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This report is a product of a multi-national tegtproject conducted by the
Comparative Cognitive Test Workgroup. The workgrésip coordinated,
international effort organized to develop and cart@dun evidence-based methodology
for testing survey questions within cross-cultumamultinational contexts. For this
project, the coalition consisted of representatives 7 different nations and
incorporates 6 different languages: the US (in Bhghnd Spanish), UK, Bulgaria,
Portugal, Switzerland (in French), Germany, andrsp@he group is coordinated by
Kristen Miller at NCHS and Rory Fitzgerald from tReropean Social Survey. In
Fall 2007, workgroup members met in London to disqoroject goals and to
determine the process and protocol for conductiegstudy. In the next 5 months,
135 cognitive interviews were conducted by par8tipy countries. Interviews were
structured around questions provided by The Buddpimtive (a UNECE/Eurostat
task for to develop global measures for healtlesjaand the European Social Survey
(a biannual cross-national attitude survey condlict@ver 30 European countries).
In February, 2008, the group held a joint analgségting whereby a process was
developed to conduct a systematic, comparativeysisabf those interviews.
Through this process, the group was able to ideréfious interpretive patterns
resulting from socio-cultural and language-relatéfibrences among countries as
well as other patterns of error that could undeenire comparability of survey data.
This report summarizes the process and findindgseoBudapest Initiative
component.

This paper will layout:
I The types of analyses that are possible withdhta

Il. The types of findings that can be discovered
lll.  What should be done differently to improvetimethod

BACKGROUND

Description of Cognitive Testing

The aim of cognitive testing is to investigate hoell survey questions
perform when asked of respondents, that is, ifordpnts understand the questions
according to their intended design and if they paovide accurate answers based on
that intent. As a qualitative method, the primaepnefit of cognitive interviewing is
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that it provides rich, contextual insight into tlvays in which respondents 1) interpret
a question, 2) consider and weigh out relevantasmé their lives and, finally, 3)
formulate a response based on that considerafisrsuch, cognitive interviewing
provides in-depth understanding of the ways in Whiauestion operates, the kind of
phenomena that it captures, and how it ultimatetyes (or fails) the scientific goal.
Findings from a cognitive interviewing project tgplly lead to recommendations for
improving a survey question, or results can be us@dst-survey analysis to assist in
data interpretation.

Traditionally, cognitive testing is performed bynclucting in-depth, semi-
structured interviews with a small sample of appr@tely fifteen to thirty
respondents. The typical interview structure cstssdf respondents first answering
the evaluated question and then answering a serfelow-up probe questions that
reveal what respondents were thinking and theiomate for that specific response.
In this regard, cognitive interviews unfold withamarrative format and are often
personal and, in comparison to traditional survegriviews, are particularly unique
to each respondent. Through this semi-structuesiyd, various types of question-
response problems, such as interpretive errorsaaidlraccuracy, are uncovered—
problems that often go unnoticed in traditionalkvsyrinterviews. By asking
respondents to provide textual verification andghecess by which they formulated
their answer, elusive errors (what DeMaio and Relhigave termed “silent
misunderstandings”)are revealed.

As a qualitative method, the sample selection foognitive testing project is
purposive. Respondents are not selected throughdmm process, but rather are
selected for specific characteristics such as gemdece or some other attribute that
is relevant to the type of questions being examinafhen studying questions
designed to identify persons with disabilities, ésample, the test sample would
likely consist of respondents with a previously wmadisability and, to discover
potential causes of false positive reporting, soespondents with no known
disability. Because of the small sample size alicdocial and demographic groups
are represented. Analysis of cognitive intervielees not produce generalizable
findings, but rather, provides an explicit explaratof response processes including
patterns of interpretation which could lead to mese error.

Analysis of cognitive interviews can be conductexhf transcribed interviews
or, as is often the case, from interviewer nofEise texts of the interviews (either
transcribed materials or interviewer notes) aréated by question so that
comparisons can be made systematically acrosssgbndents. Several levels of
analysis can typically be performed. First, distioccurrences in which respondents
experience difficulty or confusion while answeriaig identified. Additionally,
specific instances or patterns of error are algechand, most importantly, the
particular causes of those errors are identifiedaddition to response errors, analysis
of cognitive interviews can be conducted to reyedterns of question interpretation.
By comparing each respondent’s interpretationpardicular question, patterns can
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be identified and then examined for consistencydeygtee of variation among
respondents. This type of interpretive analysissdwot necessarily illustrate overt
response errors, but rather provides deeper insighthe substance or the actual
meaning that constitutes the survey data.

Application for Cross-National or Cross-Culturalr@eys

Socio-cultural differences among respondents caergée question response
differences, not just in terms of differing withetBcientific intent, but with the way
that other respondents may view or process a @meskor example, American
Indian respondents who use tobacco in sacredsital be confused whether they
should count ritual-use for general smoking questior, if they assume that the
question pertains to ritual, may take offense eoshicred character of the quesfion.
Similarly, respondents from particular culturaliceg may be less inclined to report
having a physical limitation because disabilitgimsidered a stigmatized conditidn.
Uncovering these types of socio-cultural differenaee particularly important to
identify prior to fielding a survey. Rather thantdrpreting the differences in the
survey data as bias in the response process, dnelyecconstrued as “real”
differences and reported as study findings.

By conducting a comparative analysis of cognitivelviews, it is possible to
identify patterns of error and patterns of intetatien across groups of people. For
example, a cognitive testing study conducted it botal Mississippi and the
metropolitan DC area illustrated that those rueapondents with limited access to
health care were more likely to experience problanderstanding questions that
contained technical wording, such as “mammogrand”“@8A test.* Additionally,
by conducting a comparative analysis, cognitiveriiews can identify problems in
guestions that have been incorrectly translatetiairconvey even subtle meaning
differences in other languages. As such, the nadeto provide insight into whether
a particular error pattern or interpretive patteright be idiosyncratic or could
produce systematic bias in the survey data.

With cross-national surveys there is an additi@ament that cognitive
testing can help to examine. It is arguable thatittppact of the context in which the
guestions is asked is significantly amplified otr@ss-national survey. This is
certainly true for The European Social Survey. &@ample whilst welcoming its
wide coverage of a diverse range of cultures afitiqad systems, it also poses in
guestionnaire design. On the one hand, the ldhgenumber of countries in a cross-
national study, so the greater is the analytiaaleptial of the data with a wider range
of national contexts available as independent slgga On the other hand, it is
arguable that the larger the number and the meersh the range of countries, so the
more difficult it is for the study to produce eqalence. For instance, the entrance of
Turkey into the ESS in Round 2 as its first Mustiountry raised immediate issues
about the Judaic-Christian assumptions behindxistieg set of ESS questions on
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religion. Similarly the imported ESS questions'‘d@mocracy’ cued in quite

different issues within the ‘new’ democracies osEand Central Europe from those
they cued in within Western Europe. In the new deracies, the word referred more
to free elections, while in the older democraciesferred to civil rights and liberties.
Naturally we annotated the source questionnaii poiits translation to convey to
translators which of the two different connotatieves were looking for, and then
simply hoping that a form of words is availablesivery language to cue in the
equivalent connotation Cognitive interviewing can help to identify sudifficulties
prior to fielding allowing researchers the oppaityto consider methods to achieve
equivalence or accept the limitations of the method

Limitations of Comparative Cognitive Testing

Because cognitive testing directly examines thegho processes that
respondents use to answer survey questions, thechkblds much promise for
uncovering cultural or language-related problemguestion design. Nevertheless,
because of specific characteristics inherent tontathodology, the method itself has
potential limitations for conducting comparativeabsses and, ultimately, for making
socio-cultural based conclusions. Those charatiesiinclude:

= Small sample size

» Non-representative sample

» Non-standardized interviewing protocol

= Requirement of trained interviewers

= Under-developed literature and practice regardupgy rof analysis

= Lack of standardized criteria for what constitidesognitive interview

finding

To conduct a successful comparative analysis, thiemeacteristics must be included
as an integral component in the design of thegeing protocol as well as in the
actual method of analysis.

Although it can identify particular problems, besawf the small, purposive
sample, the method provides little insight into #ttual prevalence or the magnitude
of impact that the particular problem may havelmndurvey data. The strength of
the method is that it reveals interpretive pattessvell as the contextual frame of the
guestion-response process—it does not provideafgpdreshold by which a
guestion fails or passes. Whether only one cognitist respondent experienced the
problem does not imply that the problem shouldweracterized as a fluke. Nor
should one case of a problem be seen as a seldwus Ih order to determine whether
or not a particular problem discovered is sericusugh to attempt “fixing,” the
researcher must take into account various piecegamation such as the nature of
the problem, whether or not the problem is tiedgecific characteristics of
respondents or possible experiences, and weighavwithe survey data may
ultimately be affected by the flaw. This levelin$ight can only come from a
systematic analysis across all of the cognitiveririews. As a qualitative study,
coghnitive test findings provide pieces of insigtarh various perspectives that, when

® Fitzgerald and Jowell (2008)



brought together, can assist the question desiglystrin assessing the quality of the
guestion as it pertains to the type of phenomeatitishould capture. In this regard,
the usefulness of findings is tied to the typerddlgsis that is actually performed as
well as the completeness of that analysis.

On a practical level, the non-standardized intevirig protocol, which is
critical for fully exploring how each respondentarprets and formulates a response
to a question, makes comparative analyses betweatipia sites difficult. Unless
analyses across the test sites are coordinatedcanidicted in concert, cognitive
interviews themselves may not be comparable. Aaiditly, in conducting a
comparative analysis, it is important to considewtdata were collected (e.g. with
trained or inexperienced interviewers, from thirkadoud narratives or pre-scripted
follow-up probes), how the interviews were recor@ed. interviewer notes or
transcriptions), as well as how the cognitive iviaw data may be limited or even
flawed. That is, in conducting a comparative asialyit is critical to consider the
validity of the cognitive interview data itself ahdw the data quality might vary
across the different interviewing sites. Withaaking this necessary step, it will be
difficult to distinguish an “actual” comparativenfling from artifacts of the cognitive
interviewing process, particularly if that proc@sgolves numerous locations with
different interviewers conducting interviews in tipike languages.

METHODS

The primary objective of the Comparative Workgrqupject was to develop
and conduct a protocol that would assess eachignssperformance as well as to
make an evaluative statement regarding their comtylty across multiple countries
and differing languages. In developing the testqarol, the workgroup set out to
answer the following comparative questions:

1. Do the survey questions work consistently acrassoaintries and

subgroups?

2. Do respondents interpret questions consistentigribgss of country,
language, or demographic?

3. Do respondents use the same thought processesweraguestions?

4. If not, then, why are there differences? What alttoe countries,
languages or demographic subgroups generate differsponse
processes?

5. How can we “fix” or manage these differences thioggestion design?

To fully answer these questions, the workgroup waded to identify and address
the aspects of cognitive testing that undermineparability across test sites.

To begin the project, a meeting of workgroup merslveas held in London to
lay out the parameters of the project and to estalthe testing protocol. Aspects of
traditional cognitive testing were discussed amhtimcorporated into the overall
design. Those issues included:

1. Sample composition, selection and recruitment



2. Language equivalence and translation procedures

3. Use of non-standardized probing techniques, theaingn data quality
and comparability, and establishment of a semietired interview guide

4. Differing skill levels of interviewers, impact orath quality and
comparability, and interviewer training

5. Cognitive interview documentation, what constitiaefinding, and data
processing and organization

Importantly, plans were made to ensure commumicaid coordination
across the multiple interviewing locations. Spieaity, weekly conference calls
were scheduled, and time-lines were establisheth&king translations and
conducting interviews. Additionally, the ESS cezhtt workgroup website so that
common documents (e.g. the interviewing guide, $amgmuirements, translation
procedures) could be easily accessed, and membgdsmose questions and have
discussions with group members. Lastly, a finatkgooup meeting was scheduled
after all interviews were conducted to analyzeririgav data through a systematic
group process. That joint analysis took place asWhngton DC, in February 2008.

The following sections detail the design and impetation of that process.
Sampling

Countries were asked to conduct a minimum of 1€riews and, if possible,
were urged to conduct more interviews. It wasmeitged that differences in sample
size, while not ideal, would not bias the analgsist would in a quantitative study.
The greatest disadvantage would be that, for thosatries with smaller samples, the
possibility of an incomplete data set would be tgedhat is, it does not fully capture
the range of question response processes as itliand larger sample. The key
problem at the analysis stage is instances whexdiiotis a problem in a country with
a large sample that cannot also be found in a cpwith a smaller sample. One
cannot always know if the problem exists in bothrddes or not making the decision
about whether to ‘fix’ the question more difficuftixing the question in one country
might create new difficulties in countries where tiriginal problem does not exist.
Where possible therefore the sample sizes shoslsrerquivalent coverage in each
country. Take for example a test of questions foattonally representative sample
survey. A homogeneous country would probably regaismaller sample size than a
one with a more heterogeneous one. But this sHmitdken into account in the
design.

Samples were to be diverse in age, gender and-sgcoimomic status.
Additionally, to adequately test the health stategjions, at least half of respondents
were to have either a hearing, visibility, mobildy cognitive functioning problem.
This was an inevitable compromise between the sampkeds of the Bl where
health conditions needed to be over representedhadSS that was looking for a
sample broadly reflecting the general populatioroading to key characteristics that
were likely to affect comprehension and processingttitude questions. Since the



sample was purposive and based on specific reqeireEsncountries were able to
recruit by whatever means was most efficient fenthfor example, by placing an

advertisement, handing out fliers, or through éxgshetworks of respondents. All

countries except Bulgaria provided respondent rearation (approx. $40USD).

The charts below depict the number, demographifilpi@nd health state of the final

sample for each country.

Respondent Demogr aphics by Countr

Total

Gender

Age
(in years)

[Education

Men

Women

18 - 29

30-69

70+

< HS degree

HS degree +

Bulgaria

10

5 5

2 4

4

6

Germany

10

5 5

2

4

6

Great
Britain

29

15 14

4
8 9

12

9

20

Portugal

3

N

3

5

Spain

18

]

9

9

Switzerland-
French

17

5
10 8
8

3
6 6
7 4

2

12

United
States-
English

30

11 19

14

16

United
States-
Spanish

13

3 10

Total

135

61 74

32 58

45

54

81

Respondent Health Problems by Country

M obility

Hearing

Cognitive

Mental
Health

Bulgaria

3

1

Germany

2

2
2 1

Great
Britain

5

8 3

Portugal

Spain

Switzerland-
French

3
3
2

w|h|O
Oo|lW|F-

United
States-
English

14

United
States-
Spanish

Total

35

23 15

13

Data Collection

The interviewing protocol consisted of two sectioasBl component and an ESS « - -
component. It was semi-structured, consistindieftest questions followed by a few

general pre-scripted probe questions. Interviewer® instructed to spend 30

minutes on each section regardless of whethertathabcomponent was completed.

Additionally, interviewers were instructed to begialf of their interviews with the

_ - - | Kommentar [L1]: | am not sure

it was always degree that was use
as the cutting point. Please check
this.
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Bl component and the other half with the ESS qoasti The protocol was written

in English. (See Appendix A). Countries that wepaeducting interviews in
languages other than English were responsiblerfmyring a translated protocol.
Countries were required to produce translationsguie committee approach. (See
Appendix B). Translation is of course a criticamkent in the process of developing
an equivalent questionnaire. Where possible castwiere asked to use the ESS
committee TRAPD approach to translation of thegmof. This occurred in
Switzerland, Spain, Germany and with the US Spamigstionnaire. This technique
avoids back translation and instead uses a teanoagpto develop an optimally
equivalent translation In Bulgaria and Portugaldis not possible to implement this
procedure in full but back translation was stilbaed. In any event it is essential that
where possible all countries use the same traoslgtiocedure and that the procedure
used prior to cognitive testing is identical totthéich will be used before the
ultimate field implementation. This aids later exatlon of the ‘source’ of problems
with particular questions.

The written probes were intended to serve only giside for interviewers
(particularly those inexperienced in cognitive mtewing) to illicit how respondents
understood the question as well as how they fortedltheir answer; the prescripted
probes were not intended to be used rigidly. Dtire interview, respondents were
asked each survey item and were then probed taiexleir answer. Each interview
varied depending on whether the respondents hagsigal or mental health
problem. Typical follow-up questions included, ‘M@0?” and “Why do you say

\that?” _ - | Kommentar [L2]: | am not sure
’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’’ how so was typical — the 2 open

. . . .. . L . . probes on the protocol were typical
Interviewers ranged in their cognitive interviewiexperience. SpeCIflcaIIy, from what | gathered at the joint

interviewers for the US, Spain, Germany and thew@ge very experienced and analysis meerting
regularly conducted cognitive tests. On the olttaard, cognitive interviewing was

new to those interviewing for Bulgaria, Portugati&witzerland. To compensate for

the lack of experience, a training session was &elde London meeting.

Additionally, particular effort was given to comnicate with those newer

interviewers throughout the project. In retrospewatould have been optimal for all

those conducing interviews to have attended amviet®ing style harmonisation

meeting. It is likely that different institutionsatn differing style of probing, note

taking and analysis. Making some attempt at harsiogithese for cross-national

projects would be useful in future.

All interviews were audio-recorded except for thosaducted in Spain and
the US-English, which were video-recorded. Froaséhrecordings, interviewers
wrote detailed sets of notes which were then caedgily question. Interviewers then - -
charted their data in tables formatted so they ditwel easily accessible for a
thorough joint analysis. Notes documents wereteriin the language of the
interview, however, charts were translated intolBhgso that all workgroup

members could understand and analyze data actasaiatries.

Kommentar [L3]: | think some
countries tries went straight from
tapes to charts eg Switzerland
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The main problem conveyed by interviewers was tti&protocol was too
long; there was not enough time to adequately calef the questions. Although
interviewers attempted to prioritize questions tlate not covered in previous
interviews, some sections had incomplete datas Wbk particularly the case for the
hearing question that was placed at the end dBtltemponent. For the ESS
guestions some of the items at the end on ageosgpes only received basic
attention and some of the other age items wittoasrproblems were not covered in
detail because major revisions were needed. Coaadlguresults will not be
presented for these items.

Method of Analysis

For cross-national or cross-subgroup comparatiedyaes, the analysis itself
should be conceptualized in three distinct layfrse first and simplest level of
analysis occurs within the interview, specificaky, the interviewer attempts to
understand how one respondent has come to undérgiarcess and then answer a
survey question. The interviewer must act as atalyring the interview, evaluating
the information that the respondent describes alalfing up with additional
questions if there are gaps, incongruencies ourtisjires in the explanation. From
this vantage point (i.e. within a single cognitiméerview) basic response errors, such
as recall trouble or misinterpretation, can be fified.

The second layer of analysis occurs through @&meic examination of all
interviews together. Specifically, interviews shibbie examined to identify patterns
in the way respondents interpret and process thstigun. By making comparisons
across all of the interviews, patterns can be ifledtand then examined for
consistency and degree of variation among respdsdeconsistencies in the way
respondents interpret questions may not necessagiin misinterpretation, but can
illustrate even the subtle interpretation differenthat respondents use as they
consider the question in relationship to their difecircumstance. From this
vantage point is it possible to identify the pheeomthat is captured by the
particular survey question which, in the end, tlates the substantive meaning
behind the statistic. Additionally, from this layaf analysis, it is possible to identify
patterns of calculation across respondents. Bhigiticularly useful for example in
understanding how qualifying clauses such asHénpgast 2 weeks” or “on average”
impact the way respondents form their answer anethen respondents consistently
use the clause in their calculation.

The last level, the heart of the cross-culturallgsis, occurs through an
examination of the patterns across sub-groupstifgiery whether particular groups
of respondents interpret or process a questioerdifitly. This level of analysis (i.e.,
identifying patterned differences among subgroigpprticularly important because
this is where potential for bias would occur. Aylseib-group in cross-national
guestionnaire development is country since thisasmts a key source of likely
differences in the way respondents process theiqoes



To implement these layers of analysis for this @arative Workgroup
project, cognitive interview data was charted, gy for a systematic analysis
across all interviews. (See Appendix 3). At thekgooup meeting, analysis
consisted of a lead researcher guiding the workgtbrough the multiple levels of
analysis—first identifying basic errors, then, datming whether those errors \\
occurred in patterns across interviews. Seconkéyjnterview data was examined to"
identify patterns of interpretation and patternsaitulation. Finally, the patterns

were further investigated to determine whether thegurred within in a specific

\

\
\
\
\

focused primarily on country and language diffeemncCharts were used as the
primary source of data, but interviewer notes vase referenced when clarification
was needed. For a few instances were even furtaefication was required, *
workgroup members reviewed recordings of the ingsvs—though this review
occurred after the analysis meeting. Becausarotfdd time, analysis of the Bl
guestions could not be completed in the joint asialgneeting. The remaining
analysis occurred after the meeting, with one mebea analyzing the charts and then
following up with group members for clarificatios eequired.

RESULTS

Prior to the meeting a scheme to identify the sesiaf error in cross-national social
surveys was developed based upon experience frestiganaire design in the
European Social Survey (Fitzgerald, 2008). It waged that cognitive interviewing - --

would enable these sources to be identified in &idimg researchers in their efforts
to fix problems. The error sources were as foltows

1. Socio-cultural differences: given respondentgia-cultural context, the question
is attempting to measure a concept that either doesxist or takes on a different of
meanings that are not comparable.

2. Translation error — the translation of the ifgrmduced a question in the target
language which was not functionally equivalentattin the source questionnaire.

3. Interaction between source question and triaosla the question appears to work
well in British English (or the source languagerigeiised) but has features in its
design which make translation difficult. Exampleeslide the use of idioms,
colloquial language, scales with vague quantifiers.
Outside of these comparative problems, some qumssiiothe protocol were .-
categorized by a fourth category that would applgll cognitive interviewing
projects ...
4. Poor source question: all or part of a quassgoorly designed such that
the question (even in the source language) doesmeasure the phenomena as
intended.

N
N
N
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For the Bl questions, the majority of comparativelppem types were related to
translation or the interaction between the soutstion and the translation.

EXAMPLES to illustrate:
1. the 4 types of findings
2. Would be nice to additionally illustrate the myriafdtypes of analyses that

can be conducted.

Possible Examples to Pull From:

Walking

Short Distance

How much difficulty do you have walking 100 yards on level ground that would be
? Would you say: no difficulty, alittle difficulty, alot of difficulty, or are

you unableto dothis?

If aid: How much difficulty do you have walking 100 yardson level ground that would
be without using your [mention aid(s) in W1b]Would you say:
no difficulty, alittle difficulty, alot of difficulty, or are you unableto do this?

Responses by Countr
Country None Little A Lot Unable Cannot | Total
Answer

US English 14 10 2 3 0 29
US Spanish | 8 3 0 0 0 11
Switzerland | 13 1 1 0 0 15
Spain 15 3 0 0 0 18
Portugal 7 1 0 0 0 8

Germany 8 1 0 1 0 10
Bulgaria 6 1 3 0 0 10
Great Britain| 20 5 1 2 0 28

91 (69.4%) | 27 (20.6%)| 7 (5%)| 6 (4.6%) 0 131

In explaining the basis of their answers, respotsprimarily described day-

to-day experiences walking, for example, “goinghe store,” “exercising on a
treadmill,” “walking the dog,” and “walking from ghmountain into town.” Among
the Spanish interviews, however, there were a f&seg that extended outside the

11

\

- Kommentar [L10]: The focus of!

national comparisons
\

=

the Berlin paper should really be of
the comparative angle. If other

lessons about cognitive interviewi
and analysis were learnt then ther
is another paper in it that | think yg
should write. But for 3MC we

should keep the focus on cross-

(ST

e B
Kommentar [k11]: | agree for
the most part—though we need to
be illustrate through this discussion
that this is a much more
sophisticated data set than what ig
normally attributed to cognitive
testing studies. It is a huge
advantage, and | think it is
important to illuatrate this asset—i
not making it explict. Once the ES
work is done, we need to work
together to figure out what examples

L to include

n

J

- Kommentar [L12]: | think it is

OK to show the numbers but the
proportions should be removed
because they have little meaning

Kommentar [k13]: | disagree—
| they add—to the point that readefs
are going to mentally calculate the

anyway.




action of walking, such as “climbing stairs,” “gardng,” and “daily activities.” At
this time, it is not clear why there is a differeramong Spanish respondents; an
explanation will require additional analysis as Meetomparison of the US-Spanish
and Spain translations.

Almost half of the French-speaking respondents fBwitzerland
misunderstood the question as asking about ruringtgad of walking. This error
was found to be related to the translation.Rathan understanding the phrase
"parcourir 100 metres" (which, in English, mearscover the distance of 100

meters"), some respondents understood the wordoasit" (which means “to run”).

Regarding the distance, each country was askesktovhatever examples that
they deemed appropriate for their country. Thosemples were:

Country Example of 100 meters

US English “the length of a football field”

US Spanish “the length of a football field”

Switzerland “the length of a football field”

Spain “the length of a football field”

Portugal “one lap of a running track”

Germany “the length of a football field”

Bulgaria Interviewer described the distance in the
interview

Great Britain “the length of a football field”

Relatively consistent across the countries anddaggs, many respondents stated
that the examples helped them to define 100 mg#eds; they would not have
known how to define that distance without exampldswever, some respondents
stated that, even with the examples, they werealblat conceptualize 100
meters/yards. These were primarily women or athgpondents who were not
familiar with sports-related references. Whilevés difficult for some of these
respondents to form an answer, all respondents aldecto speculate the distance
(with varying degrees of accuracy) in order to juleva response. It is important to
note that, in many cases, it is difficult to assgksther or not respondents’
conceptions of 100 meters/yards is truly accuraieexplain their conceptualization,
respondents could only describe specific landmarkghich only they were familiar
(e.g., the distance from their house to the bus, stiofrom their house to school).
However, consensus among workgroup members wasnhabst cases, estimates
were likely to be accurate, and the group conclutiatithe examples were beneficial
and did not contribute additional problems.

It was clear, however, that in a few cases, respatsdncorrectly
overestimated the distance (for example, thinkivgais equivalent to 2 kilometers)
and then answered incorrectly—because they dithel@ve they could walk that
exaggerated length. There were no cases in whiebppndent underestimated the
length, thereby, reporting that they would havelifficulty when, in reality, they
would have difficulty.
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Approximately one in five respondents stated thaythad mobility problems
to the extent that they required the use of arsthgsidevice, such as a cane, walker
or wheelchair. The chart below illustrates the gl@mvith a breakdown of assistive
device use.

Use of Assistive Device by Country

Country Device Total
US English 14 29
US Spanish | 2 11
Switzerland | 2 15
Spain 0 18
Portugal 0 8
Germany 2 10
Bulgaria 4 10
Great Britain| 4 28
29 (22.1%) | 131

For those respondents requiring assistive devibese were no outstanding problems
regarding the device clause. Specifically, no oesient had difficulty understanding
and then reporting their ability to walk withougthise of their device. Only a couple
respondents, acknowledged some confusion, but diadifficulty once the

interviewer clarified the clause or simply repeatse question.

In a few cases across each country, respondentiffiadlty answering the question
because their particular type of walking problemas always constant. Instead, their
problems varied along the basis of a chronic camlite.g., osteoporosis, arthritis) or
environmental conditions (the weather, ground ceueh as cobblestones or grass).
In these cases, respondents were apprehensive@buwiging an answer that was
rooted within an amount or magnitude of difficulbyt were more inclined to answer
with frequency, such as “sometimes.”

Long Distance

If no aid: How much difficulty do you have walking 500 yards on level ground that
would be about ? Would you say: no difficulty, alittle difficulty, a
lot of difficulty, or areyou unableto do this?

If aid: How much difficulty do you have walking 500 yar ds on level ground that would
be about without using your [mention aid(s) in W1b]2Would you
say: no difficulty, alittle difficulty, alot of difficulty, or are you unableto do this?

The table below shows respondents answers to #mtign:
Responses by Country

Country None Little A Lot Unable Cannot Total
Answer
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US English 13 3 4 5 0 25
US Spanish | 2 6 1 0 3 12
Switzerland | 10 2 2 0 1 15
Spain 14 2 2 0 0 18
Portugal 7 0 1 0 0 8
Germany 7 1 1 1 0 10
Bulgaria 6 1 1 1 1 10
Great Britain| 17 4 3 2 1 27
76 (60.8%) | 19 (15.2%)| 15 (12%) 9 (7.2% 6 (4.8%) 251

For most aspects, the long distance question agkmathe same manner as the short
distance question. Like the previous questiorrgtieere no difficulties regarding the
assistive device clause; respondents had no odistadifficulty understanding or
reporting their ability without the use of theidaiAnd, like the previous question, a
few Swiss respondents understood the questiorkasgasbout running (even though
it was previously established in the short-distameestion that the verb was
"parcourir’” and not “courir”).

However, respondents’ conceptualization of the évrdistance became more of a
problem than in the previous question. Unlikegkamples in the short-distance
guestion, these examples were less tangible asdnre cases, too abstract for
respondents to imagine. The examples were:

Country Example of 500 meters

US English Washington DC: “1/3 of a mile”
North Carolina: Interviewer used
example of the road that all respondents
traveled to get to the site of the interviey

US Spanish “the length of 5 football fields”

Switzerland “the length of 5 football fields”

Spain “the length of 5 football fields”

Portugal “a bit more than a running track”

Germany “the length of 5 football fields”

Bulgaria (Interviewer described the distance in the
interview)

Great Britain “the length of 5 football fields”

Consequently, a few respondents (unlike in theiptesv/question) were unable to
speculate the distance and provide an answer. Stmaerespondents did provide an
answer, however, it was based on a grossly overatd conceptualization of 500
meters. For example, one Spanish respondent imchdive football pitches to be
“very far” and, consequently, reported that she idnave “a lot” of difficulty.
Similarly, in thinking that the distance must beremely far, a US Spanish speaking
respondent could not answer the question, stdtimgpn’t know, | have never done

it.”
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Cognition

Cognition 1

Because of a physical, mental or emotional problem, do you have difficulty
concentrating, remembering or making decisions? Would you say: no difficulty, alittle
difficulty, alot of difficulty, or areyou unableto do these things?

In the joint analysis meeting, no overt problemsenidentified. Initially, it was
suggested that the question might be double-bad;diut upon examination there
was no evidence to substantiate the problem. Aersobtle problem, however, some
respondents (for whatever reason) were not viettirgjuestion as health question,
one intended to measure cognitive impairment. eviprecifically, workgroup
members suggested that some respondents who ads\aditde” might have
answered thinking of relatively trivial problemsdamot because of a true cognitive
functioning problem. Without tallied data, howeyviewas impossible to fully
explore this concern in the meeting.

Now, in looking at the totality of responses, ip@ssible to see whether or not
and the extent that an interpretation problem sxisthin the sample. The table
below shows those results by country.

Responses by Country
Country None Little A Lot Unable | Total
US English 9 15 5 0 29
US Spanish 5 7 1 0 13
Switzerland 5 8 2 0 15
Spain 11 7 0 0 18
Portugal 4 4 0 0 8
Germany 5 4 1 0 10
Bulgaria 2 6 2 0 10
Great Britain 13 13 3 0 29
54 (40.9%) | 63 (47.7%) 14 (10.6% 0 13p

Of primary concern, more than half of all resportdeeported a cognitive

functioning problem, and, given the sample selectidgteria, it is implausible that all
of these respondents would have a true problenis iftlicates the likelihood of an
interpretation problem. That is, as suspectetiérjaint analysis, it appears that some
respondents are not viewing the question as one#maures functioning problems.
Looking across the countries, however, there doggppear to be any country that
stands out as different; if there is an interpretaproblem at least the problem
appears to be across the board.

Given the specific nature of the problem, it isgibke that this problem could easily
be resolved by counting the “little” reports as fie—essentially turning the
variable into 3 categories None/A lot/Unable. Hgere this is only a viable solution
if those who interpreted the question as “normadibfems answered “a little,” and
those who interpreted it as a mental health questiswered “a lot.” This, however,
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requires determining what types of cognitive pratdanight be excluded by
combing those respondents. To explore the vighifithis solution, the cognitive
interview data would need to be more closely exawhin

To address this issue, interview data was exantmeédétermine what respondents
considered when answering “little"—specifically,dscern between those cases of
solid cognitive functioning problems and those wijported trivial, questionable
problems. Those cases that were classifieliesiionable were those that (from data
in the charts) explained that it was “not reallgrablem,” mentioned that the problem
was of “no significance” or “no impact on theirdjf that the type of problem is
“common” or “usual,” or that they were not concatradout the problem. Those
cases that were deemedre solid were those that (from data in the charts) inditate
that the problem was due to an emotional, menthkatth problem, such as a stroke,
ADD or depression. In the end, approximately tWivets of all respondents
answering "“little” appeared to have solid cognitiuactioning problems. A full one-
third, however, described their problem as normet-mterpreting the question as a
guestion about cognitive functioning. The tablobeillustrates the break down by
country.

Country Respondents Reporting “Little” Total Reports
Questionable More solid of “Little”
US English 6 9 15
US Spanish 3 4 7
Switzerland 5 3 8
Spain 1 6 7
Portugal 2 2 4
Germany 1 3 4
Bulgaria 1 5 6
Great Britain 3 9 12
22 (34.9%) 41 (65%) 63 (47.7)
(17.7% of all 132 cases) (31% of all 132 cases)

It is important to note that, to a certain extéimé distinction between the two forms
of interpretation are unclear—particularly becatigephenomena itself is subject to
interpretation. For example, it is not clear whettegnitive problems due to
temporary depression or grief should be countesltase cognitive problem, even
though it may manifest as a true problem in a redpot’s life. Additionally, some
respondents answered affirmatively thinking of fting seemingly trivial items
such as forgetting names or birthdays. Howevethém—especially if their memory
problem occurs daily—the problem is not trivialotNvanting to override
respondents’ judgements, these vaguer cases Vitire tlee more solid category.
Further, and most importantly, the categorizatiaresonly as good as the description
provided in the charts.

Nevertheless, it can be safely concluded that whidse responses in the “little”

category contain an element based on a “normadtpnétation, it also contains an
element of true cognitive impairment—an element #auld not want to be lost by
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collapsing the category “little” with “none.” Coeguently, it may be prudent to
consider other ways of asking about cognitive fioméhg in order to more accurately

capture variation in functioning abilities.

Cognition 2

How much difficulty do you have remembering important things? Would you say: no
difficulty, alittle difficulty, alot of difficulty, or are you unable to do these things?

With a cursory look at the initial responses, ggsond cognition question appears
better at capturing the health interpretation ttiigthe first cognition question. See
the table below. Only 37% of respondents answaff@anatively to this second
question. Additionally, while half of all respormts answered “a little” in the
previous question, only a third answered “a litie’'this question—essentially the
same amount of thmore solid responses from the previous question.

Responses by Country
Country None Little A lot Unable | Total
US English 10 6 3 0 19
US Spanish 8 6 0 0 14
Switzerland 12 2 1 0 15
Spain 13 4 1 0 18
Portugal 5 3 0 0 8
Germany 7 3 0 0 10
Bulgaria 6 3 1 0 10
Great Britain 15 11 2 0 28
76 (62.3%) | 38 (31.1%) 7 (5.7%) 0 122

At first glance, it might appear that those “litttesponses of Cognition 2 might be
capturing themore solid responses of Cognition 1. If this is true, thies finding
would lead to the conclusion that Cognition 2 is ietter question (in that it more
accurately distinguishes those respondents witlr tagnitive functioning
problems). The cross analysis of the two questises chart below) depicts those
respondents answering “a little” to either cogmitiuestion, thereby characterizing
the extent to which the two questions overlap amhgating out the truer cases of
functioning problems.

Cognition 1: How much difficulty do you have concentrating, remembering, or
making decisions?

None A little A lot
Questionable MoreCertain

Cogni
tion 2
No
ne
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................... USE12 USE17
USE10 USE25
USE28

USS2 USS8
Sw3 Swi14 Sw20
Sw24 Sp05

P2 Sp14

G6 GB12 GB46

(13.1% of cases)

B7 Sw34
USE22 Sw35
USsi1 USS5 B9
® GB47 GB11
E P4 GB47
<
(4% of cases) 4.9%
------ Swil mmmeme—————
5
< (.8% of cases)

* the letter-number combinations appearing in thlésare identifications for individual respondewfihin countries: USE-
United States English, USS-United States SpaniskSWitzerland, P-Portugal, G-Germany, B-Bulgari&-&reat Britain, S-
Spain.

If the above hypothesis is correct (i.e., that@ognition 2 question more accurately
sorts out the trivial problems), then the majodfycases would be located in the
Bright Green (as opposed to the Red and Pink)afrdee chart. (And, in the Bright
Green area as opposed to the Light Green area Qtlestionable/More Certain
categorizations are correct.) The fact that tlaeeeso many cases in the Bright Red
areas suggest that this hypothesis is not corretthat, while there is some overlap,
the two questions appear to capture some relatdiéflsrent ideas. To better
understand the extent of the incongruity betweertwo questions, the qualitative
data of individual cases was examined to determimgthese respondents answered
“a little” to one of the cognition questions, buche” to the other. This level of
analysis could illustrate how and why each quegtieriormed differently, as well as
which question better captured the phenomena ietéhgl the Budapest Initiative.

Firstly, analysis was conducted to explain thosesadhat are captured by
Cognition 1, but not by Cognition 2 (those fallimgthe pink and red areas of the
chart). Of all respondents, 37 (30.3%) answerddtf@’ to Cognitive 1
(Concentrating, Remembering, Making Decision) amaite” to Cognitive 2
(Remembering Important Things). The following 8rtes explain the incongruity
between the two questions (hote, that becausestfeeyot mutually exclusive, some
cases appear in more than one theme):
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1) 13 of those respondents based their answerconaentration or decision

making problem; they did not have a memory proldenanswered “none” to

Cognitive 2. This is important because it illustsathat Cognitive 1 is picking

up this dimension of functioning ability that Cotiwé 2 is not picking up.
Those cases include: USE28, Sw21, P2, P6, G6, B8 GB12,
GB24, GB31, GB37, GB43

2) 25 of those respondents were impacted by thd woportant” in the
Cognitive 2 question, such that it raised the datefrom the first to the
second question to a more serious level: thes@negmts would answer yes,
“a little” to the Cognitive 1 question, but “non& the more serious Cognitive
2 question because of the word “important.” If tjuestionable/more solid
categories are correct, we should see most of tass in the pink area of
the chart. While there are many, there are sfidimamount in the Red area.
This conclusion would suggest that Cognitive 2 rolggha better question—at
least in sorting out the trivial problems. Howeeecritical qualitative finding
is that respondents broadly varied in their intetation of “important things,”
from “remembering relatives birthdays” to “payingdical bills.”
Consequently, those respondents with more seviepietations of
“important things” were inappropriately sifted aftthe Cognitive 1
Question, while those with less severe interpratativere included. This
conclusion suggests that Cognition 2 is not théebeuestion because, while
it does pare down respondents reporting problendeeis not necessarily pare
down the correct respondents.

Those cases include: USE12, USE17, USE10, USE252|J3SS8,

Sw3, Swi14, Sw20, Sw21, Sw23, Sw24, Sp05, Spl1,,Fdws, G7,

P2, P6, B2, B3, B6, GB12, GB46, GB33

3) 6 of the respondents answered none to Cogrittimecause they have
specifically developed strategies to not forgesthtimportant” things. This
is critical because the intent of the questiomimeasure health state; it is not
intended to pick up adaptive strategies.

Those cases include: USE19, USE24, Sp5, P2, G61GB3

For 4 of the cases, it was difficult to make sewfshe discrepancy; there was not
enough detailed information to explain the discrepya
Those cases include: Sw22, Sp10, G2, GB24

Finally, to explain those cases that are captuye@dgnition 2 (Important Things),
but not by Cognition 1 (Concentrating, RememberMgking Decisions),
specifically, those cases in the blue area of tizetc Of the entire sample, 13
(10.6%) respondents answered “a little” to impdrtaings but “none” to
concentrating, remembering, deciding. Of thosegasxplanations for only two of
those cases could be determined. First, one rdspoP5) did not consider memory
in the concentrating, remembering and making deassiand then said no—but did
have a problem with remembering, which he did aithportant things question.
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Second, another respondent (P1) answered “northétfirst question, but answered
the second question “little” because she has feegaome birthdays of family
members, which “are important!” Hearing the womthortant” in the second
guestion changed the types of things that she wiaaldde in her answer.

Without being able to determine the incongruity amthe other cases, it is
impossible to determine if these two cases repteseammon theme. It is possible,
however, to speculate. For example, as was fothelyord “important” in the
Cognitive 2 question might have operated in theogfip direction for some
respondents than intended. Additionally, it maybesible that some respondents
did not consider the word “important” when formiag answer. Both of these
explanations (should they prove true) would furtihelicate that Cognitive 2 is a
weaker question.

Conclusion: The Cognition 1 question appears piuwa more of the intended
phenomena than the Cognition 2 question. The skegoastion is more likely to

miss those with concentrating and making decisioblpms, as well as those who
have adapted life strategies to compensate for ¢hgnitive functioning problem.
Further Cognition 2 is subject to a broad rangmtafrpretation because of the word
“important.” While this question is able to pam@ah respondents (more than
Cognition 1) because of the word “important,” itedmot consistently and equally do
so across all respondents and so does not nedgssatiout the correct respondents.
From this analysis, the interpretive variation dnesappear to be systematic across
any one country or language. At the same timeCibgnition 1 question does appear
to be capturing some respondents that do not lmagecbgnitive functioning
impairment, and consequently, could be improved.

Affect

Affect 1

Overall, during the past week, how worried, nervous, or anxiousdid you feel? Would
you say: not at all, slightly, moder ately, a lot, or extremely worried, nervous, or
anxious?

The table below shows respondents answers to #mign:

Responses by Country
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Country Not at all Slightly Moderately A lot Extremely Total
US English 10 6 4 3 1 24
US Spanish 3 1 3 2 4 13
Switzerland 2 9 3 1 15
Spain 7 6 4 0 1 18
Portugal 1 1 5 1 0 8
Germany 1 5 3 0 0 9
Bulgaria 4 2 2 0 2 10
Great Britain | 5 8 11 1 3 28
31 (24.8%) 31 (24.8%) 41 (32.8%) 10 (8%) 12 (9.6% 125

As in the Cognition 1 question, workgroup membeiggested that this question
could be double-barrelled. However, while som@oeslents stated that their answer
varied for each of the three feeling statementgmgtresented with response
categories, they were able to formulate one regptmthe question. Only one
German respondent refused to answer Affect 1ngtahiat his answer would differ
along the three different feelings.

For the most part, respondents in all of the caesithought specifically about
worrying. In only a few cases did the respondkimkt outside this interpretation.

For example, one US Spanish-speaking respondeweags in regards to his
clinically-diagnosed depression as opposed to anxinother US Spanish-speaking
respondent answered “moderately” thinking of aryxa the happiness and
anticipation of taking a trip to visit her relataze

In the joint analysis, the group identified tworakntal themes by which respondents
based their answers: 1) specific experiences spdps in the past week or 2) a state
of being, such as a characteristic of their pertgrar a more static condition like
being unemployed.

Those that based their answer upon a state of lseimgjdered such things as 1) a
health problem that has them concerned (SpaingaBiall0), 2) worry about
economic insecurity (Spain8, Portugal3) and 3) ged@n that they are “worriers by
nature” (e.g., GB1 described constantly clenchiegtbeth). Those that based their
answer more upon state of being were not as likefgcus on the “past week” time
reference posed in the question. It is not cliethreise respondents ignored the time
frame because it was not relevant to their conedigation, or whether they formed
their conceptualization specifically because thieymbt hear the time frame.

Those that considered the time frame were inclinembnsider specific incidents or
experiences within the past week. Examples include

US17: got a speeding ticket so was worried thfg would be angry

US18: was worried about speaking Spanish in utrf8panish class

Swiss 11: needed to find people for his shootoaiety

Swiss 20: was worried about permission from aaingut weekend leave

Swiss 24: was taking an apprenticeship class

Swiss 35: was preparing the Christmas meal andeddnto be nice
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Germany 1: was worried when the cat was sick

Germany 10: had work due at the university

Bulgaria 8: felt nervous about a test

Great Britain 3: was going away for the weekenthadn’t heard
confirmation from the hotel

In forming their answers, respondents who consitlarspecific incident tended to
evaluate that specific incident and did not ave@gehe amount of worry across the
full seven days. That is, while the question aslesgphondents to consider the
seriousness or magnitude of their anxiety and #wemage it across the week, most
were inclined to simply rate the magnitude or agsi®ss (as they perceived it) of the
one or two particular incidents. This explains thter large amount of respondents
(a full three-fourths of the sample) reporting amiaty problem—with half reporting

a least a moderate problem. It should be notedothlig 13 respondents in the entire
study were screened in with a mental health problem

In this way, it appears that the time frame mighb aindermine the reliability of the
question. In the joint analysis, each country fified which cases had incongruent
answers to the open and closed versions of theignedn some of those cases, the
shifting of answers was due to the fact that redpats, by the time the second
guestion was asked, thought of another incidentrtttad differently.

It should be noted as well, that in some of thésiss specifically the “none” to the
“slightly” responses, occurred because respondetagpreted the word “slightly” as
“close to none.” At first, with the open-endedsien, respondents did not believe
that the question was asking about such insigmifiearries, but then picked up this
connotation when the response categories contégtigtitly.”

Additionally, error was identified in some responti consideration of “the past
week.” Specifically, a few respondents considehedpast couple months, another
the past couple weeks, and still another the pas(idterestingly, this respondent
changed her answer when she considered the erttégle because she remembered
another episode of worry.)

In sum, the interpretations were relatively comsisin that most considered
worrying. However, the specific basis of the resms varied across the two
patterns: incidents vs. state of being. The selegrntime frame generates another
variable.

The need for additional analysis was also idemtifiEor example, a more careful
analysis could be conducted by comparing the diffesubgroups (i.e. country and
language) base their answer—state of being vso@pisHowever, this would require
the charts to be more consistent and specific tivey currently are in order to
categorize and count each case. Additionallyhénworkgroup analysis meeting,
some discussion arose about potentially differezsamings conveyed in the translated
versions of the response categories. Becausespenmse categories consisted of 5
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levels of vague quantifiers (not at all, slightlypderately, a lot , extremely), there is
a greater potential for loss of comparability asrthe languages.

Affect 2

Overall, during the past week, how sad, low, or depressed did you feel? Would you say:
not at all, dightly, moderately, alot, or extremely sad, low, or depressed?

The same themes from the first affect questionrekte the second—that
respondents base their answer on either a spepifiode in the past week, or they
consider their the personality or state of being tiua relatively static situation such
as their poor health or unemployment. Howeverth@r question, more respondents
tended to base their answer on a state of beihgs ekplains the drop in rates from
Affect 1 to Affect 2 (only half as opposed to thffeerrths the sample reported a
problem, with only a third as opposed to half répdrat least a moderate problem)
The table below shows respondents answers to #mign:

Responses by Country

Country Not at all Slightly Moderately | A lot Extremely | Total
US English 10 3 1 4 0 18
US Spanish 3 2 3 3 2 13
Switzerland 6 2 3 3 0 14
Spain 9 6 1 1 1 18
Portugal 2 0 6 0 0 8

Germany 6 1 3 0 0 10
Bulgaria 3 2 2 3 0 10
Great Britain | 15 7 3 2 1 28

54 (45.4%) 23 (19.3%) 22 (18.5%) 16 (13.4%) 43 | 119

As in the previous question, “state-of-being” respents tended to ignore the past
week clause and focused on the current situatiowekier long) that they associated
with their sadness. For example, Bulgaria3 ansivaret because she was “old and

alone;” she wasn't thinking of any particular tifiname.

Conclusion: This question appears to be more #odid Affect 1 simply because
people are more likely to evaluate their stateaifitp as opposed to a particular
experience in the past week. In this question,esteapondents still base their
answer on an episode (the Swiss woman cooking hinist@as meal in the Affect 1
guestion, was still thinking about the meal in A&ff@ Question—she wasn't sure that
everyone would appreciate her meal). Perhapsuthwer of “episode-based”
respondents would be reduced if there were no framae presented in the question.
It's not clear how the past week clause is impd@&uestion response process for
those who are thinking about the state of beingt, @spears that these cases tend to
answer according to their current state and timmog@déhowever long) that coincides
with that state.
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Pain
Pain 1

Overall, during the past week, how much physical pain or discomfort did you
have? Would you say: noneat all, alittle, moderate, a lot, or extreme physical
pain or physical discomfort?

Similarly in each country, respondents includedvarde range of causes,
including arthritis, a bad fall, a root canal, tits, sore muscles from exercise, a
pierced tongue, a cataract operation, tinglindnenhiands, stomach pain, headaches,
swelled feet, and a cut finger—essentially inclgdamy incident or episode that (to
them) caused pain. The table below shows resposidestvers to the question by

country:

Country Not at all A little Moderate Alot Extrenyel Total
US English 4 7 4 3 0 18
US Spanish 6 3 2 1 0 12
Switzerland 4 3 5 2 1 15
Spain 3 10 4 0 0 17
Portugal 4 1 2 1 0 8
Germany 4 5 1 0 0 10
Bulgaria 3 3 2 1 1 10
Great Britain 4 10 8 5 1 28
32 42 28 13 3 118

Discussion from the joint analysis meeting revedlet a translation issue
regarding the wordiscomfort created a potential comparability problem. Dejremnd
on the word chosen for the translatidiscomfort could mean a lower threshold of
pain (which is the intended interpretation) or agyal sense of uncomfortable-ness.
For example, one Bulgarian respondent statecdibadmfort occurs after eating or
drinking too much and getting no sleep, wherpas) is a much graver situation.
Similarly, another Bulgarian respondent answeréidatively because she had the
flu; she had a runny nose and couldn’t breatheotlder US Spanish-speaking
respondent answeredot because she did a lot of work and was feelingl tir&fter
the meeting, with further examination of the chgaittavas discovered that some
British respondents also interpretdidcomfort as being uncomfortable and reported
being tired or having stress. US English-speakéspondents, however, understood
discomfort to mean low-level pain and did not relate the eptd¢o sickness or

fatigue.

Regarding magnitude, it was difficult for responeio explain in detail how
they arrived at their answer. Other than simplscdibing their pain in terms of “it
was a lot” or “it was very bad,” respondents wémgted in their ability to describe
the amount or the intensity of their pain. Instgadpondents tended to explain their

answer in the following ways:
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1. the impact of the pain on their livespecifically, whether or not (and the
extent to which) they could overcome the pain. &ample, some
respondents described their mental stamina andeywsimply would not let
pain interfere with their daily activities. Otheatsscribed how pain
medication allowed them to carry on in their usuay.

2. the amount of concertiey had about the pain, particularly, if they ever
concerned that the pain was indicative of a morewse condition. For
example, one US respondent who answerks, explained her answer stating
that, even though her doctor told her that heiptia was from arthritis, she
was not convinced and is worried there is anothablpm.

3. the frequency or time-span of the pain and the tiquéhey used to average
across a time periodAs the question asks, some respondents spdigifica
calculated across the past week. For examplePorteguese respondent
answeread little because her knee (which she hurt in a fall theipous week)
is not a continuous pain; it only hurts with pautar motions, for example,
when she exercises. However, other respondentsodigverage across the
entire week. For example, one Swiss respondentfethahile skiing
answerednoderate, explaining that for 20 minutes the pain was \&@rgrp.

He did not answesxtreme because there was no physical damage and the
pain went away. However, he did not answéttle because, at the time, it
was very painful.

Because pain threshold is a uniquely subjectivapimena, it was impossible
in the interview to investigate the validity of éaespondent’s answer—patrticularly
in the way respondents referenced the magnitudeensity of the pain. Even by
examining the way respondents justified their amsiw&as impossible to determine
the correctness of their response. Some respa@)denexample, reportedild or
moderate because they had to take a pain medicine to atkethe symptom.
However, some others in the same situation answerabecause¢he pain went
away.

Instead of considering perceptions of pain andrtbeitable variability of
those perceptions, the central concern in measpadiyis in understanding how
respondents arrive at their answer, specificaflg,dalculations that they perform as
well as the various factors that are considerea bd sure, the most identifiable
variability occurred in the way that respondentsuwated their answer. Because this
guestion contains multiple factors (frequency, risity and time period), respondents
have many paths by which they could formulate awan. To get the most
comparable pain reports, then, it makes senseptrate the concepts, asking them
separately.

Pain 2

How many days during the past week did you have physical pain or discomfort?
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Record number of days:

Problems:

» For those with short, non-serious episodes, theidsmtframe was a problem.
For example, one Portuguese respondent cut herglel& knife and, on
another day, had a stomach ache. She did noa$abbugh it was accurate to
report two days, instead, she said it was reallyp“tnoments.”

e a Spanish speaker didn't understand the phraséhéipast week”

In forming answers, respondents either:
1. Counted the specific days or nights—to helprtlteunt, Some respondents
thought of the particular activities that the didthhe past week, for example
gardening or shopping, that they remembered doittypain.
This is difficult for some because it is hard ty séen it discretely ended
because the nature of pain is that it graduallyezba

For those that did not have serious pain, for exangsimple headache, it
was also hard for them to recollect.

2. Had constant pain, so answered “everyday”
3. Estimated (i.e. did not count) because theyewet cued into the fact from the

guestion before that an actual count was requested

Recommend rewording to “in the past 7 days” becagsgondents may be more
likely to count

Pain 3

During those timeswhen you had physical pain or discomfort, how would you
describe your level of physical pain or discomfort? Would you say it wasmild,
moder ate, severe or extreme?
* Question operated in the same way as the Pain lelesntif there are real
any differences in the 2 questions
* Would be nice to compare respondents answers faamlPto Pain 3 (easily
done if charts were using different software)
« Same issues as with the first question regardikimgsbout magnitude
0 Subjective phenomena without ability to validate
o0 Respondents use different factors to calculatajghdess variability
because they are asked to report specifically ertithe period with
pain (essentially to exclude the time that theyenmain-free). There
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was variation on this in Pain 1; it's not clear Wiex this was the case
for Pain 3
« For those with more than one episode of pain deift levels of pain
throughout the week, it was more difficult andlsguired some calculation
that varied across respondents
0 Some respondents took the median, thinking thabrfierday it was
extreme, but then for the last day it was mildthszy answered
moderate.
0 Some other respondents answered providing a mae axerage
across the number of days that they had pain.
0 Several other respondents answered thinking ofnibt extreme
period instead of taking an average.

Pain 4
Thinking about the last time you had physical pain or discomfort: On a scale
from 1 to 100 how intense wasthe pain: 0 isno pain or discomfort and

100 istheworst pain or discomfort imaginable.

Scale: 0 100

Record response:

» Difficult question for respondents because themoidts (though seemingly
demarcated) are vague and difficult to imagine

* Asin the previous questions about intensity, ragents had to pull together
various aspects of their pain (i.e. impact on lifencern, frequency) to have
something concrete to report

» Because the task was so difficult, many respondgatse random or
thoughtless answer, numerous reports of 50. Famele, one respondent
said, “About half and half. It wasn't too extrermed it wasn't too bad.”

Fatigue

Fatigue 1

During the past week, how many days have you felt tired or had little energy?

< Diverse range of what respondents included:

27



* Feeling sleepy, a question about motivation antinfge of depression, being
tired from having asthma, feeling tired after havinbig meal (this
respondent reported 3 days), tired from workinglhaleepy and tired from
being overweight, depression, feeling sick, tinexhf exercising, being sick,
having low blood sugar, mental tiredness from ante@nal problem, not
sleeping well, having hang over, recovering fronoperation, driving for a
long time

« Problem of counting days if it is only part of ayda

« Problem with the vague quantifiers and not intgjtthe amount from the
order (e.g. thinking moderate is less than mild)

» German translation issue was noted that it isdiffito translate feeling tired

Fatique 2

On those days, how much of the day did you feel tired or havelittle energy?
Would you say all day, most of the day, about half of the day, or only for a few
hour s?

e Primarily worked well

< Problem if the tiredness was more than one dayfandaried on those days

Fatiqgue 3

During those timeswhen you felt tired or had little ener gy, how would you
describe your level of tirednessor loss of energy? Would you say it was mild,
moder ate, severeor extreme?

Same issues as with Pain 1 and Pain 3

Respondents had to rework the question so thastamswerable—and did so in the
following ways:
« The amount that the tiredness impacted their life
» The frequency and the duration of the fatigue
« Their ability to control the level of fatigue (e@ne respondent answered
moderate, explaining that because she had thenopticontrolling it, that she
could have slept, but if she were sick and carenesonsider it, that's severe)

Fatigue 4

How much of a problem did you have with feding tired or having little energy?
Would you say none, a little, someor alot?
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Because this was at the end of the interview, there not many cases and
respondents were fatigued.

However, no problems were identified

Respondents answered based on the impact thatetiegss had on their life;
however, because this was at the end, it is hasdydf respondents were
thinking this way because of the previous questions

CONCLUSION

1) Thisis an important step in comparative survegaesh

2) Significant in that it was a coordinated effortttt@ok on the hard issues: what
do we want to know in comparative cog testing, limss the method serve and
how does it fail

Describe all the benefits

| 3)

4)

a)

For example: This type of analysis is advantagémesuse it allows for a
comparison of at least two questions, but it dagsold one as a gold
standard. Comparative analyses of questions cantbemely informative if
the method of analysis is not just about the stienfjthe relationship
between the two questions—specifically becausedtitesn sets one as the
standard. In this way, The Washington group amaigdike this analysis—
the use of the various patterns allows for compagsetween questions
without holding one as a standard; and in the aiglye are able to learn as
much about the follow up probes as we do the WastinGroup test
guestion. | know that there is more to this anddtild be good to tease this
out because, in the end, | think this is the criuthe argument for IRT and
other quantitative modeling for question evaluation

How to improve

a)
b)

c)
d)
e)

Better coordination for the charting

Have people submit chart data interview by intemienot wait until all of
the interviews are collected

Use Access or some other database tool to alloméme complex analyses
Have the an initial first wave of analysis using #ntire dataset

Use the joint analysis meeting to discuss whatfaasd in that first wave of
analysis
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