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1 - Priors 

 

The priors used in the analysis are detailed below, following a repeat of the formulas from the main 

text. Normal distributions are specified as N(mean, precision) and gamma distributions are specified 

as G(shape, rate), where precision is 1/variance and rate is 1/scale. 

Formulas: 

 

logit(p1) = β1 + dot ratio*(β3 + β4*age + β5*sex + β6*area correlation + individual effects) +  

 β2*side of screen, (3) 

 

logit(p2) = (β7 + β8*age)*logit(p1) + (β9 + β10*age)*initial decision +(β11 + β12*age + β13*sex +  

 β14*dot ratio + individual effects)*SI, (5) 

 

 SI = qs/(qs+(1-q)s) – 0.5, (6) 

 

 s =  exp(β15 +  β16*age), (7) 

 

 

Priors: 

β1:14 = N1:14(0.0,0.01) 

β15,16 = N15,16(0.0,1) 

Individual effecte,i = Ne,i(0,Ge(0.01,0.01)), for individual i and effect e (i.e., whether the individual 

effect was on asocial performance, or social information use) and where Ge() is the prior for the 

precision of the random effect. 

  

The priors for β15,16 are more informative than for the other parameters as these values were 

combined and then exponentiated (see formula 7) such that even these comparatively precise values 

allowed extreme results and any less precise priors lead to the exponential producing infinitely large 

values, despite variables being standardised. 



2 – Test of Model Fit 

 

As an assay of how well our model was able to fit the raw data we made the model to predict the 

average values for whether or not participants' initial decisions were correct and whether or not 

participants switched their initial decision following social information for different levels of trial 

dot ratio. The following figures illustrate this comparison: 

 

Fig S1. A comparison of the model estimates of the average of the data for trials of different dot 

ratios with the equivalent Wilson intervals. 

 

 



 

Fig. S2 

In both cases the red lines are the mean and Wilson binomial confidence interval whilst the blue 

lines are the median and 95% central credible interval from our analysis. The similar trend across 

the two figures shows that our model was able to fit the data well. Meanwhile, the observation that 

the model intervals are narrower than the Wilson intervals highlights the increase in estimate 

precision as a result of our analyses. 

 



3 – The Shape Parameter 

 

Fig. S3 
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This figure illustrates the effect of the shape parameter on children’s response to consensus. Red 
lines correspond to a value of the shape parameter greater than 1 and describe conformist 
transmission. In this case once a given decision is in the majority it is greatly preferred. With a very 
high shape parameter, a very slight majority is just as favoured as a total majority. If the shape 
parameter is below 1, the blue lines are produced which correspond to anti-conformist transmission. 
In this case, although majority options are preferred over minority options the difference is small 
unless there is total unanimity. In extreme cases only unanimous majorities have an impact on the 
decision of an observer. If the shape parameter equals exactly 1, then a linear response to frequency 
is produced (the straight, purple line). 



4 – Analysis excluding children below 4 years old 

 

To test the robustness of our findings we repeated the analyses without data from children below 4 
years old (this excluded 14 of the 122 children). A comparison of the results of these analyses with 
those reported in the main paper is presented in the following table: 

 

Table S1: a comparison of the results of analyses with and without data from 3-year-olds, showing 
the contents of the final model and the parameter estimates (showing median estimate and the 95% 
central credible interval). 

 

β	
In	final	model	 Value	

with	3	year	olds	 without	 with	3	years	olds	 without	
1	 ✗ ✗ 0.25, [-0.13, 0.62] -0.20,	[0.43,	0.01]	
2	 ✗ ✗ -0.13, [-0.34, 0.08] 0.12,	[-0.28,	0.55]	
3	 ✓ ✓ 3.16, [2.53, 3.95] 3.37,	[2.67,	4.23]	
4	 ✓ ✓ 0.89, [0.50, 1.38] 0.98,	[0.48,	1.55]	
5	 ✗ ✗ -0.15, [-1.26, 0.96] 0.00,	[-1.41,1.40]	
6	 ✗ ✗ 0.75, [-0.19, 1.71] 0.73,	[-0.26,	1.75]	
7	 ✓ ✓ 0.29, [0.11, 0.50] 0.29,	[0.11,	0.50]	
8	 ✗ ✗ 0.10, [-0.03, 0.24] 0.15,	[-0.02,	0.36]	
9	 ✓ ✓ 1.96, [1.30, 2.61] 2.18,	[1.38,	2.93]	
10	 ✓ ✓ 0.68, [0.25, 1.12] 0.76,	[0.17,	1.36]	
11	 ✓ ✓ 0.32, [0.21, 0.53] 0.34,	[0.21,	0.66]	
12	 ✗ ✗ 0.05, [-0.02, 0.05] 0.06,	[-0.05,	0.16]	
13	 ✗ ✗ 0.05, [-0.17, 0.29] 0.07,	[-0.15,	0.35]	
14	 ✗ ✗ 0.11, [-0.17, 0.40] 0.10,	[-0.28,	0.41]	
15	 ✓ ✓ -0.84, [-1.49, 0.14] -0.57,	[-1.45,	0.22]	
16	 ✓ ✓ 1.00, [0.62, 1.50] 0.98,	[0.21,	1.53]	

 

As can be seen, the final model contains identical parameters in both cases. Furthermore, the 
estimated values for each parameter are very similar in both analyses meaning that both analyses 
lead to the same conclusions. 


