NMOMYJIanuje

Kako Oucmo mpoBepuiM Jja U30CTaHAK Kopenialyja HUje Hmocieaua cneruduyHor y3opka,
TECTUPATIM CMO Hallle XMIIOTe3€ U Ha MPUTOJHOM y30pKY M3 omiluTe nomyianuje. Haume, ctyneHT
ncuxoJyioryje ¢y Beh Ha mpBOj TOJUHM CTYAMjA y JOAUPY Ca €TUYKUM ACHEKTHMAa TCHXOJIOMIKHX
HCTPaKMBamba U TUM KaKBa Cy UCTPa)KMBamba CIPOBOheHa y MPOIIIOCTH, IITO Ha HEKU HAYUH MOXKe
3aMariuTH NpUpoJaH oxHoc u3Mely mpenucnosunyja U yBepewma. Mcro Tako, moryhe je na
IICUXOJIOIIKO 00pa30Bame M€ Yy JBa IpaBlia peleBaHTHA 3a JETEKIH]y OBE Be3€ - y IPaBIly

5 ..

W neHTrdHa KOpenayoHa aHaIu3a y K0joj Cy yMecTo ckopoBa HekpuTHukor nosepema y HayKy u Hekputuakor
MOBEpEHAa y HAYIHUKE KOPUIThEHN CHPOBH CKOPOBH Ha OBE JIBe cyOcKale (CyMUpaHu onroBopH of 1 10 5) yka3yjy Ha
3HAYajHy MOBE3aHOCT cTaBa npeMa CeaMIMaHOBOM EKCIIEPUMEHTY M MOBepera y HayKy (I = .14, p >.049).
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M0/IM3amka MOBEPEHha y HAyKy U y MpaBIly y3apkaBama of (0apeM OBHX TpaJMIMOHATHHMX) CTUYKA
MpOOJEMATHYHUX HMCTPAKHBakA. Y30PKOBAKHEM W3 OIIITE MOMYJIalldje, MOKYyIIald CMO Ja
CMamUMO YTHIIA] OBUX (akTopa 00pa3oBama.

Xunomese
XuroTese cy Ouiie UACHTUIHE Ka0 y MIPETXOTHOM OTJICTY.
Bapujabne u uncmpymenmu

Bapwujabie u MHCTpyMEHTH Cy OMJIM USHTHUYHU Ka0 Yy MPETXOIHOM OTJjey.

Y3opax

V3opak je uymHMino N = 217 wucnuTaHMIA W MCIUTAaHWKA W3 OIIITE TOIMYyJanuje
NPUKYIUBCHUX MyTeM peKiamMa Ha JIpYIITBeHHM Mpexama (DejcOyk), Te myTeM METole CHEXHE
rpyase. [Ipoceuan y3pact y3opka uznocuo je M = 39.13 (SD = 11.79), a najeehu neo y3opka cy u
oBOr myTa unHmIIe xkeHe (142). Y3opak cy YMHWIN YIIIaBHOM BHCOKOOOPa30BaHM MCIIUTAHUIIA —
52.07% wucnuTaHWKa WMaJo je 3aBpIieH MacTep WIM BUIM cTerneH, 27.19% je wumaio
YHUBEP3UTETCKY WIH (haKkyITeTcKy auruiomy, 8.76% cy Ounu cryaentu, a 12.98% je umano camo
CPEIHOLIKOICKO 00pa30Bame.

Pesyararu

Kao u y cTyneHTCKOM y3pOKy, UCIIMTAaHULIU Y OBOj CTYJIUjU CY UMl HajHETaTUBHU]U CTaB
npeMa exkcrepuMeHTy BoTcona u PajHep, a HajmO3UTHUBHHjM IpeMa peIuIMKaluuju MuiarpaMmoBor
excniepumenta (Tabela 9, Tablela 10).

Taoesaa 9

@pekeeHuuje 002060]%1 ucnumaHuKka Ha numarea y 6e3u ca emudKu npo6ﬂeMamulmuM
EKCnepumermuma

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
39 17 13 34 32 28 54
Munrpam OnpaBaaHo
(17.97%) (7.83%) (5.99%) (15.67%) (14.75%) (12.90%) (24.88%)
BoTtcor n PaJHep 124 23 15 23 9 10 13
Omnpasraso (57.14%) (10.60%) (6.91%) (10.60%) (4.15%) (4.61%) (5.99%)
83 25 17 30 24 16 22
Cenuyman OnpaBiaHo
(38.25%) (11.52%) (7.83%) (13.82%) (11.06%) (7.37%) (10.14%)
26 11 12 37 43 37 51
Munrpam Kopuchao
(11.98%) (5.07%) (5.53%) (17.05%) (19.82%) (17.05%) (23.50%)
Kopucuo (41.94%) (15.67%) (6.91%) (8.76%) (11.06%) (8.29%) (7.37%)
55 31 9 36 36 13 37
Cenunman Kopuchno
(25.35%) (14.29%) (4.15%) (16.59%) (16.59%) (5.99%) (17.05%)
Munrpam Kopucho 50 15 17 24 30 27 54
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(23.04%) (6.91%) (7.83%) (11.06%) (13.82%) (12.44%) (24.88%)

Borcon u Pajuep 138 23 10 21 9 6 10
Kowmmcuja (63.59%) (10.60%) (4.61%) (9.68%) (4.15%) (2.76%) (4.61%)
104 18 16 33 17 13 16
Cenmuyman Komucuja
(47.93%) ('8.29%) (7.37%) (15.21%) (7.83%) (5.99%) (7.37%)
Munrpam 78 15 12 23 22 22 45
Crnposoheme (35.94%) (6.91%) (5.53%) (10.60%) (10.14%) (10.14%) (20.74%)
Borcon u Pajuep 167 12 7 11 8 3 9
Crposoheme (76.96%) (5.53%) (3.23%) (5.07%) (3.69%) (1.38%) (4.15%)
Cenmuuman 142 12 9 21 11 8 14
Cnposoherse (65.44%) (5.53%) (4.15%) (9.68%) (5.07%) (3.69%) (6.45%)

Taoena 10

ﬂecxpunmuenu nokasamesou CKopoea cuujeﬂmucmuqkux yeeperba u cmaeosa npema emudKu
np06ﬂeMamuqHuM eKCnepumernmuma

Hekputnuk Hekputuuko
0 MOBEPEHE MOBEPEHE Y

Bapujabne Pacnion M SD y HayKy HayYHUKE
Hexkputnuko nosepeme y HayKy 0.00-158 052 036 1 43
Hexkputnuko nosepeme y HaydHUKE 0.00-163 043 037 .43 1

CraB Munrpam -3.00-3.00 025 2.05 .00 -.10

CraB Borcon u Pajuep -3.00-3.00 -1.75 165 -.03 -12

CraB Cenmuuyman -3.00-3.00 -1.06 188 -.03 -.02
OmnpasnaHo -3.00-3.00 -0.73 162 -.02 -.08
Kopucho -3.00-3.00 -0.24 163 -01 -.09
ETtnuku nonyctuBo -3.00-3.00 -0.99 156 -.04 -.10
VYuenthe -3.00-3.00 -147 156 -.03 -.10

Pesynratu mOHOBJbEHE CTyaWje TIOKa3yjy CTaTUCTMUKM He3HauyajHe Be3e u3Mely
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKUX YBEpEHa U CTaBa MpeMa peruIMKallji eTHYKH MpoOIeMaTUYHUX eKCIIepUMeHaTa
y MICUXOJIOTUJU , JeIHAKO Ka0 Y CTYJHMJU Ha CTYJIEHTCKOM Y30DPKY.

Onwmra guckycuja

CymnpoTHO HaIlIMM OYEKMBambHMa, HA OCHOBY pe3yJiTaTa JBe CTyAuje He MoxkeMo pehu aa na
CIIMJEHTHCTUYKA YBEpeHa, Tj. HEKPUTUYKO IOBEPEHE€ Yy HayKy M HaydyHUKEe HMajy Be3e ca
MO3UTHUBHUM, OJIHOCHO HETaTUBHUM CTAaBOM IIpeMa €TUYKHU MPOOIeMaTHUYHUM €KCIIEPUMEHTHMA.

3a OBaKBe pe3ysTare He MOKEMO OKPUBUTH edeKar Mmojia, Tj. pECTPUKIIM]Y paclioHa CKOpOBa
Ha MCpaMa CTaBa IpeMa CTUYKHU HpOGHGMaTI/I‘-IHI/IM CKCIICPUMCHTHUMA. Kao mro ce morio BUACTHU,

® MnenTnuna KopealyoHa aHaimsa y Kojoj Cy yMecTo ckopoa HeKpiTHUKOr noBeperba y Hayky i Hekpurrukor
MOBEpEHa Y HAYIHUKE KOPUITheHN CHPOBH CKOPOBH Ha OBE JIBE CyOcKale (CyMUpaHu oaAroBopH of 1 10 5) jeaHako
HUje TIoKa3aia 3HadajHe Be3e u3Mel)y OBUX KOHCTpyKaTa M Mepa CTaBOBa IpeMa €TUYKH MPOOIeMaTHIHUM
eKCIIEPUMEHTHMA.
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BapHjaHca je MOCTojajia Ha CBUM MepaMa CTaBa KOje cMO u3padyHainu. Yak cy W eKcruiopaTopHe
aHajuM3e ca MPOCTHM 30MpOBHMMA OJrOBOpa Ha IOjeIMHAYHUM TemMaMa cyOckana YTNHUTHHKA
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKUX YyBEepema IOKa3ale jeJHAaKo ciiade KopelalMje ca Mepama CTaBoBa Ipema
pEIUIMKAIMjH €THYKU TPOOJIEeMaTHUYHUX €KCIIEpUMEHTHMA, TO yiyhyje Ha TO Ja HU PECTPHKIHja
oricera OJroBOpa Ha CaMUM TeMaMma YIHMTHUKA CIUjEHTHCTUYKHX YBEpCHa HajBEpOBaTHHjC HUjC
OJIrOBOPHA 3a OJICYCTBO OYEKHBAHUX BE3a.

Pesynraru, naknie, mokasyjy Ja ¥ OHU Ca M3PAKEHUM CIIMJEHTHCTUYKUM YBEpHUMa M OHU
0e3 mUX I0Ka3yjy jeJHaKO HEraTWBaH, Tj. MO3UTHBAH CTaB MpeMa €TUYKH MPOoOIeMaTUIHUM
excriepuMeHTuMa. To ykasyje Aa cTaB mpeMa eTHYKH MPOoOJEeMAaTUYHUM EKCIIEpUMEHTHMa, OapeM
OHUM KOj€ CMO TOHYJWJIM HCIUTAaHUIMMA, BEPOBATHO 3aBUCH OJ JAPYI'MX CTaBOBa M
KapakTepucTuka. To Mory OHWTH HEKe IpTe JIMYHOCTH TONYT MPAYHUX [pTa JUYHOCTH
(nmcuxomatuja, makujaBenusam, caauszam (Mededovic & Petrovié, 2015)), koje mnpencraBibajy
JUYHOCHE JWCIO3WIMjEe Ka AHTHUCOLMjATHOM IIOHAIlaky Ha KOje ce HaHomeme Behe mTere
UCIUTAHUIMMA Y €KCIIEPUMEHTUMA HeTo MITO je TO MOTpeOHO MOKe HAaclIOHHUTH. Takohe, Heka Mepa
OIITHj€ CKJIOHOCTH YTHJIUTapHOM MopaiHoM pe3oHoBamy (Greene et al., 2008; Kahane, 2018;
Paxton et al., 2013) mosxe noteHujaTHO 00Jb€ 00jaCHUTH UHAUBHIYaIIHE Pa3lIMKE y CTaBy Mpema
STHYKH MPOOIEMATUIHUM EKCIIEPUMEHTHMA jep Ou Owmia OJirbKe KOHIICTITYya THO TOBE3aHa ca OBUM
CTaBOM Yy OJJTHOCY Ha CKJIOHOCT CLIMj€HTUCTHYKHM YBEPEH-HMA.

Moryhe je, ca nmpyre crtpaHe, Aa OW Jpyra €TWYKH NpoOJieMaTHYHa HAy4YHa IHTamba
nokaszana ozapehene pasnuke m3Mel)y Jbyaum ca pa3nMUMTHM CTENEHOM IOBepema y Hayky. Ha
npuMep, To OM Moria OWTH HCTpaKUBama Koja Cy OJFkKa CBAaKOAHEBHOM HCKYCTBY Kao INTO CY
UCTpaXHMBaka y MEAMLUMHH WM HCTPAXHBamba KOja YKIbYUyjy €KOJOIMIKH pu3MK. llcmxomomika
UCTpaXHBamka Cy yAaJbeHa M FHHXOB HAyYHW 3HA4a] MOXKJAa HHjE TMEPIHUIUPAaH Kao JOBOJHHO
OIUIIJBMB YaK HHU OJ1 CTpaHe CIMjeHTUCTa Ja OM OMO oIrpaB/iaH OBAaKBUM HocienunaMa. Takohe, ¢
003MpOM Jia je CLIMJeHTU3aM MOBE3aH BHUIIE Ca MO3WTUBHUM CTaBOM IpeMa MPHUPOJAHUM HayKama
(Boudry & Pigliucci, 2011), moryhe je na Ou exkCHepUMEHTH W3 NPUPOAHUX HayKa OWIH
MIPOICEEHU BPEHUM Y TOj MEPH Ja TIpe ONpaBiajy HEraTUBHE MOCTEIUIIe, U Ha Taj HAYWH CTBOPE
MOBE3aHOCT CLIMJEHTH3Ma ca MO3UTUBHUM CTaBOM IIpeMa HBUXO0BO] perunkanuju. Konauno, moryhe
J€ W J1a TIMTamka pU3vKa yOIIIITe HEe YIajaajy Y JIOMEH CIIMJeHTUCTUYKHUX yBEpeHa, ¢ 003UpoM Ja je
U3 caMor YTNHUTHHUKA CIUjEHTUCTHUKUX yBepema M30aueHa TeMma MOTEHIMjajHe IITeTe KOjy Hoce
HayyHa HCTpaxkMBama 300r Tora mTO ce HUje (akTopucaiga ca OCTaJUM CTaBKaMa YHNUTHHKA
(Bunetu dazy 1).

3ak/byuak

Pesynratu naBe cTynuje HHUCY NMOTBPIAWJIM Halle OYEKHBAaWmE Ja JbYAU ca HM3PAXKECHU]UM
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKUM YyBEpeHhUMa HMMajy HMCTOBPEMEHO M IO3UTUBHHUJU CTaB IpeMa peruIdKaluju
€TUYKU YNHUHTUX TCHUXOJOMIKHX ekcriepuMeHarta. C o03MpOM Ha TO JAa MOCTOj€ HMHAMBHIyalTHE
pasiiMKe y OBOM CTaBY, OCTaje MUTamkE KOja j€ ’bUXO0OBa MCUXOJIONIKA TT03aHA.
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PE3UME MW ONINITA AUCKYCHJA

“Jlo mepe y K0joj je 1ecumumno 2060pumu 0 Kpusu Hayke, mo ce He Modice 0080jumiu 00

onwme Kpuse. MUcmopujcku npoyec je 006eo 00 0K08arad HAYKe Kao npooyKmueHe cuie — ymuyyhu
HA FbeHe paziuuume epame, weH caopicaj u popmy, wery CYumuHy Kao u ey Memoooio2uj).
Ocum moea, Hayka Kao pecypc npoussoore ce jedsa npumersyje Ha 00208apajyhu Hauun.
Pasymesarse kpuze nayxe 3asucu 00 adexgamue meopuje cagpemMeHoe Cmara — HAyKd, Kao
opywmeeHa (hynKyuja, oopas je npomuepeuHocmu Opyuimea y yeauru.”’

Maxkc Xopkxajmep (1932) Hamomene o Haylu u Kpu3u
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CaskeTak HCTPaKMBAYKOT MpoIleca U pe3yJiTaTra

Pdaza l

[TpBa daza, Tj. pa3BOj MHCTPYMEHTA 3a MEPEHE CIHMjEHTUCTHUYKHX YBEpEHa, MPECTaBIba
OCHOBY OBOI' JOKTOpaTa. Hawmme, ympkoc TOMe INTO IIOCTOje JApyre CKaje 3a Mepeme
CLMjEHTUCTUYKHUX YBEepeHma, OWIO je HEONXOIAHO Pa3BUTH HOBH MHCTPYMEHT jep THIIMYHE CKaje
JlukeproBor Tuma, kopuiheHe y mocrojehuM ckajama, HE MOTY Ja HEABOCMHCICHO HarpaBe
pasnuKy u3Mel)y nekpumuuxoz nogeperba 'y HayKy U HayYHHKE U KpUMuuKoe, OTHOCHO, 0OMEPEeHoz2
NOBEpemka y HAyKy M HaydyHHKe. J[pyruMm pednma, Ha OCHOBY HUX HHCMO OMiM y MoryhHoCTH 1a
jacHO TMPOLEHHUMO Ja JHM WCIUTAaHULM [PUXBAaTajy CIHMjEHTUCTHYKE TBpAme. Kako Omcmo
paspemrmiin oBaj npobaeM, y Ctyauju 1.1 KoHCTpyHcanu cMO HOBY cKalxy TepcTOHOBOI THIIA 3a
Mepeme CIHMjeHTH3Ma. 3a OBO CMO C€ OUIyYiIM 300T TOra INTO CKajle OBOI THIA IOCENyjy
,IIPUPOJHY HYIYy" (Tj., HEyTpaJHy BpPEIHOCT, OJHOCHO KPUTHYKO WJIM OAMEPEHO IOBEpEHE Yy
HayKy), a TBpPAIKE Y OKBHPY IIOjeJMHAYHHX CKajla CMO 3aCHOBAJM Ha TEOPHjCKOj
KOHLIENTYaJIH3alHujH ClijeHTH3Ma U3 nocrojehe nureparype. Konauno, pa3BujeH HHCTPYMEHT CMO
BUILIECTPYKO KOHIICTITYAJIHO BaIUAUpain. [IpBo, BAIMANPAH je O/ CTpaHe CTPy4maka u3 00JacTu
NICUXOJIOTHj€ M TICHUXOMETpHje KOjU Cy TMOTBPAMIM jEAHOIUMEH3MOHAIHOCT TBPIBH Yy OKBUPY
TepcroHOBHX CKana, T O] CTpaHe CTpy4maka u3 obiactu (unozoduje Hayke, KOjU Cy TOTBPIUIN
Ia TBPIE OJpakaBajy NMPEUIOKEHE MO3MLHMjE O] HEKPUTHUYKOT HETOBEpema 10 CIHjeHTH3MA, U
KOHAYHO OJI CTpaHe IMpOIICHUTE/ba MHTCH3UTETA IOjeIMHAYHMX TBPAKHM YHyTap Tema. Jpyro,
MHCTPYMEHT je BaJMIUpaH OJ CTpaHe JlauKa, Tj., OJ CaMHX HCIUTAHUKA KOjU Cy TMOKa3ajiH Jia
TBPAE pazyMmejy, 1a UX jaCHO Pas3NuKyjy, W Jia MOTY CMHUCIEHO Jia M3pa3e CBOj CTaB O JAaTUM
TeMaMma y Be3H HayKe.

HoBa Ckana cCHHMjeHTUCTHYKHX YBEpEema CacToju ce of nBe cyockaine — Hexputuuko
MOBEpEHE y HayKy, MepeHo npeko 12 tema, u Hekputnuko noBepeme y HaydHUKE, MEPEHO MPeKo §
TeMa. CBaka TeMa cacToju ce OJ IET TBPAWbHU Koje cy nopehane no uHTeHsurery on (1) ekcrpeMHO
aHTUHAyYHUX  TBpPAKHU, TMpeko (2) yMepeHO aHTUHAYYHMX TBpAWmHU, (3) TBpA®BHU
OJIMEPEHOI/KPUTUUYKOI TOBEpeHma y HayKy, (4) yMEpeHO CLHJEHTUCTHYKHX TBpAWmHU, 10 (5)
eKCTPEMHO CLMJEHTHCTUUKHUX TBPAKBU. 3ajlaTaKk MCIUTAHUKA je Aa ogadepe OHy TBpIAmbY Koja Ha
Haj00JbM HAYWH OJIpakaBa lUXOBO MUIIJBEHH-E O JIATOj TEMHU, a YKYITHH CKOp ce 100uja cabupamemM
OJIrOBOpa Ha CBAKOj TEMU. 32 KOHKPETHO MEPEH-E CLIMjJEHTUCTUUKHUX YBEpEHa, OJJTOBOPH HAa TeMaMa
Ce€ PeKOJlyjy Tako Jia ce MOeHU J00Hujajy caMo 3a yMepeHo (1 ToeH) U eKCTPEMHO CIIMjEHTUCTUYKE
oarosope (2 noena). [lopexn tora, oaroBope Ha oBoj ckanu Moryhe je 6010BaTH Tako Ja MEpH U
aHTWHAYYHE CTAaBOBE, Tj. HEMOBEPEHE Y HAYKY PEKOJOBAKEM CaMO aHTHHAYYHWX TBPAH, K0 H
OIIITE MOBEPEHE y HAayKy Ca IMYyHUM CIIEKTPOM O]l AaHTHMHAYYHOT JI0 CLUJEHTHCTHYKOI mosa. Y
BaJIN/IALIMOHO] CTY/IMJH TIOKA3aHO j€ /1a Cy OBE JBE MEpPe YMEPEHO MO3UTUBHO MOBE3aHe, CTOra U He
NOTIIYHO Tpekyianajyhn KOHCTPYKTH, T€ /1a je eMIUPHUjCKU ONpPaBJaHO padyyHame JBa cyOcKopa.
OBO HJe y MPUIIOT HAIIOj TOYETHOj MPETIOCTABIIH J1a TIOBEPEHE Y HAYKY U MOBEPEHE Y HAyUHHKE,
1o cBeMy cyjehu, HUCy ucTe cTBapH. Y HapeIHOM KOpaky TpeOaso je MoKa3aTd KOHBEPreHTHY U
IMBEPTEHTHY, T€ KPUTEPHjYMCKY BAIAIHOCT HHCTPYMEHTA.

Crynuja 1.2. mokasana je jAa Hall MHCTPYMEHT, OJHOCHO HbEroBe CyOCKalle, yMEpPeHO
Kopenupajy ca noctojehoM MepoM CIUjEHTHUCTHUKHX yBEepema KOju KopucTH JInKkepToBy ckaiy 3a
OJIrOBapame, YUMe je MOoTBpl)eHa KOHBEpreHTHa BAIMIHOCT TecTa. Pe3ynratu oBe cTyauje cy Aajbe
nmokaszasie paznuuute npoduiie 3a aBe cyockane. Hamme, ocobe ca m3pakeHUJUM HEKPUTHUKAM
MIOBEPEHEM Y HAayKy Cy JOTMAaTUYHH]E, aJld ¥ BHILE 3HA]y O HAyLM HEro 0code ca Mame N3paKeHUM
OBakBUM yBepewmnMa (min 0e3 mwux). Ocobe ca H3paKEHUJUM HEKPUTUYKUM TIOBEPECHEM Y
Hay4YHHKE Takohe cy JOrMaTU4HHUje, JIM U CKIIOHH]E MO3UTHBHOM CaMOIIpe/ICTaBIbaby Kaja je peu
0 HAYYHOM 3HamWmy - Ha TECTy MPEINo3Hajy Hernocrojehe HaydHe mojMoBe kao moctojehe (ewe.
Overclaiming bias) - o ocoba ca Mambe U3paKeHUM HEKPUTHYKHM TIOBEPEHEM Y HAYKY.
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Pesynratn oBe, mpBe (ase, MoKa3aaum Cy CMO HalNpaBWIM BalWAaH, NOYy3IaH, M
AUCKpUMHHATHBAaH HHCTpyMeHT. C 003UpOM Ha TO Ja je Ha OCHOBY CKOPOBa MCIMTaHHKa Moryhe
HEJIBOCMUCIICHO 3aKJbYYHUTH O TOME Jia JIM j€ HEKO CKJIOH CIMjEHTUCTHYKHM YBEpCHUMa HIIH HE,
Owimm cMo y MOryHHOCTH Ja HCTPaXUMO M PacHpPOCTPAKCHOCT CLHUJCHTHCTHYKHX YBEpeHa Y
TOTTYJIAITH]H.

daza 2

[IpBo, pe3ynTaTi UCIUTHBaKka HA PEIPE3CHTATUBHOM Y30pKy rpahana CpOuje mokazanu cy
71a, MaKO Cy YPaBHOTEKEHA yBepema MpeMa Haylll U HaydHUIIMMa Haj3acTyIUbEHHU]a, 3HaUajaH JIeo0
Momyjianyje MMa CLHUJeHTUCTHYKa YyBepewma (Ha mecT mnoHyhenux tema ox 22% no 39%
MCIHUTAHUKA) U JIa Cy Ta yBepemwa yentha y oqHOCY Ha aHTHHAY4YHA yBepema. Mako cy U mpeTxoaHa
UCTpaXHBamka Cyreprcaia BHCOK HHMBO IOBEpeHa y HayKy, HHCY ycIieda Ja HarpaBe pas3iiuKy
u3Mel)y ypaBHOTEKEHOT M HEKPUTHUKOT ToBepema. KoHCTpykuuja W Kopumiheme Cckaie
TepcroHoBoOr THIIa OMOTYhWIIO je jacHH]e pa3IMKOBAaHkE OBMX CTABOBA, OJJHOCHO 00JbE pasyMeBambe
Pa3NIMYUTHX TUIIOBA OJTHOCA MPEMa HAyI!

Pesynratu Ctynuje 2.1 Ha penpe3eHTaTUBHOM Y30pKY IMOKa3ajiH Cy Ja Cy CIIHjeHTUCTHYKA
yBepema HETaTHMBHO IIOBE3aHA Ca TPAAMIMOHAIHO HPALMOHAIHUM YBEpEHHMa, Kao INTO CY
BEPOBAmkE Y TEOpHje 3aBepe, MapaHOPMAIIHO, U rceynonayky. Mehyrum, Crynuja 2.2 je mokasana
Ja CIMjeHTUCTHYKA ¥ MPAlMOHATHA YBEepeHma Jelie 3ajeIHNUYKY KOTHUTHBHY OCHOBY, IIPU YeMY Cy
yTBpheHEe MO3UTHBHE Kopenanuje u3Mel)y HEKpUTHYKOr TIOBepema Yy HayKy W TOTpede 3a
KOTHUTHBHOM 3a0Kpy>KeHoIIhy 1 HeToliepaHiyje Hen3BecHOCTH. CIIMYHO KA0 U KOJI MPAMOHAIHUX
yBEpEHa, JbYIU Ca U3PAKEHUM CIIUjCHTUCTHYKAM yBEPCHUMA TekKe OpP3UM, CUTYPHUM OATOBOPHMA,
MO YaK M IO IEeHY MTHOPHCamka J0Ka3a y MPHIOT JTUPEKTHO CYHNPOTCTABJHEHHM YBEPECHHMA.
Takohe, clMjeHTHCTHYKA YBEpeHa MOTY MMAaTH (YHKIHU]y CMambeHha aHKCHO3HOCTH, Kao IITO je
MOKa3aHO y MPETXOIHUM CTyIHjaMa TJIe je TIOBEPEEe Y HaAYKy Paciio y CTPECHUM CUTYaIfjama.

HHTepecaHTHO, HEKPUTHYKO IOBEPEHE Yy HAyYHHWKE je OHMJI0 HEraTUBHO IIOBE3aHO ca
KOTHUTUBHOM peQIeKCUjOM ¥ KOTHMUTHBHHUM CIIOCOOHOCTMMA, IITO cyrepuiie jaa 0osbe
CIIOCOOHOCTH 00paie moJaraka MOTSHIIUjaTHO UMajy AUPEKTaH HeTaTUBaH OAHOC Ca HEKPUTHYKUM
MOBEPEHE y HAYYHHUKE, CYIPOTHO HAIIOj TIOYETHO] MPETIOCTABIHM /2 CY CIMjEHTHCTUYKA YBEpEHa
MO3UTHBHO TIOBE3aHa Ca OBHM KOHCTpYKTHMa. MehyTuM, CIMYHOCT Be3a KOTHUTHBHHX
CIIOCOOHOCTH ca MpallOHAIHUM yBepemuMa (HIp., TEOpU]je 3aBEpe, BEPOBABE Y NMapaHOPMAIIHO) U
CIIMjEHCTUCTUYKHM yBEpEHUMa 3allpaBo MMoKa3yje Ja KOTHUTHBHE CIIOCOOHOCTH, 10 cBeMy cyaehw,
Jeyjy Kao HeKa BpCTa 3alITUTE O] Pa3InYUTHX €KCTPEMHHX YBEpeHa.

Paza 3

VY ¢a3u 3 ucnuTHBaIM CMO Ha KOjU HAYMH MPEJIEBATHO CTAaTYCHO CUTHAIM3UPamE, OJHOCHO,
MpesieBaHTHE HEYpOHay4yHe MH(OpMalMje U TMOPEKIo apryMeHTa (HaydHH WM JauYKH) yTHYY Ha
NpOIeHY KBaJIMTETa HAy4YHUX O0jallmkema U aprymeHnara. Excriepument y okBupy Cryauje 3.1 y
KOME ce HCIUTyje edeKkaT HpEeIeBaHTHOI HEYpOHAy4yHOT J0JaTKa Ha KBaJUTET OOjalllbema je
3aCHOBAH Ha MpPETXOJHOj cTyauju BajcOepr m capagnuka (Weisberg et al.,, 2008), nok je
excriepuMeHT y okBupy Ctyauje 3.2 y noTnyHOCTH opruHainad. Ham s Ouo je ga mpoBepumo aa
JM Ccy OBUM e(peKTUMa CTaTyCHOI CUTHAJM3Upama CKIOHMUJU JbYIH Ca HM3PAKCHUJUM
CIIMjEHTUCTUYKUM YyBEpEeHHUMa, OJHOCHO, Kopuinhemy oBUX xeypuctuka. CTUMyITyce 3a TpPBH
eKCIIepUMEHT y KOME ce IocMarpa edekar HpeleBaHTHUX HEYypOHayuyHUX HHGpopMaiuja Ha
MPOLIEHY KBaJUTETa O0jalllkbeha ICUXOJOMKNX (EeHOMEHa CMO aJanTHpalld M3 OpUTHHAIIHE
crynuje (Weisberg et al., 2008) u omabpanu Ha OCHOBY €KCIIEPTCKE MPOIICHE HUXOBOT KBAIIUTETA.
Crumynyce, Tj. BUBETE ca NPUAPYKEHUM HAYYHHYKMM WM JAWUYKUM H3BOpHMa 3a JpYru
eKCTIIEpUMEHT KpEeUpaid CMO M €BaIyHpalMd Takohe Ha OCHOBY €KCIEPTCKHX IpoleHa. Mako cMo
nobunu edexre excriepuMeHTanHe MaHumnynanuje ' y Cryauju 3.1 (MCIUTaHUIM Cy Kao BHIIE
3a70BoJbaBajyha olemHUBAId OHAa O0jalImbemha Koja caapiKe HEYpOHAy4YHH JOJaTak Hero Hcra
o0jammema 6e3 qonarka) Uy Ctyauju 3.2 (MCIUTaHUIM Cy Kao 00JbE OIICHUBAIN apTyMEHTE Kajaa
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WX 7ajy HAYYHUIIM Y OJHOCY Ha UCTE apryMEHTE KajJa WX J1ajy Jaull), CIIHjEHTUCTHYIKA YBEPEHa
HUCY 3HAYajHO Mojepupaiia oBe epeKTe, HUTH Cy MMajla 3HauajHy Be3y ca MpoleHaMa KBaJUTETa
o0jammema WM apryMeHara.

Pesynrar na ofjammema 10NylmheHa HeypOHAYYHIM HHpopMaIjama 1001jajy 00Jbe OleHe,
HapOYMTO KOJ ciabujux oOjalimbema, yIo30opaBa Ha OMACHOCT OJ HHUXOBE IOTCHIIM]aJTHE
370ynOTpede y MapKETHHTY WIIM KOMYHHKalMju HaydHuX uHpopmanmja. Takohe, aprymeHTu Koje
M3HOCE HAy4YHUIU J1oOujanu cy 0oJbe OIeHE OJ] OHUX KOje M3HOCE JIaWld, YaK M Kajua cy Owin
HaMEpHO JIOIIIE JIN3ajHUPAHU. YKOJIMKO JbYAU HUCY Y MOTYhHOCTH Ja epUKACHO pa3/Boje JIOME U
n00pe apryMeHTe, OJJHOCHO, T0OpO U JIoIe U3BYyUEHE 3aKJbYUKe M3 JOCTYIHUX MOJaTaka, U3BECHO
j€ Ia je crmocoOHOCT KPUTHUYKOT PE30HOBamka YIPOXKEHA, 3a IITa OM ce OYEKHBAJIO Ja je OJIMCKO
MOBE3aHO ca HayyHOM mucMeHomhy. OBH pe3yiTatu cy AoAaTHO 3abpumaBajyhu jep ce paau o
y30pKy CTyJCHATa JIPYIITBEHUX HAyKa 3a KOje OM ce OYEKHBAJIO Jia Cy BHIIEC HAYYHO MHUCMEHU O]
Mame 00pa3oBaHuX cyrpahaHa.

da3a 4

Nmajyhu y BHIy HEKPUTHUYKO M JOTMATCKO TOBEPEH-E Kao MPEIMET OBE JUCEpTallHje,
CMaTpajii CMO JIa je MOTPEOHO OMJIIO IMOKa3aTH HE CaMO KaKo Cy CIUjEHTHCTHYKA YBEPCHAa yBe3aHa
ca JAPYrUM TCHXOJOIIKMM (eHoMeHuMa, Beh W Ja Cy MOTEHIHMjaJIHO OINacHa MO JPYIITBEHE
nporiece, OJHOCHO, Jla UMajy MPaKTHYHE UMIUIMKAIK]E 3a JPYIITBO. Y OKBHPY JBE CTYAH]E Y OBO]
¢da3u, TecTupamM CMO Ja JIM TMOJpPIIKA 3a Mepe KaXmaBama JbyIW KOJU 3aHeMapyjy HaydyHe
MPENopyKe MMa Be3e Ca CUUjEHTHCTUYKUM BEPOBABMMA, Tj. HEKPUTHYKUM IOBEPEHEM Y HAYKY U
Hayyauke. Y Ctyauju 4.1, HCIUTUBAIM CMO TOAPIUIKY 32 MEpe KaKmhaBamba HAYYHHX CKENTHKA U
HHUXOBY IOBE3aHOCT Ca CIIMjeHTUCTUUYKUM yBepewuma. Y Ctyauju 4.2, TeCTUpaIl CMO MEXaHHU3aM
y OCHOBH OB€ Be3e, MPETIOCTaBbajyhu /1a je oHa MOCpeoBaHa CKJIOHONINY Jla c€ PAaIllMOHATHOCT
MopaJu3yje, OAHOCHO, CTaBy Jia IIOBpe/a PallMOHATHOT MUIILJbEHa U OJICTYNAkE O] PAllMOHATHCTH
camMo To ce0u 3axTeBa HEKy BPCTy caHkmuje. Kao mro ce m o4ekuBaio, MOjeAUHIIN Ca jaurM
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKUM YBepemUMa OWIM Cy CKIOHMJU Ja MOJp)Ke Mepe KakmaBamba 0coba Koje
3aHemapyjy HayuyHe mpernopyke. OBaj Hana3 je OMo JociefaH Kpo3 pa3InuuTe Mepe KaKiaBama -
O]l 10JIaTHOT' OMOpEe3MBamka Meuja KOju IPOMOBUIILY aHTH-HAYKY, IIPEKO OrpaHMYyaBama MpaBa Ha
MPOTECT MIPOTHB HAYYHO 3aCHOBAHMX TPAKCH, 3a0paHe MojaBJbHBaba CKENTHKA Y MEIUjUMA, 11a YaK
U HOBYAHOT KaXiaBamkba WM 3aTBapama 300r NPOMOBHCama aHTH-HAyKe WM WTHOPHCAbha
3BAaHUYHUX MEIUIIMHCKUX MTPAKCH.

Crynuja 4.2 je moTBpauia Bese u3Mel)y CIIMjeHTUCTUYKUX YBepema U MOJPILIKE KKmbaBamby
Mepa MPOTUB HayuyHuX ckenTuka. Kopenanuje cy Ouie yak u jaue Hero y Ctyauju 4.1, moceOHO oHa
nu3Mel)y HEeKpUTHYHOT MOBEpeHma y HayYHUKE U MOJPIIKE 3a KaKmaBame. lakole, mojapiuka 3a
KaKmbhaBamke OWIa je jaya HEeTro y MPeTXOAHO] CTyauju. J[ogaTHO, MpoHAIUIA CMO J1a Cy T10jeIUHITN
KOjU HEKPUTUYKH BEPY]y y HayKy M HayYHHKE BUIIE CKJIOHHU JIa MOPAIN3Y]y PAallMOHAIHOCT, Tj. J1a
MEPUUIIPajy HAYIHY MHCA0 U PAIMOHATHOCT Ka0 MOPAJIHH UMIIepaTHB. Tako, IOBEpPEHE y HAYKY H
Hay4YHHMKE YMHHU C€ J1a je MPeuIio U3 JOMEHa JJ0Ka3a U PallMOHATHOCTH y JOMEH BPEIHOCTH, TaKo Ja
KpIICHE OBHX MOPAJTHHX BPETHOCTH 3axTeBa caHKmmje. [IpemmoskeHn wmemujanmoHn edekar,
MehyTuMm, 0610 je caMo JAenMMHYaH, OCTaBJbajyhu 3HauajaH AMPEKTaH MyT OJ CIMjEHTHUCTUYKHX
yBepema J10 MOJIPIIKE 32 MepE KaKhaBamba CKEeTITHKA.

da3za s
Konauno, ca mupeM na Jajbe MCIMUTAMO KaKBE IMOTEHIIMJaTHO OIACHE TOCIEIUIe MOTY

MMAaTH OBa YBEPEHAa, pa3MaTpaii CMO U Ha KOjU HAYUH Cy MTOBE3aHE Ca MOPAIHUM PE30HOBAmHEM. Y
($ha3u 5 mpeTnocTaBiIM CMO JIa Cy 0c00€ ca M3paXKCHUJUM CIIMJEHTUCTUYKHM yBEpeHhHMa CKIOHH]E
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Jla TO/APKE ETUYKH IMpoOJieMaTHYHe Mcuxoomke ekcnepumente. Cryauja 5.1 cnpoBeneHa je Ha
CTYICHTMMAa M HHUCMO HAllIM 3HayajHe Be3e u3Mel)y HEKPUTHUKOr TOBEpema y HayKy WU
HEKPUTHYKOT TIOBEpEHa Yy HAay4YHHKE ca jeIHE CTpaHe, W CTaBOBa MpeMa pEIUITUKAlUju
excriepuMenara Mwuirpama, Borcona u Pajaep, nin Cenunmana. Takohe, HUCY nmpoHal)eHe HU Be3e
ca OLIEHOM OIPaBJaHOCTH M KOPUCHOCTH OBHX €KCIIEpUMEHaTa, Teé HaMepOM Jia ce 0J100pH eTHYKa
JI03BOJIa 32 OBE EKCIHEPUMEHTE WIM Ja Ce Yy IbUMa Y4YecTBYyje Y YJIO3U EKCIepUMEHTaTopa.
Pesynratu cryamje peruIMpaHd Cy U Ha MPUTOAHOM Y30PKY KOPHUCHHUKA JPYIITBEHUX MpPEKa y
Cryauju 5.2.

HNaxko Cy UCIUTAaHUIIKM UMAJIM HNPCTCIKHO HETAaTUBHC CTABOBC IIpCMa peHJII/IKaI_[I/IjI/I CTUYKHN
npo0ieMaTHYHUX eKcrepuMeHara, Mehy miMa Cy 3a0eliexeHe 3HaYajHe WHIUBHIyATHE Pa3jIHuKe.
Hajmame HeratuBaH CTaB HWCHUTAHUIM Cy HMald TpeMa peruimKanuju  MuiarpamMmoBor
CKCIIEPUMEHTA, JIOK Cy HajHEraTHBHUJU CTAB UMAJIM MPEeMa PEILUTUKAIMjH eKcriepuMenTa Borcona u
Pajuep. Takohe, HajMame Cy OWJIM CHPEMHH Ja YYE€CTBY]Y Y OBHUM CKCIEPHUMEHTHMA, JIOK CYy
SKCIIEPUMEHTE CMaTpaik TeK 0J1aro HEKOPUCHUM 3a JPYIITBO.

[Tocrojame BapujaHCe Y OrOBOpUMA, JaKie, yKasdyje na edekar 1moja HajBepoBaTHU]E HHU]E
pa3yior 3a HM30CTaHAaK 3Ha4yajHe Be3e H3Mel)y CIMjeHTUCTHYKHMX YyBEpema W CTaBOBa IpeMa
peIUTKaIMji OBUX eKcriepuMeHaTa. byayha ncrpaxuBama cBakako OM MOTJIa JJa OJrOBOpE KOjH CY
(axTopu NMOBE3aHH ca OBUM ()EHOMEHOM, C 003MPOM J1a MH HUCMO YCIENH Jia IpoHal)eMo 3HauajHy
TMHEapHY Be3y n3Mel)y, Kako HaM ce YMHH, Tako Oimckux penomena. Moryhe je na craBoBe mpema
eTUYKH MMPOOJIEeMAaTHYHUM EKCIIEPUMEHTHUMA TIpe OOJHMKYjy HEKe IPTE JTUYHOCTH, HOMYT MPauyHHX
pra JUYHOCTH Kao WITO Cy MakdjaBeiW3aM, IICHXONaTHja WIM caau3aM. Y IJIMHUjH ca
MakKHjaBenu3MoM (“IHJb ONpaBJaBa CPEJCTBO”) MOXKE CBAKaKO MM M CKIOHOCT Jia CE MPHIMKOM
MOpPAJTHOT PE30HOBaKka O CTHYKUM NHUTAalkUMa Tperemyje JOOUT O HAayyHOT Ca3Hama U Ja ce
noTeHIewyje mrera. HeoceTsbUBOCT Ha MaTwy >KMBHUX Ouha (IcMxomnaTHja) WM YaK YXKHUBaWbE Y
B0j (cagu3am) MOTY OUTH MCTO MOOpW JIMYHOCTH KaHAMIATH 3a ONpaB/laBamhe OBAKBUX HAYYHHX
MIPAKCH.

Tabena 11
IIpezned xunomesa kpo3z cmyouje

Crynuja Xunoresa Cratyc

OuekuBany cMo J1a he HEKPUTHYKO MOBEPEHE y HAYKy U HEKPUTHUKO
H1  mnoBepeme y HayyHHKE OUTH IO3UTHUBHO IIOBE3aHO, )M HE U Y MOTILYHOCTH v
npeknanajyhe, onqHocHo aa he mepe 3acuhuBaru 1Ba dakropa.

OuekuBany cMo J1a he ¥ HEKPUTHYKO TIOBEPEH-E Y HAYKY U HEKPUTHYKO
H2  moBepeme y HaydHHKE MO3UTUBHO KOPEIHpATH ca mocrojehoM Mmepom 4
1 CIIMjeHTUCTHIKUX yBEpeHA.

OuexuBany cMo Ja he 1 HEKPUTHUIKO MTOBEPEHE Y HAYKy M HEKPUTHIKO v

Konctpykunja u H3
MOBEPEHE y HAYYHHKE NO3UTUBHO KOPEIHUPATU Ca JOTMAaTU3MOM.

BaJHMAIH]a
YIUTHUKA Ha OuekuBay cMo J1a he 1 HEKPUTHYKO TIOBEPEHE Y HAyKy U HEKPUTHUKO v
CIIMj€HTUCTUYKHX MOBEpEhe y HAyYHUKE TIO3UTHBHO KOPEIUPATH Ca HAYYHUM 3HAHEM.
yBepema OuekuBay cMo J1a he 1 HEKPUTHYKO TIOBEPEE Y HAYKY U HEKPUTHUKO
H5  mnoBepeme y Hay4HHKE MO3UTUBHO KOPEIUPATH Ca NPEICHUBAKHEM HAYIHOT x
3HambAa.
OuexuBany cMo fa he 1 HEKPUTHUIKO MOBEPEHE Y HAYKy M HEKPUTHIKO
H6 MOBEPEHE y HAYYHUKE IO3UTUBHO KOPENHPATH ca Mperu3Honhy HayqIHOT xv
mpeTepaHor TBphema.
21 H1.1 OuekuBany cMo fa he CIijeHTHCTHYKA YBepemha OUTH HETaTHBHO ITOBE3aHa v
ca KOHCHHPAIMOHUCTUYKUM MEHTAIUTETOM.
IIpeBanenna ]
CLHMjEHTHCTHUKHX 1.2 O‘JCK.I/IBaHITI cMo 1a he CIijeHTHCTHYKA YBepermha OUTH HETaTHBHO ITOBE3aHa v
YBEPEHA U OJTHOC Ca CyJE€BEp)EM.
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ca upalfuoOHaJIHUM

OueKHUBaId CMO Ja he CHI/IjeHTI/ICTI/I‘{Ka yBEpCmha OUTH HEraTUBHO IIOBE3aHa v

H1.3 . .
yBEpeHUMa ca yBepemHMa O €KCTPACEH30PHO) MEPLETILIH]H.
H14 OuekuBainy cMo fa he CIijeHTHCTHYKA YBepemha OUTH HETaTHBHO ITOBE3aHa v
' ca IICeyI0OHAyYHUM yBEpEHHUMA.
H2.1 CuujeHTHCTHYKA yBepema (M HEKPUTHYKO ITOBEPEHE Y HAYKY U Y HAYIHHUKE) v
' 6uhe MO3UTHBHO MOBE3aHa ca IIOTPEOOM 32 3a0KPYKEHEM.
H2.2 CuujeHTHCTHYKA yBepema (M HEKPUTHYKO ITOBEPEHE Y HAYKY U Y HAYIHHUKE) Xy
' Ouhe MO3UTHBHO MOBE3aHa Ca TOJIEPAHIIAjOM Ha HEM3BECHOCT.
H2.3 CryjeHTHCTHYKA yBepewa (M HEKPUTHYKO TTOBEPEH-E Y HAYKY U Y HayYHHKE) v
' Ouhe O3UTHBHO MOBE3aHa ca KOTHUTHBHOM pediekcuBHoIIhy.
CuyjeHTHCTHYKA yBepewa (M HEKPUTHYKO TTOBEPEH-E Y HAYKY U Y HayYHHKE)
H2.4  Ouhe mO3UTHUBHO MOBE3aHa ca CAMOMPOIICHOM yIOTpede pehICKCHBHOT xv
CTHJIa Pa3MUIIBbAbA.
CryjeHTHCTHYKA yBepewa (M HEKPUTHIKO TTOBEPEHE Y HAYKY U Y HAyUHHKE)
292 H2.5 ©Owuhe HeraTuBHO MOBE3aHa Cca CaMOIIPOIICHOM YIOTpeOe HHTYUTHBHOT CTHIIA xv
' pasMHIIbamka.
CuujenTcTITKa MehyTtum, Kaga ce OBH OJHOCH KOHTPOJIMITY 332 HHTCIUTCHIHN]Y, 09EKy]jeMO
yBepema )
Ja:
KOTHUTHBHE )
JCTIO3HIIjE 1 CryjeHTHCTHYKA yBepewa (M HEKPUTHIKO TTOBEPEHE Y HAYKY U Y HAyUHHKE)
CTHIOBH H2.6a mnocTtaHy NO3UTHBHO IIOBE3aHA Ca CaMOIPOLICHEHOM YHOTpeOoM x
MHTYHUTHBHOT CTHJIA Pa3MUILIbamba.
H2 6b CuyjeHTHCTHYKA yBepewa (M HEKPUTHYKO TIOBEPEH-E Y HAYKy U y HayYHHKE) x
' MOCTaHy HEraTUBHO [TOBE3aHa Ca KOTHUTUBHOM pe(ieKCUBHOIIY.
CuyjeHTHCTHYKA yBepewa (M HEKPUTHYKO ITOBEPEH-E Y HAYKY U Y HAyYHHKE)
H2.6c mnocraHy HEraTHBHO MOBE3aHA Ca CaMOIPOIICEHEHOM YIOTPeOOM x
pedrexkcuBHOT cTHIIA pa3MHIIIBAA.
H2.6d Opnoc ca noTpeboM 3a 3aTBaparmbeM OCTaHE MO3UTHBAH. xv
H2.6e OpnHoc ca ToNepaHIjOM Ha HEM3BECHOCT OCTAaHE MO3UTHUBAH. xv
H2.7a Hayunuim he OUTH CKIOHHjH CITHjCHTUCTHIKUM YBEPEHIMA. xv
H2.7b Hayunuiwm he umatu Mame u3paxkeHa CIIMjEHTUCTUYKA YBEPECHA. x
H11 [Mocrojahe rmaBHM eexat kBanmTeTa 00jamrmkema. Mcnuranunu he modpa v
31 ' o0jalImbemka OLEHUBATH Kao 00Jba O JIOMNX 00jalIkbemna.
Monepatropekn [Mocrojahe riaBHu eekaT IIPUCYCTBA HEYPOHAYHHOT J0/aTKa. McnuTanuiu
) edexar H1.2 he objammema ca HEypOHAYYHUM JIOJATKOM OLEHEUBATH Kao 60Jba HETO v
CLHJCHTUCTHYKHIX oHa 6e3 HeypOHAYYHOT JI0/aTKa.
yBepemwa Ha ) ) )
TpoteHy [Mocrojahe nHTEpaKiyja CLIMjEHTUCTUUKNX YBEPEba U IIPUCYCTBA
KBATATETA H13 HEYPOHAYHYHOT 0/IaTKa Ha NPOLEHY KBATMTETA o0jammemna. Menuranunm <
objalmema ' ca N3paXEHU]UM CLIHjEHTHUCTHYKUM yBepemMa he OMTH 1Mo UI0KHIAjU
e(eKTy HeypOHAYJIHOT JI0JJaTKa.
3.2 IMToctojahe rnaBHu eexaT U3BOpa apryMeHTa Ha MPOIEHY KBAIUTETA
aprymeHnTa. Mcnuranuim he nieHTHYHE apryMeHT UBATH Kao jad
MojepaTopcki Hp1 apryme c 1 he une pryMeHTe oner 0 jade v
edexar KaJ1a Cy NMPUIHCAHU HAYYHUIIMMA ¥ HAY9HUM MHCTHUTYLMjaMa Hero Kaaa cy
. NPUIKCAHU JIAaHLIMa.
CIIMj€HTUCTUYKHX
yBepema Ha ITocrojahe nHTEpaKIHja CIMjEHTUCTUIKNX YBEPHA U U3BOPA apryMeHTa Ha
MPOLICHY Hpp MPOUCHY KBAJIHTETA Ha MPOLEHY KBATHTETA APTYMEHTA. Hcnuranuim ca <
KBaJIUTETA ' M3paKEHUjUM CIIMjEHTHCTHYKHIM yBepmhHMa he ONTH MOII0KHNjU ePeKTy
aprymeHara M3BOpA apryMeHTa.
41 Hexputniko nosepeme y HAyKy U HEKPUTHUKO TIOBEPEHE Y HAYUHHUKE
' H1.2 mosutuBHO he KOpeaupaTH ca CKIIOHOCTH KaXKibaBakhy aHTHHAYIHHX v
CrujeHTncTayKa CTaBOBA.
yBepemwa 1
I A—, Hexpurnuko nosepeme y Hay4yHUKe he TO3UTHBHO NpeaBulaTi CKIOHOCT
CKGHTI/IKaJ H1l.2a kaxmaBamy aHTHHAYYHHX CTaBOBA MOBPX M IIPEKO HEKPUTHUYKOT ITOBEPEHa x

y HayKy.
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W HeKpUTHYKO MTOBEpEHE Y HAYKY M HEKPUTHIKO TOBEPEH-E Y HAYTHHKE

H2.1
4.2 HO3UTUBHO hie KopenupaTH ca MOpaIM30BambeM palroHanHonhy.
CuujeHTHCTHYKA H2 2 CKJIOHOCT Ka)KibaBamy aHTUHAYYHHX CTaBOBA IIO3UTHBHO hie KopenupaTu ca
yBepema u ' MOpPaJIM30BamkbEeM palMoHaIHOIIY.
[ICHaIM3anu)ja Mopanu3yjyha paunonantoct he nocpenosatu y oqHocy nzmely
CKENTHKA H2.3  HekpuTHUKOr MoBepewa y HayKy U MOJpPUIKE AUCKPUMHHATOPHUM MepaMa
MPOTHUB CKENTHKA HayKe.
51 Hexputniko noBepeme y HayKy U HEKPUTHUKO TIOBepeme Y HayqHHKe he
CumjenTrcTHuKa H1.1 TO3UTHBHO KOpEIMpATH ca CHPEeMHOIINY Ja ce PeITMINpPajy €THYKH YIUTHH
MICUXOJIOIKH SKCIIEPUMEHTH.
yBepema 1
peruIiKanuja HekputHiko noBepeme y HayqHUKE fie MO3UTHBHO NpenBuhaTH CIPEMHOCT
ernuky ynutHux — H1.la 3a perumnupare eTHYKH YIHTHH IICHXOJOIIKIX SKCIIEpUMEHATa IIPEKO U
eKcIIepuMeHaTa HE3aBHCHO O]l HEKPUTHUYKOT [IOBEpEmHa y HayKy.
5.2 Hexputndko nosepeme y HayKy U HEKPUTHUKO TIOBEpEmE Y HaydHuKe he
CrmjenTacTHIX H2.1 mo3uTHBHO KOpETUpaTH ca CIPEMHOIINY [1a ce PEIUTHIINPajy eTHIKA YITUTHH
TICUXOJIOLIKH €KCIIEPUMEHTH.
yBepema U
permkanyja Hexpurtnuko nosepeme y HayyHUKe hie HO3UTHBHO NpeaBuhaTtu copeMHOCT
eTndkd ynutHuX ~ H2.la 3a permuuparme €TUUKU YIUTHH NCUXOJIOUIKMX eKCIIepHUMeHaTa Mpeko U
eKCTIepUMEHaTa HE3aBHCHO OJ1 HEKPUTUYKOT ITIOBEPEHA Y HAYKY.
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duckycuja

Hamepa oBe Te3e je ja moJACTaKHE AMJaJiOr YHYTAp 3ajeJHHIIC MCTPaKMBada MOBEPEHA y
HAyKy U aHTU-HAYYHHUX WJIM UPALMOHAIHUX yBepemwa. Y TOj 3ajelHULM TPEHYTHO MOCTOJU BEJIHUKO
MHTEPECOBAILE 32 HCTPAKUBALE aHTHHAYUYHUX U UPALMOHAIHUX YBEpEHa 300T IBUXOBOT e(heKkTa Ha
CBaKOJHEBHO IOHAlamke, OWJIO WHAWBUAYAJIHO (HIIP., 3[PABCTBEHO IIOHAIIAME), WHTEPIPYIHO
(Hmp., mpexpacyae npeMa MabHUHCKUM Ipylnama), Wi MOJIUTUYKO (HIp., IPOEKOJIOUIKO [TOHAIIAKE
WIN U3J1a3aK Ha U300pe, Tj., Ha NOJIUTUYKH [IMHU3aM), IOK ca JpYre UCIUTHUBAKkE O3UTUBHOT I10J1a
MOBEpEHa HHje MOJICTAKIIO 3HaUajHEe UCTPAKUBAYKE HATIOPE.

N3rnena na je moBepeme y HayKy HEIITO IITO C€ OYEKyje, IITO je MO3UIMja M3 KOje ce
MoYMme, a Ha mra obpahamo maxmy Tek ako u3ocraje. OBO je, HApaBHO, Pa3yMJBMBO: aKO
CMaTpaMo Jia je HEKO MOHAIllake HOPMAaJHO, 3anuTaheMo ce 3allTo ce HEKO He IOHAlla Ha Taj
HauuH. Y CIIy4ajy HENOBEpEHma y HayKy M HAyYHHKE, CBE je jOII pa3yMJbHBH]jE 300T TOTra IITO CMO
TO MH: HayyHUIM Cy IMpeAMET TOI HENOBepema, IUTO JAEJIOM BEpOBAaTHO U jecTe IpeTHha
HAYYHWYKOM HACHTUTETy. IHCHCTHpame Ha MoBepemy y HayKy, HapaBHO, OBJIe He Ou Tpebano na
Oyze npo0ieMaTH30BaHO y MEPHU Y KOjO] c€ MOKe Mpo0JIeMaTU30BaTH HHCUCTUPALE HA MIOBEPEHY
y IIp>)KaBHE MHCTUTYIHjE. 32 Pa3IMKy O/ CyMIbe y MOJUTHYKE MHCTUTYIHjE 3a Koje, peKyo O ce,
4ecTO MOCTOjU JOCTa OCHOBA, MHCTUTYILIM]jE U JIe0 jaBHOCTU cMatpa (Bepyje?) na je BepoBaTHoha ga
he Hac HayyHHIIM OOMaHYTH Majia M J1a TOCTOj€ U3BECHU HAUYMHU J1a TAKBY OOMaHy MPeIynpeIuMo.
[Tutame je, jomr yBek, 1a a1 MoxkeMmo pehu na je Ta BepoBaTtHoha jenHaka Hynu. Ctora, 1OKJIe roj
j€ TaKo, MITaK Ma CMHUCIIa U3y4aBaTH HEKPUTUYKO TIOBEPEHE y HAYKY.

JlogatHO, HE MOKEMO HHM 3HATH ILITa pas3jIMKyje HENOBEpPEeHE O]l MOBEPEHa YKOJIUKO
HCTPaXXyjeMO caMo je/laH I0JI KOHTHHYYMa, a IPYTH MOCMaTpaMo Kao HEKY BPCTY “HOPMAaTHOCTH
KOjy He MOpaMo oQjarimaBaTh. Jla 1 je HEeKO KO ayTOMaTCKU Bepyje y HayKy M HaydHHKe “mobap
rpahanun”? [la nu je To rpahanuH xKoju KputHuku muciau? Jla nu je To rpahanuH koju he ycrneuHo
YYECTBOBAaTH Y JIEMOKpPAaTCKUM TIpolecuma? VY3eBIIM OBO y 003Mp, aKo MOBEpPEHE y HAyKy
peneguHUIIEMO O] HeUera wmo ce oyeKyje y HeITO Wmo ce 6peMeHoM epaou U Wmo mMopa 0d ce
(konmunyupano) onpagda(ea), OHa UCTPAKMBAUKA JIMHUja y KOJOj Ca JeJHAKO MaXXikhe UCIUTYjeMO
o0a 1oJia KOHTUUHYMa MMOBEPEHha MOKEe UMAaTH MHOTO BHUIIIE CMHCIIA.

Ha modeTky 0oBakBOI MCTpPa)KMBA4KOI' MPOJEKTa MOPAJIM CMO IMOKa3aTH HAa €MIIUPH]CKH U
KBaHTUTATHBaH HAYMH, OJTHOCHO, Y OKBHPY IapaJurMe Koja je JOMUHAHTHA y TICHXOJIOTHjH JaHac,
Jla TIOBEpEHE y HayKy HHj€ HEIITO IITO je 0ci000l)eHO 01 MPUCTPacHOCTH WM rpemtaka. Mcro cMo
MOTJIA J1a YpaJuMO M WUCKJbYYHUBO Ha JPYTHM HAYMH - KPO3 KPUTHYKY aHAIM3Y IOjMa, AUCKypcCa,
KOHTEKCTa, MCTOPH]JCKUX KOHTUTeHIMja. Mel)yTum, TakBU NPUCTYNH Cy, ca je[He cTpaHe, Beh
KPUTHYHH TIpeMa CIMYHUM TIOJMOBHMMA, JIOK ca JIpyre CTpaHe >KeIUMO Ja OyleMo y TOMEHYTOM
IMjaJiory ca HIMPOM 33jeJHUIIOM HCTPaXHMBada M KpO3 Hallle Hajla3e MOTEHIMjaJHO CTBOPHUMO
MaTepHujaj 3a ayTOKOPEKIIMje UCTPaKUBAYKOT 10Jba.

Iuss oBe nucepranuje Ouo je, nakie, 1a MOHYIU eMIUPUjCKE apryMeHTe y NMPHUIIOT TBPIBHU
Jla TIOBEPEHE y HAyKy MOKe€ OWTH JeTHAKO PUTHIHO U TIOJl YTHIQjeM ayTOMATCKHUX TCUXHYKHX
npoleca U eMoIyja, Te J1a MOXe YIPO3UTH PE30HOBAKE M BOJUTH MOTPEUIHUM 3aKJbydllUMa, UIIH
YaK MOHAIIalky KOje je ITETHO 3a ApymTBo. Kako 6ucMo ocTBapuiM Taj UJb, KOHCTPYUCATH CMO
HOBH WHCTPYMEHT, TIOKa3aJld Jla CIUjEHTHCTHYKA yBEepeHma HMMajy Be3e ca JOTMaTH3MOM, ca
oapeh)eHuM MOTHMBAllMOHMM M KOTHMUTUBHUM BapHjaliama, Jla Cy MOBe3aHa C JMCKPUMHUHAILIA]OM
HeucToMUIUUbeHUKa. [Toka3zanu cMo U /1a pe30HOBaWkE O HayYHUM MH(OpMalHjama MOXe OUTH Mo
yTUIajeM XEYpUCTHUYKUX Ipolieca, Ha ymTpO kBanutera uHpopMmucama. Kpo3 Hame crynuje
MIPOIILJIO j& BHUIE XWJbada Jbyau. Mako Hall WCTpaXWBauKH MpoOjeKaT HUje TOTOB, BEPYjeMO Ja Cy
NOOMjeHN pe3yiTaTH y BEJIMKOj MEpU IMOTBPIMIM Hallla OYEKHMBama M Ja cajga Moxemo yhu y
KBAJIMTETaH U apryMEHTOBAH JI1jaJIOr ca IOMEHYTOM HayYHOM 3aj€ITHULIOM.
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Cyujenmucmuuka ygepera u “‘oboeamena enucmemonozuja’’

Cana Beh penarmBHO maBHO, ayropu Canctejn u Bepmyne (Sunstein & Vermeule, 2009)
HaIlucalii Cy J1a JbYJM KOjU BEpyjy y TeopHje 3aBepe 00iayjy o “oborajbeHe emucreMosioruje”
(ene., crippled epistemology), cmaTpajyhu i1a TH Jby/Iu, HE caMO IITO HE 3HAj)y MHOT'O, TO MAJIO IITO
3Hajy HHMje HU TayHo. OBa, y HajMamy PYKY INpPUCTpacHa CHUHTarma, JoOpO OMucyje IEHTPAIHY
MPETIOCTaBKy IporpamMa HCTpaXMBama BEpOBamba y TEOpHje 3aBepe Ja je 3a IUX OJIrOBOpHA
yIpaBo orpaHuYeHa CIioCOOHOCT Jia BaJbaHO Oupajy u obpal)yjy nundopmanuje, Te 1a Cy OHU KOJH Y
BUX BEPY]y CKIOHUJU PA3TUYUTUM Tpelikama y oopaau nahopmaimja (pa3auuuTe MPUCTPACHOCTH)
WIH TIOj€HOCTABJbCHY MHCAOHHX Ipolieca (HIp., CKIOHOCT XCYPHUCTHIMMA WM HHTYUTHBHOM
MUIIJBEHY).

Nmajyhu Ha ymy oBakBO BHlCHE y HCTpaKMBamby BEpOBama y TEOpHje 3aBepe, ald U
APYyTrUX MPAUOHAIHUX YyBEpEHa, CIPOBEIM CMO HCTPaKMBamba y HJIACHTHYHOM MAaHHUPY,
MOKYIIIaBajyhu /1a 3a CIIMjEHTUCTHYKA YBEpeHa MpoHaheMo CIMYHE IICUXOJIOMIKEe Kopenare. Y MpBoj
CTY/IMjU TIOKA3aJH CMO Jia Cy CLHjEHTHCTHUYKA yBEpema IOBE3aHa ca JIOTMAaTCKHM yBEpEHHMa H
npeleHhUBakbeM II03HABaka HAayKe, a y Jpyroj na Cy IMOBe3aHa ca CIa0MjuM KOTHUTUBHHM
(YHKIIMOHHCAKEM U KOTHUTUBHOM peduieKcHBHOIINY, Kao M ca MOTpeOOM 3a 3a0KpYKEHEeM H
HETOJIEPAHILIMJOM HEU3BECTHOCTU. YKOJMKO Cy OBHM HAlld pe3yiaTaTH TauyHU U MOY3JaHU
(perumkabmiiau), Mokemo pehu ga je BepoBaTHO Ja Ha 00e CTpaHe KOHTHHYyMa, Tj., U KOJ
MOBEpeHa M KOJI HEMOBEpeHa, OrpaHUuYCHH(jU) KamalMTeTH 3a MHUIUBCHE W MOoTpeda 3a
u3BecHomhy Bozae Hamre nzbope. buhemo oBne mano m xpabpuju ma hemo pehm 1a yak u ynpkoc
penatuBHO cinabuM edeKTUMa OHU He MOTy OWTHU TpPUBHjaIHH, jep OM ce Ha OCHOBY JOCTYITHE
JUTEpaType O MOBEPEHY Y HAyKy OYEKHBAJIO Jia Cy OBE Be3e MOTIYHO OOPHYTOT cMepa, OAHOCHO,
Ja IITO BUINE JbYIU BEPYyjy y HAYKy MMajy BHIIE KOTHUTHBHE KallalUTETE, jady TOJICpPAHIIH]Y
HEM3BECHOCTH, U Mamy MOTPely 3a 3a0KPYKEHEM.

VY Tpehoj cTyauju HUCMO MPOHAILIN OYeKHBaHE Be3e u3Mel)y CIMjeHTUCTUYKUX YBEpema ca
jenHe crtpaHe W edekTa HEypOHAy4yHOT JOoJaTKa W HM3BOpa apryMeHaTra Ha OILEHY KBaJHTETa
o0jammema 1 aprymenara. OJTHOCHO, CIIMjEHTUCTHYKA yBepemha MPOCTO HE YTUUY Ha TO KOJMKO he
HEKO OWTH MO/JI0kKaH eekTUMa OBUX MaHUIyhanuja. MehyTum, yak u 0JCYCTBO MOTBP/IE 32 HEKE
O]l HAaIlMX LEHTPAJIHUX XHUIOTEe3a MOTY Ce€ Takohe TyMayuTH Kao MO3UTHUBAH JONPUHOC LIMPEM
by aucepranuje. HamMe, cama YumeHHIIA J1a C€ PE30HOBAKE O HAYYHUM IHTABHMa MOXKE
WCKPUBUTHU MPOCTUM MaHHUMyJalHjamMa yka3yje Jla caM OJHOC IIpeMa HayYHHM UYWI-€HUIlaMa HUje
Boh)eH HCKIbYUNBO (hOpMaTHO-TTOTHYKHIM TporiecuMa. OUHTIIeTHO je, JaKie, YIPKOC pa3yMeBamy Ja
j€ caMo cyMma y HayKy M Hay4HHMKE HEIITO MpallMOHAIHO, BO)EHO XEYPUCTUUYKHM PE30HOBAEM,
eMoIfjama, IPUCTPACHOCTHMA, J1a ICTO MOKE BaXKUTH H 33 TIOBEPEHHE.

Jla crujeHTHCTUYKA YBEepemha HUCY HCIpaBHA TOBOPUIJIA HAM M caMa aHalu3a MpeaMeTa Kao
takBor. OHa HHCY 3aCHOBaHa Ha EMITMPUjCKAM JOKa3uMa WM Yy CKJaay ca HOPMaTHBHHUM
pe3oHoBameM. Takopehu, jormr yBek HemMaMo MOTBpAY Ja he Hayka y HEKOM TPEHYTKY PEIIUTH
npoOjieMe YOBEYAHCTBA WJIM OJITOBOPUTH HA Er3UCTCHIMjATHCTHYKA WJIM MOpajHa MUTamka.
KonauHo, Heka mHUTama MPOCTO HUCY €MIPHUjCKE MPUPOAE, Kao IITO Cy YINpaBO MUTama CMHCIA
KMBOTA WJIM IITa j€é MCIPaBHO, MOTPEIIHO, H00po wiu some. Ca npyre cTpaHe, Kao IITO CMO
HaBellM y YBOJy, Hay4YHH METO]l jé 3aCHOBaH Ha OJjpe)eHUM INpeTrnocTaBKama Koje ce He MOTy
noka3aTu came 1o cebu. KonauHo, ucroprja Hayke HaM IMOKa3yje Jia ce Memajy He caMO HayyHe
yumeHnile u teopuje (Oreskes, 2019; Rescher, 1999), Beh u xommietHe Hayune napagurme (Kun,
1974), a Hayka y NEIWHM jecTe W Mopa OWTH OcCeTJbMBa Ha oBe mpomeHe. Ctora, camom
€BHUJICHIM]jOM J1a CLIMJEHTUCTHYKA yBepewa MocToje Mel)y JannyuMa U HaydyHHUIIMMA, a TeK HaJla30M
JIa Ccy BEpOBaTHO M TIOMyJapHHWja OJ AaHTUHAYYHHUX YBEpEHa, MOXE C€ apryMEeHTOBaHO
npoOIeMaTU30BaTH OJHOC KOJU TICHXOJIOIIKAa HayKa HMMa IpeMa TaKO3BaHUM HPALMOHATHUM
yBepeHIMa U MOBEpEHY y HAYKy. YMECTO 3aKJbydKa MOCTaBHheMO MHUTamke: Ja JIM U CIIHjSHTUCTH
OHJIa MaTe 01 "0o0orajbeHe” enucTeMOoIOTHje.

140



H3zmehy cnenoe u kpumuukoz nogepersa

Hecnopro je ma apymrTBeHa mojena paja 3axTeBa JICIETHPAbE MOBEpemha PasIndUuTUM
nosepernnuma (Critchley, 2008; Keil et al., 2008). V cknany ca tum, “pandoHaaHo” je AOAETUTH
MOBEpEHEC HayYHUIIMMA 32 HaydyHa MHUTama, jep O HaydHuuu Tpebano na Oyay KOMIIETEHTHH 1A
OJI'OBOpE Ha MUTama oBe BpcTe. To je n mpakThyaH nu30op jep ce MoBepeme Mopa HEKOME YKa3aTH.
Ca gpyre crpane, on rpahaHa ce odeKyje J1a MMajy KPUTHUYKY CBECT U aleinyje ce Ha HHUXOBY
OyIHOCT, IITO TOApa3syMeBa IMpPEUCHIUTHBAakE M HajuBpmhux ayropurera. Hayka mma u3BecHe
MEXaHU3ME HHTEpHE KOHTPOJE Kao INTO Cy CHUCTEM peleH3Upama O] CTpaHe KoJera M
peruMkanuone cryauje. MehyTuM, cBako KO ce cycpeo ca pPeleH3CHTKHM 3aJaTKOM y HaydHOM
4acomucy 3Ha Jla OH HHUje WJealilaH - TeMeJbHA OlleHa Tyher pajga 3axTeBa M3BECHY IMOCBEhEHOCT.
Yak 1 Kaga cMO y IPWIUIHM J1a BUAUMO Tyhe 6a3e mojaraka 4ecTo MX HE KOHCYITYjeMO, a U KaJa
OMCMO MX KOHCYJATOBAJIM HE OMCMO MOTJIH J1a OyJIeMO CUTYpHHU Jia Cy BEpOJIOCTOjHE, OJTHOCHO, J1a Ha
BUMa HHjEe HM3BpIICHA HUTU jeaHa Kopekanuja. Mw, nakie, MOpamo [O3BOJIMTH je€AaH CTEIeH
MOTyhHOCTH J1a Hac je HeKO ca JIpyre cTpaHe MoXKaa oOMaHyo (OMeT, panroHaTHO, MPaKTHYHO). [a
JM CMO CaMHUM THM MH, HAy4HUIIH, Kao Ipyla JOCTOJHU HEKPHUTUYKOT MOBEPEHha, YKOJIMKO HAIIH
armapaty KOHTPOJIE HUCY UICATHU?

On mamka ce Takohe oyekyje na Bepyjy HaydyHHIMMa Kao Ja Cy OHHM jEAMHCTBEHH W
KOXepeHTHU. HayuHunu He Mopajy OWTH jeHaKO KOMIIETEHTHH, HHTH jeJHAKO HOOpOHAMEpHH,
HUTU Cy Hay4yHe 00JacTH Kojuma ce 0aBe jelHaKO MpEelH3HE WM jeJaHaKO OpHjeHTUCAHE Ha
JbYACKY n00poouT. du3nKa je mperu3Hrja oJf MeIaroruje, a meaarorija je BUle yecMepeHa mpema
XYMaHUCTUYKHM BPEJHOCTUMA Y OJHOCY Ha (u3uKy. McTpakmBama IMokasyjy Ja Jaulu uUMajy
HEKy, BHIIE WIM Mamke TauHy npeactaBy o oBuM pasimkama (Gligori¢ et al. 2022). Mehyrum, y
KOjOj MepH ce pasiuKyjy Ouoxemuja y HAydYHOM HHCTUTYTY M Ouoxemuja y ¢apmaieyTckoj
uHayctpuju? Jla au je TO HASHTMYHA HayKa, JeJHAaKO IMpelH3Ha, JeJIHAKO XYMaHUCTHYKHU
opujeHtucana? /la nu cy cBaku Haja3 W NMpPoU3BOA (apMalleyTcke HHAYCTPHje JeAHAKO O]l YoM
WHTEpHE HaydyHe KOHTpoJsie? AKO pa3jiMKe TMOCTOje, KO MOXKE JaCHO Jla OJpPEId y KOM TPEHYTKY
npectaje HayuyHu purop? Ha kpajy kpajeBa, Kaja cy y NHUTamy jaBHE MOJIUTHKE, IJI€ C€ 3aBplIaBa
paja Hay4HHUX, a TJIe IOUnbEe paj Ip:kaBHUX MHCTUTYyIHUja? “/lemapkannonu npobdiem” (Pigliucei &
Boudry, 2019) Bume je ox nurama TpaHMIE pa3iMKOBama HaykKe M IICEyIOHayKe. YKOJIHKO
rpaHMIla TIOCTOJU, OHJA WX, HM3IJena, mocToju Buiie. Hayka je, kao u jegHa OuWBINA JpikaBa,
OKpY>KeHa Opurama.

On naumka ce, Jakie, MpOCTO ouyekyje jaa Bepyjy Hayuu u HaydHuiuMma (Collins & Evans,
2007), anmu na y UCTO BpeMe OCTaHy Ha onpe3y M oceTJbuBU Ha oOmany (Blancke et al., 2016).
[Tutame je, MehyTuM, Kako O4YEKyjeMO Ja HEKO IMPOLEHHU Jia JIM je Ha PEeKJIaMM 3a MacTy 3a 3yoOe
caMmo TTyMall WM MpaBH JOKTOp U Ja JiK je riaheH aa Kake TO ITO TOBOPU MIIM MCKpeH? YomiTe
ce He MOpaMoO JOTHIATH TAYHOCTH TBPIBM W3HECEHUX y pPEKJIaMH, jep OJ Janka He MOXKEMO
OYEKUBATH, Ka0 ILITO HE OYEKYjeMO O] pelleH3eHaTa HayuyHUX paJioBa, Jia ynasze y 0aze mojaTaka.
[Ipenecumo Taj mpoOeM ca TeJIeBU3HjE Y MPOJABHUILY, Y AllOTEKY, Y KO3METUUYKY pajiby WU Y
panmy ca CymieMeHTHMa. Y TOM CMHUCIY, YaK M Ja y3MEMO Kao TauHy IpPETIOCTaBKy Ja je
peNaTHBHO jEIHOCTABHO BHJICTH pPa3NuKy u3Mmely TBpJe Hayke W OTBOPEHOT MIapJIaTaHCTBA,
JieMapKapalona JnHuja u3mel)y Hayke ¥ rnceyoHayke BHIIE ce YMHU Kao nosbe. KoHauno, o koje
Hay9YHE MHCTHUTYIIM]€ MOXXEMO OYEKHBATH JIa HaM ca ITyHUM W HETTOMYhEeHUM ayTOPUTETOM OJpear
IJie MOYMbE 30Ha 3Hama Koja je Moy3/JaHa U Koja HuKaaa Hehe OutH noraxeHa?

Konuxo je noseperve y HayKy u nayunuke 3aucma OUMHO 3a C8AKOOHEGHU HCUBOM?

YHpKkoc HaveIHHM TBpHaMa Jla je TOBEpPEHE y HAayKy BeoMa Ba)KHO 3a JPYIITBO, HE
MOCTOjU MHOTO EMITMPHMjCKMX JOKa3a 3a TO Ja HEMOBEepeHme Yy caMy HayKy BOAM ojApeheHuM
noHamamuma. [Ipema HammM ca3HambruMa, TeK HEKOJIMKO HCTPAXKUBAaka IMOKa3ajo je 3HaYajHe Be3e
u3Mmel)y ommurer moBepema y HayKy M HEKor noHamama (Hrp., Hromatko et al., 2021; Plohl &
Musil, 2021). Hajsehu 6poj ncTpakuBama Koje Mmokasyjy OMXxejBHOpaIHE TOCIIEIHUIIE HEITOBEPCHE
npeMa Haylli TH4y C€ BP0 KOHKPETHUX aHTH-HAYYHHUX YBEPEHa, Kao IITO j€ HETUPAHE MPUPOIHOT
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nopekia COVID-19 unu cymma y epukacHocT BakiuHa npotus oBe Oonectu (Dohle et al., 2020;
Pagliaro et al., 2020; Teovanovic et al., 2020), 6e36eaHocTn Bakuunanwuje (Jolley & Douglas, 2014)
U TI0CcTOjama rnodanHor 3arpeBama (Liu et al., 2022; Spence et al., 2011).

W3BecHo je, MehyTuM, Ja JbyaW jOII YBEK Jla MAaCOBHO BEpyjy HAayllM W KOPHCTE HaydHa
nocturayha. Ila yak u yKoJIMKO BEpyjy Aa Cy MOOWIHM TeJIe(OHM IITETHU U JIa EMHUTY]y IITETHO
3pademe, petko he ce ux ce oapehm (Kristiansen et al., 2009). Mako cy, nakie, CBaKOJHEBHO Y
HEKO] BE3W Ca HAYYHHM M TEXHOJIOIIKMM JTOCTUTHYhHMa, OHOCHO, KOpHCTE MOOMIIHE TelieoHe,
rliefiajy TeNIeBU3H]jY, BO3€ KOJa, UT/., MUTamke NOBEpEHa Y HAYKy CE aKTyalau3yje y cllydajeBHMa
JIOHOIIICHA OJUTYKE y BE3H Ca BeoMa KOHKPETHUM CaJipiKajeM, MOIYT 3JIPaBCTBEHOT HIIH, PEIIMMO, Ja
mu Tpeba moapxkatu ynoTpedy HykieapHe eneprujy (Scharrer et al., 2017). Kopuep u Xan (Corner
& Hahn, 2009, ctp. 199) cmaTpajy Aa cy MHOIre HajBakKHHj€ OJUIYKE KOj€ IPaBUMO OHJIO Kao
APYIITBO WJIM Kao IOjeIUHIIM, 3aCHOBaHE Ha HAIeM pa3yMeBamby HaydHUX JoKaza. Mehyrtuwm,
MUTAakE j¢ KOJIMKO je 3amMcTa MOBEepeHha y HAayKy HMOTPEOHO y CBAKOIHEBHOM (YHKIMOHHUCAY
cnpam u Opoja HaydHUX YHIbEHUIA M Opoja MPaKTHYHUX OJUTyKa KOje Jbynu Tpeda Ja JTOHeCy.
VYKonuko, Ha NpUMeEp, HEe Bepyjy Aa je 3emsba cdepa, To Hehe mMaTH IUpEKTaH yTUIA] Ha
CBAKO/JIHCBHO TOHAIIAHE - ABUOHHM JICTC U 32 OHE KOjU BEPYyjy Ja je 3eMJba paBHA IJIoYa M 32 OHE
Koje Bepyjy Aa je cdepa. Takohe, Hayka je 4eCTO TOJIUKO yAaJbeHa OJf CBAaKOIHEBHOT >KHMBOTAa U
NPaKTUYHHUX TOTpeda JbyIU Jia je TOTOBO W HEOWTHO J1a JIU Cy HeHEe TBpImhe MCTHHA wiu He. Ha
npuUMep, MUTamka MOMYT Ja JH je CBETIOCT Tajac WM YECTHUIla, KOJIHMKO je JaJieK0 HapeIHa
Hajoymka 3Be3aa nmocine CyHIa, JAa JIM MOCTOje TEKTOHCKE TUIoYe, KakBor je oOsmka yranar JJHK, na
J¥ Cy MpayHe IpTe JIMYHOCTH TIOBE3aHE Ca KPHMMHHAJIOM, Ia M, Ha Kpajy KpajeBa, Ja Jih Cy
CIIMjEHTUCTUYKA YBEpEHa MOBE3aHa ca OTMAaTU3MOM, He JOAUPY]Y KUBOT BehuHe Jby M U OHH HE
MoOpajy 3amMcTa BUMa Jia ce OaBe. BepoBame MM HEBEPOBAWKE Y THM CIIy4ajeBUMa MPAKTHYHO je
HpEJIeBaHTHO. 3a T0jeIMHAYHO TUTamke (HIp., BAKIIMHUCATU C€ WJIM HE) OJ U3Yy3€THE j€ BAXKHOCTHU
BEpOBATH HayIM U JeKapuMa o TOM nuTamy. Mnak, 4oBeK Koju He Bepyje y 0€30eTHOCT BaKIIMHE
MOJKE J1a Bepyje y IITETHOCT KOH3yMallije aJKoXoJja Ha JbYJICKM OpraHusaM miu ciauyHo. Crora,
YUHU C€ Ja Cy HaBOJAM O 3HAYa]y TNOBEpeHma Yy HAyKy W HAyYHUKE ) OOIUKY jeOHe onuime
menoeHyuje, o cBeMy cynehu, nperepanu.

Kyoa oame?

He moxemo mpeHeOperHyTH 4YumbeHUIy (a M HaMepy) Ja oBa Te3a IpoBOLUpa Jl0CTa
nutama. Moxaa 1 HajJOUTHH]e TTUTamke jecTe Kako ycnemHo ioBuTH uaMelhy Crumne u Xapubne,
OJTHOCHO, U3Mel)y oBepema U CKerice.

[Ton dajepabenn, ayctpujcku ¢puinozod U paguKaaIHU KpUTHYAp KYATypalHE JOMUHAIM]je
HayKe 3acTyma Takole pajuKaiHy Te3y Ja CBe KyJITypalHe Tpaauluje (HIIp., XyMaHu3aM, peuruja,
dbemuaN3aM) Tpeba Ja YUECTBY]Yy y JOHOIICHY OJTyKa 3aje/THO ca HayKOM, 1O IEHY Jia Ta OJiTyKa
He Oyzie Hy>KHO “‘ompaBaaHa’ 3a70BoJbaBajyhuM nocieaunama y ounma cBake crpane (Feyerabend,
1978). Ha He Oam Tako pajaukajaH Ha4yMH, OBa Te€3a C€ BOJAM, MpPE CBEra, UAEjOM Jia JIPYIITBEHU
OJTHOCH MOpajy OUTH 3aCHOBAaHHU Ha JEMOKPATCKUM MPUHLUUINMA. Y OJHOCY Ha Pa3InYUTE MOJIENe
JIeMOKpaTHje, AUPEKTHA JEMOKpaTHja W caMo-yIpaBibambe (HE MEMIaTH ca CaMOYIPaBJhAEM Y
jyrocnosenckom conujanuzMy (Kardelj, 1979)) najobosse onucyje Hame yBepeme: “MoryhHoct na
CBU 3a KOj€ OTy4MBambe UMa MOCISANIe MOTY y3eTH yuemhe u yrunatu Ha ojutyke” (Biegelbauer
& Hansen, 2011, str. 592). YV oBoMm Mojeny, Jakie, CBU KOjUX ce oJpeheHo muTame Tude Mopajy
MMaTH MpaBo Jia u3pas3e cBoje Opure. JennHO HA OBaj HAYMH MOXKEMO OUTH CUTYpPHH Jia oapeheHu
rnacoBu Hehe Outu uckipydyeHn. C 003UpOM Ha TO Ja Cy HAYYHHLU 4YECTO (PMHAHCUPAHU U3
3ajeIHMYKUX pecypca M Jla Ce BHXOBH Hajlla3u ymoTpeOshaBajy y jaBHO] chepH, OJHOCHO Ja YTHIY
Ha KUBOT 00MYHUX Tpahana, moxkeMo pehu na Hayka HY)KHO NOTIHAJA MO OKPUIbE JIEMOKPATCKOT
yIpaBJbarba JaBHOCTH.

Mebhytum, y Haioj o61acTu MOBEpeHa y HAYKy U MPALMOHAIHUX YBEPEHa, ajll U Y JEIy
JaBHOCTH, ‘“‘HayYHU CKENTHIM~ Cc€ IocMarpajy Kao MpoOJeMaTHYHH, pPEMETHIAuKh, a He
KOHCTYTMBHHU €JIEMEHT Yy OJJy4YHBamy U CHpoBoOhemy OJulyKa. Y CBETIy TOI CTaBa MOTY cCe
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MMOCMaTpaTH W PE3YNTAaTH Halle CTyIHje y KOjoj CMO ce O0aBMIIM HMCTPAXKUBAKHEM CKIIOHOCTH Ka
neHanm3anuju oBe “rpyme”’ rpahana. Mako npkaBa cama oapel)yje caHKIMje 3a IMOHAIIAmka Koja
MOTY J1a yrpo3e APYUITBO, MUTAkE je Kaaa Cy U J1a I Cy CBE CaHKIMje Hy)KHO J00pe, 1a u Ja I
Mory Outu cTpokuje. Moke ce apryMeHTOBAaTH Jia y OBOM cliydajy jaojasu 10 mehycoOHor
CykoOJbaBama BHIIE ITPaBa - IPaBo Ha cI000/1y MUIUBEHA U TOBOPA, U IPaBO Ha cJI000ay ca jeaHe
cTpaHe, Te mpaBo ja Oynemo 3amruheHu ol cTpaHe Apxkase ca apyre. OIHOCHO, MPAKTUKOBAHEM
jenHor mpama (HIp., la HE BEpyjeMO 3BaHWYHMM HH(OpMaIyjamMa O MaHIEMHUjH M Ja ce He
MOHAIIAMO y CKJIay ca 3BaHUYHHUM IIpEropykama) MOTy ce Yrpo3HuTH Tyha mpasa (HIIp., 1a CBOjUM
MOHAMIAKEM TOTCHIIM]ATHO 3apa3uMoO HE caMo cebe, Hero u Jpyry ocoly). Y ToMm CMHCIY,
onpehena perynanuja o cTpaHe Ap)KaBe y BUAY CaHKIIMOHUCAMA CE OYEKYje, U OHAa MOKe nhu ox
MeHAIM3AIM]e 32 KOHKPETHA TIOHAIlama Koja JUPEKTHO MpeTe jaBHO] Oe30eaHocT (HIIp., 3a0paHa
JaBama JieTeTa y BpTHh aKko je HeBaKIIMHUCAHO WM 3a0paHa JieTeha aBUOHOM) JI0 TeHAIN3anuje 3a
aKTUBHOCTH 3a KOj€ C€ MPETIOCTaBJba J]a MOCPEIAHO YTHUY Ha 0€30€THOCT KPO3 CMambEehe OBEPEHa
y UHCTUTYIH]jE WM 0XOpaOpuBame aHTHHAYYHOI MOHAIIamka (HIp., IEH3ypucame Meauja Koje
KPUTHKY]y HWHCTYIMOHAIHE OJuIyKe). Wmak, YKONIMKO TpUXBAaTUMO Ja Cy HEKe Mepe
CaHKI[MOHMCAba HEONXOJHEe, NHUTame je rae hemo mnoByhu nuHH]y u3Mel)y ompaBaaHux H
HEOIpaBJIaHUX MOCTyIMaka HHCTUTYLHWja. [la n cMo, penuMo, CIIPEMHH J1a [ICH3YPUIIIEMO UCTUHUTE
NOJaTKEe YKOIUKO Hpemnocmassamo Ja MOTY YIpO3HTH jaBHO 3apaBibe? MHcturynwje
YTUJIMTAPHO, HE JCOHTOJIOMIKH, PE30HY]y IPUIHKOM (popMyncama MOJIUTHKA - KOJIUKO J00HjaMo,
a KOJIMKO T'yOMMO OBHMM IOTE3MMa - HacIllpaM CTaBJbamba JbYACKOT 3/]paBiba U 0€30€JHOCTH Ha MPBO
mecto. Takohe, nHTEepecH npkaBe HE MOpajy ce HYKHO TOKJIAaTH ca MHTEpPECMMa jaBHOCTH U
rpahana - apxkaBa, ocUM CBoje rpabaHe, IITUTU U Bianajyhe cTpykType, €KOHOMHU]Y, U KamHuTal.
Kako M0oXkeMO OYeKHBaTH JIa c€ Y OJUTyKaMa HHCTUTYIIM]ja Pa3IBOjH MHTEPEC JaBHOCTH OJ] HHTEpeca
Bianajyhux crpykrypa u kanurana? 30or dera Ou oHaa Owiio NmpoOJEeMATUYHO YKJbYYMTH CBE
3aWHTEpECOBaHE CTpaHe y OTyduBame, Kajaa Beh 3HaMO Ja OBaKBa MUTama HHUCY CaMO MHTama
JaBHOT 37IpaBJba?

[Mopen nmu4HOT yBepema Ja je MEeMOKpaTcKo ypeheme cymepropHo cmpam JIpyrux (opmu
OpraHu30Bama JAPYIITBA (Ca YUME Ce HE MOPajy APYTHU CIOXUTH), TOCTOj€ U MPAKTUYHM pa3jio3u 3a
3ay3UMame OBOT cTaBa (0 ueMy OW TH Jnpyru Tpebano na pasmwucie). CmarpaMo Ja jé aKTHBHO
yuemrhe rpahana y npaBibemby OJUIyKa Koje Cy (AeTMMHMYHO) 3aCHOBAaHE HAa HAYYHUM 3aKJby4llMMa
0J1 KJbY4HE BOXKHOCTH 3a CTBapame KJIMME ToBepema. Mako, mo ceeMy cyaehu, jbynu Bullie BEpyjy
HayIl HEro IITO jOj He Bepyjy, JOII yBEK MOCTOjU MOTrYhHOCT Ja cyMmajy y oBe ojityke. Oe
OJUTYKE€, CBaKako, HUCYy MpPOCTO HaydHe, Beh KOHTEKCTyallM30BaHE W TIOBE3aHE ca JPYTHM
obylacTUMa JIpyIITBEHOTr JenoBama. Ha mpumep, muTama U CyMB€ KOje Cy HCTUIAHE TOKOM
naHAeMHuje KOpOHaBHpyca HHCY OWJie HY)KHO Hay4dyHe MPHUPOJE - OHE Cy 3axBaTalie W NHUTama
yIipaBJbamba CUTYaIMjoM, (MHAHCHJCKUX MHTEpeca, JINYHE ¢I0007e, Kao U LIHpUX MuTama ypehema
npymtea (Jlykuh, 2021). [llraBume, u y ApyruM BaH MeJUIMHE y Aujano3uMa u3Mely jauka u
CTpy4mbakKa JI0JIa3u J0 MoAu3ama CinuHuX nutama (Barns, 1995; Chen & Deng, 2007). Ympaso je
HCKJbyYMBakhEe KOHTEKCTa W JIPYTHX IMpoliieMa, Kao M CBOheme cBera Ha TEXHOKPATCKH HUBO
3allpaBo y Hecarjiacjy ca NpUHIMIIMMA JUpPEKTHe U NMapTUlunatuBHe aemMokparuje (Biegelbauer &
Hansen, 2011) u He mpexncraB/ba HUIITA CEM TpolleC AenoiuTh3aiuje oBux nurama (Kerr &
Kettell, 2024). Taxole, HegaBHO o00jaBibeHa MeTa-cTyaAuja bunicrona u capannuka (Biddlestone et
al., y mramnu) nokasana je Aa je ocehaj MoJUTHUKE alljeHalyje, Tj. oTyheme o MOTUTHUKe MOhH,
jedaH o] HajjauyMx W HajpoOYCHHjUX KopellaTa BEpoBama y TEOpHje 3aBepe. YKOJIMKO Teopuje
3aBepe pazyMeMO Kao HauMH Aa ce u3pasu cymma y uHcturynuje (Luki¢, 2020) onna ce moxe
apryMEeHTOBaTH Ja je yAajbaBame rpahaHa oj Mohum OHO IITO UX YMHU CKENTHYHHJUM IpemMa
WHCTUTYIIMjaMa (JIOK MPUTOM OOpHYTO, HapaBHO, HHje HckJbydeHO) (Forsyth, 2011; Habermas,
1989). Ilpyrum peunma, mra hemo ako je CyMma y HayKy MocieIuIa YrpoKeHHX IEMOKPATCKUX
nporieca (Wynne, 1991)? Konauno, u apyru ucrpakusaun (Eleta et al., 2019; Nisbet & Scheufele,
2009; Terwel et al., 2010; Wynne, 1991, 2006) npeno3naiu cy noteHuujan yuemrha rpahana y
OJ/UTy4HMBamy 3a MoBehame MmoBepema y HayKy M HHXOBY Capajiby HNPHWINKOM CIIpoBohema OBUX
otyka. OHU Kao Jo00pe mpumepe MOMUEbY OpraHU3allH]jy jaBHUX paclpaBa U JUjasior ca rpahaHuma
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KOJUX C€ KOHKpETHa HuJeja ITUPEKTHO THYE, KA0 M IIPEro3HaBambe IUXOBE EKCIEepTH3E Y
CHelU(pUYHUM CIy4yajeBUMa, PEUUMO, Kao IITO Cy HHTEPBEHIUjE Yy MOJHONPUBPENN WIH
crouapctBy. LllTaBuie, Mmoxe ce pehu ga cy HanmpeTH y JeMOKpaTHjy HalpaB/beHH Oalll OHAa Kaja
j€ BoheHa CyMHBOM y ayTOpUTETE - JIONLIO je 10 OOJbMX HauWHA KOHTPOJIE MHCTUTYIIH]a y KOj€ HUje
om0 10BOJHHO TIOBepema (Warren, 1999).

JIMpeKTHO yKJbyYMBamkE€ 3aUHTEPECOBAHUX CTpaHa, HapaBHO, MOKE OMUTU AYr U HAINOpaH
mporec, ajad ca TOTEHLMjaloM Ja Ha JAyKe cTa3e u3rpagu mnosepeme u3Mmely rpahaHcTBa u
WHCTUTYIIMja Kojuma he ce, y ciydajy Kpuze W moTpede 3a Op3uM oJIyKamMa, ayTOMAaTCKH
Jenerupatu nosepeme. Hamia Te3a HHMje Ja ce OBake MPOMEHE MOpajy yBECTHM OJMax W Harjo.
HanpoTtus, nakie, npeTnocraBjbaMO WTEPATHMBHU U AMjaIEKTUYKHA TIPOIEC TI/I€ MOCTENEHO
yKJbyuMBame rpahaHa y OmIyddBame [0 Pa3IMYUTUM THUTalkbUMa MElka OJHOC IpeMa
WHCTUTYIIMjaMa U T1e he MHCTHUTYIMje ca BehuM TOBEpemeM N0OWTH Behy MOIpIIKY /a OITyKe
JIOHOCE Ha CBOjY PYKY Y KPU3HUM CHUTYyalHjaMa. Y KOJHMKO M3/1ajy TO TIOBEpeme - BpahaMo ce Hazaf
Ha HemoBepemwe. ['oBopuMoO o0 akTHBHO] TpahaHckoj KOHTponu WHCTUTYHHWja. Ha kpajy kpajesa,
MHCTHUTYLMje he mpe uim KacHUje MOpaTH Jia ce MPUIIarojie KpUTHIIM KOja CTHKE O] cTpaHe rpahaHa
YKOJIMKO >Kene capaimy rpahana. J[ujanexkTuka Koja je y CpiKM HCTOPHJCKUX Tpolleca, rma u y
HayIy, noBemhe 0 HEKMX MPOMEHa - ca TUMe ce Mory ciokuTh u Xopkxajmep (Horkheimer,
1932) u Xabepmac (Habermas, 1989). Xopkxajmep 6u, mehyTum, 610 omnpesaH npema uzeju aa he
WHCTUTYIM]E Y (HEO)TUOCpaTHOM CHCTEMY Ha KPUTHKY OJIMOBOPHTH IMpaBoM pedopoM u mpe Ou
OUYEKHMBAO Ja WHCTUTYIMj€ OBy KPHUTHKY HAa HEKM HAYUH HEYTPAIUIIy WIU KOMOAUDHKY]Y.
Xabepmac, ca apyre cTpaHe, MOKa3yje ONTHMH3aM IMIpeMa BUXO0BOj U3MEHH KpO3 JeTuOepaTuBHY
JI€MOKpAaTU3allnjy, OJHOCHO, KpO3 MOMEHYTY WHKIY3ujy W yuemthe rpahana y nujano3umma ca
uHCTHTYLIMjama. M3mel)y oBa 1Ba ayropa, HEKako ce CIaKeMO ca OO0OJUIIOM - KpHUTHKA
HEOoNMOepaTHOT CUCTEMA j€ Hy)KHA U HE3aMEHJbHBA, alld CMO M ONTUMHUCTHYHU MTpeMa MOTEHINjaly
napTuiunanyje rpahana y naymmu.

VYnazak y caM TEXHMYKH acleKT HayKe M HAaydYHHUX pe3yiTara, He MOpa HY)XHO OWTH O]
uHTepeca 3a caMme rpahaHe JOK ToJ Cy YBEpPEHM Jia Cy HHUXOBH HMHTEPECH Y3€TH y 003up.
VYBakaBame BUXOBUX OpHra Koje Cy M3BaH caMe HayKe MOXKE Ce IMOTEHIIMjATHO 0jadaTh MOBEpPerhe
U capajiiy, I0OK HETHpamke CTPYKTYpaIHUX MpolieMa of CTpaHe 3BaHMYHUKA, MOMYT HarjallaBama
WHTEpeca KPYMHOT KamuTala, Win hyTamke Ha UCTe y HajMamy pyKy Bpehame je rpahanckor
JI0OCTOjaHCTBA U MPEACTaBIba PA3NIOT 3a Jajbe ypyIlIaBamke MOBepema. Y TOM CMUCTY, OJTOBOPHOCT
3a moBehame IMOBepema y HayKy HHje caMO Ha Haylld W HAyYyHUIIMMA, Beh Ha IEIOKYIMTHOM
WHCTUTYIIMOHATTHOM U JAPYIITBEHOM arapary.

byayha ucrpaxuBama

Ha ocHOBY eMnupujcKux pe3yniraTa OBe T€3€ MOXKEMO 3aKJbYUHMTH J1a CE CLHjeHTH3aM, Kao
TakaB, y TICUXOJIOIIKOM TIPOCTOPY jaBjba C€ y JBOJaKOM OOJIMKY: Ka0 HEKPHUTHYKO TOBEPEHE Y
HayKy M Kao HEKPUTHYKO IOBEpEHE y HaydyHUKE. 3a Jby/le ca CIHjeHTUCTHYKHM YyBEpeHmHMa,
W3IIIeaa, KapaKTepUCTHYaH je Mpe JOTMATCKH TOTJe] Ha HAyYHO 3Hame Hero (uexcuOninaH u
OTBOpEH, Koju OM OMO BHIIIE Yy CKJIaJy ca ayTOKOPEKIMjOM Kao NMPHHIMIIOM Hay4yHOr pa3Boja. To
HaM CyrepuIly TTO3UTUBHE Be3€ CIIjEHTHCTHYKHUX YBEPEHa ca JOrMaTU3MOM, Kao | ca IOTpedoM 3a
320KPY)KEHEM M HETOJIepallHija HEW3BECHOCTH, aji W HeraTMBHE Be3€ Ca KOTHUTHUBHHUM
CHOCOOHOCTMMAa M KOTHUTHBHOM peduiekcuBHouthy. CIUjeHTHCTUYKAa yBepewa, Kao H
MpalMOHAlHA yBepema, Morja O6u na Oyay pesyarar morpebe Ja ce YCIOCTaBH IOYy3JaHa M
MIPEIBUINBA CIIMKA O CBETY OKO Hac, HaclpaMm pellaTUBHE Wi yciioBHe mctuHe. C npyre cTpaHe,
MaKO0 CMO TO OYEKHBAIM, PE3yJNTaTH HE YKa3zyjy Ha TO Jla CLIMjEHTHCTHYKA yBepema JONPHHOCE
JIAKIIeM MPUXBaTalkby €TUYKU MPOOJIEeMATUYHUX €KCIIepUMEHaTa, HUTH Y HEKPUTUYKO] eBayalluju
Hay4YHUX OOjallmbera U apryMeHaTa. Y MpBOM CIIy4dajy, YAHH HaM Ce Ja CIIMjeHTHCTHUYKA yBepema
HUCY TIOBE€3aHa ca €TUYKHUM DPE30HOBameM, Beh Ja mpHxBaTame HEETUYKO MOCTYIalke y HaylH
MO>Ke OUTH Tpe CTBAP JIMYHOCCTU. Y JIPYTOM CIIy4ajy, MOKEMO MPETHOCTAaBUTH JIa CLIMjE€HTHCTUUKA
yBepema HUCY y3POK JIUCTOP3Uja Y PE30HOBakY O KBAIMTETY 00jallikbemha U apryMeHara, Beh je mpe
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Moryhe f1a Cy W jeaH W APYTH TICUXOJIOMIKKA (PEHOMEH MOcieAunila yBepema o0 Mohu Hayke u
HayYHHMKAa Yy caBpeMeHOM ApymTBYy. Koimmko je craTyc Hayke IMO3WTHBAaH jacHO je Takohe u3
MPEBaJICHIIN CIIMjCHTUCTUYKUX U aHTUHAYYHHX YBepewa. Mnak, umajyhu y Buny 1a, mpakTHYHO, HE
MIOCTOjH TI0JbE UCTPAKHUBAA CLIMJEHTUCTUUKHUX YBEPEHAa, YNHU HAM CE€ Ja je TPepaHo J1a JOHECEMO
KOHauaH CyJ| O ICUXOJIOMIKOM Mpo¢ ity ocode Koja ux npuxsara. byayha ucrpaxuBama tpeba na
MOHY/IE JOII eMITUPH]jCKe Tpal)e M 0JAroBOpe Ha OBO MUTAE.

[Ipenopyke 3a HacTaBak MCTPaXKMBalba Yy OKBUPY OBE TEME MOTY CE€ carjielaTd Ha 4eTUpHU
HUBOA: yHampeheme VYNHUTHHKA CLMJEHTUCTUYKUX YBEPEHA, HCTPAXKUBABE CIUjEHTUCTHUYKUX
YBEpEHA, UCTPAXKUBAHA OIIITET MOBEPEHa y HAYKY, U UCTPAXKUBAHE CAMOT IIOBEPEHHA.

Hamu pao na Ynumnuky cyujenmucmuykux ygeperba

Jenan oj HajBaXHHMjHX HCXOJa OBE NUCEpTAlHje je pa3BUjarmbe M BalUAandja YTHTHUKA
CLIMjEHTUCTHYKHX yBepema. Mlako TepcToHOBe ckaie MpencTaBibajy 3aMETHUJH HAYMH MEpema O
JlukepTOBHX CKaja, MPYXHIE Cy HaM MOTYhHOCT n1a 00Jbe pa3fgBOjUMO KPUTHYKO M HEKPUTHUKO
NOBEpeHe y HAayKy M HAy4yHUKE, Te HemoBepewme y mux. Mcnmuranunwm, takopehu, moOujajy
CMEpHHIIE 3a OJArOBapame Ha MOjeJJMHAYHE TeMe, HacymnpoT JIMKepTOBHM CKajmaMa KOJA KOjuX
OJI'OBOPU MOTY CaMO PEJIATHBHO Ja ce uHTepnpetupajy. OnHocHo, Mcnuranuk 1 ce Buiie ciaxe ca
craBkoM ox Mcnuranuka 2, alM HE 3HAMO INTa TO 3HAYM Y amlCOJYTHHUM TepMuHHMa. OBa
NPEIHU3HOCT, JIaKie, e Ha YIITPO eJIeraHTHOCTH 3ajiaBama, jep ckaia ox 20 tema uma ykymHo 100
TBPJAIY KOje Tpeba NITYUTATH U YIIOPEIUTH ca JTUIHUM ocehajem 3a To miTa je TadaH OJroBop.

[ToTeHuujamHy OnacHOCT MPEACTaBJba TO Aa Cy UCIIMTAHUIIM U JaJlbe MOTJIH Ja ce, Takopehu,
“IIPOCTOPHO OPHjEHTHUIIY” y TeMama, OJHOCHO Jla Ha OCHOBY CpElIbe MO3UIMje HAa CaMOj CKaJd
U3paxKaBajy CBOj KPUTHUYKH, YMEPEHH WJIMTH HE-€KCTpEeMHH CTaB Ipema Temama. Ha mpumep,
WCTIIUTAaHUIIA MOKE OWTH OIpe3Ha y TOM CMHUCIY Jia He JKeJIH J]a ce M3jalllibaBa eKCTPEMHO, ma he
Oupatu oAroBop noa 3, jep cy oarosop nox 1 u 5 Ha KpajeBUMa, Tj. Ha ekcTpemuma. Pasrosopu ca
WCTIUTaHUIMMA-JIAauI[Ma y MMWIOT UCTPAKUBAY Jald Cy HaM 3a MPaBo Ja BEPYjeMO Ja OHH jecy
CIOCOOHM J1a Ha pa300pUT HAUMH PA3NIUKY]y OJTrOBOpE M Ja ce “CBECHO” U3pa3e, OJHOCHO, J1a He
OJIroBapajy HaCyMWYHO WJIM MHTYHTHBHO. Mmak, HeKa BpCTa paHIOMHU3AIMje peAociena OIIIHja
YHyTap I0jeIMHAaYHUX TeMa MOXe MOKAa noJuhu BaJuAHOCT ojroBopa rjae he ucnutanuuu OuTH
npuHyheHnu 61pajy TBpJmHE cCaMO Ha OCHOBY HbUXOBOI' CMHUCJIA, @ HE HA OCHOBY HUXOBOT PeI0CIIEa.

OBa Bpcra cKaje JEMOHCTpUpaja je U BpEeIHOCT KoOja NpeBa3uiasd Mepeme
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKUX YBepewa. 3axBajbyjyhu Halloj CKaly, Kao U MPUCTYIY pPENpe3eHTaTUBHOM
y30pKy nyHosieTHUX rpahana CpOuje Omnn cMo y MOryhHOCTH a2 IpOBEpUMO KOJIMKO Cy HE CaMo
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKA YBEpEHa, HETO M aHTHHAydHa yBepemwa pamupeHa y Cpouju. Pesynraru jacHo
Cyrepuily Ja Cy CHUjeHTHCTHYKa yBepema uemha oJ aHTHHAy4yHMX, ald M jga Hajehu Opoj
WCTIUTAaHUKA MTOKa3yje KPUTHYKO MOBepeme y HayKy. ONroBop Ha UCTO MUTame HE OM Morao OWTH
(dbopmynHcaH jeHAKO YCIEIIHO y3 NMpUMeHYy JIukepToBUX cKaja, jep OMCMO MOTIJIM J1a OenekumMo
caMo TPOIICHTE OJIrOBOPA, aJld HE U JIa 3HAMO J1a JIM, Ha IPUMep, HEKH UCITUTAHUIN CMaTpajy Aa je
Hayka Oe3Bpe/Ha, a ce 3aTo “y HOTIYHOCTH HE CIaxy’ ca HEKOM TBPAOM, UM CMATpajy Jia caMme
CIIMjEHTUCTHYKE T€3€ HIUCY HUKAKO UCTHHA, a J1a Cy TeHEPaTHO HAKIIOmhEHU HAYIIH.

VY OynyhHoctu Tpeba HacTaBUTH ca paJoM Ha cKkpahuBamy yNHUTHUKA Kako Ou ce pobuia
Bep3Hja Koja je jeJHOCTaBHUja 3a 3a/laBambe U ca 00JbUM METPUJCKUM KapaKTepuCTHUKaMa, pe CBera
noysaaHoIhy Koja je 3HauajHO Bapupalia Kpo3 cTyauje. HapaBHO, BUCOKA MOY3AaHOCT CKOpa MOXKe
OouTH ocTBapeHa (HOpMyJIHCakbEM PEIATUBHO CIMYHUX CTaBKH, a IITO MOK/Ja HHUje HajOOIbH U300p y
cllyyajy OBaKo Oorator KOHCTpykTa. KoHauHO, TecTHpame YNUTHUKA Y APYTHUM 3eMJbaMa MOXKe
NPEeACTaBIbATH BaXKaH TONMPUHOC BATMTHOCTH CaMe CKaJle.

VY oBOM TpeHyTKY 3Hamo 1a cy Xukc u capaanunu (Hicks et al., 2024) kopuctunu cyOckary
HexpuTtHukor moBepema y HayKy, ajll He M cyOckaimy HexpuTuukor moBepema y HaydHUKE HA
y30pky ucnuranuka u3 CAJl-a myrem riarpopme Prolific. lbuxoBu nmonmaum cyrepuiny oapHBOCT
jenHo(haKTOPCKOT peliemha U PEIaTUBHO MPUCTOJHY MOY3aHOCT CKOPOBA YKOJIHMKO C€ 3apKU MyHa
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CKaJla OJI aHTHHAYYHOT [0 CLHUjEHTHCTHYKOr mosia. Hamra aHanm3a KoOjy CMO CHpPOBEIH Ha
JOCTYITHO] 0a3u mokasyje 1a 0010BamkeM HCKJbYYHBO CIIMJEHTHCTHYKUX OJTOBOpa HE M00HjaMO HU
JeTHOMMEH3UOHAIHO  peIIekhe HUTH Toy3JaHe CcKopoBe. HajBepoBatHuje je, JHakie,
npoOJieMaTu4aH MpenBul)eHu CHCTEM CKOpOBama jep ce “ojcenameM’’ HHjaHCH Ha HEraTUBHOM
MOJTy CMambyje BapHjaHca OJIroBOpa Ha CAMHUM CTaBKaMma.

Hamu pao na pazymesarsy cyujeHmucmuukux yseperoa

Kao mro cmo Buenu, HeMa MHOTO HCTPaXHBamba MPUPOJIE CLUjEHCTUCTHYKUX yBepema. C
003upoM Ha To, Oynyha ucTpakupama O Tpebaso 1a perIuirpajy epekre 1001jeHe Y OKBUPY OBE
nokropcke Tese. Takopehu, MHOre Bese m3Mel)y CLMjEHTHCTHUKHX YBEpema M BapHjaldiau MOIyT
JI0rMaTU3Ma, oTpede 3a 3a0KPYKEHEM, TOJIEPAHLIN]€ HEM3BECHOCTH, C1ale Cy U CTOra HE MOKEMO
outu curypuau na cy podycue. Takohe, 1 1pyru eekTu CUrHaIM3Mpama HAyIHOT CTaTyca, Kao IITO
je pasnuka u3Mely MpoLEeHEeHOr KBalIUTeTa apryMeHaTa M HeroBOr M3BOpa (HAyUHHUIM HaclpaM
JauIM) Takohe ce MOTy MOHOBHTH paau noTBphuBama edekra. C 003UpPOM 1a CIIMjSHTHCTHYKA
yBepewma IMOJpa3yMeBajy H3pa3uTo, OJHOCHO HEKPUTHUYKO IIO3UTHBAaH CTaB IIpeMa Haylu |
HAayYHHIIMMA, OYEKHBAJIO OM Ce Ja JbyIu ca M3PAKCHHJUM CLUjEHTUCTHYKUM yBepemHMa Oymry
HEeKpUTUYHHM [IpeMa OBMM CHUTHalIMMa. Pemimkanuje OBUX CTyAMja Ha JAPYIMM je3uLuMa
NpeJCcTaB/baln OM BakaH HACTaBaK pajna Ha oBoj Temu. OcTaje HaAM J1a UCTPAXKHUMO PaA3THUUTE
Apyre ocoOMHe JIMYHOCTH, EMOLIM]je, CTABOBE, T€ CTUJIOBE MUIIUbEHA U KOTHUTUBHE Bapujabdie Koje
Cy TOBE3aHE ca OBUM YyBepemHMa. YTBphuBame mpoduia JIUYHOCTH KPO3 HCTPAKUBAE
noBe3aHocTu ca 0azuynuM Iprama nuyHoctd (Mogen Bemukux Iler (Costa & McCrae, 1995) u
HEXACO (Ashton & Lee, 2007)) u mpaunum 1prama sumaHoct (Chabrol et al., 2009; Paulhus &
Williams, 2002) jenan je on nmpBux kopaka. Mehytum, MoxkeMo u oBzie GopMyncaTé KOHKYPEHTHE
xuroTese - nupra OTBOPEHOCTH Ca CIIMjEHTU3MOM MOKE OWTH TOBE3aHa U TMO3UTUBHO, YCIIEA HEHE
MO3UTHBHE TIOBE3aHOCTH Ca MOBEPEHEM y HAyKy; alld U HEraTHUBHO, YCIJIEJ] HEraTUBHE Kopelnalyje
CIIMjEHTUCTHYKUX YBEepemha Cca KOTHUTHUBHHM CIIOCOOHOCTHMA KOj€ TPaJUIIMOHAIHO IMO3UTHUBHO
kopenupajy ca OtBopenomhy. Takohe, MpauHe LpTe JMYHOCTU (IICUXOMATH)ja, MaKHjaBelIn3aM,
caau3aM, HapLUCU3aM) MOTy OWTH TIIOBe3aHe W HEraTUBHO, YCJeJ HHUXOBUX MO3UTUBHUX
MOBE3aHOCTH Ca aHTWHAYYHHM YBEpEHHMa, JOK ca JApyre CTpaHe 3HAMO W Jla JPYyre, KOTHUTHUBHE
Bapujabiie, Kao W JOorMaTH3aM, MOKa3yjy MCTO TaKO MO3UTHBHE IOBE3aHOCTH ca aHTHMHAYyYHUM
yBEepemIMa, M U ca CIHUjEHTHCTUYKIM yBepemuMa. Buaenu cMo y Ipyroj CTyAuju oBe Te3e Ja cy
notpeda 3a 3a0KPYKEHEM M HETOJEepaHIMja HEM3BECHOCTH M3BECHHM KaHAMJIATH 3a poOycHe
KOpeJiaTe CLIMJEeHTUCTUYKUX yBepemwa. [[pyra eMonuoHanHa crama nonyt aHkcuoszHoctH (Farias et
al., 2013), Te ocehaja konTpose (Whitson & Galinsky, 2008), mory Takohe 6uTH Aajbe MpoBepaBaHa
Kao NOTEHLHMjaJHU KopenaTth cuujeHTu3Ma. Kako je jgormaTu3aM IOKa3ao 3HadyajHE Be3e ca
CIIMJEHTUCTUYKUM YBEpeHHMa, JPYI'H, CPOJHU KOHCTPYKTH MOTy OWUTH Takohe rmoBe3aHH, MOIYT
OpHjEHTAlMjeé Ka COIMjaJHO] JOMHUHAIMjU. Mmak, HWHCTpyMEHTHMa 3a MEPEHmE OBaAKBUX
KOHCTpyKaTa MoTpeOHo je npuhu ca moceGHUMO Ompe3oM, 300T “ornacHOCTH’ Jja HUCY BPEIHOCHO
HEYTPaJHH, HETO HAMEHCHH Mepermhy HETraTHBHO NEpIUNHpPAHUX KOHCTpyKaTa, Kao MITO je TO
ciryyaj ca ayroputapHouthy (Altemeyer, 1981).

Ha mnpumep, mnpunarohaBaweM ynuTHuka ayroputapHoctd [lanBynuja u DyHkea
(Dunwoody & Funke, 2016) ybanuBameM peun “HaydyHMLIM M “Hayka’ yMecTO “ayTOpHUTET H
“Tpaguimja” MOKEMO HCTpPaKMBAaTU ayTOPUTApHU CTaB IpeMa Haylu M HayuyHuiuma. Takopehw,
MPETIOCTaB/baMoO JIa OHM Ca ayTOPUTApPHUM CTaBOM IpeMa Haylly U Hay4yHHIIMMa Hehe MpUMeTHTH
HUIIITa HEOOMYHO y TOME Jia C€ MOBHHY]EMO OBAKBO] BPCTH ayTOPHUTETA, IOK OM MpeMa HEKOM
TpaauIMOHATHI]jeM OOJUKY ayTopuTeTa (HIIp., HaloHalHe Bole) 6mim MHOro ompesHuju. Tako,
Ha TIpUMep, y ciaydajy craBke “Tpeba ga BepyjeMo y OHO IITO HaM HAIllM aymopumemu Kaxy’, Ta
craBka 0u nmaia obauk “Tpeba 1a BepyjeMO y OHO IITO HAM HAILIHM HayuyHuyu Kaxy . OBne je jacHo
Jla Cy HAYYHUIIM KOHKPETaH ayTOPUTET, CTOTa MOKeMO pehu /1a eceHnMja cTaBKe HHjEe YrpoKeHa.
CanuHe pe3ynrTaTe MOXEMO MOXAa JOOMTH W JpyrauvjuM “‘ppejMoBambeM’”’ HEU3MEHEHOT
YIIUTHUKA, HA IPUMED, KPO3 J1aBake KOHTEKCTA MPETHE HAYIM O] CTPaHE HayYHUX CKENTUKA, WIN
YKa3UBambEM Jla Cy HAyYHUIH jeJJHa BPCTa ayTOPUTETA MITH CIIMYHO.
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Hamu pao na pazymesary nogeperba y HayKy

Jlpyra paBaH HCTpaKHBamba MOApPa3yMeBa jeIMHCTBCHO UCTPAXKUBAKE MTOBEPEHA y HAYKY U
Hay4YHHMKE KPO3 UCTPAKMBAHE HA KOje HAYMHE OBO MOBEPEHE MOYKE YTUIATH HA PA3IIMUUTE aCHICKTE
pe3oHOBama Jbyau. OBa HCTPAXKHBAKHA MOPAjy CHMYJITAHO Y3UMATH Y 003Hp U MOBEPEHE M CKETICY
npeMa Haylld M HayYHHIUMa, TPAKUTH pa3iivKe M mapaiene u3Mel)y aBe KpajHocTH ogHoca. Ha
pUMep, U3BECHO je J1a je moTpeda 3a KOTHUTHBHOM 3a0KPY)KEHOIINy MoBe3aHa M ca CKEICOM U ca
MOBEPEHEM, jep cy 00e KpajHOCTH HEKa BpCTa CTAaOWJIHOT CTaBa IpeMa Hayuu. TecTupame
HEJIMHEapHUX OAHOca (Y OBOM CJIy4ajy, KBaJpaTHHX) ca MOjeJMHAYHUM KOHCTPYKTHMa MOXKE OUTH
jelaH oJ] MOTEHIINjaIHUX PelIeha.

Takohe, Hau3rIe  je mapagoKCaIHoO J1a JbYIH MOTY HCTOBPEMEHO UMATH BHCOKO MTOBEPEHE Y
HayKy U aHTHHayuHe cTtaBoBe. Ha mpumep, BepoBawme na ce HAARP-om mory koHTponucatu
BPEMEHCKH YCJIOBH OYHIJICHO 3aXTE€Ba BEJIUKY Bepy y Moh Hayke. MelyTtum, jacHO je 1a je oBO
Moryhe yKOJIHKO Jby/Ii UMajy BUCOKO NOBEPEHE Y HAyYHH METO/I, a HUCKO MOBEPEHE Yy HaydHHKE,
OJTHOCHO Y BbUXOBE JI0Ope Hamepe, 1a je HYXKHO Jajbe pa3/Bajame MOBEPCHa Y HAYKy U HAyYHHKE.
HcTtpaxnBama oOBa JBa IIOBE3aHa MOJAIUTETa IOBEpEHA MOTY YKa3aTH M Ha NPaKTUYHE
UMILIMKAIUje - Hepa3yMEBamke METO/Ia 3aXTeBa Pyraynje KOPEKTHUBHE aKI[Mje Y OJHOCY Ha CYMHIbY
nmpemMa KOMIIETCHIIMjaMa U MOTHUBHMA. Y TIPBOM CIIydajy TO MOXKe OMTH 00pa3oBame O HAYYHOM
METOAY, JIOK Y JIPYrOM CIly4dajy TO MOXe OUTH JEMOHCTpPHpame MPAKTUYHOT 3Ha4yaja HayKe U pajl
Ha noBehamy moBepema Kpo3 MOMEHYTY MapTULUIAIN]Y U 3aCTyNamke HHTepeca jaBHOCTH.

KoHauHO, WCHHUTHUBamE JIPYTUX COIMjaJTHOICHXOJIOMIKUX KOpejara TMOMYyT MOJUTHYKE
OpHjeHTaIje MOXXe OUTH BaKaH J0AATaK OBOj MCTPAKUBAUKO) JMHUJU. Y TOM CMHCIY, MOXE Ce€
MoKa3aTH Jia je, Ha IpUMep, HEKPUTHUYKO MOBEPEHhC Y HAYKy U HayYHUKE HE3aBHCHO Y OJHOCY Ha
MOJIUTHYKA YBEpEHa, JOK Cy aHTHHAyYHA yBepema BEPOBAaTHO MOBE3aHAa Ca KOH3EPBATHBHHUM
noNuTUYKUM yBepemuma (Hamilton et al., 2015; Mann & Schleifer, 2020)

Hawu pao na pazymesarsy wupee KOHyenma noseperba

Konauno, Tpeha nuHMja Mopana O6u Haguhu mpenMeT MoBepewma y HayKy W OaBUTH ce
OTIUTHJUM MUTAKEM 3aLITO HEKOME WIIM HeueMy BepyjeMo? MelyTumM, nojam nosepema KOPUCTHU ce
y BeoMa pa3IuuuTUM ucTpakuBaukuM JuHujama (McKnight & Chervany, 2001). MctpaxuBama ce
TUYY TOBEpPEHA y PA3IMYUTUM KOHTEKCTHMA MOMYyT nHTenepcoHanHor (e.g., Dirks, 1999; Lewicki
et al., 2006; Simpson, 2007), naptaepckor (e.g, Campbell & Stanton, 2019; Rempel et al., 1985),
opranm3aionor (Mayer, 1995; Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000), uacturyimonansor (e.g., Hudson,
2006; Hakhverdian & Mayne, 2012). Ca apyre crpaHe, UMamMO W IUCIMILIMHAPHE pa3JIUKe -
TMICHXOJIOIITKA MCTPAKMUBamba 0aBe ce YTHIajeM IUCIO3HIINja, EMOIIMja, OYeKNBamka, WIM KOHTEKCTa
Ha moBepeme (e.g., Evans & Revelle, 2008; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994), coumonomka
CTPYKTypalHUM acnektuma (e.g., Baier, 1986; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; Luhmann, 2018), a
€KOHOMCKa, JaKjie, eKOHOMCKHM acrektuma (e.g., Berg et al., 1995; Hawlitchek et al., 2018;
Williamson, 1993), uta. HapaBHo, He Mopamo HarjamiaBaTd jga u3mel)y OBHX IOjeMHAYHHX
UCTPAXMBAYKUX IpOjeKaTa MOCTOje U IMpeKanama, ajH je jaCHO Ja je BeoMa TeIKo (OpMHUpATH
JEIUHCTBEH MCTPa)KMBAYKU MPOrpaM KOjU HCTpaxyje MoBepeme Kao TakBo. MehyTum, aHaninzom
caJpkaja OBUX IIOjeIMHAYHUX HCTPAXKHUBAYKUX TpojeKaTa MOTEHIMjaTHO MOXXEMO OTBOPUTH
NUTalka Koja Cy 3ajeJHMYKa 3a CBE IOjeJIMHAYHEe MojMOoBe of MHTepeca. Ha mpumep, Koju cy To
acreKkTH ocoba WM MHCTUTYLMja KOJU HAC YMHE NMPHUJEeMUYMBUM Jla UM BEpYyjeMO, a LITa UX YUHU
HegocTojHUM ToBepema? Koje cy, ca apyre cTpaHe, Hallle 0COOMHE WM CTama MoBe3aHa ca Behum
WIH MamkbuM ToBepemeM? VICTopHjcKe OKOTHOCTH, CUTYaIdje, 0COOMHE, TIOJUTUYKH aCIeKTH, Ma U
KYJITypaJlHU aCleKTH MOTY OMTH OJ BEJIMKOT 3Hauaja 3a OJroBapame Ha Hairy Temy. Moryhe je na
MOBEPEHE KOj€ MMaMO y OJTHOCY Ha HaAyKy M Hay4YHHKE, caMO TI0 ceOM, HHje 3HaYajHO Apyraduje o
MOBEpEHAa KOje ajeMo poIuTesbUMa MM, peluMo, OaHKapcKoM cucteMy. VcTpakuBameMm, JaKie,
UICHTHYHUX acreKara MOBepemha KPo3 PazInYuTe TEME MOXKEMO TPXHUTH OHE LITO CE MPOBIave
KpO3 CcBe TeMe (KOMYHAJIUTET). Y OOpHYTOM CMepy, YTBphUBameM OHHX elleMeHaTa KOju He Jeje
cBe TeMe (cnerudurer?) make MOKEMO YTBphHHBATH INTAa yIpaBjba MOCEOHWM CUTyalldjamMa H
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eBeHTyallHO Jajbe yTBhUBaTH (akTope (He)moBepema. VMcxoa OBaKBOI HCTPAXXKUBAYKOT MPOjEKTa
MOXe OuTH W yBWhame na y objacTd mocToju TMojMoBHa 30pka. Ha mpumep, Hekm ayTtopu
(Patterson, 1999) 6u pasznBojunm mojam moBepema (ere., trust) Koju je pe3epBUCAH 3a HEIOCPETHE
WHTEPIIEPCOHAIIHE OJIHOCE, U Toy3aama (exe., confidence) kojum ce pedepuie Ha OJHOC MpeMa
ylaJbeHUM HHCTaHIIaMa Kao IITO Cy MHCTUTyLHWje. VcTpakuBama MoBepema U Moy3Jama, Y TOM
Clly4ajy, BUILIE HE MOPAjy UMAaTH HUKAKBUX BAXHHUJHUX JIOJUPHUX Tadaka.
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3ak/pyuyak

OBHM paziOM MOKYIIAJIH CMO J]a UCTAKHEMO MOTpeOdy 3a TyO/bHM pa3yMeBambEM MTOBEPEHA Y
HAyKy Kao Ipolieca KOju je 00JMKOBaH KOTHUTUBHUM, €MOIIMOHATHUM, U JPYIITBEHO-TTOJUTHUYKUM
daxTopuma. Kao meHTpamHM mojaM y3eIM CMO CIMjEHTH3aM, KOjU OpPHTHMHAJIHO TOTHYE W3
¢uno3oduje, KOju CMO CHCTEMATCKH MCIUTHBAIN KA0 CYNPOTHOCT AHTHHAYYHHM YBEpeHUMa,
OJTHOCHO, Ka0 HEKPUTHYKO TIOBEPEH-E y HAYKy U HaydyHHKe. CMaTpaMo J1a THM IIYTEeM Yy aKaJeMCKOM
KOHTEKCTY OTBapamoO BHILIE IPOCTOpa 3a pa3yMeBame CKeIce IpeMa Haylu yka3yjyhu Ha
napajioKCaTHy CIMYHOCT Kpajier IMOBEeperma W HEmoBepema. Ha NpakTHYHOM HHUBOY, OBAaKBO
pasyMeBame MOXKE MpPEJCTaB/baTH OCHOBY 3a pelIaBame NpoljeMa HEmoBepewma y HayKy |
Hay4YHUKE, a KOje MOXKe O30MJPHO OINTETHTH ApYITBO. HuKakBa jegHOCTpaHa pa3yMeBama,
ONTY)XWBaWka, JUCKPUMHHAILIMjEC, TIOHOBHE €IyKaldje, Yy KpajlbeM CiIy4ajy, TOKYIIaju
WHIOKTpUHAIMje, Hehe HaM moMohu Ja oTepaMo OOJaK CyME-e KOjU C€ HAIBHO HaJ HAYKOM.
[ToBepeme, Kao M HEMOBEPEHE, MAbE Cy NMOBE3aHU Ca Pa3yMeBameM HayKe M 00pa3oBameM HETO
IITO IMPETIOCTaB/baMO, a BHUILE Ca JEJIOBAKbEM y KOMIUIEKCHOM IPYIITBY y KOME je, KaKo CMO
npoday Ja MOKa)XeMo, TOTOBO HeMOoTyhe pa3/BOjUTH ~4HCTy” HAyKy O IOJIMTHKE H €KOHOMHU]E.
[Tpomeny, Bepyjemo, Hehemo moctuhu IOK Toa HE OCTBAPHMO IYHY MapTHUIMIANN]Y jaBHOCTH Y
OJUTYYMBaRky O BKHUM JPYIITBEHUM MUTakbUMa U PelIaBalkby CUCTEMCKUX JPYIITBEHUX MpodiieMa
KOJU HE MyYe caMO HayKy, Beh u unTaBy LIMBUIN3ALIN]Y.
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Table 1

Distributions of answers in the pilot study — Uncritical trust in science (Round 4)

e atscenific  antwoenuie  Coeavest(CERERY et
1 Reality and science 2 (1%) 22 (11%) 119 (59.5%) 47 (23.5%) 10 (5%)

2 Acceptability of belief in a higher power 24 (12%) 43 (21.5%) 90 (45%) 28 (14%) 15 (7.5%)

3 Possibility of reaching the truth 1 (0.5%) 7 (3.5%) 88 (44%) 78 (39%) 26 (13%)

4 Relationship to other ways of gaining knowledge 1 (0.5%) 3 (1.5%) 108 (54%) 72 (36%) 16 (8%)

5 Moral principles and norms as a subject of science 0 (0%) 4 (2%) 96 (48%) 70 (35%) 30 (15%)

6 Theory of evolution and religion 6 (3%) 29 (14.5%) 46 (23%) 80 (40%) 39 (19.5%)
7 Answering big philosophical questions 1 (0.5%) 21 (10.5%) 122 (61%) 50 (25%) 6 (3%)

8 Solving humanity’s problems 2 (1%) 11 (5.5%) 102 (51%) 68 (34%) 17 (8.5%)

9 Malleability of scientific facts 0 (0%) 10 (5%) 94 (47%) 91 (45.5%) 5 (2.5%)

10 Fallibility of science 0 (0%) 8 (4%) 161 (80.5%) 27 (13.5%) 4 (2%)

11 Critique of science 12 (6%) 13 (6.5%) 98 (49%) 73 (36.5%) 4 (2%)

12 The price of scientific research 95 (47.5%) 66 (33%) 26 (13%) 9 (4.5%) 4 (2%)

13 Science in development of humanity 0 (0%) 1 (0.5%) 99 (49.5%) 78 (39%) 22 (11%)
14 The value of science 0 (0%) 7 (3.5%) 133 (66.5%) 56 (28%) 4 (2%)
Table 2

Distributions of answers in the pilot study — Uncritical trust in scientists (Round 4)

e atsoenife amscienfe Ctemst SRRV et
1 Justification for claims 5 (2.5%) 15 (7.5%) 81 (40.5%) 85 (42.5%) 14 (7%)

2 Veracity of scientists’ claims 5 (2.5%) 25 (12.5%) 108 (54%) 54 (27%) 8 (4%)

3 Pursuit for financial gain 2 (1%) 35 (17.5%) 103 (51.5%) 54 (27%) 6 (3%)

4 Pursuit for recognition 2 (1%) 12 (6%) 122 (61%) 58 (29%) 6 (3%)

5 Adherence to ethics 5 (2.5%) 21 (10.5%) 102 (51%) 44 (22%) 28 (14%)
6 Fairness 4 (2%) 18 (9%) 136 (68%) 17 (8.5%) 25 (12.5%)
7 Sincerity 6 (3%) 19 (9.5%) 94 (47%) 68 (34%) 13 (6.5%)
8 Readiness to admit when mistaking 23 (11.5%) 19 (9.5%) 139 (69.5%) 16 (8%) 3 (1.5%)
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Figure 1

Scree Plot for Uncritical Trust in Science Subscale Topics (Round 4)®
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Scree Plot for Uncritical Trust in Science Subscale Topics (Round 4)
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® The results of the parallel analysis are interpreted as follows: Simulation (eigenvalues represented by white circles)
shows eigenvalues from randomly generated correlation matrices based on features parallel to those of the actual dataset
such as the number of variables and sample size. Actual eigenvalues (represented by blue circles) higher than simulated
(random) eigenvalues are considered to be significant, thus indicating the number of principal components to be
retained. The visual inspection of the scree plot assumes that the first significant rise in eigenvalues (blue circles)
signifies the number of principal components to be retained. The significant rise in eigenvalues should be detected by
drawing a straight line from the eigenvalue of the last component (14) through all the following (13, 12, 11, etc.) until
this straight line cannot follow and incorporate the upcoming eigenvalues.
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Table 3

Loadings of topics of uncritical trust in science and uncritical trust in scientists on their respective
factors in CFA (Round 5)

Factor Indicator Estimate SE Z p
Uncritical Reality and science 0.44 0.03 13.16 <.001
trust in N o
science A_cceptablllty of beliefin a 0.40 0.04 11.26 < 001
higher power
Possibility of reaching the 0.43 0.03 13.17 < 001
truth
Re.la.tlonshlp to other ways of 0.43 0.04 11.93 < 001
gaining knowledge
Mora_l pr|n0|pl_es and norms as 036 0.04 9.10 < 001
a subject of science
Theory of evolution and 0.50 0.03 1439 <.001
religion
Answermg big philosophical 041 003 13.64 < 001
questions
Solving humanity’s problems 0.42 0.03 13.52 <.001
Malleability of scientific facts 0.32 0.03 10.79 <.001
Critique of science 0.18 0.03 6.23 <.001
;ll'he ro!e in development of 0.34 0.03 10.67 < 001
umanity
The value of science 0.17 0.03 6.73 <.001
Uncritical Justification of scientists’ claim 0.41 0.03 11.74 <.001
trust in
scientists Veracity of scientists’ claims 0.41 0.03 12.31 <.001
Pursuit for financial gain 0.21 0.03 7.30 <.001
Pursuit for recognition 0.19 0.03 6.38 <.001
Adherence to ethics 0.48 0.04 11.86 <.001
Fairness 0.52 0.04 14.73 <.001
Sincerity 0.33 0.03 10.78 <.001
Readiness to admit when 028 003 9.39 < 001

mistaking
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UNCRITICAL TRUST IN SCIENCE SUBSCALE — English language
Dear participant,

You are presented with a questionnaire for expressing opinions about science.

Science should represent a set of systematically acquired knowledge about nature and society,
which is primarily based on the scientific method. The scientific method involves the use of
controlled experiments, systematic observation, or measurement to understand various phenomena.
People have different beliefs about how science is capable of explaining the world around us,
whether it can offer us answers to various important questions, whether there are phenomena that
cannot be scientifically proven, that are supernatural, and the like. Scientists are people who do
science professionally, but try not to think about them (e.g. how right they are, how well they do
their job, how honest they are, etc.), but only about science. We have selected some important
topics related to science, and your task is to mark the statement that best corresponds to your
opinion on the given topic.

| THE RELATION BETWEEN REALITY AND SCIENCE

1. We can be sure that there are only those phenomena that have been scientifically confirmed to
exist.

2. Maybe there are phenomena that cannot be scientifically confirmed, but for those we cannot be
sure whether they exist or not.

3. Science provides us with a way to know for sure that some phenomena exist, but it is certain that
there are also phenomena whose existence cannot be scientifically confirmed.

4. What science can confirm is only a small part of everything that really exists.

5. Science is generally unable to provide good evidence for what exists and what does not exist.

Il ACCEPTABILITY OF BELIEF IN A HIGHER POWER

1. If any higher power (e.g. God, fate) existed, science would certainly have already confirmed it.

2. It is unjustified to believe in any higher power (e.g. God, fate) if there is no scientific
confirmation that it exists.

3. It is acceptable to believe that a higher power (e.g. God, fate) exists regardless of the fact that
there is no scientific proof for it.

4. Regardless of whether there is a scientific confirmation for it or not, it is completely justified to
believe in a higher power (e.g. God, fate).

5. Even if science confirmed that a higher power (e.g. God, fate) does not exist, that would not be a
good reason for people to abandon believing in them.

111 THE POSSIBILITY OF REACHING THE TRUTH

*By “absolute truth” you can consider the truth, i.e. a correct statement about nature, humanity, or
society that is immutable, unquestionable, context-independent, and eternally true.

1. Science can reach the absolute truth about everything that exists.

2. Science can reach the absolute truth about some phenomena.

3. Science can reach the truth about some phenomena, but that truth is not absolute.

4. Science cannot reach the truth about most existing phenomena.

5. Science can never truly reach any truth.
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IV RELATION TO OTHER WAYS OF GAINING KNOWLEDGE

*Ways of gaining knowledge about nature and society can be science, but also thinking, everyday
experience, interpretation (e.g. in literature), philosophy, etc...

1. Only science can provide reliable knowledge of any phenomenon — any other way would be
worthless.

2. Science is by far the best way to reach reliable knowledge — all other forms of knowledge have a
lot less to offer.

3. Science is a good way to reach reliable knowledge in certain domains, but other ways are equally
good for other fields such as law, ethics or art.

4. Science can offer some reliable knowledge, but you can learn about more things in other ways.

5. Science does not provide any reliable knowledge — all other ways of gaining knowledge are more
valuable than science.

V MORAL PRINCIPLES AND NORMS AS A SUBJECT OF SCIENCE

1. Through science, we can reach the correct moral principles and norms.

2. Through science, we can reach certain correct moral principles and norms, but probably not all.

3. Although science may not be able to arrive at correct moral principles and norms, scientific facts
can inform us when we make moral decisions.

4. Science typically renders morality and moral principles meaningless.

5. Science and scientific facts can even make it more difficult to act in a morally right way.

VI THE RELATION BETWEEN EVOLUTION AND RELIGIOUS EXPLANATIONS

1. The theory of evolution is definitely correct and has given an answer to the question of the origin
and development of living organisms on Earth so that other forms of knowledge (like religion) have
nothing more to say about it.

2. Although it is still being improved, the theory of evolution has been confirmed to such an extent
that other non-scientific explanations (such as religious ones) do not contribute at all to the
knowledge about the origin and development of living organisms on Earth.

3. Although there are scientific confirmations of the theory of evolution, non-scientific explanations
(such as religious ones) can contribute to the understanding of the origin and development of living
organisms on Earth because they provide answers to questions that science does not ask.

4. The theory of evolution and other scientific explanations cannot sufficiently explain the origin
and development of living organisms on Earth — we need other explanations.

5. Any scientific explanation of the origin and development of organisms on Earth cannot be
correct, therefore we need other explanations.

VII THE BIG QUESTIONS

*E.g. origin of life, the meaning of life and existence, the existence of life after death, etc.

1. Science has provided answers to almost all of the big questions.

2. Maybe it hasn't yet, but science will provide answers to all of the big questions.

3. Science can answer some of the big questions, for example, how life developed and what is its
origin, but not questions such as life’s purpose.

4. Science cannot help us much in searching for answers to the big questions.

5. Science sometimes makes it more difficult to reach the right answers to the big questions.
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VIl SOLVING HUMANITY'S PROBLEMS

1. Science will at some point solve all of the problems humanity is facing.

2. Although it may not be able to solve social problems such as wars or crime, science will certainly
solve all problems related to nature (weather, infectious and chronic diseases, etc.) in the future.

3. It is not likely that science will even solve all problems related to nature in the future (weather
disasters, infectious and chronic diseases, etc.) — science has its limitations.

4. Science has so far solved fewer of humanity's problems than one might think, even if we are
talking about problems in nature.

5. So far, science has not really solved any of humanity's problems, and it never will.

IX THE MALLEABILITY OF SCIENTIFIC FACTS

1. All the phenomena discovered and confirmed by science will forever remain true.

2. We can be certain that some scientific facts will forever remain true.

3. A number of scientific facts that are taken to be indisputable today will certainly be altered in the
future.

4. Everything taken to be a scientific fact today will be altered in the future.

5. We already know that what is taken to be a scientific fact today is not correct, since science is
incapable of discovering the truth.

X CRITIQUE OF SCIENCE

1. Critiquing science is never justifiable.

2. Science has its problems, but only scientific experts in specific domains are justified to critique it.
3. Science has its problems, and people with a scientific background such as scientists from other
domains or philosophers of science are justified to critique it.

4. Everyone has the right to critique science, no matter the formal background or knowledge.

5. It is by all means necessary to critique science, no matter the formal background or knowledge.

XI THE ROLE OF SCIENCE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF HUMANITY

1. The role of science in the development of humanity has been exclusively positive.

2. The role of science in the development of humanity is undoubtedly positive, although there have
been rare examples of its abuse.

3. History shows us that science can have both a positive and a negative role in the development of
humanity.

4. Although scientific findings have been used for good, the harm science has done outweighs its
benefits.

5. In the history of mankind, the role of science has been exclusively negative.

X1l THE VALUE OF SCIENCE AS HUMAN ENDEAVOR

1. Science is the most valuable human endeavor — art, poetry and philosophy do not deserve much
attention.

2. Other human endeavors such as art, poetry and philosophy are valuable, however science is
definitely the most valuable human endeavor.

3. Science is a very valuable human endeavor, but art, poetry and philosophy are equally valuable
for human existence.

4. Maybe science is valuable, but other human endeavors such as art, poetry or philosophy are more
valuable for human existence.

5. Science has almost no value for human existence — art, poetry and philosophy are far more
valuable.
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UNCRITICAL TRUST IN SCIENTISTS SUBSCALE — English language

This is a questionnaire for expressing opinions about scientists. Unlike the previous questionnaire
where you had to ignore the role of the scientist and think only about science, now you should think
about how scientists do their work, how honest, fair, competent, etc., they are. We have highlighted
some important characteristics of scientists, and your task is to mark the statement that best matches
your opinion on the given topic.

I JUSTIFICATION

1. What scientists tell us is always based on solid evidence.

2. What scientists tell us is always backed by enough evidence so they can claim it to be true.

3. Maybe what scientists tell is not always backed by enough evidence, but most of the time we can
rely on it if there is a consensus between a larger number of scientists.

4. What scientists and the scientific community tell us is often not based on solid evidence.

5. What scientists and the scientific community tell us is often not based on any evidence.

Il VERACITY

1. What scientists tell the media is always the full truth about the things they are researching.

2. What scientists tell the media is always at least what they believe to be true about the things they
are researching.

3. Sometimes what scientists tell the media is not the full truth about the things they are researching.
4. What scientists tell the media is rarely what they believe to be true about the things they are
researching.

5. Scientists most often mislead the public about the things they are researching through the media.

111 FINANCIAL GAIN

1. Scientific research is never motivated by financial interests.

2. Real scientific research is never motivated by financial interests.

3. It is to be expected that scientific research is partially motivated by financial interests, but not
exclusively.

4. It is difficult to find scientific research today that is not motivated solely by financial interests.
5. Scientific research is always motivated solely by financial interests.

IV PERSONAL MOTIVATION

1. The work of scientists is never driven by desire for rewards and fame.

2. The work of real scientists is never driven by desire for rewards and fame.

3. The work of many scientists may be driven by the desire for rewards and fame, but not
exclusively.

4. The work of most scientists is driven solely by desire for rewards and fame.

5. The work of scientists is always driven solely by desire for rewards and fame.

V ETHICS

1. Scientists are always guided by ethical principles, no matter whether humans or animals are
concerned, because being moral is a duty of all scientists.

2. Scientists are always guided by ethical principles, at least when it comes to people's safety.

3. We cannot expect that scientific research is always guided by ethical principles.

4. Scientists are not guided by ethical principles, even when it comes to people's safety.

5. Despite the fact that ethics are their obligation, scientists are never guided by ethical principles,
no matter whether humans or animals are concerned.
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VI IMPARTIALITY

1. Scientists never disregard the facts against their theories because they are not biased in their
work.

2. Although scientists get attached to their theories, they still do not disregard the facts against
them.

3. It is certain that scientists, like other people, will sometimes cling to their theories, even if the
facts speak against them.

4. Scientists and the scientific community often disregard the facts against their theories.

5. Scientists and the scientific community often disregard the facts against their theories because
they just want to push their interests anyway.

VII SINCERITY

1. Almost all scientists honestly publish the results of their research even when the results are
inconsistent with their theories or beliefs.

2. Real scientists always honestly publish the results of their research, even when they are
inconsistent with their theories or beliefs.

3. While there are scientists who do not honestly publish the results of their research if the results
are not in accordance with their theories or beliefs, many do not.

4. Most scientists keep quiet about results that are inconsistent with their theories or beliefs.

5. Scientists often fabricate or falsify the results of their research to fit their theories and beliefs.

VIII OPENNESS TO ADMITTING WHEN WRONG

1. Scientists always openly admit to their errors when they realize their theories or results are
inaccurate.

2. Real scientists always openly admit to their errors when they realize their theories or results are
inaccurate.

3. Maybe there are scientists who would not admit to their errors, but these errors will sooner or
later be revealed by the scientific community.

4. Scientists, along with the scientific community, seldom admit to their errors when they realize
they had made them.

5. Scientists, along with the scientific community, seldom admit to their errors, and at times even
cover them up.
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UNCRITICAL TRUST IN SCIENCE SUBSCALE — Serbian language
CKAJIA HEKPUTUYKOI IIOBEPEIHA Y HAYKY

Crienu ynuTHUK 3a M3pakaBamke MHIIUBCHA y BE3H ca HaykoM. Hayka Tpeba ja mpencraBiba CKyII
CHCTEMAaTCKH CTEYCHOT 3HaWma O MPHUPOJM W JPYIITBY, a KOja Cy 3aCHOBaHA IMPBEHCTBEHO Ha
HaydHOM Merony. Hayunu MeTox moapa3zymeBa YHOTpeOy KOHTPOJIHMCAHHX EKCIIEpUMEHATa,
CHCTEMATCKOT TMOCMaTpama WM MEpema Kako OW ce pasdymere pasinyure mojaBe. Jbyau raje
pa3nuyunTa yBepema 0 TOME KOJIMKO je HayKa YOIIITe CocoOHa Ja 00jaCHH CBET OKO HAc, J1a Ju
MOJKE JIa HaM TOHY/IM OJATOBOPE Ha pa3IMYMTa Ba)KHA IMHTamba, J1a JIM MOCTOje T0jaBe Koje ce He
MOTYy HAy4yHO JOKa3aTH, Koje Cy HaTIpUpoaHEe, W CIWYHO. Hayunumum cy Jbyam Koju ce
npodecroHaTHO 0aBe HAyKOM, aJld TOKYIIajTe Ja He pasMulubare o muMa (Hnp. Kommko cy y
paBy, KOJIMKO JOOPO pajie CBOj M0Cao, KOJUKO Cy MOIITEHH, UTH), Beh camo o Haymu. M3aBojunm
CMO HEKE Ba)KHE TEME Yy BE3W ca HayKoM, a Bamr 3amaTak je Ja oOeJIe:KUTe TBPIbY KOja HajBHIIC
oJroeapa Baiiem MUIIIBEHY O 1aTOj TEMH.

I OJHOC CTBAPHOCTHU U HAYKE

1. Moxemo OUTH CUTYpHH J1a IOCTOj€ CaMO OHE I0jaBe 3a K0j€ je Hay4yHO MOTBpheHo Ja mocToje.
2. Mo [1a ocToje 1mojaBe 3a Koje ce He MOKe JIaTH HaydHa IMOTBP/a, aJIM 32 HHX HIIaK HE MOKEMO
OUTH CUTYPHH Ja JIK TIOCTOj€ UITU HE.

3. Hayka HaM mipy’ka HauuH J1a IOy3/1aHO 3HAMO Ja HEKe T10jaBe IOCTOoje, ajlk CUTYPHO je J1a IMa U
T10jaBa 3a 4Mje ce MOCTOjae HEe MOXKE JIaTH HaydHa MOTBpPJA.

4. OHo 3a 1ITa HayKa MOKe JaTH MOTBP/Y Ja MOCTOJH j€ caMo jeJJaH MaJIH Je0 CBera IITO 3auCTa
MOCTOj .

5. Hayka yommire Huje y MOryhHOCTH J1a IPYKU J00pe JT0Ka3e y MPUJIOT Tora IITa MOCTOojH, a IIITa
HE TIOCTOjH.

II MIPUXBAT/BUBOCT BEPOBAIHA Y BULIE CUJIE

1. la Bume cune (ump. bor, cynduna) noctoje, Hayka Ou cCUTypHO TO Beh moTBpauIia.

2. HeonpaBnaHo je BepoBaTH y BHIle cuie (Hip. bora, cynouny), ykoinko HeMa HaydHe TOTBpJie
Jla OHE TOCTOje€.

3. IlpuxBatsbuBO je BepoBaTH Aa Buule cuiie (Hip. bor, cyabuna) nocroje 6€3 0631upa Ha TO MITO HE
IIOCTOjU Hay4YHa MOTBpP/ia 3a TO.

4. be3 003upa Ha TO J1a JIK 32 TO MOCTOjU Hay4yHa NMOTBpJa WIK HE, MOTIIYHO j€ ONpaB/JIaHO BEPOBATH
y Butie cuwie (ump. Y bora, cynouny).

5. Yak u kasa Ou HayKka MOTBpAWIIA j1a Bulle cuie (Hip. bor, cynbuna) He mocroje, To He 6u 61O
n006ap pasior aa by OyCTaHy O]l BEpOBamba y HHX.

III MOT'YRHOCT JOJAXKEBA 10 HCTUHE

I1oo anconymuom ucmunom modiceme cmampamu ucmury, mj. Tauny mepory o npupoou, 4oeexy
unu Opywimey, a Koja je HenpomeHn/bued, Heynumna, Koja He 3a6ucu 00 KOHMeKCma u Koja je 3ayeex
Mavma.

1. Hayka mMoxxe nohu 10 ancoiayTHUX UCTHHA O CBEMY LITO MOCTOjH.

2. Hayka moxe JohH 710 aliCOTYyTHUX UCTHHA O HEKUM I0jaBama.

3. Hayka moxe nohu 10 MCTHHA O HEKUM I10jaBaMa, ajli T NCTUHE HUCY allCOIyTHE.

4. Hayka He Mo>xe 1ohu 710 ucTuHa 0 BehuHH 110jaBa Koje 1mocToje.

5. Hayka He Moxe 3ancta qohu HUA 10 KAKBUX UCTHUHA.
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IV OJHOC CA IPYT'UM HAYNHUMA CA3HABAIbA

Hauunu caznasarba npupooe u Opyuimea mocy bumu HayKa, aiu U pasmutlbarse, C86aKOOHE8HO
uckycmeo, mymaueroe (unp. Krouoicesnux oena), gpunosoguja, umo.

1. JenuHo ce HayKOoM MOKe Johu 710 Moy3aHuX 3Hamka 0 OUII0 KOjOj T0jaBH — CBaKW JPYT'H HAYUH
Ou Ouo Oe3BperaH.

2. Hayka je yoenspuBO HajOOJBM HAYMH Ja CE JIohe 10 TOY3/IaHuX 3Hama, IPYyrd HAYMHU MOTY
3HATHO Mame Ja MOHY/IE.

3. Hayka je mo6ap nHauun aa ce qohe 10 noy3gaHux 3Hama y OKBUPY HEKUX 00JIacTH, alu APYTH
HAYMHU Ca3HABaba jeTHAKO Cy A0OpH 3a Ipyre 001acTH Kao IITO Cy MPaBO, €TUKA HIIM YMETHOCT.
4. Hayka MOXe MMOHYMTH HEeKa M0y3/JaHa 3Hamba, ajli Ce MIIaK O MHOTO BHUIIIE CTBAPU MOXKE Ca3HATH
Ha JIpyre HauuHe.

5. Hayka He mpy)ka HUKaKBa MOy3/1aHa 3Hamba — IPYTY HAYMHU Ca3HaBamba BPEIHUJU CY O] HayKe.

V MOPAJIHA HAYEJIA U HOPME KAO IIPEJIMET HAYKE

1. HaykoM mMoskeMo J1ohu 10 nCipaBHUX MOpAJIHUX Haueaa U HOPMHU.

2. Haykom MosxeMo J10hM 10 HEKUX UCIPaBHUX MOPAJIHHUX Hayesla U HOPMH, aJld BEPOBATHO HE 10
CBHX.

3. Mako HaykoM MO>K/J]a HE MOXeMO J10hu /10 UCIIPaBHUX MOPAJIHUX Hayesaa U HOPMHU, HayuHe
YUCHUIIE HAC MOTY HH(OPMHCATH KaJla JOHOCHMO MOPATHE OIJIYKE.

4. Hayka Hajuenrhe Boau nMoTmyHOM 00e3BpehuBamy Mopana 1 MOpaTHUX Hayena.

5. Hayka u HayyHe YMIbCHHUIIE HaM YaK OTEXaBajy Jia Ce UCIPAaBHO U MOPAITHO MOHAIIAMO.

VI OJHOC TEOPUJE EBOJIYHUJE U PEJIMTUO3HUX OBJAIIIHEBA

1. Teopuja eBonyuuje je AePUHUTUBHO Ta4yHa U J1aja je OATOBOP Ha MUTAHkE MOPEKia U pa3Boja
YKUBHUX OpraHu3aMa Ha 3eMJbU Tako Jia Apyre o0iactu (MOMyT PEINryje), HeMajy BUIIIE IITa O TOME
Ja Kaxy.

2. Naxo ce jom yBek yHanpelyje, TeopHja eBoJyldje je y Toj Mepu NOoTBpheHa a Ipyra HeHay4Ha
o0janmema (MOMyT PEeIUTHO3HUX ) YOIIITE HE IONPUHOCE 3HAY O NMOPEKITY U Pa3BOjy KUBUX
opraHuzama Ha 3eMJbH.

3. Nako mocroje HayyHe OTBP/IC TEOPHje €BOTYIIH]€, HEHayYHa 00jalimberha (TOMyT PeIUTHO3HMX )
MOTY Ja JIONIPUHECY pa3yMeBamby MOPEKIIa U pa3Boja KHUBHUX OpraHu3ama Ha 3eMJbHU jep Jajy
OJIrOBOpE Ha MHTamka KOja HayKa He MOCTaBJba.

4. Teopuja eBonylMje U Apyra HayyHa 00jalllkbemha He MOTY TOBOJHHO 100pO J1a 00jacHe OPEKIIOo U
Pa3Boj JKUBUX OpraHu3ama Ha 3eMJbH — MOTPEOHA Cy HaM Jpyra 00jallmhemna.

5. buio koje Hay4HO 00jalImbenhe opeKIia U pa3Boja OpraHn3Ma Ha 3eMJbU HE MOXKe OUTH Ta4yHo,
CTOTra Cy HaM HEOIIXO/IHA JIpyra 00jallbemha.

VII BEJIUKA IIUTAIBA

*Benuka numarea mMo2y bumu, Ha npumep, Koje je NopeKio HHU8oma, Wma je CMUCAo HCUsberba U
nocmojarea, 0a iy NOCMOoju HCUBOM NOCIe CMPMU, UMO.

1. Hayka je mama oAroBope Ha TOTOBO CBa BENUKA MUTAmbA.

2. Moxna 1o caja HHje, alii HayKa he Kaj TaJ OATOBOPHUTH HA CBA BEJIMKA MTUTAbA.

3. Hayka mMoxe J1a OITOBOPH HA HEKAa OJ1 BETUKUX MUTamka, Ha IPUMEp, KaKo Ce pa3BHja KUBOT U
OJIaKJIe je IMOTEKa0, ajTlk He ¥ Ha IMUTamka MOITYT OHOT O CMUCITY J)KHBOTA.

4. Hayka Ham He MOK€ MHOTO TOMOhH IPUITUKOM Tpakerkha OIT0BOpa HA BETTUKA MTUTAmbA.

5. Hayka HaMm HeKkaJl 9ak M OTekKaBa Jia IoheMo JI0 MpaBUX OJIrOBOpa Ha BEJIMKA ITUTAbA.

178



VIII PEIHABAIBE ITPOBJIEMA YOBEYAHCTBA

1. Hayka he y jeqHOM TpeHYTKY PELINTH CBE MPoOJieMe ca KOjuMa ce YOBEYaHCTBO cycpehe.

2. Mlako MO’k1a HE MOXKeE Ja PeIIn APYIITBEHE MPOoOieMe Kao IITO CY paTOBH WM KPUMHHAIN, HayKa
he y OyayhHOCTH CHTYpHO pemnTH cBe IpodIeMe KOjU ce 0JHOCE Ha MPUPOAY (BPEMEHCKE
HETIOroJIe, 3apa3He U XPOHUYHE OOJIECTH, UTN).

3. Huje BepoBaTHO 4ak HU 112 he Hayka y OynyhHocTu pemuTtu cBe mpobdiemMe Koju ce 0JJHOCE Ha
IpUpOJY (BpEMEHCKE HETOToie, 3apa3He U XpOHUUHE 00JIECTH, UTH) — HAyKa MMa CBOja
OrpaHHUYCHHA.

4. Hayxka je 1o caja peumia Mame npo0ieMa 4OBEYaHCTBA HETO IITO CE MUCIIH, YaK U aKo
TOBOPHMO O Ipo0IeMUMa y IPUPOIH

5. Hayka 1o cajga HUje 3aucCTa pelnia He jeJaH mpo0jieM YOBEUYaHCTBA, HUTH he ra penivuTH.

IX TPOMEH/bUBOCT HAYUYHUX UUIHLEHUIIA

1. CBe oHO IITO je HayKa OTKpUJIA U MMOTBPAXJIA 3ayBeK he ocTaTu TayHO.

2. 3a HeKe Hay4YHEe YHIbCHUIIC 3HaMO J1a he 3ayBeK BaKUTH J1a Cy TadHe.

3. Yak 1 HEeKe 0J1 HAyYHUX YHE-EHHIIA KOje CE IaHAC CMaTpajy arCoyTHO TAaUHUM CUTYpHO he 6utu
U3MemeHe y OymyhHocTH.

4. CBe 1ITO ce AaHaC cCMaTpa HAyYHUM YHibeHuIlaMa he ce curypHo u3mMeHuTH y OyayhHocTu.

5. Beh cana 3HaMo J1a OHO IITO c€ cCMaTpa HAyYHUM YHEbCHUIIAMA M 3aKOHMMA HHUjE Ta4HO, jep
HayKa MOHAKO HE MOXKE J]a OTKPHj€ UCTHUHY.

X KPUTHUKA HAYKE

1. Huje onpaBaaHo KPUTHKOBATH HAYKY.

2. Hayka uma cBojux mpo0iema, aiu OIpaBIaHo je [a je KPUTUKY)Y UCKJbYUYHMBO HAYYHH €KCIIEPTH
y onipehenoj obacTu.

3. Hayka uma cBojux mpo0iemMa, a OrpaBJiaHo je /1a je KpUTHKY]Y JbYAU KOjU UMajy HayqHO
o0pa3oBame Kao IITO Cy HAyYHUIU U3 APYruX 00s1acTu U priio30pu HayKe.

4. CBako MOXe J]a KpUTHKYj€ HayKy, 6e3 003upa Ha CTPYKY WJIM 3HAMbE.

5. Wtekako je HEONMXOIHO KPUTHKOBATH HayKy, 0e3 003upa Ha CTPYKY WM NpeI3HABbE.

XI YJIOT'A HAYKE Y PA3BOJY HOBEYAHCTBA

1. Ynora Hayke y pa3Bojy YOBEUYaHCTBA j€ UCKIJbYYHBO MMO3UTHBHA.

2. Ucropuja Ham nokasyje Ja HayKa MOK€ UMaTH U MO3UTUBHY U HETaTUBHY YJIOTY Y pa3Bojy
YOBEYAHCTBA.

3. Ynora Hayke y pa3Bojy YOBEYaHCTBA j€ HECYMILHMBO MTO3UTHUBHA, UAKO € OUJI0 PETKHUX ITpUMEpa
IEHE 3710ymoTpeoe.

4. Nako cy Hay4yHa ca3Hama yrnoTpedsbiBaHa y MO3UTHUBHE CBPXE, IITETA KOJy j€ HayKa HauWHUjIa
NpeBa3uia3u KOPUCTH.

5.V ucropuju 4OBEUaHCTBA, YJIora HayKe je UCKJbY4YnBO HETaTUBHA.

XII BPEAHOCT HAYKE KAO JbYJICKE JEJJATHOCTH

1. Hayka je HajBpeiHHja JbY/ACKA AETATHOCT — YMETHOCT, II0€3H1ja, U Guio30(puja He 3acIyKyjy
MHOTO TTaXKHbE.

2. lpyre Jby/CKe aKTUBHOCTH MOMYT YMETHOCTH, 10e3uje U (puio3oduje jecy BpeaHe, ajld HayKa je
UIaK HajBpeAHM]ja JbY/ICKA JIETaTHOCT.

3. Hayka je Beoma Bpe/iHa JbY/ACKa JENATHOCT, M YMETHOCT, I0e3Hja WK Guiio30Quja u cimuHe
JIETATHOCTH MMAa]y jeIHAaKy BPEAHOCT 3a JKUBOT JbYIH.

4. Moxna je HayKa Bpe/iHa, ajiil IpyTe JbYICKE IEIaTHOCTH MOIYT YMETHOCTH, ITOE3Hje UITH
¢dbuno3oduje BpeaHuje Cy 3a YOBEKOB )KHBOT O] HAyKeE.

5. Hayka HemMa TOTOBO HUKAKBY BPEJHOCT 3a KHBOT YOBEKa — yMETHOCT, Ioe3uja, ¢puinozoduja u
CITMYHE JIETIATHOCTH JIaJIeKO Cy BpEeIHH]je O] HayKe.
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UNCRITICAL TRUST IN SCIENTISTS SUBSCALE — Serbian language

CKAJIA HEKPUTUUYKOTI IOBEPEILA Y HAYYHUKE

Capna je npen Bama ynuTHUK 3a H3pakaBame MUILJBEHA y BE3U Ca HAYYHULIUMA.

3a pa3nuKy O MPEeTXOJHOI YNUTHUKA y KOME je TpeOayso ja 3aHeMapuTe YIOry HaydyHHKa M
pasMHUILBbAaTEe caMo O HaylH, caja Tpebda Ja pa3MHILBbATe O TOME KaKO Hay4HHUIIM paJie CBOj 10Cao,
KOJIUKO Cy MCKPEHH, MOIITEHH, KOMIETEHTHH, UTA. M3aBOjiiIN cMO Heke BakKHE KapaKTEpUCTUKE
Hay4YHMKa, a Bam 3agarak je qa o0enexxure TBpImbY KOja HajBUIIE oAroBapa Bamiem Munubemy Ha
1aTy TeMy.

I ONPABJAHOCT

1. OHO mWITO HAM rOBOPE HAYYHHUIIU j€ YBEK 3aCHOBAHO Ha YBPCTUM JIOKa3UMa.

2. HayyHunu yBeK roBope OHO 3a LITa MMajy JI0BOJFHO pa3iora Jia TBPJE Ja je Ta4HO.

3. Mo/a HaygYHHII HEKaJl He TOBOPE OHO WLITO j€ 3aCHOBAHO Ha JIOBOJHHO J0Ka3a, aJIM YTIIaBHOM
ce MOKEMO OCJIOHHTH Ha FBbUX YKOJIMKO ITOCTOjU carjacHocT Beher Opoja HaydHUKa.

4. OHO WITO HAM rOBOPE HAYYHUIIM M HAyYHA 3aj€JHHIIA YeCTO HHje 3aCHOBAHO HA YBPCTUM
IO0Ka3uMa.

5. OHO mITO HAM rOBOPE HAYYHHUIM M HAyYHA 3aj€JHHIIA YECTO HHj€ 3aCHOBAHO HU Ha KAKBOM
I00pOM 3HamYy.

II ACTUHUTOCT

1. Hayynunum y MenujuMa yBeK CaolIlTaBajy UICTUHY O CTBapUMa Koje poyvaBajy.

2. Hayynunu y MeaMjuMa yBeK CaolIlTaBajy Oapem OHO 3a IIITa cMaTpajy Jia je UICTUHA O CTBapuMa
KOj€ Mpoy4aBajy.

3. Hayynum y MeiMjuMa OHEKa/l He CaolIITaBajy KOMIUIETHY HCTHHY O CTBapHMa Koje
poydvaBajy.

4. HayyHunu y MeMjuMa peTKO CaolIlITaBajy OHO 3a IITa CMaTpajy Ja jeé HCTHHA O CTBapuMa Koje
poydvaBajy.

5. Hayunuiu menujuma Hajuemhe oOMamyjy jaBHOCT O CTBapUMa Koje Ipoy4aBajy.

11T PUHAHCHUJCKA MOTUBALIMJA

1. HayuHna uctpaxuBama HUKaJl HUCY MOTHUBUCaHa (PMHAHCH]CKUM HHTEPECHMA.

2. IIpaBa Hay4Ha MCTpaKMBamba HUKAJ] HUCY MOTUBHCaHa (PUHAHCH]CKUM HHTEpEeCHMa.

3. O4exuBaHoO je ja Hay4Ha UCTPaKMBamba AETUMUYHO OyAy MOTUBHCAHA U (PMHAHCH]CKUM
MHTEPECUMA, alli HE UCKJbYUYHBO.

4. Temko je aHac mpoHah HAy4HO HUCTPAXUBaHkE KOj€ HUJ€ MOTUBHCAHO UCKIJbYYUBO
(uHAHCH]CKUM HHTEpecUuMa.

5. HayuHa uctpaxuBama cy yBEeK MOTUBHCAaHA UCKJbYYHUBO (PMHAHCH]JCKUM UHTEpEecUMa.

IV JIMYHA MOTUBALIMJA

1. Pax HayyHMKa HUKaJ HUje BO)eH ’KeJbOM 3a Harpajaama U CIaBoM.

2. Pang npaBux Hay4HHMKA HUKaJ HUj€ BOEH KeJbOM 3a Harpajama U CIIaBOM.

3. Paj MHOTHX HaydyHUKa MOXe OMTH BOl)EH M KeJbOM 3a Harpajama U CliaBOM, aJld He UCKJbYUUBO.
4. Pan BehuHe HayyHUKa je Bol)eH UCKIJbYUMBO JKE€JbOM 32 HarpajaaMa U CliaBoM.

5. Payn Hay4HUHKa je yBEeK BOEH MCKJbYUHBO JKEJHOM 32 Harpajama U CJIaBOM.
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V ETUYHOCT

1. Hay4Huiu ce y CBOM pajly YBEK BOJIC €THUKHM MPUHIMIIMMA, OUJIO J1a je ped O JbyIuMa UiH
KUBOTHIbAMA, jep j€ ETUYHOCT 00aBe3a CBUX HAyYHHKA.

2. Bapem kaza je ped o 6e30€JHOCTH JbY/IU, HAYIHHIIA CE Y CBOM PaIy YBEK BOJIC ETHUYKIM
MPUHIUTIIMA.

3. He MOkeMO OUYCKHBATH Jla Cy HaydyHa UCTPaXKMBambha yBEK BOheHA CTUYKUM MPUHIIAITAMA.

4. Yak u Kkazx je ped o 6e30eIHOCTH JbYIU, HAYIHHIIN CE€ Y CBOM Pay HE BOJE ETUUYKUM
MPUHIUTIIMA.

5. Hay4Hu1u ce y CBOM pajly HUKaJ HE BOJC €TUYKUM MPUHITUITMMA, OWJIO J1a j& Ped O JbyIrUMa WK
KUBOTHHAMa, YIPKOC TOME IITO je ETHYHOCT HHX0Ba 00aBe3a.

VI MAP/bUBOCT

1. Hayunuiu HUKa/ HE 3aHEMapyjy YHEEHUIIE KOje TOBOPE MPOTHB BHUXOBUX TEOPH]ja jep Cy
HETIPUCTPACHH y CBOM pajy.

2. Maxo ce Hay4HUIIHM BE3yjy 3a CBOj€ TEOpHje, HITaK He 3aHeMapyjy YHEEHUIIE KOje TOBOPE MPOTHB
BHX.

3. Hay4nuiu u Hay4YHa 3aj€HHIIA YECTO 3aHEMAPY]y YNHECHHIIE KOje TOBOPE MPOTHUB HHUXOBUX
Teopuja.

4. N3BecHo je na he ce m HAy4YHUIH, Ka0 U APYTH JbYAU, HEKAJl YBPCTO JIP’KATH CBOJUX TEOPHja, YaK
U aKO YHEHEHUIIE TOBOPE MPOTUB HUX.

5. Hay4nuiu u Hay4Ha 3aj€HULIA YECTO 3aHEMapYjy YHMEEHUIIE KOje TOBOPE MPOTUB HHUXOBUX
TeopHja jep MOHAKO KeJle caMo Jia MPOTypajy CBOje UHTEpece.

VII UHCKPEHOCT

1. 'oTOBO CcBU Hay4YHHITH BEPHO 00jaBIbY]y pe3yJTaTe CBOJUX UCTPaKMBamka YaK U Kaja pe3yaTaTH
HUCY Y CKJIaJly ca ’bUXOBUM Te€OpHjaMa UM yBepeHHMA.

2. [IpaBu Hay4HMIIM YBEK BEPHO 00jaBibY]y pe3yiTare CBOJUX UCTPAXKUBAKA, YaK U KaJa OHU HUCY
y CKJIaJly ca BbUXOBHM TEOpHjaMa WM YBEpeHUMa.

3. BepyjeMm na moctoje HayqHHIIM KOjU HE 00jaBJby]y BEPHO pe3yJiTaTe CBOJUX UCTPAKUBAA
YKOJIMKO PE3yJITaTH HUCY y CKJIaly ca BbUXOBUM TE€OpHjaMa WM YBEPEHUMa, ajld MHOTH HUIIAaK TaKo
HE paje.

4. Behuna HayuHuka npehyTH pe3yirare Koju HUCY Y CKJIaJly ca lbUXOBUM Teopujama WiH
yBEpEeHUMA.

5. Hay4HuIu yecto HaMeIlTajy WK JTaXUpajy pe3ysiTaTe CBOjUX UCTPaKUBamba Kako Ou
OJIFOBApaJIM KUXOBUM TE€OpHjaMa U yBepeHmHMa.

VI OTBOPEHOCT 3A I'PEHIKE

1. Hayunuiu yBek OTBOPEHO MPHU3HA]Y CBOj€ TPEIIKe Kaja cXBaTe /1a lbUXOBE TEOpHje WIIN
pe3yJITaTh HUCY TauyHU.

2. [IpaBu Hay4YHHIIM YBEK OTBOPEHO MPH3HAjy KaJia CXBaTe Ja lbUXOBE TEOpHUje U Pe3yITaTh HUCY
TAa4YHU.

3. Mo a HekM Hay4YHHIIM Hehe MpU3HATH CBOjy TPEIIKy, alu he mpe uiin KacHHUje Ha By YKa3aTh
Hay4JHa 3ajeqHUIIA.

4. Hayununy, na v Hay4yHa 3ajeJHHIIA, PETKO MPHU3HAjy CBOjYy IPEUIKY YKOIMKO CXBAaTe J1a Cy Herne
TTOTPETIIHIIH.

5. Hayununu u Hay4Ha 3ajeTHUIA PETKO MPU3HA]y CBOjY TPEIIKY, a HEKaJ j€ YaK U 3aTalllKajy.
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CALCULATING SCORES

Responses are to be recoded as following:

For circling “1”, respondents get 2 points.

For circling “2”, respondents get 1 point.

For all other answers (3, 4, 5), no points are given.

Two separate summary scores are calculated as a simple sum of points on the two subscales.

The summary score ranges from 0 to 24 for Uncritical Trust in Science subscale
and from 0 to 16 for Uncritical Trust in Scientists subscale.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL
Petar Luki¢! and Iris Zezelj*

! Laboratory for Research of Individual Differences, Department of Psychology, Faculty of
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SUPPLEMENT 1

Table 1

Descriptive statistics, reliabilities (on the diagonal), and correlations between variables used in

Study 1

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Uncritical trust in science 0.39 0.44 (.54) 34**  -20%*  -.05 -15%* L 17**
2 Uncritical trust in scientists ~ 0.36 0.48 (.68) S17*% S 11**F S 26%% 20+
3 Conspiracy mentality 3.98 0.75 (.78) 07* 26%* 27 **
4Superstitiousness 2.62 0.95 (.71) A4F*x - 28**
5Magical health beliefs 3.20 0.81 (.86) A46**
6 Extrasensory beliefs 3.16 0.80 (.78)
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SUPPLEMENT 2

Table 1
Frequencies of answers to Uncritical trust in science subscale for subsamples of scientists and
laypeople
. Extremely Moderately Ba_llanced Moderately ~ Extremely
Topic Subsample A SR view of L L
antiscientific antiscientific . scientistic scientistic
sclence
The relationship Scientists 0.0% 11.3% 48.4% 32.8% 7.5%
between reality and
science Laypeople 0.7% 13.6% 55.1% 22.4% 8.2%
Acceptability of belief Scientists 10.8% 17.7% 47.3% 16.7% 7.5%
in a higher power Laypeople 15.6% 22.4% 41.5% 12.9% 7.5%
the truth Laypeople 0.0% 2.7% 30.6% 51.0% 15.6%
Relationship to other Scientists 0.0% 2.2% 68.8% 25.8% 3.2%
ways of gaining
knowledge Laypeople 0.0% 6.1% 63.3% 22.4% 8.2%
Moral principles and Scientists 0.5% 1.1% 46.2% 39.8% 12.4%
norms as a subject of
science Laypeople 0.0% 2.0% 43.5% 40.8% 13.6%
religion Laypeople 2.0% 16.3% 22.4% 40.8% 18.4%
philosophical questions | aypeople 2.0% 11.6% 68.0% 15.0% 3.4%
Solving humanity’s Scientists 1.1% 3.8% 68.3% 23.1% 3.8%
problems Laypeople 2.7% 7.5% 52.4% 31.3% 6.1%
The malleability of Scientists 0.0% 2.7% 39.2% 54.3% 3.8%
scientific facts Laypeople 2.0% 2.0% 32.0% 56.5% 7.5%
N ) Scientists 5.4% 10.8% 48.9% 34.4% 0.5%
Critique of science
Laypeople 6.1% 4.1% 48.3% 36.7% 4.8%
The role in the Scientists 0.0% 0.0% 51.6% 44.1% 4.3%
development of
humanity Laypeople 0.7% 0.7% 49.0% 44.9% 4.8%
) Scientists 0.0% 1.1% 84.9% 13.4% 0.5%
The value of science
Laypeople 1.4% 4.1% 76.9% 16.3% 1.4%
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Table 2

Frequencies of answers to Uncritical trust in scientists subscale for subsamples of scientists and

laypeople
. Extremely Moderately Ba_llanced Moderately ~ Extremely
Topic Subsample A SR view of L L
antiscientific ~ antiscientific ; scientistic scientistic
science
Justification for Scientists 2.2% 5.9% 62.9% 25.3% 3.8%
scientists’ claims Laypeople 0.0% 11.6% 57.8% 22.4% 8.2%
The veracity of Scientists 0.5% 2.2% 47.8% 45.7% 3.8%
scientists’ claims Laypeople 2.7% 5.4% 53.7% 32.7% 5.4%
. ] o Scientists 0.0% 9.7% 64.0% 24.2% 2.2%
Financial motivation
Laypeople 1.4% 19.0% 61.2% 17.7% 0.7%
o Scientists 0.0% 1.6% 56.5% 39.2% 2.7%
Personal motivation
Laypeople 0.0% 4.1% 59.9% 32.7% 3.4%
] Scientists 0.0% 3.8% 29.6% 28.0% 38.7%
Adherence to ethics
Laypeople 1.4% 8.8% 54.4% 22.4% 12.9%
Fai Scientists 0.0% 7.0% 43.5% 39.8% 9.7%
airness
Laypeople 2.7% 7.5% 44.9% 34.7% 10.2%
Sinceri Scientists 0.5% 4.8% 58.1% 34.4% 2.2%
incerity
Laypeople 2.7% 7.5% 47.6% 36.1% 6.1%
Readiness to admit Scientists 2.2% 9.1% 50.0% 36.0% 2.7%
when mistaken Laypeople 9.5% 6.1% 51.7% 29.9% 2.7%

187



SUPPLEMENT 3

Table 1
Descriptive statistics for all measured variables separately for subsamples of scientists and
laypeople
Min Max M SD SESk SEKu
Uncritical Trust in Science 0.00 1.50 0.45 0.29 5.77 4.04
Uncritical Trust in 000 150 050 035 287  -108
Scientists
Need for Closure 1.31 6.00 3.87 0.76 -1.2 0.99
. Uncertainty Intolerance 1.25 4.75 2.62 0.67 2.26 0.11
Scientists
REI Rational style 2.20 5.00 4.17 0.63 -4.13 0.47
REI Experiential style 1.20 5.00 3.23 0.77 -0.66 -0.36
Cogpnitive Reflection 0.00 8.00 5.32 241 -3.89 -2.03
Cognitive Abilities 3.00 30.00 16.49 4,99 -0.05 -0.03
Uncritical Trust in Science 0.00 1.58 0.49 0.31 5.48 411
Uncritical Trust in
Scientists 0.00 1.63 0.41 0.34 5.47 2.20
Need for Closure 1.69 5.63 4.01 0.69 -1.64 0.14
Uncertainty Intolerance 1.08 4.50 2.71 0.7 0.55 -0.82
Laypeople
REI Rational Style 2.20 5.00 3.92 0.64 -0.86 -0.55
REI Experiential Style 1.40 4.80 3.22 0.74 -0.53 -0.89
Cogpnitive Reflection 0.00 8.00 4.39 2.39 -0.43 -3.03
Cognitive Abilities 3.00 27.00 14.28 5.66 0.78 -1.39
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SUPPLEMENT 4

Table 1

Intercorrelations between variables — Whole sample

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Uncritical Trust in Science (.74) .36** A13* 16** .05 -.14* -.05 -.01

2 Uncritical Trust in Scientists (.711) .04 -.06 15%* -12* -.12* =17+
3 Need for Closure (.85) .58** -.33%* -.06 -.21%* -13*

4 Uncertainty Intolerance (.89) -.39%* -01 - 16%* -.02

5 REI Rational Style (.73) .00 24%* 21%*
6 REI Experiential Style (.78) -.13* -.03

7 Cognitive Reflection Test (.80) .38**
8 Cognitive Abilities (.86)

Note. * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001; Cronbach’s a on the diagonal.
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Table 1

SUPPLEMENT 5

The results of hierarchical regression analyses with interactions (Third step)

Total Scientists Laypeople
Uncritical Trust Uncritical trust in Uncritical Trust Uncritical trust Uncritical Trust Uncritical trust
in Science Scientists in Science in Scientists in Science in Scientists
B AR? B AR? B AR? B AR? B AR? B AR?
Cognitive ability .01 .00 **.17 **.03 -.04 .00 **.23 *** 06 .01 .09 -.15 .03
Need for Closure *.13 *.02 .02 .00 *.16 .03 .04 .00 .01 .07 .00 .00
Interaction .00 .00 .03 .00 .01 .00 .04 .00 .00 -.06 -.03 .00
Cognitive ability -.01 .00 **.17 **,03 -.06 .00 k.24 *F*06 .01 .08 *.17 .03
Uncertainty Intolerance **15 **.03 -.06 .00 *19 *.03 -11 .01 .02 .10 .03 .00
Interaction -.06 .00 .05 .00 -.08 .01 .06 .00 .00 -.07 .07 .00
Cognitive ability -.02 .00 %20  **.03 .00 -.05 **.23 *.06 .01 .06 *-18 .03
REI Rational .05 .00 *** 19 .04 .01 .08 *23 **.05 .00 .04 .10 .01
Interaction -.05 .00 -.08 .01 .00 -.05 **%_ 15 *** 02 .00 -.02 .01 .00
Cognitive ability -.01 .00 **.17 **.03 -.05 .00 k.24 *F*06 .06 .01 *-17 .03
REI Experiential **.14 **.02 *.12 *.02 -.10 .01 -.02 .00 *19 *04 **-24  *xx Q7
Interaction .05 .00 .07 .01 .06 .00 -.02 .00 .04 .00 .09 .01
Cognitive ability .01 .00 *.14 **.03 -.02 .00 **.22 *** 06 .08 .01 -13 .03
CRT -.05 .00 -.07 .00 -.05 .00 -11 .01 -.03 .00 -.07 .00
Interaction -.05 00 -.01 .00 -.09 .01 .04 .00 .01 .00 .01 .00

Note. . * p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001.

Figure 1

Graphical representation of moderation effect of cognitive abilities for the relationship between
Rational thinking style and Uncritical trust in scientists
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IPUJIOI 3

TIPYJIO3U 3A ®A3Y 3 — UCITUTUBAILE VJIOTE CLIUJEHTUCTHYKUX VBEPEBA Y
OIUIVUUBAILY
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TabGena 1

Hpuka3 surbema ca 06jamfbel-buﬂ/la U npocevHum oyenama Kkeaiumema O6jalzbll-befba

[udpa Tekcr M SD

Hcnumanuyu cy na KOMRjymepcKkom eKpamy 21eoanu cepuje ciuka Koje
cy ce Op30 Merane, npu Yemy Cy Ha NOJOBUHU CIUKA OULA Tuyd, a Ha
opye2oj nonosunu cauka mecma. Ilonosuna ucnumanuxa je mpebano oa
npumucHe oyeme c8aKu nym kaoa ou suoenu auye, a Opyea nojlo8UHd
Kaoa 6u sudenu mecmo. Mcmpasxicusauu cy anaiusupani epemena
peakyuje u Hauwau 0a ce bpaice NPEno3Hajy auya He2o Mecmad.

V1

HcrpaxkuBaun TBpE 1a ce 0BO joraha jep Cy Jiniia 3HadajHuja
V1.DB kareropuja cTUMYIyca O]l MECTa, I1a C€ CIIOCOOHOCT HUXOBOT 5.66 142
Ipero3HaBamka BHUIIE Pa3BHIa TOKOM EBOJYIIH]E.

HcrpaxkuBauu TBpJE 1a ce 0BO jgoraha jep Cy peakiyje HCIUTaHuKa
V1.LB 3aBucuie of Tora fa iu Cy Ha €KpaHy BUAEIH JIULE WIH MECTO, Tj. 467 1.66
JIMIIA Cy Ka0 KaTeropuja CTUMYyJyca JApyraudja oj MecTa.

HcnutuBame obpa3ara MOXKJaHEe aKTUBAIIH]e KO UCITUTaHUKA
MoKasyje J1a oapeheHu HeHTpu y BU3yeIIHOM KOPTEKCY, 3a Koje ce 3Ha
7la YYECTBYjY Y MPOLIECHPaby CIIOKEHUX BU3YETHHX JPaKU, KOPHCTE
Jpyrauyuje mpoliece Kaja mperno3Haje JIMia 1 Kaja npeno3Haje Mecra
Jep Ccy Julla 3HauajHHja KaTeropuja CTUMYJIyca a ce CHoCOOHOCT
HUXOBOT TPETNO3HaBamka BHIIIE Pa3BUIIa TOKOM €BOJIYIIH]E.

V1.DS 5.69 135

HcnutuBame obOpasaiia MoXk/1aHe aKTUBaIM]€ KO/ UCITUTaHUKA
nokasyje aa oapelheHu eHTpH y BU3YEITHOM KOPTEKCY, 3a KOje ce 3Ha
Jla YYECTBY]Y Y MpOLIECHpamby CIIOKEHUX BU3YETHHX JIPaku, KOPHCTE
V1.LS apyraudumje mporiece Kajaa mperno3Haje Jnia 1 Kaja Mmperno3Haje Mecta 518 1.45
Jep ¢y peakuuje UCIIUTaHUKa 3aBHCUJIE O/ TOTa Jla JIM Cy Ha eKpaHy
BHJICTIU JIUIIE WJIK MECTO, Tj. JIUIA Cy KAa0 KaTeropuja CTUMyJryca
Jpyrauuja oJ MecTa.

YV 060om oenedy ucnumusane cy nosopohene bebde. bebe cy nexcane na
Kpeeemy, a Ha0 IUMA je OUna uiloxicena ciuka meme 3a NUKaoo ca
KOHYEHMPUYHUM KPY208UMA U CIUKA /bYOcKoe auya. Mepervem
8pemeHa Koje cy bebe npogene 2nedajyhu y oge ciuxe 3a06enedxtceHo je
0a cy oHe OYNJI0 8Ule BPeMeHa NOC8eMULE /bYOCKOM TUYY.
Hcmpaosicusayu cy 3akmwyyunu 0a céem Ho8opoheHuema Huje camo
xaomuyau cKkyn cmumynyca, el 0a u Ha mom y3pacmy nocmoje
npegepenyuje 3a oopehene cmumynyce.

V2

HcTrpakuBaun cy 3akJbY4HIIM J]a ce€ OBO Joralha 300r Tora mTo ce
V2.DB pahamo ca ypoheHOM IpeArCIIO3UIIN]OM 3a MIEPIENIN]Y JbYICKIX 55 1.76
TIVTIA.

HcrpaknBauu Cy 3aKJbYIHIIH J1a c€ OBO Jtoraha 300r Tora mro cy

V2.LB
HOBOpOl)eHua riiefana ynpaBo JbyACKa JIMLA.

43 210

V2.DS HcrpaxuBauu cy 3aKJby4nIIH J1a c€ OBO jgoraha 300r Tora mro ce 554 1.59
pahamo ca ypoheHOM MPEeaUCIIO3UIIN]OM 32 MEPLETIIH]Y JbYACKHUX
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[udpa

Texkcrt M

SD

V2.LS

muna. TexHUKe HeypooICIMKaBamba IoKa3ana Cy J1a ce KoJ
HOBOpoOleHYa M TOKOM OBOT 33/1aTKa akTUBUPaA (Hy3uhOpMHU THPYC
KOJU C€ aKTUBUPA UCKJbYUYHMBO MPH MEPUEHIH]H JbYACKOT JIULIA.

HcrpaxuBauu Cy 3aKJby4HIIH J]a ce 0BO jorala 300r Tora mro cy
HOBOpoleHuYa riesana ynpaso Jbyjcka una. TexHuke

HEYPOOJIC/IMKaBamka M0Ka3aja Cy J1a ce Ko HOBOpoheHuaau TOKOM 5.01
OBOT 3aJaTKa akTUBUpPa (Qy3u(POPMHHU TUPYC KOJU C€ aKTUBHPA

MCKJbYYMBO MIPU NEPUEHINjU JbYACKOT JIHIIA.

1.55

V3

V3.DB

V3.LB

V3.DS

V3.LS

I'pynu ucnumanuxa oame cy 3D nHaouape xoje cy umane jeOno ypeeHo,
a opyeo 3eneno cmaxno. Kaoa ou enedanu nocebny ciuky camo kpo3s
ypserno cmakio euoenu cy kyhy. Kada 6u enedanu camo Kkpo3s 3eieHo,
suoenu ou auye. Tokom cmyouje, ucnumaHuyu cy 21eoaiu Ciuky ca ooa
OKa, JeOHUM KPO3 UYPBEHO CMakio, a Opyeum Kpos seieno. Hayunuyu cy
UX 3aMOIUNU 0a NpUMUCKarbem 00208apajyhes 0Oyamema ykaxcy wma
gude y mom mpeHymky - jeOHo oyeme 0a CusHaiusupajy oa euoe kyhy, a
Opyeo 0a cueHanusupajy oa suoe auye. Tecmuparve je mpajano mokom
ceoam munyma. Hayunuyu cy omxkpuiu oa cy ciuke NOmuckugaie
jeoua opyay — Hekao cy /byou eudenu auye, a Hekao Kyhy, aiu HUKao
obe cnuke ucmospemeno. Osaj chenomen je nazean ,, OUHOKYIAPHU
pusanumem *.

HcTpaxxuBaun TBpJIe 1a ce OMHOKYJIApHU PUBAIMTET JEIIaBa 3aTo IITO
y JEIHOM TPEHYTKY MOKeMo Ja oOpal)yjeMo camo jeiHy LEeIOKYIHY 5.29
CIIUKY.

I/ICTpa)KI/IBaLII/I TBpAC Ha CC 6I/IHOKy.]'IapHI/I PUBAIATET ACIIABA 3aTO LITO

. 4.07
CE JIBE CIIMKE HAU3MEHUYHO CMEBY]Y.

OO6paciu MOXAaHe akTUBAllM]€ KOJ UICIIUTaHUKA CYTEpUILTy J1a Ce
OMHOKYJIapHU PUBAIUTET JelIaBa 3aTo IITO y JEAHOM TPEHYTKY
MOXkeMo J1a oOpal)yjemMo caMo jeHy LEeTOKYIHY CluKy y V1,
BU3YEJIHO] 30HU MO3Ta.

5.89

OOpacuu MOX/1aHe aKTHUBAIM]€ KO/ HCIIMTAaHUKA CYTepHIlly Ja ce
OMHOKYJIapHU PUBAJIUTET J€lIaBa 3aTo LITO CE€ JBE CIUKE CMEbY]Y 5.22
TOKOM BpeMeHa y V1, BU3yelIHOj 30HH MO3Ta.

1.74

1.89

1.34

1.46

V4

Hcnumanuyu cy wumanu yurbeHuye 0 HeKum 8pcmama nmuya (Ha
npumep ,, Ceu epanyu umajy jempy “) u mpebano je 0a 0oyue 0a au je
064 YUFEHUYA UCIUHUMA 34 c8e NMuye. 3a Nol08UHY YUFeHUYd,
nmuye o Kojuma ce paouno bune cy munudnu npUnaoHuyu Kamezopuje
(6panyu, ypeenoahu), a 3a Opyey noiosuHy uurbeHuya nmuye cy ouie
Maree munuyHe (naynosu, nuneeunu). Mcmpasicueayu cy Hauwiu oa cy
ucnumanuyu yeuwthe 00208apan MavHo Kaod cy ce YurbeHuye
OO0HOCUIe Ha MUNUYHe NMuye He2o Kadd cy ce 0OHOCULEe HA MAlbe
MmunuyHe npedCcmagHuKe nmuyd, Uako no jo2uyu He obu mpebano oa
0yOe nHukaxge paznuke. Mcmu eghexam cy peniuyupanu u ca opyaum
BPCMAMA HCUBOMUILA, KAO WMO Cy cucapu uiu emuzasyu. OHu cy
3aKBYYUIU 0a CY /bYOU 00U Y PE3OHOBAIY O MUNUYHUM
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SD

V4.DB

V4.LB

V4.DS

V4.LS

npedcmaeHuuuMa HCUBOMURLCKUX Kllacd He20 O ORUM MAe MUNUYHUM.

HcTpaxxuBaun TBpJE /1a Cy JbYH OWIIM YCHEIIHU)HU Kasia cy
Pa3MHIBANIN O TUITUYHUM IPEICTaBHUIIMMA )KUBOTHEGCKUX KJIaca 3aTo
IITO c€ 3HambY KOje MMajy O IbUMa JIaKIIe IPUCTyIa U MaHUITYJIUIIIE
Hero uHpopMalyjaMa 0 Mambe TUITMYHIM KHUBOTHEAMA.

5.09

HcTpakuBadu TBpJE J1a Cy JbYIH OWII YCIICITHU]H Kaa Cy

pa3sMUIIBAINA O TUITHYHUM IPEICTABHUIIMMA )KHBOTHELCKHUX KJlaca 3aTo

IITO UM je OUJIO TEeXKE J]a OJIrOBOPE TAYHO KaJia Ce PaJIHIIO O Mambhe 4.38
TUTTUYHUM XUBOTHAMA, IIITO j€ BOAMIO HETAYHUM OATOBOpUMA HA

OBa IIUTama.

HctpaxkuBauu Cy OTKPHIIM Ja CY JbY/AU OWIIN YCTICIIHUJU Kaja Cy
pasMUIJbAJIA O TUIIMYHUM MMPCACTaBHUIMMA JKUBOTUILCKUX KJlIaCa TaKO
IITO CY MCITUTHBAIN 00paciie MOKIaHe aKTHBAIIM]je KO HCTIUTAHUKA
JIOK Cy paauiid 0Baj 3a7atak. MHpopmalyje 0 TAMHYHUM U Marbe
TUIIMYHUM JKUBOTHE-AMA CE Ha Pa3IUYUT HauMH ckiaaumre y CA3
MOXJaHUM henrjama, 3a Koje ce 3Ha J1a y4ecTByjy y naMhemy, ITo
YHUHY J1a Ce JIAKIIe MPUCTYIa U MaHUITYJIHIIE HHpOpMAIHjama O
TUITHYHAM JKUBOTHIbAMA.

5.28

HcTpaxkuBaun Cy OTKpWIH Ja Cy JbYIU OWJIH YCTICHIHUJU Kaaa Cy

pasMHILIBAIN O TUITMYHUM MPEJCTaBHUIIMMA KUBOTHCKUX Kilaca Tako

IITO Cy HCITUTHBAIIM 00paciie MOX/IaHEe aKTHBAINje KO/ HCITUTAHUKA

JIOK Cy paauiiu oBaj 3afatak. MHpopmalyje o THMHYHUM U Mambe

TUMUYHUM KUBOTHH-AMa C€ Ha pa3induT HauuH ckiaaumte y CA3 5.05
Mo>kAaHuUM henujama, 3a Koje ce 3Ha J1a y4ecTBYjy y namhemy, ITo

YHHU TSKUM J1a C€ Ha MMUTamba TAaYHO OJITOBOPH KaJia Ce PaJii O Mame
TUIIMYHUM KUBOTHH-AMa, IITO BOAM BeheM Opojy HeTauHUX OJIroBOpa

Ha OBa NMHUTamA.

1.78

1.85

1.46

1.47

V5

V5.DB

V5.LB

Hcnumanuyu cy na KOMRjymepcKkom eKpany 2iedauu cepuje ciuka iuya
Koja cy buna eeoma Kpamko npukazusana. Hezoe ynymap mux cepuja
auya obune cy u 0se ciuke kyha. Mcnumanuyu cy umanu 3adamax oa
npumucHy oyeme ceaxu nym kaoa ou eudeau kyhy. Kaoa ou me ose
kyhe bune spemencku yoabene yHymap cekgenye, UCNUmaruyu cy ounu
seoma 000pu y osom 3adamky. Kaoa cy, mehymum, kyhe oune
npuxazame 8pemMencKu OIUCKO Y CeK8eHYU, UCNUMAaHUYu Ou
nponyuwimanu 0a npumucHy dyame kaoa ou ce nojaguna opyea kyha.
Hcmpaosicusauu cy osaj ghenomen nazeanu ,, mpenmaj naxcroe .

HcTpaxxuBauu Cy 3aKJbY4MIIH J1a ce 0Baj (heHOMeH joraha jep cy
WCIUTAHUIIM y CUTYyallljama Kajia cy kyhe Ouie Giucke y CeKBeHLU
JOIII YBEK MpOIeCHpali MPBY Kyhy IITO UM HHUj€ OCTaBJbaJIO JOBOJHHO
pecypca naxkme Ha pacrnojaramy j1a Ou younusu apyry Kyhy.

5.21

HcrpakuBauu cy 3akJby4uin 1a ce oBaj (heHoMeH noraha jep ce apyra
Kyha mojaBspuBana y CeKBEHIM HaKOH NpBe Kyhe, ma Ja je oBa 4.92
BpeMEHCKa pasnuka u3mel)y nBe kyhe y3pokoBana TpenTaj maxme.

1.53

1.69
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V5.DS

V5.LS

HcTpakuBadn cy HCIIUTUBAIN MOX/IaHY aKTUBAIU]y KOJ HCIIUTAHUKA
JIOK ¢y pamui 3aaarak. OHH Cy 3aKJbYYHIIH Ja ce OBaj (heHOMEH
neriaBa 300r HaYMHA HA KOJU peruje y GpoHTATHOM PEXBbY, 3a KOje je
MPETXOIHO IMOKA3aHO J[a YYECTBY]Y Y NaXKbU, PYHKIMOHUIITY Y
OJIFOBOPY Ha cTUMYITYC. VICIUTaHUIH CY jOIIT YBEK MPOIECUPAITH IIPBY
kyhy u nponymtanu 1a Bujae Apyry kKyhy jep uMm HHje mpeocTaso
JIOBOJBHO pecypca MaKme.

HcTrpakuBaun cy HCIIUTUBAIIU MOXKIAHY aKTUBAIIM]y KOJ UCIIUTAHUKA
JIOK ¢y pamui 3a1atak. OHM cy 3aKJbYYHIIH J1a ce O0Baj (heHOMeH
JenaBa 300T HaYMHA Ha KOJU perrje Y GPOHTAITHOM PEXIbY, 3a KOje je
MPETXOAHO IMOKA3aHO Ja YYECTBY]Y Y MaXbH, GYHKIHOHHIY Yy
0JIroBOpY Ha ctuMyiyc. [Ipyra kyha ce mojaBjpuBaja y CeKBEHIIU
HaKOH MpBe Kyhe, 1ma je oBa BpeMeHCKa pa3inka u3Mely nprukazuBama
nBe kyhe y3poKkoBaja TpernTaj maxKbe.

5.17

5.34

1.72

1.44

V6

V6.DB

V6.LB

V6.DS

V6.LS

Hcmpaosicusauu cy mecmupanu ucnumanuxe kopucmehu 3a0amax
JUHeBUCMUYKe acoyujayuje. Mcnumanuyu ou uyau pey-wemy u
mpebao je 0a Kajicy npey pey Koja um naore Ha namem.
Hcmpaosicusayu cy Hawnu oa cy pedu Koje o6u ucnumaHuy u32080puiu
y npeux 500 munucekyHOu HaKoH wmo Ou uyiu pey-memy ouie peuu
Koje cy 38yuane kao pey-mema. Peuu koje ou uzeosopunu naxor 500
MUTUCEKYHOU CY OUie pedu Koje Cy umae CIudHo 3Hauere Kao pey-
Mmema.

HcTrpaxkuBaun cy 3akJby4HIIM Ja C€ OBO JEIlIaBa 3aTo LITO JbYAU
KaTeropHuIlly peud MPBO Ha OCHOBY TOTa KaKo 3By4e I1a TEK OHJa Ha
OCHOBY HbUXOBOT 3HaU€Ha.

HcTrpakuBaun cy 3aKJbY4HIIU Ja C€ OBO JeIIaBa 3aTo IITO Cy B
paszIuuuTe BPCTE peyu OMIie acoIlupaHe ca pedjy-MeTOM Y JIBa
pa3nuynTa TpEeHyTKA.

OOpacuy MOX/1aHEe aKTHBAaLMj€ KOJl OBUX UCIUTAHUKA CYT€PUCAIH CY
UCTpakKMBa4yKMMa J1a 3aKJbyde J1a Ce OBO JelaBa 3aTo mTo bpokuHa
30Ha, 710 Je3NUKOI CUCTEMA Y MO3TY, KaTeropHIlle pedH MpBO Ha
OCHOBY TOT'a KaKo 3ByY€ I1a TEK OH/1a Ha OCHOBY FBbUXOBOT 3HAaUEHA.

OO6paciu MOXAaHe aKTUBAlIM]€ KOJl OBUX MCIIMUTAHUKA CYT€PUCAITH CY
HCTpaKMBa4dMMa J1a 3aKJby4e J1a CE OBO JielIaBa 3aTo ITo bpokuHa
30Ha, [0 Je3NUKOI CUCTEMA Y MO3TY, acOIMpa JIBE Pa3IMUUTE BPCTE
peuu ca peyjy-MeToM Yy JIBa Pa3InunuTa TPEHyTKa.

5.61

441

5.69

5.18

1.5

1.8

1.45

1.64

V7

I'pynu benaya u epynu ypraya HACYMUYHUM PeOOCIe00M NPUKAUBAHE
cy pomoepadghuje benux u ypuux auya. 3a ceaxo iuye, mpedaio je oa
npoyeHe 0a U je UCmo Uil pasiudumo 00 Juya Koje my je
npemxoouno. Hakon osoe mecma, ucnumanuyu cy 00208apanu Ha
numarse 0 mome KoauKo cy 4ecmo y KOHmaKkmy ca /byouma opyze 6oje
Kooice. Mcmpaoicusauu cy nawinu 0a cy benyu eeHepanno ouiu 60nou y
Npeno3Hasarsy Denux He2o YpHUX auyd, 00K ¢y ypHyu ouiu 6omu y
Npeno3Hasarwy YpHUx He2o 6eaux auyd. 3aKwyuuiu cy 0a je 2eHepaiHo
meogice npeno3namu auya opyeaduje boje Koxce He2o CONCMBEEHe, WO
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V7.DB

V7.LB
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V7.LS

¢y Hazeanu ,,eghekmom opyee pace ‘. Mehymum, maxohe cy nauiiu oa
CY UCNUMAHUYU €A MAe KOHMAKmMa ca /byouma opyze 6oje Kodice ounu
JIOUUU Y 0B0M 3A0AMKY.

HcrpaxuBauu TBpJe Aa je edekaT Apyre pace u3a3BaH MalbKOM
HCKYCTBa ca ocobama ca Jpyrom 60joM Koxke.

HcrpaxkuBauu TBpaE 1a je edekaT apyre pace ua3BaH HeMoryhHomhy
Jla Ce MPET03Hajy Julia Apyre 00je Koxe.

Mo aHa cKeHHpama MoKa3yjy aa je edekar Apyre pace y3poKoBaH
HAaYMHOM Ha Koju Qy3udopMHO moapyyje y MO3Ty pearyje Ha JIuia
KaJa JbYM UMajy MambaK UCKYCTBa ca IPYrHuM 0ojama KOXKe.

Mok aHa CKeHupama [oKasyjy J1a je edexar Apyre pace y3poKoBaH
HAaYMHOM Ha Koju (py3udopmMHO mopydje y MO3Ty pearyje Ha Jidia
KaJa JbYM HE MOT'Y JIa TIPETI03Hajy JIMLA apyre 00je KoXKe.

4.89

2.63

4.85

4.29

1.79

1.95

1.77

1.64

V8

V8.DB

V8.LB

V8.DS

V8.LS

Hcmpaosicusayu cy cacmasuiu iucmy yurbeHuyd 3a Koje je npemxooHo
ymaphero oa ux 3ua omnpunuxe 50% myou. Ucnumanuyu cy y o6om
EKCNepUMEHMY YUMaau my Jucmy YurbeHuya u mpeobaio je oa ykaicy
Ha OHe Koje ¢y 3Hanu. 3amum je mpebano 0a npoyeHe KOIUKo
npoyenama byou makohe 3na me yurwenuye. Mcmpadcusauu ¢y Hauiu
0a cy UCNUMaHuyu 00208apanu opyeavuje KoJIuKo byou 3ua oopeheny
YU eHUYY KA0d OU je OHU camu 3HAMU. YKOIUKo Ou ucCnumanuyu 3Haau
HEeKY YUFbeHUYY, OHU OU NpeyeHuIU npoyeHam /byou Koju ou je maxohe
snanu. Ha npumep, ykonuko 6u ucnumanux eeh 3nao oa je Banema
enasnu epad Manme, pexao 6u 0a 80% you 06o 3Ha, uaxko je mavau
002060p 50%. Hcmpaoicueauu osaj nanas Hazusajy ,, n(pOKIemcmeo

6

3HAard .
WcTpaxkuBaun TBp/e J1a ce OBO ,,IIPOKJIETCTBO™ IeIaBa 300r Tora mTo
MCIHUTAHUIM UMajy po0jeM ca MPOMEHOM NepCHeKTHBE TaKo Ja

pas3MoTpe 1ITa 61 Ipyru MOIJIM 3HATH, T€ IPABE IPELIKY U MPOJEKTY]y
COIICTBEHO 3HamE Ha JIpyTe.

HcTpaxxuBauu TBpJIE J1a Ce OBO ,,IIPOKJIETCTBO™ JIeIIaBa 3aTo IITO
WCTINTAaHUIM [IPaBe BUIIIE TPElIaKa Kajaa Tpeba Ja MpoIieHe 3HAKE
npyrux. Jbynu cy MHOTO 60JbM y IPOLIEHU OHOTA IITO CaMH 3Hajy.

CHuMIIM MO3ra yKa3yjy Ha TO Jia c€ OBO ,,[TPOKJIETCTBO JiemiaBa 300r
KoJ1a y (pOHTAITHOM peXibY MO3ra 3a KOje ce 3Ha J1a YUECTBY]Y Y
camocno3Haju. Mcnuranunu umajy npodsieM ca mpoMeHOM
NEPCIEKTUBE TAKO J1a pa3MOTpe 1ITa OM Jpyrd MOTJIU 3HATH, T€ IPaBe
TPEIIKY U MPOjeKTY]y COIICTBEHO 3HaWke Ha Jpyre.

CHuMIIM MO3ra yKa3yjy Ha TO Jia c€ OBO ,,[TPOKJIETCTBO JiemiaBa 300r
KoJ1a y ()pOHTAITHOM PEeXEbY MO3Ta 3a KOjeé Ce 3Ha J1a y4eCTBY]Yy y
camocnio3Haju. MicriutaHuiy rnpaBe BHIINIE Tpeliaka Kaja Tpeda aa
MpolLIeHe 3Hamke APYruX. Jbyau cy MHOTO 00JbH Y TIPOIICHH OHOTA IIITO
CaMH 3Hajy.

5.59

4.77

5.5

4.94

1.35

1.79

1.38

1.76
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Taobesna 2

Caoporcaj eurvema ca apeymeHmuma u npocedne oyeHe Keaiumema apeymMeHama 3a Hayine u
Jlauyke usgope

Hayunu uzBop  Jlanuku u3Bop
Mudpa Texcr
M SD M SD

Csercku npusHatu Kapauoior Japrian [MTamut /
Ceercku npusHatu jora rypy Japman [Tanut TBpau
Jla CBaKOJIHEBHO MEJIUTUPAE Y Tpajamby 011 OapeM
10 MuHyTa MMa MO3UTHBAH edeKaT Ha KPBHH
nputucak. Haume, o HaBou pesynrare
HCTPaXKUBaka KOje je CIPOBEO Ca CBOJUM

D1 capaanuiuma rie je 500 Jbyan MenuTHpaIo CBakH 5.21 1.32 479 1.67
naH 10 munyTa no aBa nyra, 500 ceneno y TUILIMHA
10 munyTa o ABa myta, a 500 HHje paauiIo HULITA
nmoceOHO TOKOM JaHa. HakoH Tpu mecena, rpyma
JbYM KOja je MeAuTHUpalia JBa IMyTa JHEBHO je
vMalia 3HauajHO HY)KM KPBHH MIPUTHUCAK O OCTAJIe
JIBE TpYyIIE.

[TaBne Momuposuh ucnpen Muctutyra 3a
eBanyanujy Hacrase / [laBne MomupoBuh ucnpen
Onbopa poauTesba IMKOJICKE Aelie U3jaBUO je 1a Ha
y3pacTy OCHOBHE IIKOJI€ [TOCTOJHU 3HaYajHa pa3iuKa
y cIocOOHOCTH UnTama u3Mely nevaka u
nesojunna. Kako HaBoJie, y HCTpaXUBamby

D2 crnposesieHOM y nipeko 300 mkosa mupom Cpbuje, 5.31 142 522 1.32
hanmma cy 3a1aBaHu HIICHTUYHH TECTOBH 32
MPOIEHY KBAIUTETA YHTAA U Pa3yMeBarmba
npounTaHor. Pe3ynraru cy mokasanu na cy
JIEBOJUHIIE CY Y MMPOCEKY MOCTHU3alIe 3Ha4ajHO 00Jbe
pesyiaTare of Ie4aka, JI0CIeAHO O YETBPTOT 10
OCMOT paspeja.
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L1

L2

L3

L4

HcTpaxxuBaun ca MeauuuHCKor (akynaTera
VYuusepsutera y bony y Hemaukoj / Y npyxeme
rpahana "Keine rauchen!" (,,be3 mymema*) u3 bona
y Hemaukoj TBpie 1a MMajy jacHe WHAUIIH]C Ja
nocroju Besza u3Mmel)y koH3ymupama JyBaHa u
JTYBAaHCKHUX MPOU3BOJIA M PA3INYUTUX BPCTA
kaH1epa. OHH Cy Y BEJIMKO] CTYAH]H Tperiieaain 6.29 0.97 6.00
yak 10000 MEeIUIIMHCKUX KApTOHA HEMAYKHUX
rpahana o0oyienTx o/ paka rpia, je3uka, jemhaKa u
wyha. BbbuxoBu pesynraru ykasyjy na je yak 85%
00oJIeTiX 0J1 OBUX 00JIMKa KaHIIepa Yy MePUOIY O
2010. o 2015. roauHe, Ay*xe O JECET TOAUHA OHO
KOPUCHUK JIYBaHCKHX IPOU3BO/IA.

HctpaxuBauku TuM ca HCTUTYTA 32 pa3BojHY
ncuxosiorujy Yausepsutera y CeBusbu / Y ipyxeme
KaTOJIMYKHX IIKOJa AHATy3Hje Ca CETUILITEM Y
CeBuspu 0aBHO C€ Y BUILIECTOANIIHO] CTYAUJU
eeKTOM PU3NIKOT KOKHaBamka JICIe Ha BbHXOBY
arpecuBHOCT y MIKoJIH. HanMe, OHU Cy mpaTuim oKo
400 nere n3mely mwuxose Tpehe u ocamHaecTe 5.14 1.78 481
roauHe. Pe3ynratu cy mokasanm 1a cy Jemna Koja cy
6una puznuky KaxmasaHa y oko 10% ciydajeBa
nokasuBasia GU3NUKY arpecujy, Kako y OCHOBHO],
TaKO U y CPe/h0j KON, HA OCHOBY Yera cy
3aKJbYUMIIM J1a (PU3MUKO KaKbaBame JJOBOIU 10
JIOUIMX TIOCIJIENIIA TIO0 JICUH]j€ TOHAIIAE.

Hp. Upena I1aBauh uz Uuctutyra 3a Onoxemujy /
Wpena [laBnuh, uncTpyKTOpKa QUTHECA, N3jaBUIA
j€ Ia je 3a mpaBUJIaH paJi Haller Tejia MOTpeOHO 1a
yHeceMo Oapem 2.5 mutpe Bojze (oko 10 garma)
nHeBHO. OHa je HaBela IBEJCKe pe3yiTare CTyAuje
Koja je kao ydecHuke y3ena 900 ocoba koje cy mpe
MOYeTKa eKCIIEPUMEHTa YHOCHIIE JI0 JIUTApP BOJE
nHeBHO (detupu vamie). OHe cy qoome 580 136 5.69
WHCTPYKIIH]Y JIa TOKOM TOJMHY JJaHa CBAaKOJHEBHO
yHOCe 2.5. TuTpe BoJie Uiy Bulle. Pesynratu
oTicepBaIlyje ToKa3alv Cy Jia jé HAaKOH TOJIMHY J1aHa
qak 92% yuecHHKa MMallo TEJIECHY TEKUHY, KPBHU
MPUTUCAK M HUBO JIMIKJA Y KPBU y TpaHHIIaMa
HOpMaJie, Te HOpMaJHe napameTpe (pyHKIMOHUCAma
OyOpera, jeTpe U IETOKYITHOT MPOOABHOT TPAKTA.

Jla "He mocToju Be3a n3Mely KoH3ymMHupama 4.47 168 3.95

1.12

1.87

1.54

1.62
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LS

L6

L7

BuTaMuHa Ll 1 cripeyaBama npexsaje NOTBPAMO je
Munan [Tanuuh, noxrop MHpEeKkTHBHE KIMHUKE Y
beorpany / Munan [lanunh, moBepeHuK 3a 3aIITUTY
Ha pany Kommnanuje ,,Jlacta® a.n. OH je onrcao
EKCIIEPUMEHT KOjU Cy CIIPOBEJH Y CBOM PaIHOM
oKpykemwy. Haume, y cTporo KoHTpoIucaHum
KyhHHM yCIIOBUMA, 3aTIOCTICHU CY KOH3YMHPAIH OKO
2000mMr BuTamMuHa L 7HEBHO TOKOM mepuoaa o1
ronuny aana. On ykynHo 80 ydyecHUKa y CTyIUjH,
IbUX YaK 55 je y HEeKOM TPEeHYTKY UMajio HEKU O]1
CUMIITOMA IIPEXJIajie ¥ TPUIIA Kao IITO CY ILypeHhe
U3 HOCA, KHjambe WK Kalllasb.

HcrpaxuBaun HanmoHatHOT MHCTUTYTA 3a
6e30emnoct xpane u ucxpany CAJl-a / AkTuBucTH
IpymTBa norpomaya ,,Eat right” (“Jenu 3apaBo”) u3
Apxanazaca, CAJl, uctaxiu cy noBe3aHoCT
KOH3yMallije XpaHe Ha 6a3u reHeTCKU
MoaudukoBanux opranuzama ('MO) u pa3Bujama
paznIuuuTUX BpcTa KaHuepa. OHU Ccy CpoBen 5.42 142 555
jenHy BEIHMKY CTYyAH]y Ha y30pKy on mpeko 12.000
WCIIUTAHUKA U3 paznuuuTux apxkasa CA/l-a rue je
npojaja xpane Ha 6a3u I'MO no3BosbeHa.
PesynTtartu jacHo mokasyjy na je crona o00oJbeBama
0]1 paka yHyTpalllbuX OpraHa pacia je ca Opojem
roJiMHa KOH3yMHUpamwa xpaHe Ha 6a3u I'MO.

EBporicka kapauosomka acouujanuja /
Aconyjanuja npakruyapa Bum Xod (Wim Hof)
METO/Ie U3/aJla je Ha CBOM CajTy CaolIITEeHE Y KOMe
TBPAM J1a CBAKOJHEBHO TYIIMPAHE XJIAJHOM BOJOM
rMa MO3UTHBaH eekaT Ha 3[IpaBjbe. Y CaONIITEeHY
Ce HaBOJIE pe3yJITaTH UCTPAKHUBamba Yy KOME je 518 159 512
yaectBoBaio npeko 1000 ncnuranuka nu3 gecer

3emaspa EBporne. McnuTanuiy Koju NpouemuBaiu

BOJly KOJOM Ce€ KYIlajy Kao BeoMa XJIaJHy cy, 0e3

0031pa Ha CTapoCT, MOJ WIM UHEKC TeJIECHE Mace,

yenrhe UMaal KPBHU MPUTHCAK Y OTICETy HOpMalle,

HIDKY TyJic 1 Behu kamanuTeT myha.

[Tcuxomnor I1asne I'amuh u3 MuctuTtyTa 3a

JIpYIITBEHA UCTpakuBama y beorpany / Jytjyoep

[TaBne 'ammmh (Bungee) TBpau na Behrna xxeHa y 3.78 194  3.70
CpOuju Hana3u ga Cy MyIIKapIy ca TUIaBUM OYUMa

MIPUBJIAYHUJU HETO MYIIKAPIIA Ca TAMHUM OYHMaA.

OH HaBOJU pe3yNTare CBOT UCTPAKUBAHA

1.52

1.67

1.79
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L8

L9

cnposeneHoM Ha 100 xena ox kojux je 30 6usno u3
beorpana, 15 u3 Hosor Cana, 15 u3 Hua, te o 10
u3 Yxwuia, 3ajedapa, Kparyjesua, u Cyboruie. OHe
Cy y4eCTBOBAJIC y EKCIIEPUMEHTY T/I€ Cy UM
MPHUKa3MBaHE CIIMKE UCTUX MYIIKapana rie ¢y mpBu
yT UMaJIH IJI1aBe OYH, a APYTH MyT cMehe, nim
o0OpnyTo. Pesynraru cy nokasanu aa je yak 65%
WCIMTaHUIIA [TOKa3alia mpedepeHIirje 3a MyIIKapIe
KaJia Cy IMaJli TUIaBe OYH, y OJTHOCY Ha HCTE Te
MyIIKapLe Kaja cy umainu cMmehe oum.

Majkn TepeHc, bmoxemMu4ap U UCTpaKUBad y
obmacTu Jpyncke ucxpane / Majkn Tepenc,
MIPOMOTEP BEraHCKE UCXPaHE, HABEO je J1a BEraHCKa
JMjeTa JIOBOIH JI0 3HAYajHOT CHIDKEHa HUBOA T3B.
nomrer xonectepoia (LDL) nakon camo aeBet
MECEIIU OJ1 HCKJbYYHBaHba MPOU3BO/IA JKUBOTUHCKOT
nopekisia. OH HaBOM pe3yJiTaTe 0caM CTyauja 4.98 148 470
cirydaja ocoba ca MOBUIIICHUM HUBOOM JIOMIET
XO0JIECTEPOJIa KOj€ je MPaTHO YNTABUX TOAMHY JaHa.
Tpu ocole je TOKOM MPBUX HIECT MECEII! HOBOT
peXKMMa UCXpaHe YCIesIo Jia I0BEe HUBOE JIOIIeT
XOJIECTepoJIa Y HOpMaJIHE TPaHUIIe, 10K j& CBHX
0CaM TO yCIEeJIO HAKOH JICBET MECEIIH.

Hp. Muban [TanajotoBuh, onkonor u mpodecop
Menununckor ¢axynrera y HoBom Cany / Musban
[TanajoroBuh, HoBUHap TeneBu3nje BojBoanHa,
HarJacHo je Jia MoCTOjy OMacHOCT Of IpKarmba
MoOuiHor TenedoHa y OJU3MHU TJ1aBe, a TOTOTOBO
TOKOM rnepuojia oqMopa. OH HaBOJM CTy4yaj CBOT

. 398 215 3.62
KOJIere KOjeM cy U CHH U hepka rojguHaMa Hohy

oJytaraiii TeiedoHe UCIoJ jacTyka jep ux je Hohy

“Mmp3eno” na ra oJHecy map merapa aabe. O6oje cy

TaJ1a Pa3BUJIM HMHTEH3UBHE MUTPEHE U HEYPOJIOIIKE

npo0JieMe KOJU Cy C€ MOCTENEeHO MOBYKIIH KaJl Cy

MOYeIn J1a Oy TenedoHe aajbe o cede.

1.69

2.06
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L10

L11

L12

Hayuna caBeTtHuiia EKOHOMCKOT HHCTUTYTA Y
beorpany Munena Cumonosuh / MuneHa
Cumonosuh, rmymuna ITozopumra Ha CiiaBuju
HABOJIM J]a TIOCTOjH jacHa Be3a u3Mel)y eKOHOMCKE
.chyauHJe y ﬂp?lcaBH u 3aI[OBOJL.CTBa KHBOTOM. Y 3.77 190 353
JEIHOM MHTEPB]Yy Kao MPUMEp j€ OIucaa ciydaj

HEKOJIMKO CBOjHX MpHjaTesba KOjU, HAKOH IITO Cy C€

npecenuiu y 3emsbe nomnyt LlBencke, Hemauke u

JlykcemOypra, TBpzie fa ce ocehajy cpehuuje u

32/I0BOJbHH]E COOOM M CBOJUM >KHBOTOM.

Xayapn ['onzaiec, jenan o1 TIaBHUX
actpopusmuapa HACA-e / Xayapn ['onzanec, urpay
0ej300x kiryoa "Pen Cokc" u3 bocToHa,
PEBOJIMTHPAH OHUM IITO CE NIPUYA Y JABHOCTH,
n3nao je 2019. ronuHe caommTeme y KOM Ha
JEIHOCTAaBHOM IIPUMEPY OIOBPraBa TBP.IHC
MOjeIMHMX JbY/IU J1a je 3eMiba y CTBApH paBHA
wiova. Haume, oH Kao J10ka3 3a T TBP/IHEC HABOJIE
CBHMa OYUTJICIHY YMEbCHUILY Ja cy U CyHIe U
Mecen o6inka jionte, T 1a 300r TOra Hema pasJiora

356 210 3.08

BEpPOBATH Jla C€ U 00jeKaT Ha KOME U MU KUBHUMO
paznukyje. [1a u kaga ce rimeaa Kpo3 Tesneckor,
Ka)ke, CBE Cy IJIaHEeTe, CaTeIUTH, U 3BE3/IE,
JIonTacTa Tena.

Mapuja [lepumuh, rokTopka cromaronoruje /
Mapuja Ilepumuh, nadayeHcepka, u3jaBuia je aa,
OCHM HITO TOje, razupaHa nuha HUKaKo HUCY 100pa
3a 3/1paBJbe Hamux 3y0a u necHu. OHa je ymyTuina
TJIeJIaole a caMo IOTJIe/Iaj)y Ha HHTEPHETY KaKBO
JICjCTBO Ta3upaHa muha MmomyT KoJie Majy Ha Meco 442 208 3.83
KaJa ce y iwux motond. OHO IITO ce JeIaBa Mecy y
THM BHJICHIMa jeCTe JIa Ce JICTIO BUIM KaKo KHCeITnHA
Harpusa Meco U Kako ra nedopmuine. ['azupana
nuha, TBpAK, HE MOTY UMAaTH HUIIITA Mabhe
HeraTtuBaH e(dekar Ha 37JpaBJbe HAIINX yCTa.

2.15

1.97

2.17
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Unwarranted Trust and Unwarranted Punishment: Scientistic Beliefs Predict Support for
Penalizing Science Skeptics
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SUPPLEMENT A
Table 1

The distribution of answers to penalizing behaviors and their correlations with scientistic beliefs —
Study 1

Uncritical Uncritical
Iltem 1 2 3 4 5 M SD trustin trust in
science scientists

Newspapers, magazines, and books promoting anti-
scientific views and pseudoscience should be 15.1% 18.0% 16.6% 28.8% 21.5% 3.23 1.37 26*** .15*
additionally taxed.

This society shgulq be_n)uch less tolerant of people 14.6% 151% 22.0% 32.7% 156% 3.2 1.9 A1 17
who spread anti-scientific views.

It should be prohibited by law to organize protests
against scientifically proven practices, such as 254% 15.6% 22.4% 22.0% 14.6% 285 14 i Radadel .16*
protests against compulsory vaccination of children.

People who do not vaccinate their children simply
because they do not believe in the effectiveness and
safety of vaccines should be seriously financially
sanctioned.

254% 17.6% 195% 224% 15.1% 284 142 22%F* .03

Persons who bring disrepute to science should not go o o o o 0 o o
without some kind of sanction. 195% 23.4% 244% 244% 83% 279 125 31 A7
People who treat their children with homeopathy or
other pseudoscientific means should be severely 249% 234% 17.1% 23.9% 10.7% 272 135 33x** .05
sanctioned.

Comments on the Internet written by people with
anti-scientific views should be deleted without 23.4% 224% 26.8% 16.6% 10.7% 269 1.29 43FE .28%**
hesitation.

Parents who do not believe in the safety of vaccines
should not be allowed to send their children to 30.2% 17.6% 224% 122% 17.6% 2.69 1.46 35*** .01
kindergarten.

It would be good if there were some system of
sanctioning people who advocate anti-scientific 244% 234% 21.0% 229% 83% 267 129 .34 14*
views.

Those who write comments with anti-scientific
content on the Internet should somehow be restricted

< . 26.3% 249% 17.1% 215% 102% 264 135 34xx* .20**
from accessing public platforms such as Facebook,
Twitter, YouTube, or online newspapers.
Persons who advocate anti-scientific views deserve 250% 200% 27.8% 20.0% 6.3% 261 1.24 3w 06
the public condemnation of the entire society. RS CA LA A : : '
Zggg;fi‘é‘g‘?nctﬁg%%f:'ence should be restricted from 5 o0 97306 19.0% 215% 68% 257 127 33w 20%*
fﬁi’fe'eim O roe sclentists shouldnotbegiven 55305 31206 2150 156% 3.4% 235 115 3% 18%*
People who do not get vaccinaled despite the doctors g5 206 28.3% 105% 14.1% 59% 233 123 .25+ 07
Dl_sser_n!natlc_)n of information tha@ is contrary t(? 36.1% 28.3% 21.0% 102% 4.4% 219 1.16 g7 9%
scientific evidence should be punishable by a fine.
Dissemination of information that is contrary to
scientific evidence should be punishable by a prison 36.1% 28.3% 21.0% 102% 4.4% 219 116 .30%** .09
sentence.
People who question scientific facts should be 366% 298% 185% 98% 54% 218 1.18 g 15%

restricted from appearing in the media.
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People who do not vaccinate their children just
because they do not believe in the effectiveness and 46.3% 254% 151% 9.8% 34% 199 115 A13*
safety of vaccines should be punished with prison.

Companies should not give palc_i sick leave to Fhose 59.0% 17.6% 13.7% 83% 15% 176 1.07 19k
who got sick and deliberately did not get vaccinated.
The state should not medically treat those people who

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
got sick and who deliberately did not get vaccinated. 70.2% 166% 83%  44% 05% 148 086 07

-.01

.05

.06

Note. The items are ranked by the average endorsement from the highest to lowest. * p < .05,
**p<.01, ***p<.001

206



Table 2

SUPPLEMENT B

The distribution of answers to penalizing behaviors and their correlations with scientistic beliefs —

Study 2

Item

SD

Uncritical
trust in
science

Uncritical
trust in
scientists

Newspapers, magazines, and books
promoting anti-scientific views and
pseudoscience should be additionally
taxed.

This society should be much less
tolerant of people who spread anti-
scientific views.

Persons who bring disrepute to
science should not go without some
kind of sanction.

Dissemination of information that is
contrary to scientific evidence should
be punishable by a fine.

It would be good if there were some
system of sanctioning people who
advocate anti-scientific views.

Persons who advocate anti-scientific
views deserve the public
condemnation of the entire society.

Parents who do not believe in the
safety of vaccines should not be
allowed to send their children to
kindergarten.

People who do not vaccinate their
children simply because they do not
believe in the effectiveness and
safety of vaccines should be seriously
financially sanctioned.

It should be prohibited by law to
organize protests against
scientifically proven practices, such
as protests against compulsory
vaccination of children.

People who criticize science should
be restricted from appearing in the
media.

Those who write comments with
anti-scientific content on the Internet
should somehow be restricted from
accessing public platforms such as
Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, or
online newspapers.

Comments on the Internet written by
people with anti-scientific views

13.36%

13.82%

14.29%

13.36%

16.13%

16.13%

19.82%

21.66%

21.20%

17.51%

20.74%

20.74%

11.06%

9.68%

9.68%

15.67%

14.29%

15.67%

14.29%

10.60%

14.75%

17.51%

17.51%

17.97%

12.44%

15.21%

26.27%

19.82%

19.35%

18.43%

19.35%

22.12%

17.97%

19.35%

21.20%

23.96%

19.82%

25.81%

20.74%

22.58%

22.12%

23.04%

18.43%

18.89%

17.97%

26.27%

18.89%

16.59%

43.32%

35.48%

29.03%

28.57%

28.11%

26.73%

28.11%

26.73%

28.11%

19.35%

21.66%

20.74%

3.69

3.59

341

3.37

3.32

3.29

3.21

3.18

3.17

3.12

3.03

2.99

1.45

1.41

1.37

1.39

1.43

1.42

1.49

1.49

151

1.38

1.44

1.42

45

A

.33***

453

39***

42

34

31FFx

37FF*

37FF*

35***

.36***

‘36***

.38***

.27***

413

37FF*

37FF*

2B*F*

34

30***

2BFF*

36***

.36***
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should be deleted without hesitation.

People who treat their children with
homeopathy or other pseudoscientific ~ 23.50%  18.43% 17.51% 17.97% 2258% 298 149 37F** \25%**
means should be severely sanctioned.

People who do not get vaccinated
despite the doctor's recommendation 29.03%  13.82% 20.74% 19.82% 16.59% 2.81 1.46 27x** .30***
should be fined.

Dissemination of information that is
contrary to scientific evidence should 25.35%  18.43% 24.42% 1521% 16.59% 2.79 141 A3Fr* 33xx*
be punishable by a prison sentence.

People who criticize scientists should

. - ; 24.42%  18.89% 24.88% 18.43% 13.36% 2.77 136 .34xx* 28%**
not be given space in the media.

People who question scientific facts
should be restricted from appearing 28.57%  21.20% 23.04% 13.82% 13.36% 2.62 1.38 34FH* 30%**
in the media.

People who do not vaccinate their

children just because they do not

believe in the effectiveness and 39.63% 17.51% 21.20% 10.60% 11.06% 236 1.38 L25%x* 19**
safety of vaccines should be punished

with prison.

Companies should not give paid sick
leave to those who got sick and 43.78%  16.59% 17.97% 10.60% 11.06% 2.29 14 33xx* A1
deliberately did not get vaccinated.

The state should not medically treat
those people who got sick and who 56.22%  17.05% 14.75%  4.61% 7.37% 1.9 1.25 .20%* 13*
deliberately did not get vaccinated.

Note. The items are ordered according to the average endorsement from the highest to lowest. * p <
.05, ** p<.01, *** p <.001
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SUPPLEMENT C

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of Support for penalization questionnaire items

To examine the latent structure of the Support for Penalization scale, we first conducted an
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using the Maximum Likelihood estimation method with
Promax rotation. Parallel analysis suggested retaining three factors, which collectively explained
51% of the variance. The three factors were moderately correlated (rix2 = .74, 113 = .54, 123 = .69),
and 20% of the items showed significant cross-loadings across multiple factors.

The pattern of loadings indicated that the first factor was predominantly associated with items
related to media silencing and censorship. The second factor reflected general condemnation of
anti-scientific views and support for legal penalization of such behaviors. The third factor primarily
included health-related items, such as imposing fines or prison sentences on individuals engaged in
anti-scientific practices.

However, several issues emerged that challenge the interpretability and utility of the three-factor
solution. First, the factor structure is not simple, as multiple items load across factors. Second, the
identified factors are not conceptually distinct or theoretically coherent (e.g., separating media-
related from health-related items, or distinguishing between light versus heavy penalization). Given
these limitations, we proceeded to evaluate the feasibility of modeling the scale as a single-
dimensional latent structure, which offers a more parsimonious and theoretically meaningful
representation of the data.

Table 1

Component loadings of Support for penalization questionnaire — PCA

Loading Loading Loading
Item Uniqueness
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Newspapers, magazines, and books
promoting anti-scientific views and 0.38 0.47 0.43
pseudoscience should be additionally taxed.

People who question scientific facts should

be restricted from appearing in the media. 0.65 0.462

Companies should not give paid sick leave to
those who got sick and deliberately did not 0.55 0.668
get vaccinated.

This society should be much less tolerant of

e g 31
people who spread anti-scientific views. 0.70 03
Dissemination of information that is contrary
to scientific evidence should be punishable 0.39 0.628
by a fine.
People who criticize science should be 0.90 0.33

restricted from appearing in the media.
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The state should not medically treat those
people who got sick and who deliberately did
not get vaccinated.

Comments on the Internet written by people
with anti-scientific views should be deleted
without hesitation.

Dissemination of information that is contrary
to scientific evidence should be punishable
by a prison sentence.

People who treat their children with
homeopathy or other pseudoscientific means
should be severely sanctioned.

It would be good if there were some system
of sanctioning people who advocate anti-
scientific views.

Persons who bring disrepute to science
should not go without some kind of sanction.

People who do not vaccinate their children
just because they do not believe in the
effectiveness and safety of vaccines should
be punished with prison.

Persons who advocate anti-scientific views
deserve the public condemnation of the entire
society.

Those who write comments with anti-
scientific content on the Internet should
somehow be restricted from accessing public
platforms such as Facebook, Twitter,
YouTube, or online newspapers.

It should be prohibited by law to organize
protests against scientifically proven
practices, such as protests against compulsory
vaccination of children.

People who do not vaccinate their children
simply because they do not believe in the
effectiveness and safety of vaccines should
be seriously financially sanctioned.

People who criticize scientists should not be
given space in the media.

Parents who do not believe in the safety of
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0.73

0.59

0.48

0.93

0.41

0.41

0.54

0.45

1.03

0.34

0.64

0.32

0.47

0.32

0.57

0.40

0.719

0.41

0.719

0.598

0.349

0.575

0.652

0.262

0.416

0.434

0.549

0.337

0.555



vaccines should not be allowed to send their
children to kindergarten.

People who do not get vaccinated despite the 0.88 0.34
doctor's recommendation should be fined. ' '
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Principle component analysis (PCA) of Support for penalization questionnaire items

PCA suggests all items from Support for penalization questionnaire had loadings over .30 on first
principle component. The eigenvalue of the component was 8.82 and it explained 44% of total
variance.

Table 1

Component loadings of Support for penalization questionnaire — PCA

Item Loading  Unigqueness

Newspapers, magazines, and books promoting anti-scientific views

and pseudoscience should be additionally taxed. 0.74 0.45
People who question scientific facts should be restricted from
U . 0.69 0.52
appearing in the media.
Companies should not give paid sick leave to those who got sick 0.49 0.76
and deliberately did not get vaccinated. ' '
This society should be much less tolerant of people who spread anti-
DA 0.80 0.36
scientific views.
Dissemination of information that is contrary to scientific evidence
. X 0.64 0.59
should be punishable by a fine.
People who criticize science should be restricted from appearing in
: 0.7 0.51
the media.
The state should not medically treat those people who got sick and
. : . 0.37 0.87
who deliberately did not get vaccinated.
Comments on the Internet written by people with anti-scientific 0.73 0.48
views should be deleted without hesitation. ' '
Dissemination of information that is contrary to scientific evidence
, . 0.54 0.71
should be punishable by a prison sentence.
People who treat their children with homeopathy or other
o . 0.61 0.62
pseudoscientific means should be severely sanctioned.
It would be good if there were some system of sanctioning people
S 0.81 0.34
who advocate anti-scientific views.
Persons who bring disrepute to science should not go without some 0.66 0.56

kind of sanction.

People who do not vaccinate their children just because they do not
believe in the effectiveness and safety of vaccines should be 0.54 0.71
punished with prison.
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Item Loading  Uniqueness

Persons who advocate anti-scientific views deserve the public

. : . 0.74 0.45
condemnation of the entire society.
Those who write comments with anti-scientific content on the
Internet should somehow be restricted from accessing public 0.75 0.44
platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, YouTube, or online ' '
newspapers.
It should be prohibited by law to organize protests against
scientifically proven practices, such as protests against compulsory 0.76 0.43
vaccination of children.
People who do not vaccinate their children simply because they do
not believe in the effectiveness and safety of vaccines should be 0.59 0.65
seriously financially sanctioned.
People who criticize scientists should not be given space in the 0.68 0.54
media.
Parents who do not believe in the safety of vaccines should not be 0.63 0.6
allowed to send their children to kindergarten. ' '
People who do not get vaccinated despite the doctor's 0.63 0.61

recommendation should be fined.
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Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of Support for penalization questionnaire items

The results of CFA suggest that one-factor solution fits the data well (CFI =.975, TLI =.972, NFI =
966, GFI = .972) except ¥ (x*(170) = 631.15, p > .001) and RMSEA (RMSEA = .11 [95% CI .11 -
.13]) which slightly exceeded values for acceptable fit, probably because the relatively small sample
size.

Table 2

Factor loadings of Support for penalization questionnaire — CFA

95% Cl
Factor Indicator Estimate SE z-value p

Lower  Upper

Newspapers, magazines, and books
promoting anti-scientific views and
pseudoscience should be additionally
taxed.

0.78 0.02 4949 <.001 0.75 0.82

People who question scientific facts
should be restricted from appearing in 0.75 0.02 4327 <.001 0.72 0.78
the media.

Companies should not give paid sick
leave to those who got sick and 0.61 0.02 2851 <.001 057 0.65
deliberately did not get vaccinated.

This society should be much less
tolerant of people who spread anti- 0.84 0.02 53.66 <.001 0.81 0.87
scientific views.

Dissemination of information that is
contrary to scientific evidence should be 0.64 0.02 35.88 <.001 0.6 0.67
punishable by a fine.

People who criticize science should be

. - . 0.78 0.02 4772 <.001 074 0.81
restricted from appearing in the media.

The state should not medically treat
those people who got sick and who 0.5 0.02 2425 <.001 0.46 0.54
deliberately did not get vaccinated.

Comments on the Internet written by
people with anti-scientific views should 0.77 0.02 4726 <.001 0.73 0.8
be deleted without hesitation.

Dissemination of information that is
contrary to scientific evidence should be 0.57 0.02 29.04 <.001 0.53 0.61
punishable by a prison sentence.

People who treat their children with
homeopathy or other pseudoscientific 0.62 0.02 3174 <.001 0.58 0.66
means should be severely sanctioned.

It would be gOOd if there were some 0.85 0.02 55.37 < .001 0.82 0.88
system of sanctioning people who

Factor 1
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advocate anti-scientific views.

Persons who bring disrepute to science
should not go without some kind of
sanction.

People who do not vaccinate their
children just because they do not believe
in the effectiveness and safety of
vaccines should be punished with prison.

Persons who advocate anti-scientific
views deserve the public condemnation
of the entire society.

Those who write comments with anti-
scientific content on the Internet should
somehow be restricted from accessing
public platforms such as Facebook,
Twitter, YouTube, or online newspapers.

It should be prohibited by law to
organize protests against scientifically
proven practices, such as protests against
compulsory vaccination of children.

People who do not vaccinate their
children simply because they do not
believe in the effectiveness and safety of
vaccines should be seriously financially
sanctioned.

People who criticize scientists should
not be given space in the media.

Parents who do not believe in the safety
of vaccines should not be allowed to
send their children to kindergarten.

People who do not get vaccinated
despite the doctor's recommendation
should be fined.

0.68

0.6

0.78

0.79

0.78

0.63

0.75

0.68

0.66

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

0.02

39.04

29.09

47.69

49.15

47.61

32.82

44.73

36.58

36.85

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

0.65

0.56

0.75

0.76

0.75

0.59

0.72

0.64

0.63

0.72

0.64

0.81

0.82

0.81

0.66

0.78

0.71

0.7
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SUPPLEMENT D

Assumption check

Study 1

Inter-correlations between all tested variables are reported in the main text. They indicated
no multicolinearity. Durbin-Watson statistic had a value of 1.97, indicating that the residuals are
mutually independent.

We tested for homoscedasticity using residual plot. As presented in the Figure 1, residuals
were mostly randomly distributed, meaning that the assumption of homoscedasticity was met.

Figure 1
Residual scatterplot for Study 1
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Normal distribution of residuals was tested using P-P plot (Figure 2). As the dots form almost a
straight line, we can conclude that the assumption of normality of residuals is met.

Figure 2

P-P plot for Study 1
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Figure 3 shows residuals are roughly normally distribution.

Figure 1

Histogram of Standardized residuals in Study 1

Density

Standardized Residuals
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Study 2

Inter-correlations between all tested variables are reported in the main text. They indicated
no multicolinearity. Durbin-Watson statistic had a value of 2.02, indicating that the residuals are

mutually independent.

We tested for homoscedasticity using residual plot. As presented in the Figure 4, residuals
were mostly randomly distributed, meaning that the assumption of homoscedasticity was met.

Figure 4

Residual scatterplot for Study 2
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Normal distribution of residuals was tested using P-P plot (Figure 5). As the dots form
almost a straight line, we can conclude that the assumption of normality of residuals is met.

Figure 5
P-P plot for Study 2
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Figure 6 shows residuals are roughly normally distribution.

Figure 6

Histogram of Standardized residuals in Study 2
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SUPPLEMENT E

Mediation analysis

The mediation analysis was conducted in the R lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012, R Core Team,
2021). The analysis was conducted with 5,000 bootstrapped samples to estimate the indirect effect
and its confidence intervals; and ML as estimator.

Figure 1

Mediation model of effect of Uncritical trust in science on Support for penalization with Moralizing
rationality as mediator

ab = .11%%**

Moralizing

rationality
Uncritical trust in ] C = .49%** Support for
science J c = 38%** penalization

Figure 2

Mediation model of effect of Uncritical trust in scientists on Support for penalization with
Moralizing rationality as mediator

ab =.09***

Moralizing

rationality
Uncritical trust in ] c=.41%** Support for
scientists J ¢ = 3F** penalization
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I[MPMJIOT" 5

[MTPUJIO3U 3A @A3Y 5 — CHUUJEHTUCTHYKA YBEPEIbA U ETUYKO PE3OHOBAIBE
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Bumerte kopumhene y ucTpakuBamy 0 NOBe3aHOCTH CUMjEeHTHCTUYKHUX YBEPeHmha U MOAPIIKe
PeIUTUKANMJU eTHYKH MP00JIeMATHYHHUX NICHXOJIOIIKUX eKCIlepuMeHaTa

Bumera 1

T'ogune 1961. Ctennm Munrpam je ca capaJlHUIIIMa HAa YHUBEP3UTETY JejlI CIPOBEO UCTPAKHBAEHE
y KOME Cy €KCIIEPHUMEHTAIHO UCTIUTUBAIIN KOJHMKO CY JbYIIU CIIPEMHH J]a Ce TIOBUHY]Y ayTOPUTETY.
YyecHunuma (100poBOJbIIMMA KOJH CY C€ JaBHJIM Ha J€jJIOB OrJiac) y UCTpaKUBamky j€ peUeHo Ja ce
y CTyIWjU UCHHUTYje edekar ka3He Ha Moh nmamhema. tbuxoB 3amaTak 610 je na Apyror y4yecHHKa,
KOjU je 3ampaBo OHMO TIiIyMall-CapaJHHK EKCIIEPUMEHTATOpa, Ka3He EJIEKTPOIIOKOM Kaj roj Ou
MOTPEIIHO HAaBEO ped U3 mapa Koju je Tpedano ma ynamtu (Hop. Kosza-murna). HapaBho, yueHuk
HUJe 3aicTa IPUMao CIICKTPOIIOKOBE, aJlK j€ jayKao W 3aroMarao Kao Jia ux 3aucta npuma. Kama 6u
300T TOra HCIUTAaHUK (OHA] KOJU ,KaXmaBa’) PEIIMO Ja OJIyCTaHE OJ JaJbel KaKmhaBamba,
eKCIIEpUMEHTATOP, Tj. AYyTOPHUTET, OM My HaJOXHO Ja HAcTaBH. VICTpakuBame je MOKasajo Ja je
3Ha4YajaH Opoj JbYIM Yy TOj CUTYaIlMjU HACTaBJhAO Ja Jaje CJIECKTPOIIOKOBE, a MHOTH Cy JIaBald U
€JIEKTPOIIOKOBE CMPTOHOCHE BoNTake. OHM HUCY HAINYIITAN MCTPAKUBAKHE MAKO UM OJ1 TIOYETKA
TO HUKO HUje OpaHuo, a AyTOPUTET KOJU UM j€ IaBao HaJlore Ha/l lbMMa HHUje UMao CTBapHY MON.

OBO HCTpaXMBamke ce CMaTpa eTHYKU MPOOJIEMATUYHUM jep CY MHOTH MCITUTAHULIN OWITH U3PA3HUTO
Y3HEMHUPEHHU 3allOMaramkbeM YUEHHMKa, Ka0 M Ca3HaWEM J1a Cy CIPEMHHU J1a HAHECY JIpyruma TOJIMKH
6011 300T Heyera IITO UM j€ HAJIOKEHO y eKCIIEpUMEHTAIHO) CUTYallUjH.

VY HayuHOj 3ajenHud, Mel)yTUM, OCTOJU KOHCEH3yC O TOME Ja j€ OBO HMCTPaKUBAaHE JeHA O]
HajBRXHUJUX CTYAM]ja O MOCIYIIHOCTH ayTOPUTETY KOj€ je UKaJa CIIPOBEACHO.

Bumera 2

ITouetkom 20. Beka uctpaxusauu [lon Borcon u Pozanu Pajuep ucnutuanu cy Kako ce KoJ JbyAu
yCIoBJbaBajy (y4e) emorroHanHe peakiyje. tbuxosa mpermnocraBka je Omiia 1a ce KO JbyId MOXKE
MPOU3BECTH peaKiMja CcTpaxa Ha HEyTpallHe CTUMYJyce Tako INTO OW ce MOBEe3WBAM Ca
aBEP3UBHUM OE3YCIIOBHUM CTUMYJYCOM - CTUMYJYCOM KOJH caM 10 ceOu h3a3uBa peakinjy cTpaxa.
3a y4ecHWKa y CBOM EKCIIEPHMEHTY H3a0pajii Cy JeBETOMECEYHOI Je4yaka Kora Cy Yy CBOM
U3BEILTajy Ha3zBalu ,,Anlept”. Y eKcliepuMEeHTaHO] MOCTaBIH, MOPE]] Jleyaka je CTaBJbeH Oenun
71a00paTOPHjCKH TALIOB 32 KOra je MPeTXOJHO MOKa3zaHo jaa ra ce AndepT He ruiamu. CBaku MyT
Kaga Oum AnOepT JOTakao MaloBa, €KCIEPUMEHTATOpH OM MPOM3BENM M3PA3UTO HENpujaTaH U
rjlacaH 3BYK y/AaplieM 4Yekuha Mo TBO3/E€HO] LIUMIHK, oJ Kora 6u AjOepT CBaku MyT 3aIlIaKao.
HaxoH mTo cy HEKOJIMKO IyTa MOCTYNWIN Ha ONKMcaH HauuH, Aj0epTy je caMo IMpUKa3aH Maros, Ha
mra Ou ce OH caja y3HeMHpHo M 3aruiakao. OBO HOBO MOHAIIAWkE, Tj. HOBOCTEUEHH AJIGEpTOB
CTpax OJ1 aI[0Ba UCTPAXKUBAYM CY y3€JIH Kao JJOKa3 MOI'YhHOCTH €éMOLMOHAIHOT YCIIOBJbAaBaKkha KO
nene. Takohe, AnOepT je moka3zao CIMYHE peakiyje y MPUCYCTBY APYIHX Kp3HEHUX o0jeKkaTa Kao
ITO Cy 3€ll, Mac, Kp3HEeHW KamyT, Macka J[lena Mpas3a ca yynaBoM OpaJoM, HUTH. KOJUX ce€
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MPETXOHO yommTe Huje Tramuo. OBaj HOJaTHU Pe3yiTaT y3uMa Ce Kao JI0Ka3 TeHepalu3aliuje
YCIIOBHE PEaKIvje KOl JbY/IH.

OBO HCTpaKUBambe Ce CMaTpa €THYKH MPOOJIEMAaTUYHHUM jep je y HEMY y4eCTBOBAJIO Majo JETe
KOjé HE MOXKE JlaTH CaMOCTaJHM NIpPUCTaHAK, T€ IITO 300T TOra IITO C€ JETeTOBa IMOPOIHIA
OJICceNniIa, UCTPAKUBAYU HUCY YCIIEIH J1a My OTKJIOHE HOBOCTEUYEHHU CTpPaXx.

Benmuku Opoj HayuyHHMKa cMarpa Jla je OBO jeaHA OJf HajBAXHHjUX CTyJIHja O EMOIIMOHAIHOM
YCIIOBJbABAKY KOJ JbY/H, T€ CE YECTO KOPHCTH Kao WIyCTpallija MeXaHuW3Ma HacTaHka (oowuja.
Takohe, oH cyrepuire u MoryhHoct n1a ce mocrojehe hoduje oTkIoHE Miu yoaxke Kpo3 mpoIiec.

Bumera 3

Maptun CenuniMeH U merose koiere cy 1960-ux Ha yHueps3urtery [leHcuiaBaHMja WHTEH3MBHO
UCTpaXUBaIH (PEHOMEH ,,HaydeHe OecrtoMOhHOCTH. Y KJbYYHOM €KCHEPUMEHTY MOCTOjajie Cy TPH
rpyne maca. [lac u3 mpBe rpyre OMO je CMEMTEeH y MoceOHYy KOHCTPYKIH]Y KOja Ta je apikana Ha
MECTYy W HHUINTAa My ce Huje nemaBaino. [lac u3 npyre u nac u3 tpehe rpymne cy Owiu moBe3aHu
MyTEeM UACHTUYHUX KOHCTPYKIMja, C TUM IITO UM je OMO 3a/1aBaH eJICKTpUYHU mOoK. [lac u3 apyre
rpyle je UMao MPWIKMKY Ja MyTeM jeJHOT NMpPeKHuIada 3ayCTaBu HENpHUjaTaH IIOK UCTOBPEMEHO 3a
cebe u 3a mca u3 Tpehe rpymne, JOK mpekuaad MCHpen Ica u3 tpehe rpyne Huje MMao HUKaKaB
edekar Ha MPUCYCTBO IIOKa — 0e3 003upa Ha TO Ja JHU je Mac MPUTHUCKAO MpPEeKHaad Wiu HHje,
IIIOKOBH CY C€ JelIaBaik. Y TOj CUTyallMju KOJ raca u3 Tpehe rpyre CTBOPEH je yTHUCaK Ja je MoK
Heus0exaH, JAa HajJ BUM HEMajy HUKAKBY KOHTpPOIY, JIOK je KOJ maca W3 JIpyre rpyne CTBOpEH
ocehaj xonTpone Ham OonHMM cTuMylnycuMa. HakHamHO Cy CBU OBH TICH OWJIM CMEIITEHU Y
Ipyravujy CUTYyalujy — KyTHjy Koja je To/ieJbeHa Ha JBa Jiejia pa3BOjeHa MaJOM MPETrpajoM Kojy
Cy IICH JIaKO MOTJIM JIa TIpecKoue. Y jeHOM Jieny KyTHje, THO je OMII0 eNeKTPUYHO IPOBOJBUBO, T€
CY UM Ty 3aJlaBaHH €JIEKTPUYHH ILIOKOBH, JOK j€ Y APYroM JieNy KyTHje JHO OUJIO M30JI0BaHO, 1a je
Ty 6uno 6e36enH0 u 6e3 cTpyje. [lcu u3 nmpBe u Apyre rpymne cy Op30 OTKPUIHU Ja Ce MPECKaAKaAhEM
orpajzie MOTy CHAacHTH €JEeKTPUYHOI IIOKa, JOK cy Icu u3 Tpehe rpyme (rpyme 6e3 KOHTpoJe)
ocrajanu Aa Tprne 0onHe cTuMyityce. VicTpakuBauu Cy Ha OCHOBY €KCIIEPHMEHTA 3aKJbYUMIIN J1a CY
ncu y tpehoj rTpymwm, ycien yTHCKa Ja Cy eNeKTPUYHU IIOKOBH HEW30€XKHH ,,HAYUWIH
6ecriomohHoCT”.

OBaj eKkCIepUMEHT ce cMaTpa €THYKH MNpoOieMaTHYHUM jep MOoJpa3yMeBa HaHoIIewma Oona u
HENpHjaTHOCTH KUBUM Onhuma.

ExcniepuMeHT je MCTOBPEMEHO jaKo BakaH jep je OoMOryhnmo pasyMeBame pasiMYUTHX OOJHKa
JbYJICKAX TIOHAIIakha Kao IITO Cy TPIUBEHE HACHIba, HECIPEMHOCT COIMjaTHO YIPOXKEHUX 1A
notrpaxke momoh, pa3BHjame yTUCKAa HEKOMIIETCHTHOCTH Yy HIKOJH, TIOCIY M JPYTHM oOjacTuMma
YKUBOTA, Ka0 M pa3Boja Jenpecuje.
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Bbuorpadmuja

ITerap Jlykuh je pohen 23. debGpyapa 1992. ronmune y beorpamy. OcHOBHE akajeMcCKe
crynuje ncuxonoruje Ha dunozodckom dakynrery Yumpepsurera y beorpany ymmcao je 2011.
ronuue, a 3aBpmmo 2015. roguHe ca mpocedyHoMm oreHoM 8.64. Mactep akajgemMcke CTyAuje Ha
dunozopckom dakynarery Yuuepsurera y beorpany ynucao je 2015. ronune, a 3aBpumo 2017.
roguHe ca npocedHoMm oreHoMm 10.00. Macrep pan monx Ha3MBOM Bepogarse y KOHMPAOUKMOPHE
meopuje 3asepe onbpanuo mox MmeHTopcTBoM Ap Hpmc Kexem. Onx 2019. 3amocien je Ha
dunozodckom dpakynTeTy YHUBEp3uTeTa y beorpamy kao uctpakupad.

ITerap je Toxom mkosicke 2013/14 u 2016/17 ydyectBoBao y m3Bohemy HacTaBe Ha KypcCy
Ilcuxonoeuja nuunocmu ¥Kao JAeMOHCTpaTop, a TokoM mmkoiicke 2018/19 u 2019/20 kao
JIeMOHCTpaTop Ha Kypey [lcuxonowke wxone u npasyu Ha OunozodhckoM QakynaTeTy
Yuusep3utera y beorpany. Unan je Jlabopamopuje 3a ucmpasicusarbe uHOUBUOVAIHUX DPA3IUKA
(JIUPA) ox 2016. rogune. 2019. roguHe y4ecTBOBaO je Ha MpojeKTy HMoenmugpukayuja, meperse u
PA360] KOCHUMUBHUX U eMOYUOHATHUX KOMNEMEHYUja BadCHUX OpYUImey OpUjeHmucaHom Ha
egponcke unmezpayuje (1O 179018). On janyapa 2022. no janyapa 2025. roquHe yuecTBOBao je Ha
npojexty Cucmem uUpayuoHAIHUX Y8eperd KAO KOHYEenmyaiHd NnoeesHuya uzmehy NncuxonrouKux
oucno3uyuja u ynumuux 30paecmeeHux npaxcu (puHancupaH oj cTtpaHe DoHaa 3a HaAYKy
Peny6nuke Cpbuje y okBupy nporpama UJIEJE (#7739597).

ITerap je ox 2016. mo 2017. 6uo craxkucra MHCTHTYTA 32 MEHTAITHO 3/1paBibe y beorpany Ha
MO3UIIMjU TICUXO0JIOTA, T/IE j€ Pauo Ha IMOCIOBUMA MPOLICHE JIMYHOCTH M KOTHUTUBHUX KallaluTeTa
y OKBHpPY AMjarHOCTHYKE MpolleHe mnamnujeHata Ha Opesbemy 3a mncuxoruyHe mopemehaje. Ilo
3aBpIIETKY CTaXa, MOJIOKHUO je JPXKABHH UCITUT MUHUCTAPCTBA 3/IpaBJba 3a rncuxosore. [lerap nma
Y BHILETOJUIIKHE UCKYCTBO Y MOJIEpHpamy UHTEpPBjya U (QOKYC rpyna y UCTpaKMBamkHUMa JaBHOT
MHCHA U TOTPOIIAYKUX UCKYyCTaBa.

bubmmorpadujy Ilerpa Jlykuha ynan 18 Hayunux pagosa y kareropujama M21, M22, M23,
M24 u M45. Aytop je Bume o 20 caommTemha Ha HAYyYHUM CKYITIOBHMa Y 36MJbH U HHOCTPAHCTBY.
Ob6nacTtu unTepecoBama [lerpa Jlykuha cy conujanna ncuxosoruja (IoBepewme y HAyKy, BEPOBAHE
y TeopHje 3aBepe), 3APaBCTBEHO MOHAIIame, KIMHUYKA MPOIIEHa U MEHTAJIHO 37PaBJbe, TUUYHOCT Y
pasHOM KOHTEKCTY. Y CBOJUM HCTpaXHBambHMa NMPUMEHYje M KBAaHTHTATUBHY M KBAIWTATHBHY
MeToosIoTHjy. Periensupao je pamoBe 3a Mehynapomane uacommce British Journal of Social
Psychology, Current Psychology, Ethics & Behavior, International Journal of Psychology, Public
Understanding of Science, Personality and Individual Differences, Psychological Reports, Studia
Psychologica. Bumie myra je y4ecTBOBao y MPOMOIMjH IICHXOJIOTHjEe Ka0 HAyKe Yy CpeACTBHMA
JaBHOT HHOGOpPMHCamka Kao LITO Cy pajnuo, TeJIeBU3Nja, JHEBHA IITaMIa, UT/.






H3jasa o ayTopcTBY

Nwme u nipesume ayropa: Ilemap Jlykuh

bpoj unnekca: 47717-1

NsjaBibyjem
7l je JIOKTOpCKa JucepTaluja noJ HacJI0BOM
Ilcuxonowxu acnexmu cuujeHmLBMa

® PE3YyJTaT CONCTBCHOT UCTPAKUBAYKOI pala,

e Ja JucepTanMja y LEIMHU HU y JEeJOBMMa HHUje Ouia MpeasioskeHa 3a CTHUIambe Ipyre
JTUIUIOME TpeMa CTYAM]CKUM IporpaMumMa JIpyruxX BUCOKOIIKOJICKUX YCTaHOBA;

® J1a Cy pC3yJITaTu KOPECKTHO HABCACHHU U

® Ja HUCAM KpIIWJa ayTOPCKa MpaBa M KOPUCTUIIA MHTEIEKTYalIHy CBOJUHY JPYTUX JIUIIA.

VY beorpany, IHornuc ayropa

- ez e






H3jaBa 0 NCTOBETHOCTH IITAMIIAHE H €JIEKTPOHCKE Bep3Hje TOKTOPCKOT paaa

Nwme u npesume aytopke: Illemap Jlykuh

bpoj unnekca: 41117-1

Crynujcku nporpam: Ilcuxonozuja

Hacnos pana: Ilcuxonowmku acnekmu cuyujenmuszma

Mentopka: op Hpuc /Kexcen

U3jaBspyjem 1a je mrammnana Bep3uja MOT JOKTOPCKOT pajia MICTOBETHA €IEKTPOHCKO] BEP3UjU KOy
caM Ipesiao paau Noxpamema y JIurutaiHoM peno3uTopujymy YHuBep3urera y beorpany.

Jlo3BoJbaBaM Jia ce 06jaBe MOjU JIMYHU MOJAIM Be3aHH 3a 100Mjambe akaJeMCKOT Ha3uBa JOKTOpa
HayKa, Kao IITO Cy UME U Mpe3uMe, TOANHA U MECTO poljera u 1aTym oalOpaHe paja.

OBH JTMYHU MOAALM MOTY ce 00jaBUTH Ha MPEXHUM CTpaHULIaMa JUTHTalIHE OUOINOoTeKe, Y
eJIEKTPOHCKOM KaTaJlory U y nmyOsinkanujama Y HuBepaurteta y beorpany.

VY beorpany, IMornme ayropa

28.02.2025. q\ Q&‘L\” JL)Y -






H3sjaBa o kopumhemwy

Osnamthyjem YHupep3uteTcky 6ubmuotexy ,,CBerozap Mapkosuh* na y Jlururannu
perno3uToprjyM YHuBep3uTera y beorpaay yHece Mojy TOKTOPCKY JUCEPTAIN]y MO HACTIOBOM:

Hcuxonowku acnekmu cyujenmusma

KOja je MOje ayTOPCKO JEO.

JlucepTraiyjy ca CBUM MPUIIO3UMa IIpe/iajia caM y eIeKTPOHCKOM (hopMaTy MOroJHOM 3a TPajHO
apXUBHpAmbE.

Mojy TOKTOPCKY IUCEPTAIH]y MOXpambeHy Y JJMrUTaTHOM Perno3uToprjyMy Y HUBEp3UTETa Y
Beorpany u nocTynHy y OTBOPEHOM MPUCTYITY MOTY Jia KOPUCTE CBU KOjH MOIITYjy 0JIpenoe
caapkane y ogabpanom tuny auienne Kpeatusue 3ajeauuiie (Creative Commons) 3a Kojy cam ce
OJUTYy4HO/T1a.

1. AyropctBo (CC BY)
@AyTopCTBo — nexomepuujaiHo (CC BY-NC)
3. AyropctBo — HekoMepujaiaHo — 6e3 mpepana (CC BY-NC-ND)
4. AyTopcTBO — HEKOMepIHjaaHO — AeauTh o uctuM yeimosuma (CC BY-NC-SA)
5. AyropctBo — 6e3 mpepaaa (CC BY-ND)
6. AyropcTtBo — aenuth nox uctuM yeiosuma (CC BY-SA)

(Monumo 1a 3a0Kpy>KUTE caMmo jeAHY O]l IIeCcT MOHYHEeHUX JTUIESHITH.
Kparak onuc nuieHIu je cacTaBHH JIe0 OBE H3jaBe).

VY Bbeorpany, IHoTnuc ayropa

28.02.2025. Q\ i w‘v JL )9 -



1. AyropctBo. Jlo3BOoJbaBaTe yMHOXKABAHE, AUCTPUOYIH]Y U JaBHO CAOIIITABaKkE JIeja, U Mpepaje,
aKo ce HaBeJle UMe ayTopa Ha Ha4KMH ojpel)eH o011 cTpaHe ayTopa WM J1aBaolia JIUIEHIIE, YaK U Y
KoMepirjaiHe cBpxe. OBo je HajcI000IHH]ja O CBUX JIMIICHIIN.

2. AyTopcTBO — HEKOMepIjasiHo. [[o3BosbaBaTe yMHOKaBamwke, TUCTPUOYIIH]Y U JaBHO
caollITaBame JIeNa, U Ipepajie, ako ce HaBee UMe ayTopa Ha HauuH ojpeheH o1 ctpaHe ayropa
WM aBaolia auieHie. OBa JMIIeHIIa He 103B0JbaBa KOMEPLIMjaIHy yIoTpely aena.

3. AyTopcTBO — HEKOMepuHrjaiHo — 6e3 mpepazna. Jlo3BospaBaTe yMHOXKaBambe, JUCTPUOYLH]Y U
JaBHO caolIITaBame Jena, 0e3 MpoMeHa, MPeoOINKOBaba HIIH YIIOTpeOe esla y CBOM eIy, ako ce
HaBeJle UMe ayTopa Ha HauuH oxpeheH o/ cTpaHe ayTopa WwiK AaBaoua jguneHme. OBa JIuieHna ne
7103B0JbAaBa KOMEPIMjaIHy ynoTpedy Aena. Y OJHOCY Ha CBE OCTAaJIe JIULEHIIE, OBOM JIMIIEHIIOM Ce
orpannyaBa Hajpehu oOuM npaBa Kopuinhema jaena.

4. AyTOpCTBO — HEKOMEPIIMjAIHO — JACNUTH MOJ] UICTUM ycioBuMa. Jl03BoJbaBaTe yMHOXKABAbE,
IUCTpUOYIIN]y U jaBHO CaONINTaBamkbEe Jelia, ¥ Ipepajie, ako ce HaBele MMe ayTopa Ha HAauuH
onpeheH oJ] cTpaHe ayTopa WM JaBaolia JHUICHIE U aK0 ce Tpepaja TUCTpHOynpa mox UCTOM HITH
cimyHOM JureHiioM. OBa JMIeHIIa He J03B0JbaBa KOMEPLHjaIHy YIOTpeOy aena u mpepaja.

5. AyropctBo — 6€3 npepana. J[o3BosbaBaTe yMHOXKaBambe, TUCTPUOYIIH]Y U JaBHO CAOTIITABAKE
nena, 0e3 mpoMeHa, MPeodINKOBamba WM YIIOTpeOe Jiesia y CBOM ey, aKO ce HaBe/le MMe ayTopa
Ha HauuH oJpeheH oJ cTpaHe ayTopa win AaBaoua juueHue. OBa JMLeHIa 103B0/baBa
KOMEpIIH]jaJIHy YyIoTpeOy aena.

6. AyTOpCcTBO — JIEIUTH TIOJT UCTUM yclloBUMa. J[03BOJbaBaTe YMHOXKaBaWkE, JUCTPUOYIIU]Y U JABHO
CaoNIlTaBamke Jeila, U IPepaje, ako ce HaBeJe MMe ayTopa Ha HauuH oapeheH ox cTpaHe ayropa
WIX JaBaola JHUIEHLE U aKo ce Mpepaaa AUCTpuOynpa Mol UICTOM MM CIIMYHOM JinieHnom. OBa
JIMIIEHIA JI03B0JbaBa KOMEpIIMjaliHy yrnoTpeOy aena u npepajaa. Cinuysa je copTBEpCKUM
JUIEHIIAMa, OJIHOCHO JIMIIEHIIaMa OTBOPEHOT KOJIa.



