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1. ABSTRACT
Consciousness is mysterious and very abstract in meaning. A general definition of
consciousness might be : « a general state of being aware of and responsive to one’s
surroundings ». The philosophy of mind can give us an exhaustive overview of the many
philosophical stances surrounding consciousness and mental processes. This theoretical
ground is elementary to clarify what the researchers are looking for : Is there mental processes
or simply correlates of the ongoing mind flow that we call consciousness ? Do we have a
strict common identity between the mental and the physical ? Or, is there a huge gap between
what cognitive neuroscience can understand and the non reducible qualitative features of
conscious phenomena ?
In this particular study, cognitive biases such as conspiracy mentality and espistemic
relativism or the cognitive reflection ability were used to clarify to what extend the
dimensions of the mind could be subjected to biases. Indeed, the relevant five factors of the
mind were called naïve representations of the mind, because of the targeted unexpert and
heterogenous population.
With the aim to make sense of the underlying structure of philosophy of mind, the creation of
a questionnaire (The Philosophy of Mind Scale) based on the litterature (Heil, 2013) followed
up by a principal component analysis were undertaken. Then, correlational analyses and
stepwise multiple regression analyses were used to grasp the reciprocal or causal patterns
between the constructs. Finally, a structural equation modeling part was initiated to show
graphically how the dimensions of the mind can be subjected to cognitive biases.
In general, two main views of the mind were exempt from cognitive biases or irrational
thinking mode : The Strict Neuroscience View of Mind representing the cornerstone of the
current epistemology in cognitive neurosciences and also The Non-Reducible View of Mind
which relates to a causal dependency of mental states to brain states without any reductionism
or elimination of the qualitative aspect of mental states. Indeed, these two theoretical
approaches can potentially be used to direct and (or) interpret cognitive neuroscience
experiments without being afraid to fall into a biased or irrational judgment whether solid
scientific proofs are given.
Keywords : philosophy of mind, conspiracy mentality, epistemic relativism, cognitive
reflection ability, naïve representations, principal component analysis, correlational
analyses, stepwise multiple regression analyses.
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2. LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
BH
CB
CD
CI
CM
CRT
CS
CT
DV
EL
EP
FT
FUD
GCBS
HAD
ID
IS
IT
IV
LRA
MCS
MRA
NRP
OC
PCA
PL
PMB
POM
RTM
WAI
WV

Behaviorism
Conspiracy Beliefs
Cartesian Dualism
Conspiracy Ideation
Conspiracy Mentality
Cognitive Reflection Test
Consciousness
Conspiracy Theories
Dependent Variable
Eliminativism
Epiphenomenalism
Functionalism
Fear of Uncertainty associated with Death
Generic Conspiracy Beliefs Scale
Hypersensitive Agency Detection
Idealism
Intentional Stance
Identity Theory
Independent Variable
Linear Regression Analysis
Mentality Conspiracy Scale
Multiple Regression Analysis
Non-Reductive Physicalism
Occasionalism
Principal Component Analysis
Parallelism
Post-modern beliefs
Philosophy of Mind
Representational Theory of Mind
Worldview Assessment Instrument
World View
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3. INTRODUCTION
3.1 Consciousness Research and Conspiracy Theories
Consciousness is one of the most puzzling mystery in philosophy and science. When
scientists engage into the science of the mind, they must grasp the underlying philosophies
behind it to direct their experiments and, most of all, to avoid or minimize the biases along the
way. Nowadays, we are confronted with a tremendous amount of informations coming mainly
from social medias but also from more official sources as papers, books, radio and television
broadcasting. Indeed, the conceptualization of the external world can easily be biased or
misinterpreted because of disinformations circulation on the internet (Hills, 2019). Most of
our cognitive biases are enhanced by the highly « selective » and information-rich
environments such as the social medias which are subjected to the algorithmic funnel
exacerbating a confirmation bias (Wagner-Egger, 2020). Moreover, the resulting rigid and
delimitated communauties prevent groups from keeping an open and rational scientific-like
mindset. On a more experimental and statistical standpoint, information proliferation can
potentially generate an increase of hypotheses which enhances the number of covariates
leading to a growing number of type I error which in turn, induce more false positive results
in research. (Hills, 2019).
In the current state of philosophy of mind and consciousness research, the co-existing
numerous philosophical trends show the current scientific crisis, theorized by Thomas Kuhn,
in which we are stucked (Kuhn, 2018). In fact, consciousness can be seen as an abstract
concept which is tigthly linked to philosophy and the research around conscious phenomena
depends upon a few dominant paradigms such as the materialist-like functionalist trend which
categorizes consciousness as an epiphenomenon depending on some neural correlates and
aims at elaborating some complex computational analogies to understand cognition. However,
a clear definition and understanding of consciousness is very far away to be resolved as
several antipodic paradigms are still existing and very much present in « folk neuroscience »
or scientific research.
In our post-modern societies, we are confronted with a great amount of « new age trends »
where the subjective inner perception is greatly valued. As a matter of fact, there exists a
flourishing amount of books, TV shows and articles on the new forms of spirituality which
can be regrouped under the scope of a « new-age culture » putting forward the Mind-Body-
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Spirit reciprocal interactions on a more holistic standpoint (Heelas et al., 2005). As scientists,
we must delimitate the truth from beliefs by strict experimental protocols and avoidance of
cognitive biases. However, we must also keep an open mind and confront our viewpoints or
paradigm with possible valuable scientific counter-arguments. Most of all, we need to
understand clearly how science grows over time and which kind of biases human beings are
confronted with in order to direct solid scientific experiments with the most open mind
possible. Cognitive selection with regard to confirmation bias, the tendency to accept
information only when it resonates with our own belief system and to reject non-confirmatory
facts, is one example of an unrational thinking mode that must be avoided in science (Fenster,
2008).
Another quite new research framework in social psychology is dedicated to conspiracy
theories which can be seen as a suspicious and paranoid mentality regarding the existing order
including social, political and economical mainstreams. For instance, conspirationists believe
in a secret control of the government in our modern societies involving deliberate harmfull
plots (Fenster, 2008). Conspiracy beliefs can be subdivided into two main categories as :
secular and supernatural trends (van der Tempel & Alcock, 2015). Indeed, conspiracy theories
are highly structured and internally consistent but the interpretations are mainly endless and
evolve into a recursive circle of reasoning (Fenster, 2008). The great paradox of conspiracy
believers is that they want to decipher the truth in a repetitive and sustained intellectual effort
to discover some « hidden truth » which might causally underpin some general outstanding
facts or events (Fenster, 2008). Here, we can understand the process as a wish to simplify the
reality by the way of a unique plot sustaining complexe or just random phenomena. WagnerEgger & Bangerter (2007) talked about a « disconfort towards ambiguïty » (Wagner-Egger &
Bangerter, 2007). What is very interesting is the widespread action of this phenomenon which
demonstrates an intolerance towards ambiguïty or complexity that we can found in
epistemology too. In conclusion, we can stipulate that conspiracy mentality will minimize the
rational thinking mode especially important when we study consciousness.

3.2 Conspiracy Mentality
There are many different kind of scales which aim at measuring conspiracist ideation. Several
research focused on measuring CI by using specific and popular claims of conspiracy as the
spread of HIV/AIDS or the spatial mission Appolo 11 with a Likert-rating scale to evaluate
the agreement of participants with regard to each conspiracies (Brotherton et al., 2013). Many
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issues need to be addressed when researchers use this type of scales. The first one concerns
the ecological validity of the scale because much of the idiosycrastic statements (items) are
culturally situated and might be irrelevant for some populations (Brotherton et al., 2013).
Moreover, the arbitrariness of items selection can lead to a low construct validity whether
statements reflect only a little part of the construct (CI) and could potentially result in a low
explained variance. Plus, the shortness of the scale might pose many issues as a flawed
content validity (Brotherton et al., 2013).
More adequate psychometric instruments would be the Generic Conspiracy Beliefs Scale
(GCBS) or the Conspiracy Mentality Scale (MCS) which both include general statements
about unspecific beliefs regarding the government or any kind of CTs. A selective process of
items choice can increase the content validity of the scale and also cross-cultural assessment
possibilities by the mean of the decontextualization of statements (Brotherton et al., 2013).

3.3 Cognitive Biases and Conspiracy Beliefs
Cognitive biases are inherents of human reasoning nature including several limitations mainly
known as « bounded rationality ». In order to avoid biases in cognitive science, we must
understand clearly what kind of inclinations can induce a flawed experimental design or
spurious interpretations. Conspiracy mentality is a great example of bias that demonstrates
clearly how human reasoning can drift away from rationality. For instance, the tendency to
infer deliberated intentions for ambiguous situations is proper to conspiracy believers
(Brotherton & French, 2015). The social nature of human beings push them to attribute
intentions and mental states to their conspecifics in order to cope with social situations.
However, over-attribution of intentions can lead people to endorse biased assumptions about
situations. This is called : the intentionality bias (Brotherton & French, 2015). This humanlike way of thinking can lead to several heterogeneous, more or less related biases such as
anthropomorphization which represents the tendency to attribute intentionality to nonhuman
animals and inert objects. Brotherton & French (2015) investigated the correlation between
GCBS and anthropomorphism. They found out a moderate and positive correlation, r (81) =
.39, p < .001. Previous research have also found that religious and supernatural beliefs are
associated with anthropomorphism (Petrican & Burris, 2012). Moreover, a statistically
significant outcome appears for a quite small correlation between domain-general intentional
attribution biases and conspiracist ideation, r (84) = .22, p <.05. However, there was no
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significant positive correlation between intentional bias and anthropomorphism, r (84) = .10,
p = .37 which suggests that different underlying processes are active.
Another interesting bias is the teleological bias which encompasses the attribution of a final
cause to natural events or entities (Wagner-Egger et al., 2018). Indeed, the « final cause »
explanation is anchored in archaical cognition under which complex events are explained by
goal-directed situations and a « big picture »

like creationism. In effect, analytical and

rational thinking mode assessed by the mean of the well-known cognitive reflection test
(CRT) is negatively correlated with conspiracy inclinations and esoterism. Moreover,
conspiracism and rejection of science were positively correlated (Wagner-Egger et al., 2018).
This particular point can lead to the hypothesis of a possible positive correlation between
post-modern beliefs and conspiracy mentality. It is crucial to avoid a teleological bias in
science which can ultimately lead to the acceptance of anti-scientific views or conspiracy
drifts.
A number of studies are focusing on perceptual and attentional biases when endorsing
paranormal or conspiracy beliefs. Indeed, such biases differ drastically for two heteregeneous
populations as : believers in conspiration and skeptics. To further the reasearch, cognitive
scientists used the Navon task which consists of reporting the global or local shapes of figures
composed of congruent or incongruent smaller shapes with regard to the whole shape (van
Elk, 2015). Notably, there are two possible types of interferences such as the global-to-local
interference effect where incongruent global information interfers with local shapes and the
local-to-global interference effect where incongruent local information interfers with the
representation of the global form. The most crucial outcome coming from this study was that
believers in conspiracy plots tended to show a stronger local-to-global bias which indicates
that conspiracists are focusing heavily on details without taking into consideration the
environment (van Elk, 2015). However, this particular bias was not relevant to categorize
paranormal inclinations which may indicate two different underlying perceptual processes
which guide people to endorse one sort of belief (conspiracy one) or the other (paranormal
one).
One of the crucial bias in human-reasoning downsides is the conjunction fallacy which is
comprehensible by the concept of the representativeness heuristic from Tversky and
Kahneman (1983). Indeed, overestimation of occurences for a conjunction of events is at the
core of the fallacy. Previous studies have demonstrated a particular inclination for this bias in
a paranormal believers population which uses mainly subjective probabilities instead of a
rational probabilistic reasoning (Brotherton & French, 2014). It was revealed that people who
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make more likely conjunction errors are prone to accept conspiracy beliefs as well, this
tendency can be seen under the scope of domain-general conjunctive events which suggests a
general underlying common cognitive mechanism (Brotherton & French, 2014). Another
striking bias is the proportionality bias which consists of an attribution of small causes to
common events and major causes to more incredible events (Douglas et al., 2016). This
particular cognitive mechanism can be seen within conspiracists too.

3.3.1 Hypersensitive Agency Detection (HAD)
Agency detection refers to the cognitive tendency to attribute intentionality where it is very
unlikely to exist and seems to be an evolutionary cognitive ability which serves to pinpoint
the environmental occurences and to react rapidly when confronted with ambiguous situations
(Douglas et al., 2016). HAD was mainly used to explain paranormal and religious beliefs such
as synchronicity instead of coincidence. One mediator of HAD is anthropomorphism which
enhances the tendency to attribute intentionality or agency. Douglas et al (2016) found out
that conspiracy inclinations were predicted by HAD and more interestingly, that education
plays a crucial role in agency detection by lowering the sensitivity to agency and thus,
lowering the endorsment of CBs.

3.3.2 Level of Education
Higher level of education has been attributed to a lower inclination toward conspiracy beliefs
in several studies. For instance, it was shown that the education level will predict the extend
to which someone will endorse and accept a conspiracy plot (Douglas et al., 2016). Education
will also induce a decrease in what is called : « the myside bias » representing the biased way
in which people will evaluate and test hypotheses with regard to their prior opinions (Douglas
et al., 2016). Thus, education level and critical thinking may prevent people to endorse false
beliefs and, by extend, fall into a biased judgment.

3.3.3 The Cognitive Reflection Ability
Biased judgment and decision inclinations can reliably be predited by the well-known
cognitive reflection test (CRT) which aims at elicitating an intuitive (system 1) reflection
mode instead of a more rational and logical-based reasoning (system 2) (Kahneman &
Frederick, 2002). Indeed, a more reflective endeavour to address the enigmas included in a
conventional CRT will allow participants to overcome a wrong instantaneous answer and to
deepen into an effortful and rational reasoning mode to get the correct response. With regard
to the main goals of this work, a rational-reasoning mode linked to a larger amount of correct
10

responses in the CRT should be correlated with a weaker tendency towards conspiracy
mentality and irrational beliefs such as PMBs because high-level cognitive reflection prevents
from cognitive biases in general.

3.4 Supernatural Beliefs, New-Age Beliefs and Irrationality
3.4.1 Creationism
Creationism involves a supervenience principle stating that every aspects of the universe
comes from a divine creation above all human concepts. Indeed, such construct has been
correlated to conspiracism with great significance when controlling for age and educational
level, pr (1082) = .45, p < .05 (Wagner-Egger et al., 2018). Moreover, the seemingly
underlying common bias is the famous teleological thinking bias which represents the
attribution of a final purpose in daily events.

3.4.2 Anthropomorphism
Anthropomorphism concerns the propensity to attribute human-like attitudes or intentions to
nonhuman animals or objects. As said before, anthropomorphic tendencies are associated with
supernatural or religious beliefs (Brotherton & French, 2015). Moreover, a moderate and
positive correlation was found in a study on conspiracist ideation between CI and
anthropomorphism, r (81) = .39, p < .001 (Brotherton & French, 2015). Furthermore, as
shown before, anthropomorphism despite being distinct from intentionality perception seems
to mediate the link between HAD and CB inclinations (Douglas et al., 2016). More
interestingly, there could be a possible overlap between anthropomorphism and postmodern/new-age beliefs which will be of great interest to investigate in future research.

3.4.3 Paranormal Beliefs
Paranormal Beliefs have been linked to conspiracy beliefs by showing a positive correlation
between both constructs. A following regression analysis demonstrates that paranormal
beliefs were predicting CB tendencies (Douglas et al., 2016). Another striking point concerns
manicheism, a strong dualistic belief system which is associated with a conspiracist thinking
mode (Oliver & Wood, 2014). In fact, investigations of dualistic views of the world such as
cartesian dualism and the relationships with conspiracy inclinations should be relevant as we
will see farther in this work.
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3.4.4 Irrationality
In our current societies, we can observe a new way of thinking that refutes progressively the
scientific evidence in order to turn the inner self into a more intuitive and internal mindset.
The shifting of paradigms surrounding spirituality heads towards a more subjective-life form
of the sacred (Heelas et al., 2005). Indeed, our modern societies are mainly divided into a
secular way of thinking aligned with the scientific evidence and a new sacralized form
encompassing the inner truth and a more holistic approach to life and consciousness. This
actual new paradigm is made of all holistic milieu which regroups several alternative healing
medicines. People who agree with such approach are in accordance with what is called : « the
new age beliefs » that we will look in details in the next subchapter. New-age beliefs or postmodernism can be seen under the scope of irrationality because it encompasses numerous
aspects that contradict the current scientific rationalism such as pseudoscience, science
denialism or alernative facts (Fasce, 2020). Moreover, Wagner-Egger & Bangerter (2007)
investigated the possible correlation between irrationality and CBs. They evaluated several
culturally situated conspiracist plots and figure out two factors : CT system and CT
minorities. Indeed, they found out that irrationality was a significant predictor for CT system
(Wagner-Egger & Bangerter, 2007). Thus, further research should be of interest in order to
deepen into the possible relations between post-modern inclinations and CTs.

3.4.5 New-age Beliefs and Post-modernism
This current state of post-truth can also be understood by the dichotomy between secularism
and sacralism which have been confronted during centuries. Indeed, our modern societies
have seen a new form of spirituality named « new age » or subjective-life forms of the sacred
(Heelas et al., 2005). In parallel, we saw a decrease in authoritary and life-as forms of the
sacred such as congregational and dogmatic religions. Notably, we can look at a new way of
being spiritual which is very analogous to our proliberal societies. It encompasses a subjective
turnover coupled with an holistic view of the mind-body-universe reciprocal relationships.
Heelas and al (2005) calculated a decrease of one third in Church attendance in Great Britain
in comparison with a flourishing increase of holistic activities such as yoga, transcendental
meditation or alternative medicines. Moreover, there exists a cultural transformation towards
what the authors call a spiritual revolution because of the incredible amount of books, articles,
health-care system, education-based spirituality or spiritual centers around the globe (Heelas
et al., 2005). More interestingly, there seems to be a clear shifting in personal beliefs about
spirituality. In effect, a major shift towards inner-life spirituality seems to appear including a
12

predominance of God’s representation as a higher state of consciousness to support a drastical
shift in the beliefs system underlying spirituality.

3.5 Personality Traits : Schizotypy, Paranoïa, Anxiety and Anomia
Several personality tendencies have been related to conspiracy mentality such as
machiavelism, paranoia, schizotypy or anomia. Here, we will show a non-exhaustive
compendium of personality characteristics linked to conspiracy mentality. First of all, the
schizotypical population is of striking interest because it encompasses paranoid features
including perceptual, social and affective deficits (van der Tempel & Alcock, 2015).
Moreover, schizotypical inclinations have been associated with HAD. Notably, the high-level
of uncertainty surrounding subjective experiences in schizotypical individuals may lead to
compensatory mechanisms such as HAD and CM (van der Tempel & Alcock, 2015). Another
personality trait is paranoia which represents a defensive and highly inadequate posture
towards an harmful social environment and people. We can differenciate the clinical paranoid
type which sees the world against himself and the paranoid type which sees a widely
dangerous world and a general plot against one culture or nation (Wagner-Egger & Bangerter,
2007). Indeed, a relevant factorial analysis showed that paranoia was included in a wider
factor named : Fear & Distrust which regroups a lack of confidence, anomia, anxiety and
paranoia. This main factor correlated positively with CT system involving a large mistrust
towards the system (Wagner-Egger & Bangerter, 2007). Moreover, personal anxiety seen
under the scope of our « modern anxiety-provoking societies » was also related to CT sytem
as well as anomia, a critical personal situation linked to a weak sense of control over the
environment (Wagner-Egger & Bangerter, 2007). In our study, only anxiety associated with
the uncertainty of death will be investigated.

3.6 Fear of The Uncertainty Associated With Death
Uncertainty could potentially be one of the main cognitive mechanisms at the root of
conspiracist drifts. Hence, the counterbalancing psychological effect of CBs with regard to
uncertainty can easily be infered from the sense-making processes anchored in conspiracist
tendencies. Indeed, to palliate for experienced uncertainty, individuals may very well use
conspiracies in order to enhance the predictibility of the world and thus, to decrease their
inner uncertainties (van Prooijen & Jostmann, 2013). In one study, researchers aimed at
manipulating uncertainty as an experimental condition when people were confronted with
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conspiracy plots. Indeed, some basic morality information coupled with an uncertainty
condition resulted in a heigthened drift towards a conspiracy beliefs agreement (van Prooijen
& Jostmann, 2013). Moreover, death anxiety in general was negatively correlated with
religiosity which suggests an interesting and meaningful relationship between the two
constructs (Thorson & Powell, 1992). The fear of uncertainty of death subconstruct will be
useful for this specific study.

3.7 World Views
A World view can be illustrated by a broad conceptualization of the world as regrouping
instances of life, society and its embedded institutions (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). Those
constructs (WVs) can be differentiated from axiological viewpoints or personal beliefs in the
sense of a less egocentric focus and a broader theoretical approach encompassing
philosophical questionning such as cosmology, ontology, axiology and epistemology (KoltkoRivera, 2000). Indeed, our worldviews drive our choices, our axiological beliefs system and
finally, our behaviour. A worldview beliefs system as a social construction cue will direct our
positioning amongst a high number of topics and existential purposes. Although world views
are a certain type of beliefs, they encompass a wider spectrum of values. More accurately,
world view statements include the nature of reality, an underlying core knowledge for
interpersonal relationships and beliefs around human cognitive limitations (Koltko-Rivera,
2000). Globally, a world view can be represented by an amount of belief, attitude or value
amongst widespread existential topics.
Sigmund Freud (1856-1939) was one of the first pioneer to conceptualize WVs as being
conscious and accounted by epistemology recrouping all methods to establish a valid science,
metaphysic which separates two dichotomic views of the world, a spiritualist one and a
materialist one and agency addressing the tricky question of « free will » which was a pure
illusion for the psychoanalyst (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). Several other conceptualizations of
world views have been addressed in our modern scientific society such as the well-known
locus of responsibility of Derald W. Sue (1978). With regard to the large amount of models,
the following study will be focusing on the Koltko-Rivera multi-dimensional model and the
subdimensions involved.
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3.7.1 Agency
The agency construct comes mainly from the Freud’s implicit conceptualization but
embedded into a bipolar dimension with, at the voluntarist end of the spectrum, free will and
at the deterministic end, determinism, the philosophical stance stipulating that all behaviour is
determined (illusion of free will) (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). A positive score for the agency
dimension corresponds to an inclination for free will.

3.7.2 Mutability
This particular construct is concerned with the permanent or changeable feature proper to
human nature. Indeed, the continuum involves two diametrally opposite poles as the
permanent pole and the changeable pole to decipher how people subjectively perceive the
possible mutability within human beings (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). For instance, one item
counting for the subscale is : « a person's character cannot be altered, tampered with, or
changed ». A positive value will represent a higher belief in the changeable aspect of human
beings.

3.7.3 Locus of Responsibility
This well-known dimension comes basically from the Sue’s model previously cited. It is
focusing on one’s social statu and success in life depending, on the one hand, on personal
responsibility encompassing personal characteristics (intelligence, for instance) or hard work
and, on the other hand, on external instances such as the social environment or social injustice
(Koltko-Rivera, 2000). A positive value for this particular subscale corresponds to the
external positioning.

3.7.4 Relation to Authority
Relation to authority can reflect a personal inclination towards prescriptive and proscriptive
visions regarding the best way authority must operated within our societies (Koltko-Rivera,
2000). It encompasses two distinct poles as the linear pole which involves a stance-taking for
a precise and stable hierarchy of authority and the lateral pole reflecting a position of equality
in authority and decising-making processes. Commonly, social psychologists often talk about
a « vertical » (linear pole) and a « horizontal » (lateral pole) approaches to culture (KoltkoRivera, 2000). A positive score for this subscale represents the linear or vertical pole of the
dimension.
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3.7.5 Relation to Group
This dimension refers to the belief including the continuum of the individualist stance and the
allocentric or collectivist pole (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). Indeed, the individualism-collectivism
own positioning can differ from one person to another depending on self-conception, cultural
background or education. Positive scoring for this particular construct is linked to a higher
collectivist and allocentric tendency.

3.7.6 Metaphysics
The metaphysics dimension was already addressed by S. Freud and reflects on how people
deals with the nature of reality. In effect, there are two main diametrally opposite positions
amongst existential beliefs. The first stance allocates the spirit as one crucial element of
reality : The Spiritual pole and the second axiological position refers to the physical matter
that sustains every aspects of reality : The Materialist pole (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). We can
also look at this ontological division as the sacred and the secular views of the universe.
Indeed, this particular construct will be of striking interest for this work in order to understand
how people on the spiritual or materialist poles position themselves according to each
philosophical tendencies. A higher positive score for metaphysics represents a higher belief in
the spiritual and paranormal aspects of life.

3.8 Relativism
Relativism as we will be confronted with in this particular scientific undertaking will be
divided into the main topics : epistemological relativism (1) and moral relativism (2).
Epistemological relativism can be seen as a relativistic view of knowledge intrinsically
dependent upon several general frames such as time, society, culture or history (Balaguer et
al., 2011). Indeed, the conceptualization of different background principles and scientific
standards is merely linked to the type of society we are in. Thus, current knowledge may be
seen as a relative construction based on quite arbitrary principles. Furthermore, relativism
stipulates that we need neutral standards to reach for the truth but self-refutes this claim by
standing for a never-ending relativistic standpoint which shows some internal incoherence in
the inherent concept of relativism (Balaguer et al., 2011). In a sense, epistemological
relativism rejects the possibility of neutral standards because of the ground base of his
epistemological positioning which is the impossibility to use neutral standards in science.
Some counter-arguments put forward the idea of a consistent relativism by saying : «
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everything true is relatively true » showing that every truths are relative to perspectives
(Balaguer et al., 2011). This particular point is very interesting as we know that science
evolves upon paradigms which can be commonly grasped as perspectives or manners to do
science. Moreover, the epistemological or epistemic relativism can also be seen as a cognitive
bias and a distrust toward scientific facts.
Another side of relativism is called moral relativism which is defined as an axiological
conception of relativism. It can be seen as the contrary of moral universalism postulating that
there exists unique and universal moral principles independant of any situation. Indeed, a
relativistic stance with regard to morality pushes people to align with moral inclinations
relatively with the situation involved and thus, to have the opportunity for justification
(Balaguer et al., 2011).

3.9 Philosophy of Mind
The experience of reality has been of great interest since the beginning of human civilisation
and the questionning around the place of human beings in the universe. Where reality is
located ? This suggestive question leads to the famous interrogations : « If a tree is falling in
the deep forest and nobody can hear the sound of this particular event, does the tree makes
sounds ? Or the sounds exist only when people perceive it by the means of complicated and
intricated neural processes ? » Indeed, experience and reality are abstract concepts that rely on
several, sometimes heterogeneous standpoints that need to be addressed in order to get an idea
of the main historical and current paradigms which dominate the cognitive science framework
nowadays. The philosophy of mind is at the core of the epistemology in cognitive
neuroscience especially when researchers attempt to grasp conscious phenomena or sensitive
inner perceptions of the external world. In fact, scientific paradigms are based on several
underlying assumptions around mind and consciousness. Thus, it is of great value to get a
clear definition for each trends of philosophy of mind and to endeavour to define valid
constructs. This will be one main goal of this exploratory study.

3.9.1 Cartesian Dualism and The Cartesian Picture
René Descartes (1596-1650) suggested that mind and body are substances of different sorts
but interacting in a specific way by an highly suggestive assumption that the interaction
occurs at the pineal gland (Heil, 2013). At that time, the most important scientific argument
was certainly the bodily sensation of phantom limbs. This kind of anomalous phenomena
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were well-known by R. Descartes and took him to postulate that mental states are by essence
nonspatial (Heil, 2013). A second argument was the immediate and fixed knowledge about
inner states of the mind instead of the objective material world which one can only be
understood by an analytical thinking endeavour.
In the cartesian philosophy, minds are substances that can initiate events in the material world
which seems to violate the basic principles of modern physics like the conservation principles
or the causally self-contained material world (Heil, 2013). Moreover, the lack of scientific
explanations about the accurate supposed location for mind-body interaction stands against
cartesian dualism. However, it is of great interest to evaluate to what extend people agree with
cartesianism and the several subtypes of this historical philosophical viewpoint.
One prominent researcher that contradicted cartesian dualism was Gilbert Ryle (1900-1976)
who metaphorized the mind as a university which accounts for many heterogeneous but
complementary sub-elements such as the library, the classes or the gym that can represent
different neural assemblies inside the brain. The striking question was : Where is the
university (analogy with the mind) located ? The answer should be everywhere or more
accurately, it is « abstracted » by the total amount of elements organized in a specific way.
Here, G. Ryle showed that R. Descartes have made a fundamental logical/categorical type of
error. Indeed, in this case, minds are not brains but are closely related to brains (Heil, 2013).
3.9.1.1
In

the

Parallelism
cartesian

dualism,

the

main

issue

concerns

the

interaction

between

unextended/nonmaterial minds and extended/material bodies. An alternative assumption has
been put forward by G.W. Leibniz (1646-1716) which is parallelism. This specific
philosophical standpoint stipulates that mental and material events occur in parallel or covariate without any causal interaction (Heil, 2013).
3.9.1.2

Occasionalism

For occasionalists, God comes to play an active role in every sequence of events that can be
either mental or material. Indeed, the causal interaction between both kind of events is
nonexistent because God directs all external or internal occurences. For David Hume (17111776), every kind of event is independent from others (discrete phenomena) and the causal
relation between them is an illusion. If there exists no clear causal network, the regularities
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between mental and physical events need to be linked to a third supervenient external factor :
God. In continuity with occasionalism, the universe unfolds like a movie with every images
representing discrete events and the projection system will be God (Heil, 2013).
3.9.1.3

Idealism

Here, the philosophy refers not only to mind-body interaction but more extensively to the
whole external material universe which is just an illusion created by the mind. So, the world is
only composed of minds and their contents. Going further, an idealistic view of mind
stipulates that experimentations and observations (like modern physics of particules) are
conscious experiences occuring within mind states (Heil, 2013). On a scientific standpoint,
idealism is supported by the principle of Occam’s Razor stating that simplistic explanations
are much more probable than complicated ones in science.
3.9.1.4

Epiphenomenalism

Under this viewpoint, philosophers aligned with the well-established physical postulate that
the universe is causally closed and thus, mental phenomena could only exist as by-products of
the neural underlying processes (Heil, 2013). In effect, mental events cannot causally affect
the material world or even the psychism because of its particular statu as epiphenomena. In
another sense, mental events are only consequences at the very end of the causal network.
Indeed, body to mind relationships or material to mental causality are strictly directed in one
unique way (Heil, 2013).

3.9.2 Behaviorism
For the materialists who were at the core of behaviorism, the mind is not an independant
substance but some kind of material substrates ogranized in a specific manner. On a more
behavioural viewpoint, the main postulate is that your inner mental state is private and cannot
be understood by science as such. Indeed, states of mind must be reduced to something that
can be directly observed by scientists : behaviour (Heil, 2013). By consequence, all
experiments must focus on quantifiable behavioural measures. During the creation of the
scale of philosophy of mind, one representative item for the behaviorism construct is : « there
is nothing more to an agent’s behaving or being disposed to behave in appropriately mindful
ways » (Heil, 2013).
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3.9.3 The Identity Theory
Another highly antipodic philosophical trend compared to cartesian dualism is identity or
strict identity theory which postulates that all types of mental states can be perfectly
correlated with brain states. Otherwise, one neural phenomenon is one mental state which also
respects the Occam’s Razor principle of simplicity and parsimony (Heil, 2013). Moreover,
when you adopt the strict identity viewpoint, the critical problems around mind-body
interaction seem to vanish. However, some epistemological and ontological issues remain
unsolved because mental states are different in essence from neural processes. The
« substance monism » resulting from the identity standpoint brings philosophers to develop
the concept of the phenomenological fallacy where they pointed out that the qualities of your
experience cannot be understood by ongoing brain activities. Indeed, there seems to be a huge
gap or asymmetry between both type of phenomena. However, identity theory « cuts off » the
questionning by stipulating that the inner experience is akin to brain activity (Heil, 2013).

3.9.4 Functionalism
The functionalist trend can be seen in accordance with a materialistic view of the mind.
Currently, the cognitive science landscape is mainly based upon this particular paradigm
which compares the mind with a high level computational device. Indeed, mental states could
be similar to abstract programs that depend on the computer which is the brain (Heil, 2013).
The very interesting point with functionalism is that it overcomes the previously presented
phenomenological fallacy by stipulating that mental states are higher-level phenomena
substantively distinct from the material ongoing brain activity but strictly dependent on neural
processes. Another very important point is that higher-cognitive states can be differenciated
from lower material processes with regard to the principle of multiple realizability putting
forward that different physical realizers can produce one unique mental state (Heil, 2013).

3.9.5 The Representational Theory of Mind
One elaborated functionalist-derived theory is the representational viewpoint which compares
the mind as a symbol processor organized in a hierarchical manner. In effect, higher cognitive
core functions can be drawn from specific underlying boxes such as a « desire box » or a
« belief box ». These heterogeneous but complementary boxes are wired together in specific
and unique ways. With regard to this general theory, mental states can be grasped as
« semantic engines » which will create, from the syntax of neutral symbols, some higher-level
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states of thinking. Thus, meaningful thoughts come essentially from a well-organized network
of subcomponents within the brain. In fact, mental processes are linked to several operations
over abstract symbols (Heil, 2013). So, the resulting outcome will be the « Language of
Thought ». Here, like in functionalism, we can clearly see the analogy with computations and
some sort of algorithms which sustain every mental processes.

3.9.6 The Intentional Stance
In the field of psychology, cognitive concepts are usually seen as constructs which must
characterize distinct conceptions of the mind. Daniel Dennett is one of the pioneer researcher
of the intentional stance. In effect, he argued that minds dwell on propositional attitudes such
as beliefs, desires or intentions. Indeed, the seemingly undeniable gap between mental states
and brain processes pushed the philosopher to adopt a different approach to mind. Thus, the
instrumentalist view of mental states as a matter of usefulness within a proper environment is
the cornerstone of the intentional stance (Heil, 2013). Following this viewpoint, it is the
underlying beliefs that drive for a specific behaviour. For instance, an octopus which releases
a spurt of black ink is very likely to have pinpointed some predators in the natural
environment. However, it is much more likely to use the intentional stance for rational and
evolved mammals which possess higher-level brain cognitions. You can easily figure out
some similarities between the intentional stance and the well-known operant conditioning
included in the behaviorist trend in the way of viewing mental states as highly actionoriented. For D. Dennett, higher-order representations like beliefs or intentions can also be
second-order cognitions mainly known as meta-cognitions. Moreover, consciousness seems to
appear only as a meta-representation of, for instance, a phylogenetic and archaical sensation
of pain that allow the individual to direct his behaviour and ensure his survival (Heil, 2013).

3.9.7 Consciousness
Consciousness seems to lack a clear definition because it encompasses many aspect of
cognitive processes or sensitive experiences occuring within our daily mental lifes. Edward C.
Tolman underscores the importance of « raw feelings » which refer to sensory conscious
experiences or the commonly known « qualias ». However, conscious states are conceptually
broader than this and can cover many different areas of cognitive science such as : mental
representations, cognitive maps or propositional attitudes (Heil, 2013). Indeed, conscious
states can be seen differently under the scope of every philosophical stances. It can be a highlevel computational state for the « representationalists » or the « functionalists ». For D.
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Dennett, it respresents a capacity to reflect on our internal states of mind in order to direct our
behaviour. On the other hand, minds are nothing more than brain states with regard to the
identity standpoint. The strinking point around consciousness is mystery. Currently, we don’t
have a clear answer about what consciousness is in some strict scientific or phenomenological
ways. Indeed, there seems to be a huge gap between the « neural correlates of consciousness »
and the phenomenal subjective qualities of conscious states (Heil, 2013). In other words, what
we have found inside the brain seems not to be sufficient to fully understand conscious
experiences. As we saw before, the functionalist-epiphenomenalist stance is currently the
« paradigm by default » in psychology and cognitive neuroscience. Indeed, we can look for
the correlates of consciousness to decipher the underlying features of epiphenomena such as
mental states. Such functionalistic approach for consciousness led some scientists to adopt
some highly suggestive assumptions around consciousness like the panpsychism of David
Chalmers which refers to level of organization sustaining consciousness in a graded and
progressive manner. By contrast, Peter Strawson (1919-2006) proposed that conscious
phenomena are emergents and appear when the complexity reaches a certain threshold. Here,
we talk about a distinct property of consciousness which is known as the « property of the
whole » clearly distinct from the « properties of the parts » (Heil, 2013). With regard to the
many possible interpretations of consciousness, I adopted a realistic approach for the
construction of the scale by creating items that refer only to the mysterious gap between brain
states and conscious states to define the variable : consciousness.

3.9.8 Eliminativism
Eliminativists state that the mind and all mental states are an illusion. This philosophical
viewpoint is the most reductive one which says that every concepts of mind or any
psychological constructs must be eliminated (Heil, 2013). Aligned with the materialistic view,
eliminativism lay down that neuroscience will not only demonstrate that minds are illusory
but will replace any kind of conceptualization of mental states by neural processes. According
to the eliminativist stance, all psychological constructs which are characterized as far-fetched
or irrelevant pertain to what is called : « folk psychology » (Heil, 2013).

3.9.9 Non-Reductive Physicalism
As we said, consciousness is very hard to define scientifically. On the one hand, we have the
dualistic viewpoint which seems very theoretical but lacks some scientific backup. On the
other hand, we find all the stances that try to reconcile the theory with the experimental
22

observation and scientific undertaking. An interesting and encompassing paradigm is nonreductive physicalism which stipulates that : « mental states and properties are dependent on,
yet distinct from, material states and properties » (Heil, 2013). This general paradigm holds
that mental properties are anchored in the material universe but are distinct from it which
contradicts the dualistic picture of R. Descartes. More aligned with functionalism, the
multiple realizability postulate tells us that different underlying physical makeup can shape a
similar mental state or property (Heil, 2013). Moreover, non-reductive physicalism puts
forward that mental states are « higher-level properties » which causally depend on « lowerlevel properties ». Furthermore, lower-level properties seem to be governed by different laws
than higher-level properties. This point leads to a new approach of the mind-body problem
which turns around « mental causation » (Heil, 2013). How lower-level properties can cause
some higher-level properties ? In addition, what are the differents types of laws that underlie
the two sorts of properties ?

3.10

Purposes of The Study

The main focus and innovation concerning this work was to draw up a model of the
philosophy of mind by regrouping several philosophical trends into factors. A Five-Factor
Model was revealed by the PCA. Indeed, the five naïve representations of the mind are
completely new and thus, the reciprocal relationships with cognitive biases or irrational
thinking can allow us to understand accurately how different philosophies surrounding the
mind are subjected to or exempted from biases.
The main goal was to analyze how the five naïve representations of the mind can be related to
conspiracy mentality, epistemic relativism or post-modern beliefs. Indeed, many studies have
investigated the relations between conspiracy beliefs, cognitive biases and irrationality as we
previously saw but the philosophy of mind was never taken into account. Here, the aim is to
draw attention to new research questions and to raise important questionning around the
epistemology of consciousness research. The second general purpose will be to address the
causal relationships between all constructs involved in the study and conspiracy mentality in
order to show a general understanding of the dependencies.
For the purpose of showing graphically the many relationships, two structural equation
models will be build up in order to have an overview of the reciprocities among the variables
including the naïve representations of the mind, cognitive biases and conspiracy mentality. In
the appendices, you will also discover all specific items contributions for the five naïve
representation of the mind.
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As an experimental hypothesis, the idea that factors including a high contribution of cartesian
dualism and three of the derived philosophies such as parallelism, occasionalism or idealism
will be positively correlated with cognitive biases or irrationality.
In conclusion, we will explore the possible scientific considerations, interpretations and
experimental possibilities with regard to the naïve representations that are exempt from biases
and most of all, concerning the dimension which includes a non-reductive physicalism
dominance which seems to be the latest established posture to interpret cognitive
neuroscience experiments with regard to consciousness research.

4. MATERIALS AND METHODS
4.1 Participants, Sampling Procedure and Statistics
Table 1
Demographics

Percentage

Total Sample Size (357)
Complete data (126)

100%
35.6%

Gender
Male (57)
Female (91)

38%
62%

Age
Education
Secondary School (2)
High School Certificate (5)
Federal Diploma of Training (47)
High School of Education (4)
Higher Education (ES) (4)
Advanced Education (HES) (2)
Federal Diploma (2)
Bachelor’s Degree (40)
Master’s Degree (28)
PhD (7)

Mean

SD

Range

35

15

[21-80]

1%
4%
34%
3%
3%
1%
1%
29%
20%
5%

When we look at Table 1, we can see a quite heterogeneous population across education
levels with 59% of higher education and 34% of Federal Diploma of Training (CFC in
French) and also gender with a slight dominance of females (62%). For this particular study,
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the use of the limesurvey software was important because of the accessibility, the social
medias sharing possibilities and data gathering procedure. Thus, the population concerning
this particular study was highly heterogeneous.
On a more statistical standpoint, statistical inference from a random sample of a population is
the cornerstone of multivariate techniques (Hair, 2014). Indeed, we need to minimize type I
error linked to the false rejection of null hypothesis and the creation of false positive cases.
Moreover, the avoidance of type II error is also crucial which one refers to the flawed
acceptance of null hypothesis and the production of false negative cases (Hair, 2014). Most
researchers opt for large sample N because of the following increase in power and also the
generalizability of the results (Myers & Hansen, 2007). However, very large samples can lead
to an oversensitivity and then, heightens the probability of signifiance for small effects. In our
case, 126 participants completed the whole survey and 357 partially completed the
questionnaires. The numerous cases of drop-outs will be addressed in the limitations. In
general, the statistical analyses were not affected by the drop-outs as it mainly concerns the
philosophy of mind questionnaire and the principal component analysis.

4.2 Psychometric Instruments and Measures
4.2.1 The Conspiracy Mentality Scale (CMS)
In this work, the choice was to use the Conspiracy Mentality Scale (CMS) of Imhoff & Bruder
including twelve non-specific statements. The authors specified some relevant and crucial
psychometric coefficients as the Cronbach’s Alpha of the scale (alpha = .90) (Imhoff &
Bruder, 2014).
Another instrument was analyzed more deeply and showed a high convergent validity with
the CMS. It is the Conspiracy Mentality Questionnaire (CMQ) which consists of five items.
As a predictive validity, the instrument (CMQ) greatly predicted, after controlling for possible
confounders, specific conspiracy beliefs (correlations ranging from .37 up to .76 with
significance (p < 0.001). Moreover, the Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient was between .77 and
.82 involving two different time points (α ≅ .80). Indeed, the convergent validity between the
CMQ and the CMS was of, r = .36, p < 0.001 (Bruder et al., 2013). Such statistical features
allow to choose the CMS for this study which has the advantage to integrate a sufficient
number of relevant items to ascertain the construct validity. Moreover, the unspecificity of
items avoid any cross-cultural biases and lead to a more general construct named as the
conspiracy mentality which is very relevant to pursue further statistical analyses such as linear
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regression analysis with. So, the scale from Imhoff & Bruder (2014) contains twelve items
taken from the litterature or created by the researchers. The items were domain-general
oriented such as, for instance : « those at the top do whatever they want. » (Imhoff & Bruder,
2014).

4.2.2 The Fear of Uncertainty Associated with Death
In order to assess how uncertainty can influence both conspiracy mentality and inclinations
towards the philosophy of mind tendencies, this study will incorporate one construct from the
Revised Death Anxiety Scale holding an acceptable level of reliability (Cronbach Alpha = .83)
(Thorson & Powell, 1992). This particular scale revealed a factorial structure of the scale with
several subcomponents such as Uncertainty Associated With Death which will be of striking
interest for this scientific undertaking. To estimate the FUD construct, nine items were
presented to the participants such as : « Not knowing what the next world is like troubles me. »
(Thorson & Powell, 1992).

4.2.3 The Complementary And Alternative Medicine Scale (CAM)
In order to understand the possible relationships between postmodern values, conspiracy
mentality and philosophy of mind, a specific scale will be used which encompasses several
« new age » or postmodern constructs such as natural remedies, anti-science sentiments,
holism, rejection of authority, individual responsibility and consumerist attitudes to health
care (O’Callaghan & Jordan, 2003). The Cronbach’s alphas for each subscales ranging from
.56 to .81 demonstrate an acceptable reliability (Siahpush, 1999). The authors didn’t provide a
full description of the structural grounds for this particular scale. Indeed, no PCA was done.
However, in order to compare with the other scales, we used summated scores and measured
the Cronbach’s alphas. Several constructs were used in the CAM scale like : natural remedies
(6 items), anti-science sentiments (2 items), holism (5 items), rejection of authority (5 items),
individual responsibility (4 items) and consumerist attitude to health care (1 item). As an
example, the holistic standpoint towards health care includes the item : « I think my body has
a natural ability to heal itself » (O’Callaghan & Jordan, 2003).

4.2.4 The Worldview Assessment Instrument (WAI)
The reliability of a scale is an unescapable target for the psychometric relevance of one
instrument. Generally, It can be pre-estimated by a simple Cronbach’s Alpha higher than .80
refering to the internal consistency of the scale or subscales. However, the temporal stability
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of reliability must be undertaken by a test-retest procedure in order to ensure the temporal
stability of the scale. Moreover, reliability despite being quite different from validity is a
prerequisite of the contruct validity. However, a reliable scale can demonstrate a very low
validity if it do not measure what it aims at measuring (Koltko-Rivera, 2000).
The WAI is a mixed or intermediate model including a dimensional part refering to the
category of quantitative models which differenciate individuals on a continuum from one
polarity to the other instead of a categorical model which uses mutually-exclusive and
qualitatively distinct categories (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). However, the WAI model also
includes a categorial part encompassing the « within-dimensional aspect » of constructs
because it integrates the fourteen world views as categories. It is important to precise that the
initial Likert continuum includes an « external positioning » possibility refering to the
uncertainty one’s individual could have for one item or the other as : « ?? » (Koltko-Rivera,
2000). However, with regard to the current study, a force-choice scale will be preferred to
minimize uncertainty in reponse patterns so the « ?? » possibilities were removed.
With regard to the major psychometric indices and factorial structure, Koltko-Rivera (2000)
explored the 54 items of the WAI. Concerning the internal consistency or reliability of the
subscales, the metaphysics scale possesses a Cronbach’s Alpha of .91, the locus of
responsability scale an alpha of .80, the agency scale, an internal consistency of .81, the
relation to group scale, an alpha of .77, the relation to authority scale, a Cronbach’s Alpha of
.71 and the mutability scale an alpha up to .65. Those Cronbach’s alpha coefficients indicate a
moderate to good reliability of the instrument assessed by Koltko-Rivera (2000).
To go further, the weak intercorrelations between constructs demonstrate a good discriminent
validity amongst the several constructs. Furthermore, all items reached .30 level for corrected
item-total correlation suggesting a strong internal consistency (Koltko-Rivera, 2000). Overall,
the psychometric instrument fullfills the scientific prerequisites. In this study, summated
scores were used as well as the reliability for each constructs with the respective Cronbach’s
alphas. In order to look one more time at accurate descriptions of the world view constructs,
you can go back to the introduction part where detailed explanations were provided (see :
pages 14-16).

4.2.5 Anthropomorphism
In this work, eight relevant items of anthropomorphism taken from the litterature will be used
to have a look at the anthropomorphist tendencies amongst the population (Waytz et al.,
2010). For instance, one item was : « To what extend nowadays robots possess their own
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consciousness ? ». No factorial structure was provided so the summated scores were
calculated in order to make the comparisons and statistical analyses.

4.2.6 Relativism
Moral and epistemological relativism concepts were presented in the introduction. In order to
assess the two elements, four items (including two reverse items for each subscale) were
created by Professor Pascal Wagner-Egger and I for each type of relativism. For instance,
concerning the epistemological relativism one item was : « science is only one belief system
amongst others ». Concerning moral relativism, an example of item was : « moral laws are
universal ». These two particular « handmade scales » aimed at assessing the two versions of
relativism. The summated scores were used to deliminate the relativistic constructs and were
included for further statistical analyses.

4.2.7 The Cognitive Reflection Test (CRT)
The CRT as presented in the introduction consists of specific enigmas which trigger an
intuitive-based reasoning mode. In effect, to overcome this wrongly suggestive answer, the
participants need to deepen into a more analytical reasoning mode. For instance, one of the
enigma was : « If five maschines take five minutes to create five bolts, how much time is
needed for hundred of maschines to build up hundred of bolts ? ». In this example, we can
easily understand that the intuitive solution will be hundred of minutes. However, the logicalbased answering is five minutes. The cognitive reflection ability can be grasped as a
continuum of a irrationality-rationality thinking mode. Morever, the CRT predicts with great
accuracy to what extend the sujects can fall into cognitive biases in general. Based on these
features, we can employ the cognitive reflection variable as a protective factor against
cognitive biases.

4.2.8 Philosophy of Mind Items and Factors
The POM philosophical standpoints presented in the introduction were theoretically defined
from the litterature (Heil, 2013). In order to ascertain the reliability, the validity and to
decipher the underlying structure of relationships between the several variables, a principal
component analysis with VARIMAX rotation was used. The main goal was to evaluate the
factorial structure of the philosophical tendencies with the aim to use the final scale in the
stastistical analyses and possibly for future research. One important step was to name the
most relevant factors according to the items loading coefficients. Various statistical analyses
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were done including stepwise multiple regression analyses on the several components that
were applied to estimate the prediction of each possible variables on the main factors of POM.
Moreover, correlational analyses and also structural equation models were build to provide a
visual and graphical look at the reciprocal relationships. Hereafter, you can dive into the POM
questionnaire and the philosophical trends with their respective items.
Table 2
Philosophy of Mind Questionnaire

Scale

Cartesian Dualism
1. Minds and bodies are "substances" of distinct kinds that, in the case of living human beings,
happen to be intimately related (CD1).
2. Mental states are nonspatial, there are nothing like the qualities of material objects (CD2).
3. The knowledge of your own mental states is direct and immediate unlike the knowledge you
acquire from material objects (CD3).

Behaviorism
4. There is nothing more to an agent's possessing a mind than the agent's behaving or being
disposed to behave in appropriately mindful ways (BH1).
5. What you do depends essentially on the circumstances and the environment your are in
(BH2).
6. Every mental state is directly linked to environmental occurrences (BH3).

Identity Theory
7. Mental properties as consciousness are identical with material physical substrates as the
brain (IT1).
8. The researchers will discover that properties that we designate as mental ones are in fact
properties of the brain (IT2).
9. Reporting conscious experiences is akin to reporting goings-on in your brain (IT3).

Functionalism
10. Mental processes are realized in the nervous system but the property of being in pain is not
a material property, for instance (FT1).
11. States of mind are analoguous to computational processes (softwares) (FT2).
12. Higher-level cognitive states are distinct from lower-level properties such as atoms,
molecules or neurons (FT3).

Representational Theory of Mind
13. The meaning surrounding mental representations play no role in mental processes which
ones can be imitated by a maschine (RTM1).
14. The mind can be compared to a "semantic engine", in the sense that it can create
meaningful mental states by using abstract symbols (RTM2).
15. Our conscious mind can create mental representations from neutral symbols (without
internal meaning) (RTM3).

Intentional Stance
16. Familiar psychological states like beliefs, desires and reason to behave are just a way to
cope with complexe systems without having any concrete reality (IS1).
17. Mind or mental entities are closely linked to internal beliefs about the environment (IS2).
18. All living organisms possess beliefs, desires and reasons to behave in certain way (IS3).
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Consciousness
19. The conscious states or internal experiences are, by essence, unspeakable (CS1).
20. There is a huge gap between what you experience inside and how science sees
consciousness as merely brain processes (CS2).
21. The qualitative dimensions of the mind cannot be fully understood by neuroscience (CS3).

Non-Reductive Physicalism
22. Mental states and properties are dependent on, yet distinct from, material states and
properties (NRP1).
23. Mental states cannot be reduced to material properties despite their causal dependencies
(NRP2).
24. Mental properties are possessed by sentient creatures in virtue of their physical properties
but not reduced to it (NRP3).

Parallelism
25. Mental states and the material substrates do not interact in a causal way, otherwise they
run in parallel (PL1).
26. Mental states co-variate with material substrates without any causal interaction (PL2).
27. There is a sequence of events in the material world and a distinct sequence of mental states
in the mental world (PL3).

Occasionalism
28. God plays an active causal role in all mental or material events we live. So, neither mental
states nor physical bodies affect each other (OC1).
29. God creates every events from nothing (OC2).
30. No event is causality responsible for another event because God stands behind each causal
illusion (OC3).

Idealism
31. The world consists exclusively of minds and their contents (ID1).
32. The material universe is nothing more but an illusion (ID2).
33. Conscious experiences never occur outside of the mind (ID3).

Epiphenomenalism
34. Mental events are only by-products of brain processes and never the other way around
(EP1).
35. Mental phenomena have no effects on the physical world (EP2).
36. Every neurological event will induce a drastic change in your conscious perceptions (EP3).

Eliminativism
37. There exists no intentional states : desires, beliefs or reasons are only illusory (EL1).
38. There is nothing like minds. Mind is a great illusion (EL2).
39. Neuroscience will at some stages elinimates all the concepts of minds or mental categories
(EL3).
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5. Results
5.1 Constructs Validity and Reliability
The theoretical ground around the philosophy of mind has provided a preliminary construct
validity by design. Indeed, the wide and exhaustive review of the philosophical trends by Heil
in 2013, gives support for a good construct validity of the scale (Heil, 2013). However, to
ascertain the construct validity on a more empirical argument, the following principal
component analysis gives detailed informations on how the items weight on the relevant
factors given in Table 3 (Le Corff & Yergeau, 2007).
Moreover, the calculation of Cronbach’s alphas were done in order to ascertain a good
reliability for every variables involved in this work. As given below :
Here, the different variables and their respective Cronbach’s Alphas : Religion (α = .87),
Natural Remedies (α = .63), Anti-science Sentiments (α = .17), Holism (α = .6), Rejection of
Authority (α = .57), Fear of Uncertainty Associated with Death (α = .89), Conspiracy
Mentality (α = .82), Locus of Responsibility (α = .74), Relation to Group (α = .67),
Metaphysics (α = .89), Agency (α = .76), Relation to Authority (α = .75), Mutability (α = .56),
Moral Relativism (α = .64), Epistemic Relativism (α = .56) and Anthropomorphism (α = .74).
All variables possess an acceptable reliability except for Anti-Science Sentiments which will
be simply removed.

5.2 The Five-Factor Model of Philosophy of Mind
5.2.1 The Principal Component Analysis
The main goals of a principal component analysis (PCA) is to condense the shared
information between several variables and to minimize the possible loss of information during
the process (Hair, 2014). In fact, the potential overlapping between items such as POM trends
needs to be understood and assessed by the mean of a PCA which aims at defining unrelated
dimensions known as factors. In this work, the use of a VARIMAX factor analysis was the
most suitable tool in order to define the possible orthogonal factors from the philosophical
tendencies. Some preliminary hypotheses must be fullfilled before undertaking a PCA. First
of all, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Indice which evaluates if the dataset is suitable for a factor
analysis must be above .5. In our study, the KMO Indice equals .58 which represents a
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sufficient sample adequacy. Secondly, a Bartlett test was essential to estimate whether the
prior correlations between the many variables are sufficients. In our case, the Barlett Test was
significant (X2 = 1527.896, p < .001). There exists several important criteria when we
undertake a principal component analysis in order to decide for the number of factors to
retain. The main criterion is called the latent root criterion which refers to all eigenvalues
above 1 for each relevant factors. In this study, 13 dimensions possess an eigenvalue above 1.
The second criterion used in this study was the scree test criterion which depicts the amount
of common variance against the part of unique variance within all factors. Indeed, when
unique variance overpass common variance, a cutoff point or inflection point appears in order
to delimitate the factors to be retained (Hair, 2014). Hereafter, the scree plot of POM PCA.

Figure 1. Scree Plot. Percentage of explained variances for each dimensions and the « elbow criterion ».

The Cattell « elbow » criterion shows that 3 to 5 dimensions could be kept after taking all
pertinent criteria into account. Ultimately, the scree plot analysis coupled with the
eigenvalues led to the extraction of five dimensions presented and named in the following
subchapter.
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5.2.2 Loadings Coefficient Matrix and The Five Components
Table 3 : PCA Loading Coefficients Matrix [* Cut-off point at .3].
Items
CD1
CD2
CD3
BH1
BH2
BH3
IT1
IT2
IT3
FT1
FT2
FT3
RTM1
RTM2
RTM3
IS1
IS2
IS3
CS1
CS2
CS3
NRP1
NRP2
NRP3
PL1
PL2
PL3
OC1
OC2
OC3
ID1
ID2
ID3
EP1
EP2
EP3
EL1
EL2
EL3

1
-0.36

2

Components
3

4
0.58
0.32

5

0.42
0.31

0.50
0.34
0.33

0.33
0.44

0.71
0.75
0.47
0.56
0.37

-0.36

0.48
-0.32

0.48
0.34

0.50
0.37
0.38
0.51
0.48
0.45
-0.38
0.34

0.32
0.55
0.55
0.55
0.56
0.70
0.40
0.42
0.43
0.525
0.35

-0.33
-0.58
-0.52

-0.46

0.53
0.355

0.69
0.52
0.44
-0.42
-0.51

0.44

0.50
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In order to name the factors of philosophy of mind, the loading coefficients matrix presented
in Table 3 affords a possibility to discern which variables characterize the dimensions in a
positive or negative way.
First component (11.4% of explained variance) : The Strict Neuroscience View of Mind
With regard to the first dimension, we can discern a general tendency toward identity theory
which stipulates that mental states are akin to brain processes, eliminativism postulating that
neuroscience will replace the abstract mental constructs by brain processes, and also
functionalism which compares brain processes to computational processes. We can also see a
negative relationship with cartesian dualism revealed by the dedicated loading coefficient.
Moreover, epiphenomenalism plays an important role for this factor especially the EP1 item
stating that mental events are only by-products of brain processes. Thus, the loading
coefficients analysis leads to the choice of the name : « Strict Neuroscience View of Mind »
as it encompasses all paradigmatic viewpoints of the current cognitive neuroscience dominant
epistemology.
Second Component (9% of explained variance) : The Survivalist View of Mind

For this dimension, we can see a clear dominance of parallelism which sustains a clear
independance between mind processes and the material world and also indicates a survivalist
standpoint with regard to the mind. This second factor is well represented by Idealism
demonstrating a supervenience principle of mental processes. Also, the Functionalist
tendency stiuplating that « being in pain » is not a material substance per se. Moreover, we
can see the presence of occasionalism (OC1) which states that God plays an active role in
reality and indicates that causality is a mere illusion. The final name for the second
dimension : « The Survivalist View of Mind ».
Third Component (6.6% of explained variance) : The Non-reducible View of Mind
When considering the contributions for Dimension 3, we can see a dominance of NonReductive Physicalism which corresponds to the causal dependency of mental states to brain
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states without any reductionism, the presence of a behaviorist-type stance stating that the
environment is crucial to shape our mind. However, an occasionalist tendency which
postulates a predominance of God in our physical reality was negatively related to the
dimension. Consciousness which upholds the qualitative feature of our psyche was also
present in this dimension. Finally, we can see an negative correlation with the functionalist
statement stipulating that mental processes are analogous to a computational processes which
shows that the mind cannot be reduced to a software. Indeed, a non-reductive view of mind
exempt from any religious beliefs characterizes the component named : « Non-reducible View
of Mind ».
Fourth Component (5.5% of explained variance) : The Dualistic View of Mind
The fourth component is mainly defined by cartesian dualism which integrates a dichotomy
between the mind and the brain. We can also see the presence of non-reductive physicalism
which can be understood alongside the cartesian dualism tendency as the two relevant
statements (NRP1 & NRP2) show clearly a kind of dualistic view of the mind. In effect, the
NRP3 positioning, which implicates firstly the physical properties of the mind before
including the non-reductive part, is not apparent in the dimension. Ultimately, a clear negative
correlation with eliminativism gives credit for a antipodic view of mind and brain. Taking into
account all relevant informations, a clear dualistic view of the mind seems to characterize the
dimension and the name chosen was : « The dualistic View of Mind ».
Fifth Component (5.2% of explained variance) : The Computational View of Mind
Dimension five is characterized by functionalism (FT2) and the analoguous philosophical
trend, the representational theory of mind which puts forward a clear analogy with
computational processes. Then, we can see a clear dominance of behaviorism stating that the
mind is only necessary to behave in a certain way given an appropriate environment by the
mean of basic learning (conditioning) which goes alongside with the compuational view of
the mind. We can also see the presence of eliminativism (EL1), removing all existence of
desires, beliefs or reasons and showing a possible analogy with robots. Moreover, radical
idealism (ID2) stipulating that the whole univers is an illusion was positively related to the
factor and can be seen as an open door for a computational or « holographic view » of the
universe.
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5.3 Correlational Analyses
Correlation matrices serve to summarize the interrelations between several variables or items
in order to pinpoint the relationships between the variables and to analyse the strength of the
reciprocal relationships between them. In this work, three correlational tables were created in
order to have a first glimpse into the possible relationships between the conspiracy mentality,
each naïve representations of the mind, the supernatural and post-modern beliefs, the socially
related constructs and the cognitive biases. The first table (Table 4) comprehends the social
variables. Secondly, Table 5 integrates the supernatural/post-modern beliefs. And finally,
Table 6 shows how conspiracy mentality, epistemic relativism which are considered as
cognitivie biases and also, the cognitive reflection ability preventing cognitive biases in
general are related to the naïve dimensions of the mind. All three tables include the factors of
the mind and the conspiracy mentality which are the most important variables involved in this
work.
Conspiracy mentality correlates positively and significantly with individual responsibility
regarding health care, r = .20, p < .05, the Survivalist View of Mind, r = .34, p < .01, and the
Computational View of Mind, r = .40, p < .01. Importantly, it correlates negatively with the
Non-reducible View of the Mind, r = -.22, p < .05, in Table 4.
Table 5 reveals that conspiracy mentality correlates positively with several supernatural or
post-modern beliefs as Natural Remedies, r = .49, p < .01, Holism, r = .42, p < .01,
Metaphysics, r = .46, p < .01, and Anthropomorphism, r = .39, p < .01. Finally, with can see
inside Table 6 a positive correlation between conspiracy mentality and epistemic relativism, r
= .29, p < .01.
The Strict Neuroscience View of Mind is negatively correlated with a rejection of authority,
r = -.24, p < .01, which is highly comprehensible as this particular view of the mind is
aligned with the common dominant epistemological ground (status quo). It is also negatively
correlated with a Consumerist Attitude To Health Care, r = -.23, p < .05. More interestingly,
this scientific-based view of the mind is negatively correlated with several post-modern
beliefs such as Religion, r = -.28, p < .01, Natural Remedies, r = -.30, p < .01, Metaphysics, r
= -.46, p < .01 and Agency, r = -.22, p < .05. It is also highly negatively correlated with the
biased judgment against science in the epistemic relativism, r = -.35, p < .01.
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Concerning the Survivalist View of Mind, it is positively correlated with conspiracy
mentality, r = .34, p < .01, individual responsibility, r = .21, p < .05, and negatively
correlated with an External Locus of Responsibility, r = -.34, p < .01, demonstrating a
dominance of a individual-centered responsibility in life and also with Mutability, r = -.29, p
< .01, showing a rigid and unchangeable perception of human beings. The factor is also
positively correlated with Religion, r = .28, p < .01, Natural Remedies, r = .19, p < .05,
Holism, r = .22, p < .05, Metaphysics, r = .42, p < .01 and Anthropomorphism, r = .23, p <
.05. Finally, it is positively correlated with Epistemic Relativism, r = .34, p < .01 and highly
negatively correlated with the Cognitive Reflection Ability, r = -.29, p < .01 (Table 6).
With regard to the Dualistic View of Mind, we can see a positive correlation with Rejection
of Authority, r = .24, p < .05. In Table 5, we discover two positive correlations with Agency,
r = .18, p < .05 and Anthropomorphism, r = .23, p < .05.
Going forward, the Computational View of Mind correlates positively with Conspiracy
Mentality, r = .40, p < .01 and negatively with Relation to Authority, r = -.24, p < .01.
Regarding the post-modern/supernatural beliefs, the positive correlations are with Natural
Remedies, r = .26, p < .01, Holism, r = .22, p < .01, Metaphysics, r = .20, p < .05 and
Anthropomorphism, r = .24, p < .01 and one negative correlation was revealed with Agency, r
= -.25, p < .01.
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Table 4 : Bravais-Person Correlational Table.
« Conspiracy Mentality, Social-related Constructs, Naïve Representations of the Mind »
Variable

M

SD

1. Conspiracy
Mentality

0.60

1.04

2. Rejection of Authority

1.58

0.91

.10

3. Consumerist Attitude
To Health Care

1.83

1.28

.13

.36**

4. Individual
Responsibility

0.90

0.97

.20*

.02

5. Locus of
Responsibility

0.35

0.69

-.10

.25**

-.01

-.36**

6. Relation To Group

-0.57

0.67

-.11

.01

-.29**

-.25**

7. Relation To
Authority

-1.18

0.93

-.10

-.11

-.03

8. Mutability

0.65

1.02

-.13

.06

.07

-.03

.32**

-.12

.01

9. Moral
Relativism

0.21

1.16

-.05

.00

-.18*

-.24**

.22*

-.06

-.19*

.13

10. Strict
Neuroscience
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

-.10

-.23*

-.03

.06

.05

-.13

11. Survivalist
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

.34**

-.05

.06

-.29**

12. Dualistic
View of Mind

0.00

1.00

.12

-.13

13. Computational
View of Mind

0.00

1.00

.40**

-0.00

1.00

14. Nonreducible
View of Mind

1

-.22*

2

-.34**

-.24**

-.04

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

.17*

.06
-.17*

-.12

-.34**

.03

.13

.21*

.24*

.16

.08

.10

.02

.14

.07

.07

.15

-.16

-.24**

.14

-.04

-.17

.24**

-.14

-.18

.06

-.12

-.00

-.01

.02

.00

.07

.02

-.00

-.04

.22*

-.00

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 5 : Bravais-Person Correlational Table.
« Conspiracy Mentality, Supernatural/Post-modern Constructs, Naïve Representations of the Mind »
Variable

M

SD

2

3

0.60

1.04

2. Religion

-0.69

1.21

.15

3. Natural
Remedies

0.79

0.95

.49**

.00

4. Holism

1.13

0.86

.42**

.21*

.54**

-0.64

1.45

.02

.08

6. Metaphysics

0.39

1.23

.46**

.52**

7. Agency

1.11

0.83

8. Anthropomorphism

0.23

0.60

9. Strict Neuroscience
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

10. Survivalist¨
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

.34**

11. Dualistic
View of Mind

0.00

1.00

.12

12. Computational
View of Mind

0.00

1.00

.40**

13. Non- reducible
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

1. Conspiracy
Mentality

5. Fear of Death’s
Uncertainty

1

-.10
.39**
-.10

-.22*

.23*
-.07

-.02
.37**
-.01
.36**

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

.11
.37**

.05

.15

-.06

.17*

.24**

-.05

.33**

-.06

.00

-.46**

-.22*

-.28**

-.30**

-.09

.28**

.19*

.22*

.14

.42**

.08

.23*

-.00

-.03

.18

.07

.05

.10

.18*

.23*

.00

.00

-.01

.26**

.29**

.01

.20*

-.25**

.24**

-.00

-.00

-.43**

.10

-.05

-.26**

-.16

.05

-.00

.00

-.05

-.18

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 6 : Bravais-Person Correlational Table.
« Conspiracy Mentality, Epistemic Relativism, Cognitive Reflection and Naïve Representations of the Mind »
Variable

M

SD

1

2

1. Conspiracy
Mentality

0.60

1.04

2. Epistemic
Relativism

-0.33

1.05

3. Cognitive
Reflection

0.57

0.33

-.13

-.16

4. Strict
Neuroscience
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

-.10

-.35**

5. Survivalist
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

.34**

6. Dualistic
View of Mind

0.00

1.00

.12

7. Computational
View of Mind

0.00

1.00

.40**

8. Non-reducible
View of Mind

-0.00

1.00

3

4

5

6

7

.29**

-.22*

.34**

.13

-.29**

-.00

-.01

-.18

.00

.00

.06

-.08

-.00

-.00

-.00

-.15

.04

-.00

.00

-.00

-.00

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01
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Finally, the Non-reducible View of Mind correlates positively with an External Locus of
Responsibility, r = .24, p < .01 and Moral Relativism, r = .22, p < .05. One striking negative
correlation concerns Conspiracy Mentality, r = -.22, p < .05. With regard to post-modern beliefs,
the factor correlates negatively with Religion, r = -.43, p < .01 and Metaphysics, r = -.26, p <
.01.
At the end of the study, you can find out one correlogram showing how the conspiracy mentality
is correlated with each of the factors (see : Appendices).

1.1 Multiple Regression Analyses
Multiple regression analysis (MRA) is a unescapable tool to understand causally dependent
relationships. On a statistical point, parcimony can be crucial when considering MRA because
irrelevant variables can bias the effect of relevant variables by the means of collinearity or
multicollinearity which can be represented by the prior moderate to high correlations between
the predictors. However, all important predictors must be included into the regression analysis to
avoid a specification error (Hair, 2014). To follow those prerequisites, the use of stepwise
multiple regression analyses were relevant for this study.
With regard to the statistics for this work, one stepwise multiple regression analysis was done in
order to grasp the causal dependencies between all constructs presented above and the
conspiracy mentality. Additionaly, several other stepwise multiple regressions were useful to
evaluate the specific contribution of the main cognitive biases or « preventive variable » such as
epistemic relativism, conspiracy mentality or CRT and also all the constructs involved in the
study on the POM factors taken individually. The stepwise procedure allows to keep the best
predictive models.
The main goal surrounding regression analyses is to figure out the best predictors which load on
one criterion in order to analyse which kind of independant variables are causally related to and
exert an influence on the criterion (Table 7).
With regard to conspiracy mentality as the criterion, I choose a stepwise regression analysis to
reveal the best regression model with prior 22 predictors. Indeed, the final model includes a
normal distribution of residuals (W = 0.99, p > 0.5). Moreover, the Breush-Pagan test for
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homoscedasticity was also non-significant (χ2(1) = 0.01, p > .05). Finally, we can see that with
regard to the « conspiracy mentality model » only 5 significant predictors remained after the
stepwise multiple regression procedure such as Natural Remedies, β = 0.3 ; p < 0.01, The
Computational View of Mind, β = 0.29 ; p < 0.01, The Survivalist View of Mind, β = 0.26 ; p <
0.01, and The Non-Reducible View of Mind, β = -0.22 ; p < 0.01.
Then, we can look at interesting causal patterns within a second stepwise multiple regression
model with Metaphysics, β = -0.34 ; p < 0.01, The External Locus of Responsability, β = -0.42 ; p
< 0.01, Agency, β = -0.24 ; p < 0.05 and Epistemic Relativism, β = -0.17 ; p < 0.05 as predictors
and the Strict Neuroscience View of Mind as a criterion. However, the normal distribution of
residuals wasn’t respected (W = 0.97, p < 0.05) unlike the homoscedasticity of the residuals
which was non-significant (χ2(1) = 1.437, p > .05).
Furthermore, we can look at the best possible model using the Survivalist View of Mind as the
main criterion. The Shapiro Test for assessing the normality of residuals distribution wasn’t
significant (W = 0.99, p > .05). Furthermore, the homoscedasticity of residuals was also
respected (χ2(1) = 1.222, p > .05). Thus, the predictors such as Mutability, β = -0.23 ; p < 0.01,
Epistemic Relativism, β = 0.24 ; p < 0.01, External Locus of Responsibility, β = -0.29 ; p < 0.05
and Cognitive Reflection, β = -0.58 ; p < 0.05 were all significant predictors when taking this
factor as the criterion.
With regard to the Dualistic View of Mind and the respective best fitted model coming from the
stepwise procedure, the test of normality was non-significant (W = 0.98, p > .05) as well as the
Breush-Pagan test of homoscedasticity (χ2(1) = 2.91, p > .05). The Rejection of Authority, β =
0.23 ; p < 0.05 and Anthropomorphism, β = 0.33 ; p < 0.05 were the two significant predictors
with regard to the dualistic representation of the mind.
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Table 7 : Stepwise Multiple Regression Analyses Matrix.

Criteria
Conspiracy
Mentality
Predictors

Strict
Neuroscience
View of Mind

0.30**

Computational
View of Mind

0.29**

Survivalist View of
Mind

0.26**

Non-reducible
View of Mind

-0.22**

Metaphysics

-0.34**

Locus of
Responsibility

-0.42**

Agency

-0.24*

Mutability

Cognitive
Reflection

Dualistic
View of Mind

-0.34**
-0.23**

-0.17*

0.24**

-0.58*

0.23*

Anthropomorphism

0.33*

Holism
Religion

Non-reducible
View of Mind

0.27*

-0.29*

Rejection of
Authority

Conspiracy
Mentality

Computational
View of Mind

Standardized Regression Weights « betas », * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

Natural Remedies

Epistemic
Relativism

Survivalist
View of Mind

0.29**

0.21*

-0.31**
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When considering the Computational View of Mind as the criterion and deepen into the
residuals analyses, we see that the Shapiro-Test was significant (W = 0.956, p < .05) and the
Breush-Pagan Test was also significant (χ2(1) = 12.84, p < .05). It means that this particular
model must be analyzed with caution and interpreted with complementary analyses such as
correlational analyses. However, it seems that Conspiracy Mentality, β = 0.29 ; p < 0.01, Agency,
β = -0.34 ; p < 0.01 and Holism, β = 0.21 ; p < 0.05 are significant predictors.
The last stepwise multiple regression model includes the Non-reducible View of Mind as the
criterion. Concerning the statistical prerequisites, both normality (W = 0.987, p > .05) and
homoscedasticity (χ2(1) = 1.438, p > .05) were respected. Thus, Religion, β = -0.31 ; p < 0.01 and
External Locus of Responsability, β = 0.27 ; p < 0.05 are significant predictors for the Nonreducible View of Mind.
The tables with the details of each stepwise multiple regression analyses can be found at the end
of the work (see : Appendices).

1.2 Structural Equation Modeling
Structural equation models are mainly used to understand the relationships between observed or
manifest variables and unobserved variables (latent constructs) (Schreiber et al., 2006). Indeed,
graphical representations are useful to understand the structure of one model including the
loadings on latent constructs and the covariances when using a measurement model but also the
regression coefficients when a structural model is used to assess the relationships between the
constucts. In a nutshell, structural equation modeling serves to test theoretical assumptions about
the unilateral or reciprocal relationships between constructs and the respective directionality
(Schreiber et al., 2006). In our study, two structural models were generated in order to : (1)
understand how the main predictors resulting from the stepwise regression analysis will predict
the conspiracy mentality and (2) to decipher how the possible cognitive biases or protective
factor (CRT) involved in the study are linked to each kind of the five naïve representations of the
mind.
In Figure 2, the graphical representation of the best predictors for conspiracy mentality (CnM)
by the mean of a structural model is given. On the left hand-side of the graphic, we can see four
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predictors such as holism (His), the Survivalist View of Mind (SrM), the Computational View of
Mind (CmM) and Natural Remedies (NtR) which predict positively (green arrow) the conspiracy
mentality construct. In contrast, the Non-reducible View of Mind (NRM) predicts negatively
conspiracy mentality (red arrow).
Figure 3 shows how the main cognitive biases such as conspiracy mentality and epistemic
relativism and also the main protective factor against cognitive biases in general, the cognitive
reflection ability predict each of the five naïve representations of the mind including : the NonReducible View of Mind (NRM), the Computational View of Mind (CmM), the Dualistic View of
Mind (DIM), the Survivalist View of Mind (SrM) and the Strict Neuroscience View of Mind (StN).
Generally, we can see that conspiracy mentality predicts positively the computational
representation of mind and the survivalist view of mind. Moreover, the cognitive reflection
ability predicts negatively the dualistic view of mind, the survivalist view and the computational
representation of the mind. Lastly, the epistemic relativism predicts positively the survivalist
view of mind. Indeed, we can stipulates that these three representations of the mind can be
subjected to cognitive biases.
In contrast, conspiracy mentality as well as epistemic relativism both predict negatively the nonreducible view of mind (red arrows). With regard to the strict neuroscience view of the mind,
epistemic relativism predicts negatively this dimension and the cognitive reflection ability
predicts slightly positively this factor. This two factors seem to be exempt from cognitive biases
in general and will be discussed in the following chapters.
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Hls

0.78

−0.05

0.20
1.04

NRM

0.26 −0.01

0.400.94
−0.04

−0.22

SrM

0.08 −0.03

0.19
1.01

0.17

0.26

CnM

0.58

0.29

CmM

0.30

0.24

0.90

NtR

Figure 2. Structural Model 1.
With HIs = Holism, NRM = Non-Reducible View of Mind, SrM = Survivalist View of Mind, CmM = Computational View of Mind, NtR =
Natural Remedies, CnM = Conspiracy Mentality.
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CnM

−0.19

NRM

0.94

0.41

−0.13

−0.00
0.12

0.08

CmM

0.83

−0.04
0.24

0.29

CgR

−0.09
−0.18
0.01

−0.06

DlM

0.95

−0.07
−0.22

−0.16

−0.07
0.08

SrM

0.77

−0.34

0.10

−0.13

−0.07

0.23

EpR

0.02

−0.05

0.02

0.01

0.13

StN

0.87

Figure 3. Structural Model 2.
With CnM = Conspiracy Mentality, CgR = Cognitive Reflection Ability, EpR = Epistemic Relativism, NRM = Non-Reducible View of
Mind, CmM = Computational View of Mind, DIM = Dualistic View of Mind, SrM = Survivalist View of Mind, StN = Strict Neuroscience
View of Mind.
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2. DISCUSSION AND PERSPECTIVES
The main interest for the present study was to understand which general views of mind or
theoretical epistemologies around consciousness are exempt from cognitive biases or biased
judgment such as conspiracy mentality or epistemic relativism. As a second aim, the
reciprocal or causal relationships taking into account many heterogeneous variables, on the
one hand, and the conspiracy mentality, one the second hand, were analyzed in order to have
an overview on how conspiracy mentality could potentially be related to various constructs.
With regard to conspiracy mentality, we can deepen into the correlational analyses and see
that CM correlates positively and significantly with Natural Remedies, Holism, Epistemic
Relativism, Anthropomorphism, Metaphysics and Individual Responsibility toward health.
Moreover, the Survivalist View of Mind and the Computational View of Mind correlate both
positively and significantly with CM. However, it is interesting to see that only the NonReductible View of Mind correlates negatively and significantly with CM. We will see that it
could open perspectives for consciousness research in the conclusion. The stepwise multiple
regression analysis in Table 7 and the structural equation model in Figure 2 respectively
show numerically and graphically how the most striking predictors can cause CM. For
instance, Natural Remedies, the Computational View of Mind and the Survivalist View of
Mind predict positively CM unlike the Non-Reducible View of Mind that will « prevent for » a
conspiracy mentality in general.
Concerning the general and underlying views of mind coming from the PCA, a glimpse into
the possible correlations can be looked up by the mean of Figure 9 (see : Appendices) which
is a correlogram showing graphically the reciprocal relationships. Furthermore, Table 6
demonstrates statistically how the main cognitives biases such as Epistemic Relativism or
Conspiracy Mentality as well as the main preventing variable (CRT) correlate with each of
the representations of the mind. Indeed, the Strict Neuroscience View of Mind is negatively
and significantly correlated with Epistemic Relativism which is very logical with regard to the
factor’s definition. In Table 5, we can also identify Religion and Metaphysics which show
interesting negative correlations, demonstrating the scientific ground of this dimension.
Secondly, the Survivalist View of Mind seems to be the most inclined to cognitive biases as
it correlates positively with Epistemic Relativism and Conspiracy Mentality and negatively
with the Cognitive Reflection Ability. Moreover, it is also positively correlated with Religion,
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Metaphysics, Anthropomorphism and Holism. Finally, a negative correlation with Mutability
demonstrates an inclination toward conservatism. This factor is showing a non-scientific,
dogmatic and belief-based view of the mind.
The Dualistic View of Mind met no significant correlations with regard to cognitive biases.
However, it is positively correlated with Agency, Anthropomorphism and Rejection of
Authority which indicates that this view of the mind could be subjected to non-scientific
tendencies.
With regard to the Computational View of Mind, it was highly positively correlated with
CM, Holism, Anthropomorphism and Metaphysics. Indeed, this particular view of the mind
cannot stand for a clear scientific-based epistemology.
Finally, the Non-Reducible View of Mind correlates negatively with CM, Religion and
Metaphysics which indicates a scientific basis for this dimension.
Moving forward, we can look at the numerous stepwise multiple regression models taking the
factors as the main criteria for each models in Table 7. It can give us insights on how the
most striking constructs from each psychometric instruments can predict the five dimensions
of philosophy of mind. Firstly, we can see that Metaphysics, The External Locus of
Responsibility, Agency and Epistemic Relativism predict negatively the Strict Neuroscience
View of Mind. Thus, a deterministic view of life (unlike free will), an internal responsibility,
a trust in modern science and a materialist view of life will predict this general view of mind.
Indeed, it highly legitimates the choice for the name of « Strict Neuroscience View of Mind ».
Secondly, we can look into Table 7 where Epistemic Relativism predicts positively and
significantly the Survivalist View of Mind. Moreover, Mutability, External Locus of
Responsibility and the Cognitive Reflection will negatively predict this general view of mind.
Thus, a rigid and unchangeable view of caracters and people, an internal responsibility and a
lack of general reasoning ability can lead to an endorsement of the Survivalist View of Mind.
Thirdly, we can note that the Dualistic View of Mind which sustains a cartesian-dualism
based epistemology was positively predicted by rejection of authority and anthropomorphism.
Indeed, anthropomorphism which extends the view of human-like mind to animals, plants or
robots can lead to a tendency to see the mind conception as independant from the brain
processes. With regard to the Computational View of Mind which corresponds to seeing the
mind as a mere consequence of underlying computational processes or algorithms, the main
positive and significant predictors are Holism and Conspiracy Mentality. Furthermore, the
agency negatively predicts the factor which can be highly understandable when the mind is
considered as computations within a basic learning process. Indeed, a biased judgment such
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as conspiracy mentality could potentially predict the computational view of mind as well as a
deterministic view of life and also a holistic standpoint with regard to healing processes.
Regarding the model integrating the Non-Reducible View of Mind as the criterion, it
remained two variables after the stepwise procedure as the External Locus of Responsibility
which predicts positively and significantly the factor and Religion which predicts negatively
and significantly this particular dimension. Indeed, the fact that religion didn’t predict this
underlying theoretical epistemology gives credit for a legitimate use of this particular view of
mind when we undertake consciousness research. A general overview and graphical
representation of the multiple regression analyses from cognitive biases and CRT to the
dimensions of philosophy of mind can be seen into the structural model (Figure 3) showing
how each construct (CnM = Conspiracy Mentality, CgR = Cognitive Reflection, EpR =
Epistemic Relativism) loads on each of the general views of mind.
When considering every type of analyses, we can see two main conceptions or views of the
mind that are generally exempt from cognitive biases or religious dogmas. The first one is the
Strict Neuroscience View of Mind and the second one, the Non-reducible View of Mind.
Prior choice of a theoretical framework in science is paramount. After any type of cognitive
neuroscience experiments, the scientist must interpret the findings under the scope of an
underlying theory or paradigm. As said before, the Strict Neuroscience View of Mind can be
seen as the dominant conception of the mind in neurosciences, analogous to a materialistic
approach of mind processes. On the contrary, a Non-reducible View of the Mind takes into
account the supervenience principle and the bottom-up dependencies coming from underlying
brain processes up to mental phenomena. However, it also considers that mental phenomena
are different in kind from brain states (different possible governing laws or properties).
Indeed, this particular paradigm can open the field for new insights and experiments with
regard to consciousness research. Thomas S. Kuhn analyzed the structure of scientific
revolution throughout history and stipulated that a shift in paradigm occurs mainly because of
the existence of a scientific crisis where a large amount of theories advocate specific
approaches and theoretical views toward specific phenomena (Kuhn, 2018). However, a new
theory or approach is not always in conflict with the dominant one and can be complementary
such as the Non-reducible View of Mind. When we look at scientific revolutions, we can see
one common cause which is : anomalies within the current dominant paradigm (Kuhn, 2018).
In effect, the other theoretical approach could potentially offers new insights for the anomaly
or anomalies. For instance, in physics, the Newton’s theory of dynamics can still be highly
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relevant when considering low relative speed between the bodies in movement. However,
when the relative speed approaches the speed of light, we need to use the general relativity
theory of A. Einstein and revise our interpretations of these seemingly continuous phenomena
(Kuhn, 2018). It could potentially be the same when considering mental phenomena which
cannot be understood by a unique brain based approach (newtonian’s analogy) but need
another perspective or underlying theory (Einstein general relativity’s analogy) to be fully
understood. The « normal » scientific group of investigation involves a clear knowledge on
which kind of problems have already been resolved and generally uses a kind of « avoidance
bias » when an anomaly pops out. Effectively, social functionalism research shows that when
a contradictory phenomenon or anomaly appears, a threatening situation can be perceived by
the scientists which will neglect or avoid the anomaly in order to protect their self-esteem,
restore cognitive consistency and control over their perception of the world (Tetlock, 2002).
Several socially anchored biases might occur when choosing one theory or the other.
However, when two confronting theories are presented, the choice is mainly guided by the
convention. It is important to be rational and when the possibility to use different
epistemologies, the choice between each theories must be driven by rational arguments and
not motivational ones.
In this work, the discovery of two theoretical backgrounds : The Strict Neuroscience View
of Mind and The Non-Reducible View of Mind could potentially be used in cognitive
neurosciences as a theoretical ground or for interpretation. However, the paradigm and the
interpretations with regard to consciousness can differ between these two different
perceptions of the mind.

3. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS
This study was globally done on an exploratory purpose which means that no prior study tried
to figure out possible underlying naïve representations of philosophy of mind. In fact, the
complete creation of a philosophy of mind questionnaire was necessary because no
psychometric instrument taking all philosophical stances about the mind was existent. Indeed,
it took time and dedication to create a complete scale in a highly complex and abstract domain
such as philosophy of mind. By extend, the complexity and unfamiliarity for many
participants with this specific domain led many participants to drop out in the mid-part of the
survey. Indeed, 126 participants out of 357 completed the philosophy of mind questionnaire.
Moreover, the minimal ratio of 5 :1 between participants and items to undertake a PCA
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wasn’t fully respected as we finally used the 39 items and not the 13 theoretical variables to
run the PCA. The population was highly heterogeneous and some participants were not fully
familiarized with philosophy of mind. Thus, a more « educated » or academic population will
be more relevant in future research around the topic. This point should be considered when
using the philosophy of mind questionnaire.
The total survey was also highly demanding for the participants. In effect, gathering eight
questionnaires and also demographic items, the total amount of time needed to complete the
survey was between 35 to 60 minutes. So, some tiredness bias might have occured during the
questionnaire.
With regard to the scales and constructs used, the « Complementary And Alternative Medicine
Scale » was focusing on how people perceived post-modern (or new-age) beliefs on a highly
specific context which was limited to a medical one. The post-modern beliefs could have been
considered slightly differently in another context such as a more spiritual one. Moreover,
Anti-science Sentiments (α = .17) was removed for the analyses due to the lack of reliability.
With regard to the stepwise multiple regression models, we have seen that the model
implicating the Computational View of Mind didn’t reach the criteria for normality and
homoscedasticity. Thus, it must be interpreted with caution.
Finally, this study was the first that investigated how cognitive biases may influence some
dimensions of the philosophy of mind. Indeed, it must be interesting to assess the
generalizability of the research and maybe to add some additional cognitive biases into further
research protocols (as for instance, the teleological bias or perceptual/attentional biases).

4. CONCLUSION
In this work, the main purpose was to understand which views of the mind are exempt from
cognitive biases or irrational beliefs such as post-modern beliefs and how these naïve
representations of the mind can be related to the several constructs used in the study. First of
all, we can stipulate that the Strict Neuroscience View of Mind is not predicted or in relation
with cognitive biases such as CM or Epistemic Relativism. Moreover, this general view of
mind is negatively predicted by Metaphysics and Agency which means that a materialistic
and deterministic standpoint with regard to life and mind characterizes the Strict
Neuroscience View of Mind. As we saw, this particular dimension is mainly composed by
identity theory, epiphenomenalism, eliminativism and functionalism which demonstrates a
supervenience principle coming from the brain and a possible replacement of mental instances
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by brain ongoing processes. This general view of mind can be seen as the dominant and
current underlying theory in cognitive neurosciences.
The second dimension which is hightly relevant to direct or interpret cognitive neuroscience
experiments is the Non-reducible View of Mind which is inversely and significantly
correlated with CM which means that the two variables are antipodic. Moreover, religion
negatively predicts this general view of mind, meaning that this theoretical epistemology is
exempt from any religious beliefs and might be used to interpret cognitive neuroscience
outcomes. The general underlying features for this dimension are non-reductive physicalism,
behaviorism and consciousness. Generally speaking, it means that mental states cannot be
reduced to brain processes because of the qualitative or irreducible feature(s) of mental
processes.
With regard to the two dimensions, it must be known that the same cognitive neuroscience
methods such as EEG, fMRI or TMS experiments can be used. The main differences between
the two versions of the mind stands in the theoretical axis and also in the interpretation of the
experiments. For instance, when using the Non-reducible View of Mind, a more holistic
approach such as embodiment or experiments used to highlight discrepancies between brain
processes and mental states like autoscopic investigation using a TMS protocol or the
investigation of the EPR (Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen) paradox in the brain using faraday’s
cages could be potential experiments with respect to the general idea that the mind cannot be
reduced to the brain. Moreover, a more functional and theoretical axis including dynamical
large-scale connectivity, coherence or resonance within brain’s waves could be interesting to
use as potential underlying frameworks aligned with the Non-reducible View of the Mind. In
contrast, when using the Strict Neuroscience View of Mind, a purely materialistic approach
aligned with « normal science » with the aim to eliminate or replace any conceptions of mind
by brain’s processes is prevalent. Indeed, the two paradigms could be complementary and
relevant if we respect the scientific evidence.
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Appendix A

Formulaire de consentement – Département de Psychologie
Titre de l’expérience : Questionnaire sur vos opinions

Les raisons pour lesquelles nous nous adressons à vous :
Nous vous demandons de participer à notre étude qui explore certaines opinions sur la société et certains groupes
qui la composent. Veuillez s’il vous plaît lire l’explication de l’étude ainsi que les risques et bénéfices qu’elle
peut présenter avant de décider d’y participer.
Qu’est-ce que nous vous demandons de faire ?
Si vous décidez de participer à l’étude, vous allez: (a) compléter une tâche d'opinions sur plusieurs sujets. Cette
expérience prendra environ 40-60 minutes de votre temps.
Quels sont les bénéfices d'y participer ?
Il n'y a pas de bénéfices directs pour votre participation à cette étude. Cependant, votre participation contribuera
à une meilleure compréhension de certaines attitudes.
Quels sont les risques d'y participer ?
Il n'y a pas de risques directs. Votre participation implique un investissement de 40-60 minutes de votre temps.
Vos droits si vous participez à l’étude :
Vous êtes libre d’accepter ou de refuser de participer à l’étude. Si vous décidez de ne pas participer, cela ne
changera rien. Vous pouvez choisir de ne pas y participer et vous pouvez vous décider de vous retirer à
n’importe quel moment.
Ce qu'il adviendra de vos données :
Toutes les données obtenues durant l’expérience seront strictement confidentielles. Vous serez identifié-e
uniquement par un numéro attribué de manière aléatoire. Votre nom, ou tout renseignement qui pourrait vous
identifier, n’apparaîtra nulle part. Aucune donnée vous identifiant ne sera utilisée dans les publications ou
présentations qui résulteront de cette étude. Aucun renseignement vous connectera spécifiquement à vos
réponses au questionnaire.
La personne à qui vous pouvez vous adresser :
Vous pouvez à tout moment poser des questions et demander des précisions à la personne suivante :
Ken Mauron : ken.93@hotmail.com

57

Appendix B
Philosophy of Mind Questionnaire

Scale

Cartesian Dualism
1. Minds and bodies are "substances" of distinct kinds that, in the case of living human beings, happen to be intimately related
(CD1).
2. Mental states are nonspatial, there are nothing like the qualities of material objects (CD2).
3. The knowledge of your own mental states is direct and immediate unlike the knowledge you acquire from material objects
(CD3).
Behaviorism
4. There is nothing more to an agent's possessing a mind than the agent's behaving or being disposed to behave in appropriately
mindful ways (BH1).
5. What you do depends essentially on the circumstances and the environment your are in (BH2).
6. Every mental state is directly linked to environmental occurrences (BH3).
Identity Theory
7. Mental properties as consciousness are identical with material physical substrates as the brain (IT1).
8. The researchers will discover that properties that we designate as mental ones are in fact properties of the brain (IT2).
9. Reporting conscious experiences is akin to reporting goings-on in your brain (IT3).
Functionalism
10. Mental processes are realized in the nervous system but the property of being in pain is not a material property, for instance
(FT1).
11. States of mind are analoguous to computational processes (softwares) (FT2).
12. Higher-level cognitive states are distinct from lower-level properties such as atoms, molecules or neurons (FT3).
Representational Theory of Mind
13. The meaning surrounding mental representations play no role in mental processes which ones can be imitated by a maschine
(RTM1).
14. The mind can be compared to a "semantic engine", in the sense that it can create meaningful mental states by using abstract
symbols (RTM2).
15. Our conscious mind can create mental representations from neutral symbols (without internal meaning) (RTM3).
Intentional Stance
16. Familiar psychological states like beliefs, desires and reason to behave are just a way to cope with complexe systems without
having any concrete reality (IS1).
17. Mind or mental entities are closely linked to internal beliefs about the environment (IS2).
18. All living organisms possess beliefs, desires and reasons to behave in certain way (IS3).
Consciousness
19. The conscious states or internal experiences are, by essence, unspeakable (CS1).
20. There is a huge gap between what you experience inside and how science sees consciousness as merely brain processes (CS2).
21. The qualitative dimensions of the mind cannot be fully understood by neuroscience (CS3).
Non-Reductive Physicalism
22. Mental states and properties are dependent on, yet distinct from, material states and properties (NRP1).
23. Mental states cannot be reduced to material properties despite their causal dependencie (NRP2).
24. Mental properties are possessed by sentient creatures in virtue of their physical properties but not reduced to it (NRP3).
Parallelism
25. Mental states and the material substrates do not interact in a causal way, otherwise they run in parallel (PL1).
26. Mental states co-variate with material substrates without any causal interaction (PL2).
27. There is a sequence of events in the material world and a distinct sequence of mental states in the mental world (PL3).
Occasionalism
28. God plays an active causal role in all mental or material events we live. So, neither mental states nor physical bodies affect
each other (OC1).
29. God creates every events from nothing (OC2).
30. No event is causality responsible for another event because God stands behind each causal illusion (OC3).
Idealism
31. The world consists exclusively of minds and their contents (ID1).
32. The material universe is nothing more but an illusion (ID2).
33. Conscious experiences never occur outside of the mind (ID3).
Epiphenomenalism
34. Mental events are only by-products of brain processes and never the other way around (EP1).
35. Mental phenomena have no effects on the physical world (EP2).
36. Every neurological event will induce a drastic change in your conscious perceptions (EP3).
Eliminativism
37. There exists no intentional states : desires, beliefs or reasons are only illusory (EL1).
38. There is nothing like minds. Mind is a great illusion (EL2).
39. Neuroscience will at some stages elinimates all the concepts of minds or mental categories (EL3).
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Appendix C
Table 8. Dimension 1. The Strict Neuroscience View of Mind.

Graphic

Statements

IT1. Mental properties as consciousness are identical with
material physical substrates as the brain.
EP1. Mental events are only by-products of brain
processes and never the other way around.
EL3. Neuroscience will at some stages elinimates all the
concepts of minds or mental categories.
(-) CD1. Minds and bodies are "substances" of distinct
kinds that, in the case of living human beings, happen to
be intimately related.
FT2. States of mind are analoguous to computational
processes (softwares).
IT2. The researchers will discover that properties that we
designate as mental ones are in fact properties of the
brain.
OC1. God plays an active causal role in all mental or
material events we live. So, neither mental states nor
bodies affect each other.
IS1. Familiar psychological states like beliefs, desires and
reason to behave are just a way to cope with complexe
systems without having any concrete reality.
EL1. There exists no intentional states : desires, beliefs or
reasons are only illusory.
RTM1. The meaning surrounding mental representations
play no role in mental processes which ones can be
imitated by a maschine.
Figure 4. Items contribution to Dimension 1.

* The red line represents the 100/39 (items) ratio = 2.564 which is the « threshold contribution » in %. All items
above the threshold can be considered, the most relevant items contribute the most in % (left hand-side). A (-) sign
before the item significates a negative contribution.
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Table 9. Dimension 2. The Survivalist View of Mind.

Graphic

Statements

PL2. Mental states co-variate with material substrates
without any causal interaction.
ID1. The world consists exclusively of minds and their
contents.
FT1. Mental processes are realized in the nervous system
but the property of being in pain is not a material
property, for instance.
IS3. All living organisms possess beliefs, desires and
reasons to behave in certain way.
ID2. The material universe is nothing more but an
illusion.
PL1. Mental states and the material substrates do not
interact in a causal way, otherwise they run in parallel.
OC3. No event is causality responsible for another event
because God stands behind each causal illusion.
(-) IT2. The researchers will discover that properties that
we designate as mental ones are in fact properties of the
brain.
CS2. There is a huge gap between what you experience
inside and how science sees consciousness as merely
brain processes.
OC1. God plays an active causal role in all mental or
material events we live. So, neither mental states nor
bodies affect each other.
Figure 5. Items contribution to Dimension 2.

* The red line represents the 100/39 (items) ratio = 2.564 which is the « threshold contribution » in %. All items
above the threshold can be considered, the most relevant items contribute the most in % (left hand-side). A (-) sign
before the item significates a negative contribution.

60

Table 10. Dimension 3. The Non-Reducible View of Mind.

Graphic

Statements

BH3. Every mental state is directly linked to environmental
occurences.
NRP1. Mental states and properties are dependent on, yet
distinct from, material states and properties.
NRP3. Mental properties are possessed by sentient creatures
in virtue of their physical properties but not reduced to it.
(-) OC2. God creates every events from nothing.
CS1. The conscious states or internal experiences are, by
essence, unspeakable.
BH2. What you do depends essentially on the
circumstances and the environment your are in.
(-) OC1. God plays an active causal role in all mental or
material events we live. So, neither mental states nor bodies
affect each other.
CS3. The qualitative dimensions of qualias cannot be fully
understood by neuroscience.
OC3. No event is causality responsible for another event
because God stands behind each causal illusion.
RTM3. Our conscious mind create mental representations
from neutral symbols (without internal meaning).

Figure 6. Items contribution to Dimension 3.

* The red line represents the 100/39 (items) ratio = 2.564 which is the « threshold contribution » in %. All items
above the threshold can be considered, the most relevant items contribute the most in % (left hand-side). A (-) sign
before the item significates a negative contribution.
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Table 11. Dimension 4. The Dualistic View of Mind.

Graphic

Statements

(-) IS2. Mind or mental entities are closely linked to
internal beliefs about the environment.
(-) EL1. There exists no intentional states : desires,
beliefs or reasons are only illusory.
(-) EP2. Mental phenomena have no effects on the
physical world.
NRP1. Mental states and properties are dependent on, yet
distinct from, material states and properties.
(-) ID2. The material universe is nothing more but an
illusion.
IT2. The researchers will discover that properties that we
designate as mental ones are in fact properties of the
brain.
CD2. Mental states are nonspatial, there are nothing like
the qualities of material objects.
(-) EP1. Mental events are only by-products of brain
processes and never the other way around.
NRP2. Mental states cannot be reduced to material
properties despite their causal dependencies.
(-) EL2. There is nothing like minds. Mind is a great
illusion.

Figure 7. Items contribution to Dimension 4.

* The red line represents the 100/39 (items) ratio = 2.564 which is the « threshold contribution » in %. All items
above the threshold can be considered, the most relevant items contribute the most in % (left hand-side). A (-) sign
before the item significates a negative contribution.
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Table 12. Dimension 5. The Computational View of Mind.

Graphic

Statements

FT2. States of mind are analoguous to computational
processes (softwares).
RTM2. The mind is like a "semantic engine" in the sense
that it creates meaningful mental states by using abstract
symbols.
(-) FT3. Higher-level cognitive states are distinct from
lower-level properties such as atoms, molecules or neurons.
EP3. Every neurological event will induce a big change in
your conscious perceptions.
(-) NRP3. Mental properties are possessed by sentient
creatures in virtue of their physical properties but not
reduced to it.
OC2. God creates every events from nothing.
BH1. There is nothing more to an agent's possessing a mind
than the agent's behaving or being disposed to behave in
appropriately mindful ways.
CS2. There is a huge gap between what you experience
inside and how science sees consciousness as merely brain
processes.
(-) CD1. Minds and bodies are "substances" of distinct
kinds that, in the case of living human beings, happen to be
intimately related.
EL2. There is nothing like minds. Mind is a great illusion
Figure 8. Items contribution to Dimension 5.

* The red line represents the 100/39 (items) ratio = 2.564 which is the « threshold contribution » in %. All items
above the threshold can be considered, the most relevant items contribute the most in % (left hand-side). A (-) sign
before the item significates a negative contribution.
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Appendix D
Table 13
Stepwise regression model using Conspiracy Mentality as the criterion

0.18
0.30**

[0.12, 0.48]

0.28

[0.11, 0.45]

.06

[-.01, .12]

.45**

0.29**

[0.13, 0.44]

0.29

[0.13, 0.44]

.07

[-.00, .15]

.40**

0.26**

[0.10, 0.41]

0.25

[0.10, 0.40]

.06

[-.01, .12]

.33**

[-0.37, -0.08]

-0.23

[-0.37, -0.08]

.05

[-.01, .11]

-.22*

[-0.03, 0.36]

0.15

[-0.03, 0.32]

.01

[-.02, .05]

.43**

Predictor
(Intercept)
Natural
Remedies
Computational
View of Mind
Survivalist
View of Mind
Non-Reducible
View of Mind
Holism

b

-0.22**
0.17

beta

beta
95% CI
[LL, UL]

sr

sr2
95% CI
[LL, UL]

b
95% CI
[LL, UL]
[-0.07, 0.43]

2

r

Fit

R2 = .434**
95% CI[.27,.52]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized
regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial correlation squared.
r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
Table 14
Stepwise regression model using the Strict Neuroscience View of Mind as the criterion
Predictor
(Intercept)
Metaphysics
Locus
Responsibility
Agency
Epistemic
Relativism

0.51**
-0.34**

-0.41

[-0.60, -0.23]

.12

[.02, .22]

-.47**

-0.42**

[-0.65, -0.18]

-0.29

[-0.46, -0.13]

.08

[-.01, .16]

-.12

-0.24*

[-0.45, -0.04]

-0.20

[-0.37, -0.03]

.04

[-.02, .09]

-.23*

-0.17*

[-0.34, -0.00]

-0.18

[-0.36, -0.00]

.03

[-.02, .07]

-.33**

b

beta

beta
95% CI
[LL, UL]

sr2
95% CI
[LL, UL]

b
95% CI
[LL, UL]
[0.20, 0.82]
[-0.49, -0.18]

sr

2

r

Fit

R2 = .335**
95% CI[.18,.44]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized
regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial correlation squared.
r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 15
Stepwise regression model using the Survivalist View of Mind as the criterion
Predictor
(Intercept)
Metaphysics
Mutability
Epistemic
Relativism
Locus of
Responsibility
Cognitive
Reflection

0.60**
0.14
-0.23**

0.17
-0.23

[-0.02, 0.36]
[-0.40, -0.07]

.02
.05

[-.02, .06]
[-.02, .11]

.42**
-.29**

0.24**

[0.07, 0.41]

0.25

[0.08, 0.43]

.05

[-.02, .12]

.34**

-0.29*

[-0.53, -0.05]

-0.20

[-0.37, -0.03]

.03

[-.02, .09]

-.34**

-0.58*

[-1.10, -0.06]

-0.19

[-0.35, -0.02]

.03

[-.02, .08]

-.29**

b

beta

beta
95% CI
[LL, UL]

sr2
95% CI
[LL, UL]

b
95% CI
[LL, UL]
[0.19, 1.00]
[-0.02, 0.29]
[-0.40, -0.07]

sr

2

r

Fit

R2 = .347**
95% CI[.18,.44]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized
regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial correlation squared.
r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

Table 16
Stepwise regression model using Dualistic View of Mind as the criterion
Predictor
(Intercept)
Rejection of
Authority
Anthropomorphism
Agency

-0.60**

b
95% CI
[LL, UL]
[-1.03, -0.18]

0.23*

[0.03, 0.44]

0.20

[0.02, 0.39]

.04

[-.03, .11]

.24**

0.33*

[0.03, 0.63]

0.20

[0.02, 0.38]

.04

[-.03, .10]

.23*

0.20

[-0.01, 0.41]

0.17

[-0.01, 0.35]

.03

[-.03, .09]

.18

b

beta

beta
95% CI
[LL, UL]

sr2

sr2
95% CI
[LL, UL]

r

Fit

R2 = .128**
95% CI[.02,.23]
Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents
unstandardized regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial
correlation squared. r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence
interval, respectively.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Table 17
Stepwise regression model using The Computational View of Mind as the criterion
Predictor
(Intercept)
Conspiracy
Mentality
Agency
Holism
Relation to
Authority

b
-0.27

b
95% CI
[LL, UL]
[-0.65, 0.12]

beta

beta
95% CI
[LL, UL]

sr

2

sr2
95% CI
[LL, UL]

r

0.29**

[0.10, 0.47]

0.29

[0.10, 0.47]

.07

[-.01, .14]

.40**

-0.34**
0.21*

[-0.54, -0.14]
[0.00, 0.43]

-0.29
0.19

[-0.45, -0.12]
[0.00, 0.37]

.08
.03

[-.01, .17]
[-.02, .08]

-.26**
.29**

-0.18

[-0.36, 0.01]

-0.16

[-0.32, 0.01]

.02

[-.02, .07]

-.24*

Fit

R2 = .278**
95% CI[.12,.38]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized
regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial correlation squared.
r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.

Table 18
Stepwise regression model using Non-reducible View of Mind as the criterion
Predictor
(Intercept)
Religion
Locus of
Responsibility

-0.31**
-0.31**

b
95% CI
[LL, UL]
[-0.53, -0.10]
[-0.46, -0.15]

0.27*

[0.01, 0.53]

b

sr2
95% CI
[LL, UL]

r

.12

[.01, .23]

-.42**

.03

[-.03, .10]

.30**

beta
95% CI
[LL, UL]

sr

-0.37

[-0.55, -0.18]

0.19

[0.01, 0.38]

beta

2

Fit

R2 = .212**
95% CI[.08,.33]

Note. A significant b-weight indicates the beta-weight and semi-partial correlation are also significant. b represents unstandardized
regression weights. beta indicates the standardized regression weights. sr2 represents the semi-partial correlation squared.
r represents the zero-order correlation. LL and UL indicate the lower and upper limits of a confidence interval, respectively.
* indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.
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Appendix E

Figure 9. Correlogram between the philosophy of mind dimensions and conspiracy mentality.
• Dim-1 = The Strict Neuroscience View of Mind,
• Dim-2 = The Survivalist View of Mind,
• Dim-3 = The Non-reducible View of Mind,
• Dim-4 = The Dualistic View of Mind and
• Dim-5 = The Computational View of Mind.
•
*The red slices correspond to negative correlations. The blue slices correspond to positive correlations.
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