
Current Research in Ecological and Social Psychology 4 (2023) 100113 

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect 

Current Research in Ecological and Social Psychology 

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/cresp 

The interaction of faith and science mindsets predicts perceptions of the 

relationship between religion and science 

Kathryn A. Johnson 

∗ , Morris A. Okun , Jordan W. Moon 

Arizona State University 

a r t i c l e i n f o 

Keywords: 

Science 

Religion 

Faith 

Mindset 

Conflict 

Compatible 

a b s t r a c t 

Religion and Science are two cultural systems that have each played a critical role in shaping human thought, 

feelings, and behavior, and there is an ongoing debate about the relationship between the two systems. Religion 

and Science may be viewed as conflicting (if one is right, the other is wrong), in dialogue (differences can be 

discussed and reasonably resolved), or as separate domains of inquiry. Researchers studying people’s attitudes 

toward conflict and dialogue have focused on the main effects of religious or science-minded variables only. In 

contrast, we made predictions regarding an interaction effect: As faith scores increase, a positive relationship 

between science mindset and conflict would be attenuated (H1); and the negative relationship between science 

mindset and dialogue would also decrease (H2). Using a sample of 669 U.S. participants, we found support for the 

hypothesized interaction effect. Among participants high in faith mindset, science mindset was negatively related 

to conflict and positively related to dialogue. In contrast, among participants low in faith mindset, science mindset 

was positively related to conflict and negatively related to dialogue. Thus, it is important to consider the joint 

effects of faith and science mindsets when predicting views of the relationship between Religion and Science. 

We also explored the relationships between mindsets and Religion and Science as separate domains and found 

that mindsets accounted for minimal variance. We discuss how science and faith mindsets may each contribute 

to well-being but that endorsing a cultural narrative of Religion and Science in conflict may be detrimental to 

well-being. 
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. Introduction 

People need to make sense of the world to survive and flourish,

nd cultural systems such as religion and science often provide infor-

ation to satisfy that need. Before the scientific revolution in the 16 th 

entury, religion and science were branches of philosophy in Western

ivilization. Scholars generally agreed that God was revealed in the

orld, and the nature of things in the world provided evidence for

od ( Barbour, 1998 ). Subsequently, religion and science became sepa-

ated from philosophy. Today, they are more likely to be conceptualized

s distinct, multi-dimensional cultural systems with specialized epis-

emological, practical, moral, and social characteristics ( Geertz, 1973 ;

kasha, 2002 ; Saroglou, 2011 ). 

The separation of religion and science is evident in the academy

nd also has undergirded disputes in the U.S. regarding education

e.g., evolution), bioethics (e.g., stem cell research), public policy (e.g.,

uthanasia, climate change, vaccination compliance) ( McPhetres and

guyen, 2018 ) and perceived moral agendas ( Evans, 2011 ). Con-

equently, some have come to view religion and science as inher-

ntly in conflict ( Pew Research Center, 2015 ) in a kind of “culture
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ar ” ( Caiazza, 2007 ). The perception that religion and science are

ecessarily in conflict and that religious people are “anti-science ”

an also increase stereotype threat for religious people ( Rios, 2021 ;

ios et al., 2015 ), dissuade otherwise-qualified religious students

rom pursuing STEM degrees, and unnecessarily limit career choices

 Longest and Smith, 2011 ; Scheitle, 2011 ). 

Further, a view of religion and science as necessarily in conflict

eglects research showing that scientific and religious explanations

an and do coexist in the minds of many ( Legare and Gelman, 2008 ;

egare and Visala, 2011 ; Shtulman and Lombrozo, 2016 ). Indeed, some

elieve that the knowledge, positive practices, and communities that

onstitute Religion and Science 1 , writ large, can be mutually beneficial

nd that epistemological differences can eventually be resolved (e.g.,

cklund et al., 2011 ; Templeton, 2000 ). 

In his influential essay on the historical relationship between Reli-

ion and Science, physicist and theologian Ian Barbour (2000) identified

hree relational modes of Religion and Science: Conflict, Dialogue, and

eparation. We propose that perceptions of these three relational modes

etween Religion and Science are grounded in an individual’s reliance

n related mindsets or knowledge networks ( Murphy, 2007 ) used as in-
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erpretive frameworks to make sense of and respond to events in the

orld. In the present research, we examine whether the prediction of

erceptions of the relationship between Religion and Science as being

n Conflict, Dialogue, or Separate ( Barbour, 2000 ) is enhanced by taking

nto account the science mindset by faith mindset interaction effect. In

ther words, we predicted that faith and science mindsets jointly predict

erceptions of the relationship between Religion and Science as “ene-

ies, partners, or strangers ” ( Barbour, 2000 ). 

.1. Religion and science 

As cultural systems, Religion and Science have each greatly influ-

nced how people address life’s challenges. Given the historical im-

ortance of Religion and Science in the West, a debate about peo-

le’s perceptions of the relationship between the two systems has been

ngoing in modernity ( Evans and Evans, 2008 ; Leicht et al., 2021 ;

cPhetres and Zuckerman, 2018 ; O’Brien and Noy, 2015 ; Preston and

pley, 2009 ), with some portraying a historical “war ” between reli-

ion and science ( White, 1896 ), some viewing the two systems as sep-

rate domains ( Gould, 1999 ), and others finding forms of integration

 Barbour, 1998 ; Ecklund et al., 2011 ). 

Mindsets are learned through interactions with caregivers, life ex-

eriences, and formal education. Critically, faith and science mindsets

evelop and are embedded within the broader religious and scientific

ub-cultures that have evolved over centuries. The roots of both systems

n Western culture can be traced to Aristotle, who sought to understand

urpose and causality in the world ( Barbour, 1998 ; Okasha, 2002 ). Be-

ief in God and/or metaphysical forces, the purpose of objects in the

osmos, and understanding through deductive reasoning were central in

he Aristotelian worldview. However, beginning in the 1600s, scientists

e.g., Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, Newton) sought to understand the

orld through mathematics, inductive reasoning, and quantifiable rela-

ionships between objects without regard to purpose. They were more

nterested in how the world works; they thought of the world as mechan-

cal and subject to natural laws. 

Over the past 400 years, Religion and Science have continued to

volve such that both systems have come to be seen as bounded cat-

gories with their own set of unique characteristics in terms of what

an be known, ways of knowing, values, moral priorities, social norms,

rained practitioners, and organized communities. 

.2. Faith and science mindsets 

These two cultural systems, Religion and Science, provide the cogni-

ive foundations for an individual’s mindset —the global beliefs, world-

iews, or knowledge networks people use to perceive, interpret, navi-

ate, and respond to life events. As knowledge networks, faith and sci-

nce mindsets have some commonalities. Both mindsets involve net-

orks of core theories, auxiliary hypotheses, instrumentation, and data

bout the world ( Murphy, 2007 ). For example, faith and science mind-

ets share the core belief that the physical world exists. In addition, faith

nd science mindsets both provide a lens for gathering information and

nterpreting, predicting, and controlling the physical world. Yet, faith

nd science mindsets have unique characteristics. 

In the present research, we focus on the epistemological aspects and

onceptualize the science mindset as involving beliefs such as rational

hought is superior to intuition; logic must generate hypotheses; hypotheses

ust be tested; novel claims must be supported with empirical evidence; na-

ure can (eventually) be explained by the community of scientists ; and science

an solve the challenges facing humankind . 

In contrast, we conceptualize the faith mindset as involving a set

f epistemological and ontological beliefs such as metaphysical forces or

ntities also exist; subjective, non-ordinary (e.g., mystical) experiences can

e informative; the teachings of one’s religious group can be authoritative

ithout empirical evidence ; and God and other metaphysical forces can help

n addressing life’s challenges . 
2 
These and other mindsets guide human thoughts, feelings, and be-

aviors. For hundreds of years, science mindsets have changed the

ays people think about God ( Barbour, 1998 ; Ecklund et al., 2011 ;

ohnson et al., 2019 ; Longest and Smith, 2011 ), and faith mindsets

ave greatly influenced people’s reliance on science ( Johnson, 2021 ;

’Brien and Noy, 2015 ; Preston and Epley, 2009 ; Rutjens et al., 2010 ;

penieks et al., 2022 ). 

.3. Relationship between Religion and Science 

Given the importance of Religion and Science and their roles in soci-

ty, it is unsurprising that philosophers, scientists, and theologians have

ad much to say regarding the relationship between Religion and Sci-

nce. In the present research, we examine whether science and faith

indsets jointly predict perceptions of the cultural institutions of Reli-

ion and Science as being in conflict or dialogue. We also explore mind-

ets as predictors of the separate relational mode. 

.3.1. Religion and Science in Conflict 

The view of Religion and Science in conflict has been traced to his-

orical writings in the 19 th and 20 th centuries, which often emphasized

onflicts between religionists and scientists (e.g., Catholic Church vs.

alileo; White, 1896 ). The conflict narrative has found implicit sup-

ort in psychological research demonstrating a hydraulic relationship in

erms of cognitive processes ( Preston and Epley, 2009 ; Shenhav et al.,

012 ) and has gained traction among secularists in debates over Dar-

inism and bioethics (e.g., stem cell research, euthanasia). The Con-

ict mode often includes the argument that religion is a primitive belief

oomed to eventually yield to the rationality of science and the scientific

ethod as a way of knowing ( Evans and Evans, 2008 ) and has been at

he forefront of the New Atheism movement ( Cimino and Smith, 2011 ).

Despite stereotypes that religious people are not good at or interested

n (or that they oppose) Science or scientific information, Ecklund and

olleagues (2010; 2011 ) have shown that scientists often retain their

eligious and spiritual beliefs. Furthermore, some have argued that

aterialism (the ontological belief that the metaphysical does not ex-

st) is a philosophical position not essential to the science mindset

 Barbour, 1998 ; Okasha, 2002 ). 

.3.2. Religion and Science as Dialectic/Dialogue 

The dialogue , or dialectic, method of resolving disagreements was

mployed by the Greeks and can be defined as the “art of investi-

ating or discussing the truth of opinions, ” especially “inquiry into

etaphysical contradictions and their solutions ” ( Oxford Languages

ictionary, 2022 ). For Ecklund’s scientists (2010 ; 2011 ) and others

 Barbour, 2000 ), Religion and Science are compatible, have much to

ay to each other, and differences can eventually be reconciled. More-

ver, Religion and Science each contribute to human flourishing and,

herefore, are worthy of attempts at reconciliation. 

In a study of emerging adults, Longest and Smith (2011) found that

ncreased religiousness was more strongly associated with the belief that

he relationship between Religion and Science was compatible rather

han conflicting. More recently, Leicht et al. (2021) also found a posi-

ive correlation between religiosity and the perceived compatibility of

eligion and Science. However, this finding was qualified by an inter-

ction such that those who also identified with Science scored high-

st on compatibility using a ‘compatibility vs. conflict’ scale. Notably,

tudy participants were more likely to report Religion and Science as

onflicting for questions about origins but as compatible for questions

bout medical treatments and the environment. Similarly, O’Brien and

oy (2015) have found divergence on specific issues (e.g., human ori-

ins) that may not reflect views of a broader conflict between Religion

nd Science. 

These findings are consistent with Jackson et al.’s (2020) compati-

ility hypothesis that individuals who have one source of knowledge to
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ccomplish a goal (e.g., atheists who are committed to a science mind-

et) are more likely than individuals who have two sources of knowledge

individuals committed to both science and faith mindsets) to perceive

eligion and Science as conflicting. In multiple studies in the U.S. and

cross cultures, Jackson and colleagues (2020) also found that religious

eople perceived less conflict between Religion and Science than non-

eligious people, which was explained using goal systems theory and an

nstrumentality hypothesis. That is, religious people used both Religion

nd Science to explain life events. In contrast, non-religious people re-

ied only on scientific explanations and were more likely to report a con-

ict between Religion and Science. Consistent with Rios et al. (2015) ,

ackson and colleagues also found that non-religious people underes-

imated religious people’s positive attitudes toward science, suggesting

hat the conflict narrative may resonate more with non-religious indi-

iduals. 

.3.3. Religion and Science as Separate Domains 

The separate relational mode portrays Science as providing knowl-

dge about how the world works, with the veracity of scientific claims

o be evaluated by scientific criteria alone. In contrast, Religion pro-

ides knowledge to answer questions of why and focuses on the search

or meaning and purpose. The separate mode was perhaps most fa-

ously elaborated by Gould (1999) , who described the two systems as

nonoverlapping magesteria. ” Gould believed that each cultural system

as limited in scope but ideally designed to govern and address its own

pecific set of questions and concerns. Keeping the beliefs, values, prac-

ices, social norms, and communities separate allows one to avoid any

nherent cognitive conflict while remaining “faithful to the distinctive

haracter of each area of life and thought ” ( Barbour, 2000 , p. 17). 

.4. Hypotheses and Research Questions 

In the present research, our primary goal was to investigate whether

cience and faith mindsets interact to predict perceptions of Religion

nd Science as being in conflict and dialogue. A secondary goal was to

xplore whether faith and science mindsets predict Religion and Science

s separate domains. We also examined the mean differences among the

hree views of the relationship between Religion and Science. 

Whereas previous research has investigated the links between reli-

iosity and science (or the perceived relationship between Religion and

cience), we sought to carry out a more nuanced investigation positing

hat faith commitments (a faith mindset) and the individual’s reliance

n science (a science mindset) interact to affect conflict and dialogue

cores. We reasoned that people who have a substantial imbalance in

heir commitment to faith and science mindsets, relative to individuals

ho were committed to both mindsets, would be more likely to perceive

 conflict between Religion and Science; and less likely to perceive a dia-

ogic relationship between Religion and Science. In contrast, people who

ere high in both faith and science mindsets were expected to see less

onflict and more dialogue than those who were committed to only one

indset. Critically, and in view of previous research ( Leicht et al., 2021 )

nd the instrumentality hypothesis ( Jackson et al., 2020 ), we suspected

hat the degree of perceived conflict would be higher (and the degree of

erceived dialogue would be lower) for those high in science mindset

nd low in faith mindset as compared to those high in faith mindset but

ow in science mindset. 

Specifically, we tested two hypotheses regarding faith mindset as

 moderator of the effect of science mindset on conflict and dialogue.

ypothesis 1 ( H1 ) was that, as faith scores increased, the positive re-

ationship between science mindset and conflict would be attenuated.

ypothesis 2 ( H2 ) was that the negative relationship between science

indset and dialogue would decrease as faith scores increased. 

We did not have specific hypotheses regarding the separate relation-

hip mode. Instead, we carried out exploratory analyses to address two

esearch questions. First, to what extent do faith and science mindsets
3 
ccount for variation in ratings of the separate relational mode? Sec-

nd, how strongly do participants endorse the separate relational mode

ompared to the dialogue and conflict relational modes? 

. Method 

.1. Participants 

The study was part of a preregistered set of studies

aspredicted.org/blind.php?x = f8xg9b) examining the relationships

mong COVID-19 concerns, fundamental social motivations, and faith

nd science mindsets. The pre-registration determined the sample size.

owever, the hypotheses presented here were not preregistered. The

tudy was approved by the Arizona State University Institutional Re-

iew Board (#00011534 and 00011835). We conducted a longitudinal

tudy, surveying a panel of Mechanical Turk workers in the U.S., across

ve time periods, in March, April, June, and November of 2020 and

ovember, 2021. Participants provided consent by advancing through

he online survey (see Johnson et al., 2021 for specific details regarding

ata collection). Data for the current study came from the November

020 wave, which uniquely included questions regarding perceiving

onflict, Dialogue, and Separate relationships between Religion and

cience. The data are available at osf.io/khdqf. 

Four participants were excluded from the present study due to miss-

ng data on one or more of the main study variables, resulting in a sam-

le size of N = 669 (56% Female). There were 82% Euro-Americans,

% Blacks, 5% Asian-Americans, 3% Hispanics, and 3% of multiple

aces/ethnicities. The mean age was 46.16 years old ( SD = 14.71). The

reakdown for education was as follows: 50% had a college degree, 25%

ad attended technical school or some years in college, 15% had an ad-

anced college degree, and 10% were post-high school. Forty-six percent

f the participants believed that God “does exist ” or “certainly does ex-

st, ” 16% believed that “God might exist, ” and 35% believed that God

probably does not ” or “certainly does not exist. ” The sample was com-

rised of: Atheists (14%), Agnostics (21%), Mainline Protestants (23%),

atholics (16%), Evangelicals (13%), Spiritual but not Religious (11%),

nd “other ” (3%) religious groups. 

.2. Sensitivity power analysis 

Because the data were collected for a separate project, an a priori

ower analysis was inappropriate. Instead, a sensitivity power analysis

evealed that we could detect an effect size as small as f 2 = .012 with

ower of .80. 

.3. Measures 

Participants rated their views of the relationship between Religion

nd Science and items assessing faith in God (henceforth, Faith) and

cience mindsets on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to

 = strongly agree ). 

We assessed three views regarding the relationship between Religion

nd Science as proposed by Barbour (2000) and previously assessed by

 Johnson et al., 2019 ). Participants rated the following statements: “If

ne is right, the other is wrong. Religion and Science both make claims

bout the same things (like the history of nature), so a person must

hoose between them ” (Conflict); and “Religion and Science have much

o say to each other. They each contribute to a coherent worldview, and

ny differences can (eventually) be reconciled ” (Dialogue); and “Reli-

ion and Science ask different questions, apply to different areas of life,

nd have different methods. Each should not meddle in the affairs of the

ther ” (Separate). 

We assessed Science ( 𝛼 = 0 .92) and Faith ( 𝛼 = 0.98) mindsets using a

easure developed by Kitchens and Phillips (2018) . The scale consists of

ve pairs of items. For example, one pair of items is, “I trust that Science
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Table 1 

Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations among the variables. 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Sex (Female) -0.08 ∗ 0.14 ∗∗∗ -0.02 -0.12 ∗∗∗ 0.11 ∗∗ -0.04 0.08 ∗ 0.01 

2. Education – 0.00 -0.06 0.12 ∗∗∗ -0.04 -0.11 ∗∗ 0.02 0.05 

3. Age – 0.17 ∗∗∗ -0.12 ∗∗∗ 0.14 ∗∗∗ -0.08 ∗ 0.13 ∗∗∗ 0.02 

4. Conservatism – -0.49 ∗∗∗ 0.50 ∗∗∗ -0.04 0.22 ∗∗∗ -0.05 

5. Science Mindset – -0.62 ∗∗∗ 0.10 ∗ -0.23 ∗∗∗ 0.12 ∗∗ 

6. Faith Mindset – -0.22 ∗∗∗ 0.50 ∗∗∗ -0.06 

7. Conflict – -0.42 ∗∗∗ 0.05 

8. Dialogue – -0.01 

9. Separate –

M 2.71 46.16 3.56 5.00 3.84 3.32 4.74 4.26 

SD .84 13.71 11.85 1.48 2.19 1.78 1.63 1.75 

Notes: 
∗∗∗ p ≤ .001; 
∗∗ p ≤ .01; p ≤ .05. 
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God] can solve the major problems of humanity. ” Johnson (2021) per-

ormed a principal components analysis of the ten items and found two

actors accounting for 83.41% of the variance (Faith Eigenvalue = 6.64

nd Science Eigenvalue = 1.70). To further validate the measure, they

bserved that the Faith Mindset subscale was positively correlated with

eligious commitment and belief that God exists and negatively corre-

ated with measures of interest in science and commitment to scientific

ogic. In contrast, the Science Mindset subscale was positively corre-

ated with interest in science and commitment to logic, but negatively

orrelated with religious commitment and belief in God. 

Education was measured on a four-point scale: 1 = high school,

 = tech school or some college, 3 = college degree, and 4 = advanced

egree. Participants rated their political views regarding foreign policy,

conomic, and social issues on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = very liberal,

 = very conservative), thus providing a combined measure of conser-

atism ( 𝛼 = 0.93). 

. Results 

.1. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations 

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations

mong the predictors and the criterion variables. Science Mindset scores

ere significantly higher than Faith Mindset scores, t (668) = 9.08, p <

001, [95%CI: 0.91, 1.41], Cohen’s d = 0.35. We examined mean differ-

nces in the three relational mode measures to address our second re-

earch question. Dialogue scores were significantly higher than Separate

cores, t (668) = 5.18, p < .001, [95%CI: 0.30, 0.66], Cohen’s d = 0.20,

nd Conflict scores, t (668) = 12.79, p < .001, [95%CI: 1.20, 1.64], Co-

en’s d = 0.49. Furthermore, Separate scores were significantly higher

han Conflict scores, t (668) = 9.94, p < .001, [95%CI: 0.75, 1.12], Co-

en’s d = 0.38. Science Mindset was negatively correlated with Faith

indset and Dialogue scores which, in turn, were negatively correlated

ith Conflict scores. As expected, Science Mindset was positively cor-

elated with Conflict (and also with Separate). Also, as expected, Faith

indset was negatively correlated with Conflict but positively corre-

ated with Dialogue. 

.2. Multiple Regression Analyses 

We conducted separate regression analyses predicting Conflict, Dia-

ogue, and Separate scores. Ratings of each type of relationship were re-

ressed on Faith and Science Mindsets and the Science Mindset by Faith

indset interaction term, controlling for Sex, [Female = 1, Male = 0],

ge, Education, and Conservatism. All continuous predictors were cen-

ered. 

With respect to our first hypothesis (H1), the predictors accounted

or a significant amount of the variance in Conflict scores, F (7,
4 
61) = 12.22, p < .001, R 

2 = .11. Similarly, the predictors explained a

ignificant amount of the variance in Dialogue scores, F (7, 661) = 42.36,

 < .001, R 

2 = .31. To explore our first additional research question, we

egressed separate relational mode ratings on the variables in our model.

he model explained only 2 percent of the variance in Separate scores,

 (7, 661) = 1.96, p = .058. The regression coefficients for the predictors

or each criterion variable are shown in Table 2 . 

Education (95% CI for B [-0.38, -0.08]) and Faith Mindset (95% CI

or B [-0.27, -0.11]) were significant, negative predictors of Conflict. As

redicted, the Science Mindset x Faith Mindset interaction was signif-

cant (95% CI for B [-0.16, -0.08]), uniquely accounting for 4% of the

ariance in Conflict. Faith Mindset was a significant, positive predic-

or of Dialogue (95% CI for B [0.34, 0.47]). As predicted, the Science

indset x Faith Mindset interaction was significant (95% CI for B [0.07,

.14]), uniquely explaining 4% of the variance in Dialogue. Finally, the

nly significant predictor for Separate relational mode scores was Sci-

nce Mindset (95% CI for B [0.01, 0.25]). 

.3. Graphic Representation of Interaction Effects and Tests of Simple 

ffects 

Figs. 1 A and B visually depict the Science Mindset x Faith Mindset

nteraction effects on Conflict (H1) and Dialogue (H2) scores, respec-

ively. 

Tests of the simple slopes revealed that Science Mindset was (a) sig-

ificantly ( p < .001), negatively related to Conflict when Faith Mindset

as high ( B = -.22, 95%CI [-0.35, -0.09]), (b) significantly (p < .001),

ositively related to Conflict when Faith Mindset was low ( B = .30,

5%CI [0.14, 0.46]), and not significantly ( p = .479) related to Conflict

hen Faith Mindset was at the mean ( B = .04, 95%CI [-0.07, 0.16]).

n addition, simple slope tests indicated that Science Mindset was (a)

ignificantly ( p < .001) positively related to Dialogue when Faith Mind-

et was high ( B = .32, 95%CI [0.21, 0.42]), (b) significantly ( p = .050),

egatively related to Dialogue when Faith Mindset was low ( B = -0.14,

5%CI [-0.28, -0.01]), and not significantly ( p = .077) related to Di-

logue when Faith Mindset was at the mean ( B = .08, 95%CI [-0.01,

.18]). 

.4. Post hoc Analysis 

To provide an additional view of the magnitude of differences be-

ween individuals high in both mindsets versus individuals high in only

ne mindset, we carried out a MANOVA and independent sample t -tests

eparately on Conflict and Dialogue scores. We created and analyzed

hree groups as follows: (a) participants with scores of 5 or higher on

oth the Faith and Science mindset scales were classified as High Sci-

nce/High Faith, (b) participants with scores of 5 or higher on the Sci-

nce mindset scale and 3 or lower on the Faith mindset scale were clas-
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Table 2 

Unstandardized regression coefficients predicting separate, conflict, and dialogue. 

Conflict Dialogue Separate 

Predictor B SE P B SE p B SE p 

Sex (Female = 1) -.03 .13 .841 .07 .11 .534 .09 .14 .523 

Education -.23 .08 .004 .05 .06 .437 .07 .08 .369 

Age -.00 .01 .392 .01 .00 .223 .00 .01 .585 

Conservatism .05 .04 .222 .01 .03 .664 .01 .04 .842 

Science Mindset .04 .06 .491 .09 .05 .073 .13 .06 .033 

Faith Mindset -.19 .04 < .001 .40 .03 < .001 -.00 .04 .968 

Science × Faith -.12 .02 < .001 .11 .02 < .001 .03 .02 .144 

Note: All continuous variables were centered. 

Fig. 1. Predicted Values of Conflict (1A) and Dialogue (1B) as a Function of Faith and Science Mindsets. 

Note: Simple slopes show the effect of Science Mindset at high ( + 1 SD), mean, and low (-1 SD) values of Faith Mindset. Points are jittered to minimize overlap, and 

their depth of color represents their scores on Faith Mindset. The range of scores reflects centered scores. 

Table 3 

Means and standard deviations for conflict and dialogue by group. 

Conflict Dialogue 

Group M SD N M SD N 

High Science/High Faith 2.67 1.70 78 5.94 1.33 78 

High Science/Low Faith 4.02 1.90 227 3.67 1.64 227 

Low Science/High Faith 3.59 1.84 68 4.91 1.39 68 
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W  
ified as High Science/Low Faith, and (c) participants with scores of 5 or

igher on the Faith mindset scale and 3 or lower on the Science mindset

cale were classified as Low Science/High Faith. There were only seven

articipants with scores less than 3 on both Science and Faith mindset,

nd these were omitted from the analyses due to insufficient sample

ize. 

Table 3 provides means and standard deviations for both dependent

ariables by group. As expected, a MANOVA controlling for age, sex,

ducation, and conservatism demonstrated a significant effect of Type

f Group, Wilks’ Lambda = .77, F (4, 730) = 24.81, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .12.

ifferences were significant for both Conflict, F (2, 366) = 13.72, p <

001, 𝜂2 = .07, and Dialogue, F (2, 366) = 51.96, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .22. 

We probed the significant main effects between each pair using in-

ependent samples t -tests. The High Science/High Faith group had sig-

ificantly lower Conflict scores than both the High Science/Low Faith
5 
roup, t (303) = -5.56, p < .001, [95%CI: -1.83, -0.87], Cohen’s d = -

.75, and the Low Science/High Faith group, t (144) = -3.14, p = .003,

95%CI: -1.50, -0.34], Cohen’s d = -0.52. The High Science/Low Faith

roup did not differ significantly from the Low Science/High Faith group

n Conflict scores, t (293) = -1.65, p = .100, [95%CI: -0.94, 0.08], Co-

en’s d = -0.23. These results suggest that more conflict is perceived

hen Faith and Science mindsets are imbalanced —yet we note that the

roup means for Conflict for all groups were either at or below the mid-

oint on the 7-point Likert scale. 

Consistent with the compatibility and instrumentality ( Jackson et al.,

020 ) hypotheses, the High Science/High Faith group had significantly

igher Dialogue scores than both the High Science/Low Faith group, t

303) = 11.04, p < .001, [95%CI: 1.87, 2.67], Cohen’s d = 1.52, and

he Low Science/High Faith group, t (144) = 4.57, p < .001, [95%CI:

.58, 1.48], Cohen’s d = 0.76. Critically, however, the High Science/Low

aith group also had significantly lower Dialogue scores than the Low

cience/High Faith group, t (293) = 5.65, p < .001, [95%CI: 0.81, 1.67],

ohen’s d = 0.82, suggesting that those low in Faith Mindset seem to find

he least utility in reconciling Religion and Science. 

. Discussion 

Since the scientific revolution in the 16 th and 17 th centuries,

hen Science became a distinct scholarly discipline ( Barbour, 1998 ;

ootton, 2016 ), some have argued that rationalist thought, empirical
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vidence, a mechanistic view of nature, and the scientific method would

nd should replace religious faith. Scholars have pointed to past and

urrent debates and asserted that religious people view Religion and

cience as conflicting, often supposing there is something unique about

eligiosity driving opposition to alternative viewpoints. The historical

ecord and our data suggest that commitments to Science might evoke

pposition in similar ways. We hypothesized that one must take into ac-

ount the i nteraction between faith and science mindsets to understand

hy people perceive Religion and Science as conflicting. 

In the present research, our first hypothesis (H1) was that the pos-

tive relationship between science mindset and conflict would be at-

enuated as faith mindset increased. In support of this prediction, we

ound that science mindset was a positive predictor of conflict when

aith mindset scores were one standard deviation below the mean. When

aith mindset scores were at the mean, science mindset was not a sig-

ificant predictor of conflict. Furthermore, when faith mindset scores

ere one standard deviation above the mean, science mindset was a

egative predictor of conflict. Finally, when faith mindset scores were

ne standard deviation above the mean, science mindset was a negative

redictor of conflict. 

Critically, these results demonstrate that faith and science mindsets

ointly affect views of the relationship between Religion and Science as

eing in conflict. For example, when science mindset is high but faith

s low, people may be especially likely to think of Religion and Science

s being in conflict. In contrast, when both science and faith mindsets

re high, people report minimal conflict. Our pair-wise comparisons of

roup means (see Table 3 ) provided another demonstration that people

ho are low in faith and high in science mindsets, on average, have the

ighest conflict (and the lowest dialogue) ratings. 

Our second hypothesis (H2) was that the negative relationship be-

ween science mindset and dialogue would decrease as faith mindset in-

reased. Consistent with this prediction, when faith mindset scores were

ne standard deviation below the mean, science mindset was a negative

redictor of dialogue. When faith mindset scores were at the mean, sci-

nce mindset was not a significant predictor of dialogue. Furthermore,

hen faith mindset scores were one standard deviation above the mean,

cience mindset was a positive predictor of dialogue. That is, we found

hat people high in faith mindset who also reported reliance on a science

indset were the most likely to view Religion and Science in dialogue,

greeing that “they each contribute to a coherent worldview, and any

ifferences can (eventually) be reconciled. ” Thus, in accord with other

esearch —including queries of scientists ( Ecklund, 2010 ; Ecklund et al.,

011 ; Evans, 2013 ), we found that many religious people believe Re-

igion and Science have much to say to one another ( Legare et al.,

012 ) and both Religion and Science can be useful ( Jackson et al., 2020 ;

egare and Gelman, 2008 ). 

Indeed, any degree of self-reported faith seems to be associated with

greement that Religion and Science are compatible (at least to some

xtent or eventually). One explanation is that people with a faith mind-

et are quite likely to also believe in the existence of a physical world.

ll monotheistic religions explicitly regulate how adherents ought to

hink about and behave in the physical world (thus, implicitly recogniz-

ng the existence of the physical world). Moreover, people everywhere

ust rely on information about the physical world to survive and flour-

sh, and Science can provide much of this helpful information. Conse-

uently, Religion and Science, as cultural systems, each provide useful

nformation and are viewed as being in dialogue (compatible, reconcil-

ble, or dialectic). 

Notably, participants in the Low Science/High Faith group had sig-

ificantly higher dialogue scores than participants in the High Sci-

nce/Low Faith group. One explanation is that more fundamental,

ntological beliefs about what exists drive differences in whether

on-religious individuals perceive conflict. Again, in accord with

ackson et al.’s (2020) instrumentality hypothesis, we suggest that

eople with a strong science mindset who reject belief in the ex-

stence of metaphysical entities or forces are, understandably, un-
6 
ikely to agree that there is any utility in Religion or religious

nowledge. 

In sum, individual differences in thinking about the relationship be-

ween Religion and Science vary depending on both an individual’s faith

nd degree of reliance on science. 

.1. Exploratory Research Questions 

We found that a science mindset was the only significant predictor of

he separation relational mode, although science mindsets accounted for

inimal variance. Compared to participants with lower science mind-

et scores, participants with higher science mindset scores more strongly

ndorsed the separation item. One explanation is that some people who

re high in science mindset are uninterested in Religion, yet also agnos-

ic, unconcerned about, or not bothered by others’ religious beliefs. 

Notably, on average, all participants rated the separate relational

ode item slightly above the midpoint of the 7-point scale, indicating

 moderate endorsement of this view of the relationship between Reli-

ion and Science. One possibility is that the tendency to view Science

nd Religion as separate reflects other individual differences such as

ognitive complexity, which refers to the degree of complexity of an

ndividual’s thoughts about a topic ( Woodard et al., 2021 ). Relatedly,

s scientist Stephen Jay Gould (1999) has argued, Science and Religion

an be viewed by some as simply distinct domains of inquiry without

iving rise to concerns about conflict or dialogue. 

Comparing the means across all three relational modes, our research

lso revealed that the prominence of the conflict narrative in U.S. cul-

ure today may be somewhat overstated. We found that conflict rat-

ngs were substantially lower than both dialogue and separate relational

ode ratings. Religious participants around the globe generally per-

eive less conflict between Religion and Science than U.S. participants

 McPhetres et al., 2021 ). The people in our U.S. sample also tended not to

ee Religion and Science as inherently in conflict, providing ratings for

onflict that, on average, fell below the mean of the 7-point scale. Earlier

easures of science mindsets may have captured an anti-religion bias

e.g., Farias et al., 2013 ). However, when statements assessing a science

indset are presented more neutrally (e.g., Kitchens and Phillips, 2018 ),

 science mindset does not necessarily reflect a perceived conflict be-

ween Religion and Science. We suspect that where specific conflict does

xist (e.g., evolution, stem cell research, cloning), religious people have

eveloped cognitive strategies to make sense of discrepancies —for ex-

mple, provisionally disaggregating contentious topics from ‘Science’

ore broadly ( Leicht et al., 2021 ). 

.2. Limitations 

The main focus of our study was to investigate the faith by science

indset interaction as a predictor of perceptions of the cultural institu-

ions of Religion and Science as being in conflict or dialogue. We inves-

igated whether the association of science mindsets with perceptions of

onflict and dialogue depends on the individual’s faith and vice versa.

owever, it is just as likely, that increased endorsement of the conflict

arrative can lead people to reject a faith mindset, perhaps sacrificing

he potential benefits of religion and spirituality, such as better mental

ealth, higher life satisfaction, religious group social support, and lower

ortality rates ( Hoogeveen et al., 2022 ; McCullough et al., 2000 ). Con-

ersely, endorsement of the conflict narrative may lead others to oppose

r reject science-based earth sustainability initiatives, certain beneficial

ealth practices, or the many innovations afforded by science. Thus,

ore research is needed to investigate how the different cultural nar-

atives of conflict, dialogue (and separation) of Religion and Science

ight, in turn, shape individuals’ reliance on faith and science mind-

ets —for better or worse. 
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.3. Conclusion 

Religion and Science each provide foundational knowledge networks

eflected in the faith and science mindsets which influence how people

nterpret the world and face life’s challenges. Certainly, the perceived

tility of faith and science mindsets can vary greatly with context and

ontent ( Leicht et al., 2021 , O’Brien and Noy, 2015 ). Likewise, percep-

ions of the relationship between Religion and Science are shaped by

ther factors, including education, group identities, and the social, po-

itical, and moral controversies of the time. A complete understanding

f the causes and consequences of these mindsets and their correspond-

ng cultural narratives regarding the relationship between Religion and

cience will require a continued, deeper, and increasingly nuanced un-

erstanding of their roles within individuals’ cognitive and social lives.

ote 

1 Our strategy was to capitalize Religion and Science when discussing

the cultural constructs and to use lowercase for faith mindset and sci-

ence mindset to increase readability and differentiate science mind-

set from Science as a cultural construct. However, we capitalized

all variable names in the Results section when discussing measured

variables. 
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