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OVERVIEW

The Commonwetlt Fund(the Fund is a private foundation dedicated to promoting a health care
system that achieves better access, improved quality, and greater efficiency, with a focus on society's
most vulnerable groupsAs part of its mission, the Fund has been carntithg the International Health
Policy (IHP) Survey in 11 countries for more than a dechda triennial cycle hte IHP survey targets
different populatbns, including physicians, oldadults, and the general adult population.

The Commonwealth Fund eacted with SSRS managedata collection and data integration ftine

2016 IHPsurveyconductedamong adults irAustralia, Canaddrance, Germany, the Netherlandégw

Zealand (NZ\Norway, Sweden, Switzerlantie United Kingdom (UKandthe United States (US)SSRS

fielded the survept G KS ! { Iy Rfieldihgydrtiet, Buropepn{ Frelfividik Group (EFG)

fielded the survey in Australia, the Netherlands, N&& I £ I Y R | y Rfieldirigartriery ® {{w{ Q:
Norstat, fieldedthe survey in NorwayandAdvanced Market Research (AMR), fielded the survey in

Franceand GermanySwitzerlanccontracted withthe LINK Institu{LINK}o field the survey in

Switzerland Sweden contracted with Institutet for kvalitetsindikatorer AB (Indikator) to manage th

data collection process and field the instrument in Sweden.

The sudy was conducted via landline and mobile telephone in each cowitiya nationally
representative sample of respondents, age 18 and ol@vitzerland also offered an online option.
Fieldwork took place between Mardhand June2, 2016.

The 208 study was designed texplore and collect reliableealth-related datafor the following topics
T t I G A $oeds @puiimaryand preventivecare including promptness of attention, such as
availability of samelay appointment
T tFdASYydQa NBfFIA2yaKAL gAGK NBIdzZ  NJ R20O02 Nk Dt =
care
1 t I A Sy lafiexpdrgrse watl¥pecialists

T tF A Sy i Q awitfchreds tNe\hSspitdl & emergency room
1 Heath care coverage, affordability of care, experience with administrative/financial burdens,
and outof-pocket costs
1 Experiences with prescription medication and medical errors
T tFdASYyiQa 20SNIff KSIfOGK FYR YSRAOIfT O2yRAGAZY
1 Behavioral factors affecting hehland social context
9 Overall views of the health care system

Tablel, below,outlinesthe total number of interviews conducted in each country:
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TABLH.: Total Number of Interviews Conducted in Each Country

Total Interviews

Australia 5248
Canada 4547
France 1103

Germany 1000

Netherlands 1227
New Zealand 1000
Norway 1093
Sweden 7124
Switzerland 1520
UK 1000

us 2001

This report i©rganized into fivesections. The first section discusses the sample design. The next
section describes data dettion and fielding. The findiree sections address the response rate to the
survey weighting proceduresand project deliverables.

research.refinec
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SAMPLING METHODS

Survey coverage refers to the extent to which the sample frame for a survey includes all menthers of
target population. A survey design with a gap in coverage raises the possibility of bias if the individuals
missing from the sample frame (e.g., households without telephones) differ from those in the sample
frame. For all countries included in IHRXZ, efforts have been made to ensure a representative and
diverse sample that covers the target populatipadults, ages 18 and older.

Notably, cell phonenly households armcreasinghroughout the world In the United States, for
instance accordirg to theJanuaryto JuneNational Halth Interview Survey (NHIZB.3%of households
were estimated to be cell phonenly in thefirst half of2015 (Blumberg & Luke, 201,5s compared to
20.2% irR008 Although in some European countries, the sharedafits in living in households
answering only cell phones is still somewhat smaller than the U.S., this share is rapidly increasing in
many countries.Moreover, even in countries where the cell phone only share is relatively low, it is
important to conductinterviews via cell phone since phone usage patterns show that that cell phone
usage is increasing in dual use households throughout the world.

For IHP 2016, the Fund and its partner countries chose to include larger portions of interviews
conducted orcell phones in thsampled population than ipast years to increase the likelihood of
reaching a representative sample of tbell phoneonly/mostly populations that tend to be younger and
more transient.

An overlappingrametelephonedesign was useaf the US, Australia, Canada, New Zealand, France,
the Netherlands, the UK, Norway, aG&rmany. This means that those respondents whose household
answers botHandlines and cellphonghones had a higher likelihood of selectipan issue that was
addressd in weighting. The ovippingframe approach allowedeaching respondents who receive
most of their calls on cell phones, and are far less likely to be reached on a landline. As a result, the
overlapping design produced a manationally representativsample é respondents, age 18 and older
which reduced the design effect associated with pstsatification weighting corrections.

Switzerland used an individual sample of adults, 18+ drawn by the Swiss Federal Statistical Office (SFSO),
using a nationide population registry Respondents in Switzerlamduld complete the survegnline or

by telephone. For Sweden landline and cell phone sample for individuals 18 and older was drawn from

the PAR registry.
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TABLE 2: Total Interviews by Sampling Frame

Landline LL (%) cel CELL (% Web WEB (%) Total

phone
Australia 3,052 58% 2,196 42% - - 5,248
Canada 3,317 73% 1,230 27% - - 4,547
France 763 69% 340 31% - - 1,103
Germany 636 64% 364 36% - - 1,000
Netherlands 783 64% 444 36% - - 1,227
New Zealand 646 65% 354 35% - - 1,000
Norway 277 25% 816 75% - - 1,093
Sweden 2,697 38% 4,427 62% - - 7,124
Switzerland 119 8% 99 7% 1,302 86% 1,520
United Kingdom 656 66% 344 34% - - 1,000
United States 800 40% 1,201 60% - - 2,001

SampleGenerationby Country

Australia

In Australia, the landline and cell phone RDD sample was drawn by Sample Solutions Euroé&¢SSE)
generation of the landline sample frame was based on the phone number blocks used in the telephone
numbering plan provided by the Australian Coommitations and Media Authority. The random digit

length N is set up for each of the different blocR$is meanshere is always a starting block for each
region and division within Australia followed by a random allocation of numbers of two to foupwinkn
numbers. This leads to a more efficient usage of higher populated numbering.bldekéandline

samplefor the main Australiasamp@ & a0 N} GAFTASR o0& ! dzad NIt Al Qa asS@sS
representativenessCell phone sampling in Austimwas based on number blocks consisting of three

or four-digit exchanges (varying by cell phone providd@fle SSE cell phone sample maintaineegumal
probability of selection method (epserapproach by accounting for the effect of the differencethia

size of the cell phone numbdrlocks. SSE also uses an electronic number verification procedure to filter
out invalid phone numbers to improve sample efficiency.

To allow for regiorspecific analysishe final sample for Austhia included oversamgisof (1) the
Victoria populatiorto completea total of1,000 interviewsand (2) theNew South Walepopulation, by
Primary Health Network (PHM) order to complete at leas350interview in each PHN

Canada

Sampling in Canada was done through SM Rebkea company founded in 1976 and now is merged

Ayi2 9YGANRYAOA !'ylIrfeidAada 09! 0d 9! Qa alYLX Ay3a YSi
first eight digits of known exchange banks (also called-NRABanks) and then randomly generating

the lasttwo digits to form the RDD frame. RDD samples can then be randomly generated from the

frame. To improve efficiency, NRA- - & O2 Yy A-MASNBR OS¢ 2f yR ft AaGSR 0dzAy
removed. This RDD design covers more than 95%safrince landlinezellphone numbers.
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Germanyand France

TheRDDsamplewas generated bySample Solutionsior each country, the generation of the landline

RDD frame was based on the phone number blocks used in the telephone numbering plan using pre

codes by region and sttified by provider distribution. On the basis of the numbering plan, Sample

' YyA6SNBA RSOStE2LISR | LINRPolloAfAAGAO RSaA3ly F2NI Ll f
were generated. For the mobile phone RDD sample, it is not possible to yder#fodes by region;

however, the phone numbers were randomly generated similar to the landline saWierever

possible the landline and cell phone numbers were pulsed to remove inactive numbers.

The Netherlands

SSE provided landline and cell phoaagple for the NetherlandsThe RDD landline framework in the
Netherlands is based on the national numbering plan provided by the Onafhankelijke Post en
Telecommunicatie Autoriteit (OPTA). On the basis of the numbering plan, SSE utilized a probabilistic
dSaA3y F2NJ Lz t Ayad aaSSRe o0t201a4 FTNRY 6KAOK | Oldz ¢
three-digit number. The landline sample was stratified to ensure adequate representation of each of
the 12 provinces For the Netherlands, randomly generdtéandline numbers were also screened
against business phone numbers and theNdm-Call register (note: this procedure is presently available
for the Netherlands but not for other European countrieBpr the mobile phone RDD sample, the
numbering plan pvided gives information about the prefixes of the various provideosvever it

leaves up to six unknownd he RDD sample was pulsed in order to achieve higher strike fHbescell
phone sample was also stratified based upon the provider distributiibhin the NetherlandsUsing a
standardized procedure, the landline and mobile RDD sample were pulsed in order to improve
productivity.

New Zealand

SSE provided landline and cell phone sample for New Zealand. Landline sample in Newné&saland

basedon the numbering plan provided by Telecom of New Zealand. The landline sample was stratified

08 bSgs %SIflyRQa wmc NIAHgt8 lgng throughouiztieé cBudirypsb 0O & | NB ¥
adjustments to bloclsize are requiredSSE utilizes electronicrifecation to filter out a large nonber of

non-working numbers.Using a standardized procedure, the landline RDD sample was pulsed in order to
improve productivity Cell phone sampling in New Zealand was based on number blocks consisting of

two- or three-digit exchanges (varying by cell phone providdifle SSE cell phone sample maintained

an epsem approach by accounting for the effect of the differences in the size of the cell phone rumber

blocks.

Norway

In Norway landline and cell phones was drawmworstat usind@isnode Approximately 82% of the
population was covered by this sample. The 18% of the population that waswveted in the sample
are comprised of people:
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1) With secret phone numbets
2) Who do not have some identifyingformation attachedo their number (e.g., age, gender,
region, etc.)
3) WhoK I @S Lddzi (GKSYORStE@SE A2l 1T 20 2 N &d/dry 3T a4 dzNIDS
elected to be excluded from the phone directory
Due to Norwegian legislation, Norstat does not haeeess to thes numbers when conducting surveys.
The sample is drawn proportionately so that a higher population density is associated with more
numbers in the sampling base and a larger portion of the numbers in the drawn sample.

Sweden

The sample frame consisted thie Swedish national registry of phone numbers, listed in the database

PAR Konsument. This registry contains all registered and active private phone némnbers

approximately 39% of the adult population in Swegdentotal 3,027,650 individuals age 18aidder. The
NEIAadNE Aad [ RYAYAaUiSNBR o0& .Aay2RS t!lwd ¢KS RSTA
registered using a Swedish personnummer (social security number) in contrast to numbers registered

using organisationsnummer (organizationalisty code) which is used by businesses, institutions and
government.

The stratification followedhe same outline as was done in IB®L3. In order to allow for geographical
comparisons, the sample was stratified based on county councils. The samméswagratified

according to number type (landline/cell phone). This model corresponded to 42 strata.

The strata size was determined based on requirements for national geographical comparisons. For
international comparisons only 2,400 interviews were naegg, but to be able to compare county
councils the targeted number of interviews was set to 7,000. Larger samples were drawn for the three
largest county councils. Within each stratum a simple random sample was drawn. Queotassed to
ensure thetargeted number of interviews per strata.

Switzerland

The sample source corresponded to data from the registry per the Federal Statistical Office (FSO),
provided by the Federal Office of Public Health (FORH)rincipal and a reserve sample was provided,;
the reserve sample was not activatedill selected persons received an invitation letter to complete
survey onlineor by telephone Nonresponders received a reminder letter.

Reminder telephone calls were also made for sample with an available telepioomger. Out of the
sample provided, 56% of the sample contained a telephone numiseradditional phone number
search, conducted by LINK, resulted in a total of 68% of the sample with a phone nufmbgquested,
an email with a direct link to the weljuestionnaire was sent out during the telephone contaét.any

1 Approximately 1.25 % of the Norwegian pomilon has a secret number

2SSRS tracked the distribution of interviews across demographics throughout field and noticed that older respondents were
disproportionately completing the survey. This was adjusted in further samfgases via an agtag in he sample that

allowed to control for this at sample management level. An age distribution weighting adjustment was also incorporated.
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time during the fieldwork period, respondents had the possibility to ask for a telephone interview
(appointment) using a toll free telephone number provided for respondents.

United Kingdom

SSE provided landline and cell phone sample for the UK using the number blocks provided by the Federal
Office of Communications (OFCOM). SSE identified the different phone number blocks for each region
and division within the UKIn order to obtain an egem samplea randomdigit length (N=3) was used

to generate the sample. For the mobile sample, SSE based its stratification on the numbering plan,

which gives information about the prefixes of the various providers (leaving up to five unkndusisj
astandardized procedure, the landline and mobile RDD saswy#ee pulsed in order to improve

productivity.

United States

The sample used for the US portion of the study combined afdale landline and cell phone RDD

sample design. Utilizing a Markagi Systems Group (MSG) proprietary sample generation program,
{{w{ 3ISYSNIGSR (GKS alFYLXS ¥F2NJ iKS ! {o a{D A& yz2i
statistical sampling companies, but also the preferred supplier to social science reseaatiters
governmental organizations such as the US Census Bureau and the Centers for Disease Control. During
generation, the RDD sample was prepared using MSG's proprietary GENESYS IDplus procedure, which
not only limits sample to nozera-banks, but also iehtifies and eliminates approximately 90% of all
non-working and business numbers. Additionally, the entire sample was run against a database of
known cell phone blocks (NIMXXB) as well as those numbers ported from landline to wireless,
whereupon idenified cellphone numbers as part of the RDD landline frame were flagged in order not to
be dialed.

The standard GENESYS RDD methodology produced a stricsggleepsem sample of residential

telephone numbers. In other words, the GENESYS RDD samspled an equal and known probability

of selection for every residential telephone number in the sample frame. GENESYS RDD samples achieve
their statistical efficiency through a structured database in combination with sBigtge sampling

procedures, \ich ensure geographic representativeness and increase the homogeneity within the

implicit strata created by the GENESYS sampling procedures.

Following procedures similar to those used for the landline sample, SSRS generated a list of cell phone
telephoney dzY 6 SNBE AY NI YR2Y Tl aKA2y ® ¢tKS OStft LK2yS al
CellWins procedure that screens out inactive cell phone numbers with an approximately 95% accuracy

rate. This increases the productivity of cell phone sample fooreaglentical to those mentioned

above for landline IDplus. Through this procedutSG removed0,060 landline and 26,919 cell

phonepieces osample designated as inactive.
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Householdand Respondent Selection

For all of the countries except f@witzetand, the respondent, age 18 or older, was selected using a
hybrid of the Westat selection method of respondent selection for the landline fraiftgs within
household selection procedure reduces the bias created when the person responding to theisurvey
the one more likely to answer the phone or be present at the time of the gathodified version of this
within-household selection procedure was used in Norway wlhieednterview continued with the adult
already on the phoné the adult asked for as not at home or availahfe In the other countries
(Canada, Germany, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Sweden, the UK, and,the&liBack was set up to
reach the originally selected respondent. Cell phones are considered individual devices rather tha
belonging to a household, and therefore the person answering the cell plvasthe one whowas
interviewed In Switzerland, respondents were targeted via the registry per the Federal Statistical Office
(FSO).

DATA COLLECTION

Inthe fall and winter 02015, the IHP 206 questionnaire was developed and revisdgtior to the field
period,the gudy was programmednto { { w@oputer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI)
system Each of the international partners administering interviews also prograththesurvey into

their respectivanterviewingsoftware. In Switzerland, respondents were recruited via postal mail and
invited to participate in an online or phone version of the survey; outbound reminder calls were made
later in the field period to coplete the phone survey (for sample with available phone numbekd).
countries other than Switzerland employed a phesrdy methodologySSRS pretested the US version
of the instrument inmid-January 2016. Othercountry pretests were conducted in Felamyand March,
2016. Interviews were congtted between March 1 and June,Z016.

QuestionnaireReview, Translations and Cultal Adaptations

In the fall and winter of 208, SSRS reviewed several iterations of the instrument developételfyund
and itsinternational partners and provided feedback about question wording, order, clarity,
logic/programming, and other issues related to questionnaire quality.

Upon approval fronThe Commonwealth Furrésearch teamnew and revised questions were
translatedinto CanadiarFrench,Spanish(German, Dutch, Frenchlorwegian, Swedistswissltalian,
SwissFrench and SwisGerman.{ { w{ Q& Ckfla Mdnslatedthe Canadidfrench and Spanish
instruments. EFG translated th@strument into Dutch fothe Nethetands Norstat translated the
instrument into Norwegian.TheLINK Institutranslated the SwisHalian, Swis$serman, and Swiss
French instruments. Indikator translated the Swedish instrument.

The translaéd documentsvere reviewedby the Fun@ a erragioiial partnerdor both new and
previously translated questions to confirm that they weamprehendble, meaningful for respondents

3 See Lavrakas (2010) for an extended description of the benefits of using this method to enhance the likelihoodinfachie
representative withirhousehold sample.
4This procedure was utilized in Norway to conform to the standard of practice in that country for telephone interviews.




Page| 11

andcomparable to the Englislanguage versions of each questicFhroughout the translation process,
efforts were male to ensure that the question meaning of the translated questiwould not deviate
from the unified questionnairer disrupt trend.

Programming and Testing

Prior to the field period, the survey was programnfed” (i 2 GAT bystefd &Each of the intamational
partners administering interviews also programmed the survey into their respestiveysoftware
Extensive checking of the programs was conducted to assure that skip patterns followed the design of
the questionnaire The computerassisted istruments were testedo ensure that all of the language
inserts were working properlyMembers of the SSRS teaested the US and Canadian versions of the
instrument as well as the instruments fielded by ERMRand Norstat. The Swis$serman pretest

version was reviewed by the SSRS team to ensure the web format met industry stanBaatsof the
other-country survey providers also conducted extensive testing of their instruments.

Prior to the beginning of fieldwork random data were generated for Bl8RCanada to confirm that

skip patterns were working correctly. At the beginning of the field period, SSRS requested preliminary
SPSS files from each of the international partners to confirm that all skip instructions and variables were
working as intendd.

Pretesting

In midJanuary, SSRS pretested the survey in the US and provided a memo to the Fund with information
about potential areas of confusion in the instrument/with specific questions, recommendations and
observations related to new/highignodified questions and questions asked in past IHP surveys, and
areas of focus for future interviewer training. Following the US pretest, minor adjustments were made
to the questionnaire and some interviewer notes were added for all countries.

In Februaryand March, 2016, pretest interviews were conducted in all countries except Sweden. Table
3 provides a summary of the number of pretest interviews conducted in each country. The SSRS team
reviewed pretest recordings for Canada (both English and Frencdi2ai, the UK, Australia, New
Zealand and France. Pretest feedback was also provided by EFG, AMR, Norstat, and LINK.
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TABLE 3: Summary of Pretest Interviews by Country

Pretest  Language(s) Pretes Dates Pretests # of
Conducted Conducted in Conducted Pretests
Australia Yes English 2/25/16-2/26/16 10
Canada Yes English, French  2/16/16-2/24/16 15
France Yes French 3/8/16-3/10/16 10
Germany Yes German 3/8/16-3/10/16 10
New Zealand Yes English 2/25/16-2/26/16 10
Netherlands Yes Dutch 3/4/16-3/8/16 10
Norway Yes Norwegian 3/10/16-3/11/16 9
Sweden No NA NA NA
Switzerland Yes German 2/11/16 10
United Kingdom Yes English 2/23/16-2/24/16 10
United States Yes English 1/12/16 19

SSRS provided memos to the Fund for each country pretest. These memdedrabservations about
new/modified questions, feedback based on confusion related to some translations, recommendations
for improvements to the instrument and areas of focus for future interviewer training.

A selection of the observations and chasgeade based on the pretest process is summarized below:

T ' RRAY3I | ab2d LI AOFof S¢é NBaLRyasS 2LWGA2y G2 |
guestionswas not applicable to them (e,d21110)

1 Adding interviewer notes to questions where additiboharification was needed (e.gQ1140)

Minor translation edits to both new and existing questions

1 Insight into questions that may be nonstandard for some country respondents as the questions
are less applicable/meaningful in that country (e.g., Q1150 in Nor@a§05 in the
Netherlands)

1 Potentially problematic worded questions (e.g., Q1226)

1 Insight into specific healthcare services that exists in specific countries that may affect how
respondents answer questions (i.e., "huisartspost” in the Netherlands)

1 Identifying questions that are sensitive/too personal and may result in highregpponse (e.g.,
Q1811a4 and Q1860 in Germany)

=

A list of all changes made based on pretests completed in the US and other countries is available and
can be provided upon request.

5 Existing question translation modifications were only made if they were deemed negdssthe country
partners.
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Completed Interviews

Field period

Interviews were conductetfom March through May016for the main sample and most oversample
interviews. Interviews in Victoria were completed in June 20Mge field times varied by country @n
are specified in Tabkbelow.

TABLE: Field Period Br country

Australia 3/21/2016 - 6/22/2016
Canada 3/2/2016-5/19/2016
France 3/11/2016¢ 5/20/2016

Germany 3/11/2016¢ 5/14/2016

New Zealand 3/18/2016-5/13/2016
Netherlands 3/18/2016- 5/28/2016
Norway 3/17/2016-5/22/2016
Sweden 3/12/2016-5/16/2016
Switzerland 3/15/2016-5/3/2016
United Kingdom 3/8/2016-5/13/2016
United States 3/1/2016-5/18/2016

Survey Lengtland Language of Interview
Table5 outlines thelanguage/s andength of interviav for each countrnyin the 2016 IHP survey

TABLE: Language/s and éngth of Interview per G@untry

Average length in
Language(s) minutes

Australia English 21
Canada (Quebec) English, French 20
France French 25
Germany German 22
New Zealand Englié 19
Netherlands Dutch 19
Norway Norwegian 18
Sweden Swedish 21

Switzerland German, French, Italiar 24 (phone), 25 (web)
United Kingdom English 17
United States English, Spanish 20

research.refinec
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Training Materials and Interviewer Training

Prior to the start othe study, interviewers received both written materials on the survey and formal
training for conducting the survey. { w{ Q& LINE 2 $@riratiah& painerkorefed ahndi a
trained interviewers on the issues specific to the study, explaining thiy'st overall objectives, specific
procedures, and questionnaire contersimilarly Indikator and theLINK Institumanaged the briefing
and interviewer training irsweden and Switzerlanmdspectively.

The written materials provided and reviewed priorthe beginning of the field period include

1. AnEnglisHanguageannotated questionnairevith question by question instructions for
interviewers

2. Alist of frequently asked questions (FAQs) and the appreprésponses to those questions
was provided Additionally,the FAQs were tailorefibr items that were countnspecific namely
the sponsoring orgai@ation and contact information

3. Information about the goals of the study, potential obstacles to be overcome in getting good
answers tgparticularquesions, and respondent problems that could be anticipated ahead of
time as well as strategies for addressing them.

Interviewer training was conducted prior to the pretest and immediately before the survey was officially
launched. Call center supervisorgdanterviewers were walked through each question in the
guestionnaire. Interviewers were given instructions to help them maximize response rates and ensure
accurate data collection. They were instructed to encourage participation by emphasizing the
importance of the project and to reassure respondents that the information they provided was
confidential.

Monitoring at EFGAMR and Norstat

In addition to the prdaunch briefings provided the EFGand AMRstaff, members of the SRS project
teamvisitedEFGand AMRnN order to provide direct oversight of the fieldwork process. BR6EAMR
carried detailed briefingat the start and during the field periodlraining procedures included role
playing methodology assuming interviewer and respondent rolesn order to become comfortable

with the CATI scriptSupervisors conducted live monitoring and also reviewed a selection of recorded
interviews. The supervisaralso debriefed interviewers as a group and/or individually, as needed,
during the fieldwok.

Similarly Norstatbriefed interviewers on all issues related to this stuithzluding the introduction,

probing, how to handle any misunderstandings, and ensuring that the instructions are being followed.
Supervisors monitored fieldworknd providedeedback to the interviewersurvey-specific issuewere

addressed & NXBIjdZANBRZ |yR Iy 2@SNIftf | awaSmiadey Sy d 27F (KS

SSRS Project Team Monitoring
The SSRS project teams monitored and listened to recordings of intemi¢inesUS (English and
Spanish) and Canada (English and French Canadian) throughout the field period and provided feedback,
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when necessary, to ensure that best practices were being followée. SSRS team listened to a random

selection of recordings inustralia, New Zealand, and the YK{ w{ Q& LI NI YSNE / SGN} = N
for Germany, the Netherlands, and Norwalhere necessanSSRS providambrrective to the project

teams at EFG, AMR and Norstat.

Call Rule Contact Attempts, Refusal Avoidae@ndConversionStrategies

SSRS and each of the international partners carried out several strategies to maximize survey response
by minimizing norresponse and maximizing refusal conversion. The survenfietnacted the

following bestpractice procéures.

USA and Canada

1 For freshly loaded sample, the call rule included one initial callrphescallbacks. After six call
attempts, unresolveddzY 6 SNE 6 SNB  a&SAlter that vedR Seriod AiditiordiBalldi d
were made to reach the ten dalaverage

1 Sample was released in batches to ensure that it would be worked effectively.

1 To increase the probability of completing an interview, a differential call rule was established
that required that call attempts be initiated at different timesddy and different days of the
week.

1 Power (assisted manual) dialing of all sample in Canada and landline sample in the US. All US
cellphone sample was manually dialed as is required by law.

1 Speciallytrained interviewers were utilizetb attempt refusalconversions, following a rest
period of at least seven to ten days.

1 Respondents were permitteth schedule calback times.

Interviews were completed in English and Spanish in the US.
1 A Quebeespecific program was staffed with bilingual interviewers ineorid accommodate the
high incidere of Frenckspeakers in Quebec.

=

Australia, New Zealand, United Kingdom and tiNetherlands
1 Similar to thecall ruleprocedure carried for the United States and Canada, a differential call rule
was established in which kattempts were implemented at different times of day and different
days of the week. The maximum was set at ritiempts with a rest period of oneeek after
each interval ofhree call attempts.
1 Sample was released in batches to ensure that it woelevbrked effectively.
1 Refusals were called back after a tweek rest period.

France andsermany
1 Sample was released in batches to ensure that it would be worked effectively.
1 A differential call rule was established in which call attempts were implemeattedferent
times of day and different days of the week. The maximum was sehatattempts with a rest
period after 5 call attempts.
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1 In Franceefusals were called back aftesavendayrest period by senior and experienced
interviewers. In Germanyue to data protection laws, refusals conversion attempts were not
implemented.

Norway

1 A differential call rule was employed in whiiimes of the day and days of the weefere
varied,for a total of initial plusiine callbacks.

1 Sample was released intiobhes to ensure that it would be worked effectively.

Sweden

1 A differential call rule was established to ensargood spread ofallattempts within a week
periodas well as withirtimes of day

1 Ninecontact attemptswere madeto bolster ahigh responseate.

1 To minimize refusals efficiently handling of scheduled callbacks was encouraged. Indikator
abides by the ethical rules for conducting surveys outlined by the Swedish Ethical Council for
Market Research, which do not permit making callbacks to respatsdvho indicate their
unwillingness to participate in the survey.

Switzerland

1 In Switzerland, respondents were recruited via postal mail and invited to participate in an online
or phone version of the survey

1 Inan effort to boost responsete, outbourd calls for sample with available phone numbers)
wereinitiated approximately five weeks after the first mailing was sent to the full sample field.

1 Upto 10 call attempts were made on the reminder calls

1 To maximize response ratddnkimplemented a streegy that allowed respondents to request
the link to the online survey to be shared with them via email.

1 An emailaddressand tollfree telephone numbefor questions was provided to respondents.
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TABLB: Switzerland Contact Schedule
Contact Timing/Dates* Description
First postal mailing to full sample, including:
- A cover letter (describing the nature of the survey and its objectives)
- A web link and unique passcode
- An email address and a tditke telephone number for questions
2 3/15/2016 Telephone line for inbound calls was activated.
Second postal mailing to the outstanding active sample, including:
- A reminder letter (describing the nature of the survey and its objectives
- A web link and unique passcode
- An emailaddress and a tofree telephone number for questions
Outbound calling inviting respondents to participate in the telephone
4 4/19/2016 interview and as a reminder to the outstanding active sample was initiate
If requested, an email with the link to ¢honline survey was provided.
A reminder email was sent to respondents who requested an email with
link to the online survey.
6 5/3/2016 End of fieldwork

1 3/14/2016

3 3/31/2016

5 as of 04/26/2016

Weekly Reports

Prior to the field, SSRS provide reporting data and digposieporting templates to EF@MR,Norstat,
LINKand Indikator On a weekly basiSSRS reviewed the status of data collection and provided
feedback regarding the distribution of completes (e.g., in cases where the interviews were overly
skewed towardlder respondents), field progress, and dispositioBased on this feedback, SSRS was
able to monitor sample productivity and provide guidance on how to best handle the sample available,
when to load fresh sample, and thereby boost response rates

Bi-weekly and Periodic Updates

Throughout the field periodSSRS providatle Fundwith bi-weekly updates with key information
tracking overall progress each cantry. These reports, designed to provide snapshot information of
key variables of interest, ihaled tables for completes per sample type by gender, age, region, and
language of interview (where relevanthlong with the biweekly data reports, SSRS provided a
narrative regardindield progress andeported onany fieldrelated concerns

In early May,SSRS provided each international partner with an intetetus updateon data collection
including an ugo-date distribution of interviews by gender, agegien, and language of interview.

Final Counts

Tables7 to 18 below show final counts perountry by gender, age, region, and language of interview,
where relevant
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TABLE 7: Final Counts Austradidain Sample

Gender . Gender Gender
Landline Cellphone
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE /Age %) CELLPHONE [/ Age (%) TOTAL /Age
(%) (%) (%)
Male / 1824 14 2% 31% 31 8% 69% 45 5%
Male / 2534 37 6% 44% 48 13% 56% 85 9%
Male / 3549 83 13% 56% 66 17% 44% 149 15%
Male / 5064 88 14% 70% 37 10% 30% 125 13%
Male / 65+ 74 12% 78% 21 5% 22% 95 10%
Male/Exact Age
Unknown 2 0% 67% 1 0% 33% 3 0%
Male Total 298 48% 59% 204 53% 41% 502 50%
Female / 184 11 2% 29% 27 7% 71% 38 4%
Female / 2534 50 8% 53% 44 11% 47% 94 9%
Female / 3549 82 13% 62% 50 13% 38% 132 13%
Female / 5864 88 14% 66% 46 12% 34% 134 13%
Female / 65+ 86 14% 87% 13 3% 13% 99 10%
Female/ExacAge
Unknown 1 0% 100% 0 0% 0% 1 0%
Female Total 318 52% 64% 180 47% 36% 498 50%
TOTAL 616 62% 384 38% 1000
Region Landline Region Cellphone Region
REGION LANDLINE %) %) CELLPHONE %) %) TOTAL %)
NSW 216 35% 64% 119 31% 36% 335 34%
Victoria 152 25% 60% 100 26% 40% 252 25%
Queensland 139 23% 66% 72 19% 34% 211 21%
Western Australia 45 7% 55% 37 10% 45% 82 8%
South Australia 41 7% 53% 37 10% 47% 78 8%
Tasmania 12 2% 50% 12 3% 50% 24 2%
Australian Capital
Territory 6 1% 75% 2 1% 25% 8 1%
Northern Territory 5 1% 50% 5 1% 50% 10 1%
TOTAL 616 100% 62% 384 100% 38% 1000 100%
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TABLE 8: Final Counts Austradidlew South Wales Oversample

Gender/ Landline cender Cellphone Gender
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE CELLPHONE [/ Age TOTAL /Age
Age (%) (%) (%)
(%) (%)
Male / 1824 81 4% 57% 62 4% 43% 143 4%
Male / 2534 181 9% 66% 95 6% 34% 276 8%
Male / 3549 285 14% 55% 229 15% 45% 514 15%
Male / 5064 200 10% 51% 192 13% 49% 392 11%
Male / 65+ 162 8% 53% 142 9% 47% 304 9%
Male/Exact Age
Unknown 13 1% 50% 13 1% 50% 26 1%
Male Total 922 46% 56% 733 49% 44% 1655 47%
Female / 1824 70 3% 63% 42 3% 38% 112 3%
Female / 2534 217 11% 65% 119 8% 35% 336 10%
Female / 3549 307 15% 61% 197 13% 39% 504 14%
Female / 5664 262 13% 56% 207 14% 44% 469 13%
Female/ 65+ 215 11% 54% 184 12% 46% 399 11%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 9 0% 36% 16 1% 64% 25 1%
Female Total 1080 54% 59% 765 51% 41% 1845 53%
TOTAL 2002 57% 1498 43% 3500
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TABLE 9: Final Counts Austraji&ictoria Oversample

Gencer/ Landline cender Cellphone Gender
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE CELLPHONE [/ Age TOTAL /Age
Age (%) (%) (%)
(%) (%)
Male / 1824 13 3% 38% 21 7% 62% 34 5%
Male / 2534 45 10% 58% 33 11% 42% 78 10%
Male / 3549 66 15% 53% 58 18% 47% 124 17%
Male / 5064 57 13% 63% 34 11% 37% 91 12%
Male / 65+ 39 9% 75% 13 4% 25% 52 7%
Male/Exact Age
Unknown 3 1% 100% 0 0% 0% 3 0%
Male Total 223 51% 58% 159 51% 42% 382 51%
Female / 184 17 4% 43% 23 7% 58% 40 5%
Female / 2534 33 8% 43% 43 14% 57% 76 10%
Female / 3549 47 11% 51% 46 15% 49% 93 12%
Female / 5664 60 14% 69% 27 9% 31% 87 12%
Female / 65+ 50 12% 76% 16 5% 24% 66 9%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 4 1% 100% 0 0% 0% 4 1%
Female Total 211 49% 58% 155 49% 42% 366 49%
TOTAL 434 58% 314 42% 748
Region Landline Region Cellphone Region
REGION LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Lodden Mallee 72 17% 63% 42 13% 37% 114 15%
BarwonSouth
Western 40 9% 62% 25 8% 38% 65 9%
Hume 31 7% 61% 20 6% 39% 51 7%
Grampians 33 8% 75% 11 4% 25% 44 6%
Gippsland 79 18% 82% 17 5% 18% 96 13%
North & West
Metropolitan 61 14% 49% 63 20% 51% 124 17%
Southern
Metropolitan 64 15% 69% 29 9% 31% 93 12%
Eastern
Metropolitan 54 12% 61% 34 11% 39% 88 12%
Victoria region
missing 0 0% 0% 73 23% 0% 73 10%
TOTAL 434 100% 58% 314 100% 42% 748 100%
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TABLE 9: Final Counts Canada

GENDER / AGE LAND Gender/ Landline CELL Gender/ Cellphone TOTAL Gender/
LINE  Age (%) (%) PHONE Age (%) (%) Age (%)
Male / 1824 23 1% 21% 86 7% 79% 109 2%
Male / 2534 48 1% 24% 149 12% 76% 197 4%
Male / 3549 242 7% 59% 166 13% 41% 408 9%
Male / 5064 414 12% 71% 169 14% 29% 583 13%
Male / 65+ 450 14% 85% 77 6% 15% 527 12%
Male/Exact Age
Unknown 20 1% 74% 7 1% 26% 27 1%
Male Total 1197 36% 65% 654 53% 35% 1851 41%
Female / 184 28 1% 32% 60 5% 68% 88 2%
Female / 2534 117 4% 47% 132 11% 53% 249 5%
Female / 3549 352 11% 67% 173 14% 33% 525 12%
Female / 5664 762 23% 85% 137 11% 15% 899 20%
Female / 65+ 814 25% 93% 61 5% 7% 875 19%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 47 1% 78% 13 1% 22% 60 1%
Female Total 2120 64% 79% 576 47% 21% 2696 59%
TOTAL 3317 73% 1230 27% 4547
LAND Language Landline CELL Language Cellphone Language

LANGUAGE LINE (%) (%) PHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
ENGLISH 2604 79% 72% 996 81% 28% 3600 79%
FRENCH 713 21% 75% 234 19% 25% 947 21%

TOTAL 3317 100% 73% 1230 100% 27% 4547 100%
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LAND Region Landline CELL Region Cellphone Region
REGION LINE (%) (%) PHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Newfoundland and
Labrador 177 5% 70% 76 6% 30% 253 6%
Prine Edward Island 172 5% 69% 79 6% 31% 251 6%
Nova Scotia 184 6% 73% 69 6% 27% 253 6%
New Brunswick 192 6% 76% 59 5% 24% 251 6%
Quebec 741 22% 74% 261 21% 26% 1002 22%
Ontario 1119 34% 75% 381 31% 25% 1500 33%
Manitoba 201 6% 79% 54 4% 21% 255 6%
Sask#chewan 170 5% 68% 81 7% 32% 251 6%
Alberta 177 5% 65% 94 8% 35% 271 6%
British Columbia 183 6% 72% 71 6% 28% 254 6%
Yukon 0 0% 0% 1 0% 100% 1 0%
Northwest Territories 0 0% 0% 1 0% 100% 1 0%
Nunavut 1 0% 25% 3 0% 75% 4 0%
TOTAL 3317 100% 73% 1230 1006 27% 4547 100%

TABLE 10: Final Counts France

Gender Gender
Gender/ Landline / Age Cellphone [Age

GENDER /AGE LANDLINE Age (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 29 4% 44% 37 11% 56% 66 6%
Male / 2534 50 7% 60% 33 10% 40% 83 8%
Male / 3549 88 12% 62% 53 16% 38% 141 13%
Male / 5064 98 13% T7% 29 9% 23% 127 12%
Male / 65+ 91 12% 84% 17 5% 16% 108 10%
Male/Exact Age
Unknown 1 0% 100% 0 0% 0% 1 0%
Male Total 357 47% 68% 169 50% 32% 526 48%
Female / 184 43 6% 61% 28 8% 39% 71 6%
Female/ 25-34 58 8% 59% 41 12% 41% 99 9%
Female / 3549 100 13% 65% 53 16% 35% 153 14%
Female / 5864 101 13% 74% 35 10% 26% 136 12%
Female / 65+ 102 13% 88% 14 4% 12% 116 11%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 2 0% 100% 0 0% 0% 2 0%
Female Total 406 53% 70% 171 50% 30% 577 52%

TOTAL 763 69% 340 31% 1103
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Region Landline Region Cellphone Region

REGION LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Alsace,
Champagne
Ardenne, Lorraine 70 9% 68% 33 10% 32% 103 9%
Aquitaine
Limousin Poitou
Charentes 71 9% 73% 26 8% 27% 97 9%
AuvergneRhdne
Alpes 99 13% 63% 58 17% 37% 157 14%
Bourgogne,
FrancheComté 27 4% 69% 12 4% 31% 39 4%
Bretagne 41 5% 66% 21 6% 34% 62 6%
Centre, Val de
Loire 33 4% 69% 15 4% 31% 48 4%
Corse 10 1% 91% 1 0% 9% 11 1%
Tle-de-France 120 16% 72% a7 14% 28% 167 15%
Languedoe
Roussillon, Midi
Pyrénées 79 10% 2% 30 9% 28% 109 10%
Nord-Pasde-
Calais, Picardie 63 8% 68% 30 9% 32% 93 8%
Normandie 36 5% 75% 12 4% 25% 48 4%
Pays de la Loire 51 7% 78% 14 4% 22% 65 6%
ProvenceAlpes,
Coted'Azur 63 8% 62% 39 11% 38% 102 9%
Refusedo
answer 0 0% 0% 2 1% 100% 2 0%

TOTAL 763 100% 69% 340 100% 31% 1103 100%

research.refinec




Pagel| 24

TABLE 11: Final Counts Germany

Gender Gender
Gender/ Landline / Age Cellphone /Age
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE Age (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 28 4% A47% 32 9% 53% 60 6%
Male / 2534 41 6% 50% 41 11% 50% 82 8%
Male / 3549 79 12% 62% 48 13% 38% 127 13%
Male / 5064 81 13% 66% 41 11% 34% 122 12%
Male / 65+ 85 13% 83% 17 5% 17% 102 10%
Male Total 314 49% 64% 179 49% 36% 493 49%
Female / 184 22 3% 41% 32 9% 59% 54 5%
Female / 2534 35 6% 45% 43 12% 55% 78 8%
Female / 3549 75 12% 58% 55 15% 42% 130 13%
Female / 5864 82 13% 68% 38 10% 32% 120 12%
Female / 65+ 108 17% 86% 17 5% 14% 125 13%
Female Total 322 51% 64% 185 51% 36% 507 51%
TOTAL 636 64% 364 36% 1000
Region Landline Region Cellphone Region
REGION LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
SchleswigHolstein 29 5% 64% 16 4% 36% 45 5%
Hamburg 9 1% 23% 30 8% 7% 39 4%
Bremen 6 1% 32% 13 4% 68% 19 2%
Niedersachsen 72 11% 7% 21 6% 23% 93 9%
Nordrhein
Westfalen 142 22% 66% 74 20% 34% 216 22%
RheinlandPfalz 24 4% 51% 23 6% 49% 47 5%
Saarland 6 1% 43% 8 2% 57% 14 1%
Hessen 39 6% 62% 24 7% 38% 63 6%
Baden
Wirttemberg 91 14% 76% 29 8% 24% 120 12%
Bayern 101 16% 75% 34 9% 25% 135 14%
Berlin 25 4% 68% 12 3% 32% 37 4%
Mecklenburg
Vorpommern 13 2% 42% 18 5% 58% 31 3%
Brandenburg 23 4% 62% 14 4% 38% 37 4%
SachserAnhalt 15 2% 48% 16 4% 52% 31 3%
Thiringen 18 3% 53% 16 4% 47% 34 3%
Sachsen 23 4% 59% 16 4% 41% 39 4%
TOTAL 636 100% 64% 364 100% 36% 1000 100%
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TABLE 12: Final Counts Netherlands

Gender Gender
Gender/ Landline / Age Cellphone /Age
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE Age (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 56 7% 71% 23 5% 29% 79 6%
Male / 2534 86 11% 70% 36 8% 30% 122 10%
Male / 3549 81 10% 58% 59 13% 42% 140 11%
Male / 5064 86 11% 56% 67 15% 44% 153 12%
Male / 65+ 80 10% 65% 44 10% 35% 124 10%
Male Total 389 50% 63% 229 52% 3% 618 50%
Female / 184 21 3% 53% 19 4% 48% 40 3%
Female / 2534 33 4% 46% 38 9% 54% 71 6%
Female / 3549 110 14% 60% 73 16% 40% 183 15%
Female / 5664 105 13% 67% 52 12% 33% 157 13%
Female / 65+ 125 16% 79% 33 7% 21% 158 13%
Female Total 394 50% 65% 215 48% 35% 609 50%
TOTAL 783 64% 444 36% 1227
Region Landline Region Cellphone Region
REGION LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Drenthe 29 4% 81% 7 2% 19% 36 3%
Flevoland 18 2% 55% 15 3% 45% 33 3%
Friesland 37 5% 67% 18 4% 33% 55 4%
Gelderland 103 13% 64% 57 13% 36% 160 13%
Groningen 29 4% 71% 12 3% 29% 41 3%
Limburg 74 9% 79% 20 5% 21% 94 8%
Noord-Brabant 128 16% 66% 66 15% 34% 194 16%
Noord-Holland 106 14% 64% 60 14% 36% 166 14%
Overijssel 67 9% 74% 24 5% 26% 91 7%
Utrecht 52 7% 55% 42 9% 45% 94 8%
Zeeland 16 2% 59% 11 2% 41% 27 2%
ZuidHolland 124 16% 55% 103 23% 45% 227 19%
Refused to answel 0 0% 0% 9 2% 100% 9 1%
TOTAL 783 100% 64% 444 100% 36% 1227 100%
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TABLE 3: Final Counts New Zealand

Gender/ Landline Gender /

GENDER /BE  LANDLINE Age (%) (%) CELLPHONE Age (%) Cellphone (% TOTAL ge (%)
Male / 1824 21 3% 36% 38 11% 64% 59 6%
Male / 2534 28 4% 33% 56 16% 67% 84 8%
Male / 3549 72 11% 60% 48 14% 40% 120 12%
Male / 5064 75 12% 73% 28 8% 27% 103 10%
Male / 65+ 74 11% 81% 17 5% 19% 91 9%
Male/Exact Age
Unknown 3 0% 60% 2 1% 40% 5 1%
Male Total 273 42% 59% 189 53% 41% 462 46%
Female / 184 19 3% 59% 13 4% 41% 32 3%
Female / 2534 37 6% 48% 40 11% 52% 77 8%
Female / 3549 113 17% 69% 51 14% 31% 164 16%
Female / 5664 112 17% 72% 43 12% 28% 155 16%
Female / 65+ 88 14% 85% 15 4% 15% 103 10%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 4 1% 57% 3 1% 43% 7 1%
Female Total 373 58% 69% 165 47% 31% 538 54%

TOTAL 646 65% 354 35% 1000

Landline Region Region

LANDLINE Region (% (%) CELLPHONE (%) Cellphone (% TOTAL (%)

Auckland 124 19% 42% 171 48% 58% 295 30%

North 166 26% 65% 89 25% 35% 255 26%

Central 125 19% 76% 39 11% 24% 164 16%

South 231 36% 83% 49 14% 18% 280 28%

Don't krow/Refusec 0 0% 0% 6 2% 100% 6 1%
TOTAL 646 100% 65% 354 100% 35% 1000 100%
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TABLE 14: Final Counts Norway

Gender Gender
Gender/ Landline CELL / Age Cellphone /Age
GENDER / AGE Age (%) (%) PHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 2 1% 5% 36 4% 95% 38 3%
Male / 2534 0 0% 0% 55 7% 100% 55 5%
Male / 3549 12 4% 14% 75 9% 86% 87 8%
Male / 5064 35 13% 22% 127 16% 78% 162 15%
Male / 65+ 60 22% 39% 93 11% 61% 153 14%
Male Total 109 39% 22% 386 47% 78% 495 45%
Female / 184 4 1% 12% 29 4% 88% 33 3%
Female / 2534 3 1% 5% 52 6% 95% 55 5%
Female / 3549 14 5% 11% 109 13% 89% 123 11%
Female / 5664 55 20% 32% 118 14% 68% 173 16%
Female / 65+ 91 33% 43% 120 15% 57% 211 19%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 1 0% 33% 2 0% 67% 3 0%
Female Total 168 61% 28% 430 53% 72% 598 55%
TOTAL 277 25% 816 75% 1093
LAND Region Landline CELL Region Cellphone Region
REGION LINE (%) (%) PHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
@stfold 12 4% 20% 49 6% 80% 61 6%
Akershus 32 12% 26% 89 11% 74% 121 11%
Oslo 46 17% 33% 93 11% 67% 139 13%
Hedmark 7 3% 18% 31 4% 82% 38 3%
Oppland 12 4% 27% 33 4% 73% 45 4%
Buskerud 16 6% 29% 40 5% 71% 56 5%
Vestfold 10 4% 22% 36 4% 78% 46 4%
Telemark 9 3% 25% 27 3% 75% 36 3%
AustAgder 4 1% 17% 19 2% 83% 23 2%
VestAgder 11 4% 28% 29 4% 73% 40 4%
Rogaland 18 6% 18% 82 10% 82% 100 9%
Hordaland 44 16% 40% 66 8% 60% 110 10%
Sogn og Fjordane 7 3% 33% 14 2% 67% 21 2%
Mgre og Romsdal 14 5% 24% 44 5% 76% 58 5%
SgrTrgndelag 8 3% 13% 56 7% 88% 64 6%
Nord-Trgndelag 7 3% 22% 25 3% 78% 32 3%
Nordland 11 4% 22% 40 5% 78% 51 5%
Troms 9 3% 24% 29 4% 76% 38 3%
FinnmarkFinnmarku 0 0% 0% 14 2% 100% 14 1%
TOTAL 277 100% 25% 816 100% 75% 1093 100%
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TABLE 15: Final Counts Sweden

Gender Gender
Gender/ Landline / Age Cellphone /Age
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE Age (%) (%) CELLRONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 13 0% 7% 175 4% 93% 188 3%
Male / 2534 29 1% 8% 337 8% 92% 366 5%
Male / 3549 101 4% 22% 364 8% 78% 465 7%
Male / 5064 193 7% 31% 439 10% 69% 632 9%
Male / 65+ 693 26% 40% 1029 23% 60% 1722 24%
Male Total 1029 38% 31% 2344 53% 69% 3373 47%
Female / 184 16 1% 10% 139 3% 90% 155 2%
Female / 2534 34 1% 14% 208 5% 86% 242 3%
Female / 3549 144 5% 29% 352 8% 71% 496 7%
Female / 5664 270 10% 38% 445 10% 62% 715 10%
Female / 65 1204 45% 56% 939 21% 44% 2143 30%
Female Total 1668 62% 44% 2083 47% 56% 3751 53%

TOTAL 2697 38% 4427 62% 7124

Region  Landline Region  Cellphone Region
REGION LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Stockholm 226 5% 38% 374 8% 62% 600 8%
Uppsala 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Soédermanland 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Ostergotland 112 3% 36% 200 5% 64% 312 4%
Jonkoéping 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Kronoberg 116 3% 36% 203 5% 64% 319 4%
Kalmar 119 3% 38% 193 4% 62% 312 4%
Gotland 74 2% 36% 132 3% 64% 206 3%
Blekinge 120 3% 40% 183 4% 60% 303 4%
Skane 220 5% 40% 330 7% 60% 550 8%
Halland 120 3% 36% 210 5% 64% 330 5%
Vastra Goétaland 201 5% 34% 391 9% 66% 592 8%
Varmland 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Orebro 103 2% 34% 197 4% 66% 300 4%
Vastmanland 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Dalarna 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Gavleborg 109 2% 36% 191 4% 64% 300 4%
Vasternorrland 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Jamtland 120 3% 40% 180 4% 60% 300 4%
Vasterbotten 107 2% 36% 193 4% 64% 300 4%
Norrbotten 110 2% 37% 190 4% 63% 300 4%

TOTAL 2697 100% 38% 4427 100% 62% 7124 100%
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TABLE 16: Final Counts Switzerland

Gender Gender Gender Gender Gender
LAND / Age CELL / Age TOTAL /Age [Age /Age
GENDER /AGE LINE (%) PHONE (%) PHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 4 3% 2 2% 6 3% 51 4% 57 4%
Male / 2534 1 1% 3 3% 4 2% 104 8% 108 7%
Male / 3549 5 4% 5 5% 10 5% 196 15% 206 14%
Male / 5064 11 9% 10 10% 21 10% 192 15% 213 14%
Male / 65+ 33 28% 15 15% 48 22% 121 9% 169 11%
Male Totl 54 45% 35 35% 89 41% 664 51% 753 50%
Female / 184 4 3% 2 2% 6 3% 65 5% 71 5%
Female / 2534 0 0% 5 5% 5 2% 98 8% 103 7%
Female / 3549 6 5% 9 9% 15 7% 186 14% 201 13%
Female / 5864 15 13% 22 22% 37 17% 191 15% 228 15%
Female / 65+ 40 34% 26 26% 66 30% 98 8% 164 11%
Female Total 65 55% 64 65% 129 59% 638 49% 767 50%
TOTAL 119 99 218 1302 1520
Gender Gender Gender Gender Gender
LAND / Age CELL / Age TOTAL /Age [Age /Age
LANGUAGE  LINE (%) PHONE (%) PHONE (%) WEB (%) TOTAL (%)
GERMAN 53 45% 14 14% 67 31% 759 58% 826 54%
FRENCH 64 54% 18 18% 82 38% 319 25% 401 26%
ITALIAN 2 2% 67 68% 69 32% 224 17% 293 19%
TOTAL 119 100% 99 100% 218 100% 1302 100% 1520 100%
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Gender Gender Gender Gender Gender
LAND / Age CELL / Age TOTAL /Age [Age /Age

REGION LINE (%) PHONE (%) PHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Zurich 17 14% 1 1% 18 8% 187 14% 205 13%
Bern 9 8% 0 0% 9 4% 126 10% 135 9%
Luzern 6 5% 1 1% 7 3% 50 4% 57 4%
Uri 1 1% 0 0% 1 0% 6 0% 7 0%
Schwyz 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 22 2% 22 1%
Obwalden 1 1% 0 0% 1 0% 2 0% 3 0%
Nidwalden 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 8 1% 8 1%
Glarus 1 1% 0 0% 1 0% 7 1% 8 1%
Zug 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 18 1% 18 1%
Fribourg 11 9% 1 1% 12 6% 52 4% 64 4%
Solothurn 0 0% 1 1% 1 0% 31 2% 32 2%
BaselStadt 3 3% 1 1% 4 2% 23 2% 27 2%
Basel
Landschaft 5 4% 0 0% 5 2% 41 3% 46 3%
Schaffhausen 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 9 1% 9 1%
Appenzell
Ausserrhoden 1 1% 0 0% 1 0% 8 1% 9 1%
Appenzell
Innerrhoden 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0% 1 0%
St. Gallen 4 3% 3 3% 7 3% 52 4% 59 4%
Graubunden 0 0% 3 3% 3 1% 35 3% 38 3%
Aargau 5 4% 0 0% 5 2% 84 6% 89 6%
Thurgau 2 2% 2 2% 4 2% 28 2% 32 2%
Ticino 0 0% 71 72% 71 33% 225 17% 296 19%
Vaud 20 17% 7 7% 27 12% 141 11% 168 11%
Valais 6 5% 4 4% 10 5% a7 4% 57 4%
Neuchatel 7 6% 1 1% 8 4% 29 2% 37 2%
Geneva 15 13% 2 2% 17 8% 52 4% 69 5%
Jura 5 4% 1 1% 6 3% 18 1% 24 2%

TOTAL 119 100% 99 100% 218 100% 1302 100% 1520 100%

research.refinec




Page| 31

TABLE 17: Final Counts United Kingdom

Gender Gender
Gender/ Landline / Age Cellphone /Age
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE Age (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 20 3% 27% 54 16% 73% 74 7%
Male / 2534 40 6% 43% 54 16% 57% 94 9%
Male / 3549 73 11% 63% 43 13% 37% 116 12%
Male / 5064 58 9% 56% 45 13% 44% 103 10%
Male / 65+ 69 11% 78% 19 6% 22% 88 9%
Male/Exat Age
Unknown 4 1% 50% 4 1% 50% 8 1%
Male Total 264 40% 55% 219 64% 45% 483 48%
Female / 184 15 2% 45% 18 5% 55% 33 3%
Female / 2534 56 9% 70% 24 7% 30% 80 8%
Female / 3549 107 16% 76% 34 10% 24% 141 14%
Female / 5664 91 14% 72% 36 10% 28% 127 13%
Female / 65+ 119 18% 92% 11 3% 8% 130 13%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 4 1% 67% 2 1% 33% 6 1%
Female Total 392 60% 76% 125 36% 24% 517 52%
TOTAL 656 66% 344 34% 1000
Region Landline Region Cellphone
REGION LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%)
Northeast 38 6% 73% 14 4% 27% 52 5%
Yorks & Humber 41 6% 68% 19 6% 32% 60 6%
East Midlands 52 8% 63% 31 9% 37% 83 8%
Eastern 33 5% 72% 13 4% 28% 46 5%
London 57 9% 40% 85 25% 60% 142 14%
South East 128 20% 77% 39 11% 23% 167 17%
SouthWest 79 12% 77% 24 7% 23% 103 10%
West Midlands 48 7% 59% 33 10% 41% 81 8%
North West 70 11% 72% 27 8% 28% 97 10%
Wales 26 4% 65% 14 4% 35% 40 4%
Scotland 74 11% 71% 30 9% 29% 104 10%
Northern Ireland 10 2% 63% 6 2% 38% 16 2%
Refused to answer 0 0% 0% 9 3% 100% 9 1%
TOTAL 656 100% 66% 344 100% 34% 1000 100%
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TABLE 18: Final Counts United States

Gender Gender
Gender/ Landline / Age Cellphone /Age
GENDER / AGE LANDLINE Age (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
Male / 1824 5 1% 6% 78 6% 94% 83 4%
Male / 2534 8 1% 5% 139 12% 95% 147 7%
Male / 3549 48 6% 26% 138 11% 74% 186 9%
Male / 5064 93 12% 37% 158 13% 63% 251 13%
Male / 65+ 145 18% 61% 93 8% 39% 238 12%
Male/Exact Age
Unknown 2 0% 11% 17 1% 89% 19 1%
Male Total 301 38% 33% 623 52% 67% 924 46%
Female / 184 2 0% 3% 62 5% 97% 64 3%
Female / 2534 20 3% 18% 91 8% 82% 111 6%
Female / 3549 64 8% 31% 140 12% 69% 204 10%
Female / 5664 151 19% 50% 152 13% 50% 303 15%
Female / 65+ 245 31% 70% 107 9% 30% 352 18%
Female/Exact Age
Unknown 17 2% 40% 26 2% 60% 43 2%
Female Total 499 62% 46% 578 48% 54% 1077 54%
TOTAL 800 40% 1201 60% 2001
Language Landline Languag Cellphone Langua
LANGUAGE LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE e (%) (%) TOTAL ge (%)
ENGLISH 795 99% 41% 1139 95% 59% 1934 97%
SPANISH 5 1% 7% 62 5% 93% 67 3%
TOTAL 800 100% 40% 1201 100% 60% 2001 100%
Region Landline Region Cellphone Region
REGION LANDLINE (%) (%) CELLPHONE (%) (%) TOTAL (%)
North East 157 20% 43% 205 17% 57% 362 18%
North Central 215 27% 46% 253 21% 54% 468 23%
South 286 36% 37% 478 40% 63% 764 38%
West 142 18% 35% 265 22% 65% 407 20%

TOTAL 800 100% 40% 1201 100% 60% 2001 100%
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Data Processingnd Integration

In order to facilitate an efficient data integration process across countBgf8eveloped a
standardized data map to be utilized by all the international partméren structuring their data in
ASCII formatOnce the integrated data were compiled, an independent checking of all variables was
carried out to ensure that all variableseve accurately constructedRaw data were also run against
clean data and reviewed as a further verification of valid codes and skip pattostryspecific data
processingrocedurescarried out by SSRS and each of the international partrerslescibed below

As described in thBata Memo providedto all partners in August, 2016, additional quality control
checkswere performed on the final data, as needd@dhememo includeda description of checks for
internal data consistengtrending, and modadlifferences (for Switzerland).

USA and Canada

Data file preparation began soon after the study entered the field. Data were checkedwdiige
methods including & RF GF Of SIFyAy 3¢ LINRBOSRAZINBE Ay 6KAOK RIFGI
instrudions in order to ensure that all variablegere created correctly and had the appropriate number
of cases. This procedure involved a check of raw data by a program that consisted of instructions
derived from the skip patterns designated on the questiarmaThe program confirmed that data were
consistent with the definitions of codes and ranges and matched the apptegrases of all questions.
In addition, the project director conducted an independent chieckonfirm that all variales were
created orrectly, hadthe correct number of cases, and were coded according to specificatiasily,
raw datawererun against clean data and reviewed as a further verification of valid codes and skip
patterns.

Australia, New Zealand, United Kingdom, and tiNetherlands

An nterim data checlof the skip pattern and filter logiagas performedat 10%, 50% and 100%tbé

complettR Ay (G SNBASGAEA 0&d 9 CDRVAE NBRISH INOKS NIS I idfid@lda OKS O1 SF
processofand the SSRS teaming the generted ASCII data file created according to the data map and

the data cleaningnd quality checlprocedure described above.

France andsermany

Data processing and preparation was handled by the data manager and the data processing (DP) team.
Data was cleagd and skip patterns were reviewed in order to ensure that all variables were created
correctly and the counts matched our CATI system. Data integrity checks were performed by the data
team. Independent checking of the SPSS variables was made by theatwtger, project and field
managers. A senior data analyst finalized the checking ensuring that all cases were coded according to
the specifications and aligned in the appropriate columns (for the ASCITfilee data were also

OKS Ol SR 0 &end date pra@éssobandifie SSRS team using the generated ASCII data file
created according to the data map and the data cleaning and quality check procedure described above.
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Norway

The survey programming was implementedabgenior programmer with oveen yearsof experienceat

Norstat. The CATImpgramming wagurther checked bya project manager andfield manager Finally,

a senior programmer checked all of the SPSS varigbl&sS &S RI G+ 6SNB | f dAd OKS O S
data processor and the BS team using the generated ASCII data file created according to the data map

and the data cleaning and quality check procedure described above.

Sweden

The data processing procedure was outlined and tested in with preliminary data in April. After feedback

from SSRS regarding the output format of the Al€lthe procedure was updated and finalized. When

the field period was closed all remaining data were checked. The following procedures were performed:
1 Cleaning of the variables from the CAystem, serer and registry

The following variables were added from the registry: Q617, Q665

The following variables weiacluded Q500, Q600, Q600a, Q630, Q742, Q743, Q750,

Calculation of interview length based on time stamps

Independent control in SPSS and Exmettfe created variables

ASCltonversion othe datafile

= =4 =4 4 =4

¢tKSaS RIFGF 6SNB | f dedddat&mBoOessdrrandahe SYRE tedmusing the geherated
ASCII data file created according to the data map and the data cleaning and quality chedkifgroce
described above.

Switzerland
Data control checks by the project manager were carried out on preliminary and final data by the LINK
Institut.

¢tKSAaS RFGF 6SNB | f dedddéx&KfBoOesssrianddane SRS tednmiuaing e geferated
ASCII dta file created according to the data map and the data cleaning and quality check procedure
described above.

RESPONSE RATES

The response rates for this stu@shown in Table19-23below)weNBE O f Odzf F 6 SR . & Ay 3 | |
detailed summary table fd8witzerland is shown at the end of this section as Switzerland used an
addresgregistry based design.
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TABLESY: Response Rates by Country by Frame

Landline Cell phone Total
Australia 23.7% 27.8% 25.4%
Canada 23.1% 16.9% 21.4%
France 24.5% 26.8% 25.2%
Germany 27.0% 26.6% 26.9%
Netherlands 32.4% 32.4% 32.4%
New Zealand 35.2% 23.4% 31.1%
Norway 10.6% 11.0% 10.9%
Sweden 17.6% 16.4% 16.9%
Switzerland N/A N/A 46.9%
United Kingdom 26.1% 13.9% 21.9%
United States 19.4% 17.2% 18.1%

TABLRO0: Landlire Response Rates by Country

Australia Canada France Germany Netherlands

Eligible, Interview (Category 1)

Complete 3052 3317 763 636 783
Eligible, noninterview (Category 2)

Refusal and breakoff 5744 5847 1657 1244 1206
Break off 0 1416 0 0 0
Answering machine 0 1189 0 0 0
Physically or mentally unable/incompetent 6 71 0 0 1
Language problem 91 604 0 0 36
Unknown eligibility, norinterview (Category 3)

Always busy 1616 190 0 0 145
No answer 2029 2525 713 512 127
Ansvering machinedon't know if household 1654 1339 0 0 241
Call blocking 0 20 0 0 0
Housing unit, unknown if eligible respondent 0 93 0 0 0
No screener completed 0 20 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 0 0 0
Not eligible (Category 4)

Fax/data line 381 798 16 26 77
Nonworking number 2097 13512 24 53 983
Business, government office, other organizations 480 903 28 79 319
No eligible respondent 0 223 0 0 0
Quota filled 0 0 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 2 0 0 82
Total phone numbers used 17150 32069 3201 2550 4000
Response Rate 3 23.7% 23.1% 24.5% 27.0% 32.4%
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TABLR0O/ 2y 1 QRY

[FYREAYS wSaLkyasS whidsSa

New

Zealand

Norway Sweden

United

United

Kingdom States

Eligible, Interview (Category 1)

Complete

Eligble, nortrinterview (Category 2)

Refusal and breakoff

Break off

Answering machine

Physically or mentally unable/incompetent
Language problem

Unknown eligibiity, non-interview (Category 3)
Always busy

No answer

Answering machingon't know if household
Call blocking

Housing unit, unknown if eligible respondent
No screner completed

Deleted interview

Not eligible (Category 4)

Fax/data line

Nonworking number

Business, government office, other organizations
No eligible respondent

Quota filled

Deleted interview

Total phone numbers used

Response Rate 3

1013

1456
123
0
0
0
3600

35.2%

o

848

O O O o o

0
39
0
65
307
0
3178

10.6%

2697

4436
669
239
741
338

124
8083

3080
0
6
0
0
20505

17.6%

656

1114

255

22

151

274
218

o O o

68
593
146

3500

26.1%

800

1875
349
469

21
116

879
2685
1281

17
58
28

997
35682
600
72

45929

19.4%

research.refinec
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TABLR1: Cellphone Response Rates by Country

Australia Canada France Germany Netherlands

Eligible, Interview (Category 1)

Complete 2196 1230 340 364 444
Eligible, noninterview (Category 2)

Refusal and breakoff 662 320 82 681 154
Break off 444 551 211 18 71
Answering machine 0 138 0 0 0
Physically or mently unable/incompetent 1 4 0 0 0
Language problem 0 25 0 0 0
Unknown eligibility, noninterview (Category 3)

Always busy 979 213 0 0 79
No answer 935 2052 21 218 65
Answering machinelon't know if household 1327 2302 88 71 68
Call blocking 0 3 0 0 0
Housing unit, unknown if eligible respondent 2331 5128 568 32 515
No screener completed 0 32 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 0 0 0
Not eligible (Category 4)

Fax/data line 25 46 0 4 8
Nonworking number 2199 22378 22 12 471
Businessgovernment office, other organizations 200 573 0 19 84
No eligible respondent 1 594 41 31 0
Quota filled 0 0 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 0 0 0 41
Total phone numbers used 11300 35588 1373 1450 2000
Response Rate 3 27.8% 16.9%  26.8% 26.6% 32.4%
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TABLR1/ 2y 0 QRY [/ St fLK2yS wSalLkkyaS wkidaSa

Ne United United
o Norway Sweden I I

Zealand Kingdom States

Eligible, Interview (Category 1)

Complete 354 816 4427 344 1201
Eligible, noninterview (Category 2)

Refusal and breakoff 119 0 6271 329 488
Break off 75 813 1200 343 689
Answering machine 0 0 2954 0 55
Physically or mentally unable/incompetent 0 0 226 0 11
Language problem 0 0 397 0 32
Unknown eligibility, noninterview (Category 3)

Always busy 76 0 835 273 87
No answer 59 3049 11516 261 716
Answering machingon't know if household 193 0 0 290 4760
Call blocking 0 0 0 0 89
Housing unit, unknown if eligible respondent 747 4677 0 875 4193
No screener completed 0 0 94 0 3
Deleted interview 0 1 0

Not eligible (Category 4)

Fax/data line 26 0 0 18 81
Nonworking number 567 151 1244 751 13282
Business, government office, other organizations 84 0 0 14 542
No eligible respondent 0 491 90 2 923
Quota filled 0 403 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 0 0 0 0
Total phone numbers used 2300 10401 29254 3500 27152
Response Rate 3 234% 11.0% 16.4% 13.9% 17.2%

research.refinec
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TABLR2: Total Response Rates by Country

Australia Canada France Germany Netherlands

Eligible, Interview (Category 1)

Complete 5248 4547 1103 1000 1227
Eligible, noninterview (Category 2)

Refusal and breakoff 6406 6167 1739 1925 1360
Break off 444 1967 211 18 71
Answering machine 0 1327 0 0 0
Physically or mentally unable/incompetent 7 75 0 0 1
Language problem 91 629 0 0 36
Unknown eligibility, noninterview (Category 3)

Always busy 2595 403 0 0 224
No answer 2964 4577 734 730 192
Answering machinelon't know if household 2981 3641 88 71 309
Call blocking 0 23 0 0 0
Housing unit, unknown if eligibkespondent 2331 5221 568 32 515
No screener completed 0 52 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 0 0 0 0
Not eligible (Category 4)

Fax/data line 406 844 16 30 85
Nonworking number 4296 31313 46 65 1454
Business, government office, other organizations 680 1476 28 98 403
No eligible respondent 1 5394 41 31 0
Quota filled 0 0 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 2 0 0 123
Total phone numbers used 28450 67657 4574 4000 6000
Response Rate 3 25.4% 21.4%  25.2% 26.9% 32.4%
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TABLR2/ 2y 1 QRY ¢ 2 (itedby @o8riryJ2yaS wl

Ne United United
o Norway Sweden I I

Zealand Kingdom States

Eligible, Interview (Category 1)

Complete 1000 1093 7124 1000 2001
Eligible, noninterview (Category 2)

Refusal and breakoff 1132 1565 10707 1443 2363
Break off 75 890 1869 343 1038
Answering machine 0 0 3193 255 524
Physically or mentally unable/incompetent 3 0 967 3 32
Language problem 9 0 735 22 148
Unknown eligibility, noninterview (Category 3)

Always busy 127 0 959 424 966
No answer 142 3897 19599 535 3401
Answering machingon't know if household 378 0 0 508 6041
Call blocking 0 0 0 0 106
Housing unit, unknown if eligible respondent 747 4677 0 875 4251
No screener completed 0 0 186 0 31
Deleted interview 0 1 0 0 0
Not eligible (Categor 4)

Fax/data line 57 0 0 86 1078
Nonworking number 2023 190 4324 1344 45563
Business, government office, other organizations 207 0 0 160 1142
No eligible respondent 0 556 96 2 4396
Quota filled 0 710 0 0 0
Deleted interview 0 0 0 0 1
Total phone numbers used 5900 13579 49759 7000 73081
Response Rate 3 31.1% 10.9% 16.9% 21.9% 18.1%

TABLE3: Total Response Rate for Switzerland

Switzerland

Total records 3282
Ineligible$ 38

Valid sample 3244
Completes 1520
Response Rate 46.%%

6 Corresponds to cases that were categorizes asdii household (b) not agel8+ (c)bad address(d) deceased respondent,
and (e)cases where it is confirmed that neither postal address nor their phone number is working

research.refinec
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WEIGHTING

Data from each country were weighted to ensure the final outcome was representative of the adult
population. The weighting procedure accounted for the sample design and probability of selection, as
well as systematic nearesponse across kmm population parameters. To the extent possible, the
weighting procedure replicated the 2013 weighting prototol.

Overview by Country

Australia

Survey data for Australia were weighted by region,-bggender, educational attainment, urban status
(majar city or not), within New South Wales, Victoria, and the rest of Australia. The total sample for
Australia was also weighted by phone status (cell phone only or not) and the New South Wales sample
was weighted by Primary Health Networks (PHNs). Data weighted to reflect the demographic
composition according to the following sources:

1 Gender, age, region, educational attainment, and urstatus were generated using the
Australian Bureau of Statistics TableBuillder function, based on 2014 Census data.

1 Educational attainment was generated using the Australian Bureau of Statistics TableBuilder
function, based on the 2015 Census data. Because data are available only for 15 to 74 year
olds, adjustments were made to remove the 15 to 17 year olds and inthadé5 plus year
olds in the population estimates.

1 Phonestatus was originally derived from the Australia Communications and Media
l dz K2 NR G & Q& [/ 2 YY daylk Selied Repoyt 2. Becausithelweighteda n
estimate of phonestatus after possstratification of the above variables, was off by more
than +/-5% of the original estimate, phorstatus was further posstratified using a
projected estimate based off of ITU 2014 mobile usage subscriptions.

1 PHN for New South Wales was derived using a Pasal 2011 to Primary Health Networks
2015 report from theAustralian Bureau of Statistics

1 The overrepresentation of NSW and Victoria in the overall Australian data.

Canada

Survey data for Canada were weighted by-aBg@ender, educational attainment, drphonestatus

(cell phone only or not) within each of the ten largest provinces (Newfoundland and Labrador, Prince
Edward Island, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and
British Columbia). Data were weighted farokvledge of official language within Quebec and Canada as

I gK2ftSo | RRAGAZ2yFftex RIGF gSNB (KSy ¢SA3IKGSR
provinces and territories.

7In all countries except the US, Canada, and the UK, information for cell phone only population estimates is no longer being
updated. For these countries, SSRS reviewed the natural fall out of cell phone only status and its relationship to tied projec
cdl phone only status estimated by SSRS using the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) 2014 mobile usage
subscription as a proxy. Where there is a difference by more thab%/from the projected estimate, a weighting adjustment
has been made to snmh out potential bias, if any.
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1 Population parameters were derived from the Canada 2011 Census.

1 Phme status was derived from the 2013 Residential Telephone Service Survey (RTSS), for
Canada as a whole and for all ten provinces in particular. For each geographic unit-the cell
phone only percentage indicated in the data was a projected estimate bdgeflldU 2014
mobile usage subscriptions.

France
Survey data for France were weighted by region;laggender, educational attainment, and phone
status (cell phone only or not) to reflect the demographic composition according to the following
sources:
1 Gender and age are based on the 2016 French Census conducted by the Institute of
Statistics and Economic Studies (INSEE).
1 Region is based on 2012 data from the INSEE.
f 9RdzOl GA2Y 6l a o0FaSR 2y RIGF FTNRBY GKS wnmn Lb
segment of the population.
1 Phone use was based on the 2011 European Social Survearig$8}jher projected based
off of ITU 2014 mobile usage subscriptions.

Germany
Survey data for Germany were weighted by region-laggender, educational attainnm, and
household size to reflect the demographic composition based atis8thes Bundesamt 2014 data.

The Netherlands
Survey data for The Netherlands were weighted by regionbgegender, and educational attainment
to reflect the demographic compo®in according to the following sources:
T wS3IA2y ¢l a oFaSR 2y {dFGAaitAaA0ad bSGKSNILlYyRQa
9 DSYRSNJ YR F3S 46SNB o6lFaSR 2y {dFdiradirda bSikK
T 9RdzOlI GA2Y o6l & o0FaSR 2y {dGFiGAadiAr0Oa DbtBBeKSNI I YR
18 years or older.

New Zealand

Survey data for New Zealand were weighted by region (in four groupspyagender, and educational
attainment to reflect the demographic composition based on data from the 2013 Census of Population
and Dwellings, pnaded to SRS by Statistics New Zealand.

Norway
Survey data for Norway were weighted by region,-Bg@ender, and educational attainment, to reflect
the demographic composition according to the following sources:
f  Gender, age and region were basedoniSkad 1 A O b2 NB I e Qa Gl odz | GA2Y
{SEZ alNARGIE {GldGdza FyR /AGAT SY&aKALE ™ WI ydz




b2NBIl e8Qa G

1 9RdzOlI GA2Yy ¢l a olFaSR 2y {dF dAaA a
I 38¢ F2NJ HAamn

[ S@St 2F 9RdzOF A2y 28 DSYRSNJ

Sweden
Suvey data for Sweden were weighted by region,-ageyender, and educational attainment, to reflect
the demographic composition according to the following sources:
T DSYRSNE F3S3 YR NBIA2Yy 6SNB o6l asSR 2y { G GA
 Educatonwasb&R 2y {dGFGAaGAO {6SRSYyQa (lodzZ A2y
138 o0& wS3aAA2ysx [S@PSt 2F 9RdzOFdGA2yX !'3S |yR
olds.

Switzerland
Survey data for Switzerland were weighted by region;laggender, and educationattainment to
reflect the demographic composition according to the sources identified below. Additionally, data were
weighted to represent the proportion of respondents with and without a phone number in the Swedish
registry by linguistic region (Germdgrench, and Italian speaking).

1 Phone number match to the registry by linguistic region from the official figures from the

Statistic Office for the adult population in the Swiss Registry.
1 Gender, age, and region (Canton) from Statistics Switzerlandaa2815.
I Education from Statistics Switzerland 2014.

United Kingdom
Survey data for the UK were weighted by region,-aggender, and phone status (cell phone only or
not) to reflect the demographic composition according to the following sources:
1 Gende, age and region were based on the 2014 Censuses for England and Wales, Scotland,
and Northern Ireland.
9 Education for England and Wales is based off the Qualifications Gained Data for the 2014
Neighborhood Statistics; for Scotladdta and for Northern &landthe data were derived
from 2011 Census data.
1 Phone status was derived from Q1 2015 Communications Market Report by Ofcom for UK as
a whole. The cefbhone only percentage indicated in the data was increased by a factor
demonstrated by the change imayvth in mobile subscriptions from ITD (ITU)
telecommunications indicators for 2015 to account for the likely change over the time
elapsed since data collection.

8 Estimates were adjusted to account for the fact that the total were for the 16 and older population, rather than 18 or older.

{AyO0S G(G(KS wmc G2 wmt &SIFN 2fR L} Lz I (A 20 in thé estimbatdsasdikiely 6 iBfate dza A 3 St &
the estimated share of the population at that educational attainment level. To address this, the overall share of 16 @ad 17 y

olds within the 16 to 19 year old was estimated and those cases removed from thexestipopulation totals.
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United States
Survey data for the United States were weighted by Census regioinyaggncer, educational
attainment, number of adults in the household, race/ethnicity, insurance status (insured vs. not insured)
and phone status (cell phone only, landline only, dual user) to reflect the demographic composition
according to the following sources
1 Gender, age, region, education, race/ethnicity, insurance status and household size were
o0FlaSR 2y (GKS wWnmp ! ®{d / Syadza . dzZNBI dzQa / dzZNNB
supplement.
1 Phone status was based on the JDlgcember 2015 estimates from the Natiohdalth
Interview Survey (NHIS).

Detailed Weighting Procedures by Countty
Australia
The weighting procedure for Australia needed to address several issues:
1. The overrepresentation of New South Wales in the overall Australian data.
2. The overrepresentaton of Victoria in the overall Australian data.
3. The need to accurately represent the overall Australian adult population as well as the overall
adult New South Wales and Victoria populations for provispecific analyses.
4. Differences in the probability afelection by:

a. The number of adults in the household, since in households reached by landline only
one adult was selected, respondents living in multipdieilt households had a lower
probability of selection.

b. The types of phone selected respondents answespondents whose households
answer both landlines and cell phones have a greater probability of selection than those
answering just one mode.

5. Systematic nostesponse along known geographic and demographic parameters

To address these concerns the follagisteps were taken:
1&2. The NSW, Victoria, and all remaining Australia data were weighted separately, so that each of
these subsamples (NSW, Victoria, other) accurately represented the population.
3. To address concerns about probability of selection:

a. Within Household Correction (WHC): Respondents reached by landline phone and living
in households with 2 or more adults received a weight of 2. Those living in single adult
households, received a weight of 1. Since no selection was done in cell phone
househdds, the probability of selection there was 1.

b. DualUsage Correction (DUC): Adults answering both landlines and cell phones received
a weight of 0.5. Those answering only a single mode, received a weight of 1.

4. The sample was weighted to balance the numtsiecompleted interviews by Primary Health
Network (PHN) in New South Wales. This weight was calculated as the percent of the

9 Missing data for gender, age and other variables were imputed using a Hot Deck procedure prior to raking.




Page| 45

population living in each PHN divided by the percentage of completed interviews attained in

each PHN.

5. A baseweight was createdjealing the product of WHC X DUC X (PHN (for NSW) or 1 (for all
other provinces).

6. Poststratification weighting: With the baseeight applied, each subsample
Ob{2X+xA002NAFZ20KSND dzy RSNBSyid AGSNI GAGBS LINE LR
which the data are repeatedly balanced to match the known marginal distribution of population
parameters. This procedure was repeated until the total differences between the weighted
sample and the population parameters and the weighed data were near Zeable®24 and25
below compare the distributions of weighted and unweighted data and the population
parameters for NSW, and Australia as a whole.

Parameters used for the Australian sample were state;laggender, educational attainment,

urban statugmajor city or not) and phone status (cell phone only or not).

Population parameters were derived from the following sources:

1 Gender, age, and region were generated using the Australian Bureau of Statistics
TableBuilder function, based on the 2014 Cerdats.

1 Educational attainment was generated using the Australian Bureau of Statistics TableBuilder
function, based on the 2015 Census data. Because data are available only for 15 to 74 year
olds, adjustments were made to remove the 15 to 17 year oldsaidde the 75 plus year
olds in the population estimates.

1 Urbanstatus was generated using the Australian Bureau of Statistics TableBuilder function,
based on the 2011 Census data

1 Within Victoria, Health Region was included in the psisatification. Trs estimate was
calculated as the percent of the population living in each health region divided by the
percentage of completed interviews attained in each region. These were also collapsed
further into rural and three urban areas.

1 Phonestatus was origina} derived from the Australia Communications and Media
I dz K2 NR G & Q& [/ 2 YY daylk Selied Repoyt 2. Bec&ukdahd Iveightedm n
estimate of phonestatus, after posstratification of the above variables, was off by more
than +/-5% of the original dBnate, phonestatus was furtheadjusted within the post
stratification using a projected estimate based off of ITU 2014 mobile usage subscriptions
since there are no more updates of the original estimate.

7.2 SA3AKG GNHzy Ol GA2Y 0O Hde NSEYDY gxBemblylarge feights RelzOS G NA
weights were truncated to a range of 0.2 to 4.

8. Geographicepresentation: In the finalveighting step, the NSW and Victoria weights were
decreased and the remaining weights increased so that the share of NSWcémih\fesponses
reflect the share of NSW and Victoria among Australian adults and the share of other states
likewise reflect their share of the adult population.
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TABLR4: Weighted and Unweighted Distributions and Population Parameters for
total Australia and Australia Excluding NSW and Victoria

AUS Total AUS Total AUS  NonNSW/VIC Non- Non-
Unweighted -Weighted Total- Unweighted NSW/VIG NSW/VIG
Adults Weighted Adults

Gender by Age
Male 1824 4% 7% 6% 4% 8% 6%
Male 2534 9% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Male 3549 15% 14% 13% 15% 14% 13%
Male 5664 12% 11% 12% 14% 11% 12%
Male 65+ 9% 8% 9% 10% 7% 9%
Female 184 4% 7% 6% 3% 7% 6%
Female 25834 10% 10% 9% 7% 10% 9%
Female 349 14% 13% 13% 14% 13% 13%
Female 564 13% 11% 12% 13% 11% 12%
Female 65+ 11% 9% 10% 10% 8% 10%
Education
High School or Less 33% 47% 47% 39% 49% 48%
Some PosSecondary 26% 27% 28% 21% 29% 29%
University Degree or more 41% 26% 25% 40% 23% 23%
Urban Status
Major City 58% 71% 70% 53% 70% 68%
Not Major City 42% 29% 30% 47% 30% 32%
Phone Status
Cell Phone Only 8% 29% 29% - - -
Region/Strata
NSW 73% 32% 32% - - -
Victoria 19% 25% 25% - - -
Queensland 4% 19% 20% 51% 45% 46%
South Australia 2% 8% 7% 20% 19% 17%
Western Australia 2% 11% 11% 19% 25% 25%
Tasmania 1% 3% 2% 6% 6% 5%
Northern Territory <1% 1% 1% 2% 3% 2%
Australian Capital Territory <1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 4%
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TABLE35: Weighted and Unweighted Distributions and Population Parameters for
NSW and VICTORIA

Gender by Age

Male 1824 4% 6% 6% 5% 8% 6%
Male 2534 8% 10% 9% 10% 11% 10%
Male 3549 15% 13% 13% 16% 13% 13%
Male 5064 11% 11% 12% 12% 10% 11%
Male 65+ 9% 9% 9% 8% 8% 9%
Female 184 3% 6% 6% 5% 7% 6%
Female 2834 10% 10% 9% 11% 11% 10%
Female 3549 15% 13% 13% 12% 12% 13%
Female 564 14% 12% 12% 12% 11% 12%
Female 65+ 11% 10% 11% 10% 10% 10%
Education

High School or Less 33% 48% 47% 32% 45% 45%
Some PosSecondary 26% 25% 27% 27% 27% 26%
University Degree or more 41% 27% 27% 41% 28% 29%
Urban Status

Major City 61% 71% 71% 48% 75% 73%
Not Major City 39% 30% 30% 52% 25% 28%
PHN Strata

Central and Eastern Sydne 11% 21% 21% - - -
Hunter New England and - - -
Central Coast 11% 17% 17%

Murrumbidgee 10% 3% 3% - - -
Nepean Blue Mountains 9% 5% 5% - - -
North Coast 10% 7% 7% - - -
Northern Sydney 10% 12% 12% - - -
South Eastern NSW 10% 8% 8% - - -
South Western Sydney 10% 11% 12% - - -
Western NSW 10% 4% 4% - - -
Western Sydney 10% 12% 12% - - -
Health Regions

Rural - - - 49% 22% 23%
N. & W. Metro. (Urban) - - - 16% 30% 29%
S. Metro. (Urban) - - - 13% 21% 21%
E. Metro. (Urban) - - - 12% 16% 17%
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Canada

Survey data for Canada were weighteddgeby-gender, educational attainment, and phoséatus

(cell phone only or not) within each of the ten largest provinces (Newfoundland and Labrador, Prince
Edward Island, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and
British Columbia). Data were weighted for knowledge of official language within Quebec and Canada as

I 6K2fSo l RRAGAZ2yFftex RIGFE gSNB KSy ¢SAIKGSR
provinces and territories.

The weighting needed taddress several issues:
1. Over and undetrrepresentation of provinces as a result of sample design.
2. The need to accurately represent overall adult Canadian population as well as the overall adult
populations in the ten largest provinces.
3. Differences in the@robability of selection by:

a. The number of adults in the household, since in households reached by landline only
one adult was selected, respondents living in multipdieilt households had a lower
probability of selection.

b. The types of phone selected respitents answer: respondents whose households
answer both landlines and cell phones have a greater probability of selection than those
answering just one mode.

4. Systematic nofiesponse along known geographic and demographic parameters.

To address these coams the following steps were taken:
1/2. Data for each of ten provinces were weighted separately, so that each subsample accurately
represented the corresponding population.
3. To address concerns about probability of selection:

a. Within Household CorrectiofWHC): Respondents reached by landline phone and living
in households with 2 or more adults received a weight of 2. Those living in single adult
households, received a weight of 1. Since no selection was done in cell phone
households, the probability afelection there was 1.

b. DualUsage Correction (DUC): Adults answering both landlines and cell phones received
a weigh of 0.5. Those answering only a single mode, received a weight of 1.

c. A baseweight was created equaling the product of WHC X DUC.

Poststratification weighting: With the basweight applied, each subsampldewfoundland and
Labrador, Prince Edward Island, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba,
Saskatchewan, Alberta, and British Columhbiajerwent iterative proportional fittiy (IPF or

WNI {AY3IQ0> | LINRPOSRdAINBE Ay GKAOK GKS RIFGIE | NB
distribution of population parameters. This procedure was repeated until the total differences
between the weighted sample and the population parametand the weighed data were near

zero. Tableg6to 31 below compare the distributions of weighted and unweighted data and

the population parameters for Quebec, Ontario, Alberta, and Canada as a whole.


















































































