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Human research participants
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Reporting on sex and gender

Population characteristics

Recruitment

Ethics oversight
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Behavioural & social sciences study design
All studies must disclose on these points even when the disclosure is negative.

Study description

We report gender distribution of the samples and control for gender in the analyses.

Table 2 reports participant demographics.

We aimed to test 100 farmers from each farm. We used convenience and snowball sampling because of the difficulty of
recruiting participants on remote farms. Our stopping rule was to stop at 200, while still completing any sessions that were in
the queue at the time of 200. The stopping rule was independent of any results. We waited until data collection was
complete before analyzing the data. This results in a total sample of 234 farmers (Table 2 shows demographics).

We determined our sample size based on feasibility of recruitment. We recruited as many farmers as we could approach
given the limitations of our field site and recruitment. The final sample size of 234 participants gives 90.6% statistical power
to detect the average effect size in social psychology, r = 0.2136. This effect size is close to the effect size differences
between the farms in this study (such as self-inflation r = 0.18).

Our rationale for choosing to study these samples of participants on these two farms is that the farms were set up with quasi-
random assignment to the rice and wheat farms. This provides an opportunity to test for cultural differences based on rice
versus wheat farming while minimizing confounds between rice and wheat farming. Our rationale for our method of
sampling was that we tested adults because adults can provide informed consent to participate.

One limitation of this study is that there could be demographic differences such as age and education between the two
farms. These samples are not representative of the population of China because they come from a specific region of China
and because they come from farms. That means, for example, the participants do not come from urban areas. The samples
are also not perfectly representative of the entire populations on the farms. For example, the farms include children below
age 18, and we did not recruit children to participate.

Another related limitation is that we could not randomly sample farmers because of the difficulty of reaching participants in
these remote farms. One limitation of using convenience sampling and snowball sampling is that recruitment is not random.
Thus, participants who did not want to participate were not present in the sample. Participants who did not see
announcements about the study also did not participate. This could pose challenges such as differences in the sample
characteristics between the two farms. For example, one farm could have more female participants or older participants than
the other farm. This could pose problems such as with maternal educational attainment, which was linked to lower holistic
thought. If one farm sample has more participants with higher maternal educational attainment, it could artificially lower our
estimates of holistic thought on that farm. To make up for this, we took three steps:

1. We measured a range of demographic variables for the farmers to measure variables that might otherwise be hidden
confounds.

2. We statistically controlled for demographics in generalized linear models.

3. We used propensity score matching to create sub-samples from the rice and wheat farms that were more similar on
potential demographic confounds.

These steps help minimize the possibility that demographic differences are causing spurious differences between the farms.
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The data is quantitative. It is a natural experiment comparison of two groups--one rice farm and one wheat farm. We rely on the
historical policy of pseudo-randomly assigning people to nearby rice and wheat farms in China to create a comparison between two
groups.




