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Introduction

Jiirgen Schupp
Director of the Research Infrastructure SOEP
Professor of Sociology at Freie Universitat Berlin

We are happy to be able to give you another glimpse into our work with the third Wave Report of the SOEP
longitudinal study. In the 2012 survey year, we conducted the 29th wave of the SOEP survey and dis-
tributed the SOEP data from a total of 28 waves to our over 500 scientific users in Germany and abroad.

Alongside the fieldwork for the core SOEP samples, we added another new sample extension (K) in 2012
with more than 1,500 new households. In addition, we expanded our SOEP Innovation Sample to near-
ly 2,500 households and invited the scientific community to join us in shaping the content of this sur-
vey by contributing their own topics for the first time. A technical report will again be published to pro-
vide an overview of the fieldwork.

The short research papers by members of the SOEP group in this year’s Wave Report once again give an
impression of the current research questions that are being explored with the SOEP data. In the attached
list of publications, we also present the most important SOEP-based papers published in the last year.

The Tenth International SOEP User Conference took place in Berlin from June 28-29, 2012. There, with
160 participants, 66 papers and more than a dozen posters were presented, opening SOEP-based research
up for discussion. In early summer of 2013, a selection of these papers will be published as conference
proceedings in the series Schmollers Jahrbuch.

In early 2012, the research and infrastructural services provided by the SOEP team were assessed as part
of the Leibniz Association’s regular evaluation. The results were released in November 2012 in the Leib-
niz Association’s evaluation report. The entire SOEP team is very proud that the SOEP’s performance
was rated overall as “excellent.”

7
025“” ////f

Berlin, June 2013

Jurgen Schupp
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SOEP Mission

The German Socio-Economic Panel Study (SOEP) is a rese-
arch-driven infrastructure unit which serves an international
scientific community by providing nationally representative lon-
gitudinal data from a multi-disciplinary perspective covering the
entire life span (from conception to memories) in the context of
private households (household panel).

The data enables not only policy oriented research (“social moni-
toring”) but mainly cutting-edge research to improve understan-
ding of human behavior in general, economic decisions in detail,
and mechanisms of social change embedded in the household
context, the neighborhood, and different institutional settings
and policy regimes.

The SOEP group's academic excellence and cutting-edge research
serve as the foundation for all of its data provision and service
activities aimed at fulfilling this mission.

SOEP Wave Report 2012

Goals

One of the SOEP s key goals is to provide panel data
that allow users to conduct longitudinal and cross-sec-
tional analyses with state-of-the-art scientific method-
ologies to better understand mechanisms underlying
human behavior and social change, embedded in the
household context, the neighborhood, and different in-
stitutional settings and policy regimes.

Outcomes

The SOEP unit provides user-friendly high quality panel
data for multidisciplinary research primarily in the so-
cial and behavioral sciences and economics, including
sociology, demography, psychology, public health, and
political science. A selection of research questions co-
operate life sciences (in particular genetics) and medi-
cal science as well.

The SOEP unit is constantly implementing new areas
of measurement (including biomarkers and physical
measures as well as geo-referenced context data) to im-
prove and strengthen survey methodology, thereby pro-
viding advanced assessments of the determinants of hu-
man behavior.

The SOEP unit focuses its own research on selected
fields and demonstrates expertise in applying substan-
tive and methodologically sound research in econom-
ics, psychology, and selected social sciences, includ-
ing basic research an applied (policy-oriented) research
targeted to both: the academic community and the so-
ciety as a whole.

The SOEP unit cooperates and collaborates with schol-
ars on a national (e.g., colleagues from a variety of re-
search institutions in Berlin) as well as international
level, thereby complementing competences from other
disciplines that add to the depth of the SOEP research.
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The SOEP unit improves scientific foundations for po-
litical advice beyond descriptive research (social mon-
itoring).

The SOEP unit provides high-quality training and teach-
ing that enables and fosters knowledge transfer to the
next generation of scholars.

The SOEP unit is striving to make the research con-
ducted with the survey data accessible and understand-
able to a broad audience through the German and in-
ternational media.

SOEP Wave Report 2012
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Background and Overview

Jiirgen Schupp

SOEP is designed and conducted by the SOEP research team at DIW
Berlin. Funding comes from the Federal Government (BMBF) and
the German Lander governments through the Leibniz Association
(WGL). Annual interviews have been conducted from the outset by
TNS Infratest Sozialforschung, the widely respected social research
company based in Munich. In October 2010, a new long-term con-
tract was signed with TNS Infratest Munich for the next ten years.
Thus, two professional teams are running the SOEP: a Berlin team
and a Munich team.

The scope of the SOEP is continually being expanded to incorporate
new topics of interest to a wide range of scholars. The survey has
also established international connections with numerous institu-
tions including other panel studies (Burkhauser and Lillard, 2005).
The Cross-National Equivalent File (CNEF) is an eightcountry data
set, updated each year, comprising national panel surveys from the
US, UK, Canada, Australia, South Korea, Russia, and Switzerland as
well as the SOEP (Frick et al., 2007). The SOEP was also one of the
surveys included in the Consortium of Household Panels for Europe-
an Socio-Economic Research (CHER) and provided the German data
for the European Community Household Panel (ECHP), which ran
from 1994-2001. SOEP data are included in two well-known and wi-
dely used cross-sectional databases: the Luxembourg Income Study
(LIS) and the Luxembourg Wealth Study (LWS). The German data in
older versions of EUROMOD (the tax-benefit microsimulation model
for the European Union) based on SOEP data and some variables in
the current version still do so.

The underlying idea of a national panel sample is to follow represen-
tative respondents through all stages of life—from birth through mar-
riage and death and on to subsequent generations. Original sample
members are interviewed every year.

SOEP Wave Report 2012

“Longitudinal surveys, which collect informa-
tion about the same persons over many years,
have given the social sciences their Hubble
telescope. Both allow the observing research-
er to look back in time and record the an-
tecedents of current events and transitions.”
(Butz and Boyle Torrey 2006: 1899).

If we look back in survey history, social scientists be-
gan as early as in the 1930s to design a new kind of lon-
gitudinal study: the panel survey (Lazarsfeld and Fiske
1938). Panel surveys measure the same variables in the
same individuals at two or more points in time. One of
the first panel studies was conducted in the US in 1940
in the field of political science (Lazarsfeld et al. 1944).

In the methodological literature, panel surveys are of-
ten described as having a “prospective longitudinal de-
sign” (Featherman 1980). In such a design, a group of
individuals are interviewed, tracked, and reinterviewed
at least once at some future point in time. A “retrospec-
tive” panel design, on the other hand, entails collecting
data on only one occasion. The longitudinal dimension
of such a study is obtained by asking people to recall
what things were like at some earlier point in time and
to describe how they are at present (de Vaus 2001). This
means that it is not strictly necessary to use a longitudi-
nal research design to collect longitudinal data, although
there are conceptual distinctions among different types
of longitudinal data (Featherman 1980). Here, a crucial
question is how reliable retrospective data are as sub-
stitutes for direct observations of the past (e.g., concur-
rent respondent reports in longitudinal panels, indepen-
dent records, etc.). Such retrospective designs have been
used in sociology to collect event history data covering
the entire life course. An example of such a study is the
German Life History Study (Briickner and Mayer 1998).

In developmental psychology, longitudinal surveys have
a clear prospective focus:
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“Longitudinal methodology involves repeat-
ed time-ordered observation of an individ-
ual or individuals with the goal of identify-
ing processes and causes of intraindividual
change and of interindividual patterns of intra-
individual change in behavioral development”
(Baltes and Nesselroade 1979: 7).

Together with total population designs, which are repre-
sentative from both a cross-sectional and a longitudinal
perspective, longitudinal panel surveys are described as
advantageous in several respects:

“Total population designs and longitudinal pan-
el designs can be used for practically any type of
longitudinal analysis, given a sufficient number
of cohorts and measurement periods. Other de-
signs are more limited, and their appropriateness
must be judged in the context of a particular re-
search problem” (Menard 2002: 33).

High-quality household panel surveys begin, like
cross-sectional surveys, with a random sample of a set
ofhouseholds and of the individuals within those house-
holds. For decades, the only mode of data collection was
through face-to-face, paper-and-pencil interviews. But
an increasing variety of other modes of data collection
have become common, some reflecting technological ad-
vances. For example, mail surveys and web-based sur-
veys are now also being used (e.g., in the Dutch LISS
panel). In addition, different modes of assessment are
used. In panel surveys, trained interviewers conduct
health tests and tests of cognitive ability (e.g., in SHARE
or in Understanding Society, UK). Panel surveys differ
from cross-sectional surveys in that they continue to
follow sampled individuals at regular intervals, usually
once per year (wave). Adhering to the basic “follow-up
rules” determining who to contact and interview again,
household panel surveys produce data on changes in
the demographic, economic, and social conditions of
their members and thus attempt to remain represen-
tative of the cross-sectional population as well. This is
in contrast to individual panel studies covering entire
birth cohorts of individuals in the population, like the
longitudinal design of the 1958 National Child Develop-
ment Study and the 1970 British Cohort Study (Schoon
2000). These panels represent their cohorts as they age
and may gradually decline in representativity for the
original age group.

Multiple repeated observations (usually once per cal-
endar year) are used for age-heterogeneous individuals
within their household context and based on a random
sample of all (private) households of a country. Their

theoretical concept and variables cover a wide range of
social and economic issues.

The success story of large-scale household panels be-
gins about 45 years ago with the Panel Study of Income
Dynamics (PSID) (Brown et al. 1996). Only household
panel designs like the PSID, or the designs of the Ger-
man Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) and British House-
hold Panel Study (BHPS), represent all individuals and
households in the population and contain an endoge-
nous mechanism for representing demographic chang-
es in existing households caused, for example, by new
entrants (birth, immigration, regional mobility) as well
as drop-outs (death, emigration) reflecting the dynam-
ics of the underlying population.

Household panels start with a representative sample of
households and a representative set of individuals resid-
ing in those households. If the tracking and following
rules used in household panels call for attempted inter-
views with all household members in the original sam-
ple, all individuals born to the original sample members,
and any individuals who have moved into those house-
holds in the meantime (see Kroh et al. 2008), then this
prospective panel design continues to provide a repre-
sentative cross-sectional picture of the underlying pop-
ulation over the life of the panel. Except for immigra-
tion into newly founded households from outside the
sampling frame, all demographic events (births, deaths,
emigration, and events like divorce and the departure
of children from their parents’ homes) are covered by a
high-quality household panel design. Immigration has
to be handled through supplemental samples (see Wag-
ner et al. 2007). In the first two waves of such house-
hold panels, retrospective biographical questions pro-
vide information completing the prospective develop-
ment of the individual life course.

Due to initial non-response and attrition of panel respon-
dents over the course of time, high-quality response and
attrition analyses and carefully designed re-weighting
strategies are crucial to achieve representative popula-
tion estimates in panel studies (Ernst 1989; Rendtel and
Harms 2009). Population estimates (indicating repre-
sentativity) are an important issue because both longitu-
dinal and cross-sectional results from household panel
surveys are always in high demand in both the research
and policy advisory community.

Such panel data offer information that can be compared
to video evidence, as opposed to the “photographic” evi-
dence of cross-sectional surveys. In social science jargon,
panel data tell us about dynamics—family, income, la-
bor, well-being, and health dynamics—rather than stat-
ics. They tell us about duration/persistence, about how

SOEP Wave Report 2012
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long people remain poor or unemployed, and about the
correlates of entry into and exit from poverty and un-
employment. For these reasons, panel data are crucial
for government and public policy analysis. One of the
key aims of public policy is to reduce poverty and un-
employment, making it vital for policy makers to distin-
guish among short, medium, and long-term poor and
unemployed. Very different policy interventions may be
needed to assist these different groups—and to gain an
understanding of reasons for entry and exit from these
groups. For all these reasons, national panel surveys are
vital to policy makers and the social science communi-
ty. They should be viewed as crucial components of the
social science infrastructure.

SOEP started in West Germany in 1984 with two
sub-samples. Sample A covered the national popula-
tion living in private households and Sample B was
an over-sample of the five main immigrant groups in
West Germany at that time: Greeks, Italians, Spanish,
Turks and Yugoslavs. In the two samples combined,
there were just over 12,000 respondents in just under
6,000 households.

Interviewing continued in 1985-89 and then the Wall
came down. In that unique situation, the SOEP had a
special opportunity and challenge. The opportunity was
to measure conditions in the GDR before it ceased to
exist, and then in subsequent years, to trace social and
economic changes and the integration of the two societ-
ies. A new sample of East Germans was added in mid-
1990 before reunification, when the GDR’s occupation
and wage structure were still in place. The sample com-
prised approximately 4,400 individuals in over 2,000
households (Sample C). These respondents are followed
in exactly the same way as the original sample members,
and this of course includes following people who move
from the Eastern to the Western Linder, and vice-versa.

By 1994-1995, about 5% of Germany’s population con-
sisted of immigrants who had not been in the country
when SOEP started. So it was essential to have a new
immigrant sample. This was done, but it was time-con-
suming and expensive. About 20,000 households had
to be screened to identify about 6oo that included new
immigrants (Sample D).

Supplementary Sample E was added in 1998, extend-
ing SOEP by 1,910 individuals in 1,056 households. In
this sample, the new survey mode CAPI was random-
ly introduced as new technology (Schripler et al. 2010).

Even though the SOEP sample was already large, a prob-

lem faced in some analyses was insufficient numbers
in key “policy groups”; for example, single parents and
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Figure 1
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recipients of specific welfare benefits. Rather than at-
tempt to sample these groups individually, the decision
was made to substantially increase the total sample. In
2000, additional funds were raised and the sample was
almost doubled to over 10,000 households (Sample F).

A special group that was still inadequately sampled were
“the rich"—very high-income households that in some
cases also have a high level of wealth. In 2002, SOEP
drew a special sample of households in the top 2.5% of
the income distribution. In that year, not coincidentally,
we did our first individual-level survey of wealth hold-
ings (assets and debts) (Sample G).

In 2006, sample H was drawn comprising 1,506 house-
holds and 2,616 individuals. The latest boosts to the
sample came in 2011 (Sample ] with 3,136 new house-
holds) and 2012 (Sample K with 1,526 new households).
In total, the fieldwork in 2012 consisted of 12.322 real-
ized households.

When SOEP began, it was run by and was primarily of
interest to economists and sociologists. But other branch-
es of science also have much to contribute to analysis of
the life course, and their interests are now more fully re-
flected in the questionnaire. Developmental psycholo-
gists and family sociologists are interested in issues re-
lating to child-rearing and nature-nurture debates. For
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them, the SOEP has long offered large samples of sib-
lings, stepchildren, adopted children, and now grand-
children. Then in 2001, an age-triggered questionnaire
was introduced. 2001 was the year in which the first chil-
dren who were, so to speak, “born into” the SOEP joined
as full 17-year-old respondents. A “Youth Questionnaire”
focusing on issues of interest to teenagers was includ-
ed. In 2003, the first “Mother and Child” (A) question-
naire was introduced, to be completed by mothers who
had given birth in the last year. Two years later, these
mothers completed an Infant Questionnaire, (“Mother
and Child B”) reporting on their baby’s early develop-
ment. In 2008, the mother-child questionnaire “Moth-
er and Child C” (children at the age of 5 or 6) was intro-
duced. In 2010, the parent-child questionnaire “Parents
D” (children at the age of 8 or 9) was used for the first
time; it is given to both mothers and fathers. In 2012,
again only mothers were asked about their child at the
age of 9 or 10 years (“Mother and Child E”).

Psychologists, experimental economists, and the grow-
ing community of social scientists interested in life sat-
isfaction and subjective well-being were keen for SOEP
to include measures of personal traits that affect, or may
affect, economic decision-making and subjective well-be-
ing. To respond to this demand, measures of trust and
risk aversion were included in 2004. And then in 2005,
SOEP included a short version of the Big Five Personal-
ity Domains (Costa and McCrae, 1991). The personality
traits or domains measured are neuroticism, extraver-
sion, openness to experience, agreeableness, and consci-

Overview

Age-specific Questionnaires

entiousness (Langetal., 2011). In 2006, measures of cog-
nitive ability, given only to small groups of respondents,
were included for the first time. New teenage respon-
dents completed a 30-minute test of verbal, numerical,
and figural ability (Uhlig et al. 2009), and a sub-sam-
ple of adult respondents did a very short cognitive test
that was replicated in 2012 (Anger, 2012).

In 2009, the questionnaire for relatives of deceased pan-
el participants “VP” (Die Verstorbene Person) was added
(for an example of first results, see Infurna et al. 2013).

. . . Age- Start N
Age-specific questionnaires cohorts (since) Content (2012)
Youth Questionnaire 17 age 17 2000 residence, job and money, relationships, free time, sport and music, educati- 4,190

on and career plans, future, attitudes, opinions
Mother and child (A)-questionnaire ages 0-1 2003 pregnancy, birth information, health of mother and child, temperament, 2,125

care situation

Mother and child (B)-questionnaire ages 2-3 2005

child health, temperament, activities with the child, care situation, adaptive 1,701

behavior (modified Vineland-Scale)

Mother and child (C)-questionnaire ages 5-6 2008 child health, personality, activities of the child, care situation, socio-emotio- 1,058
nal behavior (modified Strength and Difficulties Questionnaire)
Parent (D)-questionnaire ages 7-8 2010 care and school situation, parental role, parenting goals and practices, 609

educational aspiration

Mother and child (E)-questionnaire ages 9-10 2012

child health, personality, activities of the child, care situation, socio-emotio- 222

nal behavior, school issues, homework, eating habits ...

© DIW Berlin 2012
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BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW

In 2012, we again replicated a set of survey questions
that had been asked in previous years to enrich the lon-
gitudinal research potentials in those areas. The most
important and relevant questions probably will be the
fourth replication on questions of wealth and assets.

Overview

Supplementary SOEP-Modules 1986-2012

Year Wave Wave letter  Topic
number
1986 3 C Residential environment and neighborhood
1987 4 D Social security, transition to retirement
1988 5 E Household finances and wealth
1989 6 F Further occupational training and professional qualifications
1990 7 G Time use and time preferences; labor market and subjective indicators
1991 8 H Family and social networks
1992 9 | Social security (2nd measurement)
1993 10 J Further occupational training (2nd)
1994 n K Residential environment and neighborhood (2nd); working conditions; expectations for the future
1995 12 L Time use (2nd)
1996 13 M Family and social networks (2nd)
1997 14 N Social security (3rd)
1998 15 0 Transportation and energy use; time use (3rd)
1999 16 P Residential environment and neighborhood (3rd); Expectations for the future (2nd)
2000 17 Q Further occupational training (3rd)
2001 8 R Family and social networks (3rd)
2002 19 S Wealth and assets (2nd); social security (4th); health (SF12,BMI)
2003 20 T Transportation and energy use (2nd); trust; time use(4th)
2004 21 u Residential environment and neighborhood (4th); further occupational training (4th); risk aversion; health (2nd)
2005 22 \ Expectations for the future (3rd); BigFive; reciprocity
2006 23 w Family and social networks (4th); working conditions (ERI); health (3rd); grip strength
2007 24 X Wealth and assets (3rd); social security (5th)
2008 25 Y Further occupational training (5th); health(4th); grip strength (2nd); trust (2nd); time use (5th)
2009 26 z Residential environment and neighborhood (5th); risk aversion (2nd); Big Five (2nd); globalization and transnationalization
2010 27 BA Consumption and saving; reciprocity (2nd); health (5th); grip strength (3rd)
2011 28 BB Family and social networks (5th); working conditions (ERI) (2nd)
2012 29 BC Wealth and assets (4th); social security (6th); health (6th); grip strength (4th)

© DIW Berlin 2012
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A New Data Collection Effort

by the SOEP to Strengthen Family Research —
“Familien in Deutschland” (FiD)

by Mathis Schrdoder

For the first time, the full range of public benefits for married
people and families is evaluated in Germany on behalf of the
Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and
Youth (BMFSFJ) and the Federal Ministry of Finance (BMF). When
the decision for such an evaluation was taken in 2009, it was
quickly discovered that the available data sets were not sufficient
for in-depth analyses, especially regarding specific family types
which might be rare in the German population, but still important
as targets for the ministries’ policies. Such families are especially
single parents, families with more than two children, low-income
families, and families with very young children. These groups are
included in studies that are representative of the German popu-
lation (such as the SOEP), but the number of observations is ge-
nerally too small for sound statistical analyses. As a result, the
SOEP group at DIW Berlin was commissioned by the two minis-
tries to conceptualize, collect and provide a data collection speci-
fic to the needs of the evaluation.

SOEP Wave Report 2012

Sampling

Starting in 2010, the project termed “Familien in
Deutschland” (FiD, “Families in Germany”) was car-
ried out by SOEP DIW in collaboration with TNS Infra-
test Sozialforschung. The following four samples of in-
terest had been identified:

A sample of families in “critical income brackets”

. A sample of single parents
A sample of families with more than two children

. A “cohort sample” of young families with children
of the 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010 (first quarter)
birth cohorts.

N I

Since there is no sampling frame available that identi-
fies the population for the first three samples, a screen-
ing process was used to find families in these groups.
In this screening, households were contacted and asked
about their income and household composition in a brief
telephone interview. According to the data of these in-
terviews, the following constellations led to a selection
into the sample:

+ Low income if the household had a monthly income
of less than
+ 2500 Euro, when composed of at least two
adults and at least two children
« 2000 Euro, when composed of at least two
adults and one child
+ 1500 Euro, when composed of one adult and
at least one child.
« Single parent if the household is composed of at most
one adult and at least one child.
« Large family if the household includes three or more
children.

Following this screening process, more than 2,200 fam-
ilies were interviewed in the so called “Screening Sam-
ple 2010”. Since the groups are not mutually exclusive,
itis not possible to exactly count the households belong-
ing to each group (see Table 3 below for an overview of
the resulting seven mutually exclusive groups). An ad-
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ditional screening took place in 2011 to add more than
400 single parent families and more than 450 large fam-
ilies, the “Screening Sample 2011”.

Because the “Cohort Sample” was identified through
the children’s year of birth, a sampling frame is avail-
able and register based sampling could be used. More
than 2,000 households (500 for each year of birth) were
added in 2010.

Structure and Contents

FiD resembles the SOEP in large parts. The basic con-
cepts of different types of questionnaire is used, i.e.

« there are household questionnaires for the household
head (who is defined as the one most suited to asked
financial questions in the household);

+ each adult person (i.e. those turning 18 or older
during the survey year) is asked to answer a personal
questionnaire, which, in the first two years includes
retrospective questions on relationships, childhood,
education, and early work experiences;

« each person turning 17 during the survey year re-
ceives a “youth” questionnaire; and

Table 1

Overview of available datasets in FiD

Wave specific data Data across all waves

$p ppfad

$h hpfad

$kind bioage01
$hbrutto bioage02
$pbrutto bioage03
$hgen bioage06
$pgen bioage08p1
$lela bioage08p2
$pkal bioage10p1
$elternl bioage10p2
$eltern2 bioagel
$eltern3 biomars
$eltern4 biocouply
$eltern5 biobirth
$eltern6 artkalen
$paradata pbiospe
hbrutt10_fid biojob
hbrutt11_fid phrf/phrf_soep

$luecke hhrf/hhrf_soep

Source: FiD.

© DIW Berlin 2012

« for children in certain ages (namely those o-1, 1-2,
2-3,5-6,7-8, or 9-10 years old), their parents are asked
to fill out so-called parent questionnaires, which are
slightly more elaborate than the similar mother-child
questionnaires known from the SOEP.

For the most part, the contents of the FiD study are very
similar to the SOEP, i.e. basic information on the house-
hold and each person is asked, including education, past
and current labor market experiences, earnings and in-
come, housing characteristics, health, some preferences
and life satisfaction for specific aspects and in general.
In addition, there is more focus on children and part-
nership — FiD includes a detailed partnership module,
which retrospectively asks for marriages and partner-
ships lasting longer than six months. Compared to the
SOEP, men and women are similarly asked about their
biological children in slightly more detail, including in-
formation about the partner’s location and the marital
status at the time of birth. Also, some aspects of child
care at the work place are covered.

Completely new in FiD are questionnaires for the 1-2
year-olds, and the g-10 year-olds, which previously did
not exist in the SOEP. Each of the questionnaires in-
cludes a module on child care, which, as time goes on,
allows comparing child care decisions for one child over
time. Also covered are areas such as parenting style and
parenting goals. Overall, the additional questions are
designed to be comparable across the different paren-
tal questionnaires.

The datasets provided in FiD resemble very closely the
respective data in the SOEP. Hence FiD also reproduces
the general structure users know from the SOEP. There
are the basic datafiles such as ppfad and hpfad, with
which the user can monitor the development of each
person and household through the panellife, along with
some generated information. The $pbrutto and $hbrut-
to files provide similarly important information about
the interviewing process for each wave. hbruttro_fid
and hbruttrr_fid contain the gross sample with which
the survey started, i.e. the Cohort and Screening Gross
Sample in 2010 and the Screening Gross Sample in
2011. Identical to the SOEP, FiD distributes original data
files, i.e. those which contain the unaltered data from
the questionnaires directly (except for answers to open
questions). In resemblance to the SOEP, these files have
wave identifiers — {10 for FiD in survey year 2010, ,f11*
for survey year 2011, and so on. Along with the original
data files, FiD also produces the main generated data
files — such as $pgen, $hgen — from the SOEP. In ad-
dition, spell files — like artkalen or pbiospe — are also
available. A large part of the distribution is taken by the
biography data, which — due to the very nature of FiD

SOEP Wave Report 2012



A NEW DATA COLLECTION EFFORT BY THE SOEP TO STRENGTHEN FAMILY RESEARCH - “"FAMILIEN IN DEUTSCHLAND" (FID)

— is sometimes more extensive than in the SOEP. For
example, the bioage files, which contain detailed infor-
mation from the parent questionnaires, contain many
more variables than their counterparts in the SOEP.
However, FiD and SOEP use the same naming conven-
tions in this case to make the joint use of the data eas-
ier. Some datasets known from the SOEP are not pro-
vided, mainly because the respective information has
not been asked (yet). Table 1 shows a list of all datasets
available in the FiD distribution 3.0.

The list of datasets in Table 1 suggests a joint use of
SOEP and FiD whenever the need for increased sample
size exists. This joint use is indeed possible and recom-
mended (bearing in mind that there are some variables
only in FiD and not in the SOEP and vice versa) — in
the FiD-data, combined weighting factors are provided.
The construction of these weighting factors follows the
same mechanisms which are used when a new subsa-
mple is integrated into the existing samples. Hence the
joint weighting factors allow for a representative view
of the German population.

Sample Sizes

Since 2010, several thousand interviews have been con-
ducted in FiD. The main interview mode is CAPI (Com-
puter Assisted Personal Interview), with the exception
of the parent questionnaires, where PAPI (Pen and Pa-
per Interview) is also possible. Table 2 provides an over-
view of the observations available until 2012 (Version
3.0 of the data), showing the potential of the FiD-Data
especially for research related to children.

Because FiD is a longitudinal dataset with repeated ob-
servations for each household and individual, one of the
most crucial aspects of this panel dataset is the longitu-
dinal stability as measured by the fraction of observa-
tions that remains from the previous year. Table 3 shows
the retention rates for all samples, where also the ini-
tial sampling characteristics are shown (i.e. cohort year
and the screening characteristics low income, single par-
ent, large family). Neither new households (i.e. split-offs
from old households) nor households with a temporary
drop-out are considered in this table. Accordingly, the
actual number of interviewed households is higher in
2011 and 2012 than shown in this table.

Table 4 now follows with a view on the individual lon-
gitudinal stability. As was the case for households, we
do not consider individuals who have dropped out tem-
porarily — however, movers are considered in this case.
For reasons of brevity, the distinction between the dif-

SOEP Wave Report 2012

Table 2

Observations with and without Interviews from 2010 to 2012

2010 2011 2012 Total

Household Questionnaire 4574 4529 4,186 13,289
Person Questionnaire 7,807 7,664 7177 22,648
Youth Questionnaire 190 264 293 747
Parent Questionnaire 1 1,321 207 212 1,740
Parent Questionnaire 2 787 647 568 2,002
Parent Questionnaire 3 871 741 555 2,167
Parent Questionnaire 4 473 486 425 1,384
Parent Questionnaire 5 682 902 849 2,433
Parent Questionnaire 6 647 820 768 2,235
Gap ("Luecke") Questionnaire 229 229
Total: Interviews 17,352 16,260 15,262 48,874
Children w/0 Questionnaire 4,230 5,701 5,191 15,122
Non-respondents

(in participating households) 494 366 413 1,273
Total: Persons 17,502 17,798 16,680 51,980
Total: Adults 17+ 8,283 8,016 7,567 23,866
Total: Youth (16-17) 208 278 316 802
Total: Children (0-16) 9,011 9,504 8,568 27,083

Considers all households with at least one interview.
Parent questionnaires 5 and 6 allow up to two observations per child.

Source: FiDv3.0

© DIW Berlin 2012

ferent screening groups and the different cohorts is not
kept up here.

Access

The data from “Familien in Deutschland” are currently
(June 2.013) accessible for the scientific community sim-
ilar to the SOEP data. Interested researchers can apply
for the data usage at the SOEP-group by filling out a two-
page form, including a description of the research pro-
posal. After an initial check for completeness, the appli-
cations are sent to the Federal Ministry of Finance (BMF)
and the Federal Ministry for Family Affairs (BMFSE]J)
which — until September 2013 — have the possibility to
veto any research proposal. After the ministries accept
the proposal, a contract between the researcher and the
SOEP needs to be signed before the data are made avail-
able to the new user via one-time downloads.

Summary and Outlook

The FiD data collection effort has become a success sto-
ry of the SOEP group at DIW Berlin. An entirely new
and relatively large sample was drawn and proved to be
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Table 3

Household Retention Rates across the FiD-Samples

2010 2011 2012 Fetention Retention

Total (Screening 2010 + Cohort) 4,337 3,579 3,100 0.83 0.87
Total (Screening 2010, 2011, Cohort) 4,494 3,895 0.87
Screening 2010 2,263 1,938 1734 0.86 0.89
Low income (LI) 636 535 474 0.84 0.89
Single parents (SP) 444 395 350 0.89 0.89
Large families (LF) 367 335 303 0.91 0.90
LI+SP 494 415 373 0.84 0.90
LI+LF 225 174 154 0.77 0.89
SP+LF 77 7 67 0.92 0.94
LI+SP+LF 20 13 13 0.65 1.00
Cohort 2,074 1,641 1,366 0.79 0.83
2007 515 404 340 0.78 0.84
2008 535 418 357 0.78 0.85
2009 503 404 324 0.80 0.80
2010 521 415 345 0.80 0.83
Screening 2011 915 795 0.87
Single parents (SP) 408 346 0.85
Large families (LF) 466 412 0.88
SP+LF 41 37 0.90

Considers only eligible households with at least one interview.

Source: FiDv3.0.

O DIW Berlin 2012

Table 4

Individual Retention Rates across the FiD-Samples

2010 201 20 Refention Retention
Total (Screening 2010 + Cohort) 7,501 6,046 5,106 0.81 0.85
Total (Screening 2010, 2011, Cohort) 7533 6,424 0.85
Screening 2010 3,731 3,112 2,722 0.83 0.88
Cohort 3,770 2,934 2,438 0.78 0.83
Screening 2011 1,487 1,264 0.85

Considers only eligible individuals.

Source: FiDv3.0.

© DIW Berlin 2012
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of similar longitudinal stability as the regular SOEP
samples. With respect to different quality indicators
(e.g. item non-response, partial unit non-response) the
FiD data adhere to the high standards set by the SOEP.
Several new and extended questionnaires were imple-
mented within a very short period of time, which pro-
vide new and improved data for research on children.
As such, FiD allows for more in depth analyses of fam-
ilies and children.

In this sense it is only fitting that after FiD was financed
by the ministries for three years and a fourth wave was
commissioned by the BMFSF] for the collection of 2013,
the FiD-samples will be integrated into the main SOEP
for the collection of 2014. The data distribution of 2015
will then contain for the first time the complete set of
SOEP and FiD cases, with identical variable names and
datasets also for those years where FiD was collected in
parallel to the SOEP.

SOEP Wave Report 2012



Internalized Gender Stereotypes
Vary Across Socioeconomic Indicators

by Julia Dietrich, Konrad Schnabel, Tuulia Ortner, Alice Eagly, Rocio Garcia-Retamero, Lea Krdger and Elke Holst

Abstract

In the following we aim to approach the question of why, in most do-
mains of professional and economic life, women are more vulnerable
than men to becoming targets of prejudice and discrimination by
proposing that one important cause of this inequality is the presence
of gender stereotypes in many domains of society. We describe two
approaches employed to measure gender stereotypes: An explicit
questionnaire based on rating scales and a newly developed Implicit
Association Test assessing gender stereotypes representing instru-
mentality (i.e., agency) and expressivity (i.e., communion). We first
present information on psychometric properties of each stereotype
measure designed for this purpose. We then present preliminary
data based on the SOEP Innovation Sample 2011 indicating diffe-
rences in explicit stereotypes with reference to occupational position
and income. Implicit stereotypic associations concerning expressivity
increased with respondents' age and stereotypic associations con-
cerning instrumentality increased with household income, particu-
larly among male participants. Finally, stereotypic associations were
related simultaneously to occupational position and participants’
gender, such that differences between male and female participants
were found in lower occupational positions for the Expressivity IAT
and in higher occupational positions for the Instrumentality IAT. This
finding indicates that individually held gender stereotypes are rela-
ted to socioeconomic and social variables.

SOEP Wave Report 2012

Introduction

Gender inequality in economic and political participa-
tion and in decision-making remains a hot topic in Ger-
many and many other nations. The importance of this
matter is demonstrated by efforts such as the ongoing
“strategy for equality between women and men 2010-
2015” of the European Commission (2010). The key
question for policy-makers is why, in most domains of
professional and economic life, women are more vul-
nerable than men to becoming targets of prejudice and
discrimination. We propose that one important cause
of this inequality is the presence of gender stereotypes
in many domains of society. People hold gender stereo-
types about personality traits and intellectual abilities.
With regard to personality attributes, men are usually
perceived as more independent, assertive, courageous,
and competitive than women, and women as more sen-
sitive, affectionate, expressive, and tender-minded than
men (see Ashmore & Del Boca, 19779; Garcia-Retamero,
Miiller, & Lépez-Zafra, 2010; Hamilton, 1981; Williams
& Best, 1990; Williams, Satterwhite, & Best, 1999).

These stereotypical assumptions about the attributes of
men and women are shared across cultures and both re-
flect and reproduce the traditional social roles of male
breadwinners and female caregivers as well as the gen-
der segregation of occupations (Bosak, Sczesny, &Eagly,
2012; Eagly,1987; Eagly & Wood, 2012; Eagly & Wood,
1999; Wood &Eagly, 2012): By the psychological pro-
cess of inferring traits from observed behaviors (i.e.,
correspondent inference; Gilbert, 1998), men’s concen-
tration in leadership and other high-power roles fosters
the ascription of agentic characteristics to them (e.g.,
self-assertion, dominance), and women’s concentration
in subordinate and care-taking roles fosters the ascrip-
tion of communal characteristics to them (e.g., kind-
ness, supportiveness). The male gender stereotype ad-
vantages men for most professional and leadership po-
sitions because such roles are regarded as demanding
agentic qualities, although the perceived attributes of
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leadership roles appear to have changed somewhat in
an androgynous direction in recent years (e.g., Koenig,
Eagly, Mitchell, & Ristikari, 2011). Nevertheless, gen-
der stereotypes provide convenient justifications for ex-
isting differences in the roles and status of women and
men (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990) and influence people’s
beliefs by favoring stereotype-consistent information
(Hamilton & Trolier, 1986).

In the current paper, we present findings on the rela-
tionships between individuals’ stereotypes and socio-
economic indicators by assessing the strength of their
explicit and implicit individual gender-stereotypic be-
liefs. We first present information on the properties of
each stereotype measure designed for this purpose. We
then present preliminary data based on the SOEP Inno-
vation Sample 2011.

Assessment of Explicit and Implicit Gender
Stereotypes

There is a relatively large research literature demonstrat-
ing the utility of measures assessing stereotypic percep-
tions of men and women in variuos nations. Diekman
and Eagly (2000), for instance, examined peoples’ be-
liefs about men and women in the United States, as as-
sessed by attributes on the dimensions of masculine and
feminine personality, cognitive, and physical character-
istics. By asking participants about women and men of
the past, present, and future, these researchers demon-
strated that people perceived women as increasing over
time in masculine attributes and men as having more
stable attributes. This dynamic aspect of gender stereo-
types has also been observed in several countries, includ-
ing Brazil, Chile, Germany, and Spain (Diekman, Eagly,
Mladinic, & Ferreira, 2005; Garcia-Retamero, Miiller, &
Lépez-Zafra, 2011; Wilde & Diekman, 2005), and in peo-
ple living in smaller and larger cities.

In the last decades, social cognition researchers have
made progress in developing new measurement meth-
ods that provide an alternative to traditional, self-report
measures. These traditional measures have two import-
ant limitations. First, they are susceptible to self-presen-
tational and social desirability biases because they allow
participants to slant their descriptions in favorable direc-
tions. Second, traditional self-report measures are bound
by the limits of introspection because they do not pro-
vide access to more implicit and unconscious thoughts,
attitudes, and stereotypes.

The most prominent measurement procedure for the as-
sessment of these less accessible representations is the
Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, &

Schwartz, 1998). The IAT assesses automatic associa-
tions between a bipolar target concept (e.g., gender, as
represented by female and male names) and a bipolar
attribute concept (e.g., warmth, as represented by ap-
propriate warm and cold adjectives) through a series of
sorting tasks that require quick responding. Faster re-
sponses are expected when highly associated concept
poles of these concepts are mapped onto the identical
response key instead of different keys.

Dual-process theorists of social cognition (e.g. Gawron-
ski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Strack & Deutsch, 2004)
have suggested that both explicit and implicit measures
are useful for answering many psychological questions.
They suggested that people have two related but distinct
representations of beliefs and two types of information
processing and behavioural control: automatic (impul-
sive, intuitive) processes and controlled (reflective, de-
liberate) processes. Moreover, dual-process theories as-
sume that implicit beliefs are stored in memory as asso-
ciations between concepts, whereas explicit beliefs are
represented in propositional form. Consistent with these
theories, empirical studies revealed substantial variabil-
ity in the strength of correspondence between implicit
and explicit attitude measures (see Nosek, 2007). More-
over, recent studies empirically confirmed the differen-
tial value of explicit and implicit measures for predict-
ing behaviour and other criterion variables in many do-
mains (e.g., Dislich, Zinkernagel, Ortner, & Schmitt,
2010; Nosek & Smyth, 2007; Peters & Gawronski, 2011).

Scientific Aims of the Present Study

For investigating how women and men differ in profes-
sional and economic life, we strongly recommend the
use of both traditional explicit measures and implicit
IAT measures for assessing gender stereotypes. Pastre-
search usually relied on the assessment of explicit gen-
der stereotypes and revealed important findings rele-
vant to the psychology of gender. With the current re-
search, we aimed to go one step further by comparing
for the first time findings of earlier research to those
of a new study conducted with a large sample of partic-
ipants that varies substantially in demographic charac-
teristics including age, socioeconomic level, and size of
home community.

Relevant to the inclusion of implicit data, a meta-analy-
sis showed that IAT findings are especially valid in so-
cially sensitive domains (Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhl-
mann, & Banaji, 2009). For example, a cross-cultural
study conducted by Nosek et al. (2009; see also www.
projectimplicit.net) revealed very promising results by
showing that national-level sex differences in science
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and math achievement were predicted by national-lev-
el implicit gender-science stereotypes, as assessed by
IAT, but not by explicit gender-science stereotypes. In
this study, the IAT assessed stereotypical associations
of gender with science versus arts. Countries in which
respondents showed strong stereotypical associations
of ‘male’ with ‘science’ and ‘female’ with ‘arts’ also had
larger sex differences in math and science achievement
scores on standardized tests administered in interna-
tional testing programs. In other words, boys attained
better math and science test scores than girls in coun-
tries with stronger gender-science stereotypes. We there-
fore expect that individual differences in relevant crite-
ria (e.g., education, income, career level) are correlated
with implicit gender stereotypes.

In the following section, we describe the explicit and
implicit stereotype measures that we administered in
our research. We then present preliminary results from
this research.

A Scale for the Assessment of Positive and
Negative Explicit Gender Stereotypes

Respondents were instructed to imagine an average
woman or man and then estimate the target individu-
al’s masculine and feminine attributes on 7-point scales
ranging from very unlikely to very likely. Following Diek-
man and Eagly (2000), attributes reflected the typical
feminine and masculine personality. Factor-analytically
derived by Cejka and Eagly (1999), these attributes have
been tested in various cultural contexts including Ger-
many (Diekman et al., 2005; Wilde & Diekman, 2003).
Table 1 shows the attributes used in this study. Gen-
der-stereotypic dimensions result from averaging par-
ticipants’ responses across the attributes.

On the positive personality dimension, the masculine
positive attributes focus on self-promotion and asser-
tion and, therefore, are often associated with workers,
especially those in agentically demanding occupations;
the feminine positive attributes focus on relations with
other people and tend to be associated with homemak-
ers and persons in communally demanding occupa-
tions (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). On the negative personali-
ty dimension, the masculine negative attributes empha-
size self-aggrandizement and abuse of power, whereas
the feminine negative personality attributes emphasize
self-subordination and passive-aggressive methods of in-
fluence The present analyses focus on the positive per-
sonality attributes listed in Table 1.
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Table 1

Items in Gender-Stereotypic Dimensions

Masculine Feminine
English German English German
Agressive Bestimmend Affectionate Liebevoll
Courageous Mutig Sympathetic Sanftmiitig
Daring Wagemutig Gentle Pflegend
Competitive Wetteifernd Sensitive Feinfiihlig

Note. Items from Wilde and Diekman (2005).
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Two Implicit Association Tests for the
Assessment of Implicit Gender Stereotypes

We adapted the IAT for the assessment of gender ste-
reotypes representing instrumentality (i.e., agency or
masculinity) and expressivity (i.e., communion or fem-
ininity). Participants were seated in front of a comput-
er. The Instrumentality IAT included five trial blocks
(see Table 2). The first trial block trained participants
to press the left response key when a female name ap-
pears on the screen and the right response key when a
male name appears on the screen. In the second block,
participants were trained to press left for ‘submissive’
words and right for ‘assertive’ words. The third block
combined both discrimi-nation tasks, and participants
were instructed to respond left to ‘submissive’ or female
names and right to ‘assertive’ or male names. The fourth
block was again a single discrimi-nation task and re-
versed the attribute discrimination (i.e., ‘assertive’ words
were assigned to the left and ‘submissive’ words to the
right response key). The final block combined again the
target and the previously reversed attribute discrimina-
tion, and participants responded left to female names or
‘assertive’ words, and right to male names or ‘submis-
sive’ words. Only the combined tasks were used for the
calculation of TAT scores (IAT effects). Scores were cal-
culated as the difference in mean response latencies of
the second minus the first combined task. For instance,
if participants were faster in combining ‘female’+ ‘sub-
missive’ and ‘male’ + ‘assertive’ relative to ‘female’+ ‘as-
sertive’ and ‘male’ + ‘submissive’, they showed small la-
tencies in the first and long latencies in the second com-
bined task. Overall, this pattern resulted in a positive
IAT score. According to the IAT logic (Greenwald et al.,
1998), positive scores in this example reflect stronger
associations for ‘female’ + ‘submissive’ and ‘male’ +
‘assertive’ relative to the reversed pairings, that is, larg-
er positive scores reflect stronger gender stereotypes.
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Table 2

Task sequence and stimuli of two Implicit Association Tests for the assessment
of the two implicit gender stereotypes of instrumentality and expressivity’

Response key assignment

Block Trials Task Left key Right key

1 16 Target discrimination Female Male

2 16 Attribute discrimination Submissive Assertive

3 32 First combined task Female, submissive Male, assertive

4 32 Reversed attribute discrimination Assertive Submissive

5 32 Second combined task Female, assertive Male, submissive

6 16 Attribute discrimination Warm Cold

7 32 First combined task Female, warm Male, cold

8 16 Reversed attribute discrimination Cold Warm

9 32 Second combined task Female, cold Male, warm

Instrumentality Expressivity (1AT2)
(1AT1)

Attribute categories Assertive Submissive Warm Cold

Stimuli Assertive Submissive Warmhearted Coldhearted
Confident Adaptive Understanding Ruthless
Firm Accommodating Benevolent Unfeeling
Persistent Compliant Empathetic Hard

Target categories Female Male

Stimuli Julia Lisa Sebastian Jan
Stefanie Katrin Christian Stefan
Sabine Nicole Thomas Andreas
Angelika Susanne Michael Frank

1 Original German stimuli have been translated for this summary.

Note. Instrumentality IAT = mean response latencies Block 5-3; Expressivity IAT = mean response latencies Block 9-7.
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The procedure of the Expressivity IAT was equivalent to
the Instrumentality IAT except for the attribute concept
that contrasts ‘warm’ and ‘cold’ words (see Table 2, block
6 to 9). To control for possible order effects, we counter-
balanced across participants the sequence of the Instru-
mentality and Expressivity IATs and the sequence of the
combined blocks within the IATs. In addition, we used
positive stereotypically female attributes (i.e., ‘warm’ in
the Expressivity IAT) and positive stereotypically male
attributes (i.e., ‘assertive’ in the Instrumen-tality IAT)
because participants typically have tended to associate
their own gender with more positive attributes (Rudman,
Greenwald, & McGhee, 2001). Names for the IAT stim-
uli were taken from official names statistics and repre-
sent the most common given names of men and wom-
en within 25-, 35-, 45- and 55-year-old Germans in 2011.

Due to time constraints and the assessment window of
five minutes, we reduced the number of trials in the com-
bined blocks from Go to 32 trials. The current results
revealed that the two IATs nevertheless showed accept-
able internal consistency (split-half reliabilities) and ex-
cellent discriminant validity (the correlation between the
instrumentality and expressiveness IATS was below .10).

Gender Stereotypes and Socioeconomic
Indicators

Stereotype measures were included in the representative
SOEP Innovation Sample 2011. The SOEP Innovation
Sample 2011 provides information on 1,040 households
with 1,701 persons aged 17 to 92 years (M = 52 years),
of whom 883 were women and 818 were men (for more
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information on SOEP Innovation Sample see Richter &
Schupp, 2012). Data provided estimates of the extent to
which implicit and explicit gender stereotypes were as-
sociated with socioeconomic indicators.

We conducted analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to exam-
ine differences in the mean levels of stereotype mea-
sures between different groups (i.e., age groups, house-
hold income groups, and higher vs. lower occupation-
al positions). Each ANOVA was based on all available
data for the variables involved. Missing data was about
35 participants for explicit gender stereotype measures,
and about 7oo for implicit gender stereotype measures.

Moreover, household income was distributed as fol-
lows: 87 participants had an income of below €750/
month, 313 participants €750-1,500/month, 540 partic-
ipants €1,500-2,500/month, 373 participants €2,500-
3,500/month, 206 participants €3,500-5,000/month,
140 participants above €5,000/month. Household in-
come information was missing for 42 participants. 139
participants were in higher occupational positions (lead-
ing and/or highly qualified employees) while 6777 were
in lower positions (other occupational positions). Occu-
pational position data was missing or not applicable for
885 participants.

Results on Explicit Gender Stereotypes

How strongly participants endorsed explicit gender ste-
reotypes varied across socioeconomic indicators, such
as participants’ age, occupational position, and house-
hold income. For example, gender stereotypes were re-
lated to participants’ age in that young participants held
stronger stereotypic beliefs about their own gender than
older participants. That is, young males in particular
described the typical man with masculine attributes,
whereas young females described the typical woman
with feminine attributes.

Traditional gender stereotypes were also associated with
household income. Data indicate that people with lower
incomes showed stronger traditional stereotypes: People
from households with an income of more than €5,000
ascribed lower levels of masculine personality to wom-
en than people with lower income levels. Moreover, men
from households with an income of more than €5,000
ascribed lower levels of feminine personality to men
than did people with lower income levels.

Finally, holding stereotypic beliefs about men and wom-
en was especially prevalent among participants in high-
er occupational positions. Both male and female partic-
ipants in higher occupational positions described wom-
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Figure 1

IAT Implicit Gender Stereotypes as a Function of Occupational

Position
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en as less feminine but also as less masculine than did
participants in lower occupational positions. Men were
described as less feminine by participants in higher
positions.

This indicates that the description of typical men and
typical women differs in relation to income and the oc-
cupational position held. Whereas for the ascription of
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typical women respondents’ higher occupational posi-
tions seem to be related to less pronounced gender typi-
cal ascriptions to women in general, results indicate that
higher household income is related to more feminine as-
criptions of typical women. For the description of typi-
cal men, higher incomes as well as higher occupation-
al positions are related to lower ascription of femininity.

Results on Implicit Gender Stereotypes

Implicit gender stereotypes as measured with the Ex-
pressivity IAT (warm versus cold gender stereotype)
and the Instrumentality IAT (assertive versus submis-
sive gender stereotype) also related to various socioeco-
nomic indicators.

While implicit stereotypic associations concerning ex-
pressivity increased with age, stereotypic associations
concerning instrumentality increased with household
income, particularly among male participants. Finally,
stereotypic associations were related simultaneously to
occupational position and participants’ gender, such that
differences between male and female participants were
found in lower occupational positions for the Expressiv-
ity IAT and in higher occupational positions for the In-
strumentality IAT. The effects are illustrated in Figure 1.

Conclusion and Outlook

The current results indicate that implicit and explicit
gender stereotypes vary differently across socioeconomic
indicators. Whereas implicit stereotypes increased with
respondents’ age, the opposite was found for explicit ste-
reotypes. However, both implicit and explicit gender-in-
strumentality stereotypes were found to be stronger in
participants with higher income levels and higher oc-
cupational positions, and these effects were mainly at-
tributable to male participants. Different correlational
patterns of implicit and explicit gender stereotypes with
participants’ age may be explained by different social
desirability concerns for different age groups. Whereas
older participants may be more motivated to underesti-
mate gender differences on the explicit measure, an op-
posite motivation may hold for younger participants. In
contrast, the implicit gender stereotypes may be a more
valid indicator for the automatic gender stereotypic bias-
es that are endorsed by participants, and these automatic
biases may be more pronounced in older than in young-
er participants. The different effects that were found for
the instrumentality and the expressivity stereotype mea-
sures and the low correlation between the measures pro-
vide further evidence of their discriminant validity. To-
gether, these preliminary results indicate that implicit

and explicit stereotypes show different as well as simi-
lar relationships across socioeconomic indicators. Fur-
ther data analyses are in progress and planned.

For example, the finding that stronger gender stereo-
types were found particularly in male participants with
higher income and higher occupational positions merits
further thought and exploration. Because gender stereo-
types reflect the traditional female-male division labor,
this finding is consistent with the traditional social role
of men as breadwinners (Eagly & Wood, 2012). Future re-
search is needed to examine the extent to which such ste-
reotypic beliefs, if held by people in leadership positions,
disadvantage women in obtaining these kinds of posi-
tions. Moreover, strongly held gender stereotypes could
also influence people’s career development through the
decisions they make. That is, women who strongly en-
dorse gender stereotypes might want to emphasize the
traditional caregiving role and thus decrease their occu-
pational aspirations. Using the longitudinal data struc-
ture of the SOEP-IS offers the possibility to investigate
these kinds of research questions.
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Data Distribution SOEP.v28

by Jan Goebel

The SOEP data released in 2012 were Version 28, which means that
28 waves of SOEP data are now available. The data provided are
from the years 1984 to 2011, or in the logic of our alphabetical wave
names, waves A to Z followed by waves BA and BB.

SOEP v28
Data 1984 - 2011

How to cite
SOEP?

(see back cover)

Two DVDs
included

The German DVD #1 includes com-
; : plete documentation,

. Socio-Economic original questionnaires,
Panel Study and support software

www.diw.de/soep/ packages!
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New Subsample J

In 2011, the SOEP microdata were expanded to include
yet another sub-sample—supplementary sample J, con-
taining more than 3,000 households. These new sur-
vey households, which are representative for Germany
as a whole, were also included in the weighting scheme.

New additional missing codes

An important change is that with the integration of sam-
ple J in 2011, the biographical questionnaire was shift-
ed from the second to the first wave and combined with
the individual questionnaire into one integrated instru-
ment. This means that there are some slight differences
in the survey instruments between the old samples A-H
and supplementary sample J. The following additional
missing codes have been introduced to the survey data
to document these possible differences:

-4 "Inadmissible multiple response"
-5 "Not included in this version of the questionnaire"

-6 "Version of questionnaire with modified filtering"

Sample | now part of our new Innovation
Sample

Our new SOEP Innovation Sample was launched in 2011
and includes SOEP sample 1. Sample I is therefore no
longer part of the main survey as of 2011. See http://
www.diw.de/soep-is for further information about the
Innovation Sample and the possibility of proposing your
own questions.
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New biographical data on partnership and
family

We have also introduced several new biographical data-
sets. We now provide spell data on partnership histories
from the first to last personal interview of a respondent,
measured on a monthly basis in the new dataset BIO-
COUPLM. And using annual information (BIOCOU-
PLY) we provide the partnership status since the re-
spondent’s year of birth, including available retrospec-
tive data and annually updated information.

We also expand our available data on family relations
with the new file BIOSIB. The dataset provides infor-
mation on siblings living in the SOEP households. The
dataset contains the personal ID numbers of all siblings
in an observed family (not only household). It includes
information on the gender, year of birth, and relation-
ship of each observed sibling to the others. BIOSIB is
included as a beta version in the current data release.
Please do not hesitate to send both positive and negative
feedback or suggestions to Daniel Schnitzlein (dschnit-
zlein@diw.de)

We have been asked frequently for a variable that could
differentiate between rural and urban regions. Up to the
present data distribution, this was only possible when
using the more differentiated regional data, which re-
quires that our users have an additional data protection
concept in place. The $HBRUTTO dataset will include a
new variable to distinguish between urban, suburban,
and rural regions without the need for an additional data
protection concept. This is based on regional classifica-
tions by settlement structure (as of December 31, 2009)
used by the Federal Institute for Research on Building,
Urban Affairs and Spatial Development (BBSR).

Why do values for highest educational
attainment sometimes shift downwards
after the question is repeated?

Panel surveys always involve asking the same people the
same questions year after year. This is also true of the
SOEP, but does not apply to all of the SOEP questions.
Some questions, like those dealing with highest educa-
tional attainment, are asked in the first survey and then
only repeated in subsequent years if the respondent re-
ports a change.

Over the years, however, more and more assumptions
have been needed to carry forward values if no change
is reported. To address this issue, in the year 2000, all
SOEP participants—whether first-time or long-time re-
spondents—were asked again to state their highest lev-

el of educational attainment. As could be expected, this
produced a series of inconsistencies between the most
recent values from 2000 and the generated values from
previous years, which had been based in part on infor-
mation collected many years prior.

These inconsistencies in response behavior—which in-
clude both upward and downward shifts in the values
for highest educational attainment—are not just due to
the repetition of the educational attainment question
in 2000. They also occur more regularly, although to a
lower degree, in the second survey wave of new samples
when respondents to individual and life history ques-
tionnaires are asked to state their educational attain-
ment. In both situations, inconsistencies appear when
respondents are asked to state their highest level of ed-
ucational attainment after having answered the ques-
tion previously. In our view, there is no means of cor-
recting for these inconsistencies unequivocally. Deci-
sions on which assumptions are appropriate have to be
made by researchers on a case-by-case basis depending
on the particular research question at hand.

So far, we have found no evidence that respondents with
a change in the year 2000 differed systematically from
other respondents. One possible approach would there-
fore be to exclude these individuals from the analysis
when sample size allows. Alternatively, one could re-
place values from previous years in which no changes
were recorded with the new values from 2000 and test
whether the results differ from those obtained when
these individuals are left out. With the 2012 SOEP data
release (SOEPv238), we provide, along with the existing
educational data in $PGEN, flag variables’ that show
which answers to education questions are inconsistent
from the cross-sectional perspective, making it easier
for users to deal appropriately with such inconsistencies.
Since last year, a Beta version of BIOEDU has also been
made available, containing new data on consistent lon-
gitudinally tested educational transitions. In the future,
through the increased use of CAPI surveying in the core
SOEP, we also plan to utilize the potentials of “depen-
dent interviewing” to prevent inconsistencies from oc-
curring in the first place, and thus to offer “consistent”
educational histories.

1 BILZTCH$$ indicates whether the respondents’ answers suggest a
downward shift in the number of years of education or training ($BILZEIT)
since the last observation or an upward change since the last year that is
inconsistent with additional information on recently completed education or
training. And BILZTEV$$ is a flag variable that indicates whether the
respondent showed an inconsistent change in $BILZEIT either upwards or
downwards over the entire observation period.
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DATA DISTRIBUTION SOEP.V28

Revised Topic list and SOEPlong

We are constantly working to improve and adapt our
documentation materials. With the 2012 data distribu-
tion, we provide a thoroughly revised and abridged top-
ic list in the existing SOEPinfo. We have reduced the
number of topics at the first level from 21 to 11. This
revision not only affects SOEPinfo, but also our new
SOEPlong data format.

The cross-sectional survey data with variable names that
vary over time, transferred into a consistent “long” for-
mat—PL and HL—form the core of SOEPlong. These
two files contain all variables obtained directly from sur-
vey questions for all respondents (excluding surveyed ad-
olescents) and all surveyed households in the survey pe-
riod (1984-2011) that are also distributed in the wave-spe-
cific files (that is, without any names or written answers
to open questions, which are not distributed in compli-
ance with data protection laws). In the process of gen-
erating the “long” files, we already integrated the data
files from immigrant and East samples.

The number of files and variables was thus reduced sig-
nificantly in the long format. To provide the survey data
in long format, the naming conventions and to some ex-
tent also the codes had to be adapted. The correspond-
ing original values are also distributed in correspond-
ingly named variables (see naming conventions below).
In the current data version, SOEPv28l, the long vari-
ables are not only referred to as individual and house-
hold variables, each designated with sequential num-
bers, but now for the first time also categorized by vari-
able type and topic:
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1stdigit:  population
P= " survey respondent

H = survey household

2nd digit:  variables
L= numerical "long" variable
A= alphabetically ordered "long" variable
C= (numerical) variable, which typically includes the
original information (when recoded).
3rd digit:  topics
A= Demography and population
B= Work and employment
C=Income, taxes, and social security

D= Family and social networks

E=  Health and care
F= Home, amenities, and contributions of private house-
holds

G= Education and qualifications

H = Attitudes, values, and personality

I=" Time use and environmental behavior

J= Integration, immigration, and transnationalization

K= Survey methodology

4th to 7th digits: Consecutive fourdigit number (xxxxvt) by variable 1D
and topic

Experimental data now available

Starting with the data distribution of 2012, data are pro-
vided on two experiments conducted in the SOEP Survey
between 2003 and 2006. The first dataset (TRUST) on
the Economic Behavior Experiment on Trust and Trust-
worthiness was in the 2003, 2004, and 2005 SOEP sur-
vey. This experiment measuring trust is based on the
investment game introduced by Berg et al. (1995), a one-
shot game for two players or movers who interact with
each other anonymously. The first mover receives an en-
dowment of 10 points and can transfer zero to ten points
to the second mover. Every point that is transferred is
doubled by the experimenters. The second mover is
also given an endowment of ten points. After receiving
points from the first mover, he/she decides how much
of the endowment to transfer back to the first mover
(zero to ten points). As with the first mover's transfer,
the back-transfer by the second mover is doubled by the
experimenters. After the second mover's decision, the
game ends and the subjects are paid their income in
euros (one point equals one euro) by a check sent a few
days later. A key component of the game is that the par-
ticipants actually receive money in accordance with the
fixed payout function, i.e., all the decisions always have
monetary consequences. This version of the game was
developed by Fehr, Fischbacher, Schupp, von Rosen-
bladt & Wagner (2002). The combination of represen-
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tative survey and behavioral experiment was used in
the main SOEP surveys in 2003, 2004, and 2005 with
only minor modifications. Of the 1,432 original partic-
ipants in 2003, 1,202 also took part in the experiment
in 2004 and 2005.

The second dataset (TIMEPREF) on the Economic Be-
havior Experiment on Time Preferences in the 2006
SOEP Survey. In this experiment on economic behav-
ior, responden