APPENDIX A: SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES AND TABLES
Table A. Intercoder Reliability Statistics

A1: Cohen’s kappa across codes and questions/samples

Scientific Scientific Forensic Forensic Average
2011 2017 2011 2017

Autonomy .907 .952 .743 .790 .848
Knowledge .702 .756 .787 .819 .766
Self .759 .701 .707 .759 732
Society 742 .695 731 .787 .739
Health/Justice 714 .689 .700 .783 722
Authority* .000 .498 .335 .790 .406
Group* 441 .245 .219 1.000 476

Note: * These are very low-frequency items in the full samples (<5% in all contexts). They therefore

mechanically perform poorly on Cohen’s kappa.

A2: Krippendorff’s alpha across codes and questions/samples

Scientific Scientific Forensic Forensic Average
2011 2017 2011 2017

Autonomy .907 .952 742 .790 .848
Knowledge .700 .757 .788 .819 .766
Self .759 .701 .708 .759 732
Society 742 .695 731 .787 .739
Health/Justice 714 .685 .700 .783 .720
Authority* -.002 .498 331 .790 .404
Group* .440 .245 .216 1.000 475

Note: * These are very low-frequency items in the full samples (<5% in all contexts).

A3: Percent agreement across codes and questions/samples

Scientific Scientific Forensic Forensic Average
2011 2017 2011 2017

Autonomy 96.8 98.2 94.2 934 95.7
Knowledge 86.6 88.6 96.8 97.8 92.5
Self 92.4 92.8 88.6 91.8 91.4
Society 93.2 94.4 96.4 97.6 95.4
Health/Justice 91.8 90.0 85.4 89.2 89.1
Authority* 99.4 99.6 95.6 98.0 98.2
Group* 99.0 98.8 98.6 100.0 99.1

Note: * These are very low-frequency items in the full samples (<5% in all contexts).



A4: Percent complete* agreement across questions/samples

Scientific Scientific Forensic Forensic Average
2011 2017 2011 2017
72.4 73.6 69.0 76.6 72.9

Note: *Complete agreement indicates that the coding of each response matched perfectly,
including when there were multiple codes; approximately 20% of each sample received multiple

codes.

Table B. Genetics Knowledge Items Included in Knowledge Scale

Item # Question detail
1 where DNA is located in the human body
similarity between genes of whites and blacks
sickle cell anemia due to genes vs. lifestyle/environment or a mix
cystic fibrosis due to genes vs. lifestyle/environment or a mix
eye color due to genes vs. lifestyle/environment or a mix
similarity between genes of mice and humans
the flu due to genes vs. lifestyle/environment or a mix

N O ok wWwN

Note: The scale uses the number correct these seven fact-based questions about genetics. We
conducted principal components analysis and calculated correlations among plausible knowledge
questions and included the five items that returned a loading of magnitude ~.6 or greater on the
first factor (items 1-5). We added item 6 because few respondents answer it correctly (20 percent
in 2017 and 17 percentin 2011), so it provides a useful comparison. We added item 7 to have an

item with the opposite correct response from the three comparable questions.



Figure A. Positive Views of Biobanks, GKAP 2011
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Note: 95% confidence intervals shown. Knowledge scale is based on knowledge of genetics (see

Appendix A, Table B) and ranges from 0-7. “Low knowledge” is defined as a score of 0-3, “Medium”

as 4-5, and “High” as 6-7.



Table C. Comparing logit average marginal effects and OLS coefficients for attitudes on

scientific biobanks (2017)

Authority

Autonomy

Knowledge

Self

Group

Society

Health

Moderate

Conservative

Black, non-Hisp

Hispanic

Knowledge scale

Dependent variable:

Good vs. equal/harm effect

on society
Avg marginal oLS
effects
0.430™ 2.632™
(0.068) (0.221)
-0.231™ -0.212"
(0.041) (0.042)
0.159™ 0.145™
(0.037) (0.034)
0.021 0.023
(0.049) (0.049)
0.128 0.229
(0.085) (0.142)
0.239™ 0.221™
(0.054) (0.054)
0.234™ 0.225™
(0.041) (0.042)
-0.100™ -0.099™
(0.038) (0.038)
-0.086™ -0.086™
(0.036) (0.036)
-0.033 -0.032
(0.046) (0.046)
0.068" 0.063
(0.041) (0.040)
0.436™ 0.415™
(0.066) (0.064)

Willing vs. not willing to

donate DNA
Avg marginal oLS
effects
0.161™" 1.056™"
(0.049) (0.165)
-0.462™" -0.363™"
(0.033) (0.050)
0.358™ 0.347""
(0.028) (0.045)
0.043 0.052"
(0.034) (0.030)
-0.024 0.050
(0.078) (0.145)
0.396™ 0.347""
(0.034) (0.069)
0.331™ 0.381™
(0.028) (0.083)
-0.029 -0.039
(0.028) (0.030)
-0.102"™" -0.096™"
(0.027) (0.029)
-0.084" -0.075™
(0.038) (0.033)
0.006 -0.004
(0.035) (0.031)
0.233™ 0.165™
(0.057) (0.045)

Support vs. opposition for
government funding

Avg marginal

effects OLS
0.341™
(0.063) (0.209)
-0.123™ -0.104™"
(0.040) (0.034)
0.217"™ 0.244™
(0.029) (0.033)
-0.059 -0.066
(0.045) (0.048)
0.122" 0.250"
(0.069) (0.139)
0.185™ 0.183™
(0.049) (0.056)
0.167"" 0.188™
(0.034) (0.042)
-0.088™" -0.111™
(0.034) (0.036)
-0.189™ -0.201™
(0.033) (0.034)
-0.056 -0.058
(0.044) (0.040)
0.019 0.005
(0.040) (0.038)
0.284™ 0.267""
(0.066) (0.060)

Note: Two-tailed t-tests. All dependent variables are dichotomous: good vs. equal/harm effect on society;
willing/somewhat willing vs. somewhat unwilling/unwilling to donate DNA; strongly support/somewhat
support vs. somewhat oppose/strongly oppose government funding. Standard errors shown in parentheses.
N=1,585. Asian, non-Hispanic is not shown. Controls for age, sex, household income, education, and
religiosity included in all models. Reference categories for race/ethnicity is white, non-Hispanic; for political
ideology, liberal. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points ranging from zero to one.



Table D. Comparing logit average marginal effects and OLS coefficients for attitudes on

forensic biobanks (2017)

Authority

Autonomy

Knowledge

Self

Group

Society

Justice

Moderate

Conservative

Black, non-Hisp

Hispanic

Knowledge scale

Dependent variable:

Good vs. equal/harm effect

on society
Avg marginal oLS
effects
0.123" 0.134
(0.072) (0.083)
-0.175™ -0.166™"
(0.048) (0.044)
0.114" 0.119"
(0.063) (0.072)
0.037 0.037
(0.038) (0.039)
-0.156 -0.149
(0.123) (0.128)
0.034 0.027
(0.073) (0.073)
0.064" 0.063"
(0.034) (0.034)
-0.112"™ -0.108™
(0.039) (0.037)
-0.002 -0.003
(0.037) (0.039)
-0.068 -0.063
(0.045) (0.043)
0.072" 0.073"
(0.041) (0.042)
0.510™ 0.491™
(0.063) (0.060)

Willing vs. not willing to

donate DNA
Avg marginal oLS
effects
0.142" 0.125
(0.085) (0.076)
-0.556™" -0.691™
(0.030) (0.085)
0.339™ 0.345™
(0.052) (0.094)
0.097™ 0.093"
(0.037) (0.037)
-0.407™" -0.364"
(0.110) (0.155)
0.418™ 0.547"
(0.034) (0.075)
0.268™ 0.254™
(0.029) (0.029)
-0.036 -0.036
(0.034) (0.034)
-0.061" -0.062"
(0.033) (0.034)
-0.096™ -0.082"
(0.044) (0.042)
-0.002 0.004
(0.040) (0.038)
0.129" 0.114"
(0.062) (0.058)

Support vs. opposition for
government funding

Avg marginal

effects OLS
0.136™ 0.245"
(0.035) (0.116)
-0.127™ -0.107™
(0.044) (0.032)
0.080" 0.096
(0.047) (0.079)
0.036 0.042
(0.028) (0.037)
-0.454™" -0.295™
(0.139) (0.087)
0.119™ 0.141™
(0.042) (0.068)
0.078™ 0.090™
(0.024) (0.031)
-0.028 -0.038
(0.028) (0.029)
-0.046" -0.058"
(0.028) (0.030)
-0.056 -0.053"
(0.040) (0.031)
0.036 0.027
(0.032) (0.032)
0.319™ 0.272™
(0.058) (0.046)

Note: Two-tailed t-tests. All dependent variables are dichotomous: good vs. equal/harm effect on society;
willing/somewhat willing vs. somewhat unwilling/unwilling to donate DNA; strongly support/somewhat
support vs. somewhat oppose/strongly oppose government funding. Standard errors shown in parentheses.
N=1,585. Asian, non-Hispanic is not shown. Controls for age, sex, household income, education, and
religiosity included in all models. Reference categories for race/ethnicity is white, non-Hispanic; for political
ideology, liberal. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points ranging from zero to one.



APPENDIX B: MAIN REGRESSIONS

Table 1: Panel attrition: Predicting 2017 dropout using the 2011 cross-section sample (logit)

D
Moderate 0.087
[-0.219, 0.393]
Conservative -0.168
[-0.471, 0.134]
Black, non-Hispanic 0.140
[-0.152, 0.431]
Hispanic 0.761%**
[0.469, 1.053]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.579%**
[0.182,0.976]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.504
[-0.621, 1.629]
Multiracial, non-Hisp 14.400%**
[14.204, 14.595]
Knowledge scale -0.163
[-0.742, 0.417]
Religiosity 0.106
[-0.255, 0.466]
Age -0.015%**
[-0.022, -0.008]
Female -0.068
[-0.312, 0.176]
Income under $30k 0.495*
[0.022, 0.968]
Income $30-50k -0.008
[-0.469, 0.453]
Income $50-75k 0.008
[-0.441, 0.458]
Income $75-125k -0.042
[-0.452, 0.368]
Educ < high school 0.541
[-0.002, 1.085]
Educ high school degree -0.010
[-0.358, 0.338]
Educ some college 0.432%%*
[0.109, 0.755]
N 3804
Log Likelihood -2194.283
Pseudo R? (McFadden) 0.071

*p <0.05, **p <0.01, *** p < 0.001 Two-
tailed t-tests. All dummy variables, except:
knowledge scale, religiosity, and age. Refer-
ence category for 3-point ideology is liberal;
for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for
income, 125k+; for education, college de-
gree or more. Knowledge scale consists of
seven equidistant points, 0 to 1. Religiosity
ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 2: Cross-Sections: Use of DNA samples for medical/scientific research likely to do: more good than harm (1);

equal amts of good/harm (.5); more harm than good (0) to society (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.118 0.109 0.180%** 0.240%**
[-0.166, 0.402] [-0.142, 0.360] [0.142,0.218] [0.167, 0.314]
Autonomy -0.092%** -0.135%** -0.077*** -0.112%%*
[-0.140, -0.045] [-0.180, -0.089] [-0.122,-0.032] [-0.159, -0.066]
Knowledge 0.178*** 0.134%** 0.159%** 0.106%**
[0.146, 0.210] [0.103, 0.166] [0.123, 0.195] [0.068, 0.144]
Self 0.010 0.012 0.019 0.015
[-0.033, 0.052] [-0.027, 0.052] [-0.036, 0.075] [-0.039, 0.069]
Group -0.064 -0.099* 0.070 0.045
[-0.145,0.016] [-0.182,-0.016] [-0.021, 0.161] [-0.059, 0.149]
Society 0.178%** 0.153%** 0.178%** 0.152%%%*
[0.134,0.221] [0.111, 0.194] [0.117, 0.238] [0.096, 0.208]
Health 0.154%** 0.120%*** 0.172%** 0.141%%*
[0.112, 0.196] [0.080, 0.160] [0.132,0.212] [0.099, 0.183]
Moderate 0.001 -0.052*
[-0.034, 0.036] [-0.094, -0.011]
Conservative -0.012 -0.066**
[-0.049, 0.026] [-0.107, -0.026]
Black, non-Hispanic 0.007 -0.021
[-0.031, 0.044] [-0.076, 0.035]
Hispanic 0.011 0.036
[-0.025, 0.047] [-0.011, 0.082]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.027 0.035
[-0.024, 0.078] [-0.009, 0.080]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.064
[-0.074, 0.202]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.016
[-0.057, 0.024]
Knowledge scale 0.286%*** 0.268***
[0.216, 0.355] [0.193, 0.342]
Religiosity -0.021 -0.011
[-0.065, 0.022] [-0.060, 0.038]
Age 0.001** 0.001**
[0.000, 0.002] [0.000, 0.003]
Female -0.015 -0.001
[-0.044, 0.015] [-0.034, 0.032]
Income under $30k -0.023 -0.015
[-0.080, 0.034] [-0.074, 0.043]
Income $30-50k -0.028 -0.031
[-0.086, 0.029] [-0.089, 0.027]
Income $50-75k -0.051 -0.035
[-0.105, 0.004] [-0.090, 0.020]
Income $75-125k -0.023 -0.023
[-0.079, 0.032] [-0.071, 0.025]
Educ < high school -0.071%* -0.001
[-0.127,-0.015] [-0.069, 0.068]
Educ high school degree -0.046* 0.022
[-0.089, -0.004] [-0.024, 0.069]
Educ some college -0.033 0.025
[-0.072, 0.007] [-0.016, 0.065]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.128 0.195 0.162 0.222
F 80.9%** (7,3,796)  38*%** (25,3,778)  44.7***(7,1,577)  20.6*** (23, 1,561)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables, except: knowledge scale, re-
ligiosity, and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for
income, 125k+; for education, college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to
1. Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 3: Cross-Sections: Use of DNA samples for medical/scientific research likely to do: more good than harm (1);
equal amts of good/harm (.5); more harm than good (0) to society (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.272%%% 0.255%*%* 0.390%** 0.416%**
[0.188, 0.356] [0.163, 0.348] [0.351, 0.429] [0.343, 0.489]
Autonomy -0.149%** -0.133%** -0.044 -0.075%**
[-0.185,-0.112] [-0.169, -0.097] [-0.092, 0.004] [-0.119, -0.031]
Knowledge 0.151%*** 0.124%%* 0.175%** 0.121%%**
[0.122, 0.179] [0.097, 0.151] [0.141, 0.209] [0.087, 0.155]
Self -0.042* -0.047** -0.054* -0.048
[-0.076, -0.007] [-0.080, -0.015] [-0.105, -0.002] [-0.098, 0.002]
Group -0.002 -0.009 0.114 0.111*
[-0.102, 0.099] [-0.099, 0.080] [-0.025, 0.254] [0.022, 0.200]
Society 0.118*** 0.119%*** 0.127%** 0.102%**
[0.075, 0.161] [0.078, 0.160] [0.078, 0.176] [0.052, 0.151]
Health 0.133%%* 0.123%%* 0.127%** 0.099%**
[0.098, 0.169] [0.088, 0.158] [0.086, 0.167] [0.058, 0.140]
Moderate -0.059%** -0.067%**
[-0.089, -0.028] [-0.105, -0.029]
Conservative -0.120%** -0.135%%*
[-0.152, -0.088] [-0.175, -0.095]
Black, non-Hispanic 0.023 -0.020
[-0.012, 0.058] [-0.069, 0.029]
Hispanic 0.078*** 0.037
[0.044, 0.113] [-0.009, 0.083]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.054* 0.052*
[0.007, 0.101] [0.011, 0.094]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.139**
[0.050, 0.228]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.010
[-0.044, 0.025]
Knowledge scale 0.146%** 0.199%**
[0.087, 0.204] [0.121, 0.277]
Religiosity -0.030 -0.074%*
[-0.068, 0.008] [-0.120, -0.028]
Age -0.001* 0.000
[-0.002, 0.000] [0.000, 0.001]
Female 0.003 -0.008
[-0.022, 0.028] [-0.039, 0.023]
Income under $30k 0.008 0.018
[-0.041, 0.058] [-0.035, 0.071]
Income $30-50k 0.011 -0.014
[-0.038, 0.059] [-0.072, 0.043]
Income $50-75k -0.015 0.018
[-0.063, 0.033] [-0.029, 0.066]
Income $75-125k -0.016 -0.028
[-0.060, 0.028] [-0.071, 0.015]
Educ < high school 0.018 -0.031
[-0.031, 0.067] [-0.104, 0.041]
Educ high school degree 0.005 -0.036
[-0.031, 0.040] [-0.077, 0.005]
Educ some college -0.031 -0.016
[-0.064, 0.002] [-0.057, 0.024]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.153 0.219 0.140 0.227
F 08.8%** (7,3,796)  43.7%%* (25,3,778)  37.9%**(7,1,577) 21.2*** (23, 1,561)

*p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables, except: knowledge scale, religiosity,
and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for income, 125k+;
for education, college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1. Religiosity ranges
from O to 1.



Table 4: Cross-Sections: Support for government funding of biobanks for research: strongly support (1); somewhat

support (.67); somewhat oppose (.33); strongly oppose (0) (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.110%** 0.075%* 0.102* 0.078*
[0.051, 0.170] [0.019, 0.131] [0.014, 0.190] [0.004, 0.153]
Autonomy -0.022 -0.068** -0.032 -0.079**
[-0.072, 0.027] [-0.117,-0.020] [-0.087, 0.022] [-0.132,-0.026]
Knowledge 0.059 0.050 0.129%** 0.080*
[-0.008, 0.125] [-0.018, 0.119] [0.059, 0.199] [0.017, 0.144]
Self 0.061%** 0.043* 0.050 0.022
[0.025, 0.096] [0.010, 0.076] [0.000, 0.101] [-0.024, 0.067]
Group 0.040 0.020 -0.062 -0.055
[-0.118, 0.198] [-0.126, 0.166] [-0.254,0.129] [-0.172,0.061]
Society 0.107%** 0.110%** 0.043 0.038
[0.059, 0.155] [0.065, 0.154] [-0.034, 0.120] [-0.040, 0.116]
Justice 0.060%** 0.040%* 0.086%** 0.040%*
[0.028, 0.093] [0.008, 0.072] [0.046, 0.127] [0.001, 0.079]
Moderate -0.009 -0.064%*
[-0.044, 0.025] [-0.107, -0.020]
Conservative 0.002 -0.010
[-0.033, 0.037] [-0.053, 0.033]
Black, non-Hispanic -0.071%** -0.051
[-0.109, -0.032] [-0.108, 0.006]
Hispanic -0.038* 0.048
[-0.076, -0.001] [0.000, 0.096]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp -0.033 0.014
[-0.084,0.019] [-0.033, 0.061]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH -0.023
[-0.120, 0.075]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.005
[-0.042, 0.032]
Knowledge scale 0.282%%%* 0.304***
[0.216, 0.348] [0.227,0.381]
Religiosity -0.054** -0.005
[-0.094, -0.014] [-0.058, 0.049]
Age 0.002%** 0.002%**
[0.001, 0.003] [0.001, 0.003]
Female 0.017 0.029
[-0.012, 0.046] [-0.005, 0.064]
Income under $30k -0.025 -0.014
[-0.075, 0.025] [-0.076, 0.048]
Income $30-50k -0.040 0.025
[-0.090, 0.010] [-0.036, 0.087]
Income $50-75k 0.012 -0.018
[-0.037, 0.060] [-0.076, 0.039]
Income $75-125k 0.019 0.009
[-0.028, 0.066] [-0.043, 0.060]
Educ < high school -0.009 -0.044
[-0.072, 0.053] [-0.134, 0.046]
Educ high school degree 0.017 0.029
[-0.026, 0.060] [-0.018, 0.075]
Educ some college 0.012 0.038
[-0.025, 0.049] [-0.006, 0.083]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.026 0.136 0.033 0.155
F 15.3%%% (7,3,796)  24.9%** (25,3,778)  8.8%** (7,1,577)  13.7%** (23, 1,561)

*p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables, except: knowledge scale, re-
ligiosity, and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for
income, 125k+; for education, college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1.
Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 5: Cross-Sections: Support for government funding of enabling more use of DNA in criminal investigations:

strongly support (1); somewhat support (.67); somewhat oppose (.33); strongly oppose (0) (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.143%** 0.124%** 0.163%** 0.142%*%*
[0.086, 0.200] [0.070, 0.179] [0.092, 0.234] [0.066, 0.217]
Autonomy -0.051* -0.067** -0.105%** -0.132%**
[-0.096, -0.006] [-0.110, -0.025] [-0.159, -0.052] [-0.187,-0.077]
Knowledge 0.028 0.014 0.090* 0.054
[-0.043, 0.099] [-0.049, 0.078] [0.001, 0.179] [-0.027, 0.135]
Self 0.029 0.020 0.050%* 0.038
[-0.006, 0.065] [-0.014, 0.053] [0.003, 0.098] [-0.009, 0.085]
Group -0.032 -0.054 -0.284%** -0.282%**
[-0.270, 0.206] [-0.291, 0.184] [-0.412,-0.155] [-0.393, -0.170]
Society 0.085%** 0.087*** 0.154%** 0.143%%*
[0.040, 0.129] [0.042,0.131] [0.086, 0.222] [0.077,0.210]
Justice 0.093*** 0.080%*** 0.114%** 0.077%%*
[0.065, 0.121] [0.054, 0.106] [0.078, 0.150] [0.041, 0.113]
Moderate -0.019 -0.056**
[-0.049, 0.010] [-0.095, -0.018]
Conservative -0.043%* -0.061%*
[-0.075,-0.012] [-0.099, -0.022]
Black, non-Hispanic 0.027 -0.026
[-0.008, 0.062] [-0.081, 0.028]
Hispanic 0.054** 0.041
[0.019, 0.090] [-0.004, 0.086]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.027 0.010
[-0.023, 0.076] [-0.032, 0.052]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.076
[-0.041, 0.194]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.017
[-0.056, 0.022]
Knowledge scale 0.246%*** 0.206***
[0.176,0.317] [0.134,0.278]
Religiosity -0.032 -0.044
[-0.070, 0.007] [-0.092, 0.004]
Age 0.001* 0.001*
[0.000, 0.002] [0.000, 0.002]
Female 0.016 0.024
[-0.010, 0.042] [-0.008, 0.056]
Income under $30k -0.014 -0.013
[-0.060, 0.033] [-0.074, 0.047]
Income $30-50k -0.002 0.032
[-0.049, 0.044] [-0.030, 0.093]
Income $50-75k -0.016 -0.007
[-0.063, 0.031] [-0.061, 0.047]
Income $75-125k -0.015 -0.024
[-0.056, 0.027] [-0.074, 0.025]
Educ < high school 0.036 -0.013
[-0.020, 0.092] [-0.087, 0.061]
Educ high school degree 0.036 -0.009
[0.000, 0.073] [-0.053, 0.035]
Educ some college -0.003 0.015
[-0.037, 0.032] [-0.031, 0.061]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.046 0.103 0.096 0.153
F 27*¥* (7,3,796)  18.4***(25,3,778)  25.1*%**(7,1,577)  13.5%**(23,1,561)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables, except: knowledge scale, re-
ligiosity, and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for
income, 125k+; for education, college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to
1. Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 6: Panel: Use of DNA samples for medical/scientific research likely to do: more good than harm (1); equal amts
of good/harm (.5); more harm than good (0) to society (OLS)

Values only Full Full w/2011 att.
2011 attitude 0.288%**
[0.194, 0.382]
Authority 0.271%*** 0.324 %% 0.213%**
[0.203, 0.339] [0.223, 0.426] [0.112, 0.314]
Autonomy -0.085%* -0.118** -0.077*
[-0.167,-0.003]  [-0.195, -0.040] [-0.144,-0.010]
Knowledge 0.059 0.016 -0.004
[-0.003, 0.122] [-0.043, 0.076] [-0.065, 0.057]
Self -0.022 -0.051 -0.055
[-0.105, 0.061] [-0.125, 0.024] [-0.125,0.014]
Group -0.093 -0.100 -0.060
[-0.253, 0.068] [-0.287, 0.086] [-0.232,0.112]
Society 0.106* 0.091* 0.058
[0.024, 0.188] [0.018, 0.165] [-0.010, 0.127]
Health 0.154%%%* 0.125%%%* 0.095*
[0.086, 0.222] [0.060, 0.191] [0.020, 0.170]
Moderate -0.101** -0.071*
[-0.169, -0.034] [-0.136, -0.005]
Conservative -0.055 -0.032
[-0.122,0.013] [-0.094, 0.031]
Black, non-Hispanic -0.038 -0.034
[-0.104, 0.028] [-0.097, 0.028]
Hispanic 0.021 0.011
[-0.064, 0.106] [-0.068, 0.090]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.014 -0.002
[-0.079, 0.108] [-0.087, 0.082]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH -0.120 -0.085
[-0.296, 0.056] [-0.223, 0.053]
Knowledge scale 0.208%%** 0.212%%%*
[0.184, 0.411] [0.103, 0.321]
Religiosity -0.026 -0.031
[-0.106, 0.053] [-0.107, 0.044]
Age 0.001 0.000
[-0.001, 0.002] [-0.001, 0.002]
Female -0.006 -0.010
[-0.059, 0.047] [-0.060, 0.040]
Income under $30k 0.004 0.015
[-0.096, 0.105] [-0.079, 0.108]
Income $30-50k 0.041 0.050
[-0.057, 0.139] [-0.039, 0.138]
Income $50-75k 0.006 0.035
[-0.085, 0.097] [-0.052, 0.121]
Income $75-125k 0.043 0.044
[-0.044, 0.129] [-0.031, 0.120]
Educ < high school 0.074 0.053
[-0.038, 0.185] [-0.058, 0.165]
Educ high school degree -0.008 -0.006
[-0.084, 0.067] [-0.076, 0.065]
Educ some college -0.019 -0.013
[-0.089, 0.051] [-0.075, 0.049]
N 846 846 846
Adjusted R? 0.063 0.152 0.231
F 9.2%%% (7,838)  7.3%%* (24,821)  11.1%** (25, 820)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *¥* p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables,
except: knowledge scale, religiosity, and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology
is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for income, 125k+; for education,
college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1.
Religiosity ranges from O to 1.



Table 7: Panel: Support for government funding of biobanks for research: strongly support (1); somewhat support

(.67); somewhat oppose (.33); strongly oppose (0) (OLS)

Values only Full Full w/2011 att.
2011 attitude 0.361%**
[0.255, 0.467]
Authority 0.241 0.286 0.189
[-0.081, 0.564] [-0.019, 0.591] [-0.132,0.510]
Autonomy -0.072%* -0.069* -0.038
[-0.139,-0.004]  [-0.133,-0.005] [-0.098, 0.022]
Knowledge 0.087** 0.060* 0.011
[0.032, 0.143] [0.009, 0.110] [-0.039, 0.060]
Self -0.067 -0.084** -0.079*
[-0.142, 0.009] [-0.148,-0.021] [-0.139,-0.018]
Group -0.192 -0.227* -0.227*
[-0.398, 0.014] [-0.440, -0.015] [-0.416, -0.038]
Society 0.010 -0.007 -0.053
[-0.063, 0.083] [-0.075, 0.061] [-0.119, 0.013]
Health 0.107** 0.096** 0.038
[0.040, 0.173] [0.026, 0.165] [-0.031, 0.107]
Moderate -0.117%%* -0.096**
[-0.179, -0.054] [-0.156, -0.037]
Conservative -0.138%** -0.096%**
[-0.192, -0.083] [-0.150, -0.042]
Black, non-Hispanic -0.047 -0.064*
[-0.114, 0.020] [-0.128, 0.000]
Hispanic -0.001 -0.026
[-0.070, 0.068] [-0.090, 0.039]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.075* 0.061
[0.011, 0.140] [-0.008, 0.130]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.060 -0.004
[-0.102, 0.222] [-0.149, 0.142]
Knowledge scale 0.091 0.069
[-0.023, 0.206] [-0.043, 0.181]
Religiosity -0.058 -0.043
[-0.128,0.011] [-0.109, 0.022]
Age 0.000 0.000
[-0.002, 0.001] [-0.001, 0.001]
Female -0.040 -0.034
[-0.087, 0.006] [-0.078,0.010]
Income under $30k 0.065 0.070
[-0.020, 0.150] [-0.010, 0.150]
Income $30-50k 0.016 0.026
[-0.072, 0.103] [-0.060, 0.111]
Income $50-75k -0.046 -0.031
[-0.128, 0.035] [-0.108, 0.045]
Income $75-125k 0.000 0.008
[-0.069, 0.069] [-0.056, 0.072]
Educ < high school -0.097* -0.116%*
[-0.187, -0.008] [-0.203, -0.030]
Educ high school degree -0.061 -0.064*
[-0.124, 0.002] [-0.124, -0.003]
Educ some college -0.058 -0.058*
[-0.118, 0.003] [-0.116, 0.000]
N 846 846 846
Adjusted R? 0.061 0.168 0.261
F 8.9%** (7,838)  8.1%**(24,821)  12.9%** (25, 820)

*p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables,
except: knowledge scale, religiosity, and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology
is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for income, 125k+; for education,
college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1.
Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 8: Panel: Use of DNA samples for law enforcement purposes likely to do: more good than harm (1); equal amts
of good/harm (.5); more harm than good (0) to society (OLS)

Values only Full Full w/2011 att.
2011 attitude 0.238%**
[0.140, 0.335]
Authority 0.039 -0.002 -0.019
[-0.089, 0.168] [-0.137,0.132] [-0.150, 0.113]
Autonomy -0.029 -0.079 -0.064
[-0.113, 0.055] [-0.159, 0.002] [-0.138,0.010]
Knowledge 0.026 -0.031 -0.009
[-0.100, 0.151] [-0.140, 0.078] [-0.087, 0.070]
Self 0.054 0.037 0.030
[-0.019, 0.127] [-0.028, 0.102] [-0.036, 0.095]
Group 0.217%%* 0.303%** 0.232%**
[0.159, 0.263] [0.205, 0.400] [0.133,0.331]
Society -0.163 -0.153* -0.156*
[-0.327,0.001]  [-0.279, -0.026] [-0.279, -0.034]
Justice 0.027 0.009 -0.004
[-0.035, 0.089] [-0.048, 0.066] [-0.061, 0.052]
Moderate 0.020 0.029
[-0.051, 0.091] [-0.040, 0.098]
Conservative 0.021 0.031
[-0.044, 0.086] [-0.032, 0.094]
Black, non-Hispanic -0.091%* -0.076*
[-0.159, -0.024] [-0.142, -0.009]
Hispanic 0.004 0.002
[-0.082, 0.090] [-0.081, 0.086]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp -0.073 -0.061
[-0.179, 0.032] [-0.173, 0.051]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH -0.257%* -0.226*
[-0.431, -0.084] [-0.421, -0.032]
Knowledge scale 0.260%** 0.191**
[0.137,0.383] [0.067, 0.315]
Religiosity -0.030 -0.016
[-0.110, 0.050] [-0.093, 0.061]
Age 0.001 0.001
[0.000, 0.003] [0.000, 0.003]
Female 0.035 0.030
[-0.016, 0.087] [-0.020, 0.080]
Income under $30k 0.016 0.031
[-0.081,0.112] [-0.065, 0.126]
Income $30-50k 0.041 0.057
[-0.053, 0.136] [-0.036, 0.149]
Income $50-75k 0.025 0.040
[-0.067,0.117]  [-0.049, 0.129]
Income $75-125k 0.062 0.063
[-0.013, 0.137] [-0.010, 0.136]
Educ < high school -0.127 -0.154*
[-0.260, 0.005] [-0.284, -0.025]
Educ high school degree -0.051 -0.070
[-0.130, 0.027] [-0.146, 0.007]
Educ some college -0.002 -0.014
[-0.065, 0.062] [-0.077, 0.049]
N 846 846 846
Adjusted R? 0.021 0.133 0.183
F 3.6%%* (7,838)  6.4%**(24,821)  8.6%** (25, 820)

*p <0.05,**p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables, ex-
cept: knowledge scale, religiosity, and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology
is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for income, 125k+; for education,
college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1.
Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 9: Panel: Support for government funding of enabling more use of DNA in criminal investigations: strongly
support (1); somewhat support (.67); somewhat oppose (.33); strongly oppose (0) (OLS)

Values only Full Full w/2011 att.
2011 attitude 0.412%%*
[0.316, 0.508]
Authority 0.106* 0.090** 0.062
[0.020, 0.191] [0.027, 0.154] [-0.010, 0.135]
Autonomy -0.086 -0.123%* -0.090*
[-0.180,0.007]  [-0.213,-0.034] [-0.161, -0.020]
Knowledge 0.038 0.005 -0.003
[-0.098, 0.174] [-0.098, 0.109] [-0.102, 0.095]
Self 0.074* 0.038 0.020
[0.009, 0.139] [-0.025, 0.101] [-0.037, 0.077]
Group -0.036 -0.034 -0.007
[-0.089, 0.018] [-0.121, 0.053] [-0.085, 0.071]
Society -0.069 -0.062 -0.059
[-0.199, 0.060] [-0.172, 0.049] [-0.174, 0.055]
Justice 0.004 0.001 -0.012
[-0.053, 0.062] [-0.052, 0.054] [-0.060, 0.037]
Moderate -0.007 0.016
[-0.075, 0.061] [-0.047,0.079]
Conservative -0.078* -0.049
[-0.139,-0.018] [-0.103, 0.005]
Black, non-Hispanic -0.082* -0.085*
[-0.154,-0.010] [-0.153,-0.018]
Hispanic 0.003 -0.028
[-0.073, 0.079] [-0.098, 0.043]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.003 -0.004
[-0.088, 0.094] [-0.087, 0.079]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH -0.015 -0.073*
[-0.129, 0.098] [-0.145,-0.001]
Knowledge scale 0.168** 0.088
[0.061, 0.274] [-0.003, 0.179]
Religiosity -0.039 -0.033
[-0.114, 0.035] [-0.099, 0.034]
Age 0.000 0.000
[-0.001, 0.002] [-0.001, 0.001]
Female -0.024 -0.021
[-0.073, 0.024] [-0.066, 0.023]
Income under $30k 0.130** 0.119%*
[0.038, 0.221] [0.038, 0.200]
Income $30-50k 0.081 0.065
[-0.012, 0.174] [-0.013,0.143]
Income $50-75k -0.014 -0.003
[-0.103, 0.075] [-0.078, 0.073]
Income $75-125k 0.032 0.029
[-0.042, 0.106] [-0.035, 0.094]
Educ < high school -0.140%* -0.174%**
[-0.242, -0.037] [-0.274, -0.074]
Educ high school degree -0.065 -0.065%*
[-0.135, 0.006] [-0.129, -0.002]
Educ some college 0.003 0.005
[-0.058, 0.063] [-0.050, 0.059]
N 846 846 846
Adjusted R? 0.030 0.108 0.245
F 4.8%** (7,838)  5.3%**(24,821)  11.9%** (25, 820)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables,
except: knowledge scale, religiosity, and age. Reference category for 3-point ideology
is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for income, 125k+; for education,
college degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1.
Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 10: Biobanks Supporter Group (Reference: Supports Neither)

Variable

Forensic Only

Scientific Only

Both

Authority (Scientific)
Authority (Forensic)
Autonomy (Scientific)
Autonomy (Forensic)
Knowledge (Scientific)
Knowledge (Forensic)
Self (Scientific)

Self (Forensic)

Group (Scientific)
Group (Forensic)
Society (Scientific)
Society (Forensic)
Health (Scientific)
Justice (Forensic)
Moderate
Conservative

Black, non-Hispanic
Hispanic

Asian/Other, non-Hisp
Knowledge scale
Religiosity

Age

Female

Income under $30k
Income $30-50k
Income $50-75k
Income $75-125k
Educ < high school
Educ high school degree
Educ some college

(Intercept)

1.531 (0.503)%*
0.204 (0.532)
0.615 (0.298)*
-0.643 (0.346)
0.186 (0.273)
-1.158 (0.710)
-0.352 (0.370)
-0.154 (0.304)
1.065 (1.003)
-1.043 (1.052)
-0.040 (0.474)
0.104 (0.510)
0.277 (0.369)
0.100 (0.276)
-0.491 (0.270)
0.143 (0.276)
-0.212 (0.303)
0.302 (0.289)
0.051 (0.259)
1.893 (0.447 %%+
0.343 (0.299)
0.019 (0.006)**
0.461 (0.211)*
-0.178 (0.368)
0.528 (0.368)
0.019 (0.351)
0.200 (0.315)
-0.398 (0.480)
0.099 (0.281)
0.255 (0.282)
-3.181 (0.554)%**

0.496 (0.632)
-0.822 (0.822)
-0.366 (0.408)
0.184 (0.367)
0.926 (0.321)**
-0.371 (0.604)
0.418 (0.416)
-0.238 (0.392)
1.374 (1.229)
-1.650 (1.615)
1.136 (0.454)*
0.890 (0.524)
1.536 (0.392)%**
0.483 (0.327)
-0.454 (0.309)
-0.710 (0.329)*
-0.140 (0.399)
0.138 (0.374)
0.056 (0.361)
1.023 (0.612)
0.389 (0.411)
0.004 (0.008)
-0.046 (0.258)
-0.506 (0.467)
-0.495 (0.505)
-0.181 (0.411)
-0.311 (0.392)
-0.027 (0.542)
0.149 (0.359)
0.255 (0.344)
-2.338 (0.784)%*

15.107 (0.567)%%*
0.744 (0.499)
-1.019 (0.277)%**
-0.751 (0.296)*
0.495 (0.226)*
0.573 (0.408)
-0.192 (0.301)
0.219 (0.241)
1.936 (0.900)*
-1.162 (0.859)
0.955 (0.367)**
0.502 (0.422)
1.049 (0.294)%**
0.498 (0.230)*
-0.750 (0.234)%*
-0.322 (0.235)
-0.324 (0.277)
0.488 (0.252)
0.276 (0.252)
3.152 (0.427)%**
-0.109 (0.258)
0.025 (0.005)%**
0.113 (0.177)
-0.164 (0.310)
0.060 (0.322)
-0.201 (0.299)
0.012 (0.275)
-0.415 (0.356)
0.314 (0.246)
0.431 (0.239)
-3.046 (0.570)%**
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N = 1,585. Log Likelihood = -1657.714. Pseudo R2 (McFadden) = 0.165. Notes: *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05. Log
odds from multinomial logistic regression shown with standard errors in parentheses. Non-supporter of both biobank types is
the reference category. Two-tailed t-tests. All dummy variables, except: knowledge scale, religiosity, and age. Reference
category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hispanic; for income, 125k+; for education, college
degree or more. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1. Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.
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APPENDIX C: KNOWLEDGE INTERACTIONS

Table 1: Cross-Sections: Use of DNA samples for medical/scientific research likely to do: more good than harm (1); equal

amts of good/harm (.5); more harm than good (0) to society (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.109 -0.483 0.240%** 0.167**
[-0.142, 0.360] [-1.328, 0.363] [0.167, 0.314] [0.049, 0.286]
Author*Knowledge 1.032
[-0.205, 2.270]
Autonomy -0.135%** -0.046 -0.112%** -0.029
[-0.180, -0.089] [-0.166, 0.075] [-0.159, -0.066] [-0.161, 0.102]
Auton*Knowledge -0.136 -0.136
[-0.308, 0.037] [-0.328, 0.056]
Knowledge 0.134%%* 0.216%*** 0.106*** 0.146*
[0.103, 0.166] [0.123, 0.309] [0.068, 0.144] [0.033, 0.258]
Know*Knowledge scl -0.127 -0.062
[-0.258, 0.005] [-0.213, 0.088]
Self 0.012 -0.007 0.015 0.026
[-0.027, 0.052] [-0.129, 0.115] [-0.039, 0.069] [-0.138, 0.190]
Self*Knowledge 0.027 -0.019
[-0.146, 0.199] [-0.244, 0.206]
Group -0.099* -0.168 0.045 0.443*
[-0.182, -0.016] [-0.502, 0.165] [-0.059, 0.149] [0.015, 0.871]
Group*Knowledge 0.093 -0.531
[-0.423, 0.610] [-1.092, 0.031]
Society 0.153%** 0.211%** 0.152%%* 0.176*
[0.111, 0.194] [0.089, 0.332] [0.096, 0.208] [0.023, 0.329]
Society*Knowledge -0.096 -0.045
[-0.267, 0.076] [-0.255, 0.166]
Health 0.120%** 0.147* 0.141%%* 0.303***
[0.080, 0.160] [0.019, 0.274] [0.099, 0.183] [0.145, 0.461]
Health*Knowledge -0.047 -0.240%*
[-0.221, 0.126] [-0.447,-0.032]
Moderate 0.001 0.000 -0.052* -0.053*
[-0.034, 0.036] [-0.035, 0.035] [-0.094,-0.011] [-0.094, -0.012]
Conservative -0.012 -0.013 -0.066%* -0.066%*
[-0.049, 0.026] [-0.050, 0.025] [-0.107, -0.026] [-0.106, -0.025]
Black, non-Hispanic 0.007 0.006 -0.021 -0.020
[-0.031, 0.044] [-0.032, 0.043] [-0.076, 0.035] [-0.077, 0.037]
Hispanic 0.011 0.011 0.036 0.036
[-0.025, 0.047] [-0.025, 0.047] [-0.011, 0.082] [-0.010, 0.082]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.027 0.025 0.035 0.035
[-0.024, 0.078] [-0.026, 0.076] [-0.009, 0.080] [-0.009, 0.080]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.064 0.069
[-0.074, 0.202] [-0.069, 0.206]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.016 -0.015
[-0.057, 0.024] [-0.056, 0.025]
Knowledge scale 0.286%** 0.344%** 0.268*** 0.334%**
[0.216, 0.355] [0.244, 0.443] [0.193, 0.342] [0.230, 0.437]
Religiosity -0.021 -0.022 -0.011 -0.013
[-0.065, 0.022] [-0.066, 0.021] [-0.060, 0.038] [-0.062, 0.036]
Age 0.001** 0.001** 0.001** 0.001*
[0.000, 0.002] [0.000, 0.002] [0.000, 0.003] [0.000, 0.002]
Female -0.015 -0.015 -0.001 0.002
[-0.044,0.015] [-0.044, 0.015] [-0.034, 0.032] [-0.031, 0.035]
Income under $30k -0.023 -0.024 -0.015 -0.014
[-0.080, 0.034] [-0.081, 0.033] [-0.074, 0.043] [-0.072, 0.045]
Income $30-50k -0.028 -0.027 -0.031 -0.032
[-0.086, 0.029] [-0.084, 0.030] [-0.089, 0.027] [-0.090, 0.027]
Income $50-75k -0.051 -0.052 -0.035 -0.035
[-0.105, 0.004] [-0.106, 0.003] [-0.090, 0.020] [-0.090, 0.021]
Income $75-125k -0.023 -0.025 -0.023 -0.021
[-0.079, 0.032] [-0.080, 0.031] [-0.071, 0.025] [-0.069, 0.028]
Educ < high school -0.071* -0.071* -0.001 -0.010
[-0.127,-0.015] [-0.126, -0.016] [-0.069, 0.068] [-0.075, 0.055]
Educ high school degree -0.046* -0.048* 0.022 0.015
[-0.089, -0.004] [-0.090, -0.006] [-0.024, 0.069] [-0.032, 0.062]
Educ some college -0.033 -0.035 0.025 0.019
[-0.072, 0.007] [-0.076, 0.005] [-0.016, 0.065] [-0.021, 0.060]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.195 0.198 0.222 0.225
F 38%**(25,3,778)  30.3***(32,3,771)  20.6%** (23, 1,561)  16.9*** (29, 1,555)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. Dummy variables, except age and as noted. Reference
category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hisp; for income, 125k+; for education, college 1
degree +. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1. Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.
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Table 2: Cross-Sections: Use of DNA samples for medical/scientific research likely to do: more good than harm (1); equal

amts of good/harm (.5); more harm than good (0) to society (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.255%** 0.149 0.416%** 0.375%**
[0.163, 0.348] [-0.170, 0.467] [0.343, 0.489] [0.274, 0.475]
Author*Knowledge 0.185
[-0.356, 0.726]
Autonomy -0.133%%** -0.094 -0.075%** -0.134*
[-0.169, -0.097] [-0.202, 0.015] [-0.119, -0.031] [-0.250, -0.018]
Auton*Knowledge -0.062 0.083
[-0.213, 0.089] [-0.085, 0.251]
Knowledge 0.124%** 0.171%*** 0.12]%** 0.150*
[0.097, 0.151] [0.098, 0.244] [0.087, 0.155] [0.033, 0.267]
Know*Knowledge scl -0.073 -0.042
[-0.182, 0.036] [-0.201, 0.117]
Self -0.047** -0.075 -0.048 -0.054
[-0.080,-0.015] [-0.173, 0.022] [-0.098, 0.002] [-0.194, 0.086]
Self*Knowledge 0.042 0.007
[-0.098, 0.182] [-0.190, 0.205]
Group -0.009 -0.141 0.111* 0.345
[-0.099, 0.080] [-0.429, 0.148] [0.022, 0.200] [-0.088, 0.778]
Group*Knowledge 0.181 -0.308
[-0.205, 0.567] [-0.876, 0.260]
Society 0.119%** 0.164%* 0.102%** 0.155
[0.078, 0.160] [0.044, 0.285] [0.052, 0.151] [-0.002, 0.312]
Society*Knowledge -0.075 -0.088
[-0.254, 0.105] [-0.316, 0.140]
Health 0.123%*** 0.201*** 0.099%** 0.177**
[0.088, 0.158] [0.091, 0.311] [0.058, 0.140] [0.043,0.310]
Health*Knowledge -0.119 -0.112
[-0.271, 0.033] [-0.283, 0.059]
Moderate -0.059%** -0.058*** -0.067*** -0.066%**
[-0.089, -0.028] [-0.089, -0.027] [-0.105, -0.029] [-0.104, -0.029]
Conservative -0.120%** -0.121%** -0.135%** -0.134%**
[-0.152, -0.088] [-0.152, -0.089] [-0.175, -0.095] [-0.174, -0.095]
Black, non-Hispanic 0.023 0.023 -0.020 -0.019
[-0.012, 0.058] [-0.011, 0.057] [-0.069, 0.029] [-0.069, 0.030]
Hispanic 0.078%** 0.077%** 0.037 0.038
[0.044, 0.113] [0.043,0.111] [-0.009, 0.083] [-0.008, 0.084]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.054* 0.052%* 0.052%* 0.052%*
[0.007, 0.101] [0.006, 0.099] [0.011, 0.094] [0.011, 0.094]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.139** 0.142%**
[0.050, 0.228] [0.053,0.231]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.010 -0.009
[-0.044, 0.025] [-0.044, 0.025]
Knowledge scale 0.146%** 0.183%** 0.199%** 0.217%**
[0.087, 0.204] [0.094, 0.272] [0.121,0.277] [0.116, 0.319]
Religiosity -0.030 -0.031 -0.074%** -0.077***
[-0.068, 0.008] [-0.069, 0.007] [-0.120, -0.028] [-0.122,-0.031]
Age -0.001* -0.001* 0.000 0.000
[-0.002, 0.000] [-0.002, 0.000] [0.000, 0.001] [0.000, 0.001]
Female 0.003 0.003 -0.008 -0.006
[-0.022, 0.028] [-0.022, 0.028] [-0.039, 0.023] [-0.037, 0.025]
Income under $30k 0.008 0.008 0.018 0.020
[-0.041, 0.058] [-0.042, 0.057] [-0.035, 0.071] [-0.033, 0.073]
Income $30-50k 0.011 0.012 -0.014 -0.014
[-0.038, 0.059] [-0.037, 0.061] [-0.072, 0.043] [-0.072, 0.044]
Income $50-75k -0.015 -0.015 0.018 0.020
[-0.063, 0.033] [-0.063, 0.034] [-0.029, 0.066] [-0.028, 0.068]
Income $75-125k -0.016 -0.016 -0.028 -0.026
[-0.060, 0.028] [-0.060, 0.028] [-0.071, 0.015] [-0.069, 0.017]
Educ < high school 0.018 0.017 -0.031 -0.038
[-0.031, 0.067] [-0.032, 0.066] [-0.104, 0.041] [-0.112, 0.036]
Educ high school degree 0.005 0.002 -0.036 -0.039
[-0.031, 0.040] [-0.033, 0.038] [-0.077, 0.005] [-0.080, 0.002]
Educ some college -0.031 -0.034* -0.016 -0.017
[-0.064, 0.002] [-0.067, -0.001] [-0.057, 0.024] [-0.057, 0.023]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.219 0.220 0.227 0.226
F 43.7%** (25,3,778)  34.5%** (32,3,771)  21.2%%*%(23,1,561) 17*** (29, 1,555)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, ¥** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. Dummy variables, except age and as noted. Reference
category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hisp; for income, 125k+; for education, college 2
degree +. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1. Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 3: Cross-Sections: Support for government funding of biobanks for research: strongly support (1); somewhat support

(.67); somewhat oppose (.33); strongly oppose (0) (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.075%* 0.069 0.078* 0.203
[0.019, 0.131] [-0.108, 0.246] [0.004, 0.153] [-0.055, 0.462]
Author*Knowledge 0.005 -0.191
[-0.254, 0.265] [-0.520, 0.139]
Autonomy -0.068** 0.015 -0.079%** 0.116
[-0.117,-0.020] [-0.139, 0.170] [-0.132,-0.026] [-0.032, 0.264]
Auton*Knowledge -0.123 -0.290**
[-0.336, 0.090] [-0.509, -0.070]
Knowledge 0.050 0.141 0.080* 0.003
[-0.018, 0.119] [-0.049, 0.331] [0.017, 0.144] [-0.173,0.178]
Know*Knowledge scl -0.142 0.112
[-0.406, 0.121] [-0.118, 0.341]
Self 0.043* -0.005 0.022 0.071
[0.010, 0.076] [-0.124,0.115] [-0.024, 0.067] [-0.067, 0.210]
Self*Knowledge 0.070 -0.080
[-0.091, 0.231] [-0.267, 0.108]
Group 0.020 0.220 -0.055 -0.229%*
[-0.126, 0.166] [-0.213, 0.654] [-0.172, 0.061] [-0.375, -0.083]
Group*Knowledge -0.310 0.299%*
[-0.874, 0.255] [0.086, 0.512]
Society 0.110%** 0.187%* 0.038 0.127
[0.065, 0.154] [0.061,0.314] [-0.040, 0.116] [-0.036, 0.291]
Society*Knowledge -0.128 -0.150
[-0.307, 0.051] [-0.412,0.112]
Justice 0.040%* 0.127** 0.040* 0.166*
[0.008, 0.072] [0.036, 0.217] [0.001, 0.079] [0.038, 0.294]
Justice¥*Knowledge -0.132%* -0.185%*
[-0.257, -0.008] [-0.356,-0.014]
Moderate -0.009 -0.008 -0.064** -0.065%*
[-0.044, 0.025] [-0.042, 0.027] [-0.107, -0.020] [-0.108, -0.021]
Conservative 0.002 0.002 -0.010 -0.008
[-0.033, 0.037] [-0.033, 0.037] [-0.053, 0.033] [-0.050, 0.034]
Black, non-Hispanic -0.071%** -0.071%** -0.051 -0.052
[-0.109, -0.032] [-0.109, -0.033] [-0.108, 0.006] [-0.109, 0.005]
Hispanic -0.038* -0.040* 0.048 0.047
[-0.076, -0.001] [-0.077, -0.003] [0.000, 0.096] [-0.001, 0.095]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp -0.033 -0.032 0.014 0.012
[-0.084, 0.019] [-0.084, 0.020] [-0.033, 0.061] [-0.035, 0.059]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH -0.023 -0.016
[-0.120, 0.075] [-0.113, 0.081]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.005 -0.006
[-0.042, 0.032] [-0.042, 0.031]
Knowledge scale 0.282%** 0.329%** 0.304%** 0.391%**
[0.216, 0.348] [0.239, 0.420] [0.227, 0.381] [0.294, 0.488]
Religiosity -0.054** -0.054** -0.005 -0.012
[-0.094, -0.014] [-0.094, -0.015] [-0.058, 0.049] [-0.066, 0.042]
Age 0.002%** 0.002%** 0.002%** 0.002%**
[0.001, 0.003] [0.001, 0.003] [0.001, 0.003] [0.001, 0.003]
Female 0.017 0.017 0.029 0.026
[-0.012, 0.046] [-0.012, 0.046] [-0.005, 0.064] [-0.008, 0.061]
Income under $30k -0.025 -0.024 -0.014 -0.012
[-0.075, 0.025] [-0.073, 0.026] [-0.076, 0.048] [-0.074, 0.049]
Income $30-50k -0.040 -0.039 0.025 0.021
[-0.090, 0.010] [-0.090, 0.011] [-0.036, 0.087] [-0.040, 0.083]
Income $50-75k 0.012 0.012 -0.018 -0.020
[-0.037, 0.060] [-0.037, 0.061] [-0.076, 0.039] [-0.077, 0.037]
Income $75-125k 0.019 0.021 0.009 0.011
[-0.028, 0.066] [-0.027, 0.069] [-0.043, 0.060] [-0.040, 0.062]
Educ < high school -0.009 -0.011 -0.044 -0.045
[-0.072, 0.053] [-0.073, 0.051] [-0.134, 0.046] [-0.135, 0.045]
Educ high school degree 0.017 0.016 0.029 0.027
[-0.026, 0.060] [-0.027, 0.058] [-0.018, 0.075] [-0.019, 0.073]
Educ some college 0.012 0.010 0.038 0.035
[-0.025, 0.049] [-0.027, 0.047] [-0.006, 0.083] [-0.010, 0.079]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.136 0.138 0.155 0.164
F 24.9%** (25,3,778)  20%**(32,3,771)  13.7%**(23,1,561)  11.4*%** (30, 1,554)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. Dummy variables, except age and as noted. Reference
category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hisp; for income, 125k+; for education, college 3
degree +. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1. Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



Table 4: Cross-Sections: Support for government funding of enabling more use of DNA in criminal investigations: strongly
support (1); somewhat support (.67); somewhat oppose (.33); strongly oppose (0) (OLS)

2011 2011 2017 2017
Authority 0.124%** 0.212%* 0.142%** 0.394%**
[0.070, 0.179] [0.054, 0.371] [0.066, 0.217] [0.219, 0.570]
Author*Knowledge -0.133 -0.385%*
[-0.388, 0.122] [-0.660, -0.110]
Autonomy -0.067** -0.022 -0.132%** -0.026
[-0.110, -0.025] [-0.167, 0.123] [-0.187,-0.077] [-0.189, 0.136]
Auton*Knowledge -0.069 -0.163
[-0.267, 0.129] [-0.376, 0.049]
Knowledge 0.014 -0.041 0.054 0.093
[-0.049, 0.078] [-0.282, 0.199] [-0.027, 0.135] [-0.204, 0.390]
Know*Knowledge scl 0.091 -0.068
[-0.244, 0.426] [-0.484, 0.348]
Self 0.020 -0.053 0.038 0.145%*
[-0.014, 0.053] [-0.182, 0.076] [-0.009, 0.085] [0.021, 0.270]
Self*Knowledge 0.109 -0.163
[-0.064, 0.282] [-0.332, 0.007]
Group -0.054 0.238 -0.282%** -0.336%**
[-0.291, 0.184] [-0.263, 0.738] [-0.393, -0.170] [-0.491, -0.181]
Group*Knowledge -0.448 0.106
[-1.119, 0.223] [-0.207, 0.420]
Society 0.087%** 0.201** 0.143%%* 0.243%%*
[0.042,0.131] [0.078, 0.323] [0.077,0.210] [0.101, 0.386]
Society*Knowledge -0.186 -0.171
[-0.377, 0.004] [-0.396, 0.053]
Justice 0.080%** 0.221*** 0.077*** 0.139%**
[0.054, 0.106] [0.130, 0.311] [0.041, 0.113] [0.034, 0.245]
Justice¥*Knowledge -0.216%** -0.092
[-0.341,-0.091] [-0.236, 0.053]
Moderate -0.019 -0.015 -0.056%* -0.056%*
[-0.049, 0.010] [-0.044, 0.014] [-0.095, -0.018] [-0.095, -0.018]
Conservative -0.043** -0.044** -0.061%** -0.057**
[-0.075,-0.012] [-0.075,-0.012] [-0.099, -0.022] [-0.096, -0.019]
Black, non-Hispanic 0.027 0.026 -0.026 -0.028
[-0.008, 0.062] [-0.008, 0.060] [-0.081, 0.028] [-0.082, 0.026]
Hispanic 0.054%** 0.053** 0.041 0.039
[0.019, 0.090] [0.019, 0.087] [-0.004, 0.086] [-0.005, 0.084]
Asian/Other, non-Hisp 0.027 0.030 0.010 0.010
[-0.023, 0.076] [-0.019, 0.080] [-0.032, 0.052] [-0.030, 0.051]
Nativ Am/Pacif Isl, NH 0.076 0.082
[-0.041, 0.194] [-0.035, 0.200]
Multiracial, non-Hisp -0.017 -0.018
[-0.056, 0.022] [-0.057, 0.021]
Knowledge scale 0.246%** 0.298%** 0.206%** 0.290%**
[0.176,0.317] [0.200, 0.395] [0.134,0.278] [0.199, 0.380]
Religiosity -0.032 -0.033 -0.044 -0.053*
[-0.070, 0.007] [-0.072, 0.005] [-0.092, 0.004] [-0.100, -0.005]
Age 0.001* 0.001* 0.001* 0.001*
[0.000, 0.002] [0.000, 0.002] [0.000, 0.002] [0.000, 0.002]
Female 0.016 0.015 0.024 0.023
[-0.010, 0.042] [-0.010, 0.041] [-0.008, 0.056] [-0.009, 0.055]
Income under $30k -0.014 -0.012 -0.013 -0.010
[-0.060, 0.033] [-0.058, 0.034] [-0.074, 0.047] [-0.070, 0.049]
Income $30-50k -0.002 -0.001 0.032 0.033
[-0.049, 0.044] [-0.048, 0.045] [-0.030, 0.093] [-0.029, 0.094]
Income $50-75k -0.016 -0.016 -0.007 -0.006
[-0.063, 0.031] [-0.063, 0.031] [-0.061, 0.047] [-0.060, 0.048]
Income $75-125k -0.015 -0.014 -0.024 -0.020
[-0.056, 0.027] [-0.056, 0.028] [-0.074, 0.025] [-0.069, 0.029]
Educ < high school 0.036 0.034 -0.013 -0.012
[-0.020, 0.092] [-0.021, 0.088] [-0.087, 0.061] [-0.085, 0.061]
Educ high school degree 0.036 0.034 -0.009 -0.011
[0.000, 0.073] [-0.002, 0.071] [-0.053, 0.035] [-0.054, 0.033]
Educ some college -0.003 -0.004 0.015 0.016
[-0.037, 0.032] [-0.038, 0.030] [-0.031, 0.061] [-0.031, 0.062]
N 3804 3804 1585 1585
Adjusted R? 0.103 0.112 0.153 0.160
F 18.4%** (25,3,778)  16%** (32,3,771)  13.5%** (23, 1,561)  11.1*** (30, 1,554)

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 Two-tailed t-tests. Dummy variables, except age and as noted. Reference
category for 3-point ideology is liberal; for race/ethnicity, white, non-Hisp; for income, 125k+; for education, college 4
degree +. Knowledge scale consists of seven equidistant points, 0 to 1. Religiosity ranges from 0 to 1.



APPENDIX D: CODING INSTRUCTIONS

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Code each response independently. Mark 1 for yes in each relevant column; leave the column
blank if the response does not fit into that category.

We expect most responses to fall into 1, or maybe 2 categories. A response will rarely fall into
more than 2 categories. A given response might be marked 1 in more than one column, for one of
two reasons:
[] A person gives 2 or more independent answers (I believe in helping society and I want to
ensure that cancer is cured)
[] A person gives an answer that is ambiguous or cuts across several categories (as a black
man, [ know how important it is to ensure that medical research includes people of color)

Code all mistaken answers in the spirit of their answers, even if they’re mistaken.

Use the category Other sparingly — it is for responses that have substantive meaning but (in
almost all cases) can’t be coded into one of the categories that we have defined and given
examples for

MEDICAL BIOBANKS

Self- or family- interest

Responses indicate a focus on achieving some benefit to the self or family, or avoiding harm to
the self or family. A person could agree to donate a DNA sample, or refuse to do so — either fits
in this category if the reason given has to do with achieving a benefit or avoiding a harm to self
or family.

We aim here for a definition of benefit and harm that strikes a middle position between overly
narrow (e.g., benefit is strictly economic) and overly broad (e.g., benefit is the achievement of
any personal goal) definitions. Our definition of benefit/harm involves one or more of the
following:

gaining or losing safety/health — for self and family
economic and other resources — for self and family
knowledge about the self or family,

power over people or things, and

standing of self and family in the community.

OOoOggd



Its logic is, broadly speaking, materialistic, in that all of these benefits can, more or less, be
turned into other benefits on the list.

If a person explicitly says that some version of self-interest is not part of his/her reason for the
answer, code that as Other.

Social groups / identities

We define this category broadly because there are so few relevant mentions in the database.
We include in this category any reference to

'] asocial group (the person may or may not identify as a member)

[J concern over discrimination, in general or toward an identified group

[ discriminatory/stereotyping remarks.

We are interested in salient social groups, such as racial/ethnic, gender, national, class, or
religious groups. At the end of the day, however, the key is whether the respondent seems to

view a group as an important category of people—even if it is not on the usual list of groups.

Note: Do not include “human race” as a social group.

Authority / control

This value focuses on societal order, usually under the guidance or control of appropriate
authority. It might invoke a tendency toward authoritarianism and/or social dominance
orientation, but need not. The emphasis is on one or more of the following:

] assisting or complying with legitimate rules or laws
] assisting or complying with individuals or organizations who enforce rules or laws
'] making sure that each person or thing is where it belongs—the connotation here is order
] tradition, hierarchy, or habituated compliance
Health

A comment in this category might focus on a particular disease(s) or disorder(s), or it might be
more general—with attention to the usefulness of DNA to solve a problem of health or health
care. More specifically, medical cure might focus on one or more of the following:



(1 Use DNA to find out about diseases (could be specific or general)

[] Use DNA to find a cure to diseases (again, could be a specific disease or a more general
statement)

[J To help people who have diseases (specific or general).

[] Invokes public health (health, broadly-defined)

Proponents of or opposition to DNA use are both focused on whether it helps to cure a medical
problem; the central theme regarding DNA is the importance of using it to ensure better health or
health care (rather than that DNA is a cool new tool or form of knowledge).

Autonomy

The focus is the sanctity of the individual (or group), often but not necessarily posed against
illegitimate interference or excessive assertions by state or by other claimants to authority or
control. The concern for autonomy is expressed as one or more of the following:

[ Distrust of government or other claimants to control (e.g., doctors, hospitals, scientists,
businesses, industry).
[l Concern over
o overreach or intentional corruption (not necessarily focused on any particular
system)
o limits on individual freedom
o privacy / avoiding surveillance.
Support of liberty or freedom, for oneself or others
Claim of rights or constitutional protections
Fear of power, even if not specified who exercises it
Claims to autonomy or liberty for a group (rather than an individual),

I O R

Note: If a respondent expresses doubt that DNA can help cure diseases or improve health, that
goes into Health (possibly also Knowledge if medical science is being criticized), not Autonomy.

Societal benefit

Responses focus on actions that help other people (outside of the respondent’s family) —whether
specific individuals, society, government, or future generations. Most responses will include one
or more of the following:

to help, generally or with no specific referent

to help, with some referent

to make progress

sometimes “why not” — if it is attached to a statement about helping others or society

I O R



“To help” cure disease or advance societal health would go in Health, not Societal Benefit.

Don’t code general moral claims or values into societal benefit (e.g. truth). Even though people
usually believe their values are helpful to the rest of the world, this category focuses on helping
others directly (in contrast to other values, such as truth, fairness etc., that represent a more
indirect form of benefit to society).

Religion

An answer falls in Religion if an individual gives any indication of including one or more of the
following:

[ religious authority or faith is guiding their decision-making
[ religious authority or faith is invoked in comparison with DNA

Knowledge

Responses focus on using knowledge, belief in existing knowledge, or interest in the pursuit of
knowledge—their own or others’, organized or unorganized. This may be expressed in terms of
one or more of the following:

[ curiosity about or interest in genetic research or science more generally;

[ belief that genetic/scientific research is important;

[l belief that genetic/scientific research is high quality — the emphasis is on research or
learning or science, not implementation in society;

(] an eagerness to know or commitment to get to the truth.

[l respondent’s own use of technical knowledge to explain his/her view on contributing a
DNA sample

[l respondent’s statement that contributing his or her DNA sample will increase societal
knowledge of biobanks or genetics.



FORENSIC BIOBANKS

Self- or family- interest

Responses indicate a focus on achieving some benefit to the self or family, or avoiding harm to
the self or family. A person could agree to donate a DNA sample, or refuse to do so — either fits
in this category if the reason given has to do with achieving a benefit or avoiding a harm to self
or family.

We aim here for a definition of benefit and harm that strikes a middle position between overly
narrow (e.g., benefit is strictly economic) and overly broad (e.g., benefit is the achievement of
any personal goal) definitions. Our definition of benefit/harm involves one or more of the
following:

gaining or losing safety/health — for self and family
economic and other resources — for self and family
knowledge about the self or family,

power over people or things, and

standing of self and family in the community.

OOoOggd

Its logic is, broadly speaking, materialistic, in that all of these benefits can, more or less, be
turned into other benefits on the list.

If a person explicitly says that some version of self-interest is not part of his/her reason for the
answer, code that as Other.

A note on coding: This definition does include colloquial expressions of benefit/harm (this will
help me or hurt me); people tend to use these terms as indicating self-interest as defined above.
However, it does not include a general expression of wanting or not wanting something, as any
specific goal could underlie this expression (e.g., not wanting to participate because the system in
place is thought to be unethical or because the system contradicts a specific political principle).

Social groups / identities

We define this category broadly because there are so few relevant mentions in the database.
We include in this category any reference to

'] asocial group (the person may or may not identify as a member)

[J concern over discrimination, in general or toward an identified group
[ discriminatory/stereotyping remarks.



We are interested in salient social groups, such as racial/ethnic, gender, national, class, or
religious groups. At the end of the day, however, the key is whether the respondent seems to
view a group as an important category of people—even if it is not on the usual list of groups.

Authority / control

This value focuses on societal order, usually under the guidance or control of appropriate
authority. It might invoke a tendency toward authoritarianism and/or social dominance
orientation, but need not. The emphasis is on one or more of the following:

] assisting or complying with legitimate rules or laws
] assisting or complying with individuals or organizations who enforce rules or laws
'] making sure that each person or thing is where it belongs—the connotation here is order
[l broad concern about the amount of crime and the need to control it
[] (CP 7/28) Help end crimes/crime prevention
] tradition, hierarchy, or habituated compliance
Justice

This value focuses on achieving the correct outcome in the criminal justice system. It might
reflect a tough-on-crime attitude, or a concern that innocent people not get convicted (or do get
exonerated), or a more general concern that crime be correctly punished and mistakes or
corruption avoided. More specifically, justice will include one or more of the following:

need harsh penalties when crimes are committed
starting presumption that people accused of a crime are probably guilty (guilty until
proven innocent).
need for predictability of punishment for those guilty of crime,
take concerns of victims seriously, and therefore need legal action
make sure that innocent defendants not be found guilty
Exonerate those who have been falsely convicted
Avoid unfairness in criminal justice system due to discrimination or other bias
Use DNA testing because it helps to get right answer
Don’t rely on DNA testing (because it won’t promote justice), because it is or might be
o mistaken
o irrelevant
o corrupted

O Od
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In short, people must be treated fairly and the criminal justice process should avoid miscarriages
of justice-- with some people seeing that as the court system being too lenient and others seeing
it as the system being too harsh or inaccurate. Proponents of or opposition to DNA use are both
focused on whether it helps to get the right answer; the central theme regarding DNA is the
importance of using it to ensure that a correct verdict is reached (rather than that DNA is a cool
new tool or form of knowledge).

Autonomy

The focus is the sanctity of the individual (or group), often but not necessarily posed against
illegitimate interference or excessive assertions by state or by other claimants to authority or
control. The concern for autonomy is expressed as one or more of the following:

[J concern for privacy — for oneself or others,
U] distrust of government, maybe including
o government overreach or intentional corruption (not necessarily focused on
criminal justice system)
o other claimants to control such as corporations
o any external source that limits individual freedom.
Support of liberty or freedom, for oneself or others
Claim of rights or constitutional protections
fear of power, even if not specified who exercises it
claims to autonomy or liberty for a group (rather than an individual),

I O R

The distinction for the many variants of mistrust is: if they refer to crime, criminal justice etc.
that goes into Justice and Autonomy. Ifit is a more general rejection of government or control,
and does not refer to criminal justice system, that goes into Autonomy.

Societal benefit

Responses focus on actions that help other people (outside of the respondent’s family) —whether
specific individuals, society, government, or future generations. Most responses will include one
or more of the following:

to help, generally or with no specific referent

to help, with some referent

to make progress

sometimes “why not” — if it is attached to a statement about helping others or society

I O R

Don’t code general moral claims or values into societal benefit (e.g. truth). Even though people
usually believe their values are helpful to the rest of the world, this category focuses on helping



others directly (in contrast to other values, such as truth, fairness etc., that represent a more
indirect form of benefit to society).

Religion

An answer falls in Religion if an individual gives any indication including one or more of the
following:

[ religious authority or faith is guiding their decision-making
[ religious authority or faith is invoked in comparison with DNA

Knowledge

Responses focus on using knowledge, belief in existing knowledge, or interest in the pursuit of
knowledge—their own or others’, organized or unorganized. This may be expressed in terms of
one or more of the following:

[ curiosity about or interest in genetic research or science more generally;

[ belief that genetic/scientific research is important;

[l belief that genetic/scientific research is high quality — the emphasis is on research or
learning or science, not implementation in society;

(] an eagerness to know or commitment to get to the truth.

[l respondent’s own use of technical knowledge to explain his/her view on contributing a
DNA sample

[ respondent’s statement that contributing his or her DNA sample will increase societal
knowledge of biobanks or genetics.



APPENDIX E: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE AND METHODOLOGY

Part I: Survey Question Wording

Q2 [S]
Over the past few months, how much, if anything, have you heard or read about issues having to do with
genes or genetics?

A great deal
Quite a lot
Some

Not very much
None

gk~

Q9 [Grid]

Some things about a person are caused all or mostly by their genes, which they inherit from their parents.
Others may be due to their environment or the way they live. As far as you know, how much does each of
the following have to do with a person’s genes compared with the person’s environment or lifestyle?

Statements in Rows (randomize):
Having sickle cell anemia
Having cystic fibrosis

Having a particular eye color
Having heart disease

Level of intelligence

Being gay or lesbian

Being aggressive or violent
Having the flu

NGO WN =

Answers in Columns:
1. All or almost all to do with genes
2. Mixture of genes and environment or lifestyle
3. All or almost all to do with environment or lifestyle

Q10. [Grid]

Some things about a person may be genetically connected to their race or ethnicity. Other things may be
due to their environment or the way they live. As far as you know, how much does each of the following
have to do with a person’s race or ethnicity compared with the person’s environment or lifestyle?

Statements in Rows (randomize):
Having sickle cell anemia
Having cystic fibrosis
Having a particular eye color
Having heart disease

Level of intelligence

abrwh =



6. Being gay or lesbian
7. Being aggressive or violent
8. Having the flu

Answers in Columns:
1. All or almost all to do with race or ethnicity
2. Mixture of race/ethnicity and environment or lifestyle
3. All or almost all to do with environment or lifestyle

Q27 [S]
On another subject, based on what you know, would you say that DNA can be found in every cell in the
human body or only in specific organs and cells in the human body?

1. In every cell in the human body
2. Only in specific organs and cells in the human body
3. Don’t know enough to say

Q29. [Grid, S per row]
Based on what you know, would you say that more than half, about half, or less than half of a human
being’s genes are identical to those of a mouse?

1. More than half

2. About half

3. Less than half

4. Don’t know enough to say

Q30. [Grid, S per row]
Based on what you know, would you say that more than half, about half, or less than half of a white
person’s genes are identical to those of a black person?

1. More than half

2. About half

3. Less than half

4. Don’t know enough to say

Display_Bio. [Display]

Organizations across the United States and around the world are working together to enable scientists
from different laboratories to study thousands of DNA samples collected from patients or the general
public. These collections of DNA samples are sometimes called biobanks.

Q42. [Grid, S per row]
How much, if anything, have you heard or read about biobanks?

1. Alot



2. Some
3. Alittle
4. Nothing

Q43. [Grid, S per row]
Do you support or oppose government funding of biobanks for research?

Strongly support
Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose

poONM=

Q44. [Grid, S per row]
Do you support or oppose government regulation of biobanks for research?

Strongly support
Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose

poONM=

Q44a. [Grid, M per row]
Would you be willing or unwilling to contribute a DNA sample, for example by a swab from your mouth, for
use in current or future scientific or medical research?

1. Willing
2. Somewhat willing
3. Somewhat unwilling
4. Unwilling
Q44a1. [0O]

Why [IF Q44A=1-2: would/ IF Q44A=3-4: wouldn’t] you be willing to? / [IF Q44A = -1 “REFUSED”]
Why would or wouldn’t you be willing to?

[Large Text Box]

Display_DNA. [Display]

The federal government and almost all states require collection of a DNA sample from all people
convicted of a serious crime. The samples are stored and may be used in future cases to try to determine
a person’s guilt or innocence of a particular crime.

Q45. [S]
How much, if anything, have you heard or read about the collection of DNA samples from people
convicted of a serious crime for purposes of criminal investigations?

1. Alot



2. Some
3. Alittle
4. Nothing

Q46. [S]
Do you support or oppose government funding to enable more extensive use of DNA samples in the
criminal justice system?

Strongly support
Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose

Base: All respondents

Q47. [S]

Do you support or oppose government regulation of the use of DNA samples in the criminal justice
system?

SESINES

Strongly support
Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose

Q48B. [S]
Would you be willing or unwilling to contribute a DNA sample, for example by a swab from your mouth, for
use in current or future investigations to determine a person’s guilt or innocence of a particular crime?

PON =

1. Willing

2. Somewhat willing
3. Somewhat unwilling
4. Unwilling

Base: All respondents
Q48B1. [O]

Why [IF Q48B=1-2: would/ IF Q48B=3-4: wouldn’t] you be willing to? / [IF Q48B = -1 “REFUSED”]
Why would or wouldn’t you be willing to?

[LARGE TEXT BOX]
SCRIPTER: SHOW Q49 TO Q57 SEQUENCE FOR EACH ITEM IN THE LIST BELOW. RANDOMIZE

AND RECORD ORDER OF ITEMS IN LIST.
List of Items:

. efforts to slow or prevent global warming, sometimes termed climate change
. inherited diseases especially likely to affect people of one racial or ethnic group
. the development of genetic tests to determine an individual’s likelihood of getting an

inherited disease
the use of DNA samples collected from patients for scientific or medical research
the use of DNA samples collected from people convicted of a serious crime for law
enforcement purposes
ITEM B LOOP (ALL OF Q49-Q57A/B), ADD “Examples might include sickle cell anemia or the
inability to digest lactose.” TO END OF QUESTION TEXT

FOR Q49, ADD “Research on” TO BEGINNING OF TEXT FOR ITEM B.



FOR Q49, ITEM INSERT A, ADD COMMA AFTER “Change”
FOR Q49, ADD COMMA AFTER “Samples” AND AT END OF INSERT FOR ITEMS H AND |

Base: All respondents .
Q49. [S]

On another subject, do you think that [INSERT ITEM FROM LIST ABOVE] [IF ITEM=A, INSERT “are”;
IF ITEM=B, G, H, or |, INSERT “is”] likely to do more good than harm to society, more harm than good to
society, or equal amounts of harm and good to society?

1. More good than harm to society

2. Equal amounts of harm and good to society
3. More harm than good to society

Base: All Respondents

Scripter: SHOW Q50 FOR ITEMS A THROUGH H, DO NOT SHOW FOR ITEM |
FOR Q50, REPLACE “THE DEVELOPMENT OF” FROM BEGINNING OF TEXT FOR ITEM G WITH

“THE USE OF”

FOR Q50, ITEM G, CHANGE “SCIENTISTS” IN ITEM TEXT TO “DOCTORS”

FOR Q50, REMOVE “THE USE OF” FROM BEGINNING OF TEXT FOR ITEM H AND |

Q50. [S]

How much, if at all, do you trust that scientists will act for the public good in [ALL ITEMS EXCEPT A &
H : their research on /ITEM A: conducting research on / ITEM H: their use of] [ITEM]?

A lot
Some

A little
Not at all

Base: All respondents
Scripter: FOR Q51 AND Q52, ADD “research on” TO BEGINNING OF TEXT FOR ITEMS B

o=

ITEM I, CHANGE “government officials” TO “police officers”

Q51. [S]

How much, if at all, do you trust that government officials will act for the public good in overseeing
[ITEM]?

A lot
Some

A little

. Not at all

Base: All respondents

Scripter: FOR Q52, CHANGE “DEVELOPING” IN ITEM TEXT TO “DOING” FOR ITEM B
FOR Q52, REMOVE “THE DEVELOPMENT OF” FROM BEGINNING OF TEXT FOR ITEM G

ron

ITEM I, CHANGE “PRIVATE COMPANIES” TO “JUDGES AND JURIES”; For Item B, add “research
inning of inserted text — it will read “in doing research on inherited diseases...”

Q52. [Grid, S per row]

How much, if at all, do you trust that private companies will act for the public good in developing

[ITEM]?

1 A lot
2. Some



3. A little
4, Not at all
Q53. [S]
Do you support or oppose government funding for [ITEM]?
1. Strongly support
2. Somewhat support
3. Somewhat oppose
4. Strongly oppose
Q54. [S]

Do you support or oppose government regulation for [ITEM]?

poONM=

Strongly support
Somewhat support
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose

Q1_New. [Banked Grid]

Scientists are conducting research on ways to change human genes, often called gene therapy. Gene
therapy involves inserting healthy genes into a person’s cells to replace missing genes or to “knock out”
defective genes in that person. Scientists think that this technique might work in the near future to treat
inherited disorders, some viruses, or some cancers.

What is your view on each of the following statements about gene therapy?

Banked Grid Items:

1.
2.

o0k w
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More research should be devoted to developing gene therapies to treat disorders and diseases.
Scientists should be encouraged to develop gene therapies even if we cannot now predict exactly
how they will be used.

Successful gene therapy would demonstrate the benefits that science offers to humankind.

Even if it seems safe, gene therapy risks too many health complications.

Gene therapy should not be developed because it violates the laws of God or nature.
Widespread use of gene therapy would risk making society less accepting of people who are
different.

Environmental or social causes are more important than genetic causes of most disorders and
diseases.

Gene therapy might be acceptable for people who can give direct consent but should not be used
on fetuses or others who cannot signal their consent.

Answers Displayed Below Items:

abrowbh =

Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree



Q2_New. [Grid]
How much do you trust each of the following to help make decisions on policy issues having to do with
gene therapy?

Statements in Rows (randomize):

Doctors and other medical experts
Elected officials and other policy makers
Health care businesses or entrepreneurs
Spiritual or religious leaders

Community forums

Patients and their families

oubhwh=

Answers in Columns:
1. No trust
2. Alittle trust
3. Good deal of trust
4. Almost complete trust

Q3_New. [S]
How much priority should scientists give to research on gene therapy as compared to seeking to change
social and environmental causes of serious diseases or disorders?

1. Much more priority to research on gene therapy

2. Somewhat more priority to research on gene therapy

3. Equal priority to research on gene therapy and on seeking to change social and environmental
causes

4. Somewhat more priority on seeking to change social and environmental causes

5. Much more priority on seeking to change social and environmental causes

Q3A_New. [O]
Why do you think scientists should give [INSERT ANSWER FROM Q3_New]?

[INSERT LARGE TEXT BOX]

Q4_New. [S]

On balance, do you think the successful development of gene therapy for individuals is likely to do more
good than harm to society, equal amounts of harm and good to society, or more harm than good to
society?

1. More good than harm to society
2. Equal amounts of harm and good to society
3. More harm than good to society

Q5_New. [S]

Scientists are investigating the potential for conducting gene therapy in a woman’s eggs or a man’s
sperm in ways that will enable modified genes to be passed down from generation to generation. That
technique is often called “germline gene therapy.” If germline gene therapy were medically feasible and
safe, which of the following would come closest to your view?



1. Changing genes in ways that will be passed down across generations should be prohibited.
Changing genes in ways that will be passed down across generations should be permitted for
particular conditions.

3. Changing genes in ways that will be passed down across generations should be permitted for
almost all conditions.

Q5B_New. [M]
For which of the following conditions would you support feasible and safe germline gene therapy?
Choose as many as you wish.

1. To prevent inheritance of serious genetic diseases

2. To improve physical or mental conditions across generations, such as height, eyesight,
depression, or hearing.

3. To enhance talents or abilities across generations, such as athletic ability, musical talent, or
intelligence level.

Q6_New. [Banked Grid]

What is your view on each of the following statements about therapy to modify genes in ways that will be
passed down from generation to generation?

Banked Grid Items:

1. Germline gene therapy would deepen unfair inequality because only rich people will be able to
afford to improve their family line across generations.

2. Germline gene therapy would violate people’s autonomy because unborn individuals would have
no choice about whether to accept modified genes.

3. Germline gene therapy would be largely a waste of time since most traits come from family life,
environment, or lifestyle choices--not from genetic inheritance.

4. Humans have always sought to improve themselves and future generations; germline gene
therapy is an exciting next step.

5. Inherited diseases can be so terrible that we should do everything possible to prevent them from
being passed down from generation to generation.

6. Humans should trust that society will develop ways to control or prevent harmful outcomes of
germline gene therapy.

Answers Displayed Below ltems
Strongly agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat disagree
Strongly disagree
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Q7_New. [Grid, S per row]
How much do you trust each of the following to help make decisions on policy issues having to do with

germline gene therapy (that is, changing genes in ways that would be passed down from generation to
generation)?

Statements per row:
1. Doctors and other medical experts



Elected officials and other policy makers
Health care businesses or entrepreneurs
Spiritual or religious leaders

Community forums

Individuals and their families

ok wd

Answers in columns:
1. No trust
2. Alittle trust
3. Good deal of trust
4. Almost complete trust

Q8_New. [S]

On balance, do you think the successful development of germline gene therapy, in which modified genes
will be passed down from generation to generation, is likely to do more good than harm to society, equal
amounts of harm and good to society, or more harm than good to society?

1. More good than harm to society

2. Equal amounts of harm and good to society
3. More harm than good to society

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE



Part Il: KnowledgePanel Response Rates and Survey Weighting

Response Rates

As a member of the American Association of Public Opinion Researchers (AAPOR), GfK follows the
AAPOR standards for response rate reporting. While the AAPOR standards were established for
single survey administrations and not for multi-stage panel surveys; however, we use the
Callegaro-DiSogra (2008) algorithms for calculations of response rates for KnowledgePanel (KP)
surveys'. Typically, completion rate for KP surveys, which employ probability-based sampling, is
about 65% with possibility of minor variations due to survey length, topic, and other fielding
characteristics. In contrast, virtually all surveys that employ nonprobability online panels typically
achieve completion rates that are in low single digits. This means aside from the fact that such
nonprobability panels are inherently not representative of any known populations—different from
KP, the effective size of KP (35,750 = 55,000 x 0.65) would be equivalent to a nonprobability panel
with 1,787,500 members that on average secures completion rates close to 2%.

Sample Weighting

As detailed above, significant resources and infrastructure are devoted to the recruitment process
for the KnowledgePanel (KP) so that our active panel members can properly represent the adult
population of the U.S. This representation is not only achieved with respect to a broad set of
geodemographic indicators, but also hard-to-reach adults — such as those without Internet access
or Spanish language dominant Hispanics — are recruited in proper proportions as well.
Consequently, the raw distribution of KP mirrors that of the US adults fairly closely, baring
occasional disparities that may emerge for certain subgroups due to differential attrition.

In spite of the above, for selection of general population samples from KP a patented methodology
has been developed that ensures all samples behave as EPSEM. Briefly, this methodology starts by
weighting the pool of active members to the geodemographic benchmarks secured from the latest
March supplement of the Current Population Survey (CPS) along several dimensions. Using the
resulting weights as measure of size, in the next step a PPS (probability proportional to size)
procedure is used to select study specific samples. Itis the application of this PPS methodology
with the imposed size measures that produces fully self-weighing samples from KP, for which each
sample member can carry a design weight of unity. Moreover, in instances where a study design
requires any form of oversampling of certain subgroups, such departures from an EPSEM design
are accounted for by adjusting the design weights in reference to the CPS benchmarks for the
population of interest.

The geodemographic benchmarks used to weight the active panel members for computation of
size measures include:

e Gender (Male/Female)

o Age (18-29, 30-44, 45-59, and 60+)

e Race/Hispanic ethnicity (White/Non-Hispanic, Black/Non-Hispanic, Other/Non-Hispanic,
2+ Races/Non-Hispanic, Hispanic)

e Education (Less than High School, High School, Some College, Bachelor and beyond)

1 Callegaro, Mario and Charles DiSogra (2008). “Computing Response Metrics for Online Panels.” Public Opinion
Quarterly, Vol. 72, No. 5 2008, pp. 1008-1032.
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e Census Region (Northeast, Midwest, South, West)

e Household income (under $10k, $10K to <$25k, $25K to <$50k, $50K to <$75k, $75K to
<$100k, $100K to <$150k, and $150K+)

e Home ownership status (Own, Rent/Other)

e Metropolitan Area (Yes, No)

Study-Specific Post-Stratification Weights

Once the study sample has been selected and the survey administered, and all the survey data are
edited and made final, design weights are adjusted to account for any differential nonresponse that
may have resulted during the field period. Depending on the specific target population for a given
study, geodemographic distributions for the corresponding population are obtained from the CPS,
the American Community Survey (ACS), or in certain instances from the weighted KP profile data.
For this purpose an iterative proportional fitting (raking) procedure is used to produce the final
weights. In the final step, calculated weights are examined to identify and, if necessary, trim
outliers at the extreme upper and lower tails of the weight distribution. The resulting weights are
then scaled to aggregate to the total sample size of all eligible respondents.

For this study, the following demographic benchmark distributions of whites, African-Americans,
Asians and Hispanics from the March 2017 CPS Supplement Data and Hispanic language
benchmarks from the 2015 ACS Data were used for the raking adjustment of weights:

Within Race/Ethnicity (White, African-American, Asian, Hispanic)

e Gender (Male, Female) by Age (18-29, 30-44, 45-59, 60+)

e Census Region (Northeast, Midwest, South, West)

e Metropolitan Status (Metro, Non-Metro) [NOTE: We did not weight on metro/non-metro
status within Asians due to the small sample size]

e Education (Less than High School, High School, Some College, Bachelor or higher)
[NOTE: We collapsed LHS/HS for Asians due to the small sample size]

e Household Income (under $25K, $25-$49,999, $50K-$74,999, $75K-$99,999, $100K-
$149,999, $150K and over)

e Hispanic Origin (Non-Hispanic, Mexican Hispanic, Puerto Rican Hispanic, Cuban Hispanic,
Other Hispanic origins)

e Language Proficiency (English Proficient Hispanic, Bilingual Hispanic, Spanish Proficient
Hispanic, Non-Hispanic)

Weights Definition:
weight1: Weights for total respondents
weight2: Weights for respondents by race/ethnicity

Trimming: Design Effect:
weight1: weight1: 1.7087
White: (0.97%, 99.03%) weight2:
Black: (2.53%, 97.47%) White: 1.2609
Asian: (2.02%, 99.14%) Black: 2.0479
Hispanic: (1.12%, 98.88%) Asian: 1.5451

Hispanic: 1.4046
weight2: None - Scaled based on “weight1”
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INTRODUCTION

A core Knowledge Networks (KN) capability is our nationwide online panel, known as
KnowledgePanel®.! Bringing unprecedented reliability and statistical projectability to online
research, KnowledgePanel is the only online panel that is representative of the U.S. population.
By combining probability-based sampling and the Internet's many advantages as a research
medium, KnowledgePanel incorporates the views and opinions of all Americans. Thus,
KnowledgePanel provides the highest level of accuracy and representation available on the web

today — a degree of reliability essential to accurate measurement of public opinion.

In our procedures in building and maintaining KnowledgePanel, we respect the principle of
voluntarism as described in the Belmont Report. Participation in research is voluntary at the
time that respondents are asked to join the panel, at the time they are asked to participate in any
particular survey, and at the time they answer any given question in a survey. KN panelists are
not coerced to participate in any research and are not removed from the panel as a result of
failure to participate in any particular survey project or program of studies. KN panelists have
the option to ‘opt-out’ of the panel at any time by notifying Knowledge Networks. Knowledge
Networks maintains a toll-free phone number and its own call-center panel management facility

to receive requests for information and action from panelists.

KNOWLEDGE NETWORKS COMPANY INFORMATION

T KnowledgePanel ®is the national household panel recruited by probability-based methodology;
KnowledgePanel includes non-Internet households that KN equips with a laptop device, and it totals

appmma‘ely_é@_@@@_mﬁﬂl 1al.household-members-over. agn 13
£ 7
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Two prominent Stanford University professors, most notably Norman Nie, founded Knowledge
Networks in 1998 as an answer to using the capabilities of the Internet to develop research
methodologies for the next century. Since its founding, the company quickly grew into a
leading public policy, non-profit and academic research firm as well as one of the top consumer
insight marketing and media research providers, including numerous Fortune 500 and public

sector clients

KN maintains offices in CA, IL MA, NY, NJ, and OH; and has approximately 155 full-time

employees.

Knowledge Networks is proud to be a member or participate in the activities of the following

industry associations:

e American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR)
e Council of American Survey Research Organizations (CASRO)
e  Council for Marketing and Opinion Research (CMOR)

e The Advertising Research Foundation (ARF)

The key staff responsible for government, academic, and non-profit research each bring
expertise from long careers in designing and conducting surveys sponsored by the Federal
Government and major universities. This staff has also participated in methodological research

on data collection mode effects, nonresponse bias, and panel effects.

Knowledge Networks has applied and been approved for research by NIH having been given an

NIH Federalwide Assurance Number FWA00004571.
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J. Michael Dennis, the Senior Vice President for Government & Academic Research at KN, has

completed human subjects training from the NIH, University of California (Irvine), and

Stanford University. Other key staff has also completed human subjects training as required

by NIH and university IRBs.

Key Company Information:

General Manager:

J. Michael Dennis, Ph.D.,

Senior Vice President, Government & Academic Research
Knowledge Networks, Inc.

1350 Willow Road, Suite 102

Menlo Park, California 94025-1516

(650) 289-2160

(650) 289-2001

mdennis@knowledgenetworks.com

SIC code: 8732

NAICS Code: 541910

DUNS #: 048410489

CA Congressional District: #15

FWA Assurance Number: FWA00004571
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KNOWLEDGEPANEL® METHODOLOGY

Knowledge Networks has recruited the first online research panel — KnowledgePanel®— that is
representative of the U.S. population. Panel Members are randomly recruited by telephone and
mail surveys, and households are provided with access to the Internet and hardware if needed.
Unlike other Internet research panels sampling only individuals with Internet access volunteering
for research, KnowledgePanel is based on a sampling frame which includes both listed and
unlisted numbers, those without a landline telephone and is not limited to current Internet users or

computer owners, and does not accept self-selected volunteers.

Knowledge Networks selects households using random-digit dialing (RDD) or by using address-
based sampling. Once a person is recruited to the panel, they are contacted primarily by e-mail
(instead of by phone or mail). This permits surveys to be fielded very quickly and economically.
In addition, this approach reduces the burden placed on respondents, since e-mail notification is
less obtrusive than telephone calls. Most respondents also find answering Web questionnaires to

be more interesting and engaging than being questioned by a telephone interviewer.

Knowledge Networks’ panel recruitment methodology uses the same or similar quality standards
established by selected RDD surveys and area probability surveys conducted for the Federal

Government (such as the CDC-sponsored National Immunization Survey).

Until recently, KnowledgePanel’s probability-based recruitment had been based exclusively on a
national random-digit dial (RDD) frame. In 2009, Knowledge Networks added address-based
sample (ABS) frame (to supplement the RDD frame) in response to the growing number of cell-
phone only households that are outside of the RDD frame. ABS involves probability-based

sampling of addresses from the U.S. Postal Service’s Delivery Sequence File. Randomly
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sampled addresses are invited to join KnowledgePanel through a series of mailings and in some
cases telephone refusal conversion calls when a telephone number can be matched to the sampled
address. Invited households can join the panel by one of several means: by completing and
mailing back a paper form in a postage-paid envelope; by calling a toll-free hotline maintained by
Knowledge Networks; or by going to a designated KN Web site and completing the recruitment
form at the website. After initially accepting the invitation to join the panel, respondents are then
profiled for demographics and maintained on the panel using the same procedures established for
the RDD-recruited research subjects. Respondents sampled from the RDD and ABS frames are

provided the same privacy terms and confidentiality protections.

For the RDD-based sampling, Knowledge Networks utilizes list-assisted RDD sampling
techniques on the sample frame consisting of the entire United States residential telephone
population. Knowledge Networks excludes only those banks of telephone numbers (each
consisting of 100 telephone numbers) that have zero or one directory-listed phone numbers. Two
strata are defined using 2000 Census Decennial Census data that has been appended to all
telephone exchanges. The first stratum has a higher concentration of Black and Hispanic
households and the second stratum has a lower concentration of these groups relative to the
national estimates. Knowledge Networks’ telephone numbers are selected with equal probability
of selection for each number within each of the 2 strata, with the higher concentration Black and
Hispanic stratum being sampled at approximately twice the rate of the other stratum. Note that
the sampling is done without replacement to ensure that numbers already fielded by Knowledge

Networks do not get fielded again.

Knowledge Networks is able to recover a valid postal address for about 60%-70% of all
telephone numbers in its samples. The telephone numbers for which an address is recovered are

selected with certainty; between one-half and one-third of the remainder was subsampled
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randomly depending on the recruitment period up until July 2005. In May 2007, sub-sampling at
a rate of 0.75 of non-address households was implemented. The households for which we have
an address-matched telephone number are sent an advance mailing informing them that they have

been selected to participate in KnowledgePanel 7 to 9 days prior to the recruitment telephone call.

Following the advance letter, the telephone recruitment process begins for all sampled phone
numbers. Cases sent to telephone interviewers are dialed up to 90 days, with at least 10 dial
attempts on cases where no one answers the phone, and on phone numbers known to be
associated with households. Extensive refusal conversion is also performed. Experienced
interviewers conduct all recruitment interviews. The recruitment interview, which typically
requires about 10 minutes, begins with the interviewer informing the household member that they

have been selected to join KnowledgePanel®.

In addition to the above-documented English-based panel recruitment, in 2008 we constructed
KnowledgePanel Latino®™ to provide researchers a capability to conduct representative online
surveys with U.S. Hispanic community. Prior to the advent of KnowledgePanel Latino, there did
not exist in the U.S. an online panel that represents both the internet and non-Internet Hispanics,
and that was representative of that part of the U.S. population able to participate in Spanish-only
surveys. The sample for the KnowledgePanel Latino is recruited by a hybrid telephone
recruitment design, based on a random-digit dialing sample of U.S. Latinos and Hispanic-
surname sample. It is a geographically balanced sample that covers areas that, when aggregated,

encompasses approximately 93% of the nation’s 45.5 million Latinos.

The first RDD recruitment to KnowledgePanel was conducted in 1999. At that time, all
households recruited were given a WebTV to use for answering surveys. In August 2002, KN

began allowing households to use their own computers connected to the Internet for taking
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surveys. At this time, recruited households were no longer sent a WebTV if they reported having
access to the Internet. Currently, if a household does not have a computer and/or access to the
Internet from home, work or school, they are told that in return for completing a short survey
weekly, the household will be given a device (a WebTV or Laptop) and free monthly Internet
access. All members in the household are then enumerated, and some initial demographic

variables and background information of prior computer and Internet usage are collected.

Knowledge Networks attempts to recruit to KnowledgePanel every household member who is 13
years of age or older. For household members aged 13 to 17, we collect consent from the parents
or the legal guardian during the initial recruitment interview. If no consent is given, no further

direct communication to the teenagers will be attempted.

Prior to shipment, each WebTV or Laptop is custom configured with individual email accounts so
that it is ready for immediate use by the household members. Most households are able to install
the hardware without additional assistance, though Knowledge Networks maintains a telephone
technical support line and will, when needed, provide on-site installation. Panel members may
contact the Panel Member Support Department for questions using a toll-free number. The Panel
Member Support Department is available Monday-Friday 9AM-12AM EST and Sat-Sun 12PM-
8PM EST. The Support Department also contacts household members who do not respond to
survey invitations and attempts to restore contact and cooperation. Panel members who have
Internet access provide Knowledge Networks with their email accounts and their weekly surveys

are sent to that email account.

All new non-Internet panel members are sent an initial survey to confirm equipment installation.
For all new panel members, demographic information such as gender, age, race/ethnicity, income,

and education are collected in a follow-up survey. This information can be used to determine
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eligibility for specific studies. This information also eliminates the need for gathering basic
demographic information on each panel survey. Once this survey is completed, the panel

member is regarded as active and ready to be sampled for other surveys.

CONFIDENTIALITY AND PRIVACY PROTECTIONS

The documents described in this section related to communications to human subjects are
provided in English to English speakers and in Spanish for respondents recruited for
KnowledgePanel Latino. The documents shown in this section are in English. The

Spanish Language documents are available upon request.

Confidentiality Agreement with Panelists

Survey responses are confidential, with identifying information never revealed without
respondent approval. When surveys are assigned to KnowledgePanel Members, they receive
notice in their password protected e-mail account that the survey is available for completion.
Surveys are self-administered and accessible any time of day for a designated period.
Participants can complete a survey only once. Members may leave the panel at any time, and
receipt of the laptop and Internet service is not contingent on completion of any particular

survey.

All KN panelists, when joining the panel, are given a copy of the Privacy and Term of Use
Policy. The privacy terms are also available electronically at all times to panelists via the Panel
Member website. The Privacy and Terms of Use Policy is posted at

http://www .knowledgenetworks.com/info/about/privacy.html and is shown as Attachment A.

Knowledge Networks Key Company Information, Past External Review, Confidentiality and 21
Privacy Protections for Panelists: Documentation for Human Subject Review Committees
© 2009


http://www.knowledgenetworks.com/info/about/privacy.html

Knowledge Networks Key Company Information, Past External Review, Confidentiality and
Privacy Protections for Panelists: Documentation for Human Subject Review Committees
© 2009

22



Obtaining Consent for Specific Online Surveys

On rare occasions, Human Subjects Review Committees have required that KN obtain
informed consent for a specific survey. When required to do so, KN recommends that the

below form be used to obtain online consent before self-administration of the survey itself.

Recommended Online Consent Form for Sensitive Item Studies

Thank you for continuing to be part of the KnowledgePanel®. This survey asks about [FILL IN

CONTENT TOPIC].

This survey is being conducted by [ORGANIZATION / NOTE FUNDER IF APPOPRIATE]. The study

will help researchers understand [RESEARCH OBJECTIVES].

As with all Knowledge Networks surveys, your response to this survey, or any individual question on the
survey, is completely voluntary. You will not be individually identified and your responses will used for

statistical purposes only.

If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this survey, or are dissatisfied at any time with

any aspect of the survey, you may contact Knowledge Networks at 800-782-6899.

[CONTINUE]

(THIS IS A BUTTON THAT TAKES RESPONDENT TO SURVEY)
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Procedures for Obtaining Consent for Surveys with Minors

For surveys to be conducted with teens age 13 to 17, KN has on some occasions been required
to obtain informed consent from both the parents and legal guardians as well as from the teen
research subjects themselves. This has occurred when the survey questionnaire involves items
deemed highly sensitive by the IRB. In other situations, online informed consent has not been
required in a study-specific request. In these cases, the procedure that KN employs for
obtaining consent at the time of panel recruitment is deemed sufficient. In that procedure
employed during the panel recruitment interview, the parent or legal guardian of teens is asked

for permission for KN to conduct online surveys.

There are three attachments to this document on this topic:

Attachment C: Recruitment Module in Recruitment Interview Script for Obtaining

Parental/Legal Guardian Consent to Include Teens Age 13 to 17 for KnowledgePanel Surveys

Attachment D: Survey-Specific Online Consent Form for Obtaining Informed Consent from

Parents & Legal Guardians For Conducting a Survey with Teens Age 13 to 17

Attachment E: Survey-Specific Online Consent Form for Obtaining Informed Consent from

Teen Research Subjects (Age 13 to 17)

Standard Email Invitation Sent to KnowledgePanel® Respondents

Below is the standard email invitation that KN uses for inviting respondents to participate in
KnowledgePanel surveys. The email invitation below has text-substitution fills that are filled in

by the survey system. The “ANO” is the project survey number embedded in the survey
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invitation subject line; this email subject line may be customized for the specific survey project.

The text of the email may also be customized for the specific project.

Standard Email Invitation

SUBJECT LINE: Your Latest KnowledgePanel Survey (%%AN0%%).

TEXT OF EMAIL: Dear %%firstname%%o,

Thanks for being an integral part of KnowledgePanel®! Your latest survey can be accessed by clicking

the following link:

">Click Here to Start Survey<

(If it does not work automatically from email, please copy the below link to your Internet browser).

%%Link%%

Our Panel Member Support Center is available if you have questions or comments. You can contact us

at

our toll free 1-800-782-6899 number, or simply reply to this email invitation. In order to better serve you,

please be sure to include reference <span class="bold">#(%%AN0%%)</span> in the Subject of your

message. We are always happy to hear from you!

Thanks,
KnowledgePanel Support Team
http://www.knowledgepanel.com">www.knowledgepanel.com

This email was intended for %% firstname%%.
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Other Respondent Materials

Attachment B is the content of the advance letter mailed to respondents prior to contacting the
household by phone. The letter is mailed to sampled cases for which an address can be

identified.

Data and Record Storage

All personally identifying records are kept secured in a separate office in the Informational
Technology section of the main offices in Menlo Park, CA, and all data transfers from WebTV
units and personal computers (both used for survey administration) to the main servers pass
through a firewall. Knowledge Networks never provides any respondent personal identifiers to
any client or agency without the explicit and informed consent provided by the sampled Panel
Members. Unless explicitly permitted as documented in a consent form, no personally
identifying information will be provided to any parties outside Knowledge Networks in

combination with the survey response data.

All electronic survey data records are stored in a secured database that does not contain
personally identifying information. The staff members in the Panel Relations and Statistics
departments, who have access to the personally identifying information, do not have access to
the survey response data, with the exception of the aforementioned database and IT
administrators who must have access to maintain the computer systems, do not have access to
the personally identifying information. The secured database contains field-specific
permissions that restrict access to the data by type of user, as described above, preventing

unauthorized access.
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The survey response data are identified only by an incremented ID number. The personally
identifying information are stored in a separate database that is accessible only to persons with

a need to know, as described above.

The survey data extraction system exports only anonymized survey data identified only by the
Panel Member ID number. The data analysts with access to the survey data extraction system,
as they do not have access to personally identifying information, cannot join survey data to
personally identifying data. Panel Relations and Statistics staff members do not have access to
the survey data extraction system, and therefore cannot join survey data to personally

identifying data.

As part of our work in conducting conducted in support of FDA applications, Knowledge
Networks has implemented Good Clinical Practice guidelines to assure compliance with FDA
requirements for systems documentation and privacy of stored survey data. Consequently, a
system of standard operating procedures is in place for documenting all processes relating to

maintaining confidentiality and privacy of the identities of Panel Members.

Knowledge Networks retains the survey response data in its secure database after the
completion of a project. These data are retained for purposes of operational research, such as
studies of response rates and for the security of our customers who might request at a later time
additional analysis, statistical adjustments, or statistical surveys that would require re-surveying

research subjects as part of validation or longitudinal surveys.
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RESPONDENT INCENTIVES FOR KNOWLEDGEPANEL®

Respondent incentives are provided of two types: survey specific and non-survey specific

incentives. Below we describe each briefly.

Non-specific survey incentives are used to maintain a high degree of panel loyalty and to
prevent attrition from the panel. For the households provided Internet appliances and an
Internet connection, their ‘panel loyalty’ incentive is the hardware and Internet service that KN
provides free. For households using their own personal computers and Internet service for
survey participation, Knowledge Networks enrolls the panelists into a points program that is
analogous to a ‘frequent flyer’ program, in that respondents are credited with points in
proportion to their regular participation in surveys. Panelists receive cash-equivalent checks
approximately every four to six months in amounts reflecting their level of participation in the

panel, which commonly results in distributions in the range of $4 to $6 per month.

Survey-specific incentives are provided to respondents as a result of one of two conditions: 1)
the survey is expected to require more than 20 minutes of time to complete; or 2) there is an
unusual request being made of the respondent, such as specimen collection, the viewing of a
specific television program, or completion of a daily diary. In both of these kinds of
circumstances, panelists are being asked to participate in ways that are more burdensome than
initially described to respondents during the panel recruitment stage. If a survey requires more
than 20 minutes for self-administration, then an incentive is provided to respondent for most
projects. Respondents that participate in the survey will be credited with 5,000 to 10,000
points, which equates to $5 to $10 that will be mailed to them at a later date. The actual

amount depends upon the length of the survey.
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A by-product of the use of survey-specific incentives is an improvement in the survey
completion rate. Internal KN research has demonstrated that incentives increase the survey
completion rate by approximately four to six percentage points, after controlling for other
survey-specific factors such as the length of the survey instrument, length of the field period,

sample composition, use of video, etc.

CONDITIONS FOR RESEARCH SUBJECTS FOR CONTINUED PARTICIPATION ON

KNOWLEDGEPANEL®

Members of KnowledgePanel are not required to participate in any particular survey in order to
be eligible for and remain KN panelists. Participation in each survey is voluntary, as described
in the Privacy Terms provided to all panelists and published on the KN Panel Member website.
However, if a member of KnowledgePanel does not participate in eight consecutive surveys,
then KN has the option to remove this person from the panel. Prior to removing the panelist,
KN sends e-mails and attempts telephone contact with the panelist to encourage them to
participate. When a panelist is removed from KnowledgePanel, KN requests that he/she returns
any Internet-enabling equipment that we sent to the household. KN provides a shipping label to
the Panel Member, so that the panelist will not have any costs in returning the equipment to

KN.

ADVERSE EVENT REPORTING AND PANELISTS’ COMMUNICATIONS WITH PIS

AND IRBS
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KN has a system in place whereby members of KnowledgePanel may call a KN-maintained and
staffed panel relations hotline for communicating with KN about any questions or problems
related to a study. This hotline is staffed by the KN Panel Member Support Center. The
hotline is a toll-free phone number that is provided in the Privacy Terms, the study email
invitation, and in many other communications with panelists. In addition, there is an email
address for panelists to communicate with KN. KN logs into a panel relations database for

each contact made or received.

It is common for Institutional Review Boards to request that KN provide panelists with the
ability to contact the Principal Investigators or the study IRB to report any problems or ask
study questions about a specific study. When KN implements this reporting function, if a
participant in the study contacts Knowledge Networks with a question or concern about the

study, Knowledge Networks will provide the participant with contact information for the

principal investigators and the IRB. Moreover, should there be any adverse event or serious

problem reported to Knowledge Networks by a study participant, Knowledge Networks will

promptly notify the investigators.
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EXTERNAL REVIEW

List of Institutions Whose Human Subject Review Committees Have Reviewed KN Study

Procedures

Below is a list of selected institutions whose Institutional Review Boards have reviewed and

approved study protocols for conducting web panel surveys on KnowledgePanel®.

Abt Associates Princeton University

Arizona State University Research Triangle Institute

Baylor University Stanford University

Boston College University of British Columbia
Brigham Young University University of California, Berkeley
Bryn Mawr University University of California, Irvine
Colorado State University University of California, Los Angeles

Cornell University
Duke University
George Mason University

Georgetown University

Georgia Institute of Technology

Indiana University
Harvard University

Johns Hopkins University

University of Chicago
University of Illinois
University of Kentucky
University of Maryland
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota
University of Notre Dame

University of Pennsylvania
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M.LT. University of Tennessee

Michigan State University University of Texas, Austin
New York University University of Virginia
North Carolina State University University of Wyoming
Ohio State University Vanderbilt University

Penn State University Yale University
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List of Funding Agencies & Organizations for KN-Conducted Research

Below is a partial list of funding agencies and organizations that have supported research
conducted by Knowledge Networks and whose organizations reviewed the study protocols

implemented by Knowledge Networks.

American Bar Foundation

American Legacy Foundation

Annenberg Foundation Trust at Sunnylands
California Air Resources Board

California, Dept of Public Health, Tobacco Control Section
Chicago Council on Global Affairs

Ford Foundation

Gates Foundation

March of Dimes

Markle Foundation

John T. & Catherine D. MacArthur Foundation
National Bureau of Economic Research

National Cancer Institute

National Institute on Aging

National Institutes of Health

National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism
National Institute of Mental Health

National Science Foundation

Pew Charitable Trust
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Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

Rockefeller Foundation

Russell Sage Foundation

Alfred P. Sloan Foundation

Social Security Administration

Templeton Foundation

United Way

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service

U.S. Air Force

U.S. Centers for Disease Control & Prevention

U.S. Department of Defense, Joint Advertising Market Research & Studies

U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Health Resources and Services Administration
U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Office of Population Affairs

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Food & Drug Administration

U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, Center on the Demography and Economics of Health and
Aging

U.S. Internal Revenue Service
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List of KN-Conducted Studies Reviewed by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget

Below is a list of studies reviewed by OMB where KN conducted the survey research.

Principal Organization Project Name Funding Agency OMB OMB
Investigator | Affiliation Approval Approval
Number Date
Carol Prindle Research Triangle Reactions to Canadian Style Center for Disease 0920-0565 8/19/2002
and Paul International Cigarette Warning Labels Control
Mowery
George L Van Research Triangle Estimating the Value of Environmental Protection | 2090-0024 1/22/2004
Houtven International Improvements to Coastal Agency
Waters - A Pilot Study of a
Coastal Valuation Survey
George L Van Research Triangle Eliciting Risk Tradeoffs for Environmental Protection | 2060-0502 2/19/2003
Houtven International Valuing Fatal Cancer Risks Agency
Kip Viscusi Harvard University, Law Water Quality in America Pretest | Environmental Protection | 2010-0031 10/2002
School Round 1 Agency
Kip Viscusi Harvard University, Law Water Quality in America Pretest | Environmental Protection | 2010-0031 2/2003
School Round 2 Agency
Kip Viscusi Harvard University, Law Water Quality in America Pretest | Environmental Protection | 2010-0031 4/2003
School Round 3 Agency
Kip Viscusi Harvard University, Law Water Quality in America Main Environmental Protection | 2010-0031 4/2004
School Interview Agency
James Harvard University, Center Estimating Consumer Benefits of | United States 0536-0062 12/16/
K. Hammitt for Risk Analysis, Improving Food Safety Department of 2003
Department of Health Policy Agriculture
and Management
Jason F. University of Wyoming, Estimating Consumer Benefits of | United States 0536-0062 3/11/2005
Shogren Department of Economics Improving Food Safety Department of
and Finance Agriculture
Linda Verrill CFSAN, FDA Survey of Persons with Food- Food & Drug N.A. 8/2005
(FDA) Specific Allergies Administration
David Chapman | Stratus Consulting Coral Reef Economic Valuation National Oceanic and 0648-0531 11/16/2005
Pretest Atmospheric Agency
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CONTACT INFORMATION FOR ANY QUESTIONS

Please contact J. Michael Dennis at Knowledge Networks to address any questions about this

document and KN protocols for the protection of human subjects.

J. Michael Dennis

Senior Vice President

Government & Academic Research
(650) 289-2160

mdennis@Knowledgenetworks.com

1350 Willow Road, Suite 102

Menlo Park, California 94025-1516

Main: 650-289-2000

Fax: 650-289-200
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ATTACHMENTS

ATTACHMENT A: KNOWLEDGE NETWORKS PRIVACY STATEMENT

Knowledge Networks Panel Members have been invited to take part in a major national research
effort. Members may complete surveys to provide feedback and opinions on a range of
political, lifestyle, advertising and other questions, and may contribute other types of data along
with other Panel Members. Active Panel Members receive certain benefits from Knowledge

Networks in exchange for participating in surveys.

Our Privacy Commitments

Knowledge Networks respects the privacy of every Panel Member. This Privacy Statement
outlines the information Knowledge Networks will collect and how we will use that
information. This Statement will also tell you how you can verify the accuracy of your
Personal Information (defined below) submitted to Knowledge Networks and how you can

request that we delete or update your Personal Information.

We've developed our privacy policy from industry guidelines and standards, and local, national,
and international laws and requirements. All privacy practices and methods described in this
policy apply only insofar as permitted by the applicable standards, laws and requirements. In
addition, as a member of the Council of American Survey Research Organizations (“CASRO”),
the professional trade association of survey research companies, Knowledge Networks adheres
to the mandated CASRO Code of Standards and Ethics for Survey Research. You may visit

CASRO, and view the CASRO Code, at www.casro.org.
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Thanks again for placing your trust in Knowledge Networks.

Knowledge Networks is a licensee of the TRUSTe Privacy Program. TRUSTe is an
independent, non-profit organization whose mission is to build user’s trust and confidence in
the Internet by promoting the use of fair information practices. This privacy statement covers
the site www.knowledgenetworks.com. Because this Web site wants to demonstrate its
commitment to your privacy, it has agreed to disclose its information practices and have its

privacy practices reviewed for compliance by TRUSTe.

If you have questions or concerns regarding this statement, you should first contact Privacy
Compliance Coordinator at privacy@knowledgenetworks.com. If you do not receive
acknowledgement of your inquiry or your inquiry has not been satisfactorily addressed, you

should contact TRUSTe at http://www.truste.org/consumers/watchdog_complaint.php.

TRUSTe will then serve as a liaison with us to resolve your concerns.

The TRUSTe program covers only information that is collected through this Web site, and does

not cover information that may be collected through software downloaded from this site.

Information Collected and How We Use It:

WHAT WE COLLECT

A) PERSONAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
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During the Knowledge Networks recruitment process, Knowledge Networks collects personal
information such as your name, address, email address and the names and ages of members of
your household (“Personal Information”) via telephone. In addition, Knowledge Networks
frequently asks Panel Members for characteristics (such as health problems or consumer
habits), attributes, and demographic information (such as age, income, gender) (collectively,

“Demographic Information”) via online surveys.

You are in control of the Personal Information and Demographic Information that you provide
to Knowledge Networks. We rely on you to provide updates to your Personal Information and

Demographic Information. You can:

e Ask for a copy of your Personal Information or Demographic Information.

e Ask for your Personal Information or Demographic Information to be corrected or
updated.

e Ask us to remove your Personal Information or Demographic Information from your

records.

To do this, please contact us using the links provided later in this statement. Knowledge

Networks will use reasonable efforts to provide the requested information to you.

B) OPERATING INFORMATION I BELIEVE THE ITEM IN YELLOW IS NO LONGER IN PLAY

AND SHOULD BE DROPPED

Knowledge Networks may, in the course of interacting with Panel Members, gather other types
of information from Panel Members (“Operating Information”). For example, as a Knowledge
Networks Panel Member, you will receive surveys from Knowledge Networks on a regular

basis. These surveys will ask questions about your interests, needs, and attitudes. We will
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receive your responses to these surveys. If you have agreed to provide us with information
regarding the television channels that you select for viewing through the MSN® TV Network
service, then Knowledge Networks will receive this information from MSN® TV. Similarly, if
we offer other features, services, or programs in which you explicitly agree to participate, then

Knowledge Networks will receive information from those features, services, or programs.

C) LOGFILES

As is true of most Web sites, we gather certain information automatically and store it in log
files. This information includes Internet protocol (IP) addresses, browser type, Internet service

provider (ISP), referring/exit pages, operating system, data/time stamp, and clickstream data.

We use this information, which does not identify individual users, to analyze, trends, to
administer the site, to track users’ movements around the site, and to gather demographic

information about our base as a whole.

We do not link this automatically-collected data to personally identifiable information.

D) COOKIES

A cookie is a small text file that is stored on a user’s computer for record-keeping purposes.
We use cookies on this site. We do not link the information we store in cookies to any

personally identifiable information you submit while on our site.

We use persistent cookies. A persistent cookie remains on your hard drive for an extended
period of time. You can remove persistent cookies by following directions provided in your

Internet browser’s “help” file.
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If you reject cookies, you may still use our site, but your ability to use some areas of our site,

such as contests or surveys, will be limited.

How We Use Your Information:

A) PERSONAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Personal Information may is used to set up e-mail accounts for each household member who is
13 years of age or older (if you do not have Internet access at the time of recruitment), to
communicate with you and your household members, and to assist you with questions that you
may have about the Knowledge Networks Panel. It may also be used for panel recruitment,
contest entry processing or delivery of free gifts to members of the Knowledge Networks Panel,
and delivery of our quarterly newsletter, which you are automatically enrolled to receive via
email. (To opt out of the newsletter, please click here:

http://members.knowledgenetworks.com/Profile.aspx.)

Personal Information concerning location or address is also used to ensure that our panel

accurately represents the country’s population as a whole.

Panel Members are asked for Demographic Information in order to pre-qualify members or
households for surveys that target specific groups. We also use this information to ensure that

our panel accurately represents the country’s population as a whole.

Knowledge Networks uses Personal Information and Demographic Information solely in the

Knowledge Networks Key Company Information, Past External Review, Confidentiality and 41
Privacy Protections for Panelists: Documentation for Human Subject Review Committees
© 2009


http://members.knowledgenetworks.com/Profile.aspx

combined with information collected about you by Knowledge Networks or third parties with
your express permission, with information that is collected about you from public records, or
with information that Knowledge Networks may acquire from third parties that have a legal

right to provide such information to Knowledge Networks.

B) OPERATING INFORMATION

Knowledge Networks uses Operating Information solely in the conduct of its research business.
As is the case with Personal Information and Demographic Information, Operating Information
may be combined with information collected about you by third parties with your express
permission, with information that is collected about you from public records, or with
information that Knowledge Networks may acquire from third parties that have a legal right to

provide such information to Knowledge Networks.

Data Sharing and Transfer

A) HOW WE MAY SHARE INFORMATION

Personal Information regarding Panel Members will never be shared with any third parties
without your express permission. We reserve the right, however, to disclose your personally
identifiable information as required by law and when we believe that disclosure is necessary to
protect our rights and/or comply with a judicial proceeding, court order, or legal process served
on our Web site. In addition, occasionally Knowledge Networks will share contact
information, such as name and address, with third parties with whom we have partnered to
provide specific services to Knowledge Networks, or services on behalf of Knowledge

Networks, such as panel recruitment, contest entry processing or delivery of free gifts to
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Knowledge Networks Panel Members. These partners have agreed not to share or resell this
data and they are contractually obligated not to use any personally identifiable information
except for the purpose of providing these services, unless you enter into a relationship with

them that would directly allow them to do so.

Knowledge Networks collects and shares Demographic Information and Operating Information
with its research clients in an anonymous form. Our research clients will never receive
Personal Information of Panel Members, nor will they be able to identify Panel Members,

without your express permission.

Knowledge Networks is an expanding business, and like other companies, we sometimes
acquire or divest business units. As part of such transfers, we may convey the business assets
of the particular business unit, including Personal Information, Demographic Information, or

Operating Information of Panel Members. In that eventuality, you would be notified via email.

B) DATA TRANSFERS

Your Personal Information, Demographic Information, and Operating Information will
generally be stored in our Knowledge Networks databases, which are located in the United
States. For easier processing of e-mail communications, contests, sweepstakes, or other
marketing purposes, however, your Personal Information, Demographic Information, or
Operating Information may be sent, usually on a temporary basis, to countries outside the
United States or the European Union. Knowledge Networks data protection standards are the

same, regardless of where your information is stored.

Knowledge Networks adheres to United States/European Union Safe Harbor principles. If you

feel that Safe Harbor privacy principles may have been violated by Knowledge Networks, you
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may contact Knowledge Networks or CASRO, 3 Upper Devon, Port Jefferson, NY 11777

(email: casro@casro.org) (telephone: 631-928-6954) with your complaint. Knowledge

Networks is a member of CASRO.

Children’s Privacy
Knowledge Networks believes that it's especially important to protect children's privacy online
and encourages parents and guardians to spend time online with their children to participate and

monitor their Internet activity.

Knowledge Networks complies with all applicable national and international children's privacy

regulations.

We do not permit children who are under 13 years of age to become Knowledge Networks
Panel Members. We do not collect any Personal Information from children under 13 years of
age. As part of the registration process for new Panel Members, we collect from the new Panel
Member the names of each individual in the Panel Member’s household, which may include the
names of children who are under 13 years of age. Occasionally we may send a survey to a
Panel Member who is a parent or guardian of a child under the age of 13 that asks that Panel
Member to have his or her child who is under 13 answer the survey. We take reasonable steps
to ensure parental consent to such procedure by sending the survey to the parent or guardian’s
password-protected email address. The information collected in response to such surveys is not
combined with identifying information about the child. In every case such survey does not
collect Personal Information about the child. We comply with the Children’s Online Privacy

Protection Act of 1998.
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If a Panel Member has provided us with Personal Information about a child in the Panel
Member’s household who is under the age of 13, a parent or guardian of that child may contact
us at the email address or mailing address listed at the bottom of this Privacy Statement if he or
she would like this information deleted from our records. We will use reasonable efforts to

delete the child's information from our databases.

If you would like to contact us about your or your child's Personal Information, or to find out
how you can have your child's Personal Information removed from our database, please see the

“Access To Your Information and Complaints” section later in this document.

Data Security and Responsibility

Knowledge Networks is committed to keeping the data you provide us secure and will take
reasonable precautions to protect your Personal Information from loss, misuse or alteration.
Vendors, contractors, or partners of Knowledge Networks who have access to your Personal
Information in connection with providing services for Knowledge Networks are contractually
required to keep the information confidential and are not permitted to use this information for

any other purpose than to carry out the services they are performing for Knowledge Networks.

Knowledge Networks also safeguards Personal Information, Demographic Information and
Operating Information from unauthorized access. Most Operating Information is maintained in
databases that are separate from those containing Personal Information and Demographic
Information. Only authorized Knowledge Networks employees or agents carrying out

permitted business functions are allowed to access these databases. In addition, each employee
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of Knowledge Networks is required to sign a confidentiality agreement requiring him or her to
keep confidential all Personal Information of Panel Members. Employees who violate the
confidentiality agreement are subject to disciplinary actions, including termination when

appropriate.

Access to Your Information and Complaints

A)  ACCESSING, CORRECTING, UPDATING AND PREVENTING USE OF YOUR PERSONAL

INFORMATION OR DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

If you have submitted Personal or Demographic Information to Knowledge Networks through
the Knowledge Networks Panel or otherwise, or if someone else has otherwise submitted your

Personal or Demographic Information to Knowledge Networks, you can:

1)  Access, Correct, Update Your Personal or Demographic Information, by clicking

here, emailing your request to: privacy@knowledgenetworks.com, or by sending us a letter to

the address listed below. Knowledge Networks will use reasonable efforts to supply you with
the information you requested to access and to correct any factual inaccuracies in this

information.

2)  Prevent Further Use of Your Personal or Demographic Information, by emailing

your request to: privacy@knowledgenetworks.com. Alternatively, you may call us at 1-800-
782-6899 or send us a letter to the address listed below. In each case, we will then use
reasonable efforts to prevent further use of your Personal Information or Demographic

Information in our files.
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B) COMPLAINTS

Knowledge Networks is committed to working with consumers to obtain a fair and rapid
resolution of any complaints or disputes about privacy. Please send us your questions or
comments regarding our privacy practices by emailing us at:

privacy(@knowledgenetworks.com, or send us a letter to:

Privacy Compliance Coordinator
Knowledge Networks, Inc.
Ashley Business Park, Bldg. G
570 South Avenue East

Cranford, NJ 07016

Knowledge Networks will be happy to respond to your questions and comments.

Complaints may also be addressed to CASRO by emailing it at casro@casro.org , by

telephoning it at (631) 928-6954, or by writing to:

CASRO
3 Upper Devon

Port Jefferson, NY 11777

Opting Out
At any time, you may discontinue your participation in the Knowledge Networks Panel by

sending us an email (privacy@knowledgenetworks.com) or by calling us at 1-800-782-6899.

Parents or legal guardians of any member of the Knowledge Networks Panel who is under the
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age of eighteen may discontinue the participation of such child in the same manner. Please
note that opting-out of the Knowledge Network Panel will not automatically cause us to delete
Personal, Demographic, or Operating Information about you (or your child) that we have

previously collected. We will do so, however, at your request, as set forth above.

Other Sites
Knowledge Networks is not responsible for the privacy practices or the content of other

Websites. We recommend that you carefully read the privacy policies of each site you visit.

Contact Us

You may contact us at:
Knowledge Networks, Inc.
P.O. Box 40

Cranford, NJ 07016

USA

1-800-782-6899

privacy@knowledgenetworks.com

Your Acceptance of Our Privacy Practices
By agreeing to become a Knowledge Networks Panel Member or participating in a Knowledge
Networks’ service or program, you signify your acceptance of the terms and conditions of this

Privacy Statement. Knowledge Networks may make changes to this Privacy Statement from
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time to time. We will post changes to our Privacy Statement on the Knowledge Networks Panel
Member Web Site, so from time to time please check the Privacy Statement posted there. In
addition, we will alert you to significant changes to this Privacy Statement by providing you

with written, electronic, or other notice from Knowledge Networks.
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ATTACHMENT B: KNOWLEDGEPANEL® RECRUITMENT ADVANCE LETTER

//ANETWORKS

«FIRST» «LAST»
«ADDRESS»

«CITY», «<STATE» «ZIP»
Dear «FIRST» «LAST»:

Thank you for recently taking part in a Knowledge Networks survey. We appreciate the
time you gave to share your opinions. You also told us that you might be interested in doing

other surveys in the future. We’re pleased to give you that opportunity.

We would like to invite your household to join KnowledgePanel®. Each member of your
household will be able to give their opinions on a wide variety of topics. Everyone, ages 13 and

older, can participate.

Nothing to buy, no fees to pay — lots of rewards including cash payments to you. We
believe that when KnowledgePanel Members answer surveys, they should get something in

return.

How does it work? Unlike the last survey you did on the telephone, KnowledgePanel surveys

are done over the Internet. If you do not have a way to get on the Internet, we will help you.
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We will send you a small box (called a WebTV) to plug into your telephone line and give you
free Internet access through your television. But, if you already have Internet access and email
through a computer, you will instead earn a small amount of cash for each survey you take.

Plus, there are other valuable rewards for everyone through special raffles and sweepstakes.

We are Knowledge Networks, Inc. This all started as a unique research project almost ten
years ago. Today, we are a nationally known opinion research company with KnowledgePanel
Members all across America. Our Panel Members generally stay with us for two or more years
doing short weekly surveys. They tell us that doing our surveys is interesting, meaningful, and
fun! We use the highest industry standards to protect the privacy of our members. Your name,

email address, and other personal information will never be given to anyone.
Our representative will call you soon. Take a moment to talk to us. We are very happy to
answer your questions. We want you and others in your household to become part of this

special project. If you prefer to contact us first, call toll-free «toll free» and mention

KnowledgePanel. Kindly accept our invitation and let your voice be heard!

Sincerely yours, / /
/| f — 6/ AN eer

Norman Nie, Ph.D.

Cofounder, Chairman of the Board

For more information go to «uri».
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ATTACHMENT C: RECRUITMENT MODULE IN RECRUITMENT INTERVIEW
SCRIPT: OBTAINING PARENTAL/LEGAL GUARDIAN CONSENT TO INCLUDE

TEENS AGE 13 TO 17 FOR KNOWLEDGEPANEL® SURVEYS

The below script is part of the KN telephone script that is administered when recruiting a

household to be part of KnowledgePanel.

QTG2 With your approval, we would also like to send (youth’s name) weekly surveys by email. Be
assured that we also protect the privacy of our teen Panel Members with the same high
standards we apply to all our members. Surveys will be brief, entertaining and age-appropriate.

Teenage respondents will have the same opportunity to earn cash that you do.

Do you give Knowledge Networks your consent to send surveys to (youth’s name)?

1 YES, TO ALL-QTG3 (CONSENT x=1 for all members age 13-17)

2 YES, TO SOME-QTG2A

3 NO, I DO NOT GIVE MY CONSENT (CONSENT x=2 for all members age 13-17)
If QDM2A1=1 and QD3=1 and QDM4A=2 and QDM4A1=2 then R1

Else IADD

QTG2A Do you give Knowledge Networks your consent to send surveys to (youth’s name)?

1 YES, I GIVE MY CONSENT (CONSENT X=1 for only youth specified)
2NO, I DO NOT GIVE MY CONSENT (CONSENT X=2 for only youth specified)
If QDM2A1=1 and QD3=1 and QDM4A=2 and QDM4A1=2 and QTG1A=2 for all

youths, then R1
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CONTINUE THE LOOP OF QTG2A UNTIL THERE IS NO OTHER ADDITIONAL YOUTH

MEMBER. THEN GO TO QTG3 OR QTGA4.

QTG3 May we please have (youth’s name)’s email address?

1 YES-QTG3A (GIVE_EMAIL x=1)

2 NO-QTG4 (GIVE_EMAIL x=2)

3 YES, BUT DK EMAIL ADDRESS-QTG4 (GIVE _EMAIL x=3)

QTG3A  What is that email address?

** REMINDER: EMAIL ADDRESSES END WITH .COM, .NET, .ORG, .BIZ,, .EDU, .MIL .INFO,

.COOP, .US ** (EMAIL x)

QTG4 Would we be able to send (youth’s name)’s surveys to your email address?

1 YES-TG4A

2 NO-Refusal

TG4A Emails that we send to (youth’s name) will have his/her name in the body of the email

CONTINUE THE LOOP OF QTG3-TG4A UNTIL THERE IS NO OTHER ADDITIONAL

CONSENTED YOUTH MEMBER. THEN GO TO IADD.
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ATTACHMENT D: KNOWLEDGEPANEL® SURVEY-SPECIFIC ONLINE
CONSENT FORM: OBTAINING INFORMED CONSENT FROM PARENTS &

LEGAL GUARDIANS FOR CONDUCTING SURVEY WITH TEENS AGE 13 TO 17

Below is an example of a consent form used by a study that KN conducted that involved highly
sensitive items. The process involved collection of consent from parent and legal guardian, and
then a second stage of consent that involved asking the teen research subject for consent.

Below is the consent form that was administered to the parent/legal guardian.

/%NETWORKS

[FIRST SCREEN]

Dear Knowledge Networks panelist,

Your [INSERT CHILD’S AGE] year-old SON/DAUGHTER is invited to complete a survey
being conducted by the [CLIENT NAME]. The survey will be on a variety of topics related to
[STUDY SUBJECT CONTENT]. It will take about 15 minutes for HIM/HER to complete. The
[STUDY NAME] survey will be quite similar to the kinds of surveys your child has already
been involved in as a KnowledgePanel Member. The potential risk to respondents from
completing the survey is minimal. Some questions might make him or her feel uncomfortable,
but they have the right to skip any questions they don't want to answer. Participation is

completely voluntary.
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[SECOND SCREEN]

As always, his or her identity will be unknown in all data resulting from the study. The
researchers will not have access to any of your child’s identifying information (such as his or her
name). All of the conditions and terms described in the "Knowledge Networks, Inc. Privacy &
Terms of Use Policy" document that you received when you got your recruitment packet are in
effect for this study. If you have questions about your child’s rights as a participant in this
study, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of the [STUDY NAME] survey, you may

contact Knowledge Networks at (800) 782-6899.

[THIRD SCREEN]

We sent you a copy of the survey that your teenager would be invited to participate in. If you
already reviewed the survey or do not wish to review it, please answer the question below now.
If you would like to review the survey, please come back to this survey to answer the question

below.

Do you give your consent to Knowledge Networks for your child to complete this survey?

Yes
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ATTACHMENT E: KNOWLEDGEPANEL® SURVEY-SPECIFIC ONLINE
CONSENT FORM: OBTAINING INFORMED CONSENT FROM TEEN RESEARCH

SUBJECTS (AGE 13 TO 17)

Below is an example of consent form administered parents and legal guardians to gain their
permission prior to inviting teens age 13 to 17 to participate in a survey that contained sensitive

items.

For many surveys conducted with teens, this consent form or any other consent form has not

been needed. The below consent form was used for a study having highly sensitive content.

//ANETWORKS

[FIRST SCREEN]

You are invited to be part of a group of KnowledgePanel® Members in a study being
conducted by [CLIENT NAME]. The survey will be on a variety of topics related to
[SUBJECT MATTER]. It will take about 15 minutes for you to complete. The [STUDY
NAME] will be quite similar to the kinds of surveys you have already been involved in as a

KnowledgePanel Member.

[SECOND SCREEN]

The potential risk to respondents from completing the survey is minimal. Some questions are
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of a sensitive nature. However, you have the right to skip any questions you don't want to

answer. There are no additional benefits from completing the survey.

[THIRD SCREEN]

In the [STUDY NAME], participation is completely voluntary. You may withdraw your
consent or discontinue participation at any time without penalty. As always, your identity will
be unknown in all data resulting from the study. The researchers will not have access to any of
your identifying information (such as your name). All of the conditions and terms described in
the "Knowledge Networks, Inc. Privacy & Terms of Use Policy" document that you received
when you got your recruitment packet are in effect for this study. If you have questions about
your rights as a participant in this study, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of the

[STUDY NAME)], you may contact Knowledge Networks at (800) 782-6899.

[FOURTH SCREEN]

If you have read this form and have decided to agree to be an eligible participant, the [STUDY

NAME] will follow. Would you like to participate in this survey?

Yes
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