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of the majority with a probability (e.g., 70%) that exceeds 
that percentage. Assuming that the majority’s judgment is 
correct in many cases, Boyd and Richerson (1985) argued 
that conformist bias could be more beneficial to individuals 
than no biased conformist in terms of acquiring correct 
information. 

Research using an evolutionary simulat ion has 
provided theoretical support for conformist bias (e.g., 
Henrich & Boyd, 1998; Kameda & Nakanishi, 2002). 
However, empirical research on conformist bias (e.g., 
Coultas, 2004; McElreath et al., 2008; Morgan et al., 
2012; Muthukrishna et al., 2016) has reported conformist 
bias (e.g., Deffner et al., 2020) and no conformist bias 
(e.g., Claidière et al., 2012). Eriksson and Coultas (2009) 
showed no conformist bias in their experiment in which 
participants saw the responses of hypothetical other 
participants and then, answered the questions asking for 
beliefs and preferences (e.g., “Thornton’s chocolates are 
better than Green and Black’s.”) 

The limitation of Eriksson and Coultas (2009) is that 
the questions they used in the experiment were about 
beliefs and preferences (attitude questions). Conformist 
bias is adaptive when individuals seek correct information 
(cf. Boyd & Richerson, 1985).

On the other hand, Fujikawa et al. (2024) demonstrated 
conformist bias by replicating Eriksson and Coultas (2009), 
using not only attitude questions but also questions whose 
answers were objectively defined (objective questions). 
However, in their experiment, conformist bias was 
observed for both objective and attitude questions. They 
argued that these results could be due to an experimental 
design (Fujikawa et al., 2024). In Fujikawa et al. (2024), 
the four patterns of other hypothetical participants’ 
responses were presented to participants simultaneously 
(within-participant design), whereas in Eriksson and 
Coultas (2009), one of the four patterns was presented 
randomly (between-participant design). The within-
participant design in the presentation of others’ responses 
might induce an experimenter effect making participants 
feel that they should conform to the majority because the 
order of the four patterns of others’ responses was the 
same in all questions.

We conducted two replications of Fujikawa et al. (2024) 
in which one of the four response patterns of hypothetical 
nine other participants was randomly presented (between-
participants design) for students (Exp. 1) and crowd 
workers (Exp. 2). Our hypothesis was that conformist 
bias would be observed for the objective questions with 
a correct rate above 50% (Hypothesis 1) 1. In addition, 
Deutsch and Gerard (1955) proposed two types of 
conformity motivation, informative influence (conformity 
motivated to obtain correct information) and normative 

1 Since we found that the analysis methods described in AsPredicted 
(https://aspredicted.org/dt3up.pdf) were not appropriate to test our 
hypothesis, the methods used in Fujikawa et al. (2024) were adopted 
in this analysis. Their methods followed closely those of Eriksson and 
Coultas (2009).
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Introduction
Evolutionary anthropologists and psychologists (e.g., 
Henrich & Boyd, 1998; Kameda & Nakanishi, 2002) have 
reported that conformity is an adaptive behavior in the 
information-seeking situations with high uncertainty. 
In particular, they have argued that conformity is the 
fundamental psychological mechanism not only for 
acquiring correct information (micro level) but also for 
building culture (macro level). Boyd and Richerson (1985) 
proposed the psychological tendency to be sensitive to 
majority behavior, namely conformist bias to accelerate 
these effects at both levels. Conformist bias refers to the 
imitation behavior that most group members adopt with 
the probability that exceeds the proportion that members 
use in deciding their behavior (Boyd & Richerson, 1985). 
For example, in a situation where a majority of members 
(e.g., 60%) within a group adopt a certain behavior, 
individuals with a conformist bias will imitate the behavior 
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influence (conformity motivated to be accepted by others). 
In this study, we also measured these two motivations 
for conformity, and examined the relationships between 
participants’ responses and the motivations. Thus, our 
Hypothesis 2 was that responses to objective questions in 
the situation where participants are presented with others’ 
answers should be motivated by informative inf luence 
(Hypothesis 2). We pre-registered the study using 
AsPredicted (https://aspredicted.org/dt3up.pdf).

Methods
Participants
One hundred and for ty-four undergraduates from a 
psychology course participated in Experiment 1 (20 
women, 121 men, and 3 neither/not answering, mean 
age: 19.04, SD = 2.63) and one hundred and fifty-seven 
monitors from Crowdworks Co., Ltd. (https://crowdworks.
co.jp/) participated in Experiment 2 (82 women, 67 men, 
and 8 neither/not answering, mean age: 38.45, SD = 10.00). 
The sample sizes of Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 
were taken from Fujikawa et al. (2024). The experimental 
reward was that participants received class credit (Exp. 1) 
and 150 yen (about $1, Exp. 2).

Procedure
In both Experiments 1 and 2, we used Qualtrics XM 
(https://www.qualtrics.com/) web-based survey method 
that included the following three procedures. First, 
participants read and agreed to an informed consent 
form and responded to objective and attitude questions 
(Fujikawa et al., 2024) by “yes/no” (personal responses). 
Second, participants were randomly presented with one of 
four patterns of hypothetical nine participant responses (9, 
6, 3, or 0 participants said “yes”). They were then asked 
to answer the same questions again. The presentation 
manipulation followed the method of Eriksson and Coultas 
(2009). Finally, participants then completed the conformity 
orientation scale as a five-point scale (1: not true – 5: true). 
To ensure that participants answered each item seriously, 
participants also answered one item of the Directed 
Questions Scale (DQS: Miura & Kobayashi, 2018) 
when answering personal responses and the conformity 
orientation scale in both experiments. Each experiment 
lasted 10 minutes. In Experiment 1, the debriefing was 
conducted by the lecturer in charge of the class, and in 
Experiment 2, the debriefing was shown on a webpage 
after all participants completed the survey.

Scales
(a) Objective & attitude questions 
We used objective questions (9 items, e.g., “Tokyo is the 
third smallest prefecture in Japan in terms of area”) and 
attitude questions (5 items, e.g., “Meiji’s chocolates are 
better than Morinaga’s”) as in Fujikawa et al. (2024). 
Objective questions satisfied the assumption that the 
correct rate was above 50%, indicating that the majority 
of answers were correct. We used Eriksson and Coultas’s 
(2009) questions as the attitude questions but some were 
modified to fit Japanese culture. 

(b) Conformity orientation scale 
The conformity orientation scale, which includes the 

13 items measuring normative inf luence and 10 items 
assessing informative inf luence was used (Yokota & 
Nakanishi, 2011).

(c) DQS items 
We used the DQS items (Miura & Kobayashi, 2018). The 
item for personal responses was “For this question, please 
choose the ‘no’ option,” and the item for the conformity 
orientation scale was “For this question, please choose the 
‘5’ option.” In the following analysis, we deleted the data 
of participants who did not answer these items correctly. 

The numerical index of conformist bias (D*) & models
D*, which was developed by Eriksson and Coultas (2009), 
is calculated from the correct/support rate of participants’ 
responses to each pattern of hypothetical nine other 
participants (cf. Fujikawa et al., 2024). A positive value 
of D* indicates a conformist bias, where the increment 
in the majority’s inf luence on participants’ behavior 
gradually increases (Figure 1: S-curve), while a negative 
value indicates a nonconformist-bias, where the increment 
gradually decreases (Figure 1: inverted S-curve), as 
reported by Eriksson and Coultas (2009). D* = 0 indicates 
no biased conformist that the majority’s inf luence is 
proportional. 

   f(s) = p0 + ( p1 − p0)s − 2( p0  + p1 − 2pneutral)s(1 − s)  
               + Ds(1 − s)(2s − 1)      (1)

    fnull(s) = p0 + (p1 − p0)s − 2(p0 + p1 − 2pneutral)s(1 − s)     (2)

In addition, we performed polynomial model fitting 
using the model developed by Eriksson and Coultas (2009) 
to test whether participants’ behavior in these experiments 
followed a conformist bias. For the polynomial model 
fitting, we used the biased conformist model (1) and the 
no biased conformist (proportional) model (2). These 
models include the parameters s that indicate the four 
patterns of the ratio of the responses of the hypothetical 
nine respondents. p0 denotes the correct/support rate when 
all other members did not answer “yes,” p1 denotes the 
correct/support rate when all other members answered 
“yes,” and pneutral denotes the ratio of personal responses. 
In addition, the biased conformist model also includes the 
parameter D, which is the average of the D* of each item in 
each of objective and attitude questions. Thus, the biased 
conformist model is a cubic equation. On the other hand, 
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attitude questions in Experiment 1 and Q8 from objective 
questions in Experiment 2 were below.

Conformist bias 
We tested whether a conformist bias was observed. Table 1 
also shows the D* of each item. In the objective questions, 
one out of nine items in each experiment were negative 
in D*. On the other hand, in the attitude questions, three 
out of five items (in both Exp. 1 and 2)  were negative in 
D*. We calculated the 95% confidence intervals using the 
bootstrap method in each question of Experiments 1 and 
2 to test whether D* was positively greater than zero. 2 
The results showed that the confidence intervals of neither 
objective questions (95% CI [0.46, 1.75]) in Experiment 
1 nor in Experiment 2 (95% CI [0.36, 1.44]) included 
zero, while those of attitude questions included zero in 
Experiment 1 (95% CI [−1.64, 0.10]) and in Experiment 2 
(95% CI [−0.40, 1.06]).

Model fitting 
We tested the fit of the participants’ responses to the 
biased conformist model and to the no biased model. The 
results of both experiments showed that in both questions, 
the AIC of the biased conformist model (Exp. 1: objective 
questions: AIC = −43.68; attitude questions: AIC = 
−16.28, Exp. 2: objective questions: AIC = −25.74; attitude 
questions: AIC = −18.01) was smaller than the no biased 
conformist model (Exp. 1: objective questions: AIC = 
−33.62; attitude questions: AIC = −13.96, Exp. 2: objective 
questions: AIC = −16.96; attitude questions: AIC = −15.73). 
Taken together, these results supported Hypothesis 1 that 
conformist bias would be observed in objective questions.

2 The D* shown in Table 1 is the averaged value on a per-item basis 
for comparison with the results of Eriksson and Coultas (2009). 
Meanwhile, the D* used in a bootstrap method is the averaged 
value on a per-participant basis to test whether participants showed 
conformist bias.

the no biased model is a quadratic equation that removes 
D from the biased conformist model (see Natsumeda et al., 
2023 for detail). We tested which models fit the data better 
in the experiment. 

We computed the participants’ correct/supportive 
probability in each pattern of others’ responses by 
assigning to these models the predicted value of the biased 
and no biased conformist models from the objective and 
attitude questions in each experiment and the D* computed 
from the data. We then compared the AIC between the 
biased conformist model and the no biased conformist 
model. Our prediction was that the value of D* should be 
positive for objective questions and that the AIC of the 
biased conformist model would be lower than that of the 
no biased conformist model.

Results
R 4.3.2 (R Core Team, 2023) was used for analyses in 
both experiments. The significance level was 5% for all 
analyses.

Participants for analysis
In the analysis of Experiment 1, data that may have been 
produced by the same person (4 men) or data of those who 
did not respond appropriately to the DQS items (4 women, 
20 men) were removed. Thus, data from116 undergraduates 
(16 women, 97 men, 3 neither/none, mean age 18.88, SD = 
0.80) were used in this analysis. No data were removed in 
Experiment 2.

The correct/support rate in personal responses
Table 1 and Figure 2 show the correct/support rate in 
objective and attitude questions in the personal responses 
of Experiment 1 and 2. In both experiments, the rate 
was above 50% for almost all items, except for Q13 from 

C
or

re
ct

/S
up

po
rt 

ra
te

 (%
)

0.00

20.00

40.00

60.00

80.00

100.00

Four response patterns of the hypothetical other nine 
participants 

0 3 6 9

Objective questions for Exp. 1 (D* = 0.941)
Attitude questions for Exp. 1 (D* = -0.713)
Objective questions for Exp. 2 (D* = 1.158)
Attitude questions for Exp. 2 (D* = 0.016)
Eriksson & Coultas (2009)  (D* = -0.720)D*

D*
D*
D*

D*

Figure 2. The correct/support rate computed from responses that participants answer objective and attitude 
question in the situation where were presented the four response patterns of the hypothetical other nine 
participants (Exps. 1 and 2).

Note: In this figure, the positive value of D* means conformist bias, D* = 0 indicates no biased conformist, and the negative value 
shows nonconformist-bias.



Fujikawa et al. LEBS Vol. 15 No. 2 (2024) 31–36

Conformist bias in an information seeking situation

34

Ta
bl

e 
1.

 T
he

 c
or

re
ct

 o
r s

up
po

rt 
ra

te
 a

nd
 D

* 
va

lu
e 

in
 o

bj
ec

tiv
e 

an
d 

at
tit

ud
e 

qu
es

tio
ns

 (E
xp

s. 
1 

an
d 

2)
.

Ite
m

s
Ex

p.
r ne

ut
ra

l
r 0

N
r 13

N
r 23

N
r 1

N
D

*

Q
1

H
ow

 to
 re

ad
 “
七
転
び
八
起
き

” 
is

 “
na

na
ko

ro
bi

 
ya

ok
i”

 in
 Ja

pa
ne

se
. (

ye
s)

Ex
p.

1
90

.5
2%

71
.4

3%
28

76
.9

2%
26

93
.3

3%
30

96
.8

8%
32

  0
.5

4
Ex

p.
2

95
.5

4%
76

.3
2%

38
92

.3
1%

39
95

.0
0%

40
95

.0
0%

40
−0

.2
4

Q
2

H
ow

 to
 re

ad
 “
茨
城
県

” 
is

 “
ib

ar
ak

i k
en

” 
in

 
Ja

pa
ne

se
. (

ye
s)

Ex
p.

1
66

.3
8%

50
.0

0%
34

60
.7

1%
28

68
.0

0%
25

79
.3

1%
29

−0
.17

Ex
p.

2
78

.3
4%

70
.0

0%
40

64
.10

%
39

84
.6

2%
39

79
.4

9%
39

  1
.17

Q
3

D
ry

 ic
e 

m
ak

es
 fr

om
 so

lid
 h

yd
ro

ge
n.

 (n
o)

Ex
p.

1
82

.7
6%

77
.4

2%
31

75
.0

0%
28

82
.7

6%
29

89
.2

9%
28

  0
.2

6
Ex

p.
2

75
.8

0%
60

.5
3%

38
65

.0
0%

40
84

.6
2%

39
90

.0
0%

40
  0

.6
6

Q
4

St
ra

w
be

rr
ie

s a
re

 th
e 

sw
ee

te
st

 n
ea

r t
he

 h
ef

t. 
(n

o)
Ex

p.
1

81
.0

3%
70

.0
0%

30
70

.0
0%

30
83

.3
3%

30
76

.9
2%

26
  0

.74
Ex

p.
2

78
.9

8%
57

.5
0%

40
65

.0
0%

40
86

.8
4%

38
82

.0
5%

39
  0

.9
2

Q
5

H
ow

 to
 re

ad
 “
狡
い

” 
is

 “
zu

ru
i”

 in
 Ja

pa
ne

se
. 

(y
es

)
Ex

p.
1

62
.0

7%
37

.9
3%

29
46

.6
7%

30
74

.0
7%

27
80

.0
0%

30
  0

.9
0

Ex
p.

2
68

.7
9%

45
.0

0%
40

58
.9

7%
39

82
.0

5%
39

92
.3

1%
39

  0
.4

9

Q
6

Th
e 

co
lo

rs
 o

f t
he

 B
ul

ga
ria

n 
fla

g 
co

ns
is

t o
f 

w
hi

te
, g

re
en

, a
nd

 re
d.

 (y
es

)
Ex

p.
1

69
.8

3%
28

.0
0%

25
46

.4
3%

28
83

.8
7%

31
87

.5
0%

32
  1

.1
9

Ex
p.

2
52

.2
3%

28
.2

1%
39

22
.5

0%
40

84
.6

2%
39

69
.2

3%
39

  3
.2

7

Q
7

H
ow

 to
 re

ad
 “
遊
説

“ 
is

 “
yu

uz
et

su
” 

in
 Ja

pa
-

ne
se

. (
no

)
Ex

p.
1

55
.17

%
37

.5
0%

32
52

.17
%

23
76

.6
7%

30
67

.74
%

31
  0

.9
7

Ex
p.

2
66

.8
8%

37
.5

0%
40

47
.3

7%
38

79
.4

9%
39

85
.0

0%
40

  1
.10

Q
8

To
ky

o 
is

 th
e 

th
ird

 sm
al

le
st

 p
re

fe
ct

ur
e 

in
 

Ja
pa

n 
in

 te
rm

s o
f a

re
a.

 (y
es

)
Ex

p.
1

67
.2

4%
34

.3
8%

32
42

.8
6%

28
90

.0
0%

30
88

.4
6%

26
1.

97
Ex

p.
2

45
.2

2%
22

.5
0%

40
23

.6
8%

38
71

.7
9%

39
85

.0
0%

40
  1

.8
4

Q
9

N
ew

 Z
ea

la
nd

’s 
po

pu
la

tio
n 

(D
ec

em
be

r 2
01

9)
 

is
 u

nd
er

 1
0 

m
ill

io
n.

 (y
es

)
Ex

p.
1

60
.3

4%
31

.0
3%

29
35

.7
1%

28
82

.7
6%

29
80

.0
0%

30
  2

.0
7

Ex
p.

2
50

.3
2%

20
.0

0%
40

23
.0

8%
39

61
.5

4%
39

82
.0

5%
39

  1
.2

0

Q
10

D
IY

 in
st

ru
ct

io
ns

 sh
ou

ld
 h

av
e 

im
ag

es
 ra

th
er

 
th

an
 te

xt
.

Ex
p.

1
89

.6
6%

75
.8

6%
29

80
.6

5%
31

93
.10

%
29

92
.5

9%
27

  0
.4

6
Ex

p.
2

94
.9

0%
72

.5
0%

40
92

.3
1%

39
87

.18
%

39
10

0.
00

%
39

−0
.9

6

Q
11

Pi
ge

on
s s

pr
ea

d 
di

se
as

e.
Ex

p.
1

50
.8

6%
34

.6
2%

26
52

.0
0%

25
50

.0
0%

34
83

.8
7%

31
  1

.2
4

Ex
p.

2
53

.5
0%

37
.5

0%
40

35
.9

0%
39

68
.4

2%
38

82
.5

0%
40

  1
.18

Q
12

Ay
at

ak
a 

is
 b

et
te

r t
ha

n 
O

i O
ch

a.
Ex

p.
1

66
.3

8%
42

.3
1%

26
75

.8
6%

29
67

.6
5%

34
70

.3
7%

27
−1

.1
9

Ex
p.

2
55

.4
1%

42
.5

0%
40

65
.7

9%
38

69
.2

3%
39

60
.0

0%
40

−0
.16

Q
13

Ea
tin

g 
ga

rli
c 

pr
ot

ec
ts

 y
ou

 fr
om

 c
at

ch
in

g 
a 

co
ld

.
Ex

p.
1

46
.5

5%
35

.7
1%

28
43

.3
3%

30
53

.8
5%

26
78

.1
3%

32
−0

.2
4

Ex
p.

2
67

.5
2%

52
.5

0%
40

67
.5

0%
40

71
.7

9%
39

76
.3

2%
38

−0
.2

5

Q
14

M
ei

ji’
s c

ho
co

la
te

s a
re

 b
et

te
r t

ha
n 

M
or

in
ag

a’
s.

Ex
p.

1
69

.8
3%

46
.4

3%
28

63
.3

3%
30

53
.8

5%
26

78
.1

3%
32

−1
.3

5
Ex

p.
2

57
.9

6%
43

.5
9%

39
56

.4
1%

39
69

.2
3%

39
70

.0
0%

40
  0

.2
7

Q
1-

Q
9 

(O
bj

ec
tiv

e 
qu

es
tio

ns
)

Ex
p.

1
70

.5
9%

48
.6

3%
27

0
56

.2
8%

24
9

81
.6

4%
26

1
82

.9
0%

26
4

  0
.9

4
Ex

p.
2

68
.0

1%
46

.3
9%

35
5

51
.3

3%
35

2
81

.17
%

35
1

84
.4

6%
35

5
  1

.16

Q
10

-1
4 

(A
tti

tu
de

 q
ue

st
io

ns
)

Ex
p.

1
64

.6
6%

46
.9

9%
13

7
63

.0
3%

14
5

63
.6

9%
14

9
80

.6
2%

14
9

−0
.7

1
Ex

p.
2

65
.8

6%
49

.7
2%

19
9

63
.5

8%
19

5
73

.17
%

19
4

77
.7

6%
19

7
  0

.0
2

To
ta

l
Ex

p.
1

68
.4

7%
48

.0
4%

40
7

58
.6

9%
39

4
75

.2
3%

41
0

82
.0

8%
41

3
  0

.3
5

Ex
p.

2
67

.2
4%

47
.5

8%
55

4
55

.7
1%

54
7

78
.3

2%
54

5
82

.0
7%

55
2

  0
.75

N
ot

e:
 r

ne
ut

ra
l: 

th
e 

co
rr

ec
t o

r s
up

po
rt

 r
at

e 
co

m
pu

te
d 

fr
om

 re
sp

on
se

s 
th

at
 p

ar
tic

ip
an

ts
 a

ns
w

er
 o

bj
ec

tiv
e 

an
d 

at
tit

ud
e 

qu
es

tio
ns

 in
 p

er
so

na
l r

es
po

ns
es

; r
0,

 r 1/
3, 

r 2/
3, 

r 1:
 th

e 
co

rr
ec

t o
r s

up
po

rt
 r

at
e 

co
m

pu
te

d 
fr

om
 re

sp
on

se
s 

th
at

 
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
 a

ns
w

er
 o

bj
ec

tiv
e 

an
d 

at
tit

ud
e 

qu
es

tio
ns

 in
 th

e 
si

tu
at

io
n 

w
he

re
 w

er
e 

pr
es

en
te

d 
th

e 
fo

ur
 re

sp
on

se
 p

at
te

rn
s o

f t
he

 h
yp

ot
he

tic
al

 o
th

er
 n

in
e 

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

 (9
, 6

, 3
, 0

 sa
id

 “
ye

s”
).



Fujikawa et al. LEBS Vol. 15 No. 2 (2024) 31–36

Conformist bias in an information seeking situation

Motivations 
To examine the motivations behind conformity, we 
calculated a conformity score from participants’ responses 
to the four patterns of hypothetical other participants’ 
responses.  One point was added to par t icipants’ 
conformity scores if they responded in agreement with 
the majority (e.g., participants responded “yes” if nine or 
six other participants responded “yes” and “no” if three or 
zero other participants responded “yes”). If participants 
disagreed with the majority, they received a score of 
zero. The range of scores was zero to nine for objective 
questions and zero to five for attitude questions.

Because the internal consistency of the two subscales 
of the conformity orientation scale was sufficient in both 
experiments (normative influence: αs > .83, informative 
influence: αs > .61), we summed the scores of all items on 
the normative (range was 13 to 65) and the informative 
influence (range was 10 to 50) scales for each. The results 
of Experiment 1 showed significant positive correlations 
between the conformity score on the objective questions 
and both normative and informative influence scales (rs > 
.31). In Experiment 2, the conformity score was positively 
correlated with the normative influence score (r = .29), 
whereas there was no significant correlation with the 
informative influence (r = .15, ns). These results provided 
partial support for Hypothesis 2. In both experiments, no 
significant correlations were found between conformity 
scores on attitude questions and each type of conformity (rs 
< .16, ns).

Discussion
This study aimed to replicate the Fujikawa et al. (2024) 
experiment using a between-par ticipants design to 
examine whether conformist bias can be observed in 
information-seeking situations, following the procedure 
of Eriksson and Coultas (2009). The results showed 
a conformist bias for most objective questions, but a 
nonconformist-bias for attitude questions. The finding of 
nonconformist-bias for attitude questions is consistent with 
the findings of Eriksson and Coultas (2009), but the finding 
that conformist bias was only observed for objective 
questions differs from the findings of Fujikawa et al. (2024). 
These results support our hypothesis that the conformist 
bias should be observed in the situation for acquiring of 
correct information. However, our data have a limitation in 
explaining why our results are inconsistent with the results 
of a within-participant design study (Fujikawa et al., 2024). 
We should explore the determinants of this inconsistency 
in the future.

Some results of this study were also inconsistent 
with the results of Fujikawa et al. (2024). The objective 
questions for Q2 in Experiment 1 and Q1 in Experiment 
2 showed negative D* values calculated for each item. 
The attitude questions for Q10 and Q11 in Experiment 1 
and Q11 and Q14 in Experiment 2 has positive D* values. 
This inconsistency between two experiments is difficult 
for us to interpret properly because we do not have 
sufficient results in this study. Furthermore, there were 
no correlations between conformity scores for objective 
questions and informative influence in Experiment 2. This 
may be due to the reliability of the conformity orientation 
scale. Confirmatory factor analysis revealed that some of 

the informative influence items in the data from this study 
had the lower factor loadings. This finding is consistent 
with the results of the confirmatory factor analysis in 
Fujikawa et al. (2024), but inconsistent with the results 
of Yokota and Nakanishi (2011). The results of this study 
and Yokota and Nakanishi (2011) consistently reported the 
lower alpha coefficients of the informative influence scale, 
ranging from .62 to .70. Therefore, a valid and reliable 
conformity orientation scale should be a priority. 

There are three limitations to this study. The first 
limitation is the logic of Hypothsis 1. The reason why we 
proposed the hypothesis that conformist bias should be 
observed in the situation where the correct rate is above 
50% is rational for the individuals with high conformist 
bias. However, the results that individuals conform to the 
majority when responding the questions with no correct 
answers have also been found. Therefore, we should 
consider the logic of Hypothesis 1 carefully.

The second limitation of this study is that we did not 
directly test the adaptive value of conformist bias, as we 
did not measure participants’ choices at the behavioral 
level and did not provide incentives to obtain correct 
information. We should replicate the experiment by 
measuring a choice behavior and providing financial 
incentives (Muthukrishna et al., 2016) to acquire correct 
information.

The third limitation includes the validity of the 
items (questions) used to calculate the D* value in this 
study. To estimate the appropriate D* values, items 
should be randomly sampled from a population of them. 
Furthermore, when testing the null hypothesis for D*, 
random effects of items should be included to reduce the 
inflation of Type I error (Judd et al., 2012; Murayama et al., 
2014). In the next studies, we should adopt these points to 
test whether conformist bias is observed using D* values. 
Additionally, there is another alternative explanation for 
the classification of questions as objective or attitude (e.g., 
Q11 and Q13 are classified as attitude questions, but some 
individuals may perceive them as objective). Finally, the 
number of objective questions was not equal to the number 
of attitude questions.
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