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Details of main fieldwork, by country 

Country 
Children in 

population 

9-16 years
83

 

Estimated 

children 

online
84

 

Number of 

interviews 

Interview 

methodology 
Method of address 

selection 

Fieldwork 

dates 2010 

Austria (AT) 739,722 86% 1,000 PAPI Random Walk 24 April – 25 July 

Belgium (BE) 974,461 78% 1,006 PAPI Random Walk 6 May – 14 July 

Bulgaria (BG) 554,032 92% 1,088 PAPI Random Walk 6 May – 24 June 

Cyprus (CY)  82,059 68% 53285 PAPI Random Walk 17 May – TBC 

Czech 
Republic (CZ) 

809,443 90% 1,009 PAPI Pre-selected households - 

telephone recruitment 
21 May – 2 July 

Denmark (DE) 558,236 97% 1,023 CAPI Pre-selected households - 

telephone recruitment 
30 April – 14 June 

Estonia (EE) 105,460 96% 1,005 CAPI Random Walk 10 May – 14 July 

Finland (FI) 501,387 98% 1,017 CAPI Random Walk 28 April – 2 July 

France (FR) 6,005,850 87% 1,000 PAPI Random Walk 6 May – 3 July 

Germany (DE) 6,419,300 86% 1,023 CAPI Random Walk 20 May – 7 July 

Greece (EL) 862,481 59% 1,000 PAPI Random Walk 10 May – 2 July 

Hungary (HU) 854,406 93% 1,000 PAPI Pre-selected households with 

children aged 9-16 
10 May – 15 June 

Italy (IT) 4,516,646 55% 1,021 CAPI Random Walk 28 April – 3 July 

Ireland (IE) 458,260 93% 93786 CAPI Random Walk 5 May – 24 July 

Lithuania (LT) 320,821 96% 1,004 PAPI Random Walk 23 April – 6 July 

Netherlands 
(NL) 

1,582,903 96% 1,004 PAPI Pre-selected households - 

telephone recruitment 
3 May – 5 August 

Norway (NO) 503,160 98% 3233 CAPI Pre-selected households - 

telephone recruitment 
21 May – TBC 

Poland (PL) 3,490,271 97% 1,034 PAPI Pre-selected households 6 May – 26 July 

Portugal (PT) 871,444 78% 1,000 PAPI Random Walk 29 April – 30 July 

Romania (RO) 1,821,471 78% 1,041 PAPI Random Walk 16 May – 25 June 

Slovenia (SI) 154,063 95% 6503 CAPI Random Walk and Pre-selected 

households with children aged 
3 May – TBC 

Spain (ES) 3,401,338 80% 1,024 CAPI Random Walk 10 May – 15 July 

Sweden (SE) 861,183 98% 6513 CAPI Pre-selected households with 

children 9-16 - telephone 
27 May – TBC 

Turkey (TR) 10,297,791 89% 1,018 CAPI Random Walk 3 May – 17 June 

United 
Kingdom (UK) 

5,861,598 96% 1,032 PAPI Random Walk 1 May – 21 June 
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