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[bookmark: _Toc98066355]Information on excluded respondents in the DCE sample

[bookmark: _Toc98066356]Comparison of included and excluded respondents in the DCE sample
[bookmark: _GoBack]Table S1.1 Comparison of included and excluded respondents in the DCE sample
	 
	 
	Included respondents
n (%)
	Excluded respondents
n (%)
	Sig.

	Sample Size
	 
	N=1,030
	N=309
	

	Gender
	Female
	546 (53.0%)
	111 (35.9%)
	*

	
	Male
	482 (46.8%)
	197 (63.8%)
	

	
	Diverse
	2 (0.2%)
	1 (0.3%)
	

	Age groups
	18-24 years
	95 (9.2%)
	41 (13.3%)
	*

	
	25-29 years
	69 (6.7%)
	50 (16.2%)
	

	
	30-39 years
	153 (14.9%)
	64 (20.7%)
	

	
	40-49 years
	152 (14.8%)
	55 (17.8%)
	

	
	50-59 years
	203 (19.7%)
	53 (17.2%)
	

	
	60-69 years
	149 (14.5%)
	33 (10.7%)
	

	
	>=70 years
	209 (20.3%)
	13 (4.2%)
	

	Educational 
level
	Still in education
	17 (1.7%)
	9 (2.9%)
	

	
	Lower educationa
	305 (29.6%)
	106 (34.3%)
	

	
	Middle educationb
	336 (32.6%)
	92 (29.8%)
	

	
	Higher educationc
	365 (35.4%)
	97 (31.4%)
	

	
	Other
	7 (0.7%)
	5 (1.6%)
	

	Region (Federal state)
	Baden-Württemberg
	135 (13.1%)
	47 (15.2%)
	

	
	Bayern
	165 (16.0%)
	38 (12.3%)
	

	
	Berlin
	45 (4.4%)
	15 (4.9%)
	

	
	Brandenburg
	32 (3.1%)
	7 (2.3%)
	

	
	Bremen
	9 (0.9%)
	4 (1.3%)
	

	
	Hamburg
	23 (2.2%)
	6 (1.9%)
	

	
	Hessen
	72 (7.0%)
	36 (11.7%)
	

	
	Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
	22 (2.1%)
	5 (1.6%)
	

	
	Niedersachsen
	100 (9.7%)
	25 (8.1%)
	

	
	Nordrhein-Westfalen
	226 (21.9%)
	80 (25.9%)
	

	
	Rheinland-Pfalz
	50 (4.9%)
	12 (3.9%)
	

	
	Saarland
	11 (1.1%)
	4 (1.3%)
	

	
	Sachsen
	51 (5.0%)
	9 (2.9%)
	

	
	Sachsen-Anhalt
	28 (2.7%)
	6 (1.9%)
	

	
	Schleswig-Holstein
	36 (3.5%)
	6 (1.9%)
	

	
	Thüringen
	25 (2.4%)
	9 (2.9%)
	

	Responsibility for childrend
	Yes
	564 (54.9%)
	135 (44.0%)
	*

	
	No
	463 (45.1%)
	172 (56.0%)
	


a Lower education: with or without secondary general school certificate; 
b Middle education: intermediate school certificate; 
c Higher education: entrance qualification for universities of applied sciences; university entrance qualification
*p < 0.05
d Original wording of the question in the DCE as well as in the cTTO survey: “Do you or have you ever had primary responsibility for a child (as a birth parent, foster parent, adoptive parent, or similar)?”

[bookmark: _Toc98066357]Supporting analysis for the final value set

[bookmark: _Toc98066358]Mapping model output
Table S2.1. Linear mapping model results
	
	Coef.

	disutildce
	0.1361***

	
	(0.0037)

	Obs.
	10

	R2
	0.9933


OLS regression. Dependent variable: disutilttoadj (mean adjusted disutility for each health state from the TTO task). Disutildce = the disutility for each health state valued in the TTO task, based on the latent scale DCE coefficients. The coefficient on disutildce is used as a rescaling parameter for the DCE coefficients to obtain the final value set (Table 4 in the main paper).


[bookmark: _Toc98066359]Parental status comparison

[bookmark: _Toc98066360]Demographics comparison
Table S3.1. Demographics by parental status
	
	DCE Sample
	TTO Sample

	
	Parent
	Non-Parent
	p-value
	Parent
	Non-Parent
	p-value

	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	
	n
	%
	n
	%
	

	n
	564
	
	463
	
	
	120
	
	95
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	0.000
	
	
	
	
	0.065

	Female
	245
	43.4%
	237
	51.2%
	
	84
	70.0%
	55
	57.9%
	

	Male
	319
	56.6%
	224
	48.4%
	
	36
	30.0%
	40
	42.1%
	

	Diverse
	0
	0.0%
	2
	0.4%
	
	0
	0.0%
	0
	0.0%
	

	Age
	
	
	
	
	0.000
	
	
	
	
	0.000

	18-24
	10
	1.8%
	85
	18.4%
	
	0
	0.0%
	27
	28.4%
	

	25-29
	13
	2.3%
	56
	12.1%
	
	1
	0.8%
	30
	31.6%
	

	30-39
	68
	12.1%
	84
	18.1%
	
	10
	8.3%
	18
	18.9%
	

	40-49
	82
	14.5%
	70
	15.1%
	
	31
	25.8%
	10
	10.5%
	

	50-59
	117
	20.7%
	85
	18.4%
	
	41
	34.2%
	5
	5.3%
	

	60-69
	114
	20.2%
	35
	7.6%
	
	25
	20.8%
	1
	1.1%
	

	>=70
	160
	28.4%
	48
	10.4%
	
	12
	10.0%
	4
	4.2%
	

	Education
	
	
	
	
	0.000
	
	
	
	
	0.000

	Still in education
	2
	0.4%
	15
	3.2%
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lower educationa
	189
	33.5%
	114
	24.6%
	
	8
	6.7%
	3
	3.2%
	

	Middle educationb
	204
	36.2%
	131
	28.3%
	
	33
	27.5%
	4
	4.2%
	

	Higher educationc
	166
	29.4%
	199
	43.0%
	
	78
	65.0%
	88
	92.6%
	

	Other
	3
	0.5%
	4
	0.9%
	
	1
	0.8%
	0
	0.0%
	


a Lower education: with or without secondary general school certificate; 
b Middle education: intermediate school certificate; 
c Higher education: entrance qualification for universities of applied sciences; university entrance qualification.
p-values based upon chi2 tests.


[bookmark: _Toc98066361]DCE results comparison
Table S3.2. Conditional logit results by parental status
	
	Parent
	Non-Parent

	
	Coef.
	RAI
	Coef.
	RAI

	MO2
	-0.1349
	10.3%
	-0.1149
	11.7%

	
	(0.0824)
	
	(0.0809)
	

	MO3
	-0.7100***
	
	-0.8337***
	

	
	(0.1249)
	
	(0.1282)
	

	SC2
	-0.1288**
	12.4%
	-0.1207*
	12.7%

	
	(0.0626)
	
	(0.0620)
	

	SC3
	-0.8579***
	
	-0.8989***
	

	
	(0.0885)
	
	(0.0920)
	

	UA2
	-0.5831***
	17.2%
	-0.5206***
	17.3%

	
	(0.0561)
	
	(0.0639)
	

	UA3
	-1.1885***
	
	-1.2261***
	

	
	(0.0822)
	
	(0.0945)
	

	PD2
	-0.8422***
	31.5%
	-0.8662***
	30.1%

	
	(0.0660)
	
	(0.0694)
	

	PD3
	-2.1693***
	
	-2.1361***
	

	
	(0.1134)
	
	(0.1266)
	

	AD2
	-0.7262***
	28.6%
	-0.7762***
	28.2%

	
	(0.0596)
	
	(0.0680)
	

	AD3
	-1.9682***
	
	-2.0014***
	

	
	(0.0980)
	
	(0.1076)
	

	n
	564
	463

	Obs.
	16,920
	13,890


MO mobility, SC looking after myself, UA doing usual activities, PD having pain/discomfort, AD feeling worried/sad/unhappy. Based on a conditional logit model. Coefficients indicate the decrement from level 1 to the respective level. 
Standard errors in parentheses; ***p<0.01; **p<0.05; *p<0.1.
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Table S3.3. Value sets by parental status
	
	Parent Value Set
	Non-Parent Value Set

	MO2
	-0.0237
	-0.0220

	MO3
	-0.1246
	-0.1595

	SC2
	-0.0226
	-0.0231

	SC3
	-0.1505
	-0.1720

	UA2
	-0.1023
	-0.0996

	UA3
	-0.2085
	-0.2346

	PD2
	-0.1478
	-0.1658

	PD3
	-0.3806
	-0.4088

	AD2
	-0.1274
	-0.1485

	AD3
	-0.3453
	-0.3830

	U(33333)
	-0.2095
	-0.3579


Value sets derived using a linear mapping model with no constant (rescaling parameter of 0.175 for the parent subgroup and 0.191 for the non-parent subgroup). U(33333) is the predicted value of the worst health state based on the derived value sets.

Figure S3.1. Kernel density plot of the value sets by parental status
[image: ]
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