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[bookmark: _Ref206421738]Table S2	Illustrative quotations and descriptions from interviews and written reflections per theme. I-question numbers refer to questions from the interview guide, R-question numbers to questions from the reflection guide (see Online Resource 1 and 2). 
	Theme
	Question no.
	Translated quote or description

	Whether research results and scientific theories should be conclusive
	I-12
	Ratings tentativeness of scientific knowledge and the statements in Figure 3, on a certainty scale from 0 (facts that are very certain) to 10 (uncertain knowledge that continually changes):
Luca: Science (0), DNA (0), first to show (2), confirm (2)
Robin: Science (5), DNA (1), first to show (7), confirm (3)
Marijn: Science (4), DNA (0), first to show (9), confirm (6)
Sam: Science (2.5), DNA (0.5), first to show (3), confirm (2)

	
	I-12
	Luca: “Yes I do think then just facts that are very certain and I also expect that good scientific research simply produces good results. Because otherwise, you can, of course be very, ehm, how do you say that? That you assume that indeed [pause] that knowledge is never completely certain and I do think that you should be able to trust science to some extent. And of course science is never carried out perfectly, ehm [pause], but I do think that when the research is done just properly [pause], you just get [pause] well, facts out of it.”

	
	R-3
	Luca: “Knowledge can change continually but I assume that well-conducted research results in facts that are very certain. If we remain skeptical about everything, we will never make any progress.”

	
	R-3
	Robin: “I think that good scientific research produces information that contributes to a theory that, at that moment, provides the most likely picture of reality. However, new information (e.g., through new or more advanced techniques) could change this picture.”

	
	I-12
	Robin: “But on the other hand I would not call it uncertain knowledge either, because if you do really good scientific research that is really well-supported, then I would not call that uncertain knowledge.”

	
	I-12
	Sam: “Yes, I would again position myself a bit here in the middle [points to 2.5 on the scale], because in the end you of course want scientific research to produce facts. Ehm, but it does not have to be a very certain fact. So [pause] it can of course be the case that with new techniques it turns out that it is not correct, and then it does not have to be the case that the study was not conducted correctly. … As soon as it is published [pause] then there is a reasonable certainty that it is correct. Of course, suppose in the future, a new technique is discovered and it turns out to be different [pause] then, you discover indeed that it is [pause]. Well, yes it is a bit of a combination, but considerably in the direction of facts.”

	
	R-3
	Sam: “Scientific research always has a certain degree of uncertainty. ... Only when a study has been validated several times by other scientists can a conclusion be considered as truth. However, it must always be possible to refute good scientific research by new insights.”

	
	I-8
	Robin: “Well, of course looking at if your research design is good because a study is never perfect, there is always variability. So, you will always have some doubts, at least that is what I think. So, that you always scrutinize yourself. … that you never oversee everything I think [pause] like you have really focussed on one thing and from that you could then probably draw your own conclusion but there are always other things in play and other insights. That, I think, is also why I thought the statements are very difficult.”

	
	I-8
	Sam: “Ehm, at least whether it is statistically correct [pause] so, that you do not, ehm, adapt tests or omit data, that sort of things. [pause] and of course that you can replicate it, so that you can get the same data with the next experiments.”

	
	I-15
	Luca: “Yeah, I think just that there is always, ehm, that research then always is beneficial for other people … that would be the best.”

	
	I-15
	Luca: “if you then later say like ‘we think that this [treatment] is the best’ then that you, in the conclusion, also say like ‘it seems that this treatment is as good as the other treatment’.”

	
	I-15
	Robin: “Well, I think just that if it is considered with a critical eye and if ther is just [pause] when things are viewed from different angles [pause] and, ehm, if based on that the most likely scenario is devised [pause] I think that.”

	
	I-15
	Sam: “If your conclusions are just correct and if you have done everything properly, then, I think that it is per definition valuable.”

	
	I-15
	Robin: “I think so, in the abstract, because you also have so few words and then you want to make your point? And then you word it a bit stronger anyway. Then, in the discussion, you just have the time and just the space to really explicate it. Yes, I understand why it is done, yeah.”

	
	I-12
	Robin: “I would never write ‘we are the first to show.’ ... I don’t know why, but I feel that that is a powerful statement, I guess? ... I would just say ‘we demonstrated’ ... I don’t know, with somewhat less power.”

	Whether data speak for themselves
	I-7
	Sam: “Based on your data, other researchers must be able to draw the same conclusion, because otherwise that data has little usefulness, I think. … but also … the researcher has the responsibility to argue how your own data supports an explanation, of course. Well, in the end I would say that, indeed, your fellow researchers should be able to draw the same conclusions.”

	
	I-7
	Luca: “Yes I do get both statements but I would position myself more with indeed that you should argue how those data support explanations or theories. … Of course you work for a long time on a study and then you get your results in [pause] that you then also of course maybe get a bit of tunnel vision, like ‘I am now so conviced that it is correct’ and like ‘yes, this is the number I exactly needed’ or ‘this figure fits, so I’ll use that.’”

	
	I-8
	Luca: “[In the discussion,] you argue, ‘Is [your conclusion] really the case and could it be something else?’”

	
	I-6
	Luca: “Yeah, yeah, that the discussion is always the longest […] of course, you start with the introduction and then you tell about the materials and methods and then very shortly the results and conclusion. And, then, indeed at the end that long discussion.”

	
	I-6
	Robin: “Yeah, stay as objective as possible. …” Interviewer: “If we go back to those conventions. You also said ‘as objective as possible’? How do you write as objective as possible?” Robin: “Not drawing conclusions based on incomplete or unreliable information … no, I don’t know, opinions or things, ehm … Maybe objective is not really the right word but more [pause] ehm, yeah, just from a critical perspective.”

	
	I-6
	Sam: “Regarding the writing style [pause], yeah, concise sentences, I would say, and not going freely, so really keeping it concrete, like, what is it about, what do you want to say?”

	
	I-7
	Robin: “I have always understood that you really separate your results and conclusions? And that, in the results, you only describe what you see and what stands out to you and that, then, only in the conclusion, you further elaborate on that, on what it means and how you can interpret it.”

	
	I-7 (referring back to I-6)
	Robin: “That is maybe one of those rules of which I think … I think it works so much better to write the results and conclusion together … that you just ‘I see this thus that means that’ instead of … explain everything again at the end … because then you are actually repeating those results again? Because otherwise it also doesn’t flow well.”
Interviewer: “But why do you think it is a convention?”
Robin: “Yeah, maybe just to force yourself to first just write what you see and then only later give your own interpretation of it.”

	
	I-5
	Marijn warned conclusions could be biased if not separated from results, because there can be other relationships than what one has seen.

	
	I-7
	Sam said little, except that results, conclusions, and discussion should be distinct and that samples, if unrepresentative, should be discussed in the latter.

	
	I-13
	Sam: “From your data, other researchers should of course, ehm, draw the same conclusions, but there are of course also cultural factors that might affect how you, ehm, analyze your data. So, I think that it is always a little subjective, but still fairly objective.” … “Well, everyone, of course, has different ways of thinking, and a different way to draw conclusions. [pause] So, I think there is always a human factor.”

	
	R-5
	Luca: “We are indeed all people with our own values and norms. Everybody will conduct a study differently or look differently at results. I do not want to call it a bias either actually, because it is inevitable. Still, I think that this can surely be prevented through collaboration and repetition.”

	
	R-5
	Robin: “I think that, as a person, you are strongly formed by your environment and that you unconsciously affect your research, as researcher. Example: many clinical studies are (still) conducted with a primarily white and male population. Among others because many knowledge societies are white. However, the conclusions from these studies are applied to much bigger and more diverse populations. I do think that the techniques I mentioned before to prevent bias are effective.”

	Whether methodological choices are self-evident
	I-11
	Luca: “Eh, yeah, I think that starts with that a researcher has integrity and that you just ehm [pause] honestly note your results.” Interviewer: “What is characteristic about scientific methods?” Luca: “Ehm, yeah, I think that you always work with people or with animal models, so indeed that there is always a bit of ethics involved.”

	
	R-1
	Robin: “For me, a scientific way of doing research involves testing a hypothesis with a reproducible method that is affected by as few external factors as possible. … it needs to be independent of personal influences. In principle, everyone should come to the same conclusion irrespective of their own opinion/way of thinking … scientific research should, in my opinion, be substantiated with clear and reasonable results that lead to considering a theory probable.”

	
	R-1
	Sam: “Scientific research should be based on empirical observation and conclusions need to logically follow from the data, taking into account factors that can affect results. Herein science differs from, for example, philosophy which is based on rationalism which says that knowledge comes from the mind.”

	
	I-11
	Sam: “The scientific method, ehm [pause] yeah [pause] I took philosophy in high school, and that’s what I always liked about [teacher], he said that science is a social construct. [pause] So, actually only when a consensus is achieved, you can say whether something is correct or not.”

	
	R-2
	Robin: “I definitely agree that there is a best way to study something. However, I think that there are multiple ways to get to the answer and that precisely that combining and carrying out of different ways will lead to the answer that is closest to the truth.”

	
	R-2
	Luca: “I think that there are always multiple ways to answer a research question. If the same result follows from different methods, then it is also more credible that this is correct.”

	
	R-2
	Sam: “I think that for each research question there are multiple correct ways to study that question. Suppose you want to study whether you successfully created a mutation in a gene that codes for a protein. You could show that with sequencing but you can also do a Western Blot with the protein, with an antibody that targets that mutation. Althoug each method has its advantages and disadvantages, both methods are correct.”
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