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Abstract
Self-rated health is a widely used indicator of overall health status. It is most often reported on a
Likert scale of three to five values in surveys. To facilitate presentation and interpretation, it is
common practice to simplify the variable by dichotomizing it; however, there has been little
documented reflection on how this should be done. This paper explores all four possible
dichotomizations of self-reported health, taken from three years of the Canadian Community
Health Survey and reported by a Likert scale. We evaluated each dichotomization stratified by
sociodemographic variables. We use regression analysis to explore the validity and reliability of
all four possible dichotomizations by mapping them to the Health Utility Index. We found that
lower cutpoints of dichotomization capture more pronounced differences in health status and are
more consistent across sociodemographic variables. However, higher cutpoints of
dichotomization should be considered for small data sets.
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About the Research Department
The Saskatchewan Health Authority Research Department leads collaborative research to
enhance Saskatchewan's health and healthcare. We provide diverse research services to SHA
staff, clinicians, and team members, including surveys, study design, database development,
statistical analysis, and assistance with research funding. We also spearhead our own research
programs to strengthen research and analytic capability and learning within Saskatchewan’s
health system.

About the UPHN
The Urban Public Health Network (UPHN) is a national organization established in 2004 which
today includes the Medical Officers of Health in 24 of Canada’s large urban centres. Working
collaboratively and with a collective voice, the network addresses public health issues that are
common to urban populations. Research operations of the UPHN are conducted in partnership
with the University of Saskatchewan.
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The Validity and Reliability of Dichotomized Self-rated Health
Under Different Cutpoints
Extended Abstract

Introduction
Self-rated health is a widely used indicator of overall health status. It is most often reported on a
Likert scale of three to five values in surveys. To facilitate presentation and interpretation, it is
common practice to simplify the variable by dichotomizing it; however, little documented
reflection has been done on how this should be done.

Methods
We use regression analysis to explore the validity and reliability of all four possible
dichotomizations of self-reported health in the Canadian Community Health Survey in
2013-2015 by mapping them to a validated health measure: the Health Utility Index Mark 3
(HUI). We posit that more valid cutpoints in self-rated health are associated with larger changes
in HUI. We posit further that more reliable cutpoints are associated with similar changes across
sociodemographic variables, including age, sex, education, marital status, geography and
income. We also provide descriptive statistics to contextualize our analysis.

Results
The greatest proportion of respondents reported having “very good” health, although the
proportion of the population reporting “excellent” or “very good” health decreased with age.
Similarly, Canadians tend to score highly in HUI. Our regression results suggest that HUI tends
to be higher for younger, richer, married, educated and urban populations. However, these
associations are muted as the cutpoint used to dichotomize self-reported health is raised. The
model with the lowest cutpoint, distinguishing between poor health and all other health statuses,
was associated with the greatest and most consistent negative changes in HUI among different
sociodemographic groups.

Conclusions
Dichotomizing self-rated health using lower cutpoints captures more pronounced differences in
health status measured by HUI and tends to capture more consistent differences across
sociodemographic variables. That is, lower cutpoints produce more valid and reliable results.
However, lower cutpoints isolate less commonly reported health levels and may lead to less
accurate results in smaller populations.

Key Points
● This article addresses the knowledge gap concerning the most accurate way to

dichotomize self-rated health data reported using a Likert scale.
● This paper explores the validity and reliability of all four possible dichotomizations of

self-reported health reported by a Likert scale.
● Lower cutpoints of dichotomization capture more pronounced differences in health status

and are more consistent across sociodemographic variables.
● Higher cutpoints of dichotomization should be considered for small data sets.
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Introduction
Self-rated health is a widely used indicator of overall health status. Several studies have
validated its usefulness as a subjective proxy for objective health measures.1–9 In surveys,
self-rated health is most often reported as a Likert scale consisting of three to five values ranging
from higher values like “excellent” or “very good” to lower values like “very poor” or “very
bad.” The Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS)—a survey that is used widely in health
surveillance and research in Canada—asks respondents whether “in general” they would say
their health is: "excellent," "very good," "good," "fair," or "poor." Best statistical practice dictates
that when we work with self-rated health, we should use models and methods that respect the
ordinality of the variable;10 however, when analyzing dissemination among less specialized
audiences, it has become common practice to simplify the variable by dichotomizing it. For
example, in their 2008 examination of health inequalities in cities, the Canadian Institute for
Health Information (CIHI)11 dichotomized responses to the aforementioned CCHS question by
grouping values above and below a cutpoint between "very good” and "good." Despite the
popularity of this kind of practice, there has been surprisingly little documented consideration of
how this should be done. For instance, should CIHI have dichotomized self-rated health the way
it did? Or should they have chosen a different cutpoint?

In this paper, we use the Health Utility Index Mark 3 (HUI)12,13 to test the validity and
reliability of different dichotomizations of self-rated health in three years of the CCHS.
Although we are not the first to consider how best self-rated health should be dichotomized, we
approach the problem more systematically than in previous studies. For instance, to the best of
our knowledge, we are the first to consider this question by examining their association with a
measure of “actual” health functioning. Finnas et al.14 and Bourne15 report on how different1

dichotomizations of self-rated health result in different summary findings in Finland and Jamaica
across various sociodemographic variables, including age, sex, marital status, education, income,
and/or geography. The HUI is a comprehensive and leading measure of health-related quality of
life developed based on multi-attribute utility theory.10,12

HUI has been validated for children and adults living with a variety of conditions. 16–19
Briefly, it collects information from respondents via a series of 32 questions and then uses
algorithms to generate scores in eight domains of health and well-being. These scores are
combined to give a summary score of the respondent's overall health-related quality of life.20
Nonetheless, the HUI is not without shortcomings. Specifically, it has been criticized for
focusing too narrowly on functional limitations.21,22 Also, for potentially overestimating changes
in mental health.21

Methods
Data source
The CCHS is an annual national cross-sectional survey of approximately 65 000 Canadians at
least 12 years old. The survey does not include individuals living in the territories, living in
Aboriginal settlements, full-time members of the Canadian Forces, and residents of institutions.2
To carry out our analysis, we pooled annual components of the CCHS over 2013-2015, the most

2 Together, these exclusions represent about 3% of the Canadian population.

1 van Doorslaer and Jones10 posit HUI as a compelling measure of “‘actual’ health” and use it to explore the
functional form of self-rated health in the Canadian National Population Health Survey (a precursor to the CCHS).
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recent years we had access to in which the HUI was collected in all provinces (the CCHS
routinely collects self-rated health in all provinces). We additionally restricted our sample to
individuals aged 15-74 and individuals who provided complete responses to all the
sociodemographic variables considered in our study. Our final study sample consisted of just
over 130 000 responses. We accessed and analyzed the CCHS via Statistics Canada’s Research
Data Centres program.

Health variables
As mentioned, self-rated health is collected in the CCHS as a Likert scale, allowing the
following responses: "excellent," "very good," "good," "fair," or "poor." This variable
accommodates four cutpoints and so four ways of dichotomizing self-rated health. Working with
these cutpoints, we elected to operationalize four categories of lesser health: “poor health,” “poor
to fair health,” “poor to good health,” and “poor to very good health.” Note that zero values for
each of these variables report greater health. The HUI is scored on a continuous scale where 0
indicates death, and 1 is perfect health. Scores of less than 0 are possible and denote health
considered to be worse than death. We made no modifications to HUI.

Sociodemographic variables
In this study, we grouped and coded sociodemographic variables in the CCHS as follows: age:
15-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, and 65-74; sex self-identification: male and female; education
level: “less than secondary school graduation,” “secondary school graduation,” and “more than
secondary school education”; marital status: “married or common-law” and “other marital
status”; population density: “urban” and “rural”; and, individual self-rated income quintile: 1-5,
with the first being the poorest and the last the richest. We grouped sociodemographic variable
values to reduce the complexity of the analysis and facilitate interpretation and reporting.

Analysis
To investigate the validity and reliability of different dichotomizations of self-rated health, we
estimated a) to what extent they predicted large changes in HUI, and b) whether they did so
consistently across different subpopulations. We estimated four separate regressions, one for
each dichotomization of self-rated health. Each model regressed HUI on the dichotomization of
self-rated health, sociodemographic variables, and interactions between the dichotomization of
self-rated health and sociodemographic variables. The estimated intercept in these models is the
predicted level of HUI for the reference population when the dichotomization of self-rated health
is set to 0 (i.e. greater health). The direct effect of each sociodemographic variable indicates the
extent to which each is associated with different levels of HUI independently of how they
associate their health status with different levels of self-rated health (thus pushing the intercept
upward or downward). A large estimated effect of the dichotomization of self-rated health on
HUI supports the validity of self-reported health. The interaction effect of each
sociodemographic variable indicates the extent to which the effect of the dichotomization of
self-rated health tends to vary relative to the reference group for each sociodemographic variable.
Thus, large and consistent interactions suggest that the dichotomization of self-rated health does
not capture the same level of change in HUI across different groups and, therefore, is less
reliable. Bootstrapping was used to calculate all standard errors, and all estimates were weighted
by the probability weights provided with the CCHS.
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To contextualize our analysis, we also calculated descriptive statistics for each
sociodemographic variable and prevalence rates of each dichotomization of self-rated health for
each sociodemographic variable.

Results
Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of self-rated health by sex and age. In all age groups,
relatively few respondents reported having “poor” or “fair health,” whereas more respondents
tended to report having “good,” “very good,” or “excellent” health. The greatest proportion of
respondents reported having “very good” health. As age increased, the proportion of individuals
reporting “poor” or “fair” health tended to increase, while the proportion of individuals reporting
“very good” or “excellent” health decreased. There were not large differences in the distribution
of self-rated health across sexes.

The distributions of each sociodemographic variable in the pooled CCHS sample are
presented in Table 1. Table 2 reports the prevalence of each dichotomization of self-rated health
within each sub-population. Shading in Table 2 has been carried out independently within each
dichotomization of self-rated health, and darker shading represents greater prevalences of lesser
health. Across all four dichotomizations, the greatest prevalences are associated with the
subpopulations with the lowest income and the lowest education, particularly within older
populations. Although, overall, older subpopulations tend to have higher prevalences, these are
less pronounced when income and education are considered. Absolute differences in these
prevalences tend to be large for dichotomizations of self-rated health that use greater cutpoints.

Table 3 reports our regression results and our primary findings. The intercepts for all
three models that we reported are high (between 0.92 and 0.96, p<0.001), suggesting that, on
average, Canadians tend to report high levels of HUI. The unmediated effects of the
sociodemographic variables suggest that HUI tends to be higher for younger and lower for older
populations, lower for lower-income populations and higher for higher-income populations,
lower for non-married or common law populations, lower for less educated populations, and
lower for rural populations. Importantly, across all four estimated models, the dichotomization of
self-rated health is associated with a negative change in HUI; however, this amount is greatest
for the lowest cutpoint, “poor health” (-0.48, p<0.001), and least for the lowest cutpoint, “poor to
very good health” (-0.06, p<0.001).

Interactions between the sociodemographic variables and self-rated health are more likely
to have lower p values when the cutpoint used for dichotomization is higher and are consistently
so for the highest cutpoint. However, the interaction effects of the oldest age groups, 55-64 (0.06,
p<0.05) and 65-74 (0.10, p<0.001), and having only secondary education (0.07, p<0.01) have a
p-value below 0.01, even for the lowest cutpoint. The direct effects of sociodemographic
variables are also muted as the cutpoint is raised, further suggesting that their associations are
mediated by it.

We were concerned that our findings might be patterned by large changes in the number
of observations which fall on either side of the dichotomization of self-rated health as the
cutpoint changes. To control for this, we also estimated our models using randomly selected
samples of equal size on either side of each dichotomization and across samples. Sample sizes
for these models were much smaller and had far fewer effects with p-values below 0.01.
Nonetheless, the results were broadly similar. We provide these results in Appendix A.
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Discussion
Our results support two key findings that researchers should consider when dichotomizing
self-rated health. First, in our representative sample of Canadians, dichotomizing self-rated
health using lower cutpoints captured more pronounced differences in health-related quality of
life, as measured by HUI. This suggests that working with lower cutpoints is likely to result in a
more valid capture of discrepancies in health. In the extreme, as can be seen in Table 3, the
distinction between “excellent” and “fair to very good health” captures virtually no difference in
HUI at all (-0.06, p<0.001) after controlling for sociodemographic variables and their
interactions with this distinction. Second, using lower cutpoints also tended to capture more
consistent differences in HUI status across subpopulations; however, reliability remained an
issue, particularly for older populations. This result is consistent with the finding that older
populations tend to underweight their health when they self-rate.3,23 In summary, dichotomizing
SRH using lower cut points results in differences in SRH being more likely to reflect differences
in levels of HUI between populations rather than systematic differences in how respondents tend
to interpret the SRH question. Said differently, our findings suggest that diverse groups of people
tend to agree on what poor health looks like but are less likely to agree on what good health
looks like.

Overall, our findings suggest that using lower cutpoints when dichotomizing
self-reported health results in more valid and reliable estimates. However, using lower cutpoints
also means working with health outcomes that are far less prevalent and, therefore, more difficult
to estimate for smaller populations or to estimate accurately in smaller samples. This likely
explains the common practice in the literature of using much higher cutpoints. Our results should
caution researchers against doing so blindly.

Limitations
With its inherent limitations and focus on function, we are mindful that HUI is only one measure
of health that could be used to validate self-rated health dichotomization. Therefore, the strength
of our conclusions could greatly benefit from future replication using different measures of
health status and different populations, ideally using measures that are not also self-reported, like
the HUI. Additionally, we only consider one measure of a Likert scale of self-rated health. To
take just one example, in their Finish study, Finnäs et al.14 work with a Likert scale that ranges
between “very poor,” “fairly poor,” “average,” “fairly good,” and “good.” It is unclear how this
scale maps to the Canadian scale; for example, are the middle responses “fair” and “average”
equivalent? Although the patterns we observe in our results appear incremental as we move from
one end of the Likert scale to the other, it is unclear whether this pattern will be the same for
every articulation of self-rated health.24,25

Conclusion
Our study provides an important corrective against blindly applying dichotomizations to
self-reported health in population health research and reporting. Nonetheless, the strength of our
conclusion could greatly benefit from future replication in additional populations and using
different health status measures. Self-reported health indicators are only sometimes collected
alongside other leading non-self-reported indicators in administrative and registry data, such as
hospitalization rates or life expectancy. However, new data linkages by Statistics Canada
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between the CCHS and these administrative and registry sources promise to support the
replication and extension of our analysis.
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 Figure 1.  Percent self-rated health by sex and age in the pooled Canadian Community Health 
 Survey sample, 2013-2015. 

 Notes.  Data Source: Canadian Community Health Survey 2013- 2015, Statistics Canada, and author's calculations 
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Table 1. Weighted distribution of socio-demographic
variables in Canadian Community Health Survey
sample, 2013-2015.
Socio-demographic Variable Percent
Sex
   Male 49.5
   Female 50.5
Income Quintile
   Poorest 18.7
   Q2 19.0
   Q3 20.1
   Q4 21.0
   Wealthiest 21.2
Education
   Less than secondary school 4.9
   Secondary school 15.1
   More secondary school 80.0
Marital Status
   Married or common law 60.6
   Other marital status 39.4
Geography
   Urban 82.2
   Rural 17.8
Data Source: Pooled sample of the Canadian Community Health
Survey 2013- 2015, Statistics Canada, author's calculations
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Table 2. Percent of different sub-populations reporting lesser health under different dichotomizations of self-rated health in Canadian Community Health Survey, 2013-2015.
Percent of Population Reporting Poor Health Percent of Population Reporting Poor Health or Fair Health

15 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 65 - 74 All 15 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 65 - 74 All
Sex
   Male 0.7 1.2 1.5 3.2 4.4 4.7 2.5 5.3 5.9 6.6 10.9 15.1 17.4 9.7
   Female 0.6 0.8 2.2 2.4 3.9 4.7 2.3 5.4 5.5 8.2 10.1 14.5 16.9 9.8
Income Quintile
   Poorest 0.9 2.5 5.3 9.3 12.3 8.5 5.8 6.8 11.2 15.5 24.9 33.5 28.3 18.6
   Q2 0.4 1.0 1.7 3.9 4.2 4.6 2.5 6.2 6.3 8.3 13.8 17.2 17.5 11.3
   Q3 0.6 1.0 1.6 1.9 3.6 3.3 2.0 4.5 5.4 6.2 9.3 13.8 14.5 8.6
   Q4 0.9 0.6 0.9 1.0 2.2 2.6 1.2 4.8 3.8 5.3 7.0 10.8 9.4 6.6
   Wealthiest 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.8 1.4 2.3 0.9 3.4 2.5 4.0 5.0 6.3 8.8 4.7
Education
   Less than secondary school graduation 2.1 4.2 8.8 7.7 9.7 6.8 7.1 13.5 20.0 21.6 27.5 29.7 29.9 26.2
   Post-secondary school graduation 0.9 1.9 3.5 5.4 5.7 5.3 3.8 6.9 9.2 12.0 17.7 18.9 18.9 14.1
   More than post-secondary school 0.6 0.8 1.4 2.1 3.3 4.1 1.9 4.7 4.7 6.4 8.4 12.5 14.0 7.9
Marital Status
   Married or common law 0.8 0.8 1.3 2.1 3.4 4.2 2.2 7.9 4.3 5.7 8.5 12.8 15.6 9.0
   Other marital status 0.7 1.3 3.6 4.9 6.2 5.9 2.7 5.1 7.6 12.7 16.4 20.4 20.9 10.9
Geography
   Urban 0.7 1.0 1.9 2.7 4.1 4.9 2.4 5.5 5.8 7.4 10.4 14.9 17.5 9.7
   Rural 0.5 0.9 1.8 3.0 4.2 3.8 2.6 4.4 4.9 7.3 10.9 14.2 16.0 10.0

Percent of Population Reporting Poor, Fair or Good Health Percent of Population Reporting Poor, Fair, Good or Very Good Health
15 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 65 - 74 All 15 - 24 25 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 54 55 - 64 65 - 74 All

Sex
   Male 29.1 31.2 33.6 39.7 45.7 50.1 37.5 70.1 71.7 75.1 79.6 81.6 82.9 76.5
   Female 33.8 30.0 35.8 39.8 44.1 49.2 38.3 76.5 73.1 76.0 77.8 79.5 81.8 77.2
Income Quintile
   Poorest 35.8 41.4 50.3 61.5 66.1 64.2 51.3 75.7 76.2 83.3 86.2 89.3 88.0 82.2
   Q2 35.4 36.7 39.1 47.8 52.4 51.7 43.5 75.8 75.7 77.5 81.2 82.9 84.1 79.4
   Q3 29.9 31.2 34.0 40.7 44.9 47.3 37.5 73.2 74.7 75.1 81.9 83.0 82.5 78.2
   Q4 27.0 24.6 30.3 34.5 39.5 40.5 32.2 71.8 70.9 73.5 77.3 78.8 79.4 75.0
   Wealthiest 24.4 21.3 25.0 27.8 32.1 32.2 27.0 66.4 65.3 70.8 72.1 73.5 71.1 70.2
Education

   Married or common law 37.8 28.7 32.3 37.5 42.8 47.8 37.3 75.5 70.7 75.0 78.2 79.6 81.9 76.9
   Other marital status 30.7 33.4 42.2 46.7 51.0 54.1 38.7 72.9 74.9 77.0 80.0 83.1 83.4 76.7
Geography
   Urban 31.6 30.7 35.1 40.3 45.1 50.1 37.9 73.4 72.3 75.3 78.3 80.5 82.3 76.6
   Rural 29.8 30.1 32.6 37.8 44.3 48.1 37.7 71.9 73.4 76.5 80.1 80.9 82.4 77.9

   Less than secondary school graduation 53.2 54.6 59.1 64.1 64.5 65.7 62.3 81.4 82.9 85.7 88.1 90.0 90.3 87.9
   Post-secondary school graduation 37.8 40.9 43.5 50.5 52.0 54.0 46.6 79.4 78.0 80.4 85.1 84.5 85.3 82.3
   More than post-secondary school 29.1 28.5 32.8 36.7 41.5 45.0 34.7 71.4 71.3 74.6 77.1 78.8 79.9 75.1
Marital Status

Notes: Darker values are greater values. Shading is independent within each dichotomization of self-reported health. Data Source: Pooled sample of the Canadian Community Health Survey 2013- 2015, Statistics Canada, author's
calculations
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Table 3. Regression results for different dichotomizations of self-rated health on the Health Utility Index in Canadian Community Health Survey,
2013-2015.

Model 1: Poor SRH
Considered Bad

Health

Model 2:  Poor or Fair
SRH Considered Bad

Health

Model 3: Poor, Fair or
Good SRH Considered

Bad Health

Model 4: Poor, Fair,
Good, or Very Good
SRH Considered Bad

Health
Variable (reference category) Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE
   Intercept 0.92 *** (0.002) 0.93 *** (0.002) 0.94 *** (0.002) 0.96 *** (0.003)
Age (35-44)
   15-24 0.01 *** (0.003) 0.00 (0.003) -0.01 ** (0.003) -0.01 * (0.004)
   25-34 0.01 *** (0.003) 0.01 * (0.002) 0.00 (0.002) 0.00 (0.003)
   45-54 -0.03 *** (0.003) -0.02 *** (0.003) -0.02 *** (0.003) -0.01 * (0.003)
   55-64 -0.04 *** (0.003) -0.03 *** (0.002) -0.02 *** (0.002) -0.01 *** (0.003)
   65-74 -0.03 *** (0.003) -0.02 *** (0.003) -0.02 *** (0.002) -0.01 ** (0.003)
Sex (male)
   Female -0.01 *** (0.002) -0.01 *** (0.001) 0.00 (0.001) 0.00 (0.002)
Income Quintile (Q3)
   Poorest -0.05 *** (0.003) -0.03 *** (0.003) -0.02 *** (0.003) -0.02 *** (0.004)
   Q2 -0.02 *** (0.002) -0.01 *** (0.002) -0.01 *** (0.002) -0.01 * (0.003)
   Q4 0.01 *** (0.002) 0.01 *** (0.002) 0.00 (0.002) 0.00 (0.003)
   Wealthiest 0.02 *** (0.002) 0.01 *** (0.002) 0.01 *** (0.002) 0.01 *** (0.002)
Education (More than secondary school)
   Less than secondary school -0.03 *** (0.004) -0.02 *** (0.004) -0.02 *** (0.004) -0.01 * (0.006)
   Secondary school -0.02 *** (0.002) -0.01 *** (0.002) -0.01 ** (0.002) -0.01 (0.003)
Marital Status (married or common law)
   Other marital status -0.03 *** (0.002) -0.02 *** (0.002) -0.01 *** (0.002) -0.01 ** (0.003)
Geography (urban)
   Rural -0.01 *** (0.002) 0.00 ** (0.002) -0.01 ** (0.002) -0.01 ** (0.002)
SRHD (greater health)
   Lesser health -0.48 *** (0.036) -0.28 *** (0.017) -0.10 *** (0.006) -0.06 *** (0.004)
Interactions with lesser health
   15-24 0.08 (0.057) 0.11 *** (0.019) 0.06 *** (0.007) 0.04 *** (0.006)
   25-34 0.04 (0.047) 0.06 ** (0.019) 0.02 *** (0.007) 0.02 *** (0.005)
   45-54 0.00 (0.038) 0.00 (0.018) -0.02 ** (0.007) -0.03 *** (0.005)
   55-64 0.06 * (0.03) 0.02 (0.016) -0.03 *** (0.006) -0.04 *** (0.005)
   65-74 0.10 *** (0.029) 0.06 *** (0.015) -0.01 (0.007) -0.02 *** (0.005)
   Female -0.01 (0.02) -0.03 ** (0.009) -0.02 *** (0.004) -0.01 *** (0.003)
   Poorest -0.04 (0.034) -0.05 *** (0.014) -0.05 *** (0.007) -0.05 *** (0.006)
   Q2 -0.01 (0.034) -0.01 (0.015) 0.00 (0.006) -0.01 *** (0.004)
   Q4 0.01 (0.037) 0.04 * (0.015) 0.02 ** (0.006) 0.01 ** (0.004)
   Wealthiest -0.03 (0.04) 0.02 (0.018) 0.02 *** (0.006) 0.01 *** (0.004)
   Less than secondary school 0.05 (0.031) 0.04 ** (0.014) 0.00 (0.008) -0.02 ** (0.008)
   Secondary school 0.07 ** (0.025) 0.01 (0.011) -0.01 (0.005) -0.01 * (0.005)
   Other marital status -0.02 (0.025) -0.03 ** (0.011) -0.04 *** (0.005) -0.03 *** (0.004)
   Rural 0.00 (0.025) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.004) 0.00 (0.003)
R-squared 0.19 0.23 0.16 0.10
Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Stars indicate statistical significance: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.  Standard errors are calculated using Statistics
Canada's bootstrapped weights. Data Source: Pooled sample of the Canadian Community Health Survey 2013- 2015, Statistics Canada, author's calculations.
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Appendix A. Regression results for different dichotomizations of self-rated health on the Health Utility Index, for randomly selected groups of
equal size on either side of dichotimizations of self-rated health in Canadian Community Health Survey, 2013-2015.

Model 1: Poor SRH
Considered Bad

Health

Model 2:  Poor or Fair
SRH Considered Bad

Health

Model 3: Poor, Fair or
Good SRH Considered

Bad Health

Model 4: Poor, Fair,
Good, or Very Good
SRH Considered Bad

Health
Variable (reference category) Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE Coeff. SE
   Intercept 0.93 *** (0.012) 0.94 *** (0.011) 0.95 *** (0.007) 0.96 *** (0.008)
Age (35-44)
   15-24 0.02 (0.015) -0.01 (0.014) 0.00 (0.012) -0.02 (0.015)
   25-34 0.02 (0.012) 0.02 (0.009) 0.00 (0.008) 0.00 (0.008)
   45-54 -0.03 * (0.015) -0.03 * (0.015) -0.02 * (0.012) (0)
   55-64 -0.04 ** (0.013) -0.05 *** (0.014) -0.02 * (0.007) -0.01 (0.009)
   65-74 -0.02 (0.015) -0.02 (0.013) -0.02 * (0.008) -0.01 (0.007)
Sex (male)
   Female -0.02 * (0.008) -0.01 (0.008) 0.00 (0.007) -0.01 (0.006)
Income Quintile (Q3)
   Poorest -0.06 *** (0.015) -0.03 * (0.013) -0.02 (0.011) -0.02 (0.014)
   Q2 0.00 (0.013) -0.04 * (0.015) 0.00 (0.008) 0.00 (0.007)
   Q4 0.01 (0.012) 0.01 (0.009) 0.00 (0.009) 0.00 (0.008)
   Wealthiest 0.03 * (0.011) 0.01 (0.009) 0.00 (0.011) 0.01 (0.006)
Education (More than secondary school)
   Less than secondary school -0.03 (0.023) -0.05 (0.03) -0.01 (0.014) -0.02 (0.016)
   Secondary school -0.02 (0.012) -0.02 (0.011) 0.00 (0.008) -0.02 (0.011)
Marital Status (married or common law)
   Other marital status -0.03 ** (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.03 *** (0.008) 0.00 (0.008)
Geography (urban)
   Rural -0.03 ** (0.011) 0.00 (0.009) 0.00 (0.007) 0.00 (0.005)
SRHD (greater health)
   Lesser health -0.49 *** (0.038) -0.29 *** (0.039) -0.12 *** (0.023) -0.06 *** (0.017)
Interactions with lesser health
   15-24 0.08 (0.058) 0.13 ** (0.044) 0.09 *** (0.024) 0.08 ** (0.029)
   25-34 0.03 (0.047) 0.01 (0.041) 0.01 (0.026) 0.03 (0.02)
   45-54 0.01 (0.041) -0.01 (0.038) 0.02 (0.025) -0.01 (0.018)
   55-64 0.07 * (0.032) 0.05 (0.033) -0.03 (0.021) -0.04 * (0.02)
   65-74 0.09 ** (0.032) 0.04 (0.035) 0.01 (0.021) -0.03 (0.02)
   Female 0.00 (0.022) -0.03 (0.019) -0.02 (0.014) -0.01 (0.011)
   Poorest -0.03 (0.038) -0.02 (0.028) -0.02 (0.022) -0.08 ** (0.025)
   Q2 -0.03 (0.038) 0.02 (0.031) 0.00 (0.022) -0.01 (0.017)
   Q4 0.01 (0.039) 0.04 (0.029) 0.04 (0.022) 0.02 (0.015)
   Wealthiest -0.03 (0.042) 0.02 (0.033) 0.02 (0.025) 0.01 (0.015)
   Less than secondary school 0.05 (0.036) 0.04 (0.039) -0.03 (0.029) 0.01 (0.027)
   Secondary school 0.07 * (0.027) 0.03 (0.022) -0.02 (0.02) 0.01 (0.018)
   Other marital status -0.02 (0.026) -0.01 (0.022) -0.03 (0.017) -0.04 * (0.018)
   Rural 0.02 (0.026) -0.01 (0.019) -0.02 (0.019) -0.01 (0.011)
R-squared 0.49 0.30 0.16 0.14
Notes: Standard errors are reported in parentheses. Stars indicate statistical significance: * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001.  Standard errors are calculated using Statistics
Canada's bootstrapped weights. Data Source: Pooled sample of the Canadian Community Health Survey 2013- 2015, Statistics Canada, author's calculations.
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