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Extended Data Fig. 3 | Distributions of cognitive trait variables. Means + 1SD (SD whiskers reflecting n=7973 except for Need for Cognition where n=6005).
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Extended Data Fig. 4| Regression coefficients for research areasasa
function of research methods. Like Fig. 3, each cell here gives the regression
coefficient for the simple model where individual research areas are regressed
onindividual research methods (though as the y-variable here is binary, unlike
the controversial themes in Fig. 3, these are binomial regression coefficients
expressed in logits). Cells marked with ‘x” are non-significant (Bonferroni
correction for multiple comparisons—the number of cells in the panel—yielding
threshold p <.0001515). The margins of the plot show hierarchical clusters

Research methods
derived using Ward’s method. If the vectors of individual responses for research
areas represent one high-dimensional space and the vectors of individual
responses for research methods represent another high-dimensional space, then
the correlation between all pairs of research-area vector cosine similarities and all
pairs of research-methods cosine similarities is p = 0.22 (Figs. 5, 7), representing
aconservative estimate for the overall association between these two types of
response. For numeric results, see Appendix 2, Supplementary Table 6.
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Extended Data Fig. 5| Cosine similarities for survey responses and methods, areas of psychology) or extracted from three models of publication
bibliometric models across abstract spaces representing each class of space: word embedding model of texts of abstracts and titles from an author’s

variable. Correlations between cosine similarities across all pairs of participants,  published articles; network models representing the works cited in each article
with vectors either consisting of participants’ responses to each type of question (thus representing the knowledge base assumed in the article); and patterns of
inthe survey (controversial themes, cognitive traits, research topics, research co-authorship across those articles.
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Extended Data Fig. 6 | Regression coefficients predicting between-participant
similarity in controversial themes and bibliometric models. Regression
coefficients for each set of predictors on outcomes variables (a) controversial
themes; (b) semantic model of abstracts and titles; (c) citation model. Points
indicate standardized coefficients with error bars reflecting 99%Cls (though in
some cases these are too small to be seen clearly, relative to the size of the point

Cognitive trait -
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representing the coefficient). For similarities within the survey data (panel a),
Clsarebased on n=6932 participants, yielding 24,022,846 unordered pairwise
comparisons. For similarities across survey and bibliometric data (panels b, ¢),
Cls are based on n=4829 participants, yielding 11,657,206 unordered pairwise
comparisons.
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Extended DataFig. 7 | Distributions of publication counts, split between described in Bibliometric models section of Materials). The top row shows the
survey respondents and those who were invited but did not respond. distribution of the survey respondents (median=6; mean=15.67). The bottom
Histograms showing the number of publications in journals classified as row shows the distribution of non-respondents, or e-mail addresses we emailed
‘psychology’ by WoS that we were able to index using the e-mail addresses to butdid not get a survey response (median=3; mean=11.24). Note that the x-axis is
whichinvitations to participant were sent (using procedure identical to that broken after 210 for better visualization.
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Extended Data Fig. 8| An overview of the inferred countries of email addresses

to which we sentinvitations, comparing those who responded with those

whodid not. Our survey did not ask about participant’s geographic locations,

and generic email domains such as ‘gmail.com’ do not license inferences about

location. However, for university (or other institutional) email domains we

are generally able to infer what countries those institutions are based in. We

were able to do so for 6421 respondents so, even if this is not full coverage, it

represents the bulk of the survey data. (a) A comparison of the log counts of those

whoresponded to the survey and those who did not, with alinear fit (predicted

log mean, with 95% Cls); (b) A comparison of the proportion represented by

each country (as a percentage), either as a proportion of our survey respondents
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(blue) or as a proportion of invitation emails that did not receive a response
(red); (c) A histogram of the difference between each country’s proportions from
panelb, subtracting the proportion who did not respond from the proportion
that did. For example, the largest value in the histogram is a difference of

8.36% percentage points representing the USA because 48.28% of our survey
respondents had email domains in the US whereas 39.92% of emails that were
invited but did not respond had the same. Given these indications that there is
agood match in respondent vs non-respondent countries apart from the USA,
whichis somewhat over-represented, we believe our sampling strategy reached
awide range of participants (evenifitis not arepresentative sample of the global
academic psychology community).

Nature Human Behaviour


http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav

Article

https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-025-02153-1

Extended Data Table 1| Key-word identifiers for the 16 controversial themes, with the descriptive labels for both ends of the

response scales displayed to respondents

Key phrase

Lower anchor label

Upper anchor label

Rational self-interest

Computer analogy

Neurobiology essential

Perception veridical

Wide reach

Math models

Evolution matters

Capacities innate

Ideal rules

Constructs real

Personality stable
Mind universal

Holistic view

Thinking~language

Context matters

Social environment

The Homo economicus (the assumption that
humans are rational, self-interested agents in
pursuit of maximizing personal gain) is NOT
an accurate model of human behavior.

A modern digital computer is NOT a good
model for the human mind.

Even a  complete understanding  of
(neuro)biology will NOT allow us to fully
understand human behavior.

Human perception is NOT a reliable guide to
truth.

There are some patterns in nature that we will
never understand, given the limitations of our
minds.

Compared to a model of behavior expressed
in verbal terms, a mathematical model of the
same behavior does NOT necessarily mean the
field of psychology has achieved greater under-
standing of that behavior.

Psychological theories should NOT be more
focused on the evolutionary history of human
mental faculties than they currently are.
Human cognitive capacities such as language
and reasoning are learned rather than innate.
Psychologists should focus on discovering
ways in which human behavior differs from
ideal/abstract rules.

Common domains of study in psychology such
as ‘short term memory’, ‘attention’; and ‘mo-
tivation’ are merely theoretical constructs; a
science of psychology developed by a different
culture might end up with entirely different
constructs and domains of study.

An individual’s personality varies quite widely
over their lifetime.

Human minds differ so widely that there is NO
real sense in talking of ‘The Human Mind’.
Psychological research can progress best if sci-
entists focus on studying individual processes
(e.g., working memory, attention, object recog-
nition, language comprehension) in isolation
from other processes.

Human cognition is largely independent of lan-
guage.

At its most basic, human cognition is NOT
sensitive to context; what needs to be ex-
plained is when human behaviors become
context-dependent.

Most human behaviors can be productively
studied without reference to people’s social en-
vironment.

The Homo economicus is an accurate model
of human behavior.

A modern digital computer is a good model for
the human mind.

The key to understanding human behavior
is to understand its (neuro)biological mecha-
nisms.

Human perception is a reliable guide to truth.

Our minds are capable of understanding all the
patterns of nature.

Compared to a model of behavior expressed
in verbal terms, a mathematical model of the
same behavior means the field of psychology
has achieved greater understanding of that be-
havior.

Psychological theories should be more focused
on the evolutionary history of human mental
faculties than they currently are.

Human cognitive capacities such as language
and reasoning are innate rather than learned.
Psychologists should focus on discovering
ideal/abstract rules underlying human cogni-
tion.

Common domains of study in psychology such
as ‘short term memory’, ‘attention’, and ‘moti-
vation’ all correspond to real mechanisms; any
science of psychology would converge onto the
same constructs and domains of study.

An individual’s personality is quite stable over
their lifetime.

All human minds are fundamentally the same.
There is really just ‘The Human Mind’.
Psychological research is slowed by scientists’
focus on studying individual processes (e.g.,
working memory, attention, object recogni-
tion, language comprehension) in isolation
from other processes.

Without language, human cognition would be
unrecognizable.

At its most basic, human cognition is sensi-
tive to context; what needs to be explained is
when human behaviors generalize across many
contexts.

Most human behaviors CANNOT be produc-
tively studied without reference to people’s so-
cial environment.

Left-right orientation of these was randomized per participant per scale, so ‘lower’ and ‘upper’ here refer to the positive/negative orientation of the axes in analyses. Responses range from 0%

(completely agree with lower anchor label) to 100% (completely agree with upper anchor label).

Nature Human Behaviour


http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav

nature portfolio

Corresponding author(s):  Justin Sulik

Last updated by author(s): 10.10.2024

Reporting Summary

Nature Portfolio wishes to improve the reproducibility of the work that we publish. This form provides structure for consistency and transparency
in reporting. For further information on Nature Portfolio policies, see our Editorial Policies and the Editorial Policy Checklist.

Statistics

For all statistical analyses, confirm that the following items are present in the figure legend, table legend, main text, or Methods section.

Confirmed
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The exact sample size (n) for each experimental group/condition, given as a discrete number and unit of measurement
|X| A statement on whether measurements were taken from distinct samples or whether the same sample was measured repeatedly

The statistical test(s) used AND whether they are one- or two-sided
N Only common tests should be described solely by name; describe more complex techniques in the Methods section.

A description of all covariates tested
|X| A description of any assumptions or corrections, such as tests of normality and adjustment for multiple comparisons

A full description of the statistical parameters including central tendency (e.g. means) or other basic estimates (e.g. regression coefficient)
2~ AND variation (e.g. standard deviation) or associated estimates of uncertainty (e.g. confidence intervals)

For null hypothesis testing, the test statistic (e.g. F, t, r) with confidence intervals, effect sizes, degrees of freedom and P value noted
N Give P values as exact values whenever suitable.

|X| For Bayesian analysis, information on the choice of priors and Markov chain Monte Carlo settings

|X| For hierarchical and complex designs, identification of the appropriate level for tests and full reporting of outcomes

o0 0Odgo o

|X| Estimates of effect sizes (e.g. Cohen's d, Pearson's r), indicating how they were calculated

Our web collection on statistics for biologists contains articles on many of the points above.

Software and code

Policy information about availability of computer code

Data collection  Data were collected via the Qualtrics platform

Data analysis Survey data were analyzed in R (4.4.1) with analysis code provided in the online repository at https://osf.io/zyec9. The analysis scripts list R
libraries. Bibliometric models were created in Python (version 3.7.6) with Gensim (version 3.8.0) and node2vec (version 0.4.1, https://
github.com/eliorc/node2vec)

For manuscripts utilizing custom algorithms or software that are central to the research but not yet described in published literature, software must be made available to editors and
reviewers. We strongly encourage code deposition in a community repository (e.g. GitHub). See the Nature Portfolio guidelines for submitting code & software for further information.

Data

Policy information about availability of data
All manuscripts must include a data availability statement. This statement should provide the following information, where applicable:

- Accession codes, unique identifiers, or web links for publicly available datasets
- A description of any restrictions on data availability

- For clinical datasets or third party data, please ensure that the statement adheres to our policy

Survey data are available at https://osf.io/zyec9/. Web Of Science data used in participant recruitment and bibliometric models are not openly available, as Web of
Science is a paid-access platform. The same applies to article abstracts retrieved from Microsoft Academic Graph (MAG).
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Research involving human participants, their data, or biological material

Policy information about studies with human participants or human data. See also policy information about sex, gender (identity/presentation),
and sexual orientation and race, ethnicity and racism.

Reporting on sex and gender Participants self-reported gender. In addition to binary options (and an explicit opt-out response response option),
participants could enter their own description of their gender identity.

Reporting on race, ethnicity, or N/A
other socially relevant

groupings

Population characteristics See above, and Supplementary Figure 1

Recruitment Participants were recruited via email, based on email addresses published as corresponding addresses for academic research
articles in psychology journals. The Methods and Limitations sections contain further details, including discussion of potential
selection biases.

Ethics oversight The study was approved by the University of Chicago Social & Behavioral Sciences IRB

Note that full information on the approval of the study protocol must also be provided in the manuscript.

Field-specific reporting

Please select the one below that is the best fit for your research. If you are not sure, read the appropriate sections before making your selection.

|:| Life sciences Behavioural & social sciences |:| Ecological, evolutionary & environmental sciences

For a reference copy of the document with all sections, see nature.com/documents/nr-reporting-summary-flat.pdf

Behavioural & social sciences study design

All studies must disclose on these points even when the disclosure is negative.
Study description Mixed methods: quantitative cross-sectional survey combined with bibliometric models of published research articles.

Research sample Academic psychologists (and researchers in related disciplines) who had published research articles with a corresponding email
address in journals classed as "psychology" by Web of Science. The final sample included 4182 men, 3683 women and 108 non-
binary respondents. The modal decade of age was 30-39. Further participant information is provided in Supplementary Figure 1. The
sample is not intended to be representative due to the recruitment strategy below, though the Limitations section discusses issues of
representativeness.

Sampling strategy Sampling was a mixture of convenience sampling (participants were emailed an invitation to the study based on email addresses we
retrieved from academic psychology journals) and snowballing sampling (participants were invited to forward the invitation to their
colleagues). The Limitations section addresses the adequacy of the sample size, as does Appendix 4 in the Supplementary Material.

Data collection Data were collected online via the Qualtrics survey platform.

Timing 24.08.2016 - 30.08.2018

Data exclusions No data were excluded from analysis

Non-participation We retrieved 278,692 email addresses from psychology journals and sent invitations to all of these. 7973 (or 3%) completed the

study. We report this in the "Limitations" section, comparing our 3% rate with response rates to other similar studies, and comparing
respondents with non-respondents on bibliographic dimensions.

Randomization Randomization not relevant to a cross-sectional survey

Reporting for specific materials, systems and methods

We require information from authors about some types of materials, experimental systems and methods used in many studies. Here, indicate whether each material,
system or method listed is relevant to your study. If you are not sure if a list item applies to your research, read the appropriate section before selecting a response.
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