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Abstract: With advances in new technologies, the topic of cognitive enhancement has been at the
center of public debate in recent years. Various enhancement methods (e.g., brain stimulation, smart
drugs, or working memory training) promise improvements in one’s cognitive abilities such as
intelligence and memory. Although these methods have been rather ineffective so far, they are largely
available to the general public and can be applied individually. As applying enhancement might
be accompanied by certain risks, it is important to understand which individuals seek to enhance
themselves. For instance, individuals’ intelligence, personality, and interests might predict their
willingness to get enhanced. Thus, in a preregistered study, we asked 257 participants about their
acceptance of various enhancement methods and tested predictors thereof, such as participants’
psychometrically measured and self-estimated intelligence. While both measured and self-estimated
intelligence as well as participants’ implicit beliefs about intelligence, did not predict participants’
acceptance of enhancement; a younger age, higher interest in science-fiction, and (partially) higher
openness as well as lower conscientiousness did. Thus, certain interests and personality traits might
contribute to the willingness to enhance one’s cognition. Finally, we discuss the need for replication
and argue for testing other potential predictors of the acceptance of cognitive enhancement.

Keywords: cognitive enhancement; intelligence; self-estimates; personality; Dark Triad; science-fiction

1. Introduction

In the 21st century, new powerful technologies, such as different artificial intelligence
(AI) agents, have become omnipresent and the center of public debate. With the increasing
fear of AI agents replacing humans, there are discussions about whether individuals should
strive to enhance themselves. For instance, the philosophical movement Transhumanism
proposes the broad enhancement of human characteristics such as cognitive abilities,
personality, and moral values (e.g., Grassie and Hansell 2011; Ranisch and Sorgner 2014).
This enhancement should help humans to overcome their natural limitations and to keep
up with powerful technologies that are increasingly present in today’s world (see Ranisch
and Sorgner 2014). In the present article, we focus on one of the most frequently discussed
forms of enhancement—the enhancement of human cognitive abilities.

Not only in science but also among the general population, cognitive enhancement,
such as increasing one’s intelligence or working memory capacity, has been a frequently
debated topic for many years (see Pauen 2019). Thus, a lot of psychological and neuro-
scientific research investigated different methods to increase cognitive abilities, but—so
far—effective methods for cognitive enhancement are lacking (Jaušovec and Pahor 2017).
Nevertheless, multiple different (and partly new) technologies that promise an enhance-
ment of cognition are available to the general public. Transhumanists especially promote
the application of brain stimulation techniques, smart drugs, or gene editing for cognitive
enhancement (e.g., Bostrom and Sandberg 2009). Importantly, only little is known about the
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characteristics of individuals who would use such enhancement methods to improve their
cognition. Thus, in the present study, we investigated different predictors of the acceptance
of multiple widely-discussed enhancement methods. More specifically, we tested whether
individuals’ psychometrically measured intelligence, self-estimated intelligence, implicit
theories about intelligence, personality (Big Five and Dark Triad traits), and specific inter-
ests (science-fiction hobbyism) as well as values (purity norms) predict their acceptance
of cognitive enhancement (i.e., whether they would use such methods to enhance their
cognition).

1.1. Overview of Cognitive Enhancement Methods

Cognitive enhancement1 describes the enhancement of different cognitive abilities in
healthy individuals (Viertbauer and Kögerler 2019). Thus, it needs to be differentiated from
compensatory enhancement, which is applied for therapeutic reasons when individuals
have certain disabilities or illnesses and need to compensate for those (Birnbacher 2019). For
the former (cognitive enhancement), transhumanists advertise different methods—most of
which arise from the technological progress in the last decades. Some frequently discussed
enhancement methods are pharmacological enhancement, current-based enhancement,
genetic enhancement, and mind upload (e.g., Bostrom and Sandberg 2009; Loh 2020).

Pharmacological enhancement describes the intake of certain drugs (e.g., substances
based on modafinil, amphetamine, or methylphenidate), not for their prescribed use but
to enhance one’s central nervous system (see Repantis et al. 2010). While these drugs are
usually used to treat disorders such as attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (Schifano et al.
2022), there seems to be an increase in their use for cognitive enhancement (Esposito et al.
2021; Maier et al. 2018). However, the effectiveness of so-called smart drugs for cognitive
enhancement seems rather mixed (e.g., Daubner et al. 2021). Furthermore, their intake might
be accompanied by certain risks, such as addiction (Massie et al. 2017; Sharif et al. 2021).

Current-based enhancement entails the application of different brainstimulation tech-
niques, such as transcranial electric or deep brain stimulation. This enhancement method
is used to increase cognitive abilities such as working memory (Jaušovec and Pahor 2017;
Luber et al. 2007), but findings on the effectiveness of current-based enhancement are mixed
so far. For instance, a meta-analysis by Simonsmeier et al. (2018) showed transcranial
electric stimulation had stronger positive effects when applied during learning compared
to test performance—but only for anodal and not cathodal stimulation and the effectiveness
was dosage-specific. Thus, the effectiveness of current-based enhancement seems to depend
on multiple characteristics of the applied stimulation. Due to the increasing availability
of current-based enhancement methods, Santarnecchi et al. (2015) argued for guidelines
and regulations to ensure users’ safety. This is especially important as it is unclear how the
regular use of current-based enhancement might affect one’s brain (e.g., Shah-Basak and
Hamilton 2017).

Genetic enhancement might become an especially powerful enhancement method.
The possibility of altering human genes allows for the optimization of body and cognition—
even before a child is born. Thus, already within the fetus, supposedly undesired character-
istics can be modified (which is sometimes also called prenatal and perinatal enhancement;
Bostrom and Sandberg 2009). Research has already identified genes relevant to intelligence
(Plomin and von Stumm 2018). Thus, in the future, those might be modified to enhance
cognition. Such gene editing poses important ethical questions, such as who can decide
when modifying the genes of a fetus (see e.g., Bostrom and Sandberg 2009).

Mind upload describes a rather futuristic cognitive enhancement method that is
commonly part of science-fiction literature and movies. It refers to the possibility of
uploading one’s personality, intelligence, memories, and other characteristics onto an
external hard drive so that one can live digitally and forever—independent of one’s body
(e.g., Laakasuo et al. 2018). Although this idea seems unrealistic currently, it is frequently
debated by transhumanists, and there are even ongoing projects within and outside the
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European Union that are investigating the potential digitalization of the brain (e.g., the
Neurotwin project2).

The four aforementioned methods do not require any training or other active partici-
pation from the user to (supposedly) enhance cognition. Thus, without any effort, these
methods promise to increase cognition—just by, for instance, taking drugs or applying brain
stimulation. We refer to these four methods as passive enhancement methods. However,
other techniques that involve the active participation of the user to achieve the desired effect
have also been discussed. Often-named examples of such active enhancement methods
are working memory training, game-based enhancement, neurofeedback training, and
brain-machine interfaces (e.g., Bostrom and Sandberg 2009; Jaušovec and Pahor 2017).

Working memory training might enhance individuals’ working memory capacity
and potentially also their intelligence. For instance, in a study by Jaeggi et al. (2008),
working memory training was shown to improve working memory capacity (near-transfer
effect) as well as fluid intelligence (far-transfer effect). However, replication studies failed
to reproduce the far-transfer effect (Melby-Lervåg and Hulme 2013; Shipstead et al. 2012).
Thus, it is questionable whether completing working memory training enhances individ-
uals’ cognition beyond the trained task. Nevertheless, many tools that promise a broad
cognitive enhancement via working memory training are available to the general public.
For instance, on 19 January 2023, the Google Play Store offered more than 30 apps for
“working memory training”.

Game-based enhancement is another form of active enhancement that involves im-
proving one’s cognition by playing video games. Studies have shown positive effects of
gaming on cognitive abilities (Green and Bavelier 2003; see also Oei and Patterson 2013).
Additionally, a study by Ninaus et al. (2015) showed a positive effect of gaming elements on
performance and efficiency in working memory tasks. Nevertheless, it is unclear whether
the positive effects of playing games on cognition are stable over time or can be transferred
to settings outside the gaming context (see Ninaus et al. 2015; Oei and Patterson 2013).

Neurofeedback training is another non-invasive method that aims at training indi-
viduals to deliberately control their brain activity. Individuals get visual, auditory, or haptic
feedback on their brain activity with, for instance, electroencephalography or functional
magnetic resonance imaging. The goal is that individuals learn to increase and decrease
certain brain activities (e.g., the sensorimotor rhythm; Kober et al. 2018), which, in return,
might foster motor activity, affect, and cognition (Enriquez-Geppert et al. 2017; Kober and
Wood 2020). Neurofeedback training is used in clinical settings to, for instance, treat pa-
tients after having a stroke (e.g., Kober et al. 2015). For healthy individuals, the first studies
also suggest positive effects of neurofeedback training such as on working memory (Kober
et al. 2015) or attention (Gruzelier 2014). However, additional research is necessary to
systematically test the effectiveness of neurofeedback training as an enhancement method
(see Kober and Wood 2020).

Brain-machine interfaces3 describe the connection between a brain and a computer
through, for instance, brain implants that allow the control of computers. Through brain-
machine interfaces, machines can be controlled by the brain, without manually interacting
with them (e.g., Silva 2018). In addition to receiving a brain implant, oftentimes intensive
training is required to achieve a connection between the brain and the computer (Silva 2018).
Currently, scientists test whether brain-machine interfaces can be used to transfer words
(Moses et al. 2019) or to move robotic extremities by the power of thought (for a review
article on this behalf see Dominijanni et al. 2021). A well-known institution working on
brain-machine interfaces is Neurolink, led by Elon Musk. Their goal is to use brain-machine
interfaces not only for humans with neurological disorders but also to enable a connection
between (healthy) humans and artificial intelligence. However, the use of brain-machine
interfaces is accompanied by multiple challenges such as the neural resources allocation
problem which describes “the channeling of motor commands and sensory information to
and from the augmentative device without hindering the motor control of biological limbs”
(Dominijanni et al. 2021, p. 851).
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These four active enhancement methods require the user to be actively involved in
the process to (supposedly) enhance their cognition by, for instance, conducting multiple
training sessions. These methods, thus, require more effort than passive enhancement
methods. Notably, we derived these two groups of enhancement methods (passive and
active) from the literature. However, we also conducted an exploratory factor analysis to
test whether we can confirm this structure empirically (see results).

1.2. Predictors of the Acceptance of Cognitive Enhancement

The broad application of cognitive enhancement might be accompanied by many
societal changes (see Neubauer 2021). For instance, access to enhancement could increase
social inequality if wealthy people could afford enhancement more easily than poor people.
Furthermore, if enhancement proves to be effective, there might be pressure for individuals
to get enhancement by, for instance, their employers. Additionally, if everyone can become
smarter, the question arises whether a majority will become academics, leading to a lack of
people in blue-collar jobs (see Neubauer 2021). Due to the (ethical) challenges enhancement
might raise for society but also due to the potential risks for individuals (e.g., long-term
damages or addiction), it is highly important to investigate who wants to enhance them-
selves while these methods are still being developed. If the characteristics of individuals
who want to get enhanced are known, they can be specifically targeted to sensitize them
to the correct application of different enhancement methods and inform them about their
potential side effects.

So far, psychological research and, especially individual-differences research, inves-
tigating factors related to cognitive enhancement is rather absent (see Neubauer 2021).
Only a few studies investigated individuals’ assumptions about and acceptance of en-
hancement up to now (e.g., Breivik et al. 2022; Grinschgl et al. 2022; Mayor et al. 2020;
Laakasuo et al. 2018; Schönthaler et al. 2022). For instance, Laakasuo et al. (2018; see
also 2021) tested—among other factors—how personality traits, science-fiction hobbyism,
and purity norms are related to individuals’ feelings and reactions toward mind upload.
Purity norms include values such as pureness, naturalness, and decency. While a higher
interest in science-fiction was related to a higher approval of mind upload, stronger purity
norms were associated with less approval. Thus, exposure to and familiarity with futuristic
ideas such as in science-fiction content seems relevant when it comes to the acceptance of
enhancement. Furthermore, the purity of one’s mind and actions might drive the accep-
tance of enhancement. In the same study, Laakasuo et al. (2018) observed no significant
relationships between personality factors and acceptance of mind upload.

Grinschgl et al. (2022) investigated individuals’ assumptions about four different
passive enhancement methods. Individuals’ openness was related to more negative as-
sumptions about most enhancement methods. However, the observed effects were only
small and no other consistent findings with variables such as basic human values were
observed. In another study, Schönthaler et al. (2022) tested the Big Five traits and sub-facets
as well as the Dark Triad traits and basic human values as predictors of the acceptance
of enhancement. While extraversion, neuroticism, and openness were not related to the
acceptance of enhancement, lower agreeableness and conscientiousness were related to
more acceptance of cognitive enhancement. This supports the idea that the traits of agree-
ableness and conscientiousness are related to avoiding risky behaviors (see Schönthaler
et al. 2022). In addition, conscientious individuals might view enhancement (and related
performance-gains) as unfair and not authentic. With regard to basic human values, lower
self-transcendence values but higher self-enhancement values were related to more accep-
tance of enhancement. Moreover, Schönthaler et al. (2022) observed that the Dark Triad
traits (Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and grandiose narcissism) and vulnerable narcis-
sism were positively related to the acceptance of enhancement. Thus, individuals high on
Dark Triad traits might be associated with showing ethically questionable behaviors (see
e.g., Harrison et al. 2018) such as applying enhancement. In addition, those individuals
might view enhancement as a promising strategy to fulfill their self-centered goals (see
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Schönthaler et al. 2022). Yet, in multiple regression, these dark traits showed no incremental
validity beyond the predicting sub-facets of agreeableness and conscientiousness as well
as values.

1.3. The Present Study

Previous studies showed that certain personality traits, values, and interests are re-
lated to the acceptance of cognitive enhancement—but only to a rather small degree. As
cognitive enhancement methods are specifically targeting the enhancement of core cog-
nitive abilities, such as working memory and intelligence, individual differences in these
abilities might contribute to predicting the acceptance of enhancement. Similarly, research
showed that intelligence is related to, for instance, illegal drug use (White and Batty 2012).
These authors observed a positive association between childhood IQ and later drug use,
which might be explained by a high need for stimulation in intelligent individuals. This
suggests that intelligence might also play a role when it comes to related behaviors such
as cognitive enhancement. To our best knowledge, however, no study has tested psycho-
metrically measured and self-estimated intelligence as potential predictors of cognitive
enhancement. Thus, the goal of the present study was to investigate multiple different
predictors of enhancement, such as intelligence, different personality traits, and specific
interests as well as values, and to test how they might together explain the acceptance of
cognitive enhancement.

For the potential relationship between intelligence and the acceptance of enhance-
ment, two conflicting hypotheses can be derived: the rich-get-richer hypothesis and the
compensation hypothesis.

The rich-get-richer hypothesis suggests that individuals who already have high cogni-
tive abilities (i.e., high intelligence) want to increase their abilities even further and thus
might be willing to enhance themselves. This hypothesis is related to the so-called Matthew
effect (Merton 1968), which suggests that it is easier for individuals high in some traits to
increase those. For individuals low in some traits, it is harder to increase them (see also
Neubauer 2021). Thus, more intelligent individuals might have higher chances of further
increasing their intelligence than less intelligent individuals. Due to this assumption, more
intelligent individuals might also be more willing to enhance themselves. If this rich-get-
richer hypothesis applies to the acceptance of cognitive enhancement, we might observe a
positive relationship between measured and self-estimated intelligence and the acceptance
of passive and active enhancement methods.

The compensation hypothesis suggests that less intelligent individuals might be more
drawn toward enhancement to compensate for their lack of cognitive abilities. This effect
is based on the so-called reverse Matthew effect suggesting that less intelligent individuals
profit more from enhancement, which ultimately might lead to the closure of the gap
between more and less intelligent individuals (see Neubauer 2021; Schroeders et al. 2016).
Based on the compensation hypothesis, we might observe a negative relationship between
individuals’ measured and self-estimated intelligence and their acceptance of passive and
active enhancement methods.

As there does not appear to be any empirical evidence that one of these two hypotheses
might be more likely when it comes to the acceptance of cognitive enhancement, we
decided to investigate the relationship between measured/self-estimated intelligence and
the acceptance of enhancement with an open research question. Thus, these main research
questions were preregistered as follows4:

RQ1: Are there significant correlations between a person’s measured intelligence and the
acceptance of “active” or “passive” enhancement methods?

RQ2: Are there significant correlations between a person’s self-estimated intelligence and
the acceptance of “active” or “passive” enhancement methods?

It should be noted, that we might not observe the same outcomes for both measured
and self-estimated intelligence, as a series of previous studies showed that the two variables
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are only moderately correlated (e.g., see Freund and Kasten 2012; Neubauer and Hofer
2021; Zell and Krizan 2014). Thus, individuals are not always aware of their intelligence
and might base their decisions on inaccurate metacognitive beliefs (see Hofer et al. 2022;
Neubauer and Hofer 2021). While self-estimated intelligence might be a predictor of the
acceptance of enhancement (e.g., individuals estimating their intelligence higher might
be more drawn towards enhancement), it is plausible that psychometrically measured
intelligence might only play a small role.

In addition to measured and self-estimated intelligence, individuals’ beliefs (i.e., im-
plicit theories) about intelligence might also predict the acceptance of cognitive enhance-
ment. Dweck and Leggett (1988) described two opposing implicit theories of intelligence:
Following the entity theory, individuals view intelligence as immutable and, thus, as a fixed
trait. In contrast, the incremental theory suggests that intelligence can be improved with
enough effort. Believing in this latter theory was previously associated with putting more
effort into achieving learning goals (Blackwell et al. 2007). In the present study, we were
interested in testing whether those implicit beliefs about intelligence predict the willingness
to get enhanced. If individuals believe that intelligence can be changed by certain means
(incremental theory), they might be more accepting of cognitive enhancement. However,
as we know of no previous study investigating this relationship, we tested it with an open
research question:

RQ3: Are there significant correlations between a person’s implicit theories of intelligence
and acceptance of “active” or “passive” enhancement methods?

Importantly, implicit theories of intelligence might show similar or different associ-
ations to passive and active enhancement methods. Arguably, individuals more drawn
towards the incremental theory might be more willing to put effort into improving their
cognition (e.g., see Blackwell et al. 2007) and, thus, show a higher acceptance of active but
not passive enhancement.

As already mentioned, previous research on the acceptance of cognitive enhancement
mainly focused on personality as a predictor. In this study, we also assessed participants’
Big Five personality and their Dark Triad traits (complemented by vulnerable narcissism)
to test their incremental validity beyond measured/self-estimated intelligence and implicit
theories of intelligence. With regard to the Big Five traits, agreeableness and conscientious-
ness might be related to the acceptance of enhancement. As suggested by Schönthaler et al.
(2022), these traits might account for avoiding risky behaviors leading to less acceptance
of enhancement. Furthermore, agreeableness is usually associated with following group
norms and conscientious individuals might view enhancement as an unfair performance
advantage. On the other hand, extraversion, openness, and neuroticism do not seem
relevant when it comes to the acceptance of cognitive enhancement—at least not when en-
hancement is framed in a rather generic context without inducing performance-challenging
situations (see Schönthaler et al. 2022). Thus, we derived the following (preregistered) hy-
pothesis regarding the Big Five traits (for a full breakdown of these and all other hypotheses
see Table 1):

H1. We expect significant negative correlations between the acceptance of “active” or “passive”
enhancement methods and the Big Five traits of agreeableness and conscientiousness and virtually
no association with the Big Five traits of extraversion, openness, and neuroticism.

Also following the previous study by Schönthaler et al. (2022), we considered the
Dark Triad traits and vulnerable narcissism as predictors of the acceptance of cognitive
enhancement. The possibility to improve one’s performance via enhancement might be
promising for individuals high on dark traits to achieve their goals. In addition, they
might not worry about the rather unethical aspects of enhancement and, thus, be more
willing to apply it (see Schönthaler et al. 2022). We, therefore, derived the following
(preregistered) hypothesis:
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Table 1. Correlative Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Results.

RQ/H Variables rhyp rresult

Intelligence
RQ1.a Measured Intelligence Acceptance of active enhancement 0.14
RQ1.p Acceptance of passive enhancement −0.01
RQ2.a Self-estimated Intelligence Acceptance of active enhancement 0.05
RQ2.p Acceptance of passive enhancement −0.07
RQ3.a Implicit Theories of Intelligence Acceptance of active enhancement −0.07
RQ3.p Acceptance of passive enhancement 0.03

Big Five Traits
H1.1.a Agreeableness Acceptance of active enhancement − 0.04
H1.1.p Acceptance of passive enhancement − −0.02
H1.2.a Conscientiousness Acceptance of active enhancement − <0.01
H1.2.p Acceptance of passive enhancement − −0.22
H1.3.a Extraversion Acceptance of active enhancement 0 0.11
H1.3.p Acceptance of passive enhancement 0 −0.06
H1.4.a Openness Acceptance of active enhancement 0 0.24
H1.4.p Acceptance of passive enhancement 0 0.07
H1.4.a Neuroticism Acceptance of active enhancement 0 −0.01
H1.4.p Acceptance of passive enhancement 0 0.14

Dark Triad Traits (incl. vulnerable narcissism)
H2.1.a Machiavellianism Acceptance of active enhancement + 0.13
H2.1.p Acceptance of passive enhancement + 0.14
H2.2.a Psychopathy Acceptance of active enhancement + −0.01
H2.2.p Acceptance of passive enhancement + 0.02
H2.3.a Grandiose Narcissism Acceptance of active enhancement + 0.19
H2.3.p Acceptance of passive enhancement + 0.13
H2.4.a Vulnerable Narcissism Acceptance of active enhancement + 0.04
H2.4.p Acceptance of passive enhancement + 0.15

Interests and Values
H3.a Science-fiction Hobbyism Acceptance of active enhancement + 0.24
H3.p Acceptance of passive enhancement + 0.27
H4.a Purity Norms Acceptance of active enhancement − −0.17
H4.p Acceptance of passive enhancement − −0.09

Note. H = Hypothesis. RQ = Research Question. rhyp = Hypothesized correlation. rresult = Correlation result.
+ = Positive Correlation. − = Negative Correlation. 0 = Correlation of about zero. For RQ1.a to RQ3.p, we had
no hypotheses. Significant correlations in bold (p < 0.05). RQ4.a and RQ4.p (multiple regression; not included)
concerned the amount of variance in the acceptance of active/passive enhancements explained by intelligence,
Big Five traits, Dark Triad traits, and interests and values.

H2. We expect significant positive correlations between the acceptance of “active” or “passive” en-
hancement methods and the Dark Triad traits (Machiavellianism, psychopathy, grandiose narcissism)
and vulnerable narcissism.

In addition to intelligence and personality, specific interests and norms of individuals
might predict their acceptance of cognitive enhancement. Following the study by Laakasuo
et al. (2018), we tested science-fiction hobbyism and purity norms as potential predictors
of enhancement. Familiarity with transhumanistic ideas—as often presented in science-
fiction literature and movies—might be positively related to the acceptance of cognitive
enhancement. On the other hand, the emphasis on the importance of one’s purity might be
negatively associated with the acceptance of enhancement. We, thus, derived the following
(preregistered) hypotheses:

H3. We expect a significant positive correlation between science-fiction hobbyism and the acceptance
of “active” or “passive” enhancement methods.

H4. We expect a significant negative correlation between purity norms and the acceptance of “active”
or “passive” enhancement methods.
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As a final research question, we aimed at testing whether these factors explain vari-
ance in the acceptance of passive/active enhancement methods in hierarchical multiple
regression models. We, thus, preregistered the following research question:

RQ4: Are measured intelligence, self-estimated intelligence, and implicit theories of
intelligence able to predict statistically significant variance in the acceptance of “active”
or “passive” enhancement methods in addition to personality traits (Big Five, Dark Triad,
vulnerable narcissism)?

We additionally preregistered that we will also include science-fiction hobbyism
and purity norms in these analyses if they significantly correlate with the acceptance of
passive/active enhancement and our main variables (intelligence and personality measures)
do not explain at least a moderate variance in the acceptance of enhancement (for details
see https://osf.io/urwxt).

To summarize, in the present study, we investigated a set of factors that might account
for individual differences in the acceptance of passive and/or active enhancement methods.
We, therefore, tested whether individuals’ psychometrically measured and self-estimated
intelligence as well as their implicit theories about intelligence are related to the acceptance
of enhancement. Replicating previous studies (e.g., Laakasuo et al. 2018; Schönthaler
et al. 2022), we also investigated individuals’ Big Five personality and Dark Triad traits as
well as their science-fiction hobbyism and purity norms. Finally, in hierarchical multiple
regression models, we aimed at testing predictors that contribute to explained variance
in the acceptance of enhancement. Thus, our study includes a broad range of factors that
might contribute to the acceptance of enhancement—an increasingly important topic as
more and more enhancement methods become publicly available and known.

2. Methods

This study was preregistered via the Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/urwxt).
All deviations from the preregistration are declared within this article. In addition, data
and analysis scripts are openly available (https://osf.io/du39z/).

2.1. Participants

The study was conducted online using the survey platform Unipark in two parts
(see study procedure). The participants were required to be between 18 and 64 years old5

and to speak German as their mother tongue or to have equivalent German language
skills. We recruited participants via social media websites, flyers at the local university
campus, announcements in university lectures, university mailing lists, and with the help of
Probando—a local participant recruitment company. As an incentive for study participation,
we offered the participants feedback in the form of their personality profiles. Furthermore,
psychology students could earn course credits.

As our main research questions and hypotheses entail correlational analyses, we
based our sample size considerations on a simulation study by Schönbrodt and Perugini
(2013): According to their simulation, moderate correlations should stabilize at a sample
size of 250 participants. Thus, we originally aimed for 300 participants to complete both
survey parts. However, as data collection was more difficult than expected, we updated
our preregistration to end data collection by 24 July 2022 even if 300 full data sets6 were
not reached.

At the end of this data collection period, we had obtained full data sets of 263 partici-
pants. For this sample, our preregistered inclusion criteria (i.e., age range, German language
level, and completion of both survey parts) were fulfilled. We unexpectedly had to exclude
three participants who reported having used unauthorized help (e.g., a calculator) and
three participants who did not properly answer the number series task (i.e., instead of
providing the numeric solution as an answer, they provided a written explanation for the
logic of the number series). Our final sample consisted of 257 participants (172 female,
85 male). Their mean age was 29.25 years (SD = 11.35; 18–64 years old). Most participants
had completed the A-levels or already received a university degree (216 participants).

https://osf.io/urwxt
https://osf.io/urwxt
https://osf.io/du39z/
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Furthermore, the majority indicated being interested in technology (167 participants) and
a third of participants indicated studying psychology (85 participants). All participants
provided informed consent before study participation. The study was approved by the
local ethics committee.

2.2. Materials

All materials were administered in their German version. For descriptive statistics of
all variables, see Table 2.

Acceptance of Enhancement. Participants’ acceptance of enhancement was measured
with an adapted and extended questionnaire based on the one used by Schönthaler et al.
(2022). It includes short vignettes (4 to 7 sentences) about eight enhancement methods
that can (theoretically) be differentiated into passive and active enhancement methods.
Passive enhancement methods refer to the improvement of cognition by a one-time use of
the enhancement method:

The pharmacological enhancement vignette describes the intake of a drug to increase
cognition by increasing the activation of certain brain regions.

The current-based enhancement vignette describes the use of brain stimulation such as
transcranial electrical stimulation to increase cognition.

The genetic enhancement vignette refers to genome design in order to influence genes
that are relevant for cognition.

The mind upload vignette describes the future possibility of uploading one’s brain and
thereby becoming immortal.

Active enhancement methods are described as being successful in improving cognition
when being applied regularly with a certain effort:

The working memory training vignette refers to app-based training conducted for several
weeks to substantially improve memory.

The game-based enhancement vignette describes a virtual game that aims at increasing
neural growth and, thus, improving intelligence with regular use.

The neurofeedback training vignette describes a neuro-gym in which individuals can
train the regulation of their brain activity and, therewith, improve cognition throughout
multiple training sessions.

The brain-machine interface refers to getting an implanted brain chip and completing
intense training to learn controlling machines by the power of thoughts.

After reading each vignette, the participants responded to three questions on a six-
point Likert scale ranging from “1—strongly disagree” to “6—strongly agree”. First, they
were asked whether they would use the respective enhancement method to increase their
cognitive abilities. For active enhancement methods, this referred to regular use of the
respective method. This question served as an indicator of individuals’ acceptance of the
respective method. Second, participants were asked to rate whether they think it is likely
that this enhancement method will exist in the future. Third, they were asked to indicate
whether this enhancement method would be successful in enhancing their cognitive abili-
ties.7 We piloted this adapted and extended questionnaire with nine participants to test the
vignettes’ comprehensibility. We received small suggestions for improvement which we
incorporated into the final questionnaire. The questionnaire—translated into English—can
be accessed at https://osf.io/du39z/.

To measure participants’ acceptance of enhancement, we planned (and preregistered)
to average scores across the four passive (as an indicator of acceptance of passive en-
hancement) and four active enhancement methods (as an indicator of acceptance of active
enhancement). However, as preregistered, we first conducted an exploratory factor analysis
to test the underlying structure of acceptance towards the eight enhancement methods.
This factor analysis showed that the acceptance ratings of the four passive enhancement
vignettes as well as the brain-machine interface vignette loaded onto one common factor,
whereas the acceptance of the remaining three active enhancement vignettes loaded on
a second factor (for a detailed description, see the results section). Thus, based on these

https://osf.io/du39z/
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results, we averaged the ratings of the following five vignettes for an indicator of accep-
tance of passive enhancement: pharmacological enhancement, current-based enhancement,
genetic enhancement, mind upload, and brain-machine interface. As an indicator of ac-
tive enhancement, we averaged the acceptance ratings of the remaining three vignettes:
working memory training, game-based enhancement, and neurofeedback training. Internal
consistency was good for both passive and active enhancement methods (see Table 2).

Self-estimation Measures. To measure participants’ self-estimated intelligence, we
used single-item scales on which participants were required to estimate their intelligence
quotient (IQ) in relation to the population (for previous use of these scales. see Hofer
et al. 2022). Participants were presented with the normal distribution of intelligence in the
population and needed to indicate their own IQ on a scale from 55 (“slightly impaired”)
to 145 (“highly gifted”). Participants did so once for their general intelligence and also
separately for their numerical, verbal, and spatial intelligence. For our main analyses, we
used the first estimate, namely the participants’ estimate of their general intelligence.

In addition to these single-item scales, we also asked participants to estimate their
numerical, verbal, and spatial intelligence on a multi-item questionnaire (e.g., Neubauer
and Hofer 2021). This questionnaire included ten questions each for numerical and spatial
intelligence as well as nine questions targeting verbal intelligence. Participants answered
those questions on a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1—not true at all” to “5—exactly
true”. A mean value for each subscale was computed (higher means indicate a higher
self-estimation). We administered this multi-item questionnaire for exploratory purposes
but did not consider it in our main analyses.

Intelligence Measures. To measure participants’ intelligence—and more specifi-
cally their numerical, verbal, and spatial intelligence—we administered subscales of the
Intelligenz-Struktur-Analyse (ISA; Fay et al. 2001). To measure numerical intelligence, the
task “number series” was used. We slightly increased the task difficulty by reducing the
time limit from eleven to eight minutes as previous studies showed ceiling effects in this
task (e.g., Hofer et al. 2022). We piloted this adapted task with eight participants and did not
observe ceiling effects. Verbal intelligence was measured with the task “analogies” which
had a time limit of seven minutes. The third intelligence domain—spatial intelligence—was
measured with a figure assembling task that had a time limit of seven minutes. Each task
included 20 questions and sum scores were calculated for each domain. Additionally, as
our main variable of interest, a general intelligence score for each participant was computed
by averaging the z-transformed sum scores of all three intelligence domains.

Implicit Theories of Intelligence. Whether a person perceives intelligence as fixed
or malleable was assessed by the Implicit Theories of Intelligence Scale (ITIS; Troche and
Kunz 2020). This scale contains eight items that participants answered on a six-point Likert
scale ranging from “1—I agree strongly” to “6—I disagree completely”. Four items are
directed toward the entity theory and four items toward the incremental theory. To assess
a person’s implicit theory of intelligence, the four entity theory items were recoded (see
Troche and Kunz 2020) and a mean value over all eight items was computed. Higher scores
indicate that participants believe more in an entity theory of intelligence.

Big Five Personality. To assess the Big Five personality traits, we used the short
version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-K; Rammstedt and John 2005). The questionnaire
contains 21 items that are rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1—very inap-
plicable” to “5—very applicable”. As indicators of the five traits (agreeableness: 4 items;
conscientiousness: 4 items; extraversion: 4 items; openness: 5 items; neuroticism: 4 items),
mean values were computed for each trait using the corresponding items.

Dark Triad Traits. Participants’ dark personality was measured using the Dirty-Dozen
questionnaire (Küfner et al. 2015). The questionnaire contains 12 items—four items for each
Dark Triad trait (Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and grandiose narcissism). Participants
were asked to rate these items on a nine-point Likert scale ranging from “1—not true at
all” to “9—exactly true”. We computed mean values for each Dark Triad trait using the
respective items.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of All Variables.

Variable M SD Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach’s α

Acceptance of Enhancement
Passive Enhancement Methods 2.85 1.05 0.34 −0.01 0.75

Pharmacological Enhancement 3.19 1.49 0.1 −0.89 -
Current-based Enhancement 3.14 1.39 0.16 −0.73 -
Genetic Enhancement 2.72 1.46 0.48 −0.66 -
Mind Upload 2.61 1.58 0.69 −0.67 -
Brain-Machine Interface 2.60 1.48 0.62 −0.63 -

Active Enhancement Methods 4.27 1.04 0.61 0.65 0.71
Working Memory Training 4.66 1.18 −0.85 0.71 -
Game-based Enhancement 4.14 1.44 −0.51 −0.42 -
Neurofeedback Training 4.02 1.31 −0.4 −0.63 -

Measured Intelligence
Numerical Intelligence 11.19 4.42 −0.12 −0.47 0.89
Verbal Intelligence 14.80 4.09 −1.07 0.68 0.84
Spatial Intelligence 9.17 3.73 0.04 −0.66 0.76
General Intelligence Score (z-score) 0 0.79 −0.48 −0.11 0.71
Self-Estimated Intelligence
Single Item (IQ)

General Intelligence 108.33 11.31 −0.25 0.33 -
Numerical Intelligence 103.30 15.14 −0.81 <0.01 -
Verbal Intelligence 108.04 12.54 −0.19 0.69 -
Spatial Intelligence 102.93 13.8 −0.46 0.78 -

Multi-Item (Questionnaire)
Numerical 3.18 0.95 −0.25 −0.64 0.95
Verbal 3.53 0.68 −0.09 −0.31 0.87
Spatial 3.26 0.82 −0.29 −0.62 0.89

Implicit Theories of Intelligence 3.49 0.88 −0.05 0.01 0.91
Big Five
Agreeableness 3.19 0.83 −0.23 −0.48 0.67
Conscientiousness 3.69 0.77 −0.45 −0.34 0.72
Extraversion 3.47 0.96 −0.34 −0.55 0.85
Openness 4.03 0.65 −0.67 −0.03 0.66
Neuroticism 3.08 1.04 0.09 −1.04 0.83
Dark Triad
Machiavellianism 3.02 1.49 0.84 0.4 0.77
Psychopathy 2.82 1.47 1.05 0.86 0.62
Grandiose Narcissism 4.18 1.69 −0.02 −0.79 0.82
Vulnerable Narcissism 2.85 0.6 0.03 −0.09 0.74
Science-fiction Hobbyism 2.94 1.03 0.41 −0.27 0.85
Purity Norms 2.84 0.93 0.27 −0.34 0.70

Note. N = 257. A skewness or kurtosis above 1 suggests non-normality–which is the case for verbal intelligence,
neuroticism, and psychopathy.

Vulnerable Narcissism. To assess vulnerable narcissism, we used the Hypersensitive
Narcissism Scale (HSNS; Hendin and Cheek 1997). The scale consists of ten items and a
five-point Likert scale ranging from “1—strong disagreement” to “5—strong agreement”.
A mean value was computed over all items to indicate vulnerable narcissism.

Science-fiction Hobbyism. To measure participants’ interest in science-fiction, we
administered the Science-Fiction Hobbyism Scale (Laakasuo et al. 2018; translated by us).
The scale contains 11 items and participants are asked to rate them on a seven-point Likert
scale ranging from “1—strongly disagree” to “7—strongly agree”. A higher mean value
indicated more interest in science-fiction.

Purity Norms. Purity norms were assessed using the Moral Foundations Question-
naire (MFQ; see Graham et al. 2009) in its German translation by Jöckel et al. (2012). This
questionnaire contains 31 items covering five moral foundations. The items are rated on a
six-point Likert scale ranging from either “1—not at all relevant” to “6—extremely relevant”
or “1—strongly disagree” to “6—strongly agree”. For the purpose of the present research
questions, we only calculated a mean across the 5-item sanctity/purity subscale.
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2.3. Study Procedure

Participating in our study took about 60 min, separated into two survey parts (approx.
30 min each). In both parts, the participants first generated a code so that we were able to
merge their data. In the first part of the survey, the participants reported their demographic
data (i.e., gender, age, education, interest in technology, and German language skills).
Then, they answered the first half of the enhancement vignettes (either active or passive
vignettes), followed by the BFI-K personality questionnaire and the second half of the
enhancement vignettes.8 At the end of this first survey part, the participants completed the
Science-Fiction Hobbyism Scale and the MFQ. Finally, we asked participants for their email
addresses so that we could send them the second survey part, which we did two days after
they had finished the first one.

In the second part of the survey, the participants first answered the self-estimation
questionnaires (multi-item and single-item) and then the numerical, verbal, and figural
tasks of the ISA. At the end of these intelligence measures, the participants were asked
whether they had used any unauthorized help. Then, they answered the Dirty-Dozen
Questionnaire and the HSNS Scale. Finally, participants answered the ITIS on implicit
intelligence theories.

3. Results

We tested all research questions and hypotheses two-tailed and the common sta-
tistical assumptions were met unless otherwise stated. Exploratory analyses are high-
lighted respectively.

3.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis

For this study, we created eight enhancement vignettes that can—on a theoretical
basis—be separated into passive and active enhancement methods. However, to investigate
whether our theory-based assignment of methods to passive and active enhancement
holds up, we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (Maximum-Likelihood method with
Varimax rotation). Both Bartlett’s test of sphericity, χ2(28) = 495.65, p < 0.001, and the Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin value, KMO = 0.82, indicated that the collected data is adequate for computing
a factor analysis. The Scree plot and Eigenvalues above the criterion of 1 suggested an
extraction of two factors that together explain 56.01% of the variance in our data. Five
out of eight enhancement methods were strongly loading on factor 1 (Eigenvalue = 3.26),
whereas the other three were loading on a second factor (Eigenvalue = 1.22; see Table 3).
Thus, based on this analysis, we grouped the eight enhancement methods into five passive
(pharmacological enhancement, current-based enhancement, genetic enhancement, mind
upload, and brain-machine interface) and three active enhancement methods (working
memory training, game-based enhancement, neurofeedback training) for our main analyses.

Table 3. Rotated factor matrix.

Factor 1
(Passive Enhancement)

Factor 2
(Active Enhancement)

Pharmacological Enhancement 0.57 0.21

Current-based Enhancement 0.47 0.35

Genetic Enhancement 0.71 0.17

Mind Upload 0.56 0.09

Brain-machine Interface 0.57 0.09

Working Memory Training 0.15 0.68

Game-based Enhancement 0.26 0.52

Neurofeedback Training 0.19 0.74
Note. N = 257. Extraction method: Maximum Likelihood. Rotation method: Varimax. Factor loadings above
0.40 are depicted in bold.
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3.2. Comparison of Enhancement Methods

To analyze the differences between the acceptance of each enhancement method, we
performed two ANOVAs—one for passive and one for active enhancement methods9. As
the assumption of sphericity was violated for both analyses, we based our interpretation
on the Greenhouse-Geisser corrected test statistics.10 We observed a significant difference
between our five passive enhancement methods, F(3.84, 983.14) = 15.83, p < 0.001, ηp

2 = 0.06.
Post hoc t-tests suggested a higher acceptance of the pharmacological and current-based
enhancement methods than the other passive enhancement methods (i.e., genetic enhance-
ment, mind upload, brain-machine interface; all ts(256) ≥ 4.29, all ps < 0.001, all ds ≥ 0.27;
see Table 2 for means and standard deviations). Pharmacological and current-based en-
hancement did not differ in their acceptance, t(256) = 0.48, p = 0.628; d = 0.03, and neither
did the other three enhancement methods, all ts(256) ≤ 1.25, all ps ≥ 0.211; all ds ≤ 0.08.

For active enhancement, we also observed a significant difference between the three
respective methods, F(1.90, 487.16) = 30.76, p < 0.001; ηp

2 = 0.11. Post hoc t-tests showed
a higher acceptance for working memory training than game-based enhancement and
neurofeedback training, all ts(256) ≥ 5.81, all ps < 0.001; all ds ≥ 0.36. Game-based enhance-
ment and neurofeedback training did not differ in their acceptance, t(256) = 1.26, p = 0.207;
d = 0.08. In an additional exploratory analysis, we compared the acceptance of the grouped
passive and active enhancement methods with a t-test. We observed a higher acceptance
for active than passive enhancement methods, t(256) = −20.85, p < 0.001, d = −1.30 (for
means and standard deviations see Table 2).

3.3. Correlational Analyses

To investigate our preregistered research questions (RQ1 to RQ3) and hypotheses
(H1 to H4), we conducted two-tailed Pearson correlations. We additionally computed
Bayes factors (BF01) to illustrate the relative evidence for the null hypothesis as compared to
the alternative hypothesis. The results are displayed in Table 4. Additionally, these results
can also be found in Table 1 together with our detailed research questions/hypotheses.
Our control variable age shows a negative correlation with both acceptance of passive
and active enhancement methods. Furthermore, education was negatively and gender
positively associated with the acceptance of passive enhancement methods (i.e., men show
a higher acceptance).

With regard to RQ1, we observed a positive correlation between measured general
intelligence and acceptance of active enhancement, but not passive enhancement. Self-
estimated general intelligence did not correlate with the acceptance of passive or active
enhancement (RQ2). Additionally, concerning RQ3, we did not observe a significant
correlation between individuals’ implicit theories of intelligence and their acceptance of
passive/active enhancement. We observed the expected negative correlation between
conscientiousness and acceptance of passive enhancement, but unexpectedly not active
enhancement (see H1). Furthermore, openness was—unexpectedly—positively related
to acceptance of active enhancement. No other significant relationships between Big
Five personality traits and acceptance of passive/active enhancement were observed,
meaning that we could not confirm our hypotheses about negative associations between
agreeableness and enhancement. With regard to the Dark Triad traits and vulnerable
narcissism, we observed the expected positive correlations between Machiavellianism as
well as grandiose narcissism with both acceptance of passive and active enhancement
methods (see H2). Vulnerable narcissism was only positively correlated to the acceptance
of passive enhancement, and, unexpectedly, psychopathy was not related to either form
of acceptance. Confirming our H3, we observed a positive correlation between science-
fiction hobbyism and the acceptance of passive and active enhancement methods. Purity
norms were negatively correlated to the acceptance of active enhancement, but not to the
acceptance of passive enhancement, only partly supporting H4.
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Table 4. Correlational Analyses of Main Variables.

Passive Enhancement Active Enhancement

r [95% CI] BF01 r [95% CI] BF01

Control Variables

Age −0.20 *** [−0.30; −0.09] 0.10 −0.35 *** [−0.46; −0.20] <0.01

Education −0.13 * [−0.25; −0.01] 1.65 −0.02 [−0.15; 0.09] 20.10

Gender 0.15 * [0.02; 0.27] 1.00 −0.01 [−0.16; 0.12] 19.58

Measured General Intelligence (z-score) −0.01 [−0.13; 0.12] 20.03 0.14 * [0.02; 0.26] 1.76

Self-estimated General Intelligence (IQ) −0.07 [−0.20; 0.09] 11.59 0.05 [−0.08; 0.19] 13.68

Implicit Theories of Intelligence 0.03 [−0.10; 0.16] 17.19 −0.07 [−0.19; 0.06] 11.05

Big Five

Agreeableness −0.02 [−0.14; 0.10] 18.95 0.04 [−0.08; 0.15] 16.89

Conscientiousness −0.22 *** [−0.33; −0.09] 0.04 <0.01 [−0.12; 0.12] 20.15

Extraversion −0.06 [−0.18; 0.07] 12.89 0.11 [−0.01; 0.23] 4.33

Openness 0.07 [−0.05; 0.19] 10.13 0.24 *** [0.12; 0.36] 0.01

Neuroticism 0.14 * [−0.005; 0.28] 1.46 −0.01 [−0.14; 0.12] 19.76

Dark Triad

Machiavellianism 0.14 * [0.01; 0.26] 1.73 0.13 * [0.01; 0.25] 2.02

Psychopathy 0.02 [−0.11; 0.16] 18.77 −0.01 [−0.17; 0.13] 19.60

Grandiose Narcissism 0.13 * [0.02; 0.25] 1.93 0.19 ** [0.32; 0.56] 0.20

Vulnerable Narcissism 0.15 * [0.02; 0.28] 1.07 0.04 [−0.06; 0.16] 15.60

Science-fiction Hobbyism 0.27 *** [0.15; 0.38] <0.01 0.24 *** [0.12; 0.36] 0.01

Purity Norms −0.09 [−0.22; 0.05] 7.72 −0.17 ** [−0.29; −0.04] 0.42

Note. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001. N = 257. BF01 indicates evidence for the null hypothesis over the
alternative hypothesis. Education was measured with a 7-point ordinal scale, thus we calculated Spearman
correlations for this variable. For gender, a value of 1 indicates females and 2 males. For non-normally distributed
variables (neuroticism and psychopathy; see Table 1), interpretation is based on 95% BCa bootstrapping confidence
intervals for 2000 samples (depicted in brackets for all variables).

Correlations between the intelligence sub-facets and the acceptance of passive and
active enhancement methods can be found in the Supplementary Materials (see Table S1,
https://osf.io/du39z/). Furthermore, intercorrelations of intelligence and personality
measures are depicted in Table S2 of the supplement.

3.4. Hierarchical Regression Analyses

To examine which factors together contribute to the prediction of the acceptance of
passive/active enhancement (see RQ4), we originally planned hierarchical regression anal-
yses in four steps (see https://osf.io/urwxt for details). Different from our original plan,
the hierarchical regression analysis with criterion “acceptance of passive enhancement”
only contained three steps, as we did not observe significant correlations with measured
and self-estimated intelligence as well as the implicit theories of intelligence (i.e., step 2 of
our preregistered analyses plan was skipped). Nevertheless, as a first step, we entered the
control variables age, education, and gender. Together, they predicted 9% of the variance
in the acceptance of passive enhancement. As the second step, we additionally included
conscientiousness and Machiavellianism as well as grandiose and vulnerable narcissism,
which explained an additional 5% of the variance. Finally, we included science-fiction
hobbyism, which additionally predicted 4% of the variance. Thus, a total of 18% of the
variance of the acceptance of passive enhancement was explained by those predictors (for
details see Table 5).

https://osf.io/du39z/
https://osf.io/urwxt
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Table 5. Multiple Hierarchical Regression Analyses with the Criteria “Acceptance of Passive En-
hancement” and “Acceptance of Active Enhancement”.

R2 ∆R2 ∆F β t

Passive Enhancement

Model 1

0.09 0.09 8.02 ***
Age −0.21 −3.39 **
Education −0.12 −2.05 *
Gender 0.18 3.01 **

Model 2

0.13 0.05 3.27 *
Age −0.17 −2.78 **
Education −0.10 −1.64
Gender 0.15 2.45 *
Conscientiousness −0.15 −2.37 *
Machiavellianism 0.03 0.49
Grandiose Narcissism −0.07 1.02
Vulnerable Narcissism 0.10 1.59

Model 3

0.18 0.04 13.39 ***
Age −0.14 −2.29 *
Education −0.12 −1.96
Gender 0.11 1.81
Conscientiousness −0.13 −2.13 *
Machiavellianism 0.05 0.70
Grandiose Narcissism 0.07 1.05
Vulnerable Narcissism 0.07 1.21
Science-fiction Hobbyism 0.22 3.66 ***

Active Enhancement

Model 1
0.12 0.12 34.79 ***

Age −0.35 −5.89 ***

Model 2
0.12 <0.01 0.82

Age −0.33 −5.48 ***
General Intelligence (z-score) 0.05 0.91

Model 3

0.19 0.07 7.43 ***
Age −0.32 −5.39 ***
General Intelligence (z-score) 0.01 0.25
Openness 0.22 3.77 ***
Machiavellianism 0.09 1.44
Grandiose Narcissism 0.09 1.46

Model 4

0.22 0.03 4.71 *
Age −0.29 −5.03 ***
General Intelligence (z-score) −0.04 −0.58
Openness 0.18 3.19 **
Machiavellianism 0.08 1.33
Grandiose Narcissism 0.09 1.50
Science-fiction Hobbyism 0.15 2.59 *
Purity Norms −0.09 −1.59

Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; N = 257; For gender, a value of 1 indicates females and 2 males.

For the criterion “acceptance of active enhancement”, we first entered the control vari-
able age, which explained 12% of the variance. Then, we entered general intelligence but it
did not explain incremental variance in acceptance. As the third step, we entered openness,
Machiavellianism, and grandiose narcissism, which together explained an additional 7%
of the variance. In our final model, we added science-fiction hobbyism and purity norms
with 3% of incrementally explained variance. Altogether, the included predictors explained
22% of the variance in the acceptance of active enhancement methods.11
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As the acceptance of active enhancement methods was significantly correlated to
self-estimated verbal intelligence (single- and multi-item measures; see Table S1 in the
supplement), we conducted an additional exploratory hierarchical regression analysis
including these predictors. This analysis can be found in Table S3 of the supplement. The
results are in line with our main analysis depicted in Table 5. Thus, after accounting for
all factors, only age, openness, and science-fiction hobbyism predicted the acceptance of
active enhancement.

4. Discussion

In the present study, we investigated individual differences in the acceptance of pas-
sive and active cognitive-enhancement methods and their correlation with intelligence and
personality traits. First, in exploratory factor analysis, we observed that the eight tested
enhancement methods can be grouped into five passive (pharmacological enhancement,
current-based enhancement, genetic enhancement, mind upload, and brain-machine in-
terface) and three active enhancement methods (working memory training, game-based
enhancement, neurofeedback training). Within the passive enhancement methods, accep-
tance was higher for pharmacological and current-based enhancement than for the other
methods. Furthermore, working memory training entailed a higher acceptance than the
other two active enhancement methods. Overall, acceptance was higher for active than
passive enhancement methods.

As our main research questions, we tested the relationships of both psychometrically
measured and self-estimated intelligence with the acceptance of passive and active en-
hancement methods (RQ1 & RQ2; for a more detailed presentation of the research questions
and hypotheses see Table 1). If we observed significant correlations, we additionally in-
vestigated the incremental variance of intelligence measures beyond control variables in
the acceptance of passive/active enhancement. While we did not observe a significant
correlation between measured general intelligence and the acceptance of passive enhance-
ment, we found a small positive correlation with active enhancement. However, in the
following multiple regression model, general intelligence did not predict the acceptance of
active enhancement over and above the control variable age. Self-estimated intelligence
and acceptance of passive or active enhancement were not significantly related. Moreover,
we did not observe a relationship between individuals’ implicit theories of intelligence and
their acceptance of passive or active enhancement (RQ3).

Next, we investigated whether we can replicate previously reported associations
between personality traits and acceptance of enhancement. With regard to the Big Five
traits, higher conscientiousness was related to lower acceptance of passive (but not active)
enhancement, partly confirming our hypotheses (see H1). However, we did not detect the
expected negative associations between agreeableness and acceptance of active or passive
enhancement. Instead, we found an unexpected positive association of openness with
the acceptance of active enhancement. When we investigated which traits can explain
variance over and above control variables and—in the case of active enhancement—general
intelligence, higher conscientiousness predicted lower acceptance of passive enhancement
and higher openness predicted higher acceptance of active enhancement. From the Dark
Triad, both Machiavellianism and grandiose narcissism showed small positive correlations
with the acceptance of both types of enhancement, confirming our respective hypothe-
ses (see H2). For vulnerable narcissism, we observed the expected positive correlation
only for acceptance of passive enhancement; for psychopathy, neither correlation reached
significance. Moreover, no Dark Triad trait (including vulnerable narcissism) explained
significant incremental variance of the acceptance of passive or active enhancement in the
multiple regression model beyond the other included variables (e.g., control variables and
personality traits; see Table 5).

Confirming our hypothesis (H3), higher science-fiction hobbyism was significantly
correlated to a higher acceptance of passive and active enhancement methods. Science-
fiction hobbyism was also shown to be the strongest predictor for passive enhancement
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(β = 0.22) over and above included control variables and personality traits. For active
enhancement, science-fiction hobbyism was also a significant predictor (in addition to the
other included variables; see Table 5), but to a lower extent (β = 0.15). With regard to our
last preregistered hypothesis (H4), we observed that higher purity norms were significantly
correlated to lower acceptance of active but not passive enhancement. However, in the
multiple regression model, purity norms were not a significant predictor of the acceptance
of active enhancement over and above control variables, intelligence, personality traits, and
science-fiction hobbyism.

Notably, single control variables showed associations with the acceptance of enhance-
ment. Age predicted both the acceptance of passive and active enhancement, suggesting
that younger individuals are more willing to enhance their cognitive abilities. For active en-
hancement, age was the strongest predictor of acceptance (β = −0.29). Gender significantly
contributed to the model explaining acceptance of passive enhancement (men showing
higher acceptance)—but only until science-fiction hobbyism was entered into the equation.

To summarize, in the final model, the acceptance of passive enhancement was nega-
tively predicted by age and conscientiousness as well as positively predicted by science-
fiction hobbyism, with an overall explained variance of 18%. The acceptance of active
enhancement was negatively predicted by age as well as positively predicted by openness
and science-fiction hobbyism, with an overall explained variance of 22%. We discuss these
findings in the following sections.

4.1. Structure of Acceptance of Cognitive Enhancement Methods

From a theoretical point of view, we expected that our eight cognitive enhancement
methods would equally cluster into two factors—one passive and one active enhancement
factor with four methods each. Our data indeed confirmed this hypothesized categorization
for seven of the enhancement methods, but unexpectedly the brain-machine interface
method was assigned to passive instead of active enhancement. We believe this might be
due to the passive part of this scenario (i.e., going under surgery to get a brain implant)
being much more central in the vignette than the active part (i.e., performing training after
receiving the implant; for the full vignettes see https://osf.io/du39z/). Thus, participants
might view brain-machine interfaces as a rather passive form of cognitive enhancement. In
contrast, the three active enhancement methods (working memory training, game-based
enhancement, and neurofeedback training) did not include any passive part, making active
training the central component of the vignette. Another difference between the passive
and active enhancement methods was their invasiveness. While all enhancement methods
primarily loading onto the passive enhancement factor (including brain-machine interfaces)
included the intake of substances or the modification of one’s physiology, all methods
loading onto the active enhancement factor were non-invasive.

4.2. Comparison of Cognitive-Enhancement Methods

Within the group of passive enhancement methods, pharmacological and current-
based enhancement seem more accepted than the other methods (for a similar finding,
see Schönthaler et al. 2022). One reason for this could be the higher realizability of these
two methods. While smart drugs and brain-stimulation techniques are already available
for most individuals, gene editing, mind upload, and brain-machine interfaces are more
futuristic enhancement methods and not available to the general public (or not even
developed yet). Another reason might be that both the procedures and consequences of
pharmacological and current-based enhancement might seem less extreme than those of the
other three methods. For instance, while smart drugs entail the simple intake of a drug that
might only induce short-term effects on cognitive performance (presumably at least when
not used/applied for longer times), gene editing entails a sophisticated medical procedure
that likely is irreversible and has life-long effects.

For active enhancement, working memory training had a higher acceptance than
game-based enhancement and neurofeedback training. People might be more familiar

https://osf.io/du39z/
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with working memory training due to the availability of many smartphone apps that
supposedly help to improve one’s memory, thus, resulting in a higher acceptance of this
method. Doing this type of working memory training is also easier than, for instance,
visiting a neurofeedback training center.

When exploratorily comparing the grouped passive and active enhancement methods,
we observed a higher acceptance of active than passive enhancement. This might be
due to the less futuristic and more realistic nature of active in comparison to the passive
enhancement methods. Passive enhancement includes methods such as gene editing and
mind upload, which might be hard to picture for the general population. Thus, people
might be more drawn towards already broadly available methods, such as working memory
training, gaming, and neurofeedback training. In addition, the invasiveness of passive
compared to active enhancement methods might decrease acceptance. In line with our
findings, Koverola et al. (2022) observed that people show a (numerically) greater approval
of enhancement when it is aiming at optimal performance (i.e., restoring optimal abilities
one had during youth) than at superhuman performance (i.e., unlimited cognitive abilities).
Thus, individuals might be more reluctant towards methods that aim at superhuman
abilities—such as mind upload in our study (i.e., aiming at digital immortality).

4.3. Predictors of Passive and Active Enhancement
4.3.1. Intelligence

One goal of our study was to test whether psychometrically measured and self-
estimated general intelligence predicted the acceptance of passive and active enhancement
methods. We introduced two competing hypotheses—the rich-get-richer and compensation
hypotheses. While the rich-get-richer hypothesis suggests a positive relationship between
measured and/or self-estimated intelligence and acceptance of enhancement (i.e., more
acceptance with higher intelligence), the compensation hypothesis suggests a negative
relationship (i.e., more acceptance with lower intelligence). In our study, we did not find
support for either of these hypotheses. While there was a small positive correlation between
measured intelligence and the acceptance of active enhancement (supporting the rich-get-
richer hypothesis), this relationship diminished in our multiple regression model (i.e., after
controlling for age). Thus, measured and self-estimated intelligence do not seem to account
for individuals’ willingness to enhance their cognitive abilities.12

Based on the theoretical background, we focused on a linear relationship between
intelligence measures and the acceptance of enhancement in our study. However, it might
be the case that both the rich-get-richer and compensation hypotheses actually apply at
the same time, which would mean that both people of rather high and low intelligence
are willing to get enhanced (i.e., non-linear associations might be observed). While more
intelligent people might want to enhance themselves to become even smarter, less intelligent
people might want to enhance themselves as a compensation strategy. To empirically
test this assumption, follow-up studies might focus on testing, for instance, quadratic
relationships between intelligence measures and the acceptance of enhancement as well as
on individuals’ motives to enhance themselves.

Furthermore, it is mostly unclear whether the acceptance of enhancement (and en-
hancement behavior itself) is influenced primarily by a person’s internal factors, the given
situation, or both. On one hand, following a dispositionalist view on enhancement, its
acceptance might be predicted by internal factors such as intelligence or personality traits.
On the other hand, the acceptance of enhancement (and enhancement behavior itself) might
depend on the given situation as suggested by a situationist view. In addition to those
two possibilities (the dispositionalist and situationist view), internal factors and a situation
might interact when it comes to the acceptance of enhancement (an interactionist view).
Thus, measured/self-estimated intelligence might only act as a predictor of enhancement
in certain situations. For example, attaining academic achievements might be a common
motivation for using pharmacological enhancement (see Daubner et al. 2021). If individuals
experience situations with performance pressure, individual differences with regard to
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enhancement might emerge as certain individuals (e.g., less intelligent individuals) might
be more willing to get enhanced (for a first indication of this, see Bard et al. 2018). In our
study, however, the participants were asked to read rather general enhancement vignettes
without inducing performance pressure, which might have made enhancement less attrac-
tive. It might, thus, be a promising approach for future studies to test the acceptance of
enhancement (and predictors thereof) in different situations.

As individuals are oftentimes not able to correctly estimate their intelligence, their
decisions and, thus, behaviors might be based on false metacognitive beliefs (see, for
example, Hofer et al. 2022). Thus, we were interested to test whether self-estimated
intelligence rather than psychometrically measured intelligence predicts the acceptance
of enhancement. However, this does not seem to be the case. Neither metacognitive
beliefs about one’s own intelligence nor measured intelligence contribute to the acceptance
of enhancement and potentially enhancement behavior itself—at least as suggested by
this first study. Similar to measured and self-estimated intelligence, participants’ implicit
theories about intelligence (i.e., whether intelligence is a fixed or malleable trait) were not
related to the acceptance of passive and active enhancement. Thus, higher beliefs towards
the incremental theory, which suggests that intelligence can be changed, are not related to a
higher willingness to get enhanced. It must be noted, that while our enhancement vignettes
described the enhancement of one’s cognitive abilities, the questionnaire on implicit theories
of intelligence specifically focused on intelligence. This discrepancy could be a reason why
implicit theories of intelligence were not related to the acceptance of cognitive enhancement.
Nevertheless, in line with our findings, another study by Champagne et al. (2019) observed
no relationship between entity beliefs and attitudes toward smart drugs. Thus, potentially
implicit theories of intelligence do not account for the willingness to get enhanced.

4.3.2. Personality

In previous research, certain Big Five traits were only shown to be rather weak predic-
tors of assumptions about and the acceptance of different cognitive enhancement methods
(e.g., Grinschgl et al. 2022; Schönthaler et al. 2022). Furthermore, the observed relationships
were rather inconsistent. Nevertheless, based on a previous study by Schönthaler et al.
(2022), we expected a negative relationship between agreeableness as well as conscien-
tiousness and the acceptance of passive/active enhancement methods. We expected no
significant associations for extraversion, openness, and neuroticism. We partly confirmed
these hypotheses. A higher conscientiousness predicted lower acceptance of passive en-
hancement. This is in line with findings showing that conscientious individuals try to avoid
behaviors that might risk their health (e.g., Hampson et al. 2007) and that they likely follow
group norms (Hogan and Ones 1997). Additionally, individuals higher in conscientiousness
might be more willing to put effort into their performance gains and, thus, are reluctant
to use passive cognitive enhancement. Furthermore, conscientious individuals might not
see enhancement as a fair way to improve performance and/or cognition. Conscientious
individuals tend to follow intrinsic motives (e.g., personal standards, self-oriented perfec-
tionism) when performing tasks (Smith et al. 2019; Stoeber et al. 2009), which might lead to
enhancement not being an attractive method to increase cognition for them (cf. Stoeber and
Hotham 2016). While these assumptions are in line with the observed negative relationship
between conscientiousness and the acceptance of passive enhancement, conscientiousness
was not related to active enhancement. Thus, this personality trait does not seem to play a
(large) role when it comes to actively putting effort into increasing one’s cognitive abilities.

We further observed that a higher openness predicted more acceptance of active en-
hancement. Thus, more open individuals might be more willing to put effort into enhancing
their cognition. Moreover, more open individuals might show a higher willingness to try
new technologies and might strive for new experiences and challenges (see Matthews
et al. 2021). In line with the study by Schönthaler et al. (2022), openness was not related
to the acceptance of passive enhancement methods (see also Laakasuo et al. 2018). This
assumption is also supported in a study by Grinschgl et al. (2022), which showed that more
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open individuals derived more negative consequences accompanying passive enhancement
methods and might, thus, not be particularly willing to get enhanced.

We did not observe significant relationships between acceptance of enhancement
and the remaining Big Five traits, namely agreeableness, extraversion, and neuroticism
(which is also supported by rather high Bayes Factors in support of the null hypothesis).
The lack of associations of acceptance with extraversion and neuroticism is in line with
past findings (Laakasuo et al. 2018; Schönthaler et al. 2022). It also mostly conforms
with no significant associations (Laakasuo et al. 2018) or mixed findings depending on
the specific enhancement method reported for agreeableness (Schönthaler et al. 2022).
Potentially, findings might differ when participants have to assess their willingness to get
enhanced in a stressful situation. For instance, Myrseth et al. (2018) observed a negative
relationship between extraversion and the use of pharmacological enhancement with the
goal to ease one’s nerves in performance-challenging situations. Thus, varying the context
of applying cognitive enhancement might again provide more differentiated insights into
the relationship between personality and acceptance of enhancement (see also Schönthaler
et al. 2022).

Furthermore, higher Machiavellianism and grandiose narcissism were related to
higher acceptance of both passive and active enhancement. Additionally, higher vulnerable
narcissism was related to higher acceptance of passive enhancement—but all associations
can be considered as small. Replicating the findings of Schönthaler et al. (2022), these traits
did not predict the acceptance of passive and active enhancement methods when accounting
for control variables and the Big Five traits. Thus, higher Machiavellian, psychopathic, and
grandiose as well as vulnerable narcissistic tendencies seem not to support the willingness
to enhance one’s cognitive abilities—at least not to a large degree. This finding stands
in contrast with a study by Laakasuo et al. (2021) who observed Machiavellianism as a
strong predictor of the acceptance of mind upload—but no personality traits beyond the
Dark Triad were included in this study (see also Mayor et al. 2020 for a related finding).
Nevertheless, potentially Dark Triad traits only account for the acceptance of cognitive
enhancement when it comes to specific enhancement methods.

4.3.3. Further Predictors (Age, Science-Fiction Hobbyism, Purity Norms)

Beyond personality traits, participants’ age, and science-fiction hobbyism predicted
both acceptance of passive and active enhancement. Lower age and higher interest in
science-fiction were related to higher acceptance of enhancement. Thus, younger indi-
viduals might be more open to the transhumanistic idea of enhancement. Furthermore,
younger individuals might be under more performance pressure during their education
and/or at the beginning of their careers, making cognitive enhancement potentially more
attractive. As hypothesized and also observed in previous studies (Koverola et al. 2022;
Laakasuo et al. 2018), the preference to consume science-fiction literature, movies, and
series is accompanied by a higher willingness to get enhanced. This might be due to
(futuristic) enhancement methods being more familiar to those individuals.

While purity norms were related to participants’ acceptance of active (but not passive)
enhancement, they did not account for incremental variance in the multiple regression
model over and the above the other included variables (see Table 5). Thus, in our study, the
hypothesized association between purity norms which includes values such as pureness
of one’s body, naturalness, and decency, and the acceptance of enhancement could not
be supported. In contrast, Laakasuo et al. (2018) showed a negative association between
purity norms and approval of mind upload—a method that especially affects one’s body.
However, no further enhancement methods were tested in that study. Purity norms might–
if at all–only account for the acceptance of cognitive enhancement when it comes to single
enhancement methods.
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5. Limitations and Future Directions

We need to highlight some limitations of our study as well as future directions for
research that arise from those: First, it needs to be considered that we administered the
intelligence tasks online (i.e., participants performed the study at home or anywhere else).
Although we asked our participants to strictly follow the task instructions and to not
use any external help, we cannot rule out the possibility that participants might have
cheated during task performance or been distracted by surrounding factors. Therefore, we
aim at replicating this study in a laboratory setting. Second, our tested sample includes
rather young, well-educated individuals. Thus, our sample is not highly diverse which
might also be accompanied by relatively uniform opinions about enhancement. Notably,
standard deviations on the acceptance of enhancement in our study do not appear to
be too small. Nevertheless, for further individual differences studies, we argue to in-
clude more diverse samples in order to obtain a more representative view of cognitive
enhancement. Additionally, it might be interesting to collect data from participants from
different cultural backgrounds and under different circumstances (e.g., enhancement in
performance-challenging situations). Finally, we argue for testing additional factors that
might account for individual differences in the acceptance of human enhancement. For
instance, as science-fiction hobbyism seems to be a stable (and relatively strong) predictor
of the acceptance of enhancement, other interests (e.g., professional interests) might also
act as predictors. Hence, testing the RIASEC interests (Holland 1997) as predictors of the
acceptance of enhancement might be a promising approach for future research.

6. Conclusions

The present study was the first attempt to test a broad range of predictors (intelligence
measures, personality traits, specific interests, and values) for the acceptance of cognitive
enhancement. We included a set of different cognitive enhancement methods that could
be separated into passive and active enhancement methods. Unexpectedly, intelligence
measures did not predict the acceptance of passive or active enhancement over and above
control variables. Instead, for the acceptance of passive enhancement, we observed lower
age, lower conscientiousness, and higher science-fiction hobbyism as predictors. Similarly,
lower age, higher openness, and higher science-fiction hobbyism predicted higher accep-
tance of active enhancement. Thus, while only selected personality traits seem to play a role
in the acceptance of enhancement (see also Schönthaler et al. 2022), individuals’ age and
science-fiction hobbyism currently seem to be the most consistent and strongest predictors
of acceptance of passive and active enhancement. Overall, the variance in the acceptance
of enhancement explained in our final model, including all correlated control variables,
intelligence, personality traits, and interests/norms, can be considered moderate—leaving
room for more potential predictors to be tested in future studies. We further argue that
future work in this area would benefit from more representative samples. Cognitive en-
hancement is an emerging topic both in science and the public. Thus, individual differences
with regard to enhancement should be extensively researched to, for instance, reduce the
side effects of enhancement and/or provide support to those applying it.
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Notes
1 Cognitive enhancement is sometimes also referred to as neuroenhancement (Viertbauer and Kögerler 2019).
2 https://www.neurotwin.eu/.
3 Please note that this enhancement method was later categorized as a passive enhancement method based on exploratory factor

analysis. Details will be discussed in the remaining sections.
4 Please note that we are summarizing our research questions and hypotheses here. A detailed list of all research questions and

hypotheses can be found in Table 1.
5 We decided to set this upper age limit as we administered intelligence tests and cognitive abilities typically decline with age.
6 By full data sets, we mean that participants fully completed both survey parts. See the following descriptions for what those

survey parts entail.
7 For the purpose of this article, we only analyzed the first question.
8 We balanced whether participants were first presented with the active or passive enhancement vignettes. Thus, 51% of the

participants were presented with the passive vignettes first and the active vignettes second, whereas the remaining 49% were
presented with the reverse order.

9 We preregistered that each ANOVA will contain an independent variable with four levels (i.e., four enhancement methods).
However, as the exploratory factor analysis suggested that passive enhancement has five levels and active enhancement has three
levels, we performed the ANOVAs accordingly.

10 We mistakenly preregistered to test the assumption of variance homogeneity; however, for within-subjects ANOVAs, sphericity is
the correct assumption to test.

11 As stated in our preregistration, we also ran this regression model with the reversed order (i.e., swapping steps 2 and 3). However,
this did not affect our results and interpretations in a meaningful way.

12 As stated in the preregistration, we also looked at self-estimates in the different intelligence domains separately. In exploratory
analyses, self-estimated verbal abilities were positively related to the acceptance of active enhancement. However, there was no
significant prediction in the multiple regression model over and above the control variable age (see Table S3 in the Supplementary
Materials, https://osf.io/du39z/).

References
Bard, Imre, George Gaskell, Agnes Allansdottir, Rui Vieira da Cunha, Peter Eduard, Jürgen Hampel, Elisabeth Hildt, Christian Hofmaier,

Nicole Kronberger, Sheena Laursen, and et al. 2018. Bottom up ethics—Neuroenhancement in education and employment.
Neuroethics 11: 309–22. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Birnbacher, Dieter. 2019. Neuroenhancement–eine Ethische Sicht. In Neuroenhancement: Die Philosophische Debatte. Edited by Klaus
Viertbauer and Reinhart Kögerler. Berlin: Suhrkamp, pp. 18–42.

Blackwell, Lisa S., Kali H. Trzesniewski, and Carol Sorich Dweck. 2007. Implicit theories of intelligence predict achievement across an
adolescent aransition: A longitudinal study and an intervention. Child Development 78: 246–63. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Bostrom, Nick, and Anders Sandberg. 2009. Cognitive enhancement: Methods, ethics, regulatory challenges. Science and Engineering
Ethics 15: 311–41. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Breivik, Gunnar, Dominic Sagoe, and Sigmund Loland. 2022. Personality and willingness towards performance enhancement and
body modification: A cross-sectional survey of a nationally representative sample of Norwegians. Frontiers in Sports and Active
Living 4: 906634. [CrossRef]

Champagne, Jacqueline, Benjamin Gardner, and Eelanor J. Dommett. 2019. Modelling predictors of UK undergraduates’ attitudes
towards smart drugs. Trends in Neuroscience and Education 14: 33–39. [CrossRef]

https://osf.io/du39z/
https://www.neurotwin.eu/
https://osf.io/du39z/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12152-018-9366-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30220937
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.00995.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17328703
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11948-009-9142-5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19543814
https://doi.org/10.3389/fspor.2022.906634
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tine.2019.02.001


J. Intell. 2023, 11, 109 23 of 25

Daubner, Johanna, Muhammed Imran Arshaad, Christina Henseler, Jürgen Hescheler, Dan Ehninger, Karl Broich, Oliver Rawashdeh, Anna
Papazoglou, and Marco Weiergräber. 2021. Pharmacological neuroenhancement: Current aspects of categorization, epidemiology,
pharmacology, drug development, ethics, and future perspectives. Neural Plasticity 2021: 8823383. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Dominijanni, Giulia, Solaiman Shokur, Gionata Salvietti, Sarah Buehler, Erica Palmerini, Simone Rossi, Frederique de Vignemont,
Andrea d’Avella, Tamar R. Makin, Domenico Prattichizzo, and et al. 2021. The neural resource allocation problem when
enhancing human bodies with extra robotic limbs. Nature Machine Intelligence 3: 850–60. [CrossRef]

Dweck, Carol S., and Ellen L. Leggett. 1988. A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality. Psychological Review
95: 256. [CrossRef]

Enriquez-Geppert, Stefanie, René J. Huster, and Christoph S. Herrmann. 2017. EEG-neurofeedback as a tool to modulate cognition and
behavior: A review tutorial. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience 11: 51. [CrossRef]

Esposito, Massimiliano, Giuseppe Cocimano, Federica Ministrieri, Giuseppe Li Rosi, Nunzio Di Nunno, Giovanni Messina, Francesco
Sessa, and Monica Salerno. 2021. Smart drugs and neurenhancement: What do we know? Frontiers in Bioscience-Landmark
26: 347–59. [CrossRef]

Fay, Ernst, G. Trost, and Georg Gittler. 2001. Intelligenz-Struktur-Analyse (ISA). Frankfurt: Swets Test Services.
Freund, Philipp Alexander, and Nadine Kasten. 2012. How smart do you think you are? A meta-analysis on the validity of self-estimates

of cognitive ability. Psychological Bulletin 138: 296–321. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Graham, Jesse, Jonathan Haidt, and Brian A. Nosek. 2009. Liberals and conservatives rely on different sets of moral foundations.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 96: 1029–46. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Grassie, William, and Gregory R. Hansell. 2011. Introduction H±: Transhumanism and Its Critics. Philadelphia: Metanexus Institute.
Green, C. Shawn, and Daphne Bavelier. 2003. Action video game modifies visual selective attention. Nature 423: 534–37. [CrossRef]
Grinschgl, Sandra, Zadaf Tawakol, and Aljoscha C. Neubauer. 2022. Human enhancement and personality: A new approach towards

investigating their relationship. Heliyon 8: e09359. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Gruzelier, John H. 2014. EEG-neurofeedback for optimising performance. I: A review of cognitive and affective outcome in healthy

participants. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 44: 124–41. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Hampson, Sarah E., Lewis R. Goldberg, Thomas M. Vogt, and Joan P. Dubanoski. 2007. Mechanisms by which childhood personality

traits influence adult health status: Educational attainment and healthy behaviors. Health Psychology 26: 121–25. [CrossRef]
Harrison, Andrew, James Summers, and Brain Mennecke. 2018. The effects of the Dark Triad on unethical behavior. Journal of Business

Ethics 153: 53–77. [CrossRef]
Hendin, Holly M., and Jonathan M. Cheek. 1997. Assessing hypersensitive narcissism: A reexamination of Murray’s Narcism Scale.

Journal of Research in Personality 31: 588–99. [CrossRef]
Hofer, Gabriela, Valentina Mraulak, Sandra Grinschgl, and Aljoscha C. Neubauer. 2022. Less-intelligent and unaware? Accuracy and

Dunning–Kruger effects for self-estimates of different aspects of intelligence. Journal of Intelligence 10: 10. [CrossRef]
Hogan, Joyce, and Deniz S. Ones. 1997. Conscientiousness and integrity at work. In Handbook of Personality Psychology. Edited by

Robert Hogan, John Johnson and Stephen Briggs. San Diego: Academic Press, pp. 849–70.
Holland, John L. 1997. Making Vocational Choices: A Theory of Vocational Personalities and Work Environments. Lutz: Psychological

Assessment Resources.
Jaeggi, Susanne M., Martin Buschkuehl, John Jonides, and Walter J. Perrig. 2008. Improving fluid intelligence with training on working

memory. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 105: 6829–33. [CrossRef]
Jaušovec, Norbert, and Anja Pahor. 2017. Increasing Intelligence. London: Academic Press.
Jöckel, Sven, Leyla Dogruel, and Nicholas David Bowman. 2012. Moralische Fundierung und unterhaltsame Mediennutzung—Die

Übertragung einer US-amerikanischen Moralitätsskala nach Deutschland. In Methodische 74 Herausforderungen Komparativer
Forschungsansätze (S. 320–343). Köln: Herbert von Halem Verlag.

Kober, Silvia E., and Guilherme Wood. 2020. Möglichkeiten und Grenzen von Neurofeedback. Lernen und Lernstörungen
9: 187–96. [CrossRef]

Kober, Silvia E., Daniela Schweiger, Matthias Witte, Johanna L. Reichert, Peter Grieshofer, Christa Neuper, and Guilherme Wood. 2015.
Specific effects of EEG based neurofeedback training on memory functions in post-stroke victims. Journal of NeuroEngineering and
Rehabilitation 12: 107. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kober, Silvia E., Matthias Witte, Sandra Grinschgl, Christa Neuper, and Guilherme Wood. 2018. Placebo hampers ability to self-regulate
brain activity: A double-blind sham-controlled neurofeedback study. Neuroimage 181: 797–806. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Koverola, Mika, Anton Kunnari, Marianna Drosinou, Jussi Palomäki, Ivar R. Hannikainen, Jirout M. Košová, Robin Kopecký, Jukka
Sundvall, and Michael Laakasuo. 2022. Treatments approved, boosts eschewed: Moral limits of neurotechnological enhancement.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 102: 104351. [CrossRef]

Küfner, Albrecht C. P., Michael Dufner, and Mitja D. Back. 2015. Das Dreckige Dutzend und die Niederträchtigen Neun; Kurzskalen
zur Erfassung von Narzissmus, Machiavellismus und Psychopathie. Diagnostica 61: 76–91. [CrossRef]

Laakasuo, Michael, Marianna Drosinou, Mika Koverola, Anton Kunnari, Juho Halonen, Noora Lehtonen, and Jussi Palomäki. 2018.
What makes people approve or condemn mind upload technology? Untangling the effects of sexual disgust, purity and science
fiction familiarity. Palgrave Communications 4: 84. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/8823383
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33519929
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42256-021-00398-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2017.00051
https://doi.org/10.52586/4948
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026556
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22181852
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015141
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19379034
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01647
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2022.e09359
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35574200
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2013.09.015
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24125857
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.26.1.121
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3368-3
https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1997.2204
https://doi.org/10.3390/jintelligence10010010
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0801268105
https://doi.org/10.1024/2235-0977/a000293
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12984-015-0105-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26625906
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.07.025
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30010005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2022.104351
https://doi.org/10.1026/0012-1924/a000124
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-018-0124-6


J. Intell. 2023, 11, 109 24 of 25

Laakasuo, Michael, Marko Repo, Marianna Drosinou, Anton Berg, Anton Kunnari, Mika Koverola, Teemu Saikkonen, Ivar R.
Hannikainen, Aku Visala, and Jukka Sundvall. 2021. The dark path to eternal life: Machiavellianism predicts approval of mind
upload technology. Personality and Individual Differences 177: 110731. [CrossRef]

Loh, Janina. 2020. Trans-und Posthumanismus (3.Aufl.). Hamburg: Junius Verlag.
Luber, Bruce, Leann H. Kinnunen, Brian C. Rakitin, R. Ellsasser, Yaakov Stern, and Sarah H. Lisanby. 2007. Facilitation of performance

in a working memory task with rTMS stimulation of the precuneus: Frequency-and time-dependent effects. Brain Research
1128: 120–29. [CrossRef]

Maier, Larissa J., Jason A. Ferris, and Adam R. Winstock. 2018. Pharmacological cognitive enhancement among non-ADHD
individuals—A cross-sectional study in 15 countries. International Journal of Drug Policy 58: 104–12. [CrossRef]

Massie, Charles F., Eric M. Yamga, and Brendon P. Boot. 2017. Neuroenhancement: A call for better evidence on safety and efficacy. In
Rethinking Cognitive Enhancement. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 57–68.

Matthews, Gerald, Peter A. Hancock, Jinchao Lin, April R. Panganiban, Lauren E. Reinerman-Jones, James L. Szalma, and Ryan
W. Wohleber. 2021. Evolution and revolution: Personality research for the coming world of robots, artificial intelligence, and
autonomous systems. Personality and Individual Differences 169: 109969. [CrossRef]

Mayor, Eric, Maxime Daehne, and Renzo Bianchi. 2020. The dark triad of personality and attitudes toward cognitive enhancement.
BMC Psychology 8: 119. [CrossRef]

Melby-Lervåg, Monica, and Charles Hulme. 2013. Is working memory training effective? A meta-analytic review. Developmental
Psychology 49: 270–91. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Merton, Robert K. 1968. The Matthew effect in science. Science 159: 56–63. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Moses, David A., Matthew K. Leonard, Joseph G. Makin, and Edward F. Chang. 2019. Real-time decoding of question-and-answer

speech dialogue using human cortical activity. Nature Communications 10: 3096. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Myrseth, Helga, Ståle Pallesen, Torbjørn Torsheim, and Eilin K. Erevik. 2018. Prevalence and correlates of stimulant and

depressant pharmacological cognitive enhancement among Norwegian students. Nordic Studies on Alcohol and Drugs
35: 372–87. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Neubauer, Aljoscha C. 2021. The future of intelligence research in the coming age of artificial intelligence–With a special consideration
of the philosophical movements of trans- and posthumanism. Intelligence 87: 101563. [CrossRef]

Neubauer, Aljoscha C., and Gabriela Hofer. 2021. Self-estimates of abilities are a better reflection of individuals’ personality traits than of
their abilities and are also strong predictors of professional interests. Personality and Individual Differences 169: 109850. [CrossRef]

Ninaus, Manuel, Gonçalo Pereira, René Stefitz, Rui Prada, Ana Paiva, Christa Neuper, and Guilherme Wood. 2015. Game elements
improve performance in a working memory training task. International Journal of Serious Games 2: 3–16. [CrossRef]

Oei, Adam C., and Michael D. Patterson. 2013. Enhancing cognition with video games: A multiple game training study. PLoS ONE
8: e58546. [CrossRef]

Pauen, M. 2019. Autnomonie und Enhancement. In Neuroenhancement: Die Philosophische Debatte. Edited by Klaus Viertbauer and
Reinhart Kögerler. Berlin: Suhrkamp, pp. 89–114.

Plomin, R., and S. von Stumm. 2018. The new genetics of intelligence. Nature Reviews Genetics 19: 148–59. [CrossRef]
Rammstedt, Sophie, and Oliver P. John. 2005. Kurzversion des Big Five Inventory (BFI-K): Entwicklung und validierung eines

ökonomischen inventars zur erfassung der fünf faktoren der persönlichkeit. Diagnostica 51: 195–206. [CrossRef]
Ranisch, Robert, and Stefan L. Sorgner. 2014. Post- and Transhumanism: An Introduction. Bern: Peter Lang Verlag.
Repantis, Dimitris, Peter Schlattmann, Oona Laisney, and Isabella Heuser. 2010. Modafinil and methylphenidate for neuroenhancement

in healthy individuals: A systematic review. Pharmacological Research 62: 187–206. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Santarnecchi, Emiliano, Anna-Katharine Brem, Erica Levenbaum, Todd Thompson, Roi C. Kadosh, and Alvaro Pascual-Leone. 2015.

Enhancing cognition using transcranial electrical stimulation. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 4: 171–78. [CrossRef]
Schifano, Fabrizio, Valeria Catalani, Sophia Sharif, Flavia Napoletano, John M. Corkery, Davide Arillotta, Suzanne Fergus, Alessandro

Vento, and Amira Guirguis. 2022. Benefits and Harms of ‘Smart Drugs’ (Nootropics) in Healthy Individuals. Drugs 82: 633–47.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Schönbrodt, Felix D., and Marco Perugini. 2013. At what sample size do correlations stabilize? Journal of Research in Personality
47: 609–12. [CrossRef]

Schönthaler, Elena M. D., Gabriela Hofer, Sandra Grinschgl, and Aljoscha C. Neubauer. 2022. Super-Men and Wonder-Women:
The relationship between the acceptance of self-enhancement, personality, and values. Journal of Cognitive Enhancement
6: 358–72. [CrossRef]

Schroeders, Ulrich, Stefan Schipolowski, Ingo Zettler, Jessika Golle, and Oliver Wilhelm. 2016. Do the smart get smarter? Development
of fluid and crystallized intelligence in 3rd grade. Intelligence 59: 84–95. [CrossRef]

Shah-Basak, Priyanka P., and Roy H. Hamilton. 2017. Cognitive enhancement using noninvasive brain simulation: Weighing
opportunity, feasibility, and risk. In Rethinking Cognitive Enhancement. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 125–49.

Sharif, Safia, Amira Guirguis, Suzanne Fergus, and Fabrizio Schifano. 2021. The use and impact of cognitive enhancers among
university students: A systematic review. Brain Sciences 11: 355. [CrossRef]

Shipstead, Zach, Thomas S. Redick, and Randall W. Engle. 2012. Is working memory training effective? Psychological Bulletin
138: 628. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.110731
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2006.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugpo.2018.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.109969
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-020-00486-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028228
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22612437
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.159.3810.56
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5634379
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-10994-4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31363096
https://doi.org/10.1177/1455072518778493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32934539
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2021.101563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.109850
https://doi.org/10.17083/ijsg.v2i1.60
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0058546
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrg.2017.104
https://doi.org/10.1026/0012-1924.51.4.195
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phrs.2010.04.002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20416377
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40265-022-01701-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35366192
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41465-022-00244-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2016.08.003
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci11030355
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027473


J. Intell. 2023, 11, 109 25 of 25

Silva, Gabriel A. 2018. A new frontier: The convergence of nanotechnology, brain machine interfaces, and artificial intelligence. Frontiers
in Neuroscience 12: 1–8. [CrossRef]

Simonsmeier, Bianca A., Roland H. Grabner, Julia Hein, Ugne Krenz, and Michael Schneider. 2018. Electrical brain stimulation (tES)
improves learning more than performance: A meta-analysis. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 84: 171–81. [CrossRef]

Smith, Martin M., Simon B. Sherry, Vanja Vidovic, Donald H. Saklofske, Joachim Stoeber, and Aryn Benoit. 2019. Perfec-
tionism and the Five-Factor Model of Personality: A Meta-Analytic Review. Personality and Social Psychology Review
23: 367–90. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Stoeber, Joachim, and Sarah Hotham. 2016. Perfectionism and attitudes toward cognitive enhancers (“smart drugs”). Personality and
Individual Differences 88: 170–74. [CrossRef]

Stoeber, Joachim, Kathleen Otto, and Claudia Dalbert. 2009. Perfectionism and the Big Five: Conscientiousness predicts longitudinal
increases in self-oriented perfectionism. Personality and Individual Differences 47: 363–68. [CrossRef]

Troche, Stefan, and Alexandra Kunz. 2020. The Factorial Structure and Construct Validity of a German Translation of Dweck’s Implicit
Theories of Intelligence Scale under Consideration of the Wording Effect. Psychological Test and Assessment Modeling 62: 386–403.

Viertbauer, Klaus, and Reinhart Kögerler, eds. 2019. Neuroenhancement: Die philosophische Debatte. Berlin: Suhrkamp.
White, James, and G. David Batty. 2012. Intelligence across childhood in relation to illegal drug use in adulthood: 1970 British Cohort

Study. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 66: 767–74. [CrossRef]
Zell, Ethan, and Zlatan Krizan. 2014. Do people have insight into their abilities? A metasynthesis. Perspectives on Psychological Science

9: 111–25. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fnins.2018.00843
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2017.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868318814973
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30612510
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2011-200252
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613518075

	Introduction 
	Overview of Cognitive Enhancement Methods 
	Predictors of the Acceptance of Cognitive Enhancement 
	The Present Study 

	Methods 
	Participants 
	Materials 
	Study Procedure 

	Results 
	Exploratory Factor Analysis 
	Comparison of Enhancement Methods 
	Correlational Analyses 
	Hierarchical Regression Analyses 

	Discussion 
	Structure of Acceptance of Cognitive Enhancement Methods 
	Comparison of Cognitive-Enhancement Methods 
	Predictors of Passive and Active Enhancement 
	Intelligence 
	Personality 
	Further Predictors (Age, Science-Fiction Hobbyism, Purity Norms) 


	Limitations and Future Directions 
	Conclusions 
	References

