
BACKGROUD Psychology and Behavioral Science has historically
restricted its research sample to Western, Educated, Industrialized,
Rich, Democratic (WEIRD) populations (Henrich et al., 2010). This lack
of diversity undermines the generalizability of research findings
(McNemar, 1946; Arnett, 2008).

SUMMARY Through eleven pre-registered experiments (N = 18,534),
we demonstrate that Chinese online platforms yield high-quality data.
Furthermore, language should not be a significant barrier for
Western scholars seeking access to these Asian samples.
• Studies 1-6 replicated seven experiments from diverse fields such as

psychology, consumer research, behavioral economics, and cognitive
psychology. The results offer compelling evidence of the reliability of
data from Chinese platforms.

• Studies 7-8 specifically replicated cross-cultural research,
showcasing that Chinese online platforms can be invaluable data for
cultural psychologists.

• Study 9 highlighted that Chinese online platforms furnish data of high
psychometric quality, as evidenced by a test-retest design.

• Studies 10-11 delved into the impact of varying translation versions
on participants' responses. Although there were noticeable
differences in responses between translation versions, most of the
variations were generally deemed acceptable.

Western researchers can and should be accessing Eastern samples: 
scientific validation and practical guidance

Overview of studies 1-6

Relational vs. Categorical reasoning (Study 7) (N = 3,535）
(Ji, Zhang, & Nisbett , 2004) 

Test-retest reliability (Study 9) (N = 348)
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The effect of translation variations (Study 11) (N = 1,969)

Stroop effect (Study 6) (N = 690)  

Reference

Question: How many hours do
you spend on your mobile phone
for entertainment each day? (Low
category: from “up to a half hour”
to “more than two and a half
hours”; high category: from “up to
two and a half hours” to “more
than two and a half hours”)

Result: The Effect was replicated
with each sample.

Low vs. high category scales (Study 1) (N = 4,981)

Measurement
Response time was measured using the timestamps from Qualtrics and Credamo.

Result
The Stroop Effect was replicated across all conditions except for the “American
participants with Chinese stimuli” group. The effect sizes for the four conditions (a, b, c, d)
are reported as Cohen's d values of 0.80, 0.00, 0.42, and 0.95, respectively.
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Results

• All dimensions OF the Big Five showed high

test-retest reliability within samples from both

countries.

• In addition, participants’ rating for age (rUS =

.99, rPRC = .99), gender (KUS = .95; KPRC = .99),

and education level (KUS = .92; KPRC = .92)

exhibited high test-retest reliability.

The Knobe effect (Knobe, 2003) The Soda Pricing task (Thaler, 1985)
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Low-vs.-high category scales (Schwarz et al., 1985) (N = 4,981)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 1

Anchoring effect (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974) (N = 4,981)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

False consensus effect (Ross et al., 1977) (N = 591)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 2a

False consensus effect (Ross et al., 1977) (N = 642)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 2b

Framing effect (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981) (N = 335)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 3a

Framing effect (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981) (N = 378)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 3b

Self-vs.-others evaluation (Jung et al., 2020) -WTP (N = 1,600)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 4

Self-vs.-others evaluation (Jung et al., 2020)-Enjoyment (N = 1,600)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Uncertainty effect (Gneezy et al., 2006) (N = 778)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 5

Stroop effect (Stroop, 1935)-Native language (N = 341)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 6

Stroop effect (Stroop, 1935)-Foreign language (N = 349)

PRC USA

Cohen's d: Standardized Mean Difference [95% CI]

Study 6

Incongruent trials slower than congruent trials Incongruent trials f aster than congruent trials
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a) US Participants & English Stimuli (N = 165)
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b) US Participants & Chinese Stimuli (N = 167)
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c) Chinese Participants & English Stimuli (N = 182)
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d) Chinese Participants & Chinese Stimuli (N = 176)
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Results

• All conditions showed the Knobe effect, with the chairman seen as more intentional in harming than

helping the environment.

• Chinese participants, across all translations, agreed to pay more for soda at a resort hotel than a grocery

store, an effect not seen with Americans.

Other evidence
Geographical distribution

Attentiveness
Across studies, for Instrumental manipulation checks 89.9% of Chinese and 89.4% of 
Americans passed; for the stimulus recall check, 99.8% of Chinese and 94.1% of Americans 
passed.
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Please direct your comments and questions regarding this project to:18110690030@fudan.edu.cn and leif_nelson@haas.berkeley.edu
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