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Editorial

Jürgen Schupp 
Director of the Research Infrastructure SOEP 
Professor of Sociology at Freie Universität Berlin

We are pleased to be able to offer you a glimpse of our work over the last year in this, the fifth Wave Report of the 
SOEP longitudinal study. In 2014, the SOEP data from a total of 30 waves were distributed to over 500 scientific 
users in Germany and worldwide. And for the first time, users enjoyed the added convenience of downloading the 
data from a secure server for free, without any of the previous shipping costs. 

For us, the focus of our work is still on the core SOEP study, with all its subsamples and refresher samples, which 
provide a representative picture of private households in Germany from both a cross-sectional and longitudinal 
perspective. But no less important are the other, newer members of the SOEP family of studies, especially the SOEP 
Innovation Sample (SOEP-IS), the first of our studies to use solely user-designed content. The SOEP-IS now surveys 
around 5,000 adult respondents, of whom some have been participating for many years, while others joined in 2012 
when new samples were added to supplement the SOEP core sample. This Wave Report also profiles a cooperation 
project and “SOEP-related study” (SOEP-RS) that has taken on increased importance in recent years, K2ID-SOEP, 
along with an increasing number of other SOEP-related studies. 

The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample was a focus of considerable media and public attention in 2014. The survey was 
launched in 2013 among approximately 5,000 adult respondents in around 2,700 households with the aim of provid-
ing a clearer picture of the lives of people in Germany with an immigrant background. In October 2014, a govern-
ment press conference was held to release initial findings from the new study. The data show, among other things, 
that migration and integration pay off for immigrants to Germany: more than half of all immigrants found their first 
job through family members, friends, or acquaintances. And the data also show that immigrants who socialize with 
non-immigrants are significantly more satisfied with their lives in general. 

Just a few weeks prior to that—on October 3, 2014—a press conference was held on a SOEP-based DIW Wochen-
bericht (weekly report) commemorating the 25-year anniversary of the fall of the Berlin Wall. It’s worth noting that 
the SOEP started in 1984 in the former West Germany and was expanded to more than 2,000 households in the GDR 
in June 1990—even before the economic, currency, and social union. In 2014, experts at DIW Berlin took stock of 
the last 25 years since reunification based on the SOEP data. According to their analyses, the data show that despite 
all the mistakes, problems, and costs of reunification, it has been a success—not just politically, but economically 
as well.

Translations of the two DIW Wochenberichte on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample and on the 25-year anniversary 
of the Fall of the Berlin Wall have been published in English in the DIW Economic Bulletin, and selections from 
these publications appear—along with other SOEP publications—in this Wave Report. The list of publications in 
Chapter 4 also highlights some of the most important SOEP-based papers published in the last year.

Berlin, June 2015. 
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SOEP Personnel

In 2014 the SOEP director Jürgen Schupp in conjunction with his two division heads Martin Kroh and 
Jan Goebel established a new structure of leadership, adding a third division under the head of Carsten 
Schröder and sharpening the profile of each division. Please find on the following pages an overview on the 
three division and the integrating area Directorship and Management:

•	 Survey Methodology

•	 Data Operation and Research Data Center (RDC)

•	 Applied Panel Analysis and Knowledge Transfer

Part  1	 About the SOEP
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Michaela Engelmann 
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Lukas Hoppe (BIGSSS) 
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Dr. Anita Kottwitz 
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Nicolas Legewie 
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Maria Metzing 
Phone: -221, mmetzing@diw.de

Jun.-Prof. Dr. Ingrid Tucci  
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(SOEP-based Gender Analysis) 
Phone: -281, eholst@diw.de
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LIFE: International Max Planck Research School “The Life Course: Evolutionary and Autogenetic Dynamics (LIFE)”.

	 Inequalities: Public Economics & Inequality—Doctoral Program at Freie Universität Berlin.
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The team also oversees the SOEP Innovation Sample, 
which provides a framework for the testing of new and 
innovative concepts, survey modules, and survey instru-
ments for potential inclusion in the core SOEP survey. 

Survey Methodology

 
Prof. Dr. Martin Kroh

Division Head 

Survey Methodology 

Research Focus: Political Science

Dr. Simone Bartsch 
Survey Management 

Research Project: PIAAC-L

Florian Griese
Survey Management

Dr. Elisabeth Liebau 
(on leave) 

Survey Management 

Research Focus: Migration

Katharina Poschmann 
Survey Management 

Research Project: PIAAC-L

Dr. David Richter 
SOEP-Innovation Sample 

(SOEP-IS)  

Research Focus: Developmental 

Psychology

Philipp Eisnecker 
Survey Methodology 

Doctoral fellow (BGSS) 

Research Project: RECLINK

Dr. Denise Saßenroth 
Survey Methodology 

Research Project: BASE II

Simon Kühne 
Sampling and Weighting 

Doctoral fellow (BGSS) 

Research Project: RECLINK

Rainer Siegers
Sampling and Weighting 

Imputation and Survey 

Methodology 

Survey Methodology team (from left): Florian Griese, Katharina Poschmann, Denise Saßenroth, David Richter, Simon Kühne, Martin Kroh

The Survey Methodology team is responsible for 
all aspects of data collection for the SOEP survey. 
Its central tasks include specifying the sampling 
design for the various SOEP samples, developing 
the SOEP questionnaires, and conducting survey 
research on selectivity and measurement errors in 
the data. The team carries out all these activities 
in close consultation with members of the SOEP 
Survey Committee and TNS Infratest Sozialfor-
schung in Munich, the survey research institute in 
charge of the SOEP fieldwork, which covers both 
interviews and all direct contacts with respon-
dents.
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Other key focal points of research are: differences be-
tween data collection methods (e.g., between personal 
and mail interviews), the role of interviewers in data 
quality, and the implementation of new survey instru-
ments such as behavioral experiments, complex cogni-
tive psychological tests, and non-invasive health mea-
sures in the fieldwork on a large-scale study.

The Survey Methodology team’s activities include re-
search on the effectiveness of methods to increase will-
ingness to participate in the survey and the provision 
of weighting variables to correct for selective response 
rates.

Survey Methodology team (from left): Florian Griese, Katharina Poschmann, Denise Saßenroth, David Richter, Simon Kühne, Martin Kroh
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The Research Data Center of the SOEP, as part of the 
SOEP Department at DIW Berlin, offers a comprehen-
sive range of support services and coordinates access to 
the SOEP data. In all of its work, the SOEP Research 
Data Center adheres closely to the Criteria of the Ger-
man Data Forum for the accreditation of research data 
centers. 

The team makes the anonymized SOEP data available to 
the research community. Interested researchers are in-
vited to contact the SOEP to sign a data distribution con-
tract. This forms the precondition for use of the SOEP’s 
scientific use files. The means of data access provided 
to users depends on the data protection regulations that 
apply to the data set in question. Access to the scientific 
use files is provided through a personal download link 
sent to users. More sensitive data, such as regional data, 

Data Operation and Research Data Center (RDC)
Dr. Jan Goebel
Division Head RDC 

Research Focus: Income and 

Regional Inequality

Dr. Peter Krause
Data Management 

Research Focus: Quality of Life

Knut Wenzig
Data Management

Dr. Alexandra Fedorets
Data Generation and Testing 

Research Focus: Labour Market

Dr. Markus M. Grabka 
Data Generation and Testing 

Research Focus: Income and 

Wealth Inequality

Dr. Paul Schmelzer
Data Generation and Testing 

Research Focus: Employment 

Dr. Christian Schmitt
Data Generation and Testing  

Research Focus: Demography

Jun.-Prof. Dr. Daniel 
Schnitzlein

Data Generation and Testing 

Research Focus: 

Intergenerational Mobility 

Marcel Hebing
Metadata and 

Data Documentation

Janine Napieraj
Metadata and 

Data Documentation

Ingo Sieber
Metadata and 

Data Documentation

Peter Eibich 
Regional Data and 

Data Linkage 

Research Project: BASE II

Klaudia Erhardt 
Data Linkage 

Research Project: RECLINK

Michaela Engelmann
SOEPhotline 

Contract Management

are made available to users by remote execution, remote 
access, at a guest research workstation at DIW Berlin. 

The anonymized data sent by TNS Infratest Sozialfor-
schung in Munich to DIW Berlin are processed in such 
a way that they can be used in scientific research, for 
both longitudinal and cross-sectional analyses. Data 
processing involves generation of user-friendly vari-
ables and preparation of the data for use with standard 
statistical software packages. Further focal points of the 
team’s work include analysis of refusals to answer indi-
vidual questions or entire questionnaires, development 
of methods of compensating for these refusals, and the 
provision of small-scale indicators. The team also pro-
duces comprehensive documentation on these activities 
and on key research findings, most of which is available 
on the SOEP Research Data Center website. Members 

Data Operation and Research Data Center (RDC) team (from left, back row): Klaudia Erhardt,  Marius Pahl, Marvin Petrenz, Ingo Sieber, Knut Wenzig, Paul Schmelzer, Janine Napieraj, Michaela Engelmann, Markus Grabka,
(from left, front row: Peter Krause, Alexandra Fedorets, Jan Goebel, Maximilian Priem, Lukas Hoppe
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of the team have also developed a web-based tool ori-
ented toward the DDI standard for the documentation of 
scientific studies in order to present all of the SOEP and 
SOEP related studies to our users. A detailed descrip-
tion of this tool can be found here. 

The SOEP Research Data Center also provides user 
support through methodological lectures and work-
shops at universities. A guest program enables users to 
access the data on site at the SOEP Research Data Cen-
ter—particularly for the sensitive regional data, which 
are subject to strict data protection provisions. As a spe-
cial service to users, the SOEP Research Data Center 
also offers personal advice to researchers who want to 
use the SOEP as reference data or a control sample for 
their own studies. 

The team has a number of international research part-
nerships. These forms of cooperation make the SOEP a 
crucial part of the international data infrastructure. The 
overarching aim of the SOEP research infrastructure is 
to strengthen the empirical foundation for international 
comparative cross-sectional and longitudinal analysis. 
The SOEP data are used widely by researchers in Ger-
many and abroad in international comparative analyses. 

Data Operation and Research Data Center (RDC) team (from left, back row): Klaudia Erhardt,  Marius Pahl, Marvin Petrenz, Ingo Sieber, Knut Wenzig, Paul Schmelzer, Janine Napieraj, Michaela Engelmann, Markus Grabka,
(from left, front row: Peter Krause, Alexandra Fedorets, Jan Goebel, Maximilian Priem, Lukas Hoppe
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Applied Panel Analysis and Knowledge Transfer

Applied Panel Analysis and Knowledge Transfer team (from left, back row): Anita Kottwitz, Elisabeth Bügelmayer, Christian Westermeier, Maria Metzing, 
(from left front row): Nicolas Legewie, Sarah Dahmann, Carsten Schröder, Alexandra Fedorets, Christine Kurka, Marco Giesselmann.

In the SOEP, we not only provide data infrastructure as 
a public good; we also carry out our own research on a 
wide range of topics using the SOEP data. On the one 
hand, the published research results increase the visibil-
ity of the SOEP in the international research landscape. 
On the other hand, the ongoing research conducted in 
the SOEP guarantees in-depth, regular, and systematic 
discourse on the quality of the SOEP data and on the 
relevance of the modules and questions included each 
year in the SOEP surveys.

The team is also responsible for the externally funded 
projects known as “SOEP Related Studies,” which are 
aimed primarily at building and improving the longitu-
dinally oriented research data infrastructure.

Prof. Dr. Carsten 
Schröder

Division Head 

Applied Panel Analysis 

Research Focus: Public 

Economics

Elisabeth 
Bügelmayer

Doctoral Fellow 

DIW Berlin Graduate Center

Adrian Hille 
Doctoral Fellow 

DIW Berlin Graduate Center

Dr. Alexandra 
Fedorets

Data Generation and 

Testing, Research Focus: 

Labour Market

Anita Kottwitz 
Doctoral Fellow 

LIFE Graduate Program

Christian Krekel 
Doctoral Fellow 

DIW Berlin Graduate Center

Dr. Nicolas Legewie
Research Focus: Migration

Maria Metzing
Doctoral Fellow 

Externally Funded Projects

Dr. Anika Rasner
Research Focus: Pension 

Inequalities

Jun. Prof. Dr. Ingrid 
Tucci

Research Focus: Migration

Christian 
Westermeier

Doctoral Fellow 

Externally Funded Projects

Jun. Prof. Dr. Marco 
Giesselmann

SOEP Campus 

Knowledge Transfer

Christine Kurka
Guests and 

Event Management
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Applied Panel Analysis and Knowledge Transfer team (from left, back row): Anita Kottwitz, Elisabeth Bügelmayer, Christian Westermeier, Maria Metzing, 
(from left front row): Nicolas Legewie, Sarah Dahmann, Carsten Schröder, Alexandra Fedorets, Christine Kurka, Marco Giesselmann.

Key themes of the team’s research are: distributional 
analysis, policy evaluations, youth and family research, 
education and competencies, living conditions and 
migration, and determinants of emotions (happiness, 
well-being, etc.). Our interdisciplinary team conducts 
research on all these themes in cooperation with re-
searchers worldwide. The quality of this research work 
is documented in publications in international refereed 
journals, successful supervision of doctoral disserta-
tions, as well as a series of externally funded projects. 
Funding bodies include the German Research Founda-
tion, the Leibniz Association, and various foundations 
and federal ministries.



18

Part  1	A bout the SOEP

SOEP Directorship and Management

 
Prof. Dr. Jürgen Schupp

Director of SOEP

Prof. Dr. Gert G. Wagner
SOEP Representative on 

the DIW Berlin Executive Board

Patricia Axt
Team Assistance

Christiane Nitsche
Team Assistance

Dr. Sandra Gerstorf
Research and Project 

Management

Monika Wimmer
SOEP Media 

and Public Relations

Deborah Anne Bowen
Translation/Editing 

German-English Translation

Janina Britzke 
Documentation 

Social Media

Uta Rahmann
Documentation 

and Reporting The SOEP administrative and management team is 
responsible for around 45 staff members, as well as 
trainees, doctoral students, grant holders, and 30 
student assistants in the year 2014. The team pro-
vides a range of research and administrative sup-
port services to the entire SOEP, including, to an 
increasing degree, translation and editing.

Directorship and Management team (from left): Uta Rahmann, Janina Britzke, Christiane Nitsche, Patricia Axt, Sandra Gerstorf, Nina Vogel, Deborah Bowen, Jürgen Schupp.

One key area of the team’s work is research and proj-
ect management. This includes acting as liaison for the 
SOEP Survey Committee and coordinating and facili-
tating administrative processes between the SOEP unit 
and the financial management units at DIW Berlin. 

Another key area is the planning and coordination of 
press and public relations activities to promote news 
and findings from the SOEP through both traditional 
and social media outlets. This also includes mainte-
nance and development of the SOEP website.
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A third key area of the administrative and management 
team’s work is coordination of the SOEP’s international 
contacts. The SOEP has contractual partnerships with 
numerous institutions worldwide, and maintains close 
contacts with the DIW Research Fellows nominated by 
the SOEP. 

A fourth key area is editing and archiving of the vari-
ous SOEP publication series, including the SOEP Wave 
Report, the SOEPnewsletter, the SOEP Survey Papers, 
and the SOEPpapers series. 

Directorship and Management team (from left): Uta Rahmann, Janina Britzke, Christiane Nitsche, Patricia Axt, Sandra Gerstorf, Nina Vogel, Deborah Bowen, Jürgen Schupp.

Last but not least, the administrative and management 
team is in charge of budget planning for the SOEP in-
frastructural unit, consulting with the SOEP’s funding 
bodies, reporting on the SOEP’s program budgets for 
approval by the DIW Board of Trustees, responding to 
queries from the Leibniz Association, and coordinating 
the SOEP’s contributions to the DIW Annual Report.
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SOEP-Core
SOEP-Core Samples Initial SOEP Innovation Samples Initial

1984 Oversampling of immigrants (A + B) 5,921

since 1990 East Germany (C) 2,179

1994/95 Immigration Sample (D) 521

1998 Refresher I (Capi) (E) 1,056 1998-2008 Integration of Sample (IE) 339

2000 Refresher II (F) 6,013

2002 High-Income Refresher (G) 1,224

2006 Refresher III (H) 1,506

2009 Innovation Sample (Incentives) (I) 1,531 2009 Innovation Sample (Incentives) (I1) 1,040

2010 
(2014)

FiD (Families in Germany) (KH, SC) 
Integration into SOEP-Core

4,337*
(3,262)

2011 Refresher IV (J) 3,136

2012 Refresher V (K) 1,526 2012 Refresher (I2) 1,010

2013 IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (Mr) 2,700 2013 Refresher (I3) 1,166

2014 Refresher (I4) 924

* Number of households in 2010; complete integration into SOEP-Core in 2014

SOEP-RS
FiD (Families in Germany) (2010 - 2013)

BASE-II ( Berlin Aging Study II)

PIAAC-L (2013 - 2017)

TwinLife (2014 - 2016) [cooperation study]

K2ID

Bonn Intervention Study (BIP)

BIKE (Bremer Interventionsstudie bei Neugeborenen 
(Universität Bremen)

Research Infrastructure of SOEP Studies
 
The research infrastructure SOEP contains a variety of studies feeding on each other. The center is SOEP-Core, newer additions are amongst others 
the Innovation Sample (SOEP-IS), SOEP Related Studies (SOEP-RS, e.g., BASE II, FiD, PIAAC-L) and cooperation studies (e.g., TwinLife). On the 
following pages you will find a closer description on each of the essential parts of the evolving SOEP.
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TwinLife (2014 - 2016) [cooperation study]

K2ID

Bonn Intervention Study (BIP)

BIKE (Bremer Interventionsstudie bei Neugeborenen 
(Universität Bremen)

NUBBEK (Nationale Untersuchung zur Bildung, Betreuung 
und Erziehung in der frühen Kindheit (Konsortium)

Pro Kind (Universität Hannover)

Ravensburger Elternsurvey 
(Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
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in Bielefeld to access regional data connected with the 
SOEP and FiD and to access data from SOEP-LEE. The 
second additional mode of data access added in 2013 
is designed especially for the sensitive geocoded coor-
dinates of the survey households, which are provided 
on specific computers on site at DIW Berlin, where re-
searchers are able to work with the data via a secure 
connection with a special server. The SOEP Research 
Data Center is the only one in Germany that allows 
its scientific users to use a longitudinal survey in con-
nection with the coordinates of the survey households. 
This use is only possible, however, under adherence to 
extremely high technical and organizational standards. 
Researchers are not allowed to use the coordinates and 
the survey data simultaneously. This prevents research-
ers from determining where an individual household is 
actually located. Data transfers to or from this server 
have to be made and overseen by employees of the Data 
Research Center1.

Table

Overview of Data Use 
at the SOEP Data Research Center

Mode of Access Number of Users

Download Link by cryptshare 741

Remote Execution (SOEPremote) 42

Remote Access (FDZ SFB 882) 8

SOEPgeo (coordinates) 10

Guest Research Station (w/o SOEPgeo) 37

Sources: SOEP v30; calculations by FDZ SOEP.
© DIW Berlin ﻿

Alongside many improvements and user-friendly ad-
ditions to the SOEP data2 one of the most important 
improvements in 2013 was the addition of the new IAB-

1	 Please see: Goebel, Jan, and Bernd Pauer. 2014. Datenschutz-
konzept zur Nutzung von SOEPgeo im Forschungsdatenzentrum 
SOEP am DIW Berlin. Zeitschrift für amtliche Statistik Berlin-Bran-
denburg 8 (3), 42-47 (https://www.statistik-berlin-brandenburg.de/
produkte/zeitschrift/2014/HZ_201403.pdf)

2	 Please see the documentation of the improvements on our website 
(Changes in the Dataset) or in a PDF document (http://www.diw.de/
documents/dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.508076.de/whatsnew_
soepv30.pdf).

1	 News from the Research Data Center of the SOEP

by Jan Goebel

In 2014, the range of datasets the SOEP provides to our 
user community has continued to grow. As depicted in 
the Research infrastructure of SOEP studies, pp 20-21, 
the  SOEP is no longer merely one longitudinal study, 
but is at the center  of a constellation of different stud-
ies. Of course, the most important addition to our user 
services in 2014 was the release of Version 30 of the 
SOEP-Core data (1984-2013). Along with this “clas-
sic” data distribution, we also distributed the data from 
the SOEP Innovation Sample (see pp 27 for more on 
the SOEP-IS).  An important addition to SOEP-Core 
is the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample, a special immi-
grant boost sample that we released in 2013 in cooper-
ation with the IAB. Also new are data from the linked 
employer-employee (SOEP-LEE) study carried out in 
cooperation with the University of Bielefeld in 2013. 
There was also an update for FiD study (families in 
Germany), Version 4.0 of which was released on Feb-
ruary 28, 2014. The increasing diversity and growing 
range of data products provided by the SOEP Research 
Data Center underscore the importance of the new sys-
tem we have been developing as a follow-up SOEPin-
fo. A beta version of this new system has been publicly 
available since January 2013, and now not only contains 
virtually all the functions of the old SOEPinfo but can 
also show relationships between the individual studies. 
We plan to continue expanding the possibilities for doc-
umenting various surveys and the links between them 
in one overarching system. Details can be found on 
pp 35. Due to the different demands of different data-
sets, depending on their size and the depth of the data, 
we offer different forms of data access. First, data are 
distributed as standard scientific use files, which we 
did for the first time in 2013 completely via the Internet 
(using the encryption program cryptshare and provid-
ing users with individual passwords for downloading). 
Second, for the “sensitive” regional data, which are 
subject to strict data protection regulations, users can 
obtain access through our remote execution system 
SOEPremote (based on the LISSY System of the Lux-
embourg Income Study), which has been available for 
years now, or in the framework of a guest research visit 
to the SOEP. Two additional modes of data access were 
added in 2013. First, we piloted our first real remote 
access from the Research Data Center of SFB 882 in 
Bielefeld with a server on the DIW Berlin Intranet. This 
will allow researchers at a specially protected terminal 

http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.387309.en/versions_/_doi.html
https://www.statistik-berlin-brandenburg.de/produkte/zeitschrift/2014/HZ_201403.pdf
https://www.statistik-berlin-brandenburg.de/produkte/zeitschrift/2014/HZ_201403.pdf
http://www.diw.de/documents/dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.508076.de/whatsnew_soepv30.pdf
http://www.diw.de/documents/dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.508076.de/whatsnew_soepv30.pdf
http://www.diw.de/documents/dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.508076.de/whatsnew_soepv30.pdf
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that migration is no longer a one-time event but often 
part of increasingly “transnational” biographies, of-
ten with several migration episodes over the course 
of a lifetime and involving personal ties in different 
countries. For the comprehensively surveyed migra-
tion biography, we have created a user-friendly spell 
data set (MIGSPELL). Detailed documentation is 
available in the biographical data documentation 
of the SOEP.4

•	 Third, following recent advances in the research on 
migration and immigration, the IAB-SOEP migra-
tion sample considers numerous new sets of ques-
tions that have not been considered previously in 
the SOEP or other household surveys in Germany, 
at least not in the necessary depth. Examples are: 
earnings and the labor force and occupational status 
before migration; migration decisions in the family 
and partnership context; and the purposes and trans-
fer channels of remittances. 

•	 Fourth, the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample substan-
tially increases the sample size for research on mi-
gration and the lives of immigrants in Germany: 
4,964 individual residing in 2,723 households par-
ticipated in the first wave of the survey. Moreover, 
since the survey is included in the regular SOEP as 
subsample “M”, including migrants from the other 
SOEP samples in analyses can increase the number 
of observations further.

4	 Jan Goebel (ed.). 2015. SOEP 2013 – Documentation on Biography 
and Life History Data for SOEP v30. SOEP Survey Papers 266: Series 
D. Berlin: DIW/SOEP (http://hdl.handle.net/10419/109645) 

SOEP Migration Sample, a joint project with the Insti-
tute for Employment Research (IAB). The new sample 
takes into account changes in the structure of migration 
to Germany since 1995. It covers not only direct immi-
gration but also the “second generation,” the children 
of immigrants. The dataset, which overlaps completely 
with the SOEP (identical questionnaire with addition-
al questions on the particular situation of immigrants), 
opens up new perspectives for migration research and 
provides insights on the lives of new immigrants to Ger-
many. Thus, the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample is not 
simply an update of previous SOEP surveys on migra-
tion. 

The new sample has four key features:3 

•	 First, the survey data are—if the participants in the 
survey sign an agreement and only for a subsample 
of the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample—linked to the 
register data from the “Integrated Employment Bi-
ographies” (IEB). The IEB is a dataset provided by 
the Institute for Employment Research (IAB), which 
contains the complete labor market biographies of 
individuals in Germany. The record linkage creates 
new research opportunities by enabling us to com-
bine the advantages of both survey and register da-
ta. Because the linkage of survey and register data 
is both sensitive and potentially very promising for 
the SOEP, we have included an experimental design 
by randomly allocating a portion of the participants 
to the record linkage procedure. The methodological 
implications of linking survey and register data can 
therefore be investigated in detail here for the first 
time.

•	 Second, the questionnaire used with the IAB-SOEP 
Migration Sample covers the entire migration, edu-
cation, and labor market biographies of respondents 
in both home and destination countries. Migration 
episodes to other countries than Germany are con-
sidered as well. This is an important extension over 
previous SOEP surveys of immigrants’ personal 
biographies: For the first time, we can now track 
whether important events in individual biographies 
occurred in the home country, in Germany, or in oth-
er destination countries. This also takes into account 

3	 See for a report on technical details of the sample: Herbert Brücker, 
Martin Kroh, Simone Bartsch, Jan Goebel, Simon Kühne, Elisabeth 
Liebau, Parvati Trübswetter, Ingrid Tucci, Jürgen Schupp. 2014. The 
new IAB-SOEP Migration Sample: an introduction into the methodol-
ogy and the contents. SOEP Survey Papers 216: Series C. Berlin: DIW/
SOEP (http://hdl.handle.net/10419/103964). First analyses you find 
in the texts in Part 4 of this Wave Report: “New Patterns of Migra-
tion”(pages 120ff) and “Recognized Qualifications and Command of 
German Language Are Worthwhile” (page 129ff).

http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0266.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0266.pdf
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/109645
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/103964
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2	 SOEP Innovation Sample

by David Richter

SOEP-IS
The SOEP offers researchers worldwide the opportu-
nity to use the SOEP Innovation Sample (SOEP-IS) 
for their research projects. The SOEP-IS is suited to 
short-term experiments, but it is especially useful for 
testing long-term instruments that are not suitable to 
the SOEP-Core survey, whether because they have not 
yet been scientifically verified or because the questions 
deal with very specific research issues. Since 2013, the 
SOEP has accepted proposals for the Innovation Sam-
ple from users and assessed the submissions in an an-
nual competitive refereed process to identify the “best” 
research questions and operationalizations.

In 2014, almost 5,500 people in more than 3,500 house-
holds responded to the SOEP-IS survey. Many of these 
women and men have been part of an extension sample 
to the SOEP-Core since 1998, while others joined the 
SOEP-Core in 2009. These individuals provide a wealth 
of longitudinal data to the SOEP-IS. Additional sam-
ples were recruited to the SOEP-IS in 2012, 2013, and 
2014 (see Table 1).

As a new technical feature, the SOEP-IS premiered the 
use of 111 smartphones for data collection in 2014 using 
the Experience Sampling Method (ESM). The ESM is 
the third and final element of our framework to triangu-
late the well-being of respondents. The three elements 
of the framework are: the SOEP-Core survey questions, 
the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM), and the ESM 
(see figure 27 at page 78). The use of the ESM and DRM 
in the SOEP-IS is funded through an NIH project by 
Richard E. Lucas at Michigan State University. The 
DRM element of the framework consists of an adapta-
tion of the DRM method introduced by Kahneman et al. 
2004 together with a replication of the PSID’s supple-
ment on Disability and Use of Time (DUST) from 2009. 
Respondents are asked to reconstruct their previous 
work day using a list of 22 activities, election of two ac-
tivities possible per episode. Respondents then rate the 
“pleasantness” of each episode and provide additional 
ratings of their emotions during three random episodes. 
The data are collected in CAPI, that is, the interviewer 
fills in the questionnaire on a laptop. The procedure was 
pretested in the SOEP-IS supplementary sample in 2012 

Table 1

Sample\Survey Year 1998-2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Sample E  
(started in 1998 with 
373 households and 
963 individuals) 

373 (963)  
in the SOEP 

447 (934) 
in the SOEP 

453 (936)  
in the SOEP 

464 (944)  
in the SOEP 

339 (642)  
in SOEP-IS 

310 (599)  
in SOEP-IS 

295 (580) 
in SOEP-IS

Sample I  
(started in 2009 with 
1,495 households and 
3,052 individuals) 

  1495 (3,052)  
in the SOEP 

1175 (2,450)  
in the SOEP 

1040 (2,113)  
in SOEP-IS 

928 (1,826)  
in SOEP-IS 

864 (1,728) 
in SOEP-IS 

797 (1,596) 
in SOEP-IS

Supplementary Sample 2012  
(started in 2012 with 
1,010 households and 
2,005 individuals) 

        1,010 (2,005) in 
SOEP-IS 

833 (1,688) 
in SOEP-IS 

772 (1,611) 
in SOEP-IS

Supplementary Sample 2013  
(started in 2013 with 
1,166 households and 
2,141 individuals) 

          1,166 (2,141) 
in SOEP-IS 

928 (1,870) 
in SOEP-IS

Supplementary Sample 2014  
(started in 2014 with 
924 households and 
1,665 individuals)

924 (1,665) 
in SOEP-IS

Households total 
(individuals total) 

373

(963) 

1,622 
(3,986) 

1,628 
(3,386) 

1,504 
(3,057) 

2,277 
(4,473) 

3,173 
(6,163) 

3,716 
(7,322)
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Innovative Modules Surveyed in 2011
•	 Implicit Association Test of Gender Stereotypes and 

Explicit Measurement of Gender Stereotypes (Diet-
rich, Eagly, Garcia-Retamero, Holst, Kröger, Ortner, 
Schnabel)

•	 Justice Sensitivity (Liebig)

•	 Pension Claims (Grabka)

Innovative Modules Surveyed in 2012
•	 Adaptive Test of Environmental Behavior (Otto & 

Kaiser)

•	 Control Strivings (Gerstorf & Heckhausen)

•	 Day Reconstruction Method (DRM; Lucas & Don-
nellan)

•	 Expected Financial Market Earnings (Schmidt & 
Weizsäcker)

•	 Explicit Measurement of Self-Esteem (Gebauer, 
Asendorpf & Bruder)

•	 Implicit Association Test of Self-Esteem (Gebauer, 
Asendorpf & Bruder)

•	 Fear of Dementia (Kessler)

•	 GeNECA (Just Sustainable Development Based on 
the Capability Approach; Gutwald, Krause, Leß-
mann, Masson, Mock, Omann, Rauschmayer, Volk-
ert)

•	 Loneliness & Depression (Brähler & Zenger) 

Innovative Modules Surveyed in 2013
•	 Conspiracy Mentality (Haffke)

•	 Day Reconstruction Method (DRM; Lucas & Don-
nellan)

•	 Factorial Survey on Job Preferences and  Job Offer 
Acceptance (Auspurg & Hinz) 

•	 Job Task Survey (Görlich) 

•	 Mobility & Identity (Neyer, Zimmermann, & Schu-
bach) 

•	 Narcissism (Küffner, Hutteman, & Back) 

and became part of the SOEP-IS in 2012. The procedure 
was repeated to test its long-term stability in 2013 and 
2014 and will be repeated again in 2015. The ESM part 
of the project was carried out in 2014 by the 25 to 30 
most experienced interviewers from Infratest. Around 
500 households were contacted and almost 300 individ-
uals completed the data collection process. The smart-
phones will be available for future use in the SOEP-IS or 
other SOEP projects.

Data Access
To protect the confidentiality of respondents’ data, the 
SOEP adheres to strict security standards in distributing 
the SOEP-IS data. The data are reserved exclusively for 
research and provided only to members of the scientific 
community. The SOEP Research Data Center distrib-
utes the SOEP-IS data to users as an independent data-
set. Individuals and institutions that have signed a SOEP 
data distribution contract can submit an informal appli-
cation (in the form of a letter or e-mail) requesting a 
supplemental contract allowing use of the SOEP-IS da-
ta. After signing the required contracts with the SOEP, 
users receive the SOEP-IS dataset by personalized en-
crypted download. Users can also access small-scale 
regional data, which can be linked to the SOEP-IS data, 
on site at the SOEP Research Data Center.

Access to SOEP-IS Data from 2011, 
2012, and 2013

The latest SOEP-IS data were released in late April 
2015. The data release contained the core SOEP ques-
tions and additional modules included in the SOEP-IS in 
2013, user-friendly generated SOEP variables for 2013, 
as well as all of the previous SOEP-IS data going back 
to the first subsample in 1998. Also included were the 
innovative modules from 2011 and 2012, which are re-
leased after a 12-month embargo during which the data 
are available exclusively to the researcher who submit-
ted the questions.

Twenty proposals were submitted for data collection in 
2013. We were able to implement seven of these. Four 
were not feasible within the framework of SOEP-IS and 
the remaining nine were rejected for other reasons. Two 
were submitted from the field of economics, eight from 
sociology, eight from psychology, and two from medical 
and health sciences. The data from the 2013 innovative 
modules will be under embargo until April 2016 and not 
available to users until then.
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•	 Assessment of Sleep Characteristics (Stang & 
Zinkhan) 

•	 Socio-Economic Effects of Physical Activity (Lech-
ner & Pawlowski)

Additional Non-Annual Survey Topics 
from the SOEP-Core Survey in 2011 

•	 Effort-Reward-Imbalance Scale (ERI)

•	 Family Network

•	 Household Amenities

•	 Justice (Wages)

•	 Loneliness / Number of Friends

•	 Membership in Organizations

•	 Neighborhood and Condition of Building

•	 Occupational Mobility

•	 Satisfaction with Life (in Five Years)

•	 Time Use (Short Form)

Additional Non-Annual Survey Topics 
from the SOEP-Core Survey in 2012 

•	 Assets

•	 Body Mass Index & Health (SF12)

•	 Life Goals

•	 Occupational Mobility

•	 Overtime 

Additional Non-Annual Survey Topics 
from the SOEP-Core Survey in 2013 

•	 Big Five

•	 Effort-Reward-Imbalance Scale (ERI)

•	 Impatience, Impulsiveness

•	 Justice (Wages)

•	 Loneliness / Number of Friends

•	 Time Use (Short Form)

•	 Trust (Three-Item Short Form)

•	 Satisfaction with Life (in Five Years)

Data Collection in 2014
Forty proposals were submitted for the 2014 wave of 
SOEP-IS data collection. Sixteen of these were accept-
ed. Due to the limited testing time available, the remain-
ing 24 proposals had to be rejected. We received seven 
proposals from the field of economics, 15 from the field 
of sociology, 17 from psychology, and two from medical 
and health sciences.

In 2014, we received a number of proposals dealing with 
various aspects of well-being. We therefore decided to 
place a special focus on subjective well-being and in-
cluded a single item on “flourishing” from the Euro-
pean Social Survey and the OECD scale on subjective 
well-being.

Furthermore—and for the first time in the SOEP-IS—
we replicated innovative modules in 2014: the questions 
on justice sensitivity from 2011 and the experiment on 
Expected Financial Market Earnings from 2012.

Innovative Modules in 20145

•	 Cross-Cultural Study of Happiness and Personality 
(Uchida & Trommsdorff)

•	 Day Reconstruction Method (DRM; Lucas & Don-
nellan)

•	 Determinants of Attitudes to Income Redistribution 
(Poutvaara, Kauppinen, & Fong)

•	 Expected Financial Market Earnings (Huck & 
Weizsäcker)

•	 Experience Sampling Method (ESM; Lucas & Don-
nellan)

•	 Finding Efficient Question Format for Long List 
Questions (Herzing & Schneider)

•	 Flourishing State (Mangelsdorf & Schwarzer)

5	 Fore more information on this please see part 4, chapter 4.4 of this 
Wave Report.
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•	 Inattentional Blindness (Conley, Chabris, & Simons)

•	 Individual & Age Differences in Decisions from De-
scription and Experience (Mata, Richter, Josef, Frey, 
& Hertwig)

•	 Justice Sensitivity (Baumert, Schlösser, Beierlein, 
Liebig, Rammstedt, & Schmitt)

•	 Lottery Play: Expenditure, Frequency, and Explana-
tory Variables (Beckert & Lutter + Oswald)

•	 Major Life Events (Luhmann & Zimmermann)

•	 Measurement of Self-Evaluation and Overconfidence 
in Different Life Domains (Ziebarth, Arni, & Goette)

•	 Separating Systematic Measurement Error Compo-
nents Using MTMM (Cernat & Obersky)

•	 Short Form of the “CHAOS” Scale (Rauch)

Additional Non-Annual Survey Topics 
from the SOEP-Core Survey in 2014 

•	 Assets

•	 Body Mass Index & Health (SF12)

•	 Cognitive Competencies

•	 Household Energy Consumption

•	 Modernization of Dwelling

•	 Risk Aversion (Long Version)
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between parents’ preferred care types and quality di-
mensions, discriminatory practices of ECEC providers 
or parents’ lacking information about ECEC quality may 
all be important. A further aim of the project is therefore 
to (3) assess information asymmetries between parents 
and ECEC providers. Previous studies have shown that 
parents have limited information and tend to overesti-
mate it (Mocan 2007). In line with economic models of 
adverse selection (Akerlof 1970), this may be problem-
atic by reducing the average level of quality in the child 
care market and it may limit the set of available choices 
for some population groups more than for others.  For a 
better understanding of these processes, it is important 
to collect more information on these decision process-
es and criteria. Apart from the impact on the children 
themselves, policy on ECEC is always concerned with 
its impact on the parents’ situation. A last research goal 
is thus to (4) explore how ECEC quality affects employ-
ment and well-being of parents, in particular mothers. 
Promoting more equal opportunities for women in the 
labor market has been a central policy goal of the recent 
day-care expansion in Germany. High quality of ECEC 
services may play an important role in increasing the 
take-up and acceptance of ECEC services for young 
children and of maternal employment.

Most existing studies on ECEC quality have started 
from the institution level and collected data on children 
in the sampled facilities. However, for some age groups 
of children under school age this may lead to non-rep-
resentative samples. K2ID overcomes this problem by 
starting from a representative household panel study, 
the German Socio-Economic Panel study (SOEP). It 
collects information on the quality of facilities attended 
by children who live in a SOEP household. The project 
will not only produce results on the above mentioned 
research questions but will also provide a new database 
on ECEC quality experienced by families in the SOEP 
which will allow researchers to follow children in the 
longer term. All future analyses can take advantage of 
the SOEP’s infrastructure and the sampling strategy 
was developed taking the SOEP’s characteristics into 
consideration.

With the recent introduction of the right to a place in an 
early childhood education and care (ECEC) institution 
starting from a child’s first birthday, more and more par-
ents in Germany utilize ECEC-services for their very 
young children (Statistisches Bundesamt 2014). The 
quality of such services varies (Tietze et al. 2013), and 
this raises important questions: Which groups of parents 
are more likely to choose high-quality facilities for their 
children than others? How do these selection processes 
affect child development? And how does daycare quali-
ty affect well-being and employment of parents, in par-
ticular mothers? These questions are addressed by the 
research project “Early Childhood Education and Care 
(ECEC) Quality in the Socio-Economic Panel” that is 
conducted as an extension study to the SOEP. The proj-
ect acronym K2ID is based on the German name of the 
survey through which data on ECEC quality are collect-
ed from parents and ECEC institutions across Germany, 
which is “Kinder und Kitas in Deutschland”.

The K2ID-SOEP project started in August 2013 and is 
laid out for a three year period. In addition to developing 
a new database on ECEC quality in Germany, it aims 
to answer four substantive research questions. Its objec-
tives are to (1) investigate short-term effects of ECEC 
quality, particularly for children from disadvantaged 
households. Results from international studies generally 
suggest positive effects of high-quality day-care atten-
dance on children’s cognitive development (e.g., Anders 
et al. 2011, NICHD ECCRN & Duncan 2003). Existing 
evidence is more mixed with regard to socio-emotional 
development and as to whether these effects are larg-
er for children from disadvantaged households (e.g., 
Belsky et al. 2007; Bernal and Keane 2011, Burchinal 
et al. 2010, Loeb et al. 2007, Vandell et al. 2010). How-
ever, little research on this has been conducted so far 
in the German context. Differential effects of ECEC 
attendance between socioeconomic subgroups could 
be driven by selection processes into ECEC institutions 
with different levels of quality. Therefore the project 
also aims at (2) examining whether parents’ choices of 
or access to ECEC institutions of high quality differs 
between socio-economic groups. This is of interest for 
providing advice to policy-makers as regards the rea-
sons for such socio-economic differences. While costs 
do not seem to be a crucial factor given the German 
pricing system (Immervoll & Barber 2005), a mismatch 

3	 A SOEP-Related Study: Early Childhood Education 
	 and Care Quality in the Socio-Economic Panel (K2ID-SOEP)

Georg F. Camehl, Pia S. Schober, and C. Katharina Spieß
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ECEC institution’s staff in their respective question-
naires to enable comparisons between parental and staff 
evaluations. Structural indicators are also surveyed in 
more detail from the institution director. In addition, 
these questionnaires collect some information on the 
professional and educational background of the staff.

Parents and ECEC institutions of most SOEP subsam-
ples have been surveyed between November 2013 and 
November 2014. Based on the data already collected, 
the response rate for the additional parent questionnaire 
was reasonably high: Of 2533 households, 1867 filled 
out the questionnaire (a response rate of 74%). From 
these questionnaires, 1256 addresses of ECEC institu-
tions could be retrieved. As was to be expected for a sur-
vey trying to collect data from institutions, the response 
rate among these was lower, but still 680 completed 
questionnaires are ready for analysis (a response rate of 
54%). Because the sampling was based on the SOEP, 
relatively detailed information on the non-responders is 
available so that weighting procedures will be used to 
obtain representative results. 

After completion of the project, the data will be made 
available to all SOEP users. Comprehensive data doc-
umentation as well as information on data access will 
be made available on the project homepage at K2id.de. 
In the meantime, further information is available from 
Dr. Pia Schober (pschober@diw.de) of the K2ID-team 
at the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW 
Berlin).

By combining information on ECEC facilities with in-
dividual and household data collected in past and future 
waves of the SOEP, the new data set created by the proj-
ect “Early Childhood Education and Care Quality in the 
Socio-Economic Panel / K2ID-SOEP” makes it possi-
ble to take a closer look at development during early 
childhood, then during the school years and finally into 
adulthood. In the context of Germany’s current expan-
sion of ECEC facilities for children under age three and 
a general increase in full-day care for children below 
school age, the project will provide important evidence 
on the effects of ECEC quality on children. By compar-
ing how mothers perceive ECEC quality with the per-
ceptions of early childhood professionals, the project’s 
analyses will aid policymakers by shedding light on dif-
ferences between these two groups’ views. Finally, the 
project will provide valuable insight into the question of 
whether policies that focus on ECEC quality may also 
promote children’s well-being by increasing maternal 
employment and family income, or by improving moth-
ers’ well-being.

In a first step, the project surveyed one parent of all 
SOEP children (including subsamples from “Families in 
Germany / FiD”) below school age to gather information 
on the ECEC facility the children attend. This includes 
the address of the facility and is also meant to investi-
gate the parental decision-making process with respect 
to ECEC quality. This was done using postal question-
naires (PAPI). The second step was to collect indicators 
of structural, orientation and process quality directly 
from directors and the main group educator of the fa-
cilities attended by the SOEP children. This was done 
through postal questionnaires and telephone follow-ups 
and aimed at capturing the quality of the learning en-
vironment, the interactions between children and ped-
agogic staff, activities and the attitudes of early child-
hood professionals. Drawing on existing studies which 
gather information on ECEC quality through surveys, 
the project is seeking to further refine such methods of 
measuring the pedagogical quality of ECEC facilities. 
Figure 1 illustrates the data structure of the project and 
its different layers.

The parent questionnaire includes measures for the par-
ents’ opinions on child care in general and the reasons 
for their choice of a specific arrangement. Furthermore, 
it includes extensive indicators for the quality of the 
ECEC institution their child attends. Subjective ques-
tions such as their satisfaction with various details of the 
institution’s pedagogical work are included as well as 
questions on structural characteristics such as available 
space and materials for play and learning. Other import-
ant topics are the degree of cooperation between parents 
and the institution and the frequency of activities con-
ducted in the daily routine of the ECEC institution, cov-
ering both recreational and educational activities. Com-
parable indicators for quality are also collected from the 

SOEP / FID 
General SOEP and FID Questionnaires: 
Parents and Children up to 2013 

Parent Questionnaire on ECEC 
Quality 

ECEC Institution- 
Director 

Questionnaire 

Since 1984 / 2010 2013 2014 

Future SOEP Questionnaires 

Group Educator 
Questionnaire 

Figure 1 - Data Structure K2ID 

ECEC center 
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(http://www.ddionrails.org) as the successor to SOEPin-
fo  in the framework of his doctoral thesis.
 
Figure 1:

Variables Found in Different Studies 

4	 The New SOEP Metadata Portal (SOEPinfo v.2 = DDI on Rails)

by Jan Goebel and Marcel Hebing

In order to provide comprehensive—as well as us-
er-friendly—documentation of the SOEP’s growth and 
increased diversity over these last several years, we 
have been working to develop a new documentation and 
metadata portal. “User-friendly data” are data that can 
be easily understood by users and analyzed for a variety 
of research themes. This requires a clear description of 
the data and easy access to comprehensible documen-
tation. When the SOEP released its first longitudinal 
dataset in the mid-1980s, the documentation on ques-
tions that had been asked previously and the underlying 
variables could still be provided in the form of simple 
tables created using a word processing program. By the 
late 1980s, these tables had grown so large that they 
had to be transferred into the then widely used database 
management system dBASE.

As the complexity continued to increase with each ad-
ditional wave of data, it became necessary to switch 
from simple tables to a documentation system called 
SOEPinfo. By the end of the 1990s, this documenta-
tion system was ported to a web-based program by the 
SOEP’s IT specialist Ingo Sieber. It has been developed 
continuously since then and is still in use today. It al-
lows our user community a simple and practical point 
of entry to a SOEP data structure that is becoming more 
complex with each successive wave. By means of a web-
based basket and a script generator that can be used in 
most common statistical software packages used with 
the SOEP data, even first-time users are able to con-
duct their own independent longitudinal SOEP analy-
ses with confidence after an introductory workshop of 
just a few hours. While the first version of SOEPinfo 
was completely tailored to the data format of the SOEP, 
the data reality at the SOEP Research Data Center has 
changed since then. We now offer SOEPlong, which 
uses the new computing capacities and translates the 
SOEP data from their usual cross-sectional format into 
the clearer and more comprehensive longitudinal for-
mat. There are also additional studies like the SOEP In-
novation Sample and related studies like BASE II. The 
successor to SOEPinfo, which has been under devel-
opment since 2013, therefore had to combine similarly 
in-depth documentation to the old SOEPinfo with the 
abstraction of a model that can be applied to a variety 
of panel studies. Marcel Hebing took on the not insig-
nificant task of developing the program DDI on Rails 

The three main goals for the design of the new metadata 
system were (a) to create an “open source” software that 
would allow our solution to be applied by other longitu-
dinal studies, (b) to adhere to a metadata standard DDI 
to ensure the possibility of integration into other retriev-
al systems, and (c) to maintain the full functionality of 
SOEPinfo.Our new successor to SOEPinfo, SOEPinfo 
v.2, is now available worldwide under the new domain 
paneldata.org. Following the initial beta release in 
2013, which had limited functionality with respect to the 
old SOEPinfo, the 2014 release has all of the function-
alities of the old SOEPinfo plus additional ones as well. 
Now in the new SOEPinfo, variables can be collected in 
baskets, scripts can be generated, and variables can be 
compared over time.

http://www.ddialliance.org/
http://data.soep.de
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documentation system and statistical packages. Because 
the new basket stores variables online, Stata is able to 
execute the resulting scripts directly from the web ap-
plication. But this is only the start. First tests in R, for 
example, suggest that it will soon be possible to access 
metadata-like question texts directly from the statistical 
package.

Our vision is that the SOEP data portal DDI on Rails will 
accompany researchers throughout the entire course of 
their research projects from conception to publication. 
The system offers researchers the possibility to explore 
the SOEP data and to compile personalized datasets, 
and it reflects the specific features of longitudinal stud-
ies. Even the SOEPlit database of SOEP-based publica-
tions is integrated into DDI on Rails.

In contrast to comparable products, DDI on Rails is in-
dependent of any specific study and was developed as 
open-source software. In the future, the documentation 
will also include different versions of the data (releas-
es) and will reflect the specific features of longitudinal 
studies. We invite other longitudinal studies to docu-
ment their data using this product. The SOEP team aims 
at providing this metadata portal solution to other lon-
gitudinal studies as a special service of the SOEP infra-
structure.

As an addition to the old SOEPinfo, all our studies 
within and related to the SOEP can now be documented 
at one centralized location. This makes it possible for 
our users to search all of the studies in the database for 
key terms or variables and to see which variables are 
used in which studies, or in what form the variables 
were surveyed.

The current version of DDI on Rails is able to link 
generated variables back to the original variables and 
even the underlying questions. This is used to provide 
a comprehensive documentation of our new SOEPlong 
data, which includes references to the original SOEP- 
Core variables. Besides the pure links for variables 
over time, DDI on Rails provides more sophisticated 
views of changes over time. These views are available 
on the variable level (where the value labels are com-
pared) and on the question level (where changes in the 
texts are identified and highlighted).

For future releases, we plan to extend the functionality 
to comparing and linking variables over time, across 
studies, and even with external data sources. The first 
step will be to compare and reuse baskets across stud-
ies. This will be useful when a new version of a study 
is published, but it will also enable researchers to re-
produce previous research with new data sources. Fur-
thermore, we intend to improve the link between the 

Figure 2

Quick Overview About Every Variable
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ple is the recently updated Desktop Companion. Since 
the SOEP is still expanding with its various Related 
Studies (SOEP-RS), increasing effort is required to pro-
duce detailed documentation. Integrating the FiD study 
(which ran through 2014) into SOEP-Core poses one 
such challenge. In 2015, we will be focusing on adapting 
these datasets to guarantee consistent and user-friendly 
documentation of all of the SOEP data.

SOEPinfo v.2 to Provide Better Access 
to Data Documentation

Our plans for 2015 also include promoting wider use 
of our new metadata portal, SOEPinfo v.2, in our user 
community. It was developed as part of the open-source 
project “DDI on Rails” and includes not only compre-
hensive documentation of SOEP-Core from the previous 
online resource, SOEPinfo, but also a complete picture 
of the SOEPlong data. The user survey showed that just a 
few months after SOEPinfo v.2 was introduced, around 
one-third of all respondents had already used it (see Fig-
ure 2). This group of respondents gave the version they 
used an average of 7 out of 10 possible points. In 4 out 
of 6 subcategories—visual design, information content, 

5	 Results of the 2014 SOEP User Survey

by Florian Griese

In fall 2014, 662 SOEP users took part in our annual 
SOEP User Survey, providing feedback on the range of 
services we currently provide. We are pleased to be able 
to rely on relatively consistent levels of participation in 
this survey among the members of our user community. 
The number of users who completed the survey has ris-
en continuously over the last four years (see Figure 1). 
Of the 662 users who expressed willingness to take part 
in the survey, 581 actually completed it. This translates 
into a dropout rate of around 12%, which is slightly 
lower than last year (16%).

Changing Composition of the SOEP 
User Community

The results of the survey show a change in the compo-
sition of our user community with regard to occupa-
tional status and location of home institutions. While 
the percentage of students dropped from 14.5% in 2013 
to 8.7% in 2014, the percentage of professors has in-
creased substantially from 24.7% to 45.7%. 

At the same time, the share of respondents who do or 
have never worked with the SOEP data has increased. 
Figure 2 illustrates the increase of professors using the 
data “passively”, facilitating the use of the SOEP among 
their students while not conducting research with the 
SOEP themselves. To the additional question of wheth-
er professors are supervising a thesis using SOEP data, 
64% of professors responded “yes.” The finding that 
university professors are playing an increasing role in 
enlarging our user community is certainly a positive 
outcome of this user survey. It should be kept in mind, 
however, that many of the questions in the survey can 
only be answered based on first-hand experience work-
ing with the SOEP data.

The survey always asks respondents to evaluate each of 
our individual service areas. As seen in Table 1, users 
gave high marks to the new data downloads introduced 
in 2013. Users reported equally high levels of satisfac-
tion with the quality of the data and contract manage-
ment. In the area of documentation, however, respon-
dents saw room for improvement. We are well aware 
of the importance of our data documentation and are 
working constantly to improve in this area. One exam-

2% 

2% 

3% 

1% 

23% 

41% 

19% 

19% 

75% 

56% 

78% 

80% 

Contract management

Documentation

Download

Data

satisfied (8-10) neutral (3-7) dissatisfied (0-2)

n=512 

Figure 1

Satisfaction with SOEP-Services

http://about.paneldata.org/soep/dtc/
https://data.soep.de
http://panel.gsoep.de/soepinfo
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quality of the generated syntax, and response speed—
the average rating was 7 or above. Overall, users’ evalu-
ations of the new SOEPinfo were around equally high as 
those used to evaluate the previous version of SOEPinfo 
in the same categories in 2011.

Survey respondents who had not used the new SOEPin-
fo v.2 reported that they were continuing to use the old 
SOEPinfo mainly out of habit or because they did not 
see a need to switch. We are very curious to see how 
users will respond to the question of which data docu-
mentation system they use in the next user survey. Until 
then, we would like to encourage all our users to take 
advantage of the new SOEPinfo v.2 and especially of the 
opportunity to provide us with your feedback.

27% 

29% 

34% 

18% 

48% 

24% 

18% 

20% 

13% 

22% 

35% 

30% 

30% 

33% 

20% 

14% 

22% 

17% 

36% 

10% 

Documentation on data DVD

Zip file of SOEP data v.29

Individual files on website

SOEPinfo

SOEPinfo v.2 (data.soep.de)

Not familiar with it Never worked with it
Already worked with it Use it on a regular basis

n=529 

Figure 2

Use of Documentation Services
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The Transition to a Unified Germany
The SOEP is the only database worldwide in which po-
litical unification of a society that had been divided for 
40 years took place during the course of the study. In 
June 1990, soon after the fall of the Wall, the first wave 
of the East sample was collected—one month before the 

In the following, we try to sketch out the diverse areas 
of research potential that partly already is reached and 
partly will arise from the long observation period in the 
SOEP in the years to come. These potentials justify the 
long-term design and duration of longitudinal house-
hold panel studies, and they are also some of the unique 
selling points of the SOEP internationally. The areas of 
research potential outlined below provide striking ev-
idence of the degree to which the SOEP will increase 
in value for the research community as the observation 
period continues to increase. 

Multi-Generational Design

To understand the determinants of social and economic 
opportunities available to the younger generation, it is 
crucial to examine how mechanisms of intra-family and 
particularly intergenerational transmission of financial 
resources, skills, values, and norms interact with social 
institutions. With the increasing duration of the longi-
tudinal study, potentials for analyzing these intergen-
erational mechanisms in relation to the core topics of 
the SOEP (education, social status, income, poverty and 
wealth, health, and well-being) will multiply. With the 
growing number of parent / child dyads in the SOEP 
in which the children have reached the age of 16 and 
are now SOEP respondents themselves, the number of 
cases available for three-generation analysis is also in-
creasing.

The possibilities for sibling analysis rise with increasing 
duration of the SOEP study, since the siblings that grow 
up in the family remain part of the panel population, as 
dictated by the panel study concept of following these 
offspring further after they reach adulthood and form 
their own households. In the SOEP, there are already 
sibling pairs in around 8,000 SOEP households that are 
available for analysis, provided with user-friendly sib-
ling pointers differentiated by shared mother or father. 

The genetically sensitive twin study TwinLife finished 
in 2014 their first wave. The SOEP sibling data will be 
the control group for twin effects in this German Re-
search Association (DFG) funded long-term study 
(12 year funding period) www.twin-life.de/en.

6	 30 Years of SOEP-Core – Some Unique Selling Points 

by Jürgen Schupp

Figure 1:

Number of Intergenerational Links in the SOEP

Figure 2:

Number of Respondents with Sibling Information, 
by Number of Siblings

http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.432303.en/twinlife_short_description.html
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The Aging of the German Postwar 
Generation and Retirement Decisions 
of the Baby Boomer Generation

SOEP respondents from the postwar generation that 
came of age in the political ferment of 1968 are now re-
tiring and will spend a much longer period of time in 
retirement than their parents. This generation was be-
tween 35 and 40 years of age at the start of the SOEP, 
and they will have reached the age of 70 to 75 in 2020. 

When analyzing key points in the career trajectories of 
this generation, problems they have faced in balancing 
family and career, as well as their activities in retire-
ment, researchers do not have to rely on retrospectively 
collected longitudinal data; they can also use longitu-
dinal data prospectively. Furthermore, this generation’s 
children have been observed in the SOEP throughout 
their entire childhood and teenage years. This opens up 
significant potentials for socially relevant analysis, par-
ticularly in the areas of old-age security, asset building, 
and inheritances.

Table 2 shows the three temporal dimensions that are of 
interest for individual longitudinal analysis (APC-anal-
ysis, age, period, cohort) schematically for the birth co-
horts that can be observed in the SOEP so far. The area 
outlined in red shows what age ranges for various spe-
cific age cohorts can be analyzed in prospective studies 
of the life course using data collected annually since the 
start of the SOEP study. For the age ranges outlined in 
dark blue, the SOEP offers at least retrospectively col-
lected rough data.

The baby boomer generation has been observed in the 
SOEP since they left school. In 2020, the cohort with 
the highest birthrate in Germany (those born in 1964) 
will reach the age of 56. The life courses of these baby 
boomers differ significantly from those of previous co-
horts. For the baby boomer cohorts, the SOEP data show 
a increasing diversity of career trajectories as well as 
frequent phases of unemployment—especially among 
respondents in East Germany. At the point in time Ger-
man unification, when these individuals were surveyed 
for the first time in the SOEP, they were between 21 and 
35 years of age and thus just becoming established in 
the labor market. This development has impacts on their 
entitlements under the German Federal Pension Fund, 
the most important source of retirement income. 

currency, economic, and social union. The SOEP pro-
vides with Sample C and its refresher samples a unique 
database for East-Germany (Table 1). 

German unification brought about an increased rate of 
social change in both West and East Germany. The pro-
cesses of transformation and adaptation initiated by the 
fall of the Wall still have not come to an end and it will 
still take generations for living conditions to reach sim-
ilar levels in East and West Germany.

Since the SOEP includes not only objective indicators 
such as income and assets but also subjective indica-
tors such as life satisfaction, concerns, and values all 
the way to psychological concepts of personality traits, 
diverse possibilities will open up the years to come for 
analyzing how these indicators are changing, how they 
are transmitted from parents to children, and what they 
mean for educational and occupational success (see 
Part 4). 

Table 1

Number of Observations in East-Germany—former GDR 
 

1990 2000 2013

Sample C (No. of households) 2,179 1,879 1,250
Sample C (No. of respondents) 4,453 3,687 2,111
Sample C (No. of children) 1,591 826 439

East Germany (no. of all hh) 2,179 3,103 2,928

East Germany (No. of all resp.) 4,453 5,895 4,913

East Germany (No. of all children) 1.591 1.311 937

Table 2

SOEP and Its Multi-Cohort Design from an Age, Period, and Cohort 
Perspective

Start in West Germany 1984 and East Germany in 1990
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tire childhood in the SOEP as a prospective panel study. 
Although only a small amount of direct information on 
children’s school careers is collected in the SOEP house-
hold questionnaire, the household design of the SOEP 
makes it possible to describe the social contexts that 
shaped these young people in precise detail. For the age 
group of 16-year-old first-time respondents, an addition-
al age-specific survey instrument, the “youth question-
naire”, has been used since 2000. 

For all children born after 2002, the second age-specific 
questionnaire on newborns, “Mother & Child A”, was 
introduced in 2003, and it has been given to all moth-
ers of children born in the SOEP every year since then. 
Further age-specific survey instruments have been 
launched every two years to trace the 2002 cohort. In 
2006, first-time respondents (born in 1990) were given a 
standardized cognitive skills test, which has been used 
on all younger birth cohorts since then.

In 2012, parents were asked about their children turning 
10 during the current survey years for the first time. The 

The Discovery of Early Childhood 

Because of its household design, the SOEP offers little 
direct information on the course of individual develop-
ment for the post-1984 generation—that is, for those 
born since the start of the study. But a special feature of 
the SOEP longitudinal study is its unique data on family 
contexts for the entire period of early childhood (“gold 
cohort”). Divorce and remarriage during a child’s early 
years, a parent’s job loss, and parents’ choices in regard 
to working hours (from part-time to overtime) may all 
create significant opportunities as well as limitations af-
fecting children’s development. The gold cohort consists 
primarily of individuals born in the early high birthrate 
years whose entry to the labor force is observed in the 
SOEP, at least for West Germany. 

In the year 2000, the first birth cohort born into SOEP 
households since the start of the SOEP turned 16, the 
age when young people become fully fledged survey re-
spondents themselves. In other words, this generation 
was observed on an annual basis throughout their en-

Table 3

The Discovery of the Early Life Course in the SOEP

birth cohort

period 19841 1985 1990 1996 20022 2004 Development of age-specific instruments Topics

age at period

1984 0,5 - - - - -

1990 6 5 0,5 - - -

2000 16 15 10 4 - - Youth Questionnaire

2002 18 17 12 6 0,5 - Mother & Child A Child Health, Circumstances of Pregnancy, Child Care

2004 20 19 14 8 2 0,5

2005 21 20 15 9 3 1 Mother & Child B Child Health, Child Care, Competencies

2006 22 21 16 10 4 2 Cognitive Test DJ Mother & Child C Strength and Difficulties, (SDQ), Child Care, Activities

2008 24 23 18 12 6 4

2010 26 25 20 14 8 6 Questionaires for Parents Educational Goals, upbringing styles and goals, child care

2012 28 27 22 16 10 8 Mother & Child E Educational Goals and School Performance, Acitivies, SDQ

2014 30 29 24 18 12 10 Teenager I (self-report)

2016 32 31 26 20 14 12 Teenager II (self-report)

2018 34 33 28 22 16 14

2020 36 35 30 24 18 16

Total No. Of 
Age Specific 
instruments

1 1 2 2 9 9

 
 1  "golden cohort";  2 "platin cohort".
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In 2018, the 2002 birth cohort (“platinum cohort”6) will 
reach the age of 16, when they will become SOEP re-
spondents, and the entire development process for this 
cohort will be documented in the SOEP by means of 
nine age-specific survey instruments. These data make 
the SOEP a unique data resource for studies in develop-
mental psychology, providing a nationally representa-
tive reference study or control sample for diverse longi-
tudinally oriented intervention studies.

The Integration of Migrants in Germany

Since the start of the SOEP, special attention has been 
paid to the resident immigrant population. For this 
reason, the initial representative sample of all people 
living in the Federal Republic of Germany (Sample A) 

6	  We introduced the term “gold cohorts” to refer to the cohorts 
born since the start of the prospective collection of longitudinal da-
ta who entered the SOEP study at the age of 16—a group for whom 
we have effectively no left-censoring of data on young adults (e.g., 
regarding poverty in early childhood). “Platinum cohort” refers to 
cohorts born after the introduction of the age-specific survey instru-
ment “Mother & Child A” (born 2002 and younger) who reached the 
age of entry to the SOEP survey in 2018. 

Table 5

Total Number of Migrants in SOEP-Core Sample 2013 

Adults 
(Children) 

Samples 
A - K

Sample 
"M 1"

FiD (Families 
in Germany)

Total

First-Generation Migrants 2,126 3,710 1,281 7,117
(37) (319) (87) (443)

Second-Generation Migrants 1,475 943 1,080 3,498

(814) (1,799) (2,861) (5,474)

Subtotal 3,601 4,653 2,361 10,615

(851) (2,118) (2,948) (5,917)
No Migration Background 18,974 308 6,225 25,507

(2,920) (117) (5,915) (8,952)

Total 22,575 4,964 8,586 36,125

(3,771) (2,235) (8,863) (14,869)

SOEP.v30 

Table 4

Number of Completed (Proxy) Interviews on the Early Life Course in the SOEP

Mother and 
Child A

Mother and 
Child B

Mother and 
Child C

Parents 
Questionnaire

Mother and 
Child E

Teenager I Teenager II
Cognitive Test 

(DJ)
Youth 

Questionnaire

Data collection in the age of  … years

Survey-Year 0-1 2-3 5-6 7-8 9-10 12 14 16 16

2000 232

2001 618

2002 352

2003 313 365

2004 241 373

2005 244 255 368

2006 228 221 835 307

2007 201 235 295 346

2008 181 239 234 223 261

2009 194 183 209 211 243

2010 181 186 212 217 190 214

2011 143 172 206 173 155 267

2012 163 189 184 210 219 189 244

2013 178 175 197 233 225 217 257

2014 180 180 200 240 230 150 Start in 2016 250

Total No. 2,447 2,035 1,442 1,073 674 150 2,315 4,697

topics in these questionnaires vary with the age of the 
child. In 2014, young teenagers at age 12  answered for 
the first time directly on their current school activities, 
their friends and leisure activities.
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in  1984 was accompanied by a second random sample 
drawn from register data (Sample B) of all households 
in Germany with a Turkish, Italian, ex-Yugoslavian, 
Greek, or Spanish household head. At the time, these 
were the largest immigrant groups in Germany—they 
were the so-called “guest workers” who were recruit-
ed from southeast European countries. Their data were 
added to the sample of other groups of foreigners who 
were represented by only a few cases in Sample A (from 
the Netherlands, Austria, Canada, etc.). 

After German reunification and the fall of the Iron Cur-
tain, there were new waves of immigration to Germa-
ny—particularly immigrants of German descent, many 
of them from Poland and the former USSR. To address 
this, an additional migration sample was added to the 
SOEP in 1994/95 (Sample D). Since then, small refresh-
ers representing the entire general population have been 
added (Samples E, J, K) with marginal oversampling of 
migrants (Samples F and H). 

Recent studies haves shown that new immigrant groups 
are not adequately represented in the SOEP. For this rea-
son, another migration sample (Sample M1) was added 
in 2013 in cooperation with the German Federal Em-
ployment Agency (BA) in Nuremberg. The sample was 
created with the aid of the Integrated Employment Biog-
raphies Sample (IEBS). This register of individual em-
ployment spells and public transfers contains a total of 
17.4 million new entries for the period since 1995. A to-
tal of 2,700 new households of immigrants to Germany 
since 1995 were added to the SOEP from this register. 

Thanks to these ongoing efforts to maintain coverage 
of the immigrant population, the SOEP provides a da-
tabase on integration processes and migration develop-
ments in Germany that is one-of-a-kind worldwide. 

Understanding the Effects of Policy 
Changes and Studying Future Shocks 
and Policy Innovations

Social institutions are subject to constant changes. In 
Germany, a series of reforms carried out over the last 30 
years have affected people’s living conditions substan-
tially. These include changes in the educational system 
(e.g., BAföG student grants and loans), in labor market 
institutions (“minijob” arrangements, labor market flex-
ibilization), and in the tax and social security system 
(income tax reforms, Hartz IV, etc.). With its longitu-
dinal design, the SOEP offers an ideal data source for 
comprehensive scientific evaluations of legal reforms 
using econometric techniques (differences-in-differenc-
es; treatment, etc.). 

The recently adopted €8.50/hour minimum wage to be 
introduced across Germany by the end of 2016 is labor 
market reform that will likely have far-reaching im-
pacts. It can be expected that this “natural experiment” 
will spark interest among labor market researchers 
worldwide to evaluate different effects of such a legal 
reform. Current estimates show that approximately one 
in five employees will be affected by the reform. The 
SOEP provides an ideal representative longitudinal mi-
cro database for studies of this reform—at least regard-
ing the labor supply—in order to study both the labor 
market effects and distribution effects of this reform.

Beyond SOEP-Core—the Research 
Infrastructure of SOEP Longitudinal 
Studies 

In considering the detailed discussion of the SOEP’s 
further development that follows, it should be taken in-
to account that the SOEP is now a differentiated family 
of longitudinal studies. Figure 3 shows the three main 
“branches” of the research infrastructure of SOEP stud-
ies as introduced in section 1.

The first is the SOEP-Core longitudinal study, which 
was started in 1984 in West Germany and in 1990 in 
East Germany and has since been expanded to include 
various replacement and refresher samples enabling us 
to maintain the generalizability of the sample findings 
both longitudinally and cross-sectionally. The second 
is the SOEP Innovation Study (SOEP-IS), which was 
launched in 2012, incorporating some subsamples from 
SOEP-Core. The third branch is the SOEP Related Stud-
ies (SOEP-RS), which are externally funded longitudi-
nal studies with a close relationship to the SOEP. 
Figure 3

Research Infrastructure of SOEP Studies

SOEP-Core (1984 –)
•	Oversampling of immigrants (A/B)

•	Since 1990 East Germany (C)

•	1994/95 Immigration sample (D)

•	1998 Refresher I (CAPI) (E)

•	2000 Refresher II (F)

•	2002 High-Income Refresher (G)

•	2006 Refresher III (H)

•	2009 Innovation Sample (Incentives) (I)

•	2011 Refresher IV (J)

•	2012 Refresher V (K)

•	2013 Immigration Sample II (M)

•	2014 Integration of FiD

SOEP-IS 
Start in 2012

•	 Innovation sample 2009 
(incentives)

•	 Integration of sample E

•	Refresher 2012

•	Refresher 2013

•	Refresher 2014

The Research 
Infrastructure 

of SOEP Studies 
1984 – ...

The Research Infrastructure of SOEP Studies 1984 – ...

SOEP-Related Studies
•	Families in Germany (FiD) 2010-2013

•	BASE II (2012 - 2015), PIAAC-L (2013 - 2017)

•	Bonn Intervention Study (BIP) (2014 – ...)
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SOEP Glossary

SOEP-Core
The German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) is a 
wide-ranging representative longitudinal study of pri-
vate households, located at the German Institute for 
Economic Research, DIW Berlin. Every year, there 
were nearly 11,000 households, and more than 20,000 
persons sampled by the fieldwork organization TNS In-
fratest Sozialforschung. The SOEP study is available in 
the two formats „SOEPcore“ and „SOEPlong“.

Contents of SOEP-Core
The SOEP started in 1984 as a longitudinal survey of 
private households in the Federal Republic of Germany. 
The central aim then and now is to collect representa-
tive micro-data to measure stability and change in liv-
ing conditions by following a micro-economic approach 
enriched with variables from sociology and political 
science. Therefore the central survey instruments are 
a houeshold questionnaire, which is responded by the 
head of a household and an individual questionnaire, 
which each household member is intended to answer. 
Furthermore beginning with 1997, there are wave-spe-
cific $LELA files (Lebenslauf - engl. life course) con-
taining the biography information as collected in the 
respective year.

A rather stable set of core questions is asked every 
year covering the most essential areas of interest of the 
SOEP:

•	 population and demography
•	 education, training, and qualification
•	 labor market and occupational dynamics
•	 earnings, income and social security
•	 housing
•	 health
•	 household production
•	 preferences and values
•	 satisfaction with life in general and certain as-

pects of life.

Additionally, yearly topical modules enhance the basic 
information in (at least) one of these areas by asking 
detailed questions as documented in the following table. 
These modules for the main part appear in the personal 
questionnaires; only some of them are additions to the 
household questionnaire. Starting in the year 2001, the 
data have become even richer by including several dif-
ferent health measures and well-known psychological 
concepts as well as age specific questionnaires.
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SOEP-Core Topics

Year Wave number Wave letter Topic

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 I Social security (2nd measurement)

1993 10 J Further occupational training (2nd)

1994 11 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 O 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 18 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 V Expectations for the future (3rd); Big Five; 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; Diseases

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); Diseases (2nd)

2012 29 BC Wealth and assets (4th); Social security (6th); Health (6th); Grip strength (4th)

2013 30 BD Big Five (3rd); Trust (3rd); Loneliness; Working conditions (ERI) (3rd); Diseases (3rd)

2014 31 BE Health (7th); Risk aversion (3rd); Globalization and transnationalization (2nd); Residenti-
al environment and neighborhood (6th);

SOEPlong
SOEPlong is a highly compressed, easily analyzable 
version of the SOEP data that is much simpler to handle 
than the usual SOEP-Core version. It contains a signifi-
cantly reduced number of datasets and number of vari-
ables.

The data are no longer provided as wave-specific indi-
vidual files but rather pooled across all available years 
(in “long” format). In some cases, variables are harmo-
nized to ensure that they are defined consistently over 
time. For example, the income information up to 2001 

is provided in euros, and categories are modified over 
time when versions of the questionnaire are changed. 
All these modifications are clearly documented and de-
scribed for ease of understanding. In the case of recod-
ing or integration of data (for example, datasets specific 
to East German or foreign populations), documentation 
is generated automatically and all modified variabels are 
provided in their original form as well. SOEPlong thus 
provides a well-documented compilation of all variables 
and data that is consistent over time.
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secondary analysis with innovative questions from wide 
range of disciplines in the social and economic sciences. 
An additional unique feature of SOEP-LEE is the analy-
sis of employer survey data quality, carried out through 
the measurement of meta- and paradata over the course 
of data collection. As a result, this project also contrib-
utes to the ongoing development and refinement of sur-
vey methodology in the field of organizational studies. 
http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.433198.en/soep_lee.
html

CNEF—Cross-National Equivalent File of 
the SOEP

The International Science Use Version of the SOEP 
(95% version) can be used worldwide. The Research Da-
ta Center SOEP is providing it upon request for free via 
secure download.

CNEF data will no longer be distributed by Cornell Uni-
versity, but by Ohio State University. At the moment, an 
order form is not available, but the conditions are un-
changed: $125 one-time charge at first order. More in-
formation is given here: Cross-National Equivalent File 
Project  http://cnef.ehe.osu.edu/

LIS
LIS, the cross-national data center in Luxembourg—
formerly known as the Luxembourg Income Study—
will soon turn 32 years old. While LIS’ mission and 
core work have not changed since its inception—that 
is, to acquire and harmonize high-quality microdata-
sets and to make them available to researchers around 
the world—LIS is constantly evolving and growing, as 
is its user community which currently numbers in the 
thousands.

LIS’ data holdings are organized into two databases. 
The longstanding Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) 
Database, which is focused on income data, will soon 
contain over 300 datasets from more than 50 high- and 
middle-income countries. The smaller and newer Lux-
embourg Wealth Study (LWS) Database contains mi-
crodata on assets and debt; LWS now includes 20 data-
sets from 12 countries. (Germany was one of the earliest 
participating countries; the LIS and LWS Databases 
contain 11  and 2 datasets from Germany, respectively.)  
www.lisdatacenter.org 

SOEPregio
SOEP offers diverse possibilities for regional and spatial 
analysis. With the anonymized regional information on 
the residences of SOEP respondents (households and indi-
viduals), it is possible to link numerous regional indicators 
on the levels of the states (Bundesländer), spatial planning 
regions, districts, and postal codes with the SOEP data on 
these households. However, specific security provisions 
must be observed due to the sensitivity of the data under 
data protection law (see overview). Accordingly, users are 
not allowed to make statements on, e.g., place of residence 
or administrative district in their analyses, but the data does 
provide valuable background information.

SOEP Pretest
Within the framework of SOEP, the questionnaires are pre-
tested before being fielded each year. The aim of the pretests 
is to test new sets of questions or modifications to certain 
questions. Furthermore, behavioral experiments are pre-
pared and tested and sometimes even included in the main 
SOEP survey. A pretest in the SOEP usually includes about 
1,000 respondents. The samples are representative by ap-
proximation for the population aged 16 years and older in 
Germany. Data are collected by Infratest and passed on  to 
the SOEP, which makes the data available to external users. 
https://paneldata.org/studies/5.

SOEP-LEE
There is increasing consensus in the economic and social 
sciences that the workplace plays a crucial role in individual 
life outcomes. This is true in the economic and sociological 
labor market research, network and social capital research, 
health research, the research on educational and compe-
tency acquisition processes, wage information, and the 
work-life interface, as well as in the inequality research as 
a whole. For this reason, there has been increasing interest 
in what are known as “linked employer-employee” (LEE) 
datasets, in which employees' individual data are linked 
with information on their employers.

The workplace data collected in the framework of the proj-
ect SOEP-LEE will substantially expand the information on 
the work contexts and working conditions of respondents 
to the SOEP survey. The project has been implemented by 
asking all dependent employees in all of the SOEP samples 
to provide local contact information to their employer in 
2011. The employer contact data then formed the basis for 
a standardized employer survey conducted seperately from 
the rest of the SOEP survey. This employer information 
can be linked with the individual and household data from 
the SOEP study. The new linked employer-employee data-
set opens up new opportunities for wide-ranging forms of 

http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.433198.en/soep_lee.html
http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.433198.en/soep_lee.html
https://cnef.ehe.osu.edu/
http://www.lisdatacenter.org
http://www.lisdatacenter.org/our-data/lis-database/
http://www.lisdatacenter.org/our-data/lis-database/
http://www.lisdatacenter.org/our-data/lws-database/
http://www.lisdatacenter.org/our-data/lws-database/
http://www.lisdatacenter.org/
http://www.diw.de/en/diw_02.c.222519.en/regional_data.html
https://paneldata.org/studies/5
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SOEP-RS 
(Related Studies)

FiD data (Families in Germany)
The project Familien in Deutschland  (Families in Ger-
many) – is a longitudinal panel study financed by the 
German Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior 
Citizens, Women and Youth (BMFSFJ) and the German 
Federal Ministry of Finance (BMF). Its main purpose 
is to provide researchers with new and better data on 
specific groups in the German population: low-income 
families, families with more than two children, single 
parent families, as well as families with young children. 
The data are the backbone of the first large-scale evalu-
ation of family policy measures in Germany on behalf of 
the two involved ministries. In 2014 FiD has been fully 
integrated into SOEP-Core.

BASE II (Berlin Aging Study II)
The Berlin Aging Study II (BASE-II) is an extension 
and expansion of the Berlin Aging Study (BASE). This 
new study with more than 2,200 participants of different 
ages aims to complement the analysis of cognitive devel-
opment across the lifespan by including socio-economic 
and biological factors such as living conditions, health, 
and genetic preconditions. The study is funded by the 
Federal Ministry of Education and Research.   Partici-
pants are involved in the annual survey of the German 
Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) and provide information 
about their life situation and living conditions.

paneldata.org/studies/3

PIAAC-L
The Programme for the International Assessment of 
Adult Competencies (PIAAC), carried out on behalf 
of the OECD, examines the basic skills that are neces-
sary for adults to participate successfully in society and 
working life. Findings from the 2011/2012 wave of the 
PIACC study were released in October 2013.

Around 98% of the approximately 5,400 PIAAC survey 
respondents in Germany agreed to participate in further 
surveys. PIAAC-L is a cooperative project of GESIS, 
the National Educational Panel Survey (NEPS) at the 
Leibniz Institute for Educational Trajectories (LIfBi), 
and the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) at DIW Berlin, 
whose aim is to convert the PIAAC study into a longi-
tudinal study with three waves. This will create one of 
the world’s first internationally comparable longitudinal 

SOEP-IS  
(Innovation Sample) 

The research infrastructure SOEP at DIW Berlin estab-
lished a longitudinal Innovation Sample (SOEP-IS) in 
2011 for particularly innovative research projects. The 
SOEP-IS is primarily available for methodical and the-
matic research that involves too high a risk of non-re-
sponse for the long-term SOEP study.

SOEP-IS
•	 is based on an evaluation conducted by the German 

Council of Science and Humanities.

•	 is a longitudinal sample for particularly innovative 
survey methods and behavioral experiments.

•	 will be further developed in the period from 2012 to 
2017 and should be fully developed by 2017.

The annual fieldwork runs from September to December 
of each year. The first wave of the first subsample of the 
SOEP-IS started in September 2011, with a newly devel-
oped core questionnaire “SOEP Innovations” and new 
methods to measure gender stereotypes.

The overall volume and costs of the surveys conducted 
in the SOEP-IS are lower than if “fresh” samples were 
used: central household and individual characteristics, 
invariant over time, are already available and do not 
have to be collected again.

A two-step module of Governance is established to 
regulate topics and question modules: first, the SOEP 
survey management runs a basic methodological test 
to establish whether the size, format, and survey mode 
outlined in a proposal seem appropriate for implementa-
tion in the SOEP-IS. The SOEP Survey Committee then 
checks the content of proposals received and prioritizes 
these for selection purposes.

Information about SOEP-IS in general and about the 
application process is published in: SOEP Innovation 
Sample (SOEP-IS) - Description, Structure and Docu-
mentation by David Richter and Jürgen Schupp (SOEP-
paper 463).

www.diw.de/soep-is	 paneldata.org/studies/4

http://paneldata.org/studies/3
http://www.diw.de/soep-is
http://paneldata.org/studies/4
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formance, career and labor market attainment, integra-
tion and participation in social, cultural and political life. 
http://www.twin-life.de/en

studies on competencies and their significance across 
the life course. 

SOEP-ECEC Quality (K2ID-SOEP)
Are some groups of parents in Germany more likely to 
choose high-quality education and care institutions for 
their children than others, e.g. whether due to a lack of 
information or varying preferences? Are mothers whose 
children attend high-quality settings more satisfied and 
more likely to be employed?

These are some of the questions studied as part of the 
project “Early childhood education and care quality in 
the Socio-Economic Panel (K2ID-SOEP)—direct and 
indirect effects on child development, socio-economic 
selection and information asymmetries.” The three-year 
project launched in September 2013 is funded by the Ja-
cobs Foundation (see pages 31 ff.) and http://k2id.de).

IAB-SOEP Migration Sample
The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample is a joint project of 
the Institute for Employment Research (IAB) and the 
Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) at the German Insti-
tute for Economic Research (DIW Berlin). The proj-
ect attempts to overcome limitations of previous data-
sets through a sample that takes into account changes 
in the structure of migration to Germany since 1995. 
The dataset is an additional sample for the SOEP-Core 
study and therefore completely harmonized with the 
SOEP and integrated into SOEP v30 (identical ques-
tionnaire with additional questions on the respondent’s 
migration situation). The study opens up new perspec-
tives for migration research and gives insights on the 
living situations of new immigrants to Germany. Da-
ta collector: TNS Infratest Sozialforschung GmbH. 
paneldata.org/studies/6

TwinLife (cooperation study)
TwinLife is a 12-year representative behavioral genetic 
study investigating the development of social inequality. 
The long-term project has begun in 2014 and will survey 
more than 4,000 pairs of twins and their families regard-
ing their different stages of life on a yearly basis. All of 
the subjects reside in Germany. Not only social, but also 
genetic mechanisms as well as covariations and inter-
actions between these two parameters can be examined 
with the help of identical and fraternal twins. In order 
to document the individual development of different pa-
rameters it is important to examine a family extensively 
over the course of several years. The focus is on five im-
portant contextual points: Education and academic per-

http://www.twin-life.de/en
http://k2id.de
http://paneldata.org/studies/6
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to the current wave disaggregated for East and West 
Germany since 1990 households and persons. Since 
the 2007 SOEPmonitor tables are in English as well. 
www.diw.de/SOEPmonitor

SOEP-in-Residence
In addition to offering SOEP users the standard Scien-
tific Use File (via secured download), a special mode 
of online access (via SOEPremote), and advice over the 
SOEPhotline, we also provide the opportunity to con-
duct research during a stay in the SOEP Department at 
DIW Berlin. Direct discussion with SOEP team mem-
bers and our user-friendly environment provide fruitful 
input and support, enabling visiting scholars to work 
effectively on research projects and bring them to suc-
cessful completion. For the use of small-scale coded 
geodata, a research stay at the SOEP Data Research 
Center located at DIW Berlin is mandatory. SOEP al-
so provides research stays to address special research 
questions and topics. Furthermore, research visit to 
SOEP’s field organization, TNS Infratest Sozialfor-
schung, are also possible. 	 https://www.diw.de/en/
diw_02.c.222617.en/soep_in_residence/html

SOEP Re-Analysis
Data protection issues are of utmost importance to 
SOEP and CNEF users as well. First, data protection 
comprises part of the (implicit) contract between the 
survey and the respondent. Second, in order to access 
the data, users are required to address data protection 
issues thoroughly. Ultimately, all these precautions are 
crucial to ensure future participation by panel respon-
dents. As such, making SOEP and CNEF data available 
for re-analyses while maintaining the highest levels of 
data protection can present a major-challenge. When-
ever such a microdata set is not considered completely 
anonymous from a legal point of view, we—as data pro-
ducers—are not permitted to allow archiving without 
setting and guaranteeing adherence to clear-cut access 
regulations. http://www.diw.de/en/diw_01.c.340858.
en/soep_re_analyses.html

SOEPdataFAQ
The FAQ is updated with the answers to the 
most frequent questions that were submit-
ted to the SOEP-Hotline and to the researchers. 
http://www.diw.de/en/diw_02.c.222860.en/faq_ques-
tions_about_data_analyses.html

SOEP Service

SOEPnewsletter
Above and beyond the comprehensive documentation 
and the various user support programs, the SOEP Re-
search Data Center publishes the quarterly SOEPnews-
letter, containing the latest updates on data, confer-
ences, and related information, and distributes it by 
email to the constantly growing international SOEP 
user community. www.diw.de/SOEPnewsletter

SOEPlit	
Many of the research findings and publications based 
on SOEP data are archived at DIW Berlin. You will find 
the bibliographic descriptions in our SOEPlit database. 
In addition, we collect publications based on the Eu-
ropean Community Household Panel (ECHP) and the 
Luxembourg Income Study (LIS), as the data on Ger-
many contained within these international comparable 
data sets are partly generated from SOEP data.

To keep this service up to date, we ask all authors to 
send us copies of all of their publications based on 
SOEP data by e-mail to: soeplit@diw.de	
www.diw.de/SOEPlit

SOEPcampus	
The SOEP is working to strengthen methodological 
training in the use of SOEP data—especially for young 
scholars in the disciplines of sociology, economics, 
and psychology. In addition to holding workshops at 
universites, we list workshops and lectures providing 
introductions to the use of the SOEP data or dealing 
with particular issues of data use on our website at: 
http://www.diw.de/soepcampus.

SOEPmonitor	
The SOEPmonitor compiles time series since the mid 
1990’s for chosen indicators, calculated on basis of the 
SOEP data.The most important function of the SOEP-
monitor—aside from reporting detailed information on 
the situations of individuals and households—is to give 
SOEP users a benchmark for their own studies. With 
the figures contained in the SOEPmonitor, we offer an 
important reference point to evaluate the results of your 
own research.

Simultaneously the numerical series of the SOEPmon-
itor represent social indicators. With every issue of the 
SOEPmonitor, we provide data series for the years 1984 
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Digital Object Identifiers (DOI)
The need for replicability of findings makes it neces-
sary to be able to identify and cite the particular SOEP 
data used in research. One way of doing this is through 
the system of Digital Object Identifiers (DOI), which is 
already being used for numerous publications. It is also 
well-suited for research data, and is therefore now being 
used for the SOEP data as well.

Digital identifiers provide a form of permanent identi-
fication for digital objects and thus guarantee that they 
can be found again on the Internet. They are a basic 
requirement for citing and finding research data on the 
Internet, even when the location (URL) has changed. A 
series of metadata are linked with each DOI (defined in 
the "metadata schema") in order to guarantee improved 
description and recognition of the data.

The SOEP RDC, as a publication agent, will be assigned 
the prefix 5684 in each DOI registered via da|ra. It is 
important for SOEP users to know that this does not 
change anything about our proposed mode of citation 
for the SOEP data. Rather, this provides you with the 
additional possibility to add a unique DOI to your ci-
tations. 

Because precise references to data sources are becom-
ing increasingly important in the scientific research 
community, the SOEP group recommends citing the 
SOEP data as follows.

English:
Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP), data for years 1984-
2013, version 30, SOEP, 2015, doi:10.5684/soep.v30.

German:
Sozio-oekonomisches Panel (SOEP), Daten für die 
Jahre 1984-2013, Version 30, SOEP, 2015, doi:10.5684/
soep.v30.

Short Version:
SOEP v30
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group of respondents, subjective well-being measures 
were supplemented by experience sampling measures 
(ESM) that were collected during a seven-day mobile 
survey.

The Scope of This Fieldwork Report
This part focuses exclusively on the various segments of 
fieldwork of the 2014 wave of “Living in Germany,” the 
name TNS Infratest Sozialforschung uses for the study 
with interviewers and respondents. Hence it is restricted 
to the various longitudinal subsamples of SOEP-Core 
including the second wave of the migration boost sample 
as well as the former FiD samples. Further, it includes 
a concise summary of the SOEP-IS. This section does 
not discuss the aims and contents of other SOEP-related 
or associated studies that are conducted under the label 
of the SOEP but are not part of the SOEP’s core or IS 
sample.

Generally speaking, the complexity and quantity of 
SOEP interviews has increased significantly over the 
last decade, which has affected both sampling and mea-
surement-related SOEP survey tasks. This was true for 
the fieldwork on the various SOEP samples in 2014 as 
well: the development of qualitative innovations and 
quantitative top-up samples played a key role in the 
SOEP’s efforts in both the main SOEP study, SOEP-
Core, and in the Innovation Sample, SOEP-IS. 

For SOEP-Core, presented in Section 1, the year 2014 
witnessed two major challenges: the transition of the 
Migration Survey M1 (established in 2013) into the lon-
gitudinal section and the integration of the former study 
FiD (Families in Germany) into the general SOEP sam-
pling system. The latter has to be treated as two separate 
subsamples: whereas the so-called cohort samples were 
fully integrated into SOEP-Core (e.g., same face-to-face 
survey mode and questionnaires), the so-called screen-
ing samples were inquired by a sequential multi-mode-
design (interviewer-assisted CAWI followed by CAPI). 
In total 28,042 individuals living in 16,037 households 
were interviewed in the 2014 wave of SOEP-Core.

In the 2014/2015 wave of the SOEP Innovation Sample 
(SOEP-IS), a further general population refresher sam-
ple (I4) boosted the net total sample size to more than 
3,700 households and 5,800 interviewed persons. More-
over a series of new and innovative survey measures 
were incorporated into the questionnaire, and for one 

Part  3	 TNS Report of SOEP Fieldwork in 2014

by Axel Glemser, Simon Huber, and Anne Bohlender (TNS Infratest, Munich)

We summarize the most important aspects and results of the 2014 fieldwork. TNS Infratest Sozialforschung has been res-
ponsible for fieldwork, data collection, and data editing since the first wave of the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) 
in 1984. The staff of the SOEP research unit at TNS Infratest Sozialforschung in Munich consists of 20 survey resear-
chers, project managers, data editing officers, and support staff. In addition, more than 500 interviewers are involved in 
the fieldwork for each wave. TNS Infratest’s large pool of interviewers ensures that sufficient face-to-face resources are 
available for the extensive and complex data collection processes of a regionally dispersed panel sample like the SOEP. 
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Overview of SOEP-Core
The data set for a given SOEP wave is made available 
to users by the SOEP Research Data Center as an in-
tegrated “cross-sectional sample.” To prepare the da-
ta for distribution to users, TNS Infratest delivers the 
various data files (gross and net sample files, ques-
tion-item-variable correspondence lists, all documen-
tation) to the SOEP team at DIW Berlin in December of 
each year, always in the same cross-sectional format. It 
should be noted that the SOEP has a complex sampling 
system, comprised of various subsamples that have 
been integrated into the household panel at different 
times since the SOEP was launched in 1984. The vari-
ous sub-samples were based on different target popula-
tions and were therefore drawn using different random 
sampling principles. In table 1 we provide an overview 
of the trends in absolute sample size at the individu-
al level (persons participating in a respective SOEP 
wave), covering thirteen (major) subsamples launched 
between 1984 and 2013. Figure 2 provides an overview 
of the sample sizes of the various main subsamples at 
the household level for 2014. 

Households and individuals with the longest history of 
(continuous) panel participation took part for the thir-
ty-first time in 2014 (samples A and B). The following 
boost samples have been added to the main sample since 
the beginning of the new millennium:

•	 Sample F, designed as a general population refresher 
sample initially comprising more than 6,000 house-
holds in the year 2000.

•	 Sample G, aiming at an oversampling of high-in-
come households and integrated into the SOEP sam-
ple system in 2002 with about 1,200 households.

•	 Sample H, a general population refresher sample 
adding 1,500 new households to the main sample in 
2006.

•	 Sample J, a general population refresher added in 
2011 with more than 3,000 households.

Figure 1

Overview of SOEP

Living in Germany Special ad hoc surveys 
for Living in Germany + 
“SOEP related studies”+ 
“partly SOEP associated" 

projects

Core-SAMPLES SOEP-IS

Samples A – KH Sample M Screening Samples
Longitudinal Sample 

I1/E I2, I3
Refreshment Sample

I4 Not covered 
in this report

Section 1 Section 2 Section 3 Section 4
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•	 Sample K, a general population refresher added in 
2012 with a total of 1,500 households.

•	 Sample M1 was designed to improve the represen-
tation of migrants living in Germany. Established in 
2013, 2,723 households with at least one person with 
a migration background were interviewed to enhance 
the potential use of the data in integration research 
and in the analysis of migration dynamics.

•	 Samples SC (Screening Samples) and KH (Cohort 
Samples) established in 2010, originate from the for-
mer study “Families in Germany” (FiD), a longitudi-
nal SOEP-equivalent sample system for the evaluation 
of German family polices on behalf of two German 
governmental departments (BMF/BMFSFJ). The 
evaluation and project-based funding ended in 2013. 
The FiD samples were methodically transferred into 
the main sample of the Socio-Economic Panel in 2014 
and have been funded out the institutional infrastruc-
ture budget of the SOEP.

In this section of the report, the specifics and field results 
of the aforementioned samples are reported in three sec-
tions. Section 1 deals with the longitudinal SOEP core 
samples, including the former FiD cohort samples, which 
were fully integrated into SOEP-Core during fieldwork 
2014. Section 2 reports on the second wave of the Migra-
tion Sample M. Section 3 describes the sequential multi-
mode design of the former FiD screening samples and 
assesses the first CAWI approach used in a SOEP sample.

1	 SOEP-Core Samples A-KH

1.1	 Questionnaires

The SOEP is presented to respondents and interview-
ers under the catchy name “Living in Germany.” The 
primary interviewing method in SOEP samples is face-
to-face. Depending on the respective subsample, CAPI 
and/or PAPI are the interviewing modes. In older sam-
ples, self-administered mail questionnaires are used 
only in exceptional cases. A thorough description of all 
interviewing modes and types of fieldwork processing 
can be found in the following section. In the year 2014, 
a total of 13 different questionnaires were fielded, most 
of them processed with PAPI as well as CAPI:

1.	 Household questionnaire, answered by the 
household member who is best acquainted with 
the matters of the household as a whole.

2.	 Individual questionnaire for all per-
sons born in 1996 or earlier.

3.	 Supplementary life history questionnaire for 
all new panel household members born in 1996 
or earlier (with samples J, K and KH, which 
are CAPI only, the life history questions are 
integrated into the individual questionnaire).

4.	 Youth questionnaire for all persons born in 1997.

5.	 Additional cognitive competency tests 
for all persons with a completed youth 
questionnaire (PAPI and f2f only).

6.	 Student questionnaire for all persons born in 2002.

7.	 Supplementary questionnaire “Mother and 
Child” for mothers of children who were born 
in 2014 (or born in 2013 when the child was born 
after previous year’s fieldwork was completed).

8.	 Supplementary questionnaire “Your child at the 
age of 2 or 3” for mothers of children born in 
2011. In households where the father is the main 
caregiver, fathers are asked to provide the interview. 

9.	 Supplementary questionnaire “Your 
child at the age of 5 or 6” for mothers 
(or fathers) of children born in 2008. 

10.	Supplementary questionnaire “Your child 
at the age of 7 or 8”, for mothers and fathers 

Figure 2

Number of Participating Households in 2014 
from Various Subsamples
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(two months for sample KH due to the shorter field-
work period). This shows that the vast majority of in-
terviews—and therefore data—are produced within a 
comparatively short fieldwork period. The remaining 
months are dedicated almost exclusively to households 
that are either extremely difficult to reach or that have 
to be dealt with using refusal conversion strategies (see 
next section).

Interview Modes and Types of 
Fieldwork Processing

Since the beginning of the SOEP in 1984, the primary 
interview method has been face-to-face interviewing. 
Up to 2000, all face-to face interviews were conducted 
by paper-and-pencil interviewing (PAPI). Since then, 
SOEP interviewers have gradually been provided with 
special interviewer notebook computers to conduct 
their interviews via CAPI (Computer-Assisted Personal 
Interviewing). Since Sample J in 2011, all of the respon-
dents in refresher samples are interviewed exclusively 
by CAPI. However, respondents in the core samples 
A-H are still allowed to choose PAPI if they prefer.

of children born in 2006. In contrast to the 
mother-and-child questionnaires, both parents 
are asked to provide an interview if they live 
in the same SOEP household as the child.

11.	Supplementary questionnaire “Your child at 
the age of 9 or 10” for mothers (or fathers) 
of children born in 2004. In households 
where the father is the main caregiver, fa-
thers are asked to provide the interview.

12.	Supplementary questionnaire for tempo-
rary drop-outs from the previous wave to 
minimize “gaps” in longitudinal data on 
panel members. This questionnaire is a short 
version of the previous year’s questionnaire.

13.	Supplementary questionnaire for panel members 
who experienced a death in their household or 
family in 2013 or 2014: “The deceased person.”

The mean interview length of the main questionnaires 
is 17 minutes for the household questionnaire and 29 
minutes for the individual questionnaire. The average 
amount of time required by a typical household consist-
ing of two adults is therefore 75 minutes plus the time 
needed for any supplementary questionnaires. 

Table 2 provides an overview of the number of inter-
views provided for the various questionnaires types and 
the respective response rates (or coverage rates.)

1.2	 Fieldwork Specifics and 
	 Key Fieldwork Indicators

Within-Wave Fieldwork Progress
The fieldwork period for data collection in the main 
SOEP samples covers a period of almost nine months, 
starting with the samples A-H at the end of January and 
being completed when the “refusal conversion” pro-
cesses are completed in mid-October. Fieldwork in the 
recent refresher samples J and K started two weeks lat-
er due to differing fieldwork procedure rules (e.g., cash 
incentives and CAPI-only approach). In order to make 
the change from one study to the other as convenient as 
possible for the respondents, the fieldwork period for 
the former FiD cohorts samples (KH) started in June, 
as respondents were accustomed.

As indicated by the figures in table 3, which shows field-
work progress by month, 50% or more of all household 
interviews are conducted within the first two months of 
fieldwork and about 80% within the first three months 

Table 2

Questionnaires: Volumes and Response Rates, Samples A - KH

Gross sample/ 
reference value1

Number of 
interviews

Response Rate/ 
Coverage Rate

Household questionnaire 13,990 12,010 85.8

Individual questionnaire 23,979 20,259 84.5
Youth questionnaire 280 242 86.4
Cognitive competence tests2 244 200 93.5

Mother and child questionnaire A 279 256 91.8

Mother and child questionnaire B 302 286 94.7

Mother and child questionnaire C 580 568 97.9

Questionnaire for parents D3 321/642 307/521 95.6/81.2
Mother and child questionnaire E 336 324 96.4
Student questionnaire 336 269 80.1

1	 Except for the household questionnaire, which refers to the gross sample, the numbers refer to the respective 
target population in participating households. For the child related questionnaires the reference value is the 
number of children of the respective age group living in participating households. Therefore the response rate for 
these questionnaires indicates for how many children a questionnaire has been completed by one parent (in most 
cases by the mother). 
2	 The test can only be implemented if the fieldwork is administered by an interviewer and the youth 
questionnaire is completed. Therefore the denominator for the respective gross sample of the target population 
(n=244) is different to the one of the youth questionnaire (n=280).
3	 In contrast to the other child related questionnaires this questionnaire is supposed to be completed not by just 
one but by both parents. For 307 (95.6%) of 321 children born 2006 and living in households which participated 
in 2014 at least one questionnaire has been completed. In total, 521 questionnaires were completed. Therefore, in 
81.2% of the cases both parents completed the questionnaire for the respective child.

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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shift often leads to a conversion of “soft” refusals back 
into survey respondents and thus enhances the stability 
of the long-term samples A-H. 

Two further modes of data collection are used in 
multi-person households in samples A-H. First, individ-
uals who were unable to provide an interview while the 
interviewer was there are given the option of self-com-
pleting a PAPI questionnaire. Second, simultaneous 
interviewing of more than one person is useful, partic-
ularly for younger household members and those who 
are seldom at home during the day. This latter method 
is a mixture between face-to-face interviewing and 
self-administered interviewing. Although this option is 
designed to be used only as an exception, as a sample 
grows and ages, this often becomes the only means of 
ensuring low partial unit non-response in larger house-
holds.

Table 4 shows the distribution of interviewing modes by 
subsamples in 2014. In general, a distinct pattern can be 
detected across the various SOEP samples when a multi-
mode design is used: the “older” the sample, the higher 
the share of mail or self interviews.

In the recent samples (J, K, and KH), the options of mail 
questionnaire and PAPI are no longer provided. This 
serves one of our main objectives in the area of quality 
enhancement in the SOEP: We aim to increase the CA-
PI rate in order to enhance data quality and to provide 
a larger pool of respondents for questionnaire modules 
such as cognitive tests or behavioral experiment that are 
not viable with paper-based interviewing. Furthermore, 
these samples serve as a means of testing the perfor-
mance of a longitudinal panel implemented solely in 
CAPI in terms of response rates and panel stability.

Composition of Gross Sample

Tables 5 and 6 present the composition of the 2014 
gross sample by type of fieldwork procedures and type 
of households and the respective response rates for sam-
ples A-H or J-KH. The SOEP households interviewed in 
each wave are differentiated into three household types: 
previous wave respondents (A-H: 92.8% of gross sam-
ple in 2014; J-KH: 89.7%), previous wave drop-outs who 
rejoined the panel (A-H: 4.4%; J-KH: 7.5%), and “new” 
households that split off established panel households 
(A-H: 2.8%; J-KH: 2.8%). Interviewers make every 
effort to contact all households. For the reasons stated 
above, there are various methods used for processing 
samples A-H. In 2014, 73.9% of gross sample in A-H 
was contacted and interviewed personally by interview-

A second type of fieldwork processing that is used ex-
clusively in the core samples A-H is the so-called “cen-
tral processing of fieldwork.” This refusal conversion 
process started in 1985 in the second SOEP wave and 
applies to households that did not agree to any further 
visits from an interviewer or that could not be persuaded 
by interviewers to continue participating for other rea-
sons. As part of this process, the households are called 
on the telephone and invited to continue participating in 
the study. If this “conversion” is successful, the ques-
tionnaires are sent by mail and the respondents complete 
the questionnaires entirely on their own. This mode-

Table 3

Fieldwork Progress by Month: Distribution of Net Sample1

Sample A-H Sample J/K Sample KH

January 8.4 — —

Februar 48.6 28.3 —
March 73.1 66.3 —
April 85.2 81.7 —

May 92.4 89.2 —

June 95.6 93.5 42.8

July 98.0 96.7 80.8

August 99.2 98.8 92.7
September 99.9 100.0 99.7
October 100.0 100.0 100.0

1	 Denoted are cumulative percentages based on the month of the last household contact.

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿

Table 4

Interviewing Modes by Sub-Samples 
(in percent of all individual interviews)

Interviewer-Based
Centrally 

Administered

Administered PAPI SELF MAIL

A – D 24 15 36 26

E1 — v — 100
F 34 17 32 17
G 34 10 42 15

H 62 6 24 9

A – H 31 14 34 21

J/K 100 — — —

KH 100 — — —

1	 All interviewer administered housholds from sample E were transferred to the SOEP-IS in 2012.

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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ers (Table 4), while 25.4% of the sample was contacted 
and administered by our main office in Munich. The re-
maining 0.8% consists of households that must be con-
sidered drop-outs based on information from the period 
between waves (e.g., final drop-outs; entire household 
moved abroad; or death of all household members).

Response Rates and Panel Stability

The field results of a longitudinal sample can be mea-
sured in a variety of ways. Two sets of indicators ap-
pear to be most appropriate: response rates and panel 
stability rates. Response rates reflect the simple relation 
between input (gross sample) and output (net sample) 
and are therefore an indicator of cross-sectional field-
work success. The response rate among respondents 
from the previous wave who were contacted and inter-
viewed again by interviewers—the most important of 
the response rates—was 94.2 %. It was similarly high 
to the two previous years’ response rates (2012: 94.0 %; 
2013: 94.7 %). The response rate for centrally admin-
istered households is naturally lower than that for in-
terviewer-administered households. However, at 88.7% 
for the group of previous wave respondents, it is still 
remarkably high.

The response rates of the much younger samples J 
(88.5%) and K (88.4%) in the group of previous wave 
respondents are still lower than those in samples A-H. 
Nevertheless, compared to 2013, these rates increased 
considerably (J: +2.3%; K: +6.4%). The rate for sample 
KH (86.3%) is slightly lower. Considering the switch 
from one study to the other, which prompted many 
households to refuse to continue participating, it is a no-
tably positive outcome.

From a long-term perspective, panel stability can be 
regarded as a decisive indicator for monitoring and pre-
dicting a longitudinal sample’s development in terms of 
overall size. Panel stability is calculated as the number 
of households participating in the current year (t) com-
pared to the corresponding number from the previous 
year (t-1). Thus it reflects the net total effects of pan-
el mortality on the one hand and panel growth (due to 
split-off households and temporary drop-outs from 
previous samples) on the other. This approach is par-
ticularly helpful in household surveys where split-off 
households are tracked. That is, if an individual from 
a participating household moves into a new household, 
the survey institute will try to track the address change 
and conduct interviews with the new household. Within 
the context of a panel survey, a second group of house-
holds can contribute to the stabilization of the sample. 

So-called “temporary drop-outs” are households in 
which no interview could be conducted in the pre-
vious wave(s) (for various reasons) but which “re-
joined” the panel in a given panel wave. 

In order to meaningfully assess panel stability rates 
over the years, the various subsamples should be 
processed for at least five consecutive waves. After 
this period of time, the panel stability rates of sam-
ples are usually consolidated and therefore compa-
rable. The mean value for panel stability across the 
established SOEP samples A-H was 95.0% in 2014. 
Therefore, the results confirm the existence of a 
trend of increasing or at least stable values over the 
three last years, after several years of decreasing 

Table 5

Composition of Gross Sample and Response Rates by Type of Field-
work: SOEP Samples A-H

Sample A-H 
abs. figures

Sample A/H 
in %

(1) Gross sample composition by types of households 8,475 100.0

Previous wave’s respondents 7,865 92.8
Previous wave’s drop-outs (re-joining the panel) 372 4.4
New households (split-off HH.s) 238 2.8

(2) Gross sample composition by type of fieldwork

No fieldwork (between waves reported final drop-outs, 
deceased, moved abroad)

64 0.8

Interviewer-based 6,262 73.9

Previous wave’s respondents 5,995 70.7

Previous wave’s drop-outs 98 1.2

New households 169 2.0

Centrally administered (mail) 2,149 25.4

Previous wave’s respondents 1,736 20.5

Previous wave’s drop-outs 274 3.2

Drop-out during F2F fieldwork, further processed by mail 69 0.8

New households 70 0.8

(3) Response rates by type of fieldwork

Interviewer-based 92.6

Previous wave’s respondents 94.2

Previous wave’s drop-outs 46.9
New households 61.5

Centrally administered 77.7
Previous wave’s respondents 88.7
Previous wave’s drop-outs 30.3
Drop-out during F2F fieldwork, further processed by mail 39.1
New households 28.6

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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wave in 2014) together with sample KH.7 It must be as-
sumed that these three subsamples will be consolidat-
ed further in the following wave and will approach the 
benchmark of 95% panel stability in 2015.

7	 The households in Sample KH (cohort samples, formerly FiD) 
were interviewed for the fifth time in 2014. But since the sample went 
through the first four waves of the study under a different name with 
differing questionnaires and was then transferred into the SOEP in 
2014, this sample does not yet have comparable panel stability to sam-
ples A-H. 

panel stability (see Figure 3). However, panel stability 
varies substantially across subsamples: it ranges from a 
low of 91.4% (-1.4% compared to the previous year) in 
sample B up to 97.0% in sample C (+1.7% against 2013). 

Figure 4 shows the panel stability rates of the last two 
refresher samples J (fourth wave in 2014) and K (third 

Table 6

Composition of Gross Sample and Response Rates by Type of Fieldwork: SOEP Samples J, K, KH

Sample J Sample K Sample KH Total

Abs. In % Abs. In % Abs. In % Abs. In %

(1) Gross sample composition by types of households 2,542 100.0 1,455 100.0 1,518 100.0 5,515 100.0

Previous wave’s respondents 2,305 90.7 1,280 88.0 1,362 89.7 4,947 89.7
Previous wave’s drop-outs (re-joining former panel) 158 6.2 130 8.9 124 8.2 412 7.5
New households (split-off HH.s) 79 3.1 46 2.1 32 2.1 155 2.8

(2) Type of fieldwork

No fieldwork (between waves reported final drop-outs, 
deceased, moved abroad)

84 3,3 60 4,1 127 8,4 271 4,9

Interviewer-based (CAPI) 2,458 96.7 1,395 95.9 1,391 91.6 5,244 95.1

(3) Response Rate total 83.0 81.6 82.1 82.4

RR Previous wave’s respondents 88.5 88.4 86.3 87.9

RR Previous wave’s drop-out 18.4 23.8 46.0 27.6
RR New household 53.2 52.3 46.9 51.2

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿

Figure 3

Panel Stability in SOEP Samples A-H from 2008 to 2014
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Figure 4

Panel Stability in SOEP Samples J, K, and KH 2014
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2	 The Migration Survey 
	 (Sample M1)
In 2013, a special refresher sample was added to the 
SOEP sampling system: Sample M1, which in contrast 
to previous refresher samples J (2011) and K (2012) pro-
vides not only a quantitative extension but also a qual-
itative enhancement of the SOEP sample system as it 
considerably improves the representation of immigrants 
in Germany in the SOEP. It thereby also enhances the 
analytical potential of the SOEP for research on integra-
tion and migration dynamics in Germany. 

Sample M1 is the third subsample in the history of the 
SOEP that is composed exclusively of immigrant house-
holds. The first wave of the SOEP in 1984 included 
sample B, consisting of the five main nations of foreign 
workers who came to West Germany in the 1960s and 
1970s (Turkey, former Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy, Spain). 
Sample D, established in 1994/1995, was designed to 
map the migration dynamics in Germany between 1984 
and 1994. Therefore, the adequate representation of 
immigrant households has been a core element of the 
SOEP’s sample design from the very beginning of the 
panel. Nevertheless, recent waves of immigration from 
the last decade were underrepresented. To fill this gap, 
migration Sample M1 was created, focusing on immi-
grants to Germany since 1995 and second-generation 
immigrants. In 2015, a fourth subsample of immigrant 
households will be added, focusing on immigrants to 
Germany since 2011 (M2). In this report, we focus on 
the Sample M1.

Migration Sample M1 differs considerably in both size 
and sampling design from previous immigrant refresher 
samples. With more than 2,700 households in wave 1, it 
is two times larger than Sample B (1984: 1,393 house-
holds) and six times larger than Sample D (1994/1995: 
522 households). In contrast to the local registration 
office sample from 1984 and the screening samples 
from 1994/1995, sampling design and sampling proce-
dure for Sample M1 did not take place at TNS Infratest 
Sozialforschung. In order to implement an innovative 
sampling procedure to map recent migration and inte-
gration dynamics, research cooperation was established 
between the SOEP unit at DIW Berlin and the Institute 
for Employment Research (IAB Nuremberg). On this 
contractual basis, the Integrated Employment Biogra-
phies Sample (IEBS) of the Federal Employment Agen-
cy (BA) was used as a sampling frame. 

In 2014, with the fielding of the second wave, Sample 
M1 was integrated into the longitudinal survey frame-

work. Fieldwork took place from April to October. 2,012 of the 
2,723 households interviewed in 2013 participated again.

2.1	 Specifics of Sample M1

Corresponding to the procedures used in recent SOEP refresh-
er samples, fieldwork in Sample M1 was conducted exclusive-
ly using CAPI. PAPI or mail questionnaires were not used. A 
significant change from wave 1 was that the “anchor person” 
concept was not used here. As the sampling of the migration 
survey was register-based (IEBS), the usual SOEP concept of 
the household as the primary sampling unit was not appropriate 
for wave 1. Instead, the anchor persons, sampled from the In-
tegrated Employment Biographies database, were the primary 
sampling unit. Consequently, in a first step, a short screening 
interview was conducted to validate the anchor person’s migra-
tion background. When the screening led to a negative result, 
not only the anchor person but also the entire household was ex-
cluded from the survey, even if other household members had a 
migration background. When the screening of the anchor person 
led to a positive result, every person living in the household born 
prior to 1996 was asked to participate, whether these household 
members had a migration background or not. As a logical conse-
quence of this procedure, the effort required from interviewers 
in wave 1 to contact and interview a household and its mem-
bers was considerably higher than with usual SOEP surveys, in 
which any adult in the sampled household could be interviewed, 
without any additional conditions.

In wave 1, the anchor person approach was required for con-
ceptual reasons to adequately represent the target population. 
This is no longer necessary in wave 2, and therefore the original 
SOEP household concept, with households as the primary target 
group, was used. As a consequence, some individual drop-outs 
were accepted, even if they were former anchor persons. 

Field Instruments

Regarding data collection, all questionnaires from the actual 
main sample were used (see Chapter 1.1). There were only mi-
nor adjustments to the individual questionnaire, as the migration 
history and other additional questions about migration and inte-
gration were included.

As the target population consists of people of (mostly) foreign 
origin, the main questionnaires (household and individual) were 
translated into five languages: English, Russian, Turkish, Ro-
manian, and Polish. These languages—with the exception of 
English—represent the nationalities that were overrepresented 
in the first wave’s gross sample. The translated versions were 
not implemented in CAPI but printed on paper and given to the 
interviewer as an additional support tool to overcome language 
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problems. Table 7 shows different kinds of support the 
interviewers used when language problems occurred 
during the interview situation.

Declaration of Consent to Record 
Linkage

A special feature of the migration sample’s survey de-
sign is the linkage of respondents’ survey data with 
register data of the Integrated Employment Biographies 
Sample (IEBS). This kind of big data analysis further 
enhances the potential for analysis and evaluation of the 
respondents’ educational and occupational biographies. 

As in wave 1, in 2014, a certain part of the sample was 
asked to give their written informed consent to the re-
cord linkage at the end of the individual interview. In 

wave 1, not every respondent was asked for consent to 
record linkage: 70% of the gross sample (on a household 
level) was designated for data linkage in wave 1; 15% in 
wave 2, and the remaining 15% were not designated for 
linkage at all. Respondents were assigned to the three 
groups at random. The idea behind this approach is that 
the rate of cooperation with such requests varies be-
tween waves and is likely to be higher in wave 2. In ad-
dition, this approach makes it possible to analyze effects 
of the linkage request with reference to a control group.

Therefore, in 2014, the target group designated for re-
cord linkage in wave 2 was asked to give their consent. 
In addition, persons who refused to give their consent in 
wave 1 were asked a second time. Altogether 1,379 per-
sons were asked to approve the data linkage. Of those, 
610 signed the consent form. As presented in Table 8 
the overall response rate in 2014 was 44.2%, which is 
4.7 percentage points lower than the year before. The 
more significant figure is the rate for the target group 
designated for record linkage in wave 2. At 49.4%, it is 
slightly higher than the previous year’s rate. Therefore, 
it could not be verified on a statistically significant level 
that the rate of cooperation to such a request is likely to 
be higher in wave 2.

2.2	 Fieldwork Results and 			
	 Response Rates

Tables 9 and 10 display the fieldwork results for wave 
2. Altogether, 2,841 addresses were fielded. Regarding 

Table 7

Language Problems and Usage of Translated Paper-Questionnaires in Wave 2

Number In % net sample

No language problems occured/no need for assistance in the event of language problems 3,212 85.6
Assistence with language problems needed 540 14.4
Thereof:1

German speaking person in the same household 356 9.5

German speaking person outside the household 64 1.7

Professional interpreter 2 0.1

Paper questionnaire 142 3.8

Thereof:

Russian 64 1.7

Turkish 31 0.8

Romanian 18 0.5

Polish 16 0.4

English 13 0.3

1     In 24 cases more than one kind of assistence was needed.
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Table 8

Consent to Record Linkage: Response Rates

2013
2014

Designated for record 
linkage in wave 2

Refusal in wave 1 Total

Approved 48.9% 49.4% 41.5% 44.2%
Declined 51.1% 50.6% 58.5% 55.8%

 

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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the gross sample composition, 95.8% of all households 
were previous wave respondents and 4.2% were split-off 
households. In total, 2,012 households were interviewed, 
which amounts to an overall response rate of 70.8%. In 
the crucial subgroup of previous wave respondents, the 
response rate was 71.9%. Regarding the distribution of 
drop-outs, the largest group by far was that of soft and 
permanent refusals, at 21.5% of gross sample, which is 
73.7% of all drop-outs. The share of households in Sam-
ple M1 that could not be reached during the fieldwork 
period (6.4% of gross sample and 21.8% of drop-outs) is 
substantial. Compared to the shares for Samples J and 
K in wave 2, it is 8.5 and 6.7 percentage points higher, 
respectively. This confirms our experiences with wave 
1 of Sample M1, where the respective target population 
of migrant households proved more difficult to contact 
than households sampled for a general population re-
fresher sample. 

Table 11 compares wave 2 response rates and panel sta-
bility rates of the recent refresher samples J, K, and M. 
Both fieldwork indicators in Sample M1 are about than 
ten percentage points lower than in samples J and K. 
Together with the comparably low response rate for the 
individual questionnaire of 65.3% (see Table 12), this 
reflects well known difficulties with processing immi-
grant households. In a migration sample, the effort re-
quired by interviewers to contact households success-
fully on the one hand and to motivate every individual 
to be interviewed on the other, is higher than in surveys 
with the general population. The contact process and the 
interviewing situation are more complicated and sensi-
tive as well (e.g., language problems, cultural factors, 
lower level of education, etc.). Furthermore, the mean 
number of persons living in these households is consid-
erably higher than the population average.

3	 The SOEP Screening 	
	 Samples (Sample SC)

3.1	 Background and Survey Design

As an integral part of the overall evaluation of German 
family polices, DIW Berlin and TNS Infratest Sozial-
forschung established a sampling system consisting of 
a total of seven subsamples in two main samples in the 
year 2010. The survey, named Familien in Deutschland 
(Families in Germany, or FiD for short), was convert-
ed into a longitudinal survey in the following year. In 
2013, the last wave conducted on behalf of the initial-
ly responsible federal ministries (BMF/BMFSFJ) was 
carried out. When the project began, the long-term ob-
jective was to integrate the FiD samples into the main 

Table 9

Sample M: Composition of Gross Sample and Response Rates

Sample M

Abs. In %

(1) Gross sample composition by types of households 2,841 100.0

Previous wave’s respondents 2,723 95.8
New households (split-off HH's) 118 4.2

(2) Type of fieldwork

No fieldwork (between waves reported final drop-outs, 
deceased, moved abroad)

34 1.2

Interviewer-based (CAPI) 2,807 98.8

(3) Net sample/Response Rate total 2,012 70.8

RR previous wave’s respondents 1,957 71.9

Net sample/RR new household 55 46.6
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Table 10

Sample M: Fieldwork Results

Number In % gross sample

Gross sample 2,841 100.0

Non-interview 829 29.2

•	 Unable to reach during fieldwork period 181 6.4

•	 Anchor persons with permanent stay abroad 13 0.5

•	 Permanently physically or mentally unable/incompetent 18 0.6

•	 Language problems 6 0.2

•	 "Soft" refusal (currently not willing/capable) 180 6.3

•	 Permanent refusals 431 15.2

Interview (net sample) 2,012 70.8
•	 Household fully realised 1,677 59.0
•	 Household partially realised 335 11.8

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿

Table 11

Wave 2 Panel Stability in Recent SOEP-samples

Gross sample/ 
reference value1 Number of interviews

Response rate/ 
coverage rate

Response rate of previous wave’s respon-
dents in wave 2

80.0% 82.0% 71,9%

Panel stability in wave 2 81.5% 83.9% 73.9%

 

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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sampling system of the Socio-Economic Panel, both 
methodologically and financially, when the overall proj-
ect was completed.

This process of integration took place in 2014. However, 
the two main samples of the FiD sampling system, the 

cohorts and the screening samples, were not integrated 
to the same degree. For budgetary reasons, it was not 
possible to continue surveying the whole FiD sample in 
a CAPI-F2F mode. As mentioned in Section 1, the co-
hort samples of the general population were further pro-
cessed in CAPI. The screening samples, consisting of 
the three different subgroups—first, single parents, sec-
ond, households with three or more children, and finally, 
low-income households—were handled with an innova-
tive multi-mode design: an interviewer-assisted CAWI 
approach followed by CAPI. The aim was to convince 
as many households as possible to participate, using a 
web questionnaire to save costs over the F2F method. 
Another goal was to reduce the qualitative disadvantag-
es as well as the negative effects on the response rate 
caused by CAWI compared to CAPI. According to this 
approach, interviewers using CATI (computer-assisted 
telephone interviewing) contacted each household to 
motivate and convince them to participate online and 
to compile a list of all household members so that the 
right set of CAWI questionnaires could be provided. The 
CATI interviewers also acted as liaisons for respondents 
when they had requests or problems. When households 
did not have access to the Internet or could not be moti-
vated to participate by Internet, the telephone staff was 
encouraged to offer CAPI.

The interviewer-assisted CAWI process was fielded at 
the end of May 2014 and lasted until the end of July 
2014. During this period, a few offline reminders were 
also sent to the households to motivate them to partici-
pate in the CAWI or to ask for missing individual CAWI 
questionnaires. Upon completion of the telephone pro-
cess, the CAWI questionnaires remained open for online 
access for another two months to enable further CAWI 
participation. In September, the CAPI post-processing 
of households that could either not be contacted and 
that did not participate in CAWI or that preferred CAPI 
was fielded. Households that had stated willingness to 
participate online but did not participate up to the end 
of October were also processed with CAPI. Table  13 
shows the fieldwork progress for both interviewing 
modes by month. The final net sample consists of 2,015 
households in total, 1,122 of which completed the inter-
views online (55.7 %) and 893 face-to-face (44.3 %).

3.2	 Questionnaires

For data collection, the CAPI questionnaires from 
the main sample were used (see Section 1.1). Minor 
mode-specific changes in CAWI programming had to be 
made only in the design and layout of the questionnaire. 
The various links to the different CAWI questionnaires 

Table 12

Questionnaires: Volume and Response Rates Sample M

Gross sample/ 
reference value1

Number of 
interviews

Response Rate/ 
Coverage Rate 

in %

Individual questionnaire 5,750 3,752 65.3

Youth questionnaire 127 83 65.4
Cognitive competence tests2 83 73 88.0
Mother and child questionnaire A 193 152 78.8

Mother and child questionnaire B 169 128 75.7

Mother and child questionnaire C 150 118 78.7

Questionnaire for parents D3 145/290 136/222 93.8/75.9

Mother and child questionnaire E 114 107 93.9
Student questionnaire 81 72 88.9

1	 Except for the household questionnaire that refers to the gross sample, the numbers refer to the respective 
target population in participating households. For the child related questionnaires the reference value is the number 
of children of the respective age group living in participating households. Therefore the response rate for these 
questionnaires indicates for how many children a questionnaire has been completed by one parent (in most cases 
the mother). 
2	 The test can only be implemented if fieldwork is administered by an interviewer and the youth questionnaire is 
completed. Therefore the denominator of the respective gross sample of the target population (n=83) is different to 
the one of the youth questionnaire (n=127).
3	 In contrast to the other child related questionnaires this questionnaire is supposed to be completed by not just 
one but by both parents. For 136 (93.7%) of 145 children born in 2006 and living in households which participated 
in 2014 at least one questionnaire has been completed. In total, 222 questionnaires were completed. Therfore, in 
75.9% of the cases both parents completed the questionnaire for the respective child. 
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Table 13

Sample SC: Fieldwork Progress by Month and Interviewing Mode

CAWI interviews CAPI Interviews Total

N In %1 N In %1 N In %1

May 343 30,6 - - 343 17,0

June 276 55,2 - - 276 30,7
July 385 89,5 - - 385 49,8

August 87 97,2 - - 87 54,1

September 31 100,0 292 32,7 323 70,2

October - - 576 97,2 576 98,8

November - - 25 100,0 25 100,0

Total 1,122 55.7 893 44.3 2,015 100.0

1	 Denoted are cumulative percentages of household interviews based on month.
TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿



63

were presented for each individual respondent on a web-
site with personalized access. The access data were sent 
by mail. The CATI process itself thus did not include the 
various questionnaires. In fact it gathered information 
about willingness to participate and recorded the house-
hold composition for those households that were willing 
to participate online in order to provide the right set of 
CAWI questionnaires. Table 14 provides the volumes 
and response rates of all implemented questionnaires.

3.3	 Fieldwork Results and Outcome 	
	 Rates

The implemented design consisted of three different 
modes, implying a certain amount of complexity re-
garding the process management. The first two modes, 
CATI and CAWI, were conducted at the same time, 
whereas CAPI interviews were conducted afterwards. 
In Table  15 the various gross samples are listed. The 
three gross samples are not entirely separate; one house-
hold could belong to two or even to three of the gross 
samples. The overall gross sample consisted of 2,868 
households. 2,822 of these were given the online access 
data (gross sample CAWI). The remaining households 
were either ones that had informed TNS Infratest So-
zialforschung between the waves that they did not want 
to continue participating or they were split-off house-
holds that emerged from the later CAPI process. For 
2,692 households, phone numbers were available. These 
households comprised the CATI gross sample. The CA-
PI gross sample consisted of 1,426 households.

As already shown in Table 13 in total 2,015 households 
were interviewed, of them 1,122 with CAWI and 893 
with CAPI. The overall response rate for the screening 
samples was 70.3% (Table 16). Regarding modes, the 
CAWI response rate was 39.8% and the rate achieved 
with CAPI was 62.2%. Compared with the other former 
FiD cohort sample, which was interviewed exclusively 
with CAPI, the overall response rate of the screening 
samples was 11.8 percentage points lower. Another 
fieldwork indicator is the number of partially realized 
households divided by the total net sample (partial unit 
non-response or PUNR). As was expected because of 
the use of CAWI, the PUNR was comparatively high at 
15.2% (cohort sample: 5.3%). 

Figure 5 presents response rates and PUNR for the three 
individual sub-samples of sample SC and in addition by 
interviewing mode. The figure illustrates mode-specific 
differences on the one hand and intra-mode differences 
between sub-samples on the other hand. The response 
rates and PUNR achieved with the CAPI post-process-
ing are still far lower than the rates shown in Table 16 for 

the cohort sample, but even so, significantly higher than 
with CAWI. Both results are to be expected: CAPI, with 
its strong motivation impact from the face-to-face-inter-
viewer, usually achieves higher response rates than the 
largely self-administered web interviews. Besides, CA-
PI stand-alone achieves higher response rates than CAPI 
post-processing because willing participants are gener-
ally overrepresented in face-to-face interview modes 
and in the sequential design of the first CAWI stage as 

Table 14

Questionnaires: Volume and Response Rates of Sample SC

Gross sample/ 
reference value1

Number of 
interviews

Response Rate/ 
Coverage Rate

in %

Household questionnaire 2,868 2,015 70.3

Individual questionnaire 5,160 3,454 66.9
Youth questionnaire 314 245 78.0
Student Questionnaire 304 265 87.2

Mother and child questionnaire A 68 46 67.6

Mother and child questionnaire B 49 47 95.9

Mother and child questionnaire C 163 146 89.6

Questionnaire for parents D2 205/410 186/285 90.7/69.5
Mother and child questionnaire E 256 225 87.9

1	 Except for the household questionnaire that refers to the gross sample, the numbers refer to the respective 
target population in participating households. For the child related questionnaires the reference value is the number 
of children of the respective age group living in participating households. Therefore the response rate for these 
questionnaires indicates for how many children a questionnaire has been completed by one parent (in most cases 
the mother). 
2	 In contrast to the other child related questionnaires this questionnaire is supposed to be completed by not just 
one but by both parents. For 186 (90.7%) of 205 children born in 2006 and living in households which participated 
in 2014 at least one questionnaire has been completed. In total, 285 questionnaires were completed. Therefore, in 
69.5% of the cases both parents completed the questionnaire for the respective child. 
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Table 15

Sample SC: Overview on the Various Gross Samples

N in % gross sample

Total gross sample1 2,868 100.0

Gross sample CAWI 2,822 98.4

Gross sample CATI2 2,692 94.0

Gross sample CAPI3 1,426 49.7

1	 Includes split-off households that originated during the CAPI fieldwork process and therefore are neither 
included in the CAWI nor in the CATI gross sample.
2	 For 130 households of the CAWI gross sample no phone number was available.
3	 Households that at first could not be reached during CATI fieldwork and did not participate online, at second 
could be reached during CATI fieldwork and insisted on CAPI, at third attmittedly stated willingness to participate 
online, but did not so until end of October and finaly split-off households originated during the CAPI fieldwork 
process.

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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The aforementioned findings on response rates and their 
mode-specific characteristics raise the following ques-
tion: Does the supplementary CATI in the CAWI stage 
have any effect on the outcomes of the fieldwork? The 
main purpose of the CATI implementation was to en-
hance the low CAWI response. Tables 17a and 17b show 
the results of the CATI fieldwork process. 77.7% (2,093 
households) of the CATI gross sample were successfully 
contacted by phone. 6.3% of these households were un-
willing to continue participating in the study, regardless 
of whether online or face-to-face. 6.6% would only par-
ticipate if interviewed face-to-face. A rather high share 
(77.8%) of all contacted households agreed to partici-
pate online (table 17a). Despite the mailing of several 
reminders, only 56.9% of the households that agreed to 
do so actually completed an online questionnaire (table 
17b). At first this seems to suggest that the CATI process 
did not achieve its objectives. At a second glance, one 
may come to a different conclusion: A sound indicator 
for assessing the implemented survey design, especially 
the significance of the telephone process, is the CAWI 
participation rate in the group of households that had no 
contact with the CATI interviewers. Compared to the 
group contacted by the CATI interviewers, the group of 
households that never had personal contact (and there-
fore are comparable to a regular CAWI population) 
functions as a sort of control group. The CAWI partic-
ipation rate in this subgroup amounts to 20.9%, where-
as the rate in the group with personal contact is 47.3%. 
From this perspective, the informative and motivational 
character of the personal contact via telephone resulted 
in a 26.4 percentage point higher participation rate in 
CAWI. This result suggests that the CATI approach can 
be cautiously interpreted as an appropriate measure to 
increase the CAWI response rate. In any case, the CATI 
approach alone is not sufficient for transforming an es-
tablished face-to-face-random sample into the CAWI 
mode. The findings show that post-processing in CAPI 
is a crucial aspect of enlarging the net sample size and 
therefore of ensuring panel stability from a long-term 
perspective.

4	 SOEP-IS

4.1	 Overview

The SOEP-IS (SOEP Innovation Sample) is an addi-
tional longitudinal household survey that complements 
the SOEP’s main sample system by offering a survey 
framework for fielding innovative questionnaire mod-
ules and testing fieldwork procedures (see chapter 2.2 
by David Richter). Important features of sampling de-

compared to the second CAPI stage. In any case, the 
CAPI post-processing of a CAWI sample is an effective 
procedure to increase the overall net sample size. 

The intra-mode differences paint a somewhat patchy 
picture, especially for PUNR but also for the measure-
ment of the response rates. Whereas no significant dif-
ferences in response rates between subgroups can be 
detected in the CAPI population, the response rates 
vary considerably between subgroups in the CAWI 
population. With PUNR, one has to keep in mind that 
the number of household members varies substantially 
between subgroups: the mean household size of par-
tially interviewed households is 3.8 among low-income 
households, 3.0 among single-parent households, and 
5.2 among households with three or more children.

Table 16

Former FiD Samples: Response Rates and Partial Unit Non-response

Response Rate Partial Unit Nonresponse

CAWI CAPI Total CAWI CAPI Total

Screening Samples 39.8% 62.2% 70.3% 17.8% 12.0% 15,2%

In comparison with 
Cohort Samples

- 82.1% - 5.3%

1	 Partial unit nonresponse: number of partially realised households divided by the total net sample.
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Figure 5

Sample SC: Outcome Rates by Sub-samples 
and Mode

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1	 Partial unit non-response: number of partially realised households 
divided by the total net sample.
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sign and core fieldwork procedures are similar to those 
in the main sample, but the SOEP-IS also offers special 
design features that facilitate the piloting and testing of 
innovative survey modules. And most importantly, the 
heterogeneity of topics within SOEP-IS is much broad-
er because the content—aside from the core elements, 
longitudinal survey questions—is determined by users 
themselves through an annual competitive selection 
procedure.

Sample I1, which was established as the main SOEP 
sample I in 2009, served as the first SOEP-IS sample 
when the study was officially launched in 2011. Since 
then, the innovation sample has been expanded in sam-
ple size with refresher samples in 2012 (sample I2), 2013 
(sample I3) and 2014 (sample I4). Additionally a subset of 
households from the main SOEP sample (E) was trans-
ferred to the SOEP-IS in 2012 (sample IE). 

In total, 3,721 households took part in the 2014/2015 
wave of the SOEP-IS. 2,797 belonged to the samples 
with longitudinal data that started either in 1998 (I1/E), 
in 2009 (I2) or 2013 (I3). In another 924 households, 
SOEP-IS interviews were conducted for the first time 
(I4). Combining all subsamples, 5,859 individuals par-
ticipated in the most recent wave of the SOEP-IS. Fig-
ure 6 provides a more detailed look at the growth in 
sample size since 2009.

The panel stability8 of samples I1 and IE has again slight-
ly increased to 93.4%. In its third wave, sample I2 was 
able to take another step towards greater panel stability, 
with a value of 92.7% in the 2014/2015 wave. In the case 
of sample I3, which went through the challenging tran-
sition from a cross-sectional to a longitudinal survey in 
this wave, panel stability reached a rate of 79.7%. The 
response rate in refresher sample I4 did not turn out at a 
satisfactory level (26.5% in the adjusted gross sample). 

In the 2014/2015 wave, it was possible to implement an 
even higher number of innovative questionnaire mod-
ules than in the previous wave. In total, 13 different 
proposals from researchers at universities and research 
institutes were accepted for the SOEP-IS questionnaire. 
With the modules “Risk Taking” and “Financial In-
vestment,” two behavioral experiments with real-life, 
small-scale pay-offs for respondents aimed to take lab-
oratory-proven research designs to a survey environ-

8	  Panel stability is calculated as the number of participating house-
holds in the current wave compared to the corresponding number from 
the previous wave. So panel mortality and panel growth (split-off 
households) or “re-growth” (dropouts from the previous wave who “re-
joined” the sample) are taken into account.

ment with a face-to-face population. A film shown to 
respondents was used to measure the prevalence of “In-
attentional Blindness.” The module “Computer Assist-
ed Measurement and Coding of Education in Surveys 
(CAMCES)” tested dynamic question designs such as 
dynamic text fields and dynamic lists to measure edu-
cational qualifications. A set of highly varied versions 

Table 17a

Questionnaires: Volume and Response Rates of Sample SC

N
in % gross 

sample
In % contacted 

households

CATI gross sample 2,692 100.0

Households that could not be contacted 599 22.3
Contacted households 2,093 77.7 100.0
Permanent refusal (both CAWI and CAPI) 131 4.9 6.3

Target person/household undecided wether to participate 195 7.2 9.3

Target person/household insists on CAPI participation 
(no internet or other reasons) 

139 5.2 6.6

Target person/household states intention to participate 
online

1,628 60.4 77.8
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Table 17b

Sample SC: Selected Disposition Groups of the CATI Process and the 
Resulting Net Interviews

N
In % contacted 

households

All contacted households 2,093 100.0

Thereof: 
-- participated in CAWI 989 47.3
-- participated in CAPI 630 30.1

-- did not participate at all 474 22.6

Target person/household that stated intention to participate online 1,628 100.0

Thereof: 

-- participated in CAWI 942 56.9

-- participated in CAPI 424 26.0

-- did not participate at all 262 16.1

Household that could not be contacted 599 100.0

Thereof:

-- participated in CAWI 125 20.9

-- participated in CAPI 246 41.1

-- did not participate at all 228 38.1
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troduction in 2012 to provide fine-grained time use 
and well-being data and to quantify its short- and long-
term stability. For one group of respondents, subjective 
well-being measures from DRM and the generalized 
life satisfaction question that has been part of the SOEP 
since 1984 were supplemented by measures based on 
the experience sampling method (ESM), which were 
collected during a seven-day mobile survey. This en-
hancement will make it possible to compare ESM- and 
DRM-measurements in a population-representative 
sample.

4.2	 The SOEP-IS Questionnaire

An integrated core questionnaire, which is based on 
questionnaires from the SOEP’s main sample, provides 
the framework of recurring variables for the SOEP-IS. It 
consolidates the basic elements of the SOEP household 
and individual questionnaires, also including core ques-
tions from the life history questionnaire for first-time 
panel members and three mother-child modules. The 
questionnaire has an integrated CAPI script to provide 
a fluent and smooth interview situation. The SOEP-IS 
core questionnaire that was used in 2014/2015 included 
the following modules:

•	 Core elements of the SOEP household question-
naire to be completed by only one member of the 
household (preferably the one who is best informed 
about the interests of the household and its members)

•	 Core elements of the SOEP individual questionnaire 
to be completed by each person aged 16 and above 
living in the household

•	 Core elements of the life history questionnaire for 
first-time panel members (new respondents as well 
as the initially interviewed adolescents born in 1997)

•	 Only in the longitudinal samples: three mother-child 
modules to be completed by:

•	 Mothers of children born after 2011
•	 Mothers (or main caregivers) of children born in 

2010 or 2011
•	 Mothers (or main caregivers) of children born be-

fore 2010

In the most recent wave, the individual questionnaire 
included two ultra-short tests of cognitive ability that 
were used in the main SOEP in the year 2012: namely, 
a symbol correspondence test and a test of respondents’ 
passive vocabulary.

of one question regarding attitudes to immigration was 
used to disentangle different components of measure-
ment error in another questionnaire module. Another set 
of modules dealt with a variety of topics using standard 
survey questions. Examples of these are modules about 
the prevalence of lottery play, attitudes towards income 
redistribution, or overconfidence in different life do-
mains.

Moreover, the “Day Reconstruction Method (DRM)” 
was employed in 2014 for the third time since its in-

Table 18

Distribution of the Innovation Modules 

IE /I1 I2 I3 I4

Justice Sensitivity 

Lottery Play    

Attitudes to Income Redistribution    

Components of Measurement Error 

Home Chaos   
Computer Assisted Measurement and
Coding of Education in Surveys (CAMCES) 

Inattentional Blindness (IB)—Test 

Risk Taking—Behavioral Experiment 

Financial Investment—Behavioral Experiment 

Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) 

Major Life Events    

Happiness from a Cross-Cultural Perspective   
Self-Evaluation and Overconfidence in Different 
Life Domains 

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿

Figure 6

SOEP-IS — Household Sample Sizes 2009-2014
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The rationale behind the integration of household and 
individual questionnaires into one shorter core inter-
view is to allow for more time for innovative ques-
tionnaire modules and tests. Thus, on top of the core 
elements, different innovation modules were included 
in the SOEP-IS questionnaire for 2014/2015. To be able 
to consider as many different ideas as possible, given 
the limited interview time, the different subsamples 
received different sets of innovation modules. In order 
not to overburden the new SOEP-IS panel members in 
refresher sample I4 who have to answer life history ques-
tions, the number of innovation modules in their version 
of the questionnaire was limited. Table 18 illustrates the 
distribution of innovation modules in the subsamples.

Components of Measurement Error 

Survey questions that produce systematic error may 
threaten the validity of the findings and thereby also the 
primary goals of scientific work. Questioning has differ-
ent effects on every individual so measurement errors 
occur. So this module of the SOEP-IS is supposed to ex-
amine different kinds of systematic measurement errors 
with the aim of disentangling the relative importance of 
each type of error. Due to its CAPI format and the large 
sample size, the SOEP-IS allows for a comparison of the 
relative strength of the effects in the form of a random-
ized Multitrait-Multimethod Design (MTMM). Because 
of the longitudinal design of the study, it will also be 
possible to examine the systematic error over time.

One of the most common sources of measurement error 
is the phenomenon of social desirability in survey re-
sponses. When confronted with sensitive topics, some 
individuals tend to give answers that they expect to cor-
respond with social norms. Another common source of 
measurement error is acquiescence, the general tenden-
cy to agree with certain statements that are formulated 
as agree/disagree questions. Another source of error is 
the “satisficing” strategy, which leads respondents to 
consider only the extremes or only the middle options 
in matrix questions in order to get through the survey 
interview more quickly.

Each interviewee in sample I4 was asked to answer 
the same matrix-type question consisting of six items, 
which appeared twice in two slightly different versions 
during the interview. Approximately 20 minutes passed 
between the first version and the second version. The 
second time the question was asked, the interviewer 
read an introductory statement explaining that the re-
spondent had already answered a similar question but 
that it would be important for him/her to answer the 

next question as well so that best version of the question 
could be identified. In terms of content, the questions 
were identical: interviewees were asked about their atti-
tudes towards immigration. The questions differed only 
in design.

To analyze different sources of measurement error, 
eight versions of the matrix question (W1 – W8) were 
included in the questionnaire. The item wordings varied 
systematically along the three following dimensions:

•	 The items were formulated in a positive or a negative 
way (e.g., “It is generally good for Germany’s econ-
omy that people come to live here from other coun-
tries” vs. “It is generally bad for Germany’s economy 
that people come to live here”)

•	 The scale for agreement/disagreement alternated 
(agree-disagree or disagree-agree)

•	 The number of scale points varied (two-point or 
11-point scale)

Each respondent received two out of the eight possible 
versions during the interview in a randomized order, 
which led to 56 different conditions to be randomized 
in total.

Computer-Assisted Measurement and 
Coding of Education in Surveys 
(CAMCES)

The next module examined two different methods of 
computer-assisted measurement of education. Open 
questions concerning educational qualifications are 
generally more expensive because the various degrees 
have to be coded afterwards. Surveys therefore often 
use lists to record qualifications instead. Lists have sev-
eral drawbacks, however. First, they have been shown 
to produce order effects. Second, a simple list with uni-
form educational qualifications might not be able to ad-
equately cover the number and complexity of degrees 
in a certain country. Also, migrants might not be able 
to convert their foreign qualifications into the list of de-
grees available in their current state of residence. This 
can lead to non-response or incorrect data, which should 
be prevented as effectively as possible. This is particu-
larly crucial in the case of education, which is one of the 
key variables for social science research.

To evaluate two computer-assisted measurement meth-
ods developed by the group of researchers who were 
responsible for this module, three different types of 
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salient events while paying attention to something else.9 
Simons and Chabris reported on this concept in a well-
known study published in 199910: Fifty percent of their 
subjects failed to notice a man in a gorilla costume who 
appeared on the screen while they were counting how 
often players of a team dressed in white shirts passed 
a basketball to each other. According to the researchers 
proposing the module for SOEP-IS, this effect has been 
replicated in numerous studies using a variety of stimuli 
and participant groups, but has never been measured in 
a representative population sample. Including a test of 
“Inattentional Blindness” in SOEP-IS would also give 
the opportunity to analyze possible associations with 
ADHD (attention deficit hyperactivity disorder), autism 
and socio-demographic characteristics.

To assess the prevalence of “Inattentional Blindness” 
in SOEP-IS, a short film was embedded in the ques-
tionnaire for sample I4 showing black and white, round 
and rectangular objects moving around on the screen. 
The respondent was asked to concentrate on the two 
objects and to count how often one specific type of ob-
ject touched the edge of the frame. A random selection 
process decided whether the interviewee was to focus 
on circles, rectangles, white or black objects (Q260). A 
few seconds into the 20-second film, a new black circle 
moved from the right edge of the frame to the left edge 
and then disappeared again (see figure 6). 

After the film, the respondent was asked how often the 
objects they were asked to watch had touched the edge 
of the frame (Q2612). Then he/she was asked whether he/
she noticed an additional object that was not present in 
the beginning of the film. If the respondent had noticed 
the object, he/she was asked further questions about its 
shape and color, and the direction it moved across the 
screen (Q2613). If the interviewee did not see the object, 
he/she was asked to guess the aforementioned character-
istics (Q2615; Q2617; Q2619).

Risk-Taking

Measures of risk-taking behavior are required to address 
research questions in different disciplines such as psy-
chology, economics, and sociology. However, there are 
findings suggesting that differences in risk taking may 

9	  Chabris, C.F., & Simons, D.J. (2010). The invisible gorilla, and oth-
er ways our intuitions deceive us. New York: Crown.

10	  Simons, D.J., & Chabris, C.F. (1999). Gorillas in our midst: Sus-
tained inattentional blindness for dynamic events. Perception, 28(9), 
1059–1074.

questions about educational qualifications were tested. 
Each interviewee in sample I2 was allocated to one of 
the three methods randomly. An introduction text for 
this module explained why another means of record-
ing educational qualifications was necessary (T1921). 
Then the computer was handed to the respondent, as the 
module was designed as a computer-assisted self-inter-
view (CASI). This was followed by questions concern-
ing the number of years spent in the education system 
(Q1922), the country where the particular qualification 
was attained (Q1923; Q1924), and the formal education, 
although only respondents who had gone to school in 
the former East or West Germany were asked further 
questions (Q1925, Q1926). The question about further 
educational qualifications was subject to the actual test. 

The first group received a “classic” 28-item list includ-
ing a wide array of post-secondary educational qualifi-
cations. The members of this group were able to choose 
the appropriate item by clicking a radio button (Q1929). 
Group two was asked to enter their qualification in a 
dynamic text field that appeared on the screen (Q1930). 
With a functionality similar to a search engine, the pro-
gram suggested qualifications from a linked qualifica-
tion database that matched the beginning of the word 
that the respondent typed in. These suggestions ap-
peared in a drop-down box, from which the respondent 
could choose the qualification that fit best (Q1930). The 
third method consisted of a dynamic list, which showed 
summary categories of qualifications. Each category 
contained various concrete qualifications as sub-points 
that became visible as soon as the interviewee clicked 
on the particular category (Q1931).

Inattentional Blindness (IB) 

“Inattentional Blindness” describes a phenomenon in 
psychology in which individuals fail to notice otherwise 

Figure 6

Start Screen and Appearance of Stimulus 
in “Inattentional Blindness” Short Film

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015



69

be task-dependent and that it might therefore be neces-
sary to distinguish between two kinds of risk. There are 
risk assessments that are made on the basis of a simple 
consideration of already known probabilities, and there 
are other risk assessments in which a person has to esti-
mate the probabilities based on his/her own experience. 

The risk-taking module in SOEP-IS sample I3 aimed to 
capture both kinds of risks: risk based on probabilities 
presented to the respondent, and risk based on an esti-
mation of the probabilities made by the respondent him/
herself. To collect this information, a behavioral exper-
iment was designed in which each interviewee was led 
through two blocks of lotteries. The order of the two 
blocks was randomized. In each lottery block, four in-
dividual lotteries took place. Two of these lotteries con-
sisted of the choice between two possibilities, while the 
other two consisted of a choice among four alternatives. 

The block of lotteries with known probabilities was de-
signed as follows: Two (four) blue lottery boxes were 
displayed. Permanently displayed on each box were two 
possible euro amounts that could be drawn from the 
box, as well as their probability of being drawn (e.g., 
box 1: 50% €2  / 50% €3; box 2: 90% €1  / 10% €10). The 
respondent had to click on one of the two (four) boxes to 
decide which one he/she would like to draw from. 

The lotteries in which respondents had to estimate the 
probabilities also consisted of the interviewee’s deci-
sion between two (four) options displayed in the form of 
blue boxes. But in this version of the lottery, the boxes 
were not labeled. The respondent could click on each 
box, and for a short time, one of two possible amounts 
of money to be drawn from the box was displayed on 
it. The box could be clicked on several times, and the 
value displayed changed according to the probabilities 
that were attached to the boxes. So respondents had to 
estimate the probability themselves depending on how 
often a certain amount of money was displayed when 
they clicked on the blue boxes. They could click as of-
ten as they wanted to develop a sense of the prevailing 
probability. By pressing an additional button, they could 
finally select their favorite option.

Before starting the actual experiment, the interviewees 
took a trial run to make sure they understood the task 
correctly. To create a more realistic situation, the partic-
ipants received their wins from two randomly selected 
lotteries in cash. 

Financial Investment

The module “financial investment” which had already 
been part of the SOEP-IS questionnaire in 2012 aims at 
investigating the relative reluctance of Germans to in-
vest in stocks. This fact is sometimes described as prob-
lematic as the high preference to invest conservatively 
can lead to limited returns on, for instance, retirement 
investment. By conducting the behavioral experiment 
in a slightly altered version again in 2014, longitudinal 
data were generated and the robustness of the former 
results was tested. 

At the beginning of the experiment, respondents from 
sample I2 were informed that they could win but not 
lose money (T2630; T2631). Then, an introductory text 
explained the course of the experiment, which was de-
signed as a CASI (computer-assisted self-interview) 
module. The respondents were asked to invest a hy-
pothetical sum of €50,000, either in a riskless German 
government bond with a return of 4% per annum or an 
asset whose risky return would be determined by the 
development of the DAX in the year after the interview 
(T2633). Afterwards, the respondents were informed of 
the real-life consequences of their decision: one year af-
ter the interview, they would earn €1 for each €2,000 
of the hypothetical €50,000, including possible gains 
or losses from their investment decision. The final sum 
would depend on the real performance of the DAX in 
the following year, and the sum would be provided one 
year later by check (T2634).

Question T2636 asked respondents to decide how they 
wanted to invest the €50,000. They could invest the 
money at will in any ratio in either of the above-men-
tioned options. Respondents’ expectations about the 
development of the DAX during the next year were as-
sessed using a so-called novel histogram elicitation tool, 
in which expectations about the DAX’s development 
were provided by clicking on different numbers of box-
es (T2638). Afterwards, they were asked to predict the 
trend (profit or loss?) (Q2639) and estimate the profit/
loss as a percentage (Q23610). 

Day Reconstruction Method (DRM)

The DRM module was already used as a pretest in the 
2012 SOEP-IS refresher sample and in the 2012 and 
2013 SOEP-IS waves. The intention behind this module 
is to measure the long-term stability of the DRM ratings 
over four consecutive waves, from 2012 to 2015. The 
module is an adaptation of the DRM as introduced by 
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verify whether factors such as noise, traffic, or disorder 
could influence a child’s development. The longitudinal 
design of the SOEP makes it possible to observe pro-
cesses of child development. The operationalization of 
the question took the form of a matrix question about 
household routines, noise, and order in the home, the 
so-called “Chaos, Hubbub, and Order Scale” (CHAOS, 
Q172).

In an attempt to gain further insight into happiness 
from a cross-cultural perspective by comparing Ger-
many to Japan, three questions about life satisfaction 
were included in the SOEP-IS questionnaire, in addition 
to the standard instruments used in the SOEP-IS to mea-
sure subjective well-being (SWB). The first question 
tried to identify what “satisfaction” means to the indi-
vidual, a term that seems to have different definitions 
from one culture to the next. For example, respondents 
were asked to rate their agreement or disagreement with 
statements that are typically associated with a satisfying 
life (Q3253).

The question about key life events is always part of the 
SOEP-IS. In 2014, an additional question was added ask-
ing respondents to estimate how likely the occurrence 
of a certain life event would be (Q323). The capability 
to anticipate certain events may make it easier to come 
to terms with these events if they actually occur. This 
hypothesis can then be tested if the events are indeed 
reported in one of the following waves of the SOEP-IS.

At the end of the questionnaire, the respondents had to 
complete a short set of questions to obtain a measure of 
their self-evaluation and overconfidence in different 
life domains. They were asked to imagine 100 random-
ly selected individuals and estimate how many of these 
people would be better off than they themselves were in 
terms of income (Q329), life satisfaction (Q331), health 
(Q333), etcetera.

Pretest for SOEP-Core

In addition to allowing for the fielding of different in-
novation modules through a competitive submission 
process, the SOEP-IS also provides a survey environ-
ment for pretesting new questions that are intended for 
the main SOEP questionnaire. In 2014/2015, several 
question blocks on energy use and recycling attitudes 
and behavior were pretested as part of the household 
questionnaire. Moreover, the individual questionnaire 
contained individual pretest questions on various topics 
such as educational qualifications, vegetarianism, and 
whether the respondent’s wages are set by collective 
agreement.

Kahneman and colleagues in 2004.11 By asking for the 
respondent’s sensations throughout the day, researchers 
have an opportunity to create new measures of subjec-
tive well-being and examine the impacts of different 
activities on the quality of life. In 2014, the DRM was 
supplemented by a mobile phone study using the expe-
rience sampling method (ESM) that is described in fur-
ther detail in Section 4.5.

The set of questions in the DRM module is designed to 
deliver an accurate reconstruction of the respondent’s 
previous day. The module collected information about 
all activities as episodes, including start and end time, 
with the help of a list containing 26 activities, such as 
“shopping”, “watching children,” and “doing sports”. 
Afterwards, additional questions were asked about a 
random subset of these episodes, including affective 
feelings during the activity, where the activity took 
place, and the presence of other persons. 

Shorter modules

A range of shorter modules made use of standard survey 
questions to generate insight into a variety of different 
topics:

Playing the lottery is popular among many people, al-
though it is a paradox from a scientific point of view 
because the value of the expected win from the lottery 
is substantially lower than the price of a lottery ticket. 
So, on a long-term basis people make a loss but still play 
every week. Four questions that deal with respondents’ 
lottery playing behavior were included in SOEP-IS 
questionnaire (Q72-Q76). 

Another topic of one of the shorter modules was the re-
spondent’s attitude towards income redistribution. 
Up to now, there is no measure of people’s attitudes 
towards redistribution policies available for use in the 
SOEP, and this module was designed to fill this gap. It 
consisted of a matrix question that measured agreement 
with redistribution (Q8201) as well as two questions 
asking whether high/low income is more the result of 
personal effort or more the result of circumstances that 
are outside of a person’s control (Q8202, Q8203).

Scientific findings on children’s cognitive development 
are important in our society. This year, an instrument 
measuring the home chaos of a child was introduced to 

11	  Kahneman, D., Krueger, A. B., Schkade, D., Schwarz, N. & Stone, 
A. (2004). The Day Reconstruction Method (DRM): Instrument Docu-
mentation. 
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Fieldwork Indicators (Household Level)

Table 20 presents final fieldwork results for samples 
I1/E, I2, and I3 at the household level. The total gross 
sample consisted of 3,414 households. This includes 
previous wave respondents as well as temporary drop-
outs and new households from the previous wave (see 
also Table 21). At the end of the fieldwork period, 2,797 

4.3	 Longitudinal Samples I1/E, I2, 
and I3

Fieldwork Progress

Fieldwork for the SOEP-IS usually starts in September, 
and the majority is concluded by the end of December 
or early January. This is followed by an additional field-
work period because the four months between Septem-
ber and December do not provide sufficient time to pro-
cess all households as thoroughly as required for a high 
longitudinal response rate.  Households are assigned to 
the second fieldwork period if they could not be contact-
ed successfully in the first period, if they were unable 
or unwilling to participate due, for example, to time 
constraints, or if interviews were missing for individual 
household members.

In the 2014 SOEP-IS, the main fieldwork period in the 
longitudinal samples lasted from September 2014 to 
early January 2015. As seen in Table 19, fieldwork for 
93% of the households that participated in the study was 
completed by the end of December 2014. In the remain-
ing households, some or all of the interviews were con-
ducted in 2015. 

Table 19

Fieldwork Progress for Samples I1/E, I2 and I3: 
Processing of Household Interviews1

2013/2014 2014/2015

Gross Sample Net Sample Gross Sample Net Sample

September2 30 32 20 20

October 66 71 63 69

November 80 86 82 88

December 89 94 87 93

January 91 95 93 96

February 99 100 99 100

March 100 100 100 100

 
1 Cumulative percentages based on the month of the last household contact
2 Including households who refused to take part in the survey prior to start of fieldwork

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿

Table 20

Fieldwork Results (Households)

Sample I1/E Sample I2 Sample I3

Num In % Gross In % Net Num In % Gross In % Net Num In % Gross In % Net

Total 1,265 100.0  935 100.0  1,214 100.0

QNDs          
Deceased1 3 0.2  3 0.3  6 0.5  
Expatriates2 2 0.2  3 0.3  5 0.4  

Interview 1,096 86.6 100.0 772 82.6 100.0 929 76.5 100.0

Completely 924 73.0 84.3 638 68.2 82.6 795 65.5 85.6

Partly 172 13.6 15.7 134 14.3 17.4 134 11.0 14.4

Not realized 169 13.4  163 17.4  285 23.5  

No contact 20 1.6  17 1.8  40 3.3  

Interview not possible3 7 0.6  14 1.5  21 1.7  

Refusals 136 10.8  126 13.5  213 17.5  

Temporary 38 3.0  33 3.5  60 4.9  

Final 98 7.7  93 9.9  153 12.6  

Other 1 0.1  0 0.0  0 0.0  

1 I.e. last person in the household deceased
2 Whole household moved abroad
3 Due to sickness, mental disease, permanent absence during fieldwork period or other reasons.

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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ing all subsamples, 3,173 (92.9%) of the 3,414 gross 
sample households were previous wave respondents, 
and 136 households (4.0%) were temporary drop-outs 
from the previous wave that were contacted again be-
cause there was some indication that participation in the 
next wave was still possible. The last subsample, “new 
households”, emerged during the fieldwork period: 
split-off households are created, for example, when chil-
dren move out of their parents’ home and establish new 
households. In 2014/2015, 105 new households were in-
tegrated into the gross sample.

The fieldwork results for longitudinal samples can be 
measured using two basic parameters: the first is panel 
stability, which is the decisive indicator of a household 
panel survey’s successful development from a long-term 
perspective. Since panel stability is calculated as the 
number of participating households in the current wave 
compared to the corresponding number from the previ-
ous wave, panel mortality and panel growth (split-off 
households) or “regrowth” (dropouts from the previous 
wave who “rejoined” the sample) are taken into account. 
The second parameter for measuring fieldwork results is 

households took part in the SOEP-IS, that is, at least one 
person in the household answered the individual and the 
household-related questions. 

The composition of gross and net sample is specified 
among other key field indicators in Table 22. Combin-

Table 21

Key Fieldwork Indicators

 Sample I1/E   Sample I2   Sample I3 

Num. In % Num. In % Num. In %

(1) Gross sample composition by types of households

Previous wave’s respondents 1.174 92.8 833 89.1 1.166 96.0
Temporary drop-outs prev. wave(s) 56 4.4 69 7.4 11 0.9
New households (split-off hh) 35 2.8 33 3.5 37 3.0

(2) Net sample composition by types of households

Previous wave’s respondents 1.056 96.4 732 94.8 903 97.2
Temporary drop-outs prev. wave(s) 18 1.6 22 2.8 10 1.1
New households (split-off hh) 22 2.0 18 2.3 16 1.7
Total 1.096 100.0 772 100.0 929 100.0

(3) Panel stability1  93.4  92.7  79.7

(4) Response rates by type of household (adj. gross sample)2       
Previous wave’s respondents  90.3  88.4  78.2
Temporary drop-outs prev. wave(s)  32.1  32.4  90.9
New households (split-off hh)  62.9  54.5  43.2
Total response rate  87.0  83.1  77.2

(5) Interviewer
Number of interviewers 194  148  138
Average num. of households per int. 6.5  6.3  8.8

1 Number of participating households divided by previous wave’s net sample
2 Adjusted by deceased persons and expatriates

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿

Table 22

Individual Questionnaires: Number of Interviews and Response Rates

Interviews Response/Coverage Rate

Individual questionnaire1 4,491 89.7

Mother and child questionnaire A2 134 97.1
Mother and child questionnaire B3 113 98.3
Mother and child questionnaire C4 707 98.5

1 Individual questionnaire from respondent in participating household (i.e.  household questions provided for 
the household as well)
2 Coverage rate for children with birth year >=2012
3 Coverage rate for children with birth year 2010 or 2011
4 Coverage rate for children with birth year <=2009

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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SOEP survey, the innovation sample tries to target every 
member of the household who has reached the age of 16. 
The share of households for which at least one person 
did not complete the individual interview is 15.7%. In 
440 of the 2,797 households, at least one interview is 
missing. 

Another indicator for response on an individual level 
is the number of people who were interviewed with the 
individual questionnaire. From the 5,009 adults in par-
ticipating households 4,491 took part in the survey. This 
equals a response rate of 89.7%.

4.4	 Refresher Sample I4

Sampling

Refresher sample I4 was introduced to further enhance 
the sample size of SOEP-IS with the aim of adding ap-
proximately 1,000 newly recruited households to the net 
sample. Similar to all previous general population sam-

the longitudinal response rate. Response rates indicate 
the ratio between the number of interviews—in this 
case household interviews—and the number of units in 
the gross sample. In Table 21, the overall panel stability 
and response rates for all relevant subgroups are listed. 

The panel stability of sample I1/E has again slightly in-
creased compared to the last wave (93.4% vs. 92.7%), 
while the value for IE alone even reaches 95.8%. In its 
third wave, sample I2 was able to improve in terms 
of panel stability, with a value of 92.7% (2013/2014: 
82.5%). In the case of sample I3, which went through 
the challenging transition from a cross-sectional to a 
longitudinal survey in this wave, panel stability reached 
a rate of 79.7%. 

Individual Response Rates

In a household survey, a commonly used indicator to 
measure the success of the fieldwork process on an in-
dividual level is the number of households in which at 
least one questionnaire is missing. Just as in the core 

Table 23

Distribution of Sample Points by Federal State

Number Sample 
Points

Share Sample Points
Share HH in Net 

Sample1

Share Households 
in Germany2

Schleswig-Holstein 5 4.0% 3.5% 3.4%

Hamburg 3 2.4% 2.4% 2.5%

Lower Saxony 12 9.6% 10.6% 9.6%

Bremen 1 0.8% 0.3% 0.9%

North Rhine-Westphalia 27 21.6% 20.9% 21.5%

Hesse 9 7.2% 6.5% 7.3%

Rhinel.-Palatinate 6 4.8% 5.9% 4.7%

Baden-Wuerttemberg 16 12.8% 12.8% 12.5%

Bavaria 18 14.4% 13.1% 14.9%

Saarland 2 1.6% 2.3% 1.2%

Berlin 6 4.8% 4.3% 5.0%

Brandenburg 4 3.2% 2.9% 3.1%

Mecklenburg-West Pomerania 3 2.4% 4.1% 2.1%

Saxony 7 5.6% 5.7% 5.5%

Saxony-Anhalt 3 2.4% 2.1% 2.9%

Thuringia 3 2.4% 2.6% 2.8%

Total 125 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

1 Preliminary results
2 Gemeindedatei 2013

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015
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ADM-Stichproben Face-to-Face” has developed the ba-
sic methodology and elements of a sampling frame suit-
able for market and social research samples based on 
random sampling. The ADM Sampling System (face-
to-face) is designed as an area sample that covers all 
populated areas of the Federal Republic. It is “based on 
Germany’s topology, organized by states, counties and 
communities, the statistical areas within communities 
described by public data, and the geographical data cre-
ated for traffic navigation systems.”12 Based on the com-
bination of data, the sample is made up of about 53,000 
areas that constitute the primary sampling units. Each 
sampling unit contains on average 700 private house-
holds, the minimum number being 350. 

In the second step of the ADM sampling procedure, the 
private households are selected using a street database 
from which the so-called start address for a random 
walk is randomly drawn. From this starting point, the 
interviewer proceeds by selecting/listing every third 
household, with a clear rule for how to proceed when 
he/she is facing dead ends, split roads, or other special 
problems on his or her walk through the sampled area.

12	 ADM Arbeitskreis Deutscher Markt- und Sozialforschungsinsti-
tute e.V. (2014):  “Stichproben-Verfahren in der Umfrageforschung – 
Eine Darstellung für die Praxis,” Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden 

ples in the SOEP or SOEP-IS (including refresher sam-
ples J (2011), K (2012), I2 (2012) and I3 (2013)), sample 
I4 was realized using a multi-stage stratified sampling 
design. In the following, we will summarize the two 
main stages of sampling separately, covering the most 
important methodological aspects but not providing a 
detailed description of methods and processes. 

The sampling procedure of a new SOEP household 
sample makes use of the so-called ADM face-to-face 
sampling system and modifies it in a way that maximiz-
es the methodological advantages so that a best-prac-
tice design for a non-registry-based household sample 
frame can be derived. Thus, before starting to describe 
the specific sampling design of refresher sample I4, we 
provide some context for why the ADM sampling sys-
tem for face-to-face interviews is used for the SOEP.

The most important background information to bear 
in mind is that there is no centralized population (let 
alone household) directory available in Germany that 
contains the addresses of all private households or in-
dividuals. The data collected by the local authorities 
(Städte, Gemeinden) for the municipal registers of res-
idents are available for surveys that are demonstrably 
in the “public interest”: but this information is mainly 
useful for sampling individuals. Due to the lack of a 
central household registry, the “Arbeitsgemeinschaft 

Table 24

Distribution of Sample Points by Community Type (BIK)

Number Sample Points Share Sample Points Share HH in Net Sample1 Share Households in 
Germany2

More than 500,000 inhabitants (center) 35 28.0% 26.4% 28.6%

More than 500,000 inhabitants (periphery) 12 9.6% 9.1% 9.0%

100,000 to 499,999 inhabitants (center) 19 15.2% 14.9% 15.9%

100,000 to 499,999 inhabitants (periphery) 18 14.4% 14.2% 14.0%

50,000 to 99,999 inhabitants (center) 2.4% 2.7% 2.3%

50,000 to 99,999 inhabitants (periphery) 10 8.0% 8.5% 7.4%

20,000 to 49,999 inhabitants 12 9.6% 9.9% 10.7%

5,000 to 19,999 inhabitants 11 8.8% 8.9% 8.0%

2,000 to 4,999 inhabitants 3 2.4% 2.9% 2.4%

less than 2,000 inhabitants 3 2.4% 2.4% 1.7%

Total 125 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

1 Preliminary results
2 Gemeindedatei 2013

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015
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•	 The address listing is a prerequisite for measures by 
the fieldwork institute to increase response rates and 
decrease unit non-response, such as a letter of intro-
duction and informational brochure sent to respon-
dents before fieldwork commences. Given the declin-
ing general willingness to participate in population 
surveys and selection effects in the standard random 
walk routine, these measures constitute important 
aspects of a best practice design.

•	 For fieldwork, the interviewer receives precisely 
specified addresses, whose handling can be record-
ed in detail in a contact protocol. This facilitates the 
generation of paradata on the “gross sample,” regard-
less of whether a household does or does not partic-
ipate in the survey. For this purpose, special house-
hold context questions (Wohnumfeldfragen) have to 
be answered by the interviewer. On the basis of this 
(subjective, interviewer-based) information and (ob-
jective) micro-contextual social context data from 
the commercial provider MICROM, important indi-
cators are generated, particularly for non-response 
analyses.

For each of the 125 sample points, the goal was to list 
72 addresses on a random walk with a step interval of 
three, i.e., every third household unit on the random 
walk route was to be listed by an interviewer. 

In total, between 28 and 39 addresses per sample point 
were randomly selected for fieldwork. The addresses 
were issued to the interviewer in two sample releases. 
In the first release in September 2014, 28 addresses were 

Stage 1: Random Selection of Sample Points
Consisting of a total of approximately 53,000 spatial 
areas, the sample points are the units of measurement 
in the first selection stage. In each unit, the number of 
sample points is drawn with a probability that is pro-
portional to the number of households in each sample 
point. The criteria that define the stratification layers 
are federal state, administrative district, and municipal 
type. A total of 125 sample points were drawn with a 
selection probability proportional to the share of house-
holds in the sampling point—with states, administra-
tive districts (Regierungsbezirke), and the BIK classi-
fication system (a settlement structure typology) used 
as the layers.

The distribution of sample points of the gross sam-
ple, both in absolute and relative figures, is shown in 
tables 23 and 24. The relative share of sample points is 
contrasted with the share of private households in the 
respective layers. As we will discuss fieldwork results 
in the next sub-section, in the last column of Tables  23 
and 24 we present the actual share of households in 
the net sample. By comparing the information on the 
net sample composition in two major regional layers, 
it is possible to observe the deviations from the “target 
shares” for the inference populations in the respective 
regional segments. 

Stage 2: Random Route Walk and Address 
Listing
In the second stage of the selection process, the house-
holds are selected to participate in the study at each 
sample point. Here, a special version of the random 
route technique is employed. Instead of choosing the 
addresses and conducting the interview in a single step, 
the addresses are selected in a separate step (“advance 
listing of addresses”). This approach is more complex 
than the standard random walk method, which is usual-
ly implemented without the advance listing of address-
es. The more complex approach used for the SOEP 
delivers essential methodological advantages over the 
standard random walk procedure:

•	 Since the addresses are available before the start of 
fieldwork, they can be checked for plausibility and 
correctness. In other words: there is a precisely de-
fined list of addresses that can be prepared for field-
work.

•	 The interviewer that collects the addresses does not 
need to be the one who is chosen to conduct the in-
terviews. This approach minimizes interviewer ef-
fects and can be used to check whether the random 
route was implemented correctly by the interviewer 
who listed the addresses.

Table 25

Fieldwork Progress 2013/2014 in Sample I4 

as a Percentage of the Gross and Net Sample1

Gross Sample Net Sample

September2 20 36

October 32 56

November 43 65

December 55 71

January 71 85

February 80 89

March 95 100

April 100 100

1 Cumulative percentages based on the month of the last household contact.
2 Including households that refused to take part in the survey prior to start of fieldwork

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015
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in refresher sample I3 in 2013/2014. Table 26 shows the 
fieldwork results in detail.

Individual Response Rates
The share of partially completed households was 16.8%. 
This means that in 155 of the participating households, 
at least one target person did not complete an individual 
interview. This means that the level of unit non-response 
in sample I4 is similar to previous refresher samples (J 
2011: 16.0%; K 2012: 14.6%; I3 2013: 15.2%).

A total of 1,851 persons were living in the 924 house-
holds that participated in sample I4. 1,554 of them were 
at least 16 years old and were therefore asked to com-
plete an individual questionnaire. The 1,368 personal 
interviews that could be conducted result in a response 
rate of 88.0%.

4.5	 Experience Sampling Method 
	 (ESM) in Sample I1/E

Background and Objectives
In comparison to the data on generalized life satisfac-
tion, which has been collected annually in the SOEP 
since 1984 and the SOEP-IS sample I1 since 2009, Ex-

issued to the interviewers per sample point. In a second 
release in February 2015, 208 additional addresses were 
issued to compensate for addresses that were identified 
as ineligible (e.g., vacant housing units or businesses). 

Fieldwork Progress
Fieldwork in the SOEP-IS refresher sample lasted from 
September 2014 to early April 2015. Around 50% of 
households were processed within the first four months. 
Fieldwork progress over the whole eight-month period is 
displayed in table 25. 

Fieldwork Indicators (Household Level)
Survey-based studies are currently facing the problem of 
declining rates of participation. Since 2000, the public’s 
general motivation to take part in surveys has decreased 
substantially. There have been several initiatives to re-
verse this trend, and these measures initially seemed to 
have helped stabilize response rates in first-wave SOEP 
surveys. However, refresher samples I3 and I4 again re-
flected the broader trend of declining participation.

It was possible to motivate 924 households to take part 
in SOEP-IS refresher sample I4. The response rate in the 
adjusted gross sample equals 26.5%. This is significant-
ly lower than other, more recently established samples 
in the SOEP (e.g., J 2011: 33.1%; K 2012: 34.7%; I2 2012: 
34.7%) and more similar to the response rate of 27.1% 

Table 26

Fieldwork Results (Households)

Num. In % Gross In % Net In % Adjusted Gross3

Total 3,708 100.0   

Not eligible 223 6.0   

     

Interview 924 24.9 100.0 26.5

Completely 769 20.7 83.2 22.1

Partly 155 4.2 16.8 4.4

Not realized 2,784 75.1 79.9

No contact 349 9.4 10.0

Interview not possible2 186 5.0 5.3

Refusals 2,026 54.6 58.1

Temporary 75 2.0 2.2

Final 1,951 52.6 56.0

Other - - -

1 Preliminary results
2 Due to sickness, mental disease, permanent absence during fieldwork period or other reasons
3 Adjusted gross sample = Total gross sample – not eligible 
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vated respondents might not be able to complete all 49 
ESM short survey questionnaires during the seven-day 
period. Furthermore it was expected that respondents 
might not be able to complete the survey questionnaires 
on certain days due to unforeseen circumstances (e.g., 
appointments, illnesses). Therefore up to two substitute 
days were added to the ESM phase if a respondent com-
pleted fewer than five of the seven short surveys on one 
of the seven days. 

A complete study sequence consisted not only of the 
seven-day ESM period but also included two DRM in-
terviews before the start and after the end of the ESM 

perience Sampling Methods (ESM) and the Day Recon-
struction Method (DRM) are more recent innovations 
for measuring subjective well-being (SWB). However, 
having been employed primarily in convenience sam-
ples which are typically used in psychology, DRM and 
ESM posed new challenges for use in a random sample.

In the year 2012, the SOEP-IS SWB inventory was 
expanded in a first step by introducing the Day Re-
construction Method (DRM). This module, which is 
integrated into the SOEP-IS questionnaire, consists of 
retrospective questions concerning activities the target 
person engaged in the day before the interview, com-
bined with SWB indicators related to these activities. 
After the first survey on the basis of the DRM module in 
sample I1 in 2012, the module was repeated in 2013 and 
2014. In 2014, the additional survey described in this 
section was set up to generate ESM-design-based inter-
views via mobile phone in a subgroup of sample I1/E. 

By implementing three collection methods for the mea-
surement of SWB, the SOEP-IS provides comprehen-
sive data that can be used for the qualitative validation 
of the different measurement methods. Figure 7 shows 
the different SWB measurement concepts and the re-
spective burdens they place on the respondent. Figure 
8 gives an overview of which questioning method has 
been used in which wave of the SOEP-IS. The introduc-
tion of DRM and ESM allows not only for a comparison 
of the three different SWB measuring methods but also 
offers an opportunity to test the long-term stability (over 
one year) and the short-term stability (over one week) of 
DRM measurements.

Study Design

The main emphasis of the additional ESM study in sam-
ple I1/E is on the seven-day experience sampling phase. 
Respondents were asked to participate in 49 very short 
surveys on smart phones given to them by the interview-
er. They received random alerts seven times a day in the 
seven-day ESM period and had to complete the 2.5-min-
ute survey questionnaire within 15 minutes of receiving 
the alert. If the interviewee failed to answer all of the 
questions within the allotted time over the entire course 
of the survey, they were disqualified because the imme-
diate measurement of affects is a crucial requirement for 
ESM.

Since people sometimes find themselves in situations 
in which it is not possible to complete the short survey 
within 15 minutes (e.g., when driving by car) or where 
they simply cannot hear the acoustic alert (e.g., while 
showering), it was assumed that even extremely moti-

Figure 7

The Subjective Well-Being Framework in SOEP-IS
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Figure 8

Subjective Well-Being Measures in SOEP-IS Sample I1 since 2009
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in households whose interviewers were responsible for a 
relatively large number of households overall. 

The gross sample for the ESM study consisted of a to-
tal of 517 households with 840 persons who had taken 
part in the previous wave of SOEP-IS (2013). Altogether, 
37 SOEP-IS interviewers were chosen to carry out the 
interviews and act as a contact for respondents in the 
context of the special study. Each interviewer contact-
ed an average of 14 households for the ESM study and 
carried out ESM surveys with around 7 respondents. On 
average, each interviewer was provided with 3.5 smart 
phones that he/she could distribute to the participants. 

During a half-day staff training, which took place in 
the middle of October just before the start of the ESM 
fieldwork, the interviewers were informed about the sci-
entific background and course of the survey. But above 
all else, the aim of the training was to familiarize the in-
terviewers with the handling of the smart phones and to 
brief them about the most important questions and prob-
lems that might occur during the project. This training 
was designed to enable the interviewers to be confident 
in explaining—especially to less tech-savvy respon-
dents—how to handle the smart phone and to provide 
them with support during the ESM phase if necessary. 

Data Collection

Preparation
In late August, just before the beginning of fieldwork 
for the main SOEP-IS study, the selected households re-
ceived a slightly modified version of the usual letter of 
invitation sent to respondents, informing them about the 
planned mobile phone survey and encouraging them to 
participate. The letter also contained a flyer explaining 
the ESM survey and describing the course of the survey 
and its scientific background. 

After the letters were sent, the interviewers had to con-
tact the households and pre-recruit those who were in-
terested so that a fieldwork sample for the mobile phone 
study could be set up. As not all results of the pre-re-
cruitment could be finalized until the middle of October, 
individuals from whom no answer about participation 
had been received were included in the fieldwork sam-
ple. 

After all preparatory steps were carried out and the 
training course had taken place, the interviewers began 
to make appointments for the first DRM interview. Here 
the same rules as for the DRM in the SOEP-IS main 

phase (see Table 27). The respondent had to complete 
at least five ESM short survey questionnaires on each of 
the seven days during the observation period to count as 
having completed the ESM part of the survey.

Sampling and selection of interviewers

One of the aims of the survey was to compare the DRM 
measurements collected in several waves of the SOEP-
IS with the measurements based on the Experience 
Sampling Method (ESM) that were collected in this 
special survey. To achieve this, only members of the 
SOEP-IS sample I1/E, who had answered DRM questions 
in the last few SOEP-IS waves were considered for the 
planned ESM study. As the survey was administrated 
with the help of the SOEP-IS interviewers, the com-
position of the final gross sample depended mainly on 
the selection of interviewers that were seen as meeting 
the requirements for this study. The interviewers were 
responsible for the recruitment of respondents and the 
DRM interviews at the beginning and at the end of the 
ESM phase. Moreover, they showed respondents how to 
use the smart phone, a task that was thought to be cru-
cial in encouraging less tech-savvy respondents to take 
part as well.

For the ESM survey, only SOEP-IS interviewers were 
chosen that were already assigned to interview the 
households for the SOEP-IS main survey. Thus, each 
household was only contacted by one interviewer—an 
approach that was deemed more considerate towards 
households, since having to get used to a second in-
terviewer was seen as an additional burden. Further-
more, focusing on interviewers with a relatively high 
gross sample of addresses seemed practical for various 
reasons. For instance, the lower number of interview-
ers assigned to this study was seen as advantageous in 
allowing better control over the fieldwork and reduc-
ing the number of interviewers that would have to be 
trained. The ESM survey was therefore only conducted 

Table 27

ESM-DRM Study Sequence

Day 1 Day 2 to 8 (+ Day 9/101) C

Data Collection Method CAPI Mobile CAPI

SWB Measuring Method DRM ESM DRM
Interview Duration 15 min 7*2,5 min per Day 15 min

1 Substitute Days
TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿
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Day 9
At the end of the ESM phase, the interviewer visited the 
household again to carry out the final 15-minute DRM 
interview with reference to the previous day’s activities 
and SWB measures. Since ESM measures were taken 
on the previous day, concurring periods of time were 
recorded with the two different methods. 

On day 9, the respondents also received their mone-
tary incentive paid in cash. The amount depended on 
the number of completed ESM surveys. The “updated” 
incentive amount was displayed after each ESM short 
survey: For every complete ESM survey, they earned 1 
euro (as long as the respondent participated in at least 
five interviews a day). If all seven surveys had been 
completed on a given day, the participants received a 
bonus of 4 euros for that day. So the maximum monetary 
incentive a respondent could earn amounted to 77 euros.

Questionnaire
The DRM survey at the beginning and at the end of the 
sequence corresponded to the DRM module that was in-
cluded in the main SOEP-IS questionnaire for sample 
I1/E in wave 2014/15. For further information, please refer 
to Section 4.2 of this report. Additionally, two further 
questions from the SOEP concerning generalized life 
satisfaction were included at the beginning of both of 
the CAPI interviews13. 

The ESM questionnaire consisted of 17 questions that 
were modelled after the DRM questions. Each short mo-
bile survey included exactly the same set of questions. 
The first block focused on the respondent’s current situ-
ation. The second part consisted of questions about the 
intensity of current emotions. Respondents received an 
acoustic alert announcing the start of each short sur-
vey. From that time on, the survey was available for 15 
minutes. If the respondent did not react within those 15 
minutes, he or she received further alerts five and ten 
minutes after the first. 

The survey started with a few questions about the re-
spondent’s momentary situation and activities: “Where 
are you at the moment?”, “What are you doing at the 
moment?”, “Is this activity more pleasant or more un-
pleasant?”, “Who is with you?”. The participants had to 

13	  “How satisfied are you today with the following areas of your 
life? How satisfied are you with… ” Items: “…your health?”, “…your 
sleep?”, “If employed: …your job?”, “…your household income?”, “If 
employed: …your personal income?”, “…your dwelling?”, “…your lei-
sure time?”, “…your family life?”

“Please indicate for each of the following feelings how often or rare-
ly you experienced them in the last four weeks. How often have you 
felt…” Items: “…angry?”, “…worried?“, “…happy?“, “…sad?“. Scale: 
“Very rarely”, “Rarely”, “Occasionally”, “Often”, “Very often”

study applied: If possible, the DRM interview should 
not take place on a Sunday or Monday. 

Day 1
On day one, the interviewer visited the household, 
handed over the smart phone, and carried out the ini-
tial 15-minute DRM interview. Then an explanation of 
the course and the rules of the ESM survey followed. 
The interviewer also took time to answer questions the 
respondent might have. After the respondent signed a 
consent form to participate in the survey, the interview-
er explained to them how to operate the smart phone. As 
participants should already be awake when the phone 
alert came in the morning, the respondent was asked to 
set an individual start time that marked the beginning 
of the 12-hour time period in which all seven daily mo-
bile phone surveys would be completed. After this, the 
respondent had the opportunity to complete one ESM 
survey as a trial run. 

For later reference, the participants also received a small 
(21 x 14.8 cm) 12-page brochure with information about 
the survey and instructions for how to use the mobile 
phone. The interviewer and the participants also com-
pleted a schedule containing the date of the final DRM 
interview as well as the dates of all ESM survey days, 
including possible substitute days.

Day 2 to Day 8
On days 2 to 8, participants had to fill in the ESM short 
questionnaires at seven random and previously unan-
nounced times of the day. They were instructed to con-
tact the interviewer if they had any questions or prob-
lems during the ESM phase, so interviewers had to be 
reachable by mobile phone. If the interviewer could not 
find a solution to a problem or did not know the answer 
to a question, he/she could contact a project manager at 
TNS Infratest Sozialforschung.

The response behavior of respondents was recorded and 
supervised by the SOEP team at TNS Infratest Sozial-
forschung with the help of a monitoring program de-
signed for this purpose. If a participant missed the ESM 
surveys too often, his/her interviewer was asked to con-
tact the participant to explain again that he/she had to 
complete at least five surveys per day or solve possible 
problems with the smart phone. 

If the respondent participated in the ESM survey on few-
er than seven days, the special ESM software installed 
on the smart phones automatically added to two substi-
tute days on to the end of the seven-day ESM phase. 
In this case, the interviewers and interviewees had to 
postpone their appointment for the final interview on 
short notice. 
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The second part of the questionnaire focused on the in-
tensity of 13 emotions. On a scale from 1 (“not at all”) to 
7 (“very strongly”), the interviewees were asked to rate 
the degree to which they currently felt happiness, anger, 
frustration, tiredness, sorrow, worry, pain, enthusiasm, 
satisfaction, boredom, loneliness, stress, or a sense of 
deeper meaning. After the interview was finished, the 
phone displayed the number of remaining interviews for 
that day and the amount of the monetary incentive that 
they had earned so far. 

Fieldwork Results

In the pre-recruitment phase, 274 of the 840 SOEP-IS 
participants who were chosen to take part in the ESM 
study stated interest in participating in the additional 
survey. This amounts to 37.3% of all respondents who 
had provided an answer in the pre-recruitment phase, 
prior to the start of the main ESM fieldwork phase.

Overall, 257 respondents provided complete ESM sur-
veys consisting of five to seven ESM-interviews on 
seven days and two DRM interviews. This means that 
we have complete ESM surveys available for 30.6% of 
the 840 chosen SOEP-IS participants, a slightly higher 
response than anticipated at the start of the study. The 
completeness of the ESM interviews was satisfactory as 
well: 43.6% of the persons with complete ESM surveys 
managed to answer all 49 ESM interviews in the first 
seven days, not missing a single survey, and only 7.8% 
needed an extra day. Please refer to Table 28 for more 
detailed results.

One of the reasons why a more elaborate study design, 
providing smart phones and interviewer assistance, was 
chosen for the ESM study in SOEP-IS was that it was 
deemed to be better suited for convincing less tech-sav-
vy, possibly older respondents to take part in the addi-
tional mobile phone survey. Table 29 provides a first 
indication as to whether this strategy was successful 
with a comparison of the age distribution in the ESM net 
sample with the age distribution in the net sample of the 
SOEP-IS main study in 2014. A look at the oldest group 
of respondents “75 and older” shows that their share in 
the ESM net sample does differ from their share in the 
SOEP-IS net sample. However, the share of respondents 
from 55 to 74 in the ESM net sample is lower than their 
share in the SOEP-IS net sample.

select answers to the questions “What are you doing at 
the moment” and “Who is with you?” from a list. The 
list of possible activities corresponded to the list used 
in the context of the DRM interview in the main study.  
However, the order had been adjusted according to the 
frequency of certain activities as reported in previous 
waves of the DRM. This aimed at shortening the search 
process for frequent activities that appeared at the top 
of the list. 

Table 28

Results SOEP-IS ESM Study 20141

N
In % Gross 

Sample
N Wants to 
participate

In % Wants to 
participate

Gross sample 840 100.0

Results of pre-recruitment

Wants to participate 274 32.6 100.0

Doesn’t want to participate 429 51.1

Unable to reach 31 3.7

No result 106 12.6

Results of ESM fieldwork

ESM  complete2 257 30.6 237 86.5

49 ESM questionnaires in first 
7 days

112 13.3 106 38.7

Without substitute day 125 14.9 113 41.2

with substitute day 20 2.4 18 6.6

ESM incomplete 8 1.0 6 2.2

No ESM - participated in SOEP-IS 471 56.1 27 9.9

No ESM - no participation in SOEP-IS 104 12.4 4 1.5

1 Preliminary results
2 At least 5 ESM-interviews on 7 days have been completed; DRM1 and DRM2 have been provided

TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015 ﻿

Table 29

ESM Net Sample by Age Groups1

SOEP-IS 

Net Sample I1/E

ESM 

Gross Sample

ESM 

Net Sample

N % N % N %

24 and younger (> y 1989) 162 9,2 91 10.8 29 11.3

25 - 34  (y 1980 – 1989) 185 10.5 97 11.5 45 17.5

35 - 44 (y 1970 – 1979) 205 11.6 103 12.3 39 15.2

45 - 54 (y 1960 - 1969) 343 19.5 159 18.9 40 15.6

55 - 64 (y 1950 – 1959) 323 18.3 137 16.3 41 16.0

65 - 74 (y 1940 – 1949) 316 17.9 147 17.5 49 19.1

75 and older (< y 1940) 228 12.9 102 12.1 14 5.4

NA - - 4 0.5 - -

1 Preliminary results
TNS Infratest Sozialforschung Munich, 2015
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According to current analyses based on the Socio-Economic Panel 
Study (SOEP), the total net assets of German households in 2012 
amounted to 6.3 trillion euros. Almost 28 percent of the adult po-
pulation had no or even negative net wealth. On average, individual 
net assets in 2012 totaled over 83,000 euros, slightly more than 
ten years previously. The degree of wealth inequality also remained 
virtually unchanged. With a Gini coefficient of 0.78, Germany has a 
high degree of wealth inequality compared to other countries, and 
there is still a wide gap between western and eastern Germany al-
most 25 years after unification. In 2012, the average net wealth of 
eastern Germans was less than half that of western Germans. 

In addition to their regular incomes, people’s individual net wealth, the 
sum of all their assets, contributes separately to their individual econom-
ic welfare and their opportunities for self-realization.1 When considered 
in microeconomic terms, individual wealth has numerous functions:2 
for example, investment income means additional income (income func-
tion); use of tangible assets (for instance, owner-occupied property) brings 
direct benefits and can create latitude for personal freedom (utilization 

1	 J. Volkert, G. Klee, R. Kleimann, U. Scheurle, and F. Schneider, Operationalisierung der Armuts- und 
Reichtumsmessung (Bonn: Federal Ministry of Health and Social Security, 2004). 

2	 R. Hauser, „Integrierte Analyse von Einkommen und Vermögen – Forschungsstand und Ausblick,“ in 
Weiterentwicklung der Reichtumsberichterstattung der Bundesregierung (Cologne: Institut für Sozialfor-
schung und Gesellschaftspolitik (ISG), 2007), 12–29. Expert workshop, November 29, 2006 in Berlin. Event 
hosted by the Federal Ministry for Labor and Social Affairs. 

function); and drawing on assets can serve to stabilize 
consumption in the event of a lack of income (securi-
ty function). Greater wealth can confer economic and 
political power (power function), serve to attain or re-
tain high status (social mobility or status preservation 
function), and often also play a crucial role in raising 
and educating children (socialization function). Final-
ly, wealth is important for providing security in old age 
and as an instrument for intergenerational transfer (be-
queathing function). The particular economic and so-
cietal interest in wealth and its distribution can be de-
rived from these many individual functions which far 
transcend those of regular income. The basis for the 
following calculations on the distribution of wealth is 
the longitudinal Socio-Economic Panel Study (SOEP).3 
The wealth situation was examined in detail in special 
thematic surveys in 2002, 2007, and 2012. Traditional 
surveys4 gather data about wealth at the household level 
and usually distribute it evenly among the members of 
the household when analyzing its distribution. In con-
trast, the SOEP ascertains the components of wealth for 
all adults (from age 17 on). This also makes it possible to 
analyze private redistribution within households.5 The 
SOEP surveys eight different components of wealth: (1) 
owner-occupied property, (2) other real estate (includ-
ing undeveloped land, vacation and weekend homes, 
and rented real estate), (3) monetary assets (savings ac-
counts, savings bonds and Pfandbriefe, stocks, and in-
vestment certificates), (4) assets from private insurance 
policies (life insurance and private pension insurance, 
including Riester retirement plans), (5) building loan 
contracts, (6) business assets (ownership of individual 

3	 SOEP is a representative, annually repeated survey of private households 
which has been conducted in western Germany since 1984 and in eastern 
Germany as well since 1990, see G. G. Wagner, J. Göbel, P. Krause, R. Pischner, 
and I. Sieber, „Das Sozio-oekonomische Panel (SOEP): Multidisziplinäres 
Haushaltspanel und Kohortenstudie für Deutschland – Eine Einführung (für 
neue Datennutzer) mit einem Ausblick (für erfahrene Anwender),“ AStA 
Wirtschafts- und Sozialstatistisches Archiv 2, no. 4 (2008): 301–328.

4	 See the Federal Statistical Office‘s sample survey on income and 
expenditure or the study „Private Haushalte und ihre Finanzen (PHF)“ by the 
Deutsche Bundesbank.

5	 M. M. Grabka, J. Marcus, and E. M. Sierminska, „Wealth distribution within 
couples and financial decision making,“ Review of Economics of the household 
(DOI: 10.1007/s11150-013-9229-2), (2014) (forthcoming).
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companies and shares in joint partnerships or corpora-
tions; after deducting business liabilities), (7) non-mon-
etary assets in the form of valuable collections, such as 
gold, jewelry, coins, or objets d’art, and (8) debts (con-
sumer and mortgage loans). Other durable consumer 
goods, including the value of vehicles, and cash and en-
titlements to pension systems are not included in the 
survey.6 Deducting liabilities from gross assets gives to-
tal net assets, which is relevant in terms of welfare eco-
nomics and is usually referred to for analyses of the dis-
tribution of personal wealth (see also Box 1 for calcula-
tion of national wealth). The present report is based on 
a research project funded by the Hans Böckler Founda-
tion analyzing the distribution of wealth in Germany.7 

6	 On the relevance of assets for securing retirement-age income, see J. R. 
Frick and M. M. Grabka, „Alterssicherungsvermögen dämpft Ungleichheit – 
aber große Vermögenskonzentration bleibt bestehen,“ Wochenbericht des DIW 
Berlin, no. 3 (2010).

7	 Vermögen in Deutschland – Status-quo-Analysen und Perspektiven (Project 
number: S-2012-610-4. The project is being conducted by DIW Berlin and the 

It expands previous analyses conducted by DIW Berlin 
describing the level, composition, and distribution of 
individual private wealth.8

Households in Germany Had Assets of 
Roughly 6.3 Trillion Euros in 2012, … 

The extrapolated SOEP data result in gross wealth (ex-
cluding vehicles and household effects) of roughly 
7.4 trillion euros, most of which, namely 5.1 trillion eu-
ros, was accounted for by real estate. Compared to 2002, 
the value of nominal gross assets has risen by approxi-

Hertie School of Governance; project management: Markus M. Grabka). 

8	 J. R. Frick and M. M. Grabka, „Gestiegene Vermögensungleichheit in 
Deutschland,“ Wochenbericht des DIW Berlin, no. 4 (2009).The data for 2002 
and 2007 were revised for the present study. This concerns methodological 
improvements particularly concerning the quality of imputing missing values 
on the basis of longitudinal information as well as a revision of weighting (see 
Box 2).

An open economy’s wealth is held by four “last-owner 
sectors.”1 These are the government, private non-pro-
fit organizations,2 private households, and foreign 
countries. In Germany, the vast majority of the nation’s 
wealth belongs to domestic households.

According to the national concept, the household 
assets consist of the following components: tangible 
assets in the form of real estate in Germany and abroad 
and consumable assets; the latter also includes gold, 
jewelry, or valuable collections. According to the defini-
tion in the national accounts, consumable assets also 

1	 The sectors that cannot own any property themselves. When a 
nation‘s wealth is calculated, the domestic concept is differentiated from 
the national concept. The domestic concept only includes the assets within 
a country, while the national concept only includes assets owned by the 
residents of a country. This distinction is important insofar as residents can 
also own property rights in foreign countries. Net foreign assets are the 
sum of property rights, assets, and liabilities abroad. According to the 
national concept, a country‘s wealth consists of property owned by the 
three domestic last-owner sectors and net foreign assets.

2	 These include, for example, churches and religious communities, 
clubs, associations, private foundations, political parties, or trades union.

include household effects and motor vehicles.3 In addi-
tion to tangible assets, household assets also include 
positive monetary assets in the form of receivables from 
the government, companies, financial institutions, and 
abroad. A further component is participation capital 
in the form of exchange traded shares or ownership 
rights in companies (business assets) and financial 
institutions in Germany and abroad. These gross assets 
are calculated against liabilities, such as mortgages and 
consumer loans. The net assets of the household sector 
comprise the balance of these four components.4 Other 
types of assets, such as pension claims, human assets, 
environmental assets, or cultural assets are not taken 
into account here.

3	 The value of consumable assets in this broad definition came to 
928.5 billion euros in 2012, see Federal Statistical Office, Sektorale und 
Gesamtwirtschaftliche Vermögensbilanzen 1991-2012 (2013). The value of 
household effects and vehicles is not recorded in the SOEP. Consequently, 
the financial situation of households is underestimated here (see also Box 
2).

4	 When national wealth is calculated, there are problems in allocating 
the various components of the last-owner sectors. This applies to shares in 
associated companies in particular. It is also difficult to fully record foreign 
assets held by domestic residents. 

Box 1

Definition of Wealth
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than the average—a consequence of the unequal distri-
bution of wealth. Roughly one-fifth of all adults had no 
net assets—seven percent even had debts greater than 
their gross assets. The wealthiest tenth of the popula-
tion aged 17 or over had net assets of at least 217,000 eu-
ros, and the wealthiest one percent at least 817,000 eu-
ros.10 Compared with 2002, there were very few signif-
icant changes in wealth distribution. The proportion of 
individuals with negative net assets increased signifi-
cantly between 2002 and 2007 and remained at this 
level through 2012. 

In 2012, net assets in western Germany averaged just 
under 94,000 euros and was therefore more than twice 
as high as in eastern Germany (see Table 2). The dif-
ference is even greater for the median—21,000 euros 
in the western and just 8,000 euros in the eastern part 
of the country. 

In eastern Germany, individuals with net assets of 
110,000 euros are among the richest ten percent of 

10	 It must be taken into account that, like other similar studies, the SOEP 
does not entirely cover the upper margin of the distribution of wealth, thus 
underestimating it, as billionaires or multi-millionaires are not or only 
insufficiently included in the sample, see also Box 2.

mately 500 billion euros. The increase is due mainly to 
wealth increases in owner-occupied property, and also 
in monetary assets.

According to the SOEP, household debts totaled around 
1.1 trillion euros in 2012, consisting mostly of mortgage 
loans of just below one trillion euros. Therefore, the net 
wealth of German adults in households amounted to 
about 6.3 trillion euros in 2012.9 

... Corresponding to 83,000 Euros per 
Adult 

In 2012, net assets per adult (persons aged 17 or over) 
were roughly 83,000 euros (see Table 1 and Figure 1). 
The median of wealth distribution, that is, the value 
separating the wealthier 50 percent of the population 
from the poorer half, was 17,000 euros, distinctly lower 

9	 Compared to the calculation of assets performed by the Federal Statistical 
Office, this shows considerably lower gross and net assets held by private 
households (see Box 2).

Table 1

Distribution of Wealth1 in Germany

2002 2007 2012

Lower 
threshold2 Estimate

Upper 
threshold2

Lower 
threshold2 Estimate

Upper 
threshold2

Lower 
threshold2

Estimate
Upper 

threshold2

Gini coefficient 0.764 0.776 0.787 0.786 0.799 0.812 0.765 0.780 0.794

Percentile ratios
p90/p50 13.2 14.0 14.8 12.5 14.0 15.5 11.2 13.0 14.8
p75/p50 6.2 6.5 6.9 5.5 6.2 6.8 5.2 6.0 6.8

Mean in euros 76,315 79,941 83,567 76,564 81,089 85,613 79,218 83,308 87,399

Percentiles in euros

p99 706,052 759,969 813,885 697,366 787,500 877,634 747,813 817,279 886,744

p95 310,726 323,722 336,718 303,898 319,731 335,564 304,770 323,180 341,589
p90 202,074 210,134 218,194 198,476 207,695 216,913 208,303 216,971 225,639
p75 93,683 98,130 102,577 86,952 91,374 95,795 96,519 100,000 103,481
Median 14,083 15,000 15,917 13,353 14,818 16,284 14,200 16,663 19,126
p25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
p10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
p5 −2,691 −1,610 −529 −4,842 −4,000 −3,158 −4,081 −3,150 −2,219
p1 −23,264 −20,360 −17,456 −35,200 −30,260 −25,320 −29,556 −24,100 −18,644

Proportion of individuals with net 
assets of less than 0 euros, in percent

4.8 5.2 5.6 6.9 7.4 7.9 6.7 7.4 8.0

Proportion of individuals with net 
assets equaling 0 euros, in percent

20.0 20.6 21.3 18.9 19.7 20.5 19.3 20.2 21.1

1  Individual net assets of individuals aged 17 or over in private households
2 95-percent confidence interval.
Statistically significant changes relative to the previous survey year are shaded gray.
Source: SOEPv29, with 0.1 percent top coding.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

Wealth inequality remains high.
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Analyses of wealth distribution based on microdata repre-
sentative of the population are confronted with a number 
of methodological and statistical problems. They cannot 
allow for entitlements to statutory pension insurance to be 
taken into account. Accumulated pension-related claims 
are converted into personal earning points that do not 
reveal a direct reference to social security assets and are 
therefore rarely included in population surveys (the same 
applies to occupational pension entitlements). Since the 
majority of the working population is subject to compul-
sory pension insurance or has pension-related claims, for 
example, in the form of training or child-rearing periods, 
social security assets in the statutory pension scheme 
represent an important component in household assets. 
Evaluations of pension insurance data show that 91 per-
cent of men and 87 percent of women aged 65 or over 
have statutory pension entitlements. (In eastern Germany, 
the corresponding ratios are even higher at 99 percent.)1 

Other asset components also cause difficulties in popula-
tion surveys. According to the concept, household effects 
are categorized as tangible assets and include all vehicles 
in the household. Since it is difficult for respondents to 
give an estimate of the current market value of their entire 
household effects, the present study only asked about 
tangible assets in the form of valuable collections, such as 
gold, jewelry, coins, or objets d’art. As a result of this limita-
tion, tangible assets here are underestimated compared to 
the national accounts.

In population surveys, assets are usually recorded at the 
household level and represented in the form of per capita 
wealth.2 The SOEP has a methodological feature, here, 
since it records the individual assets of each respondent 
aged 17 or over. Thus, differences between households 
and partnerships can be shown in a per capita compari-
son. The present analyses (with the exception of Table 5 
and Figures 4 and 5) refer to the individual assets of peo-
ple aged 17 or over3, i.e., the redistribution of wealth from 
people with lots of assets to household members with few 

1	 Federal Ministry for Labour and Social Affairs, Alterssicherungsbericht 
2008, 83. (www.bmas.de/coremedia/generator/29492/proper-
ty=pdf/2008__11__19__alterssicherungsbericht.pdf).

2	 See, for example, results based on the income and consumption 
sample (EVS) from the Federal Statistical Office or the PHF study by 
Deutsche Bundesbank; U. Kalkreuth and H. Hermann, “The PHF: a survey 
on the assets and finances of households in Germany,” Monatsbericht der 
Deutschen Bundesbank, no. 1.

3	 Assets held by children (under 17 years of age) are ignored as it is 
assumed these constitute only a very small proportion of total assets.

or no individual assets in a household is not taken into 
account. 

A comparison of aggregated assets based on the SOEP 
and the sectoral and overall economic balance sheets of 
the Federal Statistical Office is complicated by a number 
of differences in distinctions and definitions. First, the 
Federal Statistical Office lumps households together with 
private non-profit organizations. Second, in addition to 
durable consumer goods, other types of assets are also 
included which are not recorded in the SOEP. These include 
cash, the value of livestock and crops, equipment, intan-
gible fixed assets, claims against private health insurance 
companies, commercial loans and commercial holdings in 
residential buildings. Third, the SOEP records the current 
market value of real estate while the Federal Statistical 
Office uses its replacement value. But market value differs 
significantly from the replacement value of real estate. As 
a result, in 2002, net assets calculated on the basis of the 
SOEP totaled almost 90 percent of the figure calculated 
on the balance sheet of the Federal Statistical Office, but it 
was only 64 percent in 2012. In the case of real estate, the 
quantitatively most important asset component, the 
coverage rate fell from 110 percent to just 82 percent. 
Here, 73 percent of liabilities are recorded. At 33 percent, 
aggregate gross monetary assets are significantly under-
estimated in the SOEP. This is also the case in all other 
wealth surveys worldwide. 

A comparison with the wealth survey conducted by the 
German Federal Bank in 2010/11 (PHF) shows that the 
SOEP slightly underestimated per capita net assets at 
86,000 euros, compared to 95,000 euros in the PHF. 
It should also be taken into account here that the PHF 
conducts a far more detailed survey of the asset situation 
and thus also takes into account, for example, the value of 
vehicles.4 

Since 2002, the SOEP has attempted to counteract 
the problem encountered in population surveys of not 
ascribing meaningful representation to higher income and 
assets by introducing a partial sample of “high-income 
households.” Against the background of high inequality in 
personal wealth distribution, particular importance is ac-
corded this sub-sample and the sufficiently large number 

4	 Kalkreuth and Hermann, “The PHF.”

Box 2

Recording Assets with Surveys 
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of cases of wealthy households in the SOEP.5 In particular, 
the relationship between income and wealth distribu-
tion for the group of high-income earners can also be 
represented in more detail, since assets, asset income, and 
savings depend to a large extent on disposable income. 
Nevertheless, the problem remains that there are simply 
no very wealthy people in a sample such as the SOEP. In 
particular, this applies to billionaires and multi-millionaires. 
The end result is that the true extent of wealth inequality 
is underestimated. There are currently no external statistics 
available in Germany to validate this underestimation, for 
instance, wealth tax statistics. 

Estimating fair market value in a survey is difficult, 
especially when the object was inherited or purchased 
a long time ago and respondents do not have sufficient 
knowledge of the current market. Also, valuing business 
assets is particularly difficult. In contrast to regular income, 
asset values can be very volatile and this further complica-
tes their evaluation. This leads, in addition to the overall 
sensitivity of this issue, to increasing refusals to answer 
questions or a lack of information on asset-related issues. 

As well as extensive checks on the consistency of indivi-
dual data being conducted, all missing assets in the SOEP 

5	 J. Schupp, J. R. Frick, J. Goebel, M. M. Grabka, O. Groh-Samberg, and 
G. G. Wagner, “Zur verbesserten Erfassung von Haushaltsnettoeinkommen 
und Vermögen in Haushaltssurveys,” in T.Druyen, W. Lauterbach, and M. 
Grundmann (pub.), Reichtum und Vermögen – Zur gesellschaftlichen 
Bedeutung der Reichtums- und Vermögensforschung (Wiesbaden: 2009), 
85-96.

are replaced using multiple imputations.6 Due to the use 
of longitudinal data as part of repeated wealth surveys in 
2002, 2007, and 2012, the quality of the imputation was 
better than would have been the case with a single survey. 

After extrapolation and weighting factors were applied, 
SOEP microdata underlying these analyses give a repre-
sentative picture of the population in households and thus 
allow conclusions to be drawn about the entire population. 
Members of the population in institutions (for example, in 
nursing homes) were not taken into account. The weigh-
ting factors correct differences in the designs of the vari-
ous SOEP samples, as well as the participation behavior of 
respondents after the first interview. The framework data 
of the microcensus is adjusted to increase its compatibility 
with official statistics.

The asset data presented here for 2002 and 2007 devi-
ates from those of earlier publications because repeated 
revisions of weighting factors were required in the SOEP 
in the past and the imputation procedure has since under-
gone a fundamental reworking. Selected key figures are 
shown in the table before and after revised weighting and 
improved imputation. There are no significant changes, 
i.e., the deviations between previous and revised data for 
2002 and 2007 still fall within the usual fluctuation 
range of samples.7 

6	 J. R. Frick, M. M. Grabka, and J. Marcus, “Editing and Multiple 
Imputation of Item-Non-Response in the 2002 Wealth Module of the 
German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP),” SOEPpapers on Multidisciplinary 
Panel Data Research at DIW Berlin, no. 18 (Berlin: 2007).

7	 Frick and Grabka, “Zur verbesserten Erfassung.”

Table 2

Influence of the Data Revision on Asset Amounts and Distribution1 in 2002 and 2007

2002 2007

SOEPv29 SOEPv24/v25 SOEPv29 SOEPv24/v25

Lower  
threshold2 Estimate

Upper 
threshold2

Lower  
threshold2 Estimate

Upper 
threshold2

Lower  
threshold2 Estimate

Upper 
threshold2

Lower  
threshold2 Estimate

Upper 
threshold2

Gini coefficient 0.774 0.786 0.798 0.773 0.785 0.798 0.794 0.807 0.819 0.785 0.802 0.818
Percentile ratio p90/p50 13.3 14.0 14.7 13.1 13.9 14.7 12.7 14.0 15.3 12.6 14.4 16.3
Mean in euros 79,163 83,783 88,403 78,004 82,436 86,869 78,794 84,257 89,720 83,040 89,823 96,607
Percentile in euros

p99 698,761 759,969 821,176 704,978 757,475 809,971 700,282 787,500 874,718 729,408 822,185 914,962
p95 311,660 323,722 335,784 299,470 318,357 337,245 302,437 319,731 337,025 312,306 336,380 360,453
p90 203,464 210,134 216,803 200,520 208,306 216,092 199,062 207,695 216,327 208,401 221,503 234,604
p75 94,046 98,130 102,214 92,694 96,660 100,627 87,020 91,374 95,727 92,965 98,433 103,901
Median 14,296 15,000 15,704 14,250 15,000 15,750 13,409 14,818 16,228 13,117 15,351 17,585
p25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
p10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
p5 −2,757 −1,610 −463 −2,959 −1,881 −803 −5,012 −4,000 −2,988 −5,484 −3,900 −2,316
p1 −23,683 −20,360 −17,037 −22,311 −19,455 −16,600 −36,299 −30,260 −24,221 −35,333 −30,000 −24,667

1  People in households, individual assets; 2 95-percent confidence interval.
Source: SOEPv29, without top coding.

© DIW Berlin ﻿
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adults; in western Germany, this line is crossed at just 
under 240,000 euros. While average net assets did not 
change significantly in western Germany between 2002 
and 2012, it first declined in eastern Germany and then 
increased distinctly between 2007 and 2012. This is due 
to a slight rise in the value of owner-occupied property. 
The recovery on the eastern German labor market may 
well have also played a role.

Wealth Inequality Remains High 

The Gini coefficient is a standard measure of wealth in-
equality. The higher its value, the greater the measured 
inequality.11 The coefficient for 2012 is 0.78 (see Table 

11	 On the Gini coefficient, see also DIW Glossar, www.diw.de/de/
diw_01.c.413334.de/presse_glossar/diw_glossar/gini_koeffizient.html (in 
German only). If all assets are positive, the Gini coefficient is between 0 and 1. 
A value of 0 means that all the individuals in the comparison hold exactly the 
same assets. In contrast, a value of 1 means that one person holds all the 
assets and all the others hold none. In fact, however, net assets may also be 
negative. In 2012, this was the case for just over seven percent of adults in 
Germany. In extreme cases, the Gini coefficient could then take on values 
greater than 1.

1).12 This makes Germany the country with the highest 
wealth inequality in the euro area, followed by Austria 
in second place. The Gini coefficient for France is 0.68, 
for Italy 0.61, and for Slovakia 0.45.13 Wealth inequali-
ty in the US (Gini coefficient of 0.87 for 2010) is great-
er than in Germany.

An alternative measure of distribution is the 90-50 
decile ratio, which relates the lower bound of the wealth 
of the richest ten percent of the population to the medi-
an of the wealth distribution. In other words, this figure 
indicates the multiple of “rich” persons’ wealth in rela-
tion to the midpoint of the wealth distribution. In 2012, 
the wealth of the “poorest” person in the top ten per-
cent was 13 times greater than that of the person in the 
middle of the distribution. A comparison of the three 
years under observation does not show any significant 
change in wealth inequality. 

When interpreting these results, it must be taken into 
account that a sample which is representative of the pop-
ulation, such as the SOEP, tends to under-report people 
with very high wealth and consequently underestimates 
the degree of wealth inequality. It is safe to assume that 
wealth inequality has increased over the past ten years 
since, according to the system of national accounts, in-
comes from entrepreneurial activities and investment 
incomes have seen above-average growth compared to 
compensation of employees. These types of incomes are 
primarily concentrated in the highest decile of income 
recipients. Wealth is concentrated even more strongly 
in the top percentiles of the distribution.14 

Owner-Occupied Housing of Great 
Importance 

Observing net values exclusively generally conceals im-
portant structural differences, both in terms of the com-
position of wealth and potentially existing debt. For ex-
ample, low net assets may be the result of high net as-

12	 If based on net assets, the Gini coefficient is more than twice as high as it 
is if based on disposable income, see M. M. Grabka, J. Goebel, „Reduction in 
Income Inequality Faltering,“ DIW Economic Bulletin, no. 1 (2014).

13	 P. Mooslechner, „Der ‚Household Finance and Consumption Survey‘ des 
Eurosystems: Konzeption und Ergebnisse der ersten Erhebungswelle 2010.“ 
Paper presented to the General Council of the OeNB, April 25, 2013. The fact 
that wealth inequality is relatively low in southern European countries may 
also be due to the fact that property ownership is more widespread there than 
in Germany. The figures published by the ECB on the level of assets in the euro 
area have been criticized repeatedly. The Gini coefficient as a measure of 
wealth inequality is not affected by this as it is independent of the levels of 
assets.

14	 S. Bach, M. Beznoska, and V. Steiner, „A Wealth Tax on the Rich to Bring 
down Public Debt? Revenue and Distributional Effects of a Capital Levy,“ 
SOEPpaper, no. 397, to be published in Fiscal Studies no. 1 (2014).

Figure 1

Individual1 Net Assets by Selected Percentiles in Germany
In thousands of euros
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1  Individuals aged 17 or older in private households
Source: SOEPv29, with 0.1 percent top coding.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

Half the population has net assets of less than 17,000 euros.
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Just under half of the adult population (47 percent) had 
monetary assets in 2012 (savings accounts, savings 
bonds and Pfandbriefe, stocks, and investment certifi-
cates) or assets in the form of private insurance policies 
and building loan contracts (51 percent) (see Table 3). The 

sets and simultaneous high debt (for example, young 
families burdened with mortgages just after purchasing 
a home), or it might simply mean low monetary assets.

Table 3

Distribution of Wealth1 in Western and Eastern Germany

2002 2007 2012

Lower  
threshold2

Estimate Upper  
threshold2

Lower  
threshold2

Estimate Upper  
threshold2

Lower  
threshold2

Estimate Upper  
threshold2

Western Germany

Gini coefficient 0.750 0.761 0.771 0.771 0.784 0.797 0.751 0.768 0.786

Percentile ratios
p90/p50 10.8 11.9 13.1 11.0 12.7 14.3 9.8 11.3 12.8
p75/p50 5.2 5.6 6.1 5.1 5.8 6.5 4.8 5.5 6.2

Mean, in euros 85,724 90,004 94,283 87,824 93,651 99,478 89,171 93,790 98,409

Percentiles, in euros
p99 741,771 834,853 927,935 699,732 897,841 1,095,949 765,572 876,050 986,528
p95 336,483 353,200 369,917 345,001 366,300 387,599 342,559 363,980 385,401
p90 225,277 235,700 246,123 228,855 239,700 250,545 228,700 239,300 249,900
p75 106,958 111,535 116,111 105,004 109,900 114,796 109,784 116,445 123,106
Median 17,964 19,800 21,636 16,433 18,910 21,387 18,061 21,200 24,339
p25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
p10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
p5 −2,631 −1,271 89 −4,649 −3,610 −2,571 −4,339 −3,000 −1,661
p1 −22,995 −19,500 −16,005 −36,306 −29,800 −23,294 −32,691 −26,380 −20,069

Proportion of individuals with net 
assets of less than 0 euros, in percent

4.6 5.0 5.5 6.4 7.1 7.8 6.4 7.1 7.7

Proportion of individuals net assets 
equaling 0 euros, in percent

19.9 20.6 21.4 18.5 19.3 20.1 19.0 19.8 20.7

Eastern Germany

Gini coefficient 0.757 0.816 0.875 0.792 0.823 0.854 0.767 0.792 0.817

Percentile ratios
p90/p50 12.1 14.10 15.8 10.2 12.8 15.5 11.1 13.8 16.5
p75/p50 5.2 6.0 6.7 4.5 5,6 6.7 5.2 6.2 7.2

Mean, in euros 32,281 36,713 41,145 29,188 32,007 34,827 37,211 41,138 45,065

Percentiles, in euros
p99 263,346 341,657 419,967 226,245 274,704 323,164 319,600 399,820 480,040
p95 143,744 153,580 163,416 122,440 134,917 147,393 152,386 171,359 190,332
p90 98,627 104,938 111,249 84,231 91,014 97,796 102,342 111,580 120,818
p75 40,931 44,850 48,769 35,083 39,820 44,557 45,422 50,000 54,578
Median 6,427 7,500 8,573 5,607 7,100 8,593 6,429 8,080 9,730
p25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
p10 0 0 0 −33 0 33 −107 0 107
p5 −4,386 −3,000 −1,614 −6,363 −4,731 −3,100 −4,879 −3,600 −2,321
p1 −31,746 −24,840 −17,934 −39,458 −28,120 −16,782 −18,991 −15,600 −12,209

Proportion of individuals with net 
assets of less than 0 euros, in percent

5.2 6.0 6.8 7.3 8.5 9.7 7.4 8.9 10.3

Proportion of individuals with net 
assets equaling 0 euros, in percent

19.4 20.7 22.1 19.6 21.0 22.4 20.0 21.9 23.8

1  Individual net assets of individuals aged 17 or over in private households.
2 95-percent confidence interval.
Statistically significant changes relative to the previous survey year are shaded gray.
Source: SOEPv29, with 0.1 percent top coding.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

On average, net assets in western Germany are more than twice as high as in eastern Germany.
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mon in eastern Germany. As expected, the value of 
owner-occupied housing was considerably lower in east-
ern Germany (88,000 euros) in 2012 than in western 
Germany (151,000 euros).19 The volume of consumer 
loans, however, did not differ significantly, at 12,000 
and 15,000 euros, respectively. 

Individual Position Regarding Wealth 
Strongly Dependent on Age

For western Germany, a comparison of wealth across 
age groups shows a distinct life-cycle pattern (see Fig-
ure 2): in 2012, the average net assets of young adults 
up to 25 years of age were less than 7,000 euros. Af-
ter completing their education and entering the labor 
force, they have the opportunity to save and accumulate 
wealth; at the same time, the probability of inheriting or 
being endowed with wealth is higher. As a result, aver-
age net total assets increase markedly from age 26 on. 
The highest average individual net assets—just under 
175,000 euros—are owned by the group aged 66 to 70. 
Here, the establishment of net assets in the form of real 
estate is particularly important as it is often paid off by 
retirement age. In older age, wealth is typically drawn 
on, resulting in a slight decline in average net wealth. 

A comparison of western and eastern Germany reveals 
that there are no longer any significant differences in 
net wealth up to the age of 40. When entering the la-
bor force, people usually have few assets, so the signif-
icant differences are in fact of little consequence. How-
ever, older cohorts in eastern Germany fall far behind 
the level in western Germany since their average as-
sets total only just over 50,000 euros.20 The large dif-
ference can be explained by the fact that citizens of the 
former German Democratic Republic have lacked op-
portunities to save because of a low wage level and high 
unemployment in eastern Germany. The differences in 
wealth between east and west are therefore expected to 
continue to exist as they carry over in the form of inter-
generational transfers.

19	 The strong increase in rental and purchase prices for real estate since 
2010, which has been reported on frequently, is concentrated primarily on 
certain metropolitan regions such as Munich or Berlin. On average, real estate 
prices have increased by only 1.7 percent per year in real terms, following more 
than ten years of declining real house prices, see J. Möbert, H. Peters, and M. 
Lechler, „Deutschlands Hauspreise aus internationaler und historischer 
Perspektive,“ Wirtschaftsdienst, no. 1 (2014): 76-78. 

20	 It is striking that a comparison of cohorts shows that eastern Germans 
born in 1957 or earlier (at least 51 years of age in 2012) have not been 
increasing their assets over the past ten years.

prevalence of private insurance policies has increased 
significantly since 2002. One reason for this is Riester 
retirement plans, introduced in early 2000.15 On aver-
age, the value of these investments was approximately 
29,000 euros in monetary assets and about 18,000 eu-
ros in private insurance policies. The value of mone-
tary assets has increased by 7,000 euros or 30 percent 
since 2002.16 

For all adults, owner-occupied property is the quantita-
tively most important form of wealth, at 54,000 euros. 
Almost 40 percent have this form of investment in their 
portfolios;17 just one-tenth hold other types of real estate, 
which are clearly much less prevalent. For those with 
owner-occupied real estate, this accounts for approxi-
mately 141,000 euros on average. The corresponding 
figure for other real estate is 156,000 euros. 

Liabilities have increased significantly: the proportion 
of Germans in debt rose from 27.5 in 2002 to just un-
der 32 percent in 2012. This is the result of a single 
factor: the greater prevalence of consumer loans. The 
volume of these loans has declined significantly, how-
ever—from over 21,000 euros to just under 15,000 eu-
ros. In other words, smaller liabilities, for example, for 
purchasing articles of daily use, play a more important 
role.18 The situation is different for mortgages on own-
er-occupied housing. Although the prevalence of these 
liabilities has not changed, their values increased by 
17 percent, from 47,000 euros in 2002 to 55,000 eu-
ros in 2012. Low interest rates for financing real estate 
purchases are likely to have had an effect here, leading 
to a demand for bigger mortgages. 

Only four percent of all individuals own business assets, 
yet they account for just below ten percent of total net 
assets. Accordingly, the average amount of business as-
sets held by people owning a business was more than 
190,000 euros in 2012. 

Owning property and taking out mortgages are still 
more prevalent in western than eastern Germany. In 
contrast, consumer loans are significantly more com-

15	 J. Geyer, „Riester-Rente: Rezept gegen Altersarmut?,“ Wochenbericht des 
DIW Berlin, no. 45 (2011).

16	 According to the Federal Statistical Office, Sektorale und Gesamtwirtschaft-
liche, aggregate gross monetary assets held by private households increased by 
38 percent between 2002 and 2012.

17	 Although it is true that 53 percent of all residents of Germany lived in 
households with owner-occupied property in 2011, the proportion of people 
with owner-occupied property was only 38 percent. In many households, 
owner-occupied property belongs to just one household member; in particular, 
grown children still living with their parents are generally only „co-residents“ 
but not „co-owners.“

18	 Zero-interest financing offered by retailers likely contributed to this 
situation. 
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Table 4

Components of Individual1 Net Assets

Germany Western Germany Eastern Germany

2002 2007 2012
2002 2007 2012 2002 2007 2012

Lower2 Estimate Upper 2 Lower2 Estimate Upper 2 Lower2 Estimate Upper 2

Percentage of people owning assets in the population aged 17 or older

Gross wealth 69.7 70.4 71.1 73.5 7.3 75.1 756 76.5 77.4 70.4 74.4 76.9 70.4 73.6 74.7

Owner-occupied property 37.0 3.7 38.3 35.2 36.1 37.0 37.3 38.2 39.1 39.6 38.1 400 294 28.2 30.8

Other real estate 9.2 9.7 10.2 9.3 9.9 10.4 9.3 10.0 10.7 10.5 10.7 10.7 6.5 6.7 7.0

Financial assets 44.7 45.5 46.3 46.8 47.7 48.7 45.7 46.8 47.9 45.3 48.3 47.4 46.2 45.6 44.3

Business assets 4.1 4.4 4.7 3.6 4.0 4.5 3.9 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.1 4.3 4.0 3.7 4.0

Valuables 8.5 9.0 9.5 5.3 5.8 6.2 5.7 6.2 6.7 10.1 6.4 7.0 4.2 3.4 2.9

Insurance policies and building 
loan contracts

46.9 48.0 49.1 50.9 51.8 52.8 49.5 50.5 51.4 47.5 52.1 50.2 50.1 50.8 51.6

Insurance policies − − − 39.0 39.7 40.5 38.1 39.1 40.1 − 39.9 38.4 − 39.0 41.9

Building loan assets − − − 28.6 29.4 30.2 28.2 29.1 29.9 − 29.9 29.7 − 27.3 26.6

Debt 26.8 27.5 28.3 30.0 30.9 31.8 30.8 31.7 32.6 28.4 31.4 32.2 23.7 28.9 29.6

Mortgages on owner-occupied 
housing

17.9 18.5 19.2 16.9 17.5 18.1 17.0 17.7 18.4 19.4 18.5 18.7 14.6 13.9 13.4

Mortgages on other real estate 3.9 4.2 4.5 3.9 4.3 4.7 3.7 4.1 4.6 4.8 4.8 4.6 1.7 2.3 2.2

Consumer loans 11.2 11.7 12.3 15.6 16.4 17.2 15.8 16.4 17.1 11.5 15.9 15.5 13.0 18.4 20.1

Asset components as percentages of net assets

Gross wealth 119 120 119 118 117 116 125 124 119

Owner-occupied property 62 59 63 62 52 57 69 61 57

Other real estate 20 21 18 21 19 17 10 8 9

Financial assets 12 15 16 12 13 14 16 16 16

Business assets 11 11 9 11 10 8 13 10 10

Valuables 2 2 1 2 1 1 3 1 1

Insurance policies and building 
loan contracts

11 12 11 11 11 10 14 14 13

Insurance policies − 9 8 − 8 7 − 9 9

Building loan assets − 3 3 − 3 3 − 5 4

Debt 19 20 19 18 17 16 25 24 19

Mortgages on owner-occupied 
housing

10 11 11 10 10 10 15 15 11

Mortgages on other real estate 5 5 4 5 5 4 3 3 3

Consumer loans 3 3 3 3 2 2 7 6 5

Net assets 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Assets per owner aged 17 or older (mean)

Gross wealth 125,921 13, 504 137,087 124,284 131,525 138,765 127,338 132,596 137,855 147,755 150,592 148,368 61,426 55,001 67,287

Owner-occupied property 136,041 13, 752 141,463 134,442 138,354 142,266 136,551 141,085 145,618 147,627 149,276 151,356 87,499 80,785 87,338

Other real estate 149,763 171,980 194,197 154,102 175,943 197,784 129,804 155,553 181,301 188,034 196,690 170,498 60,150 46,945 62,921

Financial assets 21,121 22,306 23,491 23,479 26,889 30,300 26,354 28,996 31,637 24,540 30,177 31,737 12,892 13,281 17,198

Business assets 135,485 212,347 289,208 157,212 222,933 288,655 147,409 191,368 235,326 231,670 251,535 208,442 118,368 98,320 118,662

Valuables 10,091 18,089 26,087 8,203 22,452 36,701 11,896 15,438 18,980 17,614 24,344 15,824 22,975 8,776 11,713

Insurance policies and building 
loan contracts

18,283 19,569 20,854 18,587 19,718 20,848 17,490 18,634 19,779 21,899 22,061 20,288 10,072 10,322 12,164

Insurance policies − − − 17,081 18,401 19,721 15,465 16,678 17,890 − 20,761 18,375 − 8,957 10,431

Building loan assets − − − 9,076 9,894 10,712 9,380 9,931 10,482 − 10,707 10,550 − 6,411 7,154

Debt 49,637 53,040 56,444 48,338 51,362 54,387 47,167 50,079 52,990 56,325 56,188 54,445 36,087 30,557 30,936

Mortgages on owner-occupied 
housing

45,006 47,412 49,817 51,625 53,635 55,646 51,947 55,314 58,681 49,119 56,290 58,166 37,675 39,840 39,256

Mortgages on other real estate 86,035 103,344 120,653 88,199 105,391 122,584 68,348 89,380 110,411 106,567 111,977 92,129 62,907 51,878 66,335

Consumer loans 17,620 21,407 25,194 13,497 14,853 16,209 12,637 14,691 16,746 21,742 15,613 15,532 20,134 12,293 12,084

1  Individual net assets of individuals aged 17 or older in private households.
2 95-percent confidence interval. Statistically significant changes relative to the previous survey year are shaded in light gray. Statistically significant changes between 2002 and 2012 are 
shaded in dark gray.
Source: SOEPv29.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

The fraction of people with consumer loans has increased.
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Subdivided into service grades, public officials with a 
low or medium grade had net assets of 80,000 euros 
and therefore owned as much as employees carrying out 
qualified activities. In contrast, public officials with a 
higher grade had net assets of more than 110,000 euros. 

The self-employed had the highest assets of all. On the 
one hand, the self-employed are generally not entitled to 
statutory pensions and more likely to have private pen-
sion plans in the form of private insurance or real es-
tate. On the other hand, this is due to business assets. 
The self-employed with no employees had net assets of 
slightly more than 170,000 euros, with this figure ris-
ing to just under one million euros for the self-employed 
with more than ten employees. 

The unemployed and non-workers owned relatively few 
assets. Non-workers had by far the lowest assets—apart 
from trainees—with an average of 18,000 euros. In ad-
dition, the assets of the unemployed have fallen sig-
nificantly over time; in 2002, this figure was still over 
30,000 euros.21 The proportion of people with assets of 
less than or equal to zero in 2012 was highest among 
the unemployed at 65 percent. 

21	 Hartz IV legislation may have played a role here. It states that all assets 
up to the allowed exemption (including owner-occupied real estate) must be 
used up before a person can draw unemployment benefits known as 
Arbeitslosengeld II (paid after the first 12 to18 months of unemployment). 

Men Have Greater Assets than Women

Studies on wealth typically survey only one representa-
tive of a household about the assets of all members of 
the household. This does not allow an analysis of gen-
der-specific differences in assets. The SOEP is one of 
the few data sources surveying assets at the individu-
al level. In 2012, men’s individual net assets averaged 
97,000 euros, 27,000 euros more than women’s (see 
Figure 3). This equates to women having only 72 per-
cent of the assets held by men.  

Self-Employed Have the Highest Net 
Assets 

A person’s net assets grow as they climb the career lad-
der. There are, however, significant differences among 
the various groups of employees. Unskilled or semi-
skilled workers and employees had assets of approx-
imately 33,000 euros in 2012, whereas skilled work-
ers had assets of 45,000 euros (see Table 4). Supervi-
sors, specialists, and employees with qualified activities 
owned 83,000 euros, while employees with compre-
hensive leadership tasks attained an average individual 
net assets of almost 210,000 euros. At the same time, 
the proportion of people with assets of zero or less de-
creased as their career position improved. 

Figure 3

Individual1 Net Assets by Gender
In thousands of euros
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Source: SOEPv29, with 0.1 percent top coding.
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Men’s net assets are higher than women’s.

Figure 2

Individual1 Net Assets by Age Groups and Region in 2012
In thousands of euros

1 Individuals aged 17 or older in private households
Source: SOEPv29, with 0.1 percent top coding. Gray area = 95-percent confidence region.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

Middle-aged or older eastern Germans have significantly fewer assets.
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The Higher the Net Income, the Greater 
the Assets 

Disposable income22 is more evenly distributed than as-
sets. Nevertheless, there is a close link between the two 
economic figures—not least due to income from capital 
assets, such as interest and dividends or rental income. 

For all the three years monitored, there was a significant 
positive correlation between per capita household net 
income and per capita net assets (see Figure 4). While 
the lowest 10 percent of incomes only had average as-
sets of nearly 20,000 euros, the corresponding figure 
for the ninth decile was just under 130,000 euros, and 
the highest ten percent of the population had almost 
285,000 euros. 

From 2002 to 2012, the upper income groups were able 
to further increase their assets. The ninth and tenth in-
come decile showed increases in average per capita as-
sets of more than 25,000 euros. This was also statisti-
cally significant for the ninth decile. In contrast, the 

22	 Grabka and Goebel, “Rückgang der Einkommensungleichheit,” 13–23.

Single Parents with the Lowest Assets

To differentiate by household type in the asset analysis, 
the following considers the per capita household wealth 
instead of individual assets per adult. In 2012, single 
parents with two or more children were in possession 
of almost 21,000 euros and had the lowest volume of 
per capita net assets (see Table 5). If a single parent lives 
with only one child, his or her net assets rise to 35,000 
euros, but this figure is still significantly below that of 
a couple household with only one child (around 63,000 
euros). It is also evident in couple households that per 
capita wealth decreases with an increase in the number 
of children. In 2012, couple households with two chil-
dren had slightly more than 50,000 euros, and with 
three or more children only 44,000 euros. In contrast, 
(married) couples with no children had average assets 
of 108,000 euros. Men living alone aged 60 or over had 
the highest per capita assets of 150,000 euros. It can be 
assumed here that many are widowers and have inherit-
ed the assets of a former spouse. The average net assets 
of this group of widowed men living alone was around 
190,000 euros, almost 80,000 euros more than wid-
owed older women living alone. 

Table 5

Individual1 Net Assets by Social Status in 2012

Lower 
threshold3 Mean

Upper 
threshold3 Median

Fraction with assets 
less than or equal to 

0 euros

For informational 
purposes: structure of 

the population aged 17 
or older

In euros In percent

Apprentice, intern 5,310 7,881 10,452 10 49.9 7.2

Unskilled, semi-skilled workers, employees without any 
qualifications 

27,417 32,527 37,637 2,000 43.8 10.6

Skilled workers, employees with low-qualification 
positions

39,690 45,076 50,462 9,858 27.6 10.6

Supervisors, specialists, employees with qualified 
positions

76,466 83,039 89,611 34,000 15.3 23.6

Employees with extensive managerial responsibilities 162,013 209,096 256,178 114,595 13.8 0.7

Lower- and middle-level civil servants 60,813 79,776 98,738 42,468 11.0 1.2

Upper-middle-level and upper-level civil servants 95,329 113,810 132,291 80,100 9.7 2.4

Self-employed without employees 131,671 172,334 212,996 50,018 19.1 3.6

Self-employed with 1 to 9 employees 266,513 329,044 391,576 145,124 6.5 1.8

Self-employed with 10 or more employees 551,172 952,264 1,353,355 504,860 3.0 0.3

Not gainfully employed 51,911 61,901 71,890 5,578 39.1 5.8

Unemployed 12,560 17,797 23,035 0 65.5 5.0

Pensioners 104,056 112,163 120,269 49,900 21.9 27.2

Total 79,218 83,308 87,399 16,663 7.4 100.0

1  Individual net assets of individuals aged 17 or older in private households.
2 95-percent confidence interval.
Statistically significant changes relative to 2002 are shaded gray.
Source: SOEPv29.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

The unemployed and apprentices have the fewest assets.
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hold net assets of less than 60 percent of the median of 
the total population.25

The proportion of adults affected by relative income 
poverty in 2012 was approximately 16 percent (see Fig-
ure 5). Since assets are significantly less evenly distrib-
uted than income, the ratio of those affected by relative 
wealth poverty was notably higher at 44 percent. In to-
tal, 12 percent are affected by both relative income and 
asset poverty, while four percent of the total population 
earn low incomes, but, at the same time, are able to rely 
on significant assets of their own or from other house-
hold members. 

Since wealth is normally accumulated over the course of 
an individual’s life, the proportion of those not on low in-
comes or having few assets increases with age. In 2012, 
two-thirds of households with a head of the household 
aged 66 to 75 were part of this group. At the same time, 
the proportion of those with few assets but not on low 

25	 The poverty threshold for 2012 was just under 15,000 euros per capita 
and therefore significantly higher than using data on individual wealth. Here, 
the household‘s internal „redistribution process“ also reflects that individuals 
with no assets will benefit from the assets of other household members.

assets of the lowest 30 percent of incomes remain un-
changed during the observation period. 

Asset Poverty Decreases With Age

One of the core functions of assets is to stabilize con-
sumption in the event of income losses. This applies 
in the short term during a period of unemployment as 
well as in the long term, especially during the transi-
tion from work to retirement.23 

Contrary to the standard developed in particular at the 
European level to describe relative income poverty risk,24 
there is still no universally accepted definition of asset 
poverty. By analogy to determining poverty risk through 
income, individuals are defined here as being threatened 
by relative asset poverty if they have per capita house-

23	 It should be noted here that the various forms of investment have 
different liquidity so in the event of a loss of income, assets cannot always be 
liquidated and, in addition, assets up to the allowed exemption are taken into 
account for benefit claims.

24	 See also Tony Atkinson, Bea Cantillon, Eric Marlier, and Brian Nolan, 
Social Indicators. The EU and Social Inclusion (Oxford: 2002). 

Table 6

Per Capita Net Assets1 by Household Type in 2012

Lower 
threshold3

Mean
Upper 

threshold3
Median

Fraction with assets less 
than or equal to 0 euros

For informational 
purposes: structure of the 

population

In euros In percent

1-person household, under 60, male 40,668 81,349 122,030 3,572 39 10.6

1-person household, aged 60 or older, male 120,821 150,047 179,272 48,080 25 6.5

1-person household, aged 60 or older, male, 
widowed

146,039 188,784 231,529 85,138 19 2.7

1-person household, under 60, female 39,888 49,030 58,173 6,402 35 9.6

1-person household, aged 60 or older, female 89,451 105,362 121,272 26,365 26 14.2

1-person household, aged 60 or older, female, 
widowed

96,560 110,425 124,291 40,800 22 8.6

(Married) couple with no children 100,185 108,028 115,870 56,004 13 31.0

Single parent with one child 22,658 35,038 47,417 1,591 43 3.1

Single parent with two or more children 10,860 20,800 30,741 1,443 37 2.0

(Married) couple with one child 52,412 62,579 72,745 31,100 17 10.6

(Married) couple with two children 42,412 50,586 58,760 28,267 15 8,7

(Married) couple with three or more children 33,269 44,034 54,800 20,297 20 2,8

Other households 29,897 54,488 79,079 24,415 23 1,1

Total 79,026 85,663 92,301 25,200 23 100

For informational purposes:

Gini coefficient 0.736 0.756 0.776

P90/p50 ratio 7.6 8.4 9.2

1  Individual net assets of individuals in private households.
2 95-percent confidence interval.
Source: SOEPv29.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

(Married) couples with no children have over 108,000 euros in assets per capita.
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er than in western Germany. In particular, with the in-
creasing number of new pensioners, eastern Germans 
are not able to combat the increasing risk of poverty in 
old age with their private assets.26

26	 J. Simonson, N. Kelle, L. Romeu Gordo, M. M. Grabka, A. Rasner, and C. 
Westermeier, “Ostdeutsche Männer um 50 müssen mit geringeren Renten 
rechnen,” DIW Wochenbericht, no. 23 (2012): 3–13.

incomes as well as those with low incomes and few as-
sets declined. There was a sharp contrast between 34 
percent of households with a head of household aged 
17 to 25 years in this category compared to only five per-
cent of those at retirement age. For households where 
the head of household is older (aged 76 or over), the pro-
portion of those with few assets increases slightly be-
cause at this age, capital transfers are often made in the 
form of gifts to the next generation. 

Conclusion and Outlook 

Between 2007 and 2012, individual average net assets 
in Germany did not increase significantly, according 
to the SOEP. With a Gini coefficient of 0.78, wealth in-
equality remained high compared to other countries. 

Against a background of private pensions becoming in-
creasingly common, the significant rise in the number 
of people with negative net assets is problematic. On the 
other hand, the proportion of people with private insur-
ance has increased significantly since 2002. This is pre-
sumably also due to Riester retirement plans. The aver-
age asset value of private insurances (including building 
loan contracts) in 2012 was only approximately 19,000 
euros. It remains to be seen whether the gap in pension 
coverage can be closed by the statutory pension scheme. 
Net assets in eastern Germany are still significantly low-

Figure 4

Average Per Capita Assets1 by Income Deciles in 
2012
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The higher the net income, the higher the net assets.

Figure 5

Relative Income Poverty Risk and Asset Poverty Risk1 by Age  
of Head of Household in 2012
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The proportion of income-poor and asset-poor people declines up until retirement age.
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Now, 25 years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, eastern and western 
German men are receiving similar state pensions, the main pillar in 
the system of old age provision in Germany. In contrast, the average 
pension paid to eastern German women far exceeds that of their 
western counterparts. A cohort comparison shows a narrowing of 
the gender gap when it comes to pension entitlements in eastern 
Germany. This decline is less a result of higher pension entitlements 
among eastern German women than a consequence of significant 
drops in pensions among eastern German men. In western Germany, 
however, the gender pension gap has remained consistently high 
throughout the cohort comparison. Western German women born in 
the baby boom years have only managed to narrow the gender gap 
to a limited extent despite their increasing labor participation.

The present analysis first compares the development of average 
pension payments received by pensioners in eastern and western 
Germany who retired between 1993 and 2013. A cohort comparison 
analyzes the extent to which the existing East-West differences, par-
ticularly among women, are likely to continue into the future.

With the passing of the Unification Treaty of August 31, 
1990 and the Pension Transfer Law of July 25, 1991, the 
German pension laws set down in Book VI of the Ger-
man Social Code were extended to include the states of 
the former German Democratic Republic (GDR).27 Con-
sequently, on January 1, 1992, the day on which the new 
regulations came into effect, almost eight million peo-
ple  who are insured in the statutory pension insurance 
and just under four million pensioners from the former 
GDR were merged with the western German system.28

One of the biggest challenges that arose in connection 
with the alignment of the two pension insurance sys-
tems was recalculating existing eastern German pen-
sions on the basis of western German pension laws. Al-
though pension insurance in the GDR was also orga-
nized on the basis of a pay-as-you-go (PAYG) system, 
there were still substantial differences between east and 
west. At the time of reunification, for example, pension 
levels in the GDR were still very low,29 with many pen-
sioners on minimum-level pensions. 

The German Pension Transfer Law meant existing pen-
sion entitlements were re-calculated, taking into consid-
eration the number of contribution years, as well as the 
individual average incomes for the last 20 years. Owing 
to the clear differences in income in the east and west, 
eastern German incomes had to be upscaled.30 This 

27	 These analyses came about during the Hans Böckler Foundation-backed 
project ‟Die Entwicklung der geschlechtsspezifischen Rentenlücke in 
Deutschland: Analysen zu Entstehung und Bestimmungsfaktoren im 
Lebenslauf,” project no. S-2012-613-4.

28	 One of the main criticisms made was the fact that reunification-related 
costs were financed to a certain extent through pension and unemployment 
insurance. An overview of pension insurance during the process of reunification 
is provided by G. Ritter, ‟Die Rentenversicherung im Prozess der deutschen 
Wiedervereinigung,”(2011), in: E. Eichenhofer, H. Rische, and W. Schmähl, eds., 
‟Handbuch der gesetzlichen Rentenversicherung,” Book VI of the German Social 
Code (Cologne): 67–103.

29	 E. Kirner, H. Vortmann, and G.G. Wagner, ‟Übergang zum neuen 
Rentensystem ist schwierig,” DIW Wochenbericht, no. 14 (1990): 167–171.

30	 The conversion rates used to upwardly adjust the eastern German 
payments can be found in Schedule 10 of the German Social Code Book VI. 
Owing to the different standards of living and wealth in the east and west, the 
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provided a basis for recalculating existing pensions, as 
well as for new pension entitlements for those retiring 
after reunification. The aim here was to achieve a com-
parable level of old-age provision in eastern and west-
ern Germany. 

The present article shows, first and foremost, the devel-
opment of statutory pension payments since reunifica-
tion for women and men in eastern and western Ger-
many. The extent to which the existing east-west differ-
ences will affect future pension generations is analyzed 
on the basis of projected data.

Development of Pension Payments 
since Reunification

Figures 1 and  2 show an east-west comparison of aver-
age monthly pensions for men and women who reached 
pension entitlement age between 1993 and 2013.31 The 
figures for new pensioners include all those who start-
ed receiving an old-age pension within the given calen-
dar year. The columns in the figures denote the nom-
inal averages for all old-age pensions in a given year, 
while the horizontal lines represent those receiving a 

eastern German entitlements are assigned a higher value even 25 years after 
the fall of the Wall.

31	 The first ever reliable statements on the development of pension payments 
in eastern Germany were made in 1993. 

“standard old-age pension”, who are not included in the 
calculations (see Box 1). The low standard old-age pen-
sion payments have a dampening effect on average pen-
sion levels. 

During the period under observation, no notable in-
crease in nominal average pensions for western Ger-
man men was evident (825 euros in 1993 compared 
with 913 euros in 2013). In the case of western German 
women, in contrast/conversely, an upward trend, albe-
it rather slight, can be observed. Average pensions rose 
from 350 euros in 1993 to 505 euros in 2013.32 The gen-
der pension gap narrowed from around 58 to just below 
45 percent during this period.33 

If standard old-age  pensions are not included in the cal-
culations,34 the average pensions for men in western Ger-
many increase from 1,010 euros in 1993 to 1,213 euros in 
2013, while in the same period western German wom-
en’s pensions went up from 558 to 728 euros. Here, the 
reduction in the gender pension gap from 45 to 40 per-

32	 At an average rate of inflation of just under two percent per year, this 
resulted in losses in real pension payments.

33	 The gender pension gap measures the difference (in percent) between the 
average statutory pension payments for men and women. See A. Rasner, ‟Das 
Konzept der geschlechtsspezifischen Rentenlücke,” Deutsche Rentenversiche-
rung, vol. 55 (2006): 270–284.

34	 In 2013, 42 percent of woman qualified for a standard old-age pension, 
while the equivalent for men was only 32 percent. 

Figure 1

Average Monthly Pensions for All Old-Age 
Pensioners for Those Entering Retirement from 
1993 to 2013 (West)
In euros (nominal)
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Sources: German Statutory Pension Insurance (DRV) statistics: Rentenver-
sicherung in Zeitreihen – DRV Brochure, no. 22 (Berlin: 2013); calculations 
by DIW Berlin.
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A slight upward trend can be seen in pension rates for western 
German women. 

Figure 2

Average Monthly Pensions for All Old-Age 
Pensioners for Those Entering Retirement from 
1993 to 2013 (East)
In euros (nominal)
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Sources: German Statutory Pension Insurance (DRV) statistics: Rentenver-
sicherung in Zeitreihen – DRV Brochure, no. 22 (Berlin: 2013); calculations 
by DIW Berlin.
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The gender pension gap in eastern Germany is less striking.
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der equality in the former GDR would appear to have 
been more fruitful than in West Germany. Having said 
that, this did not apply to eastern German women who 
retired post-reunification. Many of the women had no 
formal professional training and were earning far less 
than their male counterparts. In addition, many women 
had to stop working to raise their children.35 This would 
suggest that it is younger birth cohorts that profit most 
from the gender equality. For this age group, full-time 
employment for men and women was actively encour-
aged in the GDR and supported by extensive childcare 
opportunities.36 Consequently, the gender pension gap 
for the newly retired is much less pronounced than is 
the case in western Germany. 

While the increase for eastern and western men was rath-
er moderate during the period of observation, the aver-
age pensions of their female counterparts were on the 
rise. In eastern Germany, the gender pension gap had 
narrowed significantly, whereas in western Germany the 
gap was closing very slowly, leaving it still relatively wide. 
In terms of east-west differences, 25 years after the fall 
of the Wall, it can be said that, on average, eastern and 
western German men are almost on an equal footing 
when it comes to the most important pillar of the sys-
tem for old-age provision in Germany. The situation for 
their female counterparts, on the other hand, is very dif-
ferent with the pensions of eastern German women far 
exceeding those of their western German counterparts. 
The standard pension alone, however, cannot be taken as 
an indicator for social security in old age. Furthermore, 
if occupational and private pension funds are also tak-
en into account, the disposable income of western Ger-
man pensioners is in fact far higher since supplemen-
tary insurance schemes continue to be less widespread 
in eastern Germany.37 In addition, since women have 
less frequent and overall lower pension entitlements in 
occupational and private pension schemes, the gender 
pension gap would become even wider, particularly in 
western Germany.

Various Reasons for Gender Pension Gap

In the German statutory pension insurance scheme 
(GRV), those in dependent employment essentially be-
gin to accumulate pension entitlements when they start 
their first job where they are liable for social security con-
tributions. The greatest share of pension entitlements 

35	 H. Trappe, ‟Lost in Transformation? Disparities of Gender and Age,” in: M. 
Diewald, A. Goedicke, and K.U. Mayer, eds., After the Fall of the Wall: Life 
Courses in the Transformation of East Germany, (Stanford, 2007): 116-139.

36	 B. Hanel, and R. T. Riphahn, ‟The Employment of Mothers – Recent 
Developments and their Determinants in East and West Germany,” Journal of 
Economics and Statistics 232(2) (2012): 146–176.

37	 K. Kortmann and T. Heien, Alterssicherung in Deutschland 2011 (ASID 
2011) – Zusammenfassender Bericht, (Munich: TNS Infratest Sozialforschung, 
2012).

cent is less significant. The different results can be at-
tributed to the large proportion of western German wom-
en claiming a standard old-age pension, who, owing to 
their low level of labor participation, fail to meet the el-
igibility requirements for early old-age pensions such 
as the old-age pension for women. 

A comparison of all old-age pensioners with those not 
claiming a standard old-age pension shows the differenc-
es in eastern Germany are less striking. For both men 
and women, an increase in average nominal pensions 
from 1993 to 2013 was observed. For eastern German 
men, average pensions rose slightly from 794 to 915 eu-
ros, as compared with an increase from 471 to 786 eu-
ros for women in eastern Germany. Between 1993 and 
2013, the gender pension gap closed from 41 to 14 per-
cent. The considerable differences in pension payments 
between eastern German men and women shortly after 
reunification are surprising; the efforts to improve gen-

Box 1

Glossary of Pension Terms

Earnings-related pension points: In order to calculate the 

pension level, the time a person has paid into the sta-

tutory pension scheme is converted into points. For this 

calculation, the individual earnings of the insured person 

are divided by the average earnings of all those who have 

paid into the system. One point is awarded for each year 

at average earnings. For half the average wage, 0.5 points 

are counted. Additional pension points can be earned for 

periods that are of relevance for pension insurance, such 

as maternity leave. Due to the persistent salary differen-

ces in eastern and western Germany, a conversion factor 

is applied to bring points earned in eastern Germany in 

line with western levels (see Schedule 10 of Book IV of the 

German Social Code (SGB IV)).

Standard old-age pension: The eligibility age for a 

standard old-age pension is gradually being increased to 

67 years. For those born in 1949 the standard old-age 

pension is payable at age 65 and three months. To be eli-

gible for a standard old-age pension, the only requirement 

is a minimum of five years’ contributions. Those receiving 

a standard old-age pension are a rather heterogeneous 

group, including, on the one hand, civil servants who had 

paid into the statutory pension fund for a number of prior 

years, making them eligible for a standard old-age pensi-

on, and, on the other hand, western German women with 

low labor market participation. Due to the relatively short 

contribution periods, standard old-age pensions are rather 

low. When calculating averages for all old-age pensions, 

the standard old-age pension payments have a cushioning 

effect on the resulting averages.
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help care for family members.45 On the one hand, this 
interruption to working life may be an expression of 
personal preference. It may, however, also be due to in-
sufficient childcare facilities and care support systems. 
Part-time employment and mini-jobs often provide wom-
en with the f lexibility they need to be able to combine 
work and family life. The low employment prospects for 
women may, however, also be a result of income split-
ting, which can bring about particularly good tax bene-
fits if one spouse—normally the husband—has a high-
er salary and the other spouse—normally the wife—has 
very little or no taxable income at all.46

The gender pension gap continues to widen when em-
ployment ends and people reach retirement age. For in-
stance, married couples tend to retire at the same time.47 
With married women often being a number of years 
younger than their husbands, their pensions will be cor-
respondingly lower.48 A large proportion of women also 
cease to be active on the labor market towards the end of 
employment age (between their 58th and 65th years).49

The aforementioned reasons do not affect women and 
men in eastern and western Germany to the same ex-
tent. First, full-time employment for eastern German 
women has been actively encouraged. Second, there are 
considerable east-west differences in childcare options 
and attitudes to non-parental childcare, which still ex-
ist, albeit to a lesser extent, even 25 years after the fall 
of the Wall.50 In addition, eastern German women have, 
on average, worked far more hours per week than their 
western counterparts.51 Consequently, the salaries of 
eastern German women are higher, which implies that 
they benefit to a lesser extent from the income splitting 
in the German tax law.

45	 C. Boll, Lohneinbußen von Frauen durch geburtsbedingte Erwerbsunterbre-
chungen. Der Schattenpreis von Kindern und dessen mögliche Auswirkungen 
auf weibliche Spezialisierungsentscheidungen im Haushaltszusammenhang. 
Eine quantitative Analyse auf Basis von SOEP-Daten (Frankfurt am Main:  
2011). 

46	 V. Steiner and K. Wrohlich, ‟Introducing Family Tax Splitting in Germany: 
How Would It Affect the Income Distribution, Work Incentives and Household 
Welfare?,” Finanzarchiv, vol. 64, no.1 (2008) 115–142.

47	 M. Coppola and C.B. Wilke, ‟How Sensitive Are Subjective Retirement 
Expectations to Increases in the Statutory Retirement Age? The German Case,” 
MEA Working Paper Series, no. 207 (Mannheim: Mannheim Research Institute 
for the Economics of Aging, 2010).

48	 M. Brussig, ‟Fast Die Hälfte aller neuen Altersrenten mit Abschlägen – 
Quote weiterhin steigend: Probleme mit dem Anstieg der Altersgrenzen vor 
allem bei Arbeitslosen, aber auch bei Erwerbstätigen,” Altersübergangs-Report, 
no. 1 (Duisburg: Institut Arbeit und Qualifikation, 2010).

49	 A. Rasner and S. Etgeton, ‟Rentenübergangspfade: Reformen haben 
großen Einfluss,” DIW Wochenbericht, no. 19 (2014).

50	 See the 3rd report in this issue of DIW Economic Bulletin.

51	 See the 4th report in this issue of DIW Economic Bulletin.

comes from employment subject to social insurance 
contributions. For this reason, the statutory pension in-
surance in Germany is regarded as earnings-centered. 
Nonetheless, some forms of non-gainful employment 
can also earn a person pension entitlements, for exam-
ple, during studies, periods of unemployment or sick 
leave, as well as when bringing up children or taking 
care of sick or elderly relatives (unpaid). Such attempts 
at achieving social equality help close certain gaps in 
the individual employment history and mitigate the neg-
ative effects that temporary non-gainful activities may 
have. On average, women profit from this pension-re-
lated recognition of periods of non-gainful employment 
more than men.38

There are many different reasons for the gender pension 
gap. When men and woman enter into employment for 
the first time, they make various choices as to profes-
sion and studies with men tending to opt for those ar-
eas with higher average salaries and salary increases.39 
Men and women also differ with regard to education-
al return on investment. In other words, even in cases 
where women and men do enter the same profession, 
women will have lower average earnings.40 

In a pension scheme that is largely earnings-based, as 
is the case in Germany, differences in salary between 
women and men41 are one of the major factors contrib-
uting to the gender pension gap. Salary differences are 
also a result of women often being employed in low-sal-
ary jobs.42 In addition, more women work part-time with 
correspondingly lower earnings or take on “mini-jobs,”43 
where no pension entitlements can normally be accumu-
lated.44 Besides lower labor market participation, wom-
en also take breaks in employment more often and for 
longer periods, in particular to raise their children and 

38	 For a discussion on the effectiveness of spouse- and family-related benefits 
in the statutory pension insurance scheme, see H. Buslei, P. Haan, R. 
Ochmann, and B. Rürup, ‟Ehe- und familienbezogene Leistungen in der 
Alterssicherung: Wichtig für die wirtschaftliche Stabilität von Familien,” 
DIW Wochenbericht, no. 23 (2014).

39	 S. Gundert and K.U. Mayer, ‟Gender Segregation in Training and Social 
Mobility of Women in West Germany,” European Sociological Review, no. 28(1) 
(2012): 59-81; E. Smyth and S. Steinmetz, ‟Field of Study and Gender 
Segregation in European Labour Markets,” International Journal of 
Comparative Sociology, vol. 49, no. 4-5 (2008): 257–281.

40	 D. Glocker and J. Storck, ‟Risks and Returns to Educational Fields – a 
Financial Asset Approach to Vocational and Academic Education,” Economics 
of Education Review 42 (2014): 109–129.

41	 OECD, Closing the Gender Gap (Paris, 2012).

42	 T. Kalina and C. Weinkopf, ‟Niedriglohnbeschäftigung 2008: Stagnation 
auf hohem Niveau – Lohnspektrum franst nach unten aus,” IAQ Report, no. 
2010-06.

43	 D. Voss and C. Weinkopf, ‟Niedriglohnfall Minijob,” WSI Mitteilungen, no. 
1 (2012): 5–12.

44	 Since January 1, 2013, mini-jobs have been liable to pension insurance 
contributions, although those employed in mini-jobs can apply for exemption 
from this liability, which the German legislature introduced to improve the 
precarious “security” situation in this form of employment. The majority of 
people employed in mini-jobs, however, make use of the possibility of 
exemption.
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tween 1956 and 1965 are of particular interest here. They 
are compared with two predecessor cohorts: those born 
between 1936 and 1945 (war-years cohort), almost all 
of whom have already retired, and those born between 
1946 and 1955 (post-war cohort), who are about to reach 
retirement age. 

To calculate the accumulation of pension entitlements 
in the course of a person’s life, as well as the develop-

age. In addition, once a person reaches pension eligibility age, a final 
calculation including any periods where no or reduced contributions were 
made is carried out. This final calculation will increase the actual pension 
payment.

Future Development of Gender Pension Gap

A cohort comparison examines the extent to which east-
west pension differences for men and women are like-
ly to exist in future. To this end, the accumulation of 
pension entitlements between the 15th and 58th years 
is broken down using model calculations and the birth 
cohorts compared.52 The baby boomer cohort born be-

52	 The analysis of the accumulation of pension entitlements was conducted 
until the 58th  year of the insured’s life only. The reason for this is that forecasts 
on pension transition for those from the baby-boom cohort involve considerable 
uncertainty. The average pension entitlements specified here are thus lower 
than the actual pension entitlement that is expected on reaching retirement 

Statistical data fusion was applied to obtain the set of data 

used for this report, the basis being anonymous data from the 

Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) study1 collected by the field-

work organization TNS Infratest Sozialforschung on behalf of 

DIW Berlin, as well as the Sample of Active Pension Accounts 

(VSKT) provided by the research data center of the German 

Pension Insurance scheme (FDZ-RV) for those born between 

1936 and 1965.2 Unlike with record linkage approaches, 

where identical observations in two data sources are linked 

by means of an unambiguous ID number, data fusion involves 

combining “statistical twins” on the basis of socio-demogra-

phic characteristics found in both. The identity of the people 

is not known at any point. The main purpose is to fuse data 

that display as many similar attributes as possible.

The aim of data fusion is to merge the in-depth and complex 

data from the SOEP study—which contains information on 

household context, education, and employment history, as 

well as various other earnings and income types (including 

pension payments from private and workplace pension 

plans)—with detailed longitudinal pension entitlement data 

and insurance periods contained in the Sample of Active 

Pension Accounts (VSKT).

To enable the old-age income of those in the baby-boom 

group to be compared with that of predecessor cohorts, the 

LAW life projection model developed by DIW Berlin was 

1	 The SOEP study is a representative longitudinal study of households 
conducted annually since 1984 in western Germany and since 1990 in 
eastern Germany. See G.G. Wagner, J. Göbel, P. Krause, R. Pischner, and I. 
Sieber, ‟Das Sozio-oekonomische Panel (SOEP): Multidisziplinäres 
Haushaltspanel und Kohortenstudie für Deutschland–Eine Einführung (für 
neue Datennutzer) mit einem Ausblick (für erfahrene Anwender),” AStA 
Wirtschafts- und Sozialstatistisches Archiv, vol. 2, no. 4 (2008): 301–328

2	 See A. Rasner, J.R. Frick, and M.M. Grabka, ‟Statistical Matching of 
Administrative and Survey Data: An Application to Wealth Inequality 
Analysis,” Sociological Methods & Research, vol. 42, no. 2 (2013): 
192–224. 

applied; this model delivered consistent projections on the in-

dividual earnings, family, and income biographies of the three 

analysis cohorts up to the age of 67.3 For younger insured 

people, this means that expected pension entitlements up to 

a person’s 67th birthday are filled up.” For those who are 66 

years old in 2007, this is just one year, while for 42-year-olds 

this would mean filling up 25 years. 

Unlike model-based projection methods which simulate 

results year for year, the LAW life projection model forecasts 

matching sequences in different life courses. Here, entire 

biographies of older years (donors) are used on the basis of 

the similarity between earnings-related and family biographi-

cal data (number of years in first marriage, age when second 

child was born, number of years in unemployment, etc.), as 

well as age-specific pension entitlements in eastern and wes-

tern Germany, and sequential projections made for incomplete 

biographies of younger birth years (recipients). This method 

does not produce oversimplified life courses, as is the case 

with model-based imputations, but models the diversity of the 

life courses in the dataset in its entirety. 

In the projection model used here, neither cohort effects 

nor the mortality of the people in the sample are taken into 

consideration. The basic economic conditions were kept 

constant for the reference year 2007. Similarly, changes to the 

recognition of pension entitlement during periods of unemplo-

yment were not adequately considered, either, meaning the 

projections made here can be seen as optimistic.

3	 See C. Westermeier, A. Rasner, and M.M. Grabka, ‟The Prospects of 
the Baby Boomers: Methodological Challenges in Projecting the Lives of 
an Aging Cohort,” SOEP Papers, no. 440 (DIW Berlin, 2012).

Box 2

Statistical Data Fusion and Data Projection 
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is also the age group that, owing to educational expan-
sion in the 1970s, now has better formal education qual-
ifications than the post-war generation. This group also 
includes more cases of separation and divorce in the 
course of their lives, however.54 Besides the general in-
crease in life expectancy in recent years, the fast ap-
proaching pension age of the “baby boomers” has been 
another of the motives for the extensive reforms in the 
past few decades which have resulted in fundamental 
changes to old-age provision in Germany.

To begin with, the accumulation of pension entitlements 
between the 15th and 58th year acquired solely from em-
ployment subject to social security contributions is an-
alyzed by cohort. The second step is to factor in all pen-
sion entitlements from all pension-relevant periods in 
a person’s life. The cohort comparison showed a dras-
tic decline in pension entitlements from employment 
subject to social security for eastern German men (see 

54	 E. Grünheid, ”Ehescheidungen in Deutschland: Entwicklungen und 
Hintergründe,” BiB Working Paper 1 (Wiesbaden: Bundesinstitut für 
Bevölkerungsforschung, 2013).

ment of future pensions, statistical data fusion was ap-
plied: the fused dataset containing data from the So-
cio-Economic Panel (SOEP) study and the sample of in-
sured persons and their insurance accounts (Sample of 
Active Pension Accounts, VSKT) was then analyzed (see 
Box 2). For the youngest and oldest in the “baby boom” 
group, data on pension entitlements were available up 
to the 42nd and 51st year, respectively. To make the pen-
sion entitlement accumulated during working life com-
parable with earlier cohorts, the time left till retirement 
is completed using a projection model. 

The baby boomers differ from the pension generation 
of today in many ways. It is in this cohort that a clear 
increase in gainful employment and employment ori-
entation is evident for women—particularly in western 
Germany. Eastern German baby boomers, in contrast, 
were strongly affected by the high unemployment rate 
that continued into the post-reunification years.53 This 

53	 J. Simonson, N. Kelle, L. Romeu Gordo, M.M. Grabka, A. Rasner, and C. 
Westermeier, ‟Babyboomer: Mehr Brüche im Erwerbsleben, weniger Rente,” 
DIW Wochenbericht, no. 23 (2012). 

Figure 3

Pension Entitlements from Employment Subject to Social Security Contributions
Total pension points
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The shaded area denotes the projected period, while the gray line shows the starting pension level for the war-years cohort. Civil servants, the permanently self-em-
ployed, and migrants are not included in the calculations.

Source: SOEP v.27; SUF-VSKT-LAW-2007, LAW Life Projection; calculations by DIW Berlin.
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The gender pensions gaps in entitlements from gainful employment are on the decline.
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gender pension gap to close, taking it from 28 percent 
for the war-years cohort to 15 percent in the baby-boom 
cohort. This decrease is, however, less the result of in-
creasing pension entitlements for women and more the 
consequence of significant losses for eastern German 
men. Overall, one can state that in an employment-cen-
tered pension system as the German, the share of earn-
ing points coming from employment is constantly de-
creasing across cohorts. 

The cohort comparison revealed a decline in pension 
entitlements from employment subject to social secu-
rity contributions for western German men, too, with 
those from the war-years cohort demonstrating, on aver-
age, a stronger decrease than for the baby-boom cohort, 
which was more moderate on the whole. On the basis 
of the current pension-point value for western Germa-
ny (equivalent to 28.61 euros), the pension payment for 
the baby boomers is 105 euros lower. Contrary to expec-
tations, western women barely caught up with the men. 
A comparison between the war-years cohort and the baby 
boomers showed pension entitlements from employ-
ment subject to social security contributions stagnating 

Figure 3). While eastern German men in the war-years 
group had earned an average of 35 pension points by 
the time they reached the age of 57, the baby boomers 
were predicted to earn as little as 25 pension points. In 
terms of the current pension-point value55 for eastern 
Germany (currently 26.39 euros), this is equivalent to a 
drop in monthly pension of 264 euros. One reason for 
this is the persistently high unemployment rate in the 
post-reunification years. For eastern German women, 
the comparison also showed a decline, albeit not quite 
as severe, in pension entitlements from employment li-
able to social security contributions. Women in the war-
years cohort had earned 25 pension points by the age of 
57. Eastern German baby-boom women were projected 
to earn 21.5 pension points. In terms of the current pen-
sion-point value for eastern Germany, this is a 93-euro 
fall in pension payments. This development causes the 

55	  The current pension-point value is one factor of the pension benefit 
calculation formula that is independent of individual-level factors. The current 
pension-point value is recalculated each year with the help of the benefit 
indexation formula. Multiplied with the individual earning points the current 
pension-point value reflects the actual pension entitlement. 
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Only a slight narrowing of the gap between western German women and men can be observed.
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23.5 points). Despite them demonstrating the smallest 
decline in entitlements among all the groups examined, 
western German women still continue to accumulate by 
far the least pension entitlements between their 15th and 
58th years. The gender pension gap in western Germa-
ny remains virtually unchanged at 44 percent. 

In Germany, the Mütterrente (effective as of July 1, 2014, 
see footnote 29), which resulted in the recognition of pe-
riods spent bringing up children in pension care enti-
tlements, has not yet been factored into the calculations 
implemented here. This can, however, be approximated 
using the existing data. Women from the war-years and 
post-war years cohorts profit to a large extent from the 
Mütterrente, since they have more children on average, 
mainly born before 1992. Figure 5 shows what effects 
this change in entitlement recognition may have on the 
gender pension gap. In western Germany, the dispari-
ty between men and women in the baby boomer cohort 
decreased from 44 to 41 percent, while in eastern Ger-
many, the gap between women and men worsened, with 
women in the baby boomer cohort having nine percent 
greater pension entitlements.

Even if the Mütterrente were introduced for reasons of 
fairness, in western Germany, in particular, this did not 
lead to any substantial change in the gender pension gap.

Conclusion

Twenty-five years ago, four million pensioners and eight 
million insured individuals were integrated from the 
pension system of the former GDR into a new system 

at a consistently low level, causing the gender pension 
gap to narrow slightly from 60 percent to 56 percent, al-
though this is also a consequence of the reduced entitle-
ments among western German men. A more differenti-
ated view at the earnings histories of western German 
women shows that the number of years in full employ-
ment is on the decline, while more and more western 
German baby-boom women are taking on mini-jobs and 
working part-time. As mentioned above, these forms of 
employment generate very little pension entitlement 
(part-time employment) or none at all (mini-jobs).

The accumulation of pension entitlements between the 
15th and 58th year of life obtained from all periods of ac-
tivity is compared below. This includes periods of study, 
raising children, non-gainful care work, unemployment, 
or illness. The entitlement assigned to these periods var-
ies over the course of time. For example, for every child 
born before 1992, women are granted two years of pa-
rental leave under the current law, while three years are 
granted for each child born after 1992.56

The clear decline in pension entitlements for eastern 
German men is even more apparent if all pension-rele-
vant periods are factored in. A comparison between the 
war-years cohort and the baby boomers revealed a de-
crease in pension entitlements from 41 to 30 pension 
points (see Figure 4). In terms of the current pension 
point value for eastern Germany, this is a drop in month-
ly pension of 290 euros. For eastern German women, 
the average pension entitlements from all pension-rel-
evant periods are also on the decline. While the women 
in the war-years cohort managed to accumulate more 
than 34 pension points by the time they reached their 
58th year, the baby boomers had earned just 31 pension 
points. The decline in this case is less marked. If total 
pension entitlements are taken into consideration, east-
ern German women in the baby-boom cohort would in 
fact overtake eastern German men in terms of average 
pension points accumulated.

In western Germany, if the entire pension entitlements 
are considered rather than just those earned from em-
ployment liable to social security tax, the gender pen-
sion gap may not be strikingly wide. The huge disparity 
between men and women, however, is ever present. For 
western German baby boom men, a decline in pension 
entitlements by three pension points was seen (a fall 
from 44.5 to 41.5 points), compared with the war-years 
cohort. Western German women from the baby-boom 
cohort dropped one point on average in comparison 
to those in the war-years cohort (taking it from 24.5 to 

56	 Since 2014, mothers of children born before 1992 have been granted two 
years of maternal leave recognized in pension entitlements. This entitlement, 
which is known as the Mütterrente (literally: mother‘s pension) was part of a 
parliamentary act on the improvement of statutory pension entitlements which 
entered into effect as of July 1, 2014.

Figure 5
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Eastern German women from the baby-boom cohort are 
overtaking men.
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for the whole of Germany. Despite the continuing in-
stitutional differences between east and west, the ongo-
ing difference in pension payments, and the continuing 
need for transfer in eastern Germany, the integration 
of the eastern German pension scheme can be regard-
ed as a success. Analyses have shown that average stat-
utory pensions for men in eastern and western Germa-
ny are more or less equal, while the pensions for wom-
en in eastern Germany remain higher than those for 
women from western Germany as a result of far high-
er labor market participation by eastern German wom-
en since the 1950s.

As regards ensuring a good standard of living and avoid-
ing old-age poverty, the development of pension enti-
tlements for future generations of pensioners is a mat-
ter of concern. With the exception of western German 
women, for whom the cohort comparison showed in-
significant changes only in pension entitlements, en-
titlements for all other groups are on the decline. Par-
ticularly drastic was the drop for eastern German men 
from the baby-boom cohort, who were affected worst by 
the high unemployment levels following reunification, 
as well as the structural changes on the eastern Ger-
man labor market. For western German women, too, 
no substantially positive development can be expected 
in the near future. Their pension entitlements are ex-
ceedingly low and will presumably remain so in future. 
Even if the statutory pension level is not an indicator of 
material wealth and security in old age, pension enti-
tlements for western German women are so low that 
many of them will be forced to rely on other sources of 
income or old-age security in the household context. In 
times where divorce rates are high, however, the over-
all pension situation in the household context as a re-
sult of the husband’s higher pension is becoming in-
creasingly uncertain.

Anika Rasner is a Research Associate of the Research Infrastructure Socio-
Economic Panel (SOEP) at DIW Berlin | arasner@diw.de

JEL: J14, J16, J26 
Keywords: Statutory pension insurance, east-west comparison, baby boomer, 
SOEP, projection
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Wages in Eastern Germany Still 
Considered More Unjust Than in the 
West

By Stefan Liebig, Sebastian Hülle, and Jürgen Schupp

Almost twenty-five years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, far more 
eastern Germans are unhappy with their income than western Ger-
mans. In 2013, around 44 percent of employed eastern Germans ra-
ted their earnings as unjust compared with approximately one-third 
in western Germany. Although the east-west gap has been diminis-
hing since 2005—to around 12 percent in 2013—this is not because 
eastern Germans feel that they are now being paid more fairly, but 
rather because the perceived injustice in western Germany increases. 
One of the reasons why a relatively high level of perceived wage 
inequality persists in eastern Germany is the fact that there are still 
differences between East and West in incomes within occupations. 
Evidence of this is seen in analyses conducted by the Socio-Economic 
Panel (SOEP).

In the summer of 1989, when more and more citizens 
of the German Democratic Republic (GDR) were active-
ly protesting against the existing political and economic 
system, one of their key demands was performance-re-
lated pay. The income structure in the GDR was known 
for having a much smaller spread, so that only minor dif-
ferences in income existed, in particular, between “pro-
duction workers on the one hand and master craftsmen, 
university graduates and technical or economic special-
ists on the other hand.”1 The Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the SED responded to the protesters’ de-
mands: as part of a declaration to the 12th party congress 
on October 12, 1989, it made “performance-related pay” 
to one of the GDR’s main objectives to be realized in 
the GDR.2 It is known that the east German public had 
little confidence that the SED could satisfactorily per-
form this task. Rather, they believed that the economic 
and political system of the Federal Republic of Germa-
ny was more likely to provide !just incomes and just re-
muneration” ”. So today, twenty-five years after the fall 
of the Berlin Wall, the question comes up whether this 
hope has been fulfilled. 

There are two methods of obtaining an answer to this 
question. The first is to consider the actual distribution 
of , calculate specific measures of distribution and then 
assess them on the basis of normative criteria that have 
been designated in the course of philosophical or polit-
ical debate.3 The second is to ask the members of the 
workforce themselves whether they perceive their own 
income as just or unjust.4 We chose the second route, 

1	  See H. Stephan and E. Wiedemann, “Lohnstruktur und Lohndifferenzie-
rung in der DDR,” IAB Mitteilungen aus der Arbeitsmarkt-und Berufsforschung 
4 (1990): 553; and “Ostmark zum Willkür-Kurs,” Der Spiegel, no. 48 (1989): 
112-113.

2	  Declaration by the Politburo of the Central Committee of the SED, Neues 
Deutschland, October 12, 1989, www.chronik-der-mauer-online.de.

3	  See, for example, W. Merkel,  Soziale Gerechtigkeit im OECD-Vergleich. 
Soziale Gerechtigkeit – eine Bestandsaufnahme (Gütersloh: 2007): 233-257; 
and Bertelsmann Stiftung, Social Justice in the EU - A Cross-National 
Comparison (2014), www.bertelsmann-stiftung.de.

4	  Whereas the first method provides information about the extent of 
income injustice existing in a society on the basis of the normative notions of a 
given selection of experts (philosophers, economists, etc.), the second assesses 
it in terms of the population’s subjective perception.
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Since 2005, the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP)1 population 

survey, which is carried out every two years by DIW Berlin in 

collaboration with the fieldwork organization TNS Infratest 

Sozialforschung, has included questions about respondents’ 

assessment of justice concerning the own net income.2 The 

question in the SOEP questionnaire is phrased as follows: “Is 

the income that you earn at your current job just, from your 

point of view?” The respondents can answer either “Yes” or 

“No.” If a respondent answers “No,” he or she is asked: “How 

high would your net income have to be in order to be just?” 

and the respondent’s actual income is recorded. Beginning 

with the survey in 2009, a question about the assessment of 

fairness of gross income has also been included.

1	  See J. Schupp, “25 Jahre Sozio-oekonomisches Panel – Ein 
Infrastrukturprojekt der empirischen Sozial- und Wirtschaftsforschung in 
Deutschland,” Zeitschrift für Soziologie 38 (2009): 350-357.

2	  In the survey of 2009, questions were asked not only about the 
subjective justice of personal net income but also about that of gross 
income. 

In addition to distinguishing between justly and unjustly  paid 

individuals, the justice formula J3 developed by American 

sociologist Guillermina Jasso can be used to calculate an even 

finer distinction of the feeling of injustice.4 The logarithm of 

the relation between actual income and the income regarded 

as “just” generates the index J which can be used to quantify 

the intensity of perceived injustice.5 The arithmetic mean (JI1) 

of these individual J values, or the arithmetic mean of the  the 

absolute J values (JI2) can also be used to calculate two more 

indices which quantify the intensity of income injustice  on 

the aggregate, i.e. on the level of groups or the society.6

3	  
J = q  ln  

actual earnings
as just perceived earnings( ( .

4	  G. Jasso, “On the Justice of Earnings: A New Specification of the 
Justice Evaluation Function,” AJS , no. 83 (1978): 1398–1419.

5	  J takes the value 0 when there is perfect justice. A positive value of J 
results if a respondent states that his current income is higher than is 
needed for it to be just; a negative value of J is given when the actual 
income is lower than the income deemed to be just. The bigger the 
difference between actual income and that regarded as just, the greater is 
the deviation of the J value from 0.

6	 G. Jasso, “How Much Injustice is There in the World? Two New Justice 
Indexes,” American Sociological Review, vol. 64, no. 1 (1999): 133–168.

Box 

On the Methodology of the Questions Used in Empirical Justice Research in the SOEP 

partly because many empirical studies have shown that 
perceived injustice at the workplace can lead not only to 
reduced productivity or increased absenteeism, but above 
all to physical and mental health problems for the em-
ployees who feel unjustly paid.5 

In order to assess whether, twenty-five years after the fall 
of the Wall, the working population of eastern Germa-
ny feels more justly paid, we used survey data collected 
at two-year intervals since 2005 by the Socio-Econom-
ic Panel. Respondents were asked whether they consid-
er their income to be just and, if they perceive it as un-
just, what specific net income from employment they 
would consider as just for themselves (see box). We have 
no way of making a direct comparison with the sense of 
justice  in 1989. In order to find an answer to the ques-
tion of perceived income injustice concerning the east 
Germans, we compared them in terms of extent and in-
tensity with perceptions of income unjustice in western 
Germany. This allowed us to identify regional develop-
ments during the period of observation and to describe 

5	  R. Schunck, C. Sauer, and P. Valet, “Macht Ungerechtigkeit krank? 
Gesundheitliche Folgen von Einkommens(un)gerechtigkeit,” WSI-Mitteilungen 
66 (2013): 553-561.

features peculiar to the Länder (federal states) that once 
constituted the GDR. 

Share and Intensity of perceived income 
inequality in eastern Germany larger

If we look at the share of employees who felt unjustly 
paid during the observation period, the first thing that 
stands out is the large significant difference between 
eastern and western Germany (see Figure 1). In 2005, 
approximately 25 percent in the west were of the opin-
ion that their income was unjust, whereas in the east the 
corresponding value was 42 percent. By 2013, this had 
increased slightly in the eastern Länder to 44 percent, 
while the west exhibited an increase of around seven 
percentage points to 32 percent. On average, the differ-
ence between eastern and western Germany  is around 
15 percentage points high. Hence, the question of just 
payment  is evaluated  very differently in the two parts 
of the country.

The majority perceived their income as just in 2013, both 
in the east and in the west. But the feeling of being un-
justly paid is far more widespread in the east than in the 
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to their net earnings to be on a level that is nearly twice 
that perceived in the west. 

While the pattern in both parts of the country is very 
similar from 2005 to 2009, a difference has emerged 
since 2011: in the east, there was another increase in 
the intensity of perceived income injustice, followed by 
a renewed decline to the original level. In contrast, the 
west exhibited an uninterrupted increase in the inten-
sity of perceived income injustice. 

A greater feeling of injustice is also evident in the east 
with regard to the intensity of perceived injustice of 
gross income: the JI2-index  annual average is 0.197 in 
the east, while in the west it is only half as much: 0.100. 
Chronologically, it runs broadly parallel to the assess-
ment of net income. In other words, in both parts of the 
country, market wages are judged to be less unjust than 
the remaining net earningsafter taxes and mandatory 
deductions. State intervention is therefore apparently an 
independent source of the feeling of injustice in both 
workforces. In many cases, progressive taxation is like-
ly to play a part in this.6

Regional Differences among Occupations as 
Cause of Perceived Injustice

Why does the workforce in eastern Germany rate its 
gross or net income as significantly more unjust than its 
counterpart in western Germany does? The first stud-

6	  See DIW glossary, www.diw.de/de/diw_01.c.412410.de/presse/
diw_glossar/kalte_progression.html. 

west. In both parts of Germany this feeling of injustice 
peaked in the survey year 2007, when every second sur-
veyed employee in the east evaluated the own income 
as unjust.   In 2009, this proportion decreased in each 
part of the country, only to rise again by 2011. Between 
2011 and 2013, the feeling of income injustice in east-
ern Germany declined, but in the west it continued to 
rise, almost reaching the level of 2007. Although the dif-
ference between eastern and western Germany shrank, 
this was not because people in the east felt more justly 
paid, but because more workers in the west evaluated 
their incomes as unjust.  

The legitimacy gap in the assignment of earned income, 
which is expressed in the different shares employees that 
evaluate their own income as unjust, , may have many 
causes. Of these, we consider the following two mech-
anisms to be the two most plausible: first, that the as-
signment criteria on the labor market are perceived as 
unjust and second, that state intervention in the form of 
taxation and welfare transfers is considered illegitimate. 

To establish whether the feeling of injustice connected 
with taxation is rising or falling, the assessment of net 
and gross income are considered separately. This has 
been possible with the SOEP since 2009. It also allows 
us to quantify the intensity of perceived income injus-
tice concerning both kinds of income using the JI2-in-
dex (see box).. 

Considering the intensity of perceived injustice with re-
spect to the net income, the annual average in the west 
is 0.120, but it is a lot higher in the east: 0.224 (see Fig-
ure 2). According to this, those in the east who feel un-
justly paid judge the intensity of injustice with regard 

Figure 2
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The intensity of perceived income injustice concerning the net 
and gross income is more pronounced in eastern Germany, too.

Figure 1
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In eastern Germany, the share of perceived income injustice is 
much higher.
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occupational groups, there are now no regional differ-
ences in wages, while in others they are still consider-
able. Table 1 lists the median income levels within oc-
cupations and gives an overview over occupations with 
high and low levels of regional wage differentials with-
in occupations. Negative values indicate that the income 
level within the respective occupation is higher in west-
ern Germany than the eastern Germany.

Regression models can be used to determine the sig-
nificance of earnings differences within a particular 
occupational group—given that the characteristics of 
the labor force are otherwise identical—and the extent 
to which this actually leads to an increase or decrease 
in perception of income injustice. The results of this 
are shown in Table 2. The key determinant of the sub-
jective justice in both eastern and western Germany is, 
as could be expected, the hourly wage. This is not sur-
prising, because a higher income for oneself tends to 
be perceived as just. 

What is even more decisive is the result for occupation-
al group differences (see Table 2). The coefficients listed 

ies after reunification showed that the point of refer-
ence for assessing one’s own economic situation was the 
“west.”7 Consequently, it may be the continuing earn-
ings gap between the two regions that is contributing 
to the higher level of perceived income inequality in the 
east. To answer this more accurately, it should be noted 
that the justice of one’s own earned income is general-
ly estimated on the basis of comparisons—people com-
pare their personal income with that of workmates or 
those who perform the same kind of work elsewhere.8 
The crucial point is that on the level of occupations still 
differences in wages exist and that the convergence be-
tween east and west has progressed to a different extent 
from one occupational group to another. Within some 

7	  See S. Liebig and R. Verwiebe “Einstellungen zur sozialen Ungleichheit in 
Ostdeutschland. Plädoyer für eine doppelte Vergleichsperspektive,” Zeitschrift 
für Soziologie, 29, (2000): 3-26.

8	  A. E. Clark and C. Senik,  “Who compares to whom? The anatomy of 
income comparisons in Europe,” The Economic Journal 120 (544), (2010): 
573-594; C. Sauer, P. Valet, and S. Liebig, “The impact of within and between 
occupational inequalities on people’s justice perceptions towards their own 
earnings,” SFB 882 Working Paper Series 21 (Bielefeld: SFB 882: From 
Heterogeneities to Inequalities, 2013).

Table 1

East-West Difference in Median Income by Occupational Group of the Federal Institute for Vocational 
Education and Training (BiBB), 2005 to 2013
In euros

Position in the ranking
East-west 

difference1 N2 No. of BiBB 
category

Occupational activity

1 –1,575 81 33 Aviation and maritime professions
2 –1,040 164 26 Technical specialists
3 –1,027 597 44 Legal professions
4 –800 256 22 Chemists, physicists, and other scientists
5 –650 1,864 21 Engineers
6 –621 1,340 23 Technicians
7 –540 2,314 35 Managers, auditors, management consultants
8 –530 117 17 Food, beverage, and tobacco manufacturing, other nutritional industries
9 –515 351 31 Advertising agencies
10 –500 1,200 8 Machine fitters, toolmakers
…
45 –141 1,114 36 Public sector administration
46 –73 152 13 Textile processing, leather production
47 –50 4,946 39 Clerical professions
48 –20 2,339 27 Sales personnel (retail)
49 9 609 16 Cooks
50 20 69 25 Surveying
51 69 656 51 Journalists, librarians, translators, and related academic staff
52 255 485 40 Clerical office staff, switchboard operators
53 300 1,836 54 Cleaning, waste disposal personnel
54 400 755 47 Licensed health professionals

Average –257.88
Standard deviation 268.74

1  Median income of the occupational group in eastern Germany minus the median income of the occupational group in western Germany.
2  Total: 51,922 observations.
Source: SOEP v30; calculations by DIW Berlin.

© DIW Berlin ﻿
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ployed makes a difference is enough to increase the per-
ception of injustice. This ties in with results from em-
pirical justice research which indicate that questions of 
equal treatment play a central role in the allocation of 
rewards or punishments. Where individual groups are 
already systematically favored or discriminated in the 
decision-making process, a greater degree of injustice is 
perceived.9 It may be that the eastern Germans interpret 
the mere existence of regional wage differentials within 
their own occupation  as unjustified unequal treatment. 
In fact, these wage differentials are inf luenced by the 
situation on the labor market in eastern Germany and 

9	  See S. Liebig and C.Sauer, “Soziologische Gerechtigkeitsanalyse. 
Überlegungen zur theoretischen Fundierung eines Forschungsfeldes,” Analyse 
und Kritik 35 (2013): 371–394.

show that in the east, an increase in the regional income 
gap between the members of a particular occupational 
group is associated with a rise in perceived income in-
justice. This effect is only to be found in the east. If we 
compare two people who possess the same characteris-
tics relevant to the labor market (gender, education, etc.), 
have the same gross income, and are employed in a pro-
fession that is subject to income differences between 
east and west, we see that the person in the east judg-
es their income to be much more unjust than the per-
son in the west does. It is therefore not only the level of 
personal income that produces feelings of injustice, but 
also the fact of whether wage differentials between east 
and west within the considered occupational group exist. 
Consequently, within a person’s occupational group the 
mere fact that the part of the country where one is em-

Table 2

Evaluated Justice of Personal Net Income  
Jasso index J

Unbalanced models Balanced models

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6

Region: eastern Germany −0.045*** −0.045*** −0.254*** −0.036*** −0.036*** −0.257***
Gender: male −0.027*** −0.027*** −0.017*** −0.012 −0.012 −0.004
Age −0.002*** −0.002*** −0.001*** −0.001** −0.001** −0.001
Hourly wage (log) 0.189*** 0.188*** 0.152*** 0.137*** 0.136*** 0.104***
Actual weekly working hours −0.002*** −0.002*** −0.002*** −0.002*** −0.002*** −0.002***
Employment (reference: full-time)

Part-time −0.024*** −0.022*** −0.020*** −0.017 −0.016 −0.016
Marginal −0.043*** −0.041*** −0.010 −0.021 −0.019 −0.011

Public sector 0.002 0.007 0.005 0.010 0.014* 0.011
Education (CASMIN) −0.012*** −0.012*** −0.011*** −0.008*** −0.008*** −0.007***
Professional status (ISEI) −0.001*** −0.001*** −0.001*** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Occupational group (acc. to BiBB) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
East-west difference in median income within occupational group 0,015** 0,012** 0,002 0,016* 0,013 0,002
0.015** 0.012** 0.002 0.016* 0.013 0.002

Year (reference: 2013)
2005 −0.004 −0.003 0.009 0.009
2007 −0.038*** −0.037*** −0.019*** −0.018**
2009 −0.013*** −0.013*** 0.012* 0.012*

2011 −0.014*** −0.014*** 0.002 0.003
Interaction effects:
East x gender: male −0.017* −0.020
East x age −0.002*** −0.001
East x hourly wage (log) 0.125*** 0.112***
East x marginal employment −0.144*** −0.153**

East x east-west difference in median income of the occupational 
group

0.030** 0.040**

Constant −0.346*** −0.327*** −0.267*** −0.279*** −0.276*** −0.210***
N (observations) 45,188 45,188 45,188 11,650 11,650 11,650
N (people) 19,890 19,890 19,890 2,330 2,330 2,330
R² within 0.043 0.046 0.051 0.022 0.026 0.032
R² between 0.156 0.159 0.179 0.208 0.208 0.217
Chi² 4,780.34 4,942.69 5,615.56 782.98 825.56 934.25
df 12 16 21 21 16 21
Rho 0.466 0.465 0.457 0.317 0.318 0.316

Random effect models; Only employed respondents; Significance thresholds: * p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
Source: SOEP v30; calculations by DIW Berlin.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

The regional wage differential within specific occupations leads to an increased feeling of injustice in eastern Germany.
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are also caused by still existing productivity differenc-
es.10 In this case, however, in the subjective experience 
and the value judgment of over 40 percent of the work-
force in the new Länder, that is not a sufficient reason 
for receiving a lower income. 

Summing up, differences continue to exist in the per-
ceived justice of personal earned income across the for-
mer inner-German border, even if now the feelings of 
injustice in the east are no longer caused by the lack of 
income differences  that was denounced in the summer 
of 1989, but by the existing income differences between 
east and west. Twenty-five years after the fall of the Ber-
lin Wall, the frequently invoked “wall in the mind” is still 
very much present for many of the workforce in the for-
mer East German Länder, at least regarding their per-
sonal earned income. 

10	 See the first article in this issue of DIW Economic Bulletin.
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Everyone Happy—Living Standards in 
Germany 25 Years after Reunification
By Maximilian Priem and Jürgen Schupp

It is now a quarter of a century since the fall of the Berlin Wall and 
the gap in living standards between eastern and western Germany 
is still not fully closed. Admittedly, this could not realistically have 
been expected. Despite the increase in life satisfaction in eastern 
Germany, the east-west divide prevails. Evidence of this can be found 
in the latest data from the long-term Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) 
study gathered by DIW Berlin in cooperation with the fieldwork orga-
nization TNS Infratest Sozialforschung. According to the SOEP data, 
in 2013, eastern Germans were far less happy than western Germans, 
although the level of life satisfaction in the east was higher than at 
any other point in the history of the survey, which was conducted for 
the first time in eastern Germany in 1990—shortly before economic, 
currency, and social union. Other subjective indicators reveal diffe-
rences in satisfaction with household income, health, and childcare. 
In contrast, job satisfaction, as well as satisfaction with housing, 
housework, and leisure time have converged. Eastern Germans worry 
more about crime levels and their own financial circumstances, whe-
reas concerns about xenophobia and employment have diminished 
throughout Germany. The SOEP surveys show that, according to 
population, living standards in Germany are now largely aligned. 
Despite a number of specific problems which, in the coming years, 
will include the development of new pensions in eastern Germany in 
particular, German reunification has proven to be an extraordinary 
success story.

“The process of divided Germany growing together will 
begin […] with the people and their standards of living.” 
These were the words of Lothar de Maizière,1 the last 
Prime Minister of the German Democratic Republic 
(GDR), that accompanied the signing of the State Trea-
ty between the Federal Republic of Germany and the 
German Democratic Republic establishing a monetary, 
economic and social union of 18 May 1990. His state-
ment clearly ref lects the fact that the reunification of 
the two German states, initiated through the peaceful 
revolution in November 1989, was intended primarily 
to achieve the socio-political alignment of living stan-
dards, with aspects relating to market economy playing 
a secondary role. 2 

In order to fully assess the progress made in the unifi-
cation process, both objective living conditions and sub-
jective well-being in Germany have to be taken into ac-
count according to the concept of quality of life.3 For this 
reason, this report presents selected areas of subjective 
well-being as well as their time sequence in eastern and 
western Germany: how has general life satisfaction de-
veloped in eastern and western Germany since 1990? 
In what areas of life are levels of satisfaction among 
eastern and western German citizens now converging 
and where do differences still exist? What concerns are 
Germans most frequently preoccupied with? Are peo-
ple in the former Federal Republic of Germany happier 
than those in the former German Democratic Repub-

1	 1989.dra.de/themendossiers/wirtschaft/waehrungs-wirtschafts-und-sozia-
lunion.html.

2	 See, for example, the first report in this issue of DIW Economic Bulletin 
and K. Brenke and K. F. Zimmermann, “Ostdeutschland 20 Jahre nach dem 
Mauerfall: Ist die Flasche nun zu einem Drittel leer – oder ist sie zu zwei 
Dritteln voll?,” Vierteljahrshefte zur Wirtschaftsforschung, 78(2) (2009): 57. 

3	 See W. Zapf, “Individuelle Wohlfahrt: Lebensbedingungen und wahrgenom-
mene Lebensqualität,” in: W.Glatzer and  W. Zapf (eds.), Lebensqualität in der 
Bundesrepublik (Frankfurt/M., New York: 1984):13-26. This concept for 
measuring the quality of life developed in the ’80s for West Germany was 
further developed in the ’90s for the adjustment process of western and 
eastern Germany. For details, see W. Zapf and R. Habich, Die Wohlfahrtsent-
wicklung im vereinten Deutschland. Sozialstruktur, sozialer Wandel und 
Lebensqualität (Berlin: 1999); for a similar analysis strategy to that used in the 
present report, see also J. Goebel, R. Habich, and P. Krause, “Zur Angleichung 
von Einkommen und Lebensqualität im vereinigten Deutschland,” Vierteljahrs-
hefte zur Wirtschaftsforschung  (78) 2 (2009): 122-145.
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Figure 1

Average Life Satisfaction1 in Germany
Scale from 0 to 10 with 95-percent confidence interval
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1  Estimate corrected for repeat-survey effects. The basis of the estimated value for 2013 was a provisi-
onal weighting procedure (not including adults surveyed in the SOEP for the first time in 2013).
Source: SOEP v30; calculations by DIW Berlin.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

Historical events have an impact on life satisfaction.

lic (GDR)? In order to present evidence-based answers 
to these questions, the development of both life satis-
faction and concerns is examined using the longitudi-
nal study SOEP.4 This is done descriptively and, in the 
case of general life satisfaction, by means of multivar-
iate analyses. The SOEP is a particularly suitable data 
source for providing answers to these questions since it 
is one of the few studies that collected data in East Ger-
many before reunification on October 3, 1990 and thus 
covers the entire period of transformation.

Life Satisfaction in Eastern Germany 
Higher Than Ever

In the year of reunification, 1990, the level of life sat-
isfaction in East Germany was considerably lower than 
that of West Germany (see Figure 1).5 Initially, the east-
west difference increased slightly; while in western Ger-
many a slight collective increase in average life satisfac-
tion was seen in the first few years after reunification, a 
decrease in life satisfaction occurred in the east follow-

4	 The SOEP is a repeated representative survey of households which has 
been conducted annually in West Germany since 1984 and both western and 
eastern Germany since  1990; see G. G. Wagner, J. Göbel, P. Krause, R. Pischner, 
and I. Sieber, “Das Sozio-oekonomische Panel (SOEP): Multidisziplinäres 
Haushaltspanel und Kohortenstudie für Deutschland - Eine Einführung (für 
neue Datennutzer) mit einem Ausblick (für erfahrene Anwender),” AStA 
Wirtschafts- und Sozialstatistisches Archiv 2, no. 4 (2008): 301-328. 

5	 See box for further information on data collection on general life 
satisfaction and revised data in the SOEP.

ing the abrupt change in living conditions.6 This gap 
narrowed again in the ensuing years, although it did 
not cease to exist, i.e., the average level of life satisfac-
tion prevalent in western Germany was not achieved in 
the east. As of the late ’90s, the average levels of life sat-
isfaction in the west and in the east have followed a vir-
tually parallel pattern, with peaks and troughs occur-
ring simultaneously.7 Since then, the average levels of 
life satisfaction in east and west have been converging 
gradually, causing the gap to virtually halve since the 
turn of the millennium. Over and above this, life sat-
isfaction in Germany is at an all-time high; in western 
Germany the 1984 level has been attained again and in 
eastern Germany the level of general life satisfaction 
measured is unparalleled.8 Nevertheless, the difference 
still remains significant, since the confidence intervals 
of the two mean values do not intersect.

Equal Levels of Satisfaction with Work, 
Housing, and Leisure Time in East and 
West

A look at the satisfaction patterns in individual areas 
of life also shows that the process of harmonization of 
living standards does not follow a similar pattern in all 
spheres of life, and the convergence process between 
east and west is not yet complete (see Figure 2). Satis-
faction with household income and standard of living9 
in eastern Germany has not yet been able to attain the 
western German level over the past 25 years, although, 
as with general life satisfaction, the gaps have been con-
tinuously closing in recent years.

Trends can change, however, as can be seen in the ex-
ample of job satisfaction. Up until six years ago, eastern 
Germans were less satisfied with their work. The mean 
values have since converged to such an extent that, since 
2009, statistical differences between them no longer ex-
ist. Here, of course, it should be taken into account that 
only those in gainful employment are able to respond 
to the question about job satisfaction. 

6	 Here, it should be noted that at the time of the first survey in June 1990, 
there was virtually no unemployment in the GDR. Although job loss could be 
anticipated, it was only in the follow-up surveys that the real experience of 
unemployment was also reflected in the levels of life satisfaction included in 
the questionnaires.

7	 This becomes clear in 2004, for example. One possible explanation for this 
all-time low in the west and the second-lowest level of life satisfaction in the 
east since the “post-reunification shock” may lie in a combination of two things: 
first, the changed global security situation in the wake of September 11, 2001 
and the ensuing wars and, second, the Agenda 2010 reforms announced by 
the then German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder as a reaction to the high 
unemployment in Germany.

8	 See J. Schupp, J. Goebel, M. Kroh, and G. G. Wagner, “Life Satisfaction in 
Germany at Highest Levels since Reunification,” SOEP Wave Report 2013.

9	 The question about satisfaction with the standard of living was not 
included in the SOEP questionnaires from 2007 to 2012.
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Satisfaction with the living situation, housework, and 
leisure time have now fully converged. Initially, their 
development was similar to that of general life satisfac-
tion but from 2005 at the latest, the “east-west divide” 
disappeared completely owing to the alignment of hous-
ing standards and leisure opportunities in both parts 
of the country. 

Satisfaction with childcare facilities for pre-school chil-
dren was higher in East Germany than in West Germa-
ny and this has still remained the case since reunifica-
tion. The opposite applies to satisfaction with health: 
this was uniform in east and west at the time of reuni-
fication but has since dropped slightly in eastern Ger-
many. This finding is all the more remarkable given 
the increased life expectancy in eastern Germany.10 Of 
course it also means that although elderly people with 
care needs now live longer than was the case in the for-
mer GDR, they are not satisfied with their health due 
to their advanced age.

10	 See T. C. Vogt, “How many years of life did the fall of the Berlin Wall add? 
A projection of East German life expectancy,” Gerontology 59 (3) (2013): 276.

Concerns about Crime, Xenophobia, and 
the Environment Allayed despite East-
West Divide

Since it began in 1984, the SOEP has collected data on 
almost a dozen specific concerns individuals may have 
about private and public spheres of life.11 The SOEP data 
concerned attitudes toward general economic develop-
ment, an individual’s own financial situation, keeping 
a job, crime, xenophobia, and world peace, given as a 
three-category variable (very concerned, somewhat con-
cerned, or not concerned at all). 

The pattern observed for concerns is similarly heteroge-
neous to that for satisfaction with the individual spheres 
of life (see Figure 3). In the mid-’90s, for instance con-
cerns about crime were much more pronounced in east-
ern Germany than in western Germany; they then be-
gan to ease—more sharply in the east than in the west—
and now show a similarly low level. There has also been 

11	 For the latest general overview of the development of concerns about 
public and private spheres, see J. Göbel, R. Habich, and P. Krause,“Subjektives 
Wohlbefinden,” in Federal Stastical Office (ed): Datenreport 2011 – Schriftenrei-
he der Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung, vol. 2, (Bonn, 2011): 377-384.

As part of the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) study, the 

fieldwork organization TNS Infratest Sozialforschung, which 

collects survey data on behalf of DIW Berlin, asks respon-

dents about a number of subjective indicators linked to the 

key question as to the cognitive dimension of well-being. 

From the beginning of the first survey wave in 1984, this 

was: “How satisfied are you currently with your life overall?” 

Responses to the question about general life satisfaction are 

collected on the basis of an 11-point scale from 0 (“comple-

tely dissatisfied”) to 10 (“completely dissatisfied”). This scale 

is also used to measure satisfaction with various other areas 

of life, for example satisfaction with one’s standard of living, 

household income, job, leisure time, health, and housing.

If we look at the time sequence of the average general life 

satisfaction in eastern and western Germany, it is important 

to consider the fact that the measurement of life satisfaction 

depends more on the context of the survey situation, known 

as survey artefacts, than the measurement of “objective 

information” such as level of education. The survey artefacts 

include, for example, the time of year the survey is conduc-

ted or how often an individual has already participated in a 

SOEP study. An interesting observation here is that people 

are more likely to indicate the maximum value ten when 

questioned for the first time than in the second or subse-

quent surveys.1 If people participate in a repeat survey such 

as the SOEP for a very long time, they generally give lower 

satisfaction values on average. Although this “routine effect” 

only has a minimum impact from one year to the next, it 

has an accumulative effect when respondents participate 

for over 30 years as is sometimes the case with the SOEP. 

In order to take this into account in the descriptive analysis 

of life satisfaction courses in eastern and western Germany, 

the average levels of life satisfaction were revised in this 

report using a method developed by the SOEP group at DIW 

Berlin.2 Here, all measurement artefacts are quantified in 

a regression analysis and subsequently assigned to each 

survey data point as if the respondents had answered the 

question for the first time in May of a given year in a paper 

and pen survey. The revised average general satisfaction and 

confidence interval are shown in Figure 1.3

1	 See H.-M. Mohr, “Analysen zur Vergleichbarkeit von Zufriedenheitsmes-
sungen,” Zeitschrift für Sozialpsychologie, vol. 18 (1987): 160–168.

2	 See Schupp et al., “Zufriedenheit in Deutschland”; and M. Kroh, M. 
Priem, U. Schimmack, J. Schupp, and G. G. Wagner, “Zur Korrektur der 
Lebenszufriedenheit um artifizielle Befragungseffekte,” SOEPpaper 
(forthcoming, 2014).

3	 The basis of the estimated value for 2013 was a provisional 
weighting procedure (not including adults surveyed in the SOEP for the 
first time in 2013).

Box 

Measurement of Life Satisfaction in the SOEP 
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a decrease in concerns about xenophobia and the envi-
ronment, both of which still caused great concern to 
over half the population in the ’90s, but to only just un-
der 20 percent in 2013. The long-term f luctuations in 
these three areas of concern do not point to any clear 
east-west divide.12 

12	  See Goebel et al. “Zur Angleichung.”

Over the past 25 years, eastern Germans have been in-
creasingly more concerned about their own financial 
situation and job security than their western German 
counterparts. Concerns in eastern and western Germany 
follow a very similar pattern overall. This can be clearly 
seen from the pattern that emerges for concerns about 
world peace; a lower level of concern about this was re-
corded after the fall of the Wall. This trend was abrupt-
ly interrupted by the terrorist attacks in 2001; concerns 
about world peace across Germany rose in the two sub-

Figure 2

Average Satisfaction with Various Areas of Life¹
Scale from 0 to 10
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1  Estimate corrected for repeat-survey effects. The basis of the estimated value for 2013 was a provisional weighting procedure (not including adults surveyed in 
the SOEP for the first time in 2013).
Source: SOEP v30; calculations by DIW Berlin.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

Patterns of satisfaction with various areas of life differ in east and west.
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sequent years. Levels of concern about world peace then 
began to fall once again.

Concerns about the general economic situation also fol-
lowed a similar trend. Shortly after reunification, these 
were more pronounced in the east than in the west but 
with every economic downturn, there was a sharp in-
crease in levels of concern in both parts of the country. 
An interesting observation here is that, although con-
cerns among eastern Germans rose to approximate-

ly the same extent as for of western Germans, eastern 
Germans still “carry over” these concerns to periods of 
economic upswings.

Still Not Completely Unified 

The descriptive analyses indicate that in the ’90s life sat-
isfaction in east and west converged rather quickly to be-
gin with, slowing down over the last 15 years. Neverthe-

Figure 3

Perceived Concerns in Public and Private Spheres¹
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Developments of concerns in east and west are largely convergent.
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less, individual indicators now no longer reveal an east-
west divide. A common level has still not been achieved, 
however, particularly from the viewpoint of the central 
indicator of general life satisfaction. Multivariate regres-
sion analyses are used to examine whether this is due to 
structural differences, which lead to higher levels of dis-
satisfaction in certain regions of western Germany also 
(particularly as a result of unemployment), or whether 
this difference can be attributed to socio-demograph-
ic characteristics such as age, marital status, or house-
hold type, or whether there is an “east effect” that can-
not be identified more specifically. Here, the relevant 
level of general life satisfaction is calculated as a depen-
dent variable for socio-demographic covariates as well 
as for several different periods. The place of residence 
in eastern or western Germany was also taken into ac-

count, meaning the corresponding “east-west indicator” 
can be interpreted as the resultant gauge for a less spe-
cifically identifiable east-west divergence.

Gender, age, nationality, income, employment status, 
education, household size, household type, and the dis-
trict population size were all included in the calculation 
as control variables. 

For the years 1992, 2002, and 2012, the OLS regres-
sions13 show significant less specifically identifiable life 
satisfaction values for eastern Germany which cannot 
be attributed to socio-demographic differences (see Ta-
ble). However, a trend towards convergence can also be 
seen in the multivariate analysis. In 1992, shortly after 
reunification, this had an average negative effect of al-
most one point on the 11-point life satisfaction scale for 
respondents living in the former GDR. Ten years later, 
in 2002, this effect had halved. In 2012, this negative 
effect was only 0.27 points. 

Despite this convergence trend, the significant “east ef-
fect” would seem to indicate that the convergence pro-
cess is still ongoing as far as general life satisfaction is 
concerned. If we look at the effect of other explanato-
ry socio-demographic characteristics included in the 
model, these findings confirm the research into life 
satisfaction: life satisfaction follows a U-shaped trajec-
tory over the course of people’s lives,14 i.e., it is lowest in 
middle age. Unemployment has a strong negative15 ef-
fect and income and education a positive effect on gen-
eral life satisfaction.

Initially, up until the mid-’90s, general life satisfaction 
in eastern Germany quickly approached the western lev-
el. In the following ten years, virtually no progress was 
made with regard to convergence. It is only since 2008 
that a further reduction in the east-west divide, albeit 
slight, has been evident (see Figure 4).16

Conclusion

The descriptive analysis of the SOEP data shows that 
satisfaction with various areas of life has developed het-
erogeneously in Germany over the past 25 years; while 
satisfaction levels with regard to living situation, house-
work, leisure time, and job satisfaction have largely con-

13	  OLS regressions with robust standard errors.

14	 The linear age effect is significantly negative and the effect of age 
squared is significantly positive. See also D. G. Blanchflower and  A. J. Oswald, 
“Is Well-Being U-Shaped Over the Life Cycle?,” Social Science & Medicine 66 (8) 
(2008): 1733-1749.

15	 L. Winkelmann and R. Winkelmann, “Why Are the Unemployed So 
Unhappy? Evidence from Panel Data,” Economica 65 (1998): 1-15.

16	 See also J. Geyer and V. Steiner, “Künftige Altersrenten in Deutschland: 
relative Stabilität im Westen, starker Rückgang im Osten,” DIW Wochenbericht, 
no. 11 (2010).

Table

East-West Divide in General Life Satisfaction1 
OLS regression parameters

1992 2002 2012

Region: east −0.94*** −0.436*** −0.266***

Gender: female 0.0167 0.067** 0.0513

Age −0.0336*** −0.0343*** −0.0439***

Age squared 0.00031*** 0.00031*** 0.00039***

Nationality: non-German −0.163*** −0.0309 0.0915

Household income (ln) 0.647*** 0.628*** 0.588***

Employment status

1. Full-time employment

2. Part-time employment −0.0118 0.0582 0.0428

3. Marginal employment 0.144 0.0195 0.0425

4. Unemployed −0.783*** −0.862*** −0.809***

5. In education or training 0.0742 −0.0094 0.0177

6. Not in gainful employment −0.0144 −0.0902** −0.0451

Education (in years) 0.00059 0.0359*** 0.0436***

Household size −0.0036 0.0901*** 0.113***

Household type

1. Single-person household

2. Household with a (married) couple 0.33*** 0.161*** 0.288***

3. Family household (children up to  16 
years of age)

0.384*** 0.101 0.233**

4. Single-parent household −0.156 −0.344*** −0.182*

5. Family household (children over 16 
years of age)

0.239** 0.0 625 0.0 761

6. Other 0.151 −0.183 −0.305*

District population size

1. Fewer than 2,000 inhabitants

2. 2,000 to 20,000 inhabitants 0.0271 −0.0044 −0.103*

3. 20,000 to 100,000 inhabitants 0.0415 −0.021 −0.112*

4. 100,000 to 500,000 inhabitants −0.0898 −0.0141 −0.1

5. 500,000 inhabitants or more −0.0692 −0.0216 −0.0343

Constants 3.42*** 2.93*** 3.42***

R2 0.1301 0.1056 0.0988

N 12,803 21,870 18,446

1  Estimate corrected for repeat-survey effects (see box).
Sources: SOEP v30; calculations by DIW Berlin.

© DIW Berlin ﻿

Despite there still being a significant difference in life satisfaction, the effect of the 
east-west divide has halved in the past 20 years.
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verged in eastern and western Germany, people in the 
former East are still less satisfied on average with their 
household income, their health, and their life as a whole 
than those in the former West Germany.

Eastern Germans are more concerned than their fel-
low citizens in the west of the country about their own 
financial situation, crime, and world peace. Moreover, 
even in periods of economic upturn, they are more con-
cerned about the general economic situation than west-
ern Germans. People in both parts of the country are 
equally concerned about work and xenophobia.

The most important indicator for evaluating subjective 
living standards is general life satisfaction. Descriptive 
and multivariate analyses have shown that, as a result 
of the changed circumstances after the fall of the Wall, 
life satisfaction in the east fell sharply, picking up again 
significantly in the ’90s. At the turn of the new millen-
nium, the convergence process slowed down and stag-
nated. It is only since 2008 that a slight narrowing of 
the east-west gap can be observed again. Given the de-
velopments to date, however, it still remains to be seen 
whether this will even out over the next few years.

This east-west divide in subjective well-being, albeit 
less pronounced, continues to prevail, and— alongside 
material convergence—must continue to be taken into 
account in the future, for example when the German 
government and the Länder are consulting on a new 
strategy for structural policy once the Solidarity Pact II 
expires in 2019.

Figure 4

Convergence of General Life Satisfaction¹ 
between Eastern and Western Germany 
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The highest level of convergence of life satisfaction between 
east and west since 1990 was in 2013.



New Patterns of Migration

DIW Economic Bulletin 11.2014118

 

The new IAB-SOEP Migration Sample enables us to de-
termine, inter alia, when people left their countries of 
birth, whether they first moved to Germany or to anoth-
er country, and whether they had lived in Germany pre-
viously. Due to the larger number of cases and the pos-
sibility of linking survey data with register data on labor 
market histories, this innovative migration survey opens 
up new analytical potential for migration and integra-
tion research. It is also the perfect addition to SOEP’s 
dataset on people with a migrant background which has 
been available since the SOEP was established in 1984 
(see three boxes on the following pages).

Migrant Background and Origins 

In the first wave of the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample, 
TNS Infratest Sozialforschung surveyed 4,964 adults 
residing in 2,723 households. Each household has an 
“anchor person” who either migrated to Germany af-
ter 199517 or was born in Germany and has a migrant 
background. In order to qualify to be included in the 
sample, this person must not have been in a position of 
employment liable for mandatory social insurance con-
tributions before 1995 (see Box 1). All individuals over 
the age of 16 residing in the same household as the an-
chor person are also surveyed. 

In creating the sample, certain countries of origin and 
relatively recent occurrences of immigration were over-
represented in order to provide enough cases to analyze 
current developments (see Box 2). However, if corrective 
weighting is applied to the sample, e.g., on the basis of 
said countries of origin, more general statements can 
be made about the group as a whole—which includes 
those who have migrated since 1995 or those with a mi-
grant background born in Germany who have started 
employment since 1995—as well as about members of 
their households.18 The following descriptive analyses 

17	 For an explanation of why the study was limited to migrants from the last 
twenty years see H. Brücker, M. Kroh, S. Bartsch, E. Liebau, P. Trübswetter, I. 
Tucci, and J. Schupp, “Overview on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample 2013,” 
SOEP Papers, DIW Berlin and IAB research report (2014). 

18	  The sample was drawn on December 31, 2012, which means that it 
includes only a very small number of migrants who moved to Germany after 

To date, there is very little sound scientific knowledge of the migra-
tion biographies, paths, and experiences of immigrants living in Ger-
many. A panel study introduced in 2013, however, aims to bridge 
this gap: the new IAB-SOEP Migration Sample is an annual survey of 
5,000 people with a migrant background and their family members. 
This study will provide information on when respondents lived in 
their countries of birth, in Germany, and in other countries, as well as 
their migration paths. Traditional migration patterns with migrants 
permanently moving to a new country are increasingly being repla-
ced by new patterns: particularly since the economic and financial 
crisis and the EU’s eastward expansion, a new trend has been emer-
ging, with people migrating repeatedly and acquiring life experien-
ces in a number of different countries.

New Patterns of Migration
By Herbert Brücker, Ingrid Tucci, Simone Bartsch, Martin Kroh, Parvati Trübswetter, and Jürgen Schupp
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The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample is a joint project of 
the Institute for Employment Research (IAB) and the 
Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) at DIW Berlin.1 The IAB-
SOEP Migration Sample is an innovative data sample 
used to tap into new analytical potential for migration 
and integration research, particularly in order to study 
the labor market integration of migrants. The focus of the 
sample is on migrants who have moved since 1995 and 
the descendants of immigrants who have entered the 
labor market since 1995. 

This new dataset has three characteristics that distingu-
ish it from the data sources previously available in Germa-
ny for migration and integration research: 

First, it is one of the biggest longitudinal surveys of 
households of migrants and their descendants in Germa-
ny, covering 4,964 individuals living in 2,723 households. 
Extending the data basis even further, the results of 
this survey can be combined with data from the SOEP, 
which has included persons with a migrant background 
since 1984. As in the other SOEP samples, here, too, the 
fieldwork organization TNS Infratest Sozialforschung was 
responsible for data collection; both surveys are almost 
identical in approach and method.2

Second, after obtaining respondents’ written consent, 
the survey data were combined with data from the 
Integrated Employment Biographies (IEB) compiled by 
the Institute for Employment Research (IAB). Hence, 
the comprehensive information of a household survey is 
linked with precise labor market data from the Federal 
Employment Agency, which include, for example, exact 
details on wages and earnings as well as employment, 
unemployment, and benefit episodes. The data are 
available to the research community for more detailed 
analysis subject to strict data protection regulations.

Third, the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample builds on previous 
surveys of individuals with a migrant background by 
adding questions which factor in modern migration 
and integration research, meaning respondents’ entire 
migration, education, and employment histories are 

1	 The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample is financed with funding from the 
Federal Employment Agency (BA), the Federal Ministry of Labour and Social 
Affairs (BMAS), and the Leibniz Association. Both research institutes would 
like thank the sponsors for generously supporting the project.

2	 The SOEP is a representative longitudinal study of households 
conducted every year since 1984 in western Germany and since 1990 in 
eastern Germany, see G. G. Wagner, J. Göbel, P. Krause, R. Pischner, and I. 
Sieber, �Das Sozio-oekonomische Panel (SOEP): Multidisziplinäres 
Haushaltspanel und Kohortenstudie für Deutschland � Eine Einführung (für 
neue Datennutzer) mit einem Ausblick (für erfahrene Anwender),� AStA 
Wirtschafts- und Sozialstatistisches Archiv, vol 2, no. 4 (2008): 301–328.

recorded. This goes beyond the data collection in the 
SOEP to date and takes into account that with increasing 
globalization, life courses have also become more diverse 
and that there is a growing number of people who have 
lived in different countries with correspondingly varied 
migration experiences. Other batteries of questions are, 
for instance, on earnings and employment status before 
the move, migration decisions in relationships and in the 
family context, or the purposes and channels of financial 
transfers to the migrants’ native countries.

The “anchor persons” in the sample were drawn from the 
Integrated Employment Biographies. The only people 
considered anchor persons were those that had moved 
since 1995 and migrants’ descendants, who from 1995 
onwards either began professional training for the first 
time, took up dependent employment or were registe-
red as job-seekers, or were recipients of unemployment 
benefit. In addition, all other household members aged 
16 and above were surveyed. These people were general-
ly partners or spouses and other family members of the 
anchor persons. Unlike the anchor persons, these house-
hold members may also have already migrated earlier or 
have been born in Germany and may not necessarily have 
a migrant background.

The focal point of this migration sample is therefore more 
recent immigration. In order to take into account the la-
test developments in migration movements and allow for 
separate analyses for individual groups,  households with 
migrants from Poland, Romania, the Commonwealth of 
Independent States (CIS), Turkey, the former Yugoslavia, 
the southern European countries of Italy, Spain, and Gre-
ece, and from Arab and predominantly Muslim countries 
had above-average representation in the study. At the 
same time, however, the sample also includes individuals 
with a migrant background, the “second generation,” 
whose parents migrated to Germany and who themselves 
were born in Germany.3 

The survey data are available to the research community 
both separately and as part of the regular data package 
of the 30th wave of the SOEP. Consequently, existing 
information from the SOEP on persons with and without 
a migrant background can be used for analysis. The data 
from the first wave have been available to the research 
community since October 2014, and the data from the se-
cond wave will be published in the third quarter of 2015. 
The survey data can be obtained from the research data 
centers of the SOEP at DIW Berlin and of the IAB.

3	 See Brücker et al., “Overview.”

Box 1

The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample 
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are based on weighted data19 which allow us to draw 
representative conclusions for the whole group. Accord-
ingly, 69 percent of respondents themselves migrated 
to Germany, 21 percent are descendants of immigrants, 
and four percent are nationals of other countries (see Fig-
ure 1).20 Seven percent do not have any kind of migrant 

this date. The sample would have to be extended to give due consideration to 
these groups.

19	 With the exception of estimation results.  

20	 The present study uses the terms “migrant” and “immigrant” 
synonymously to denote people born outside Germany including refugees and 

Box 2

Sampling, Sample Size, and Weighting

The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample was—to the best of 

our knowledge for the very first time in the context of 

migration research—drawn from the Integrated Emplo-

yment Biographies (IEB). In the multi-stage procedure 

used here, first the addresses of migrants spread across 

Germany were merged into 6,725 regional units, 250 

of which were then randomly selected for the fieldwork. 

This random sampling procedure ensures that each per-

son from our target population has the same probability 

of being included in the sample. In order to identify 

individuals with a migrant background during sampling, 

name-related data (onomastics) were used in addition 

to information from the IEB such as nationality.

In each of the 250 regional units for the fieldwork, 

80 addresses were selected at random, with certain 

country groups being given a higher probability of being 

selected so as to guarantee sufficiently large numbers 

of cases for specific groups. These include, in particular, 

those from the new EU member states and from southern 

Europe.

Since participation in the survey is voluntary and not 

all the households approached agreed to take part, the 

final sample size is reduced by the number of households 

who declined to participate. In order to be able to take 

into account the above-average representation of certain 

groups in the sample design as well as the different levels 

of responsiveness in the analyses, weighting factors are 

applied, as is standard practice in the SOEP. This includes 

information from the IEB, the regional databases of the 

Federal Statistical Office (FSO), and microcensus data. All 

interviews were conducted orally and face-to-face.1

1	  For a detailed description of sampling design, participation 
rates, and weighting strategy of the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample, see 
M. Kroh, J. Goebel, S. Kühne, and F. Preu, �The 2013 IAB/SOEP-
Migration Sample (M): Sampling Design and Weighting Adjustment,” 
SOEP Papers (2014).

background themselves but live in the same household 
as migrants and/or descendants of immigrants.

Of the individuals in the weighted sample with a migrant 
background, 23 percent originated from the European 
Union, 30 percent from South-East Europe (Albania, Tur-
key, and the successor states of the former Yugoslavia, ex-
cluding Slovenia and Croatia), 21 percent from the former 
Soviet Union (excluding the Baltic States), and 12 percent 
from Arab and other Muslim states.21 On average, 74 per-
cent of those with a migrant background were born abroad, 
with a particularly high share coming from the (former) 
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)22 and new 
EU member states (EU-13), and a particularly low share 
from older EU member states (EU-15) and South-East Eu-
rope (see Table 1).

late repatriates. The group “people with a migrant background” comprises both 
migrants and the descendants of migrants. The latter are born in Germany but 
have at least one parent who was born abroad.

21	 For the purpose of the present study, these are countries where the 
majority of the population are of Muslim faith. Turkey and Bosnia, however, are 
not assigned to this category.

22	 In the present study, the former CIS consists of all successor states of the 
Soviet Union with the exception of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, even those 
that no longer belong to the CIS.

Figure 1

Composition of the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample by 
Migrant Background 
Shares in percent

1  Family members of individuals with a migrant background
Source: IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted). Deviations from 100 percent 
are due to rounding.

© DIW Berlin 2014
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ground. The share of German citizens with a migrant 
background who have dual citizenship is particular-
ly high among immigrants from EU member states. 
This could be due to the fact that EU citizens are al-
lowed to retain their previous citizenship when natu-
ralized in Germany.

Family Reunification Dominates

All immigrants in the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample re-
spond to questions about the channel of entry to Ger-
many. From a legal perspective, these channels differ 
depending on the reason given for taking up residence 
in Germany. When interpreting the figures, two fac-
tors must be taken into consideration. First, individu-
als who come to Germany with the purpose of reunit-
ing their family, for example, may also intend to seek 
employment. The legal purpose of their stay does not 
provide any information on how their residence permit 
will be used later. Second, the figures map immigra-
tion over an extended observation period. Owing to the 
small number of cases, it is not yet possible to draw any 
conclusions on the impact of the latest amendments to 
immigration law, such as the introduction of what is 
known as the EU Blue Card.

Among the respondents in the IAB-SOEP Migration 
Sample who migrated to Germany themselves, approx-

Small Proportion of German Citizens from 
Countries with Freedom of Movement for 
Workers 

The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample finds that exactly one 
half of those with a migrant background are actual-
ly foreign nationals, with just under 34 percent having 
been granted German citizenship during the course 
of their lives, and 17 percent having been German na-
tionals since birth. What is striking is the particularly 
high share of foreign nationals among migrants from 
the older EU member states (78 percent). The freedom 
of movement for workers in these countries means that 
there are very few incentives for migrants originating 
from there to apply for German citizenship. Shorter mi-
gration episodes are also more prevalent in this group 
since there are fewer barriers to migration. For foreign 
nationals from some countries, entry to Germany is re-
stricted by legislation. The share of foreign nationals in 
this group is lower than among EU citizens. The per-
centage of foreigners among immigrants from the for-
mer Soviet Union is already below average (25 percent) 
due to the high share of late repatriates who were grant-
ed German citizenship on arrival (see Table 1).

A total of 13 percent of those with a migrant background 
have a second citizenship in addition to their German 
citizenship. This figure corresponds to as much as 
one-quarter of all German citizens with a migrant back-

Table 1

Migrant Background and Citizenship of Individuals in the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample

Shares in percent

Origin of individuals with a 
migrant background by country 

of origin

Shares in total sample of individuals with a migrant background

Individuals born 
abroad

Foreign nationals Naturalized German citizens
German nationals with a 

second citizenship 

1 2 3 4 5

EU-281 23 79 69 20 15
EU-152 10 62 79 5 11
EU-13 (new EU member state)3 13 91 63 30 18

South-East Europe4 30 63 68 29 6

(Former) CIS5 21 98 25 57 20

Arab and other Muslim states6 12 87 49 42 19

Rest of world 12 89 57 30 12

No information available 3

Total 100 74 50 34 13

1   All countries that are members of the EU (as of January 1, 2013).
2   All countries that were already members of the EU before May 1, 2004.
3   All countries that joined the EU from May 1, 2004 onwards.
4   Albania, Turkey, and all other successor states of the former Yugoslavia, not including current EU member states (Croatia and  Slovenia).
5   All current or former member states of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).
6   All Arab and other countries with predominantly Muslim population.
Note: Column 1 shows that 23 percent of individuals in the sample have a migrant background with origins within the EU. Columns 2 to 5 show that, of the individuals with a migrant 
background from the EU, 79 percent were born abroad, 69 percent are foreign nationals, 20 percent were previously foreign nationals, and 15 percent are German nationals with dual 
nationality.
Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).

© DIW Berlin 2014
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imately six percent moved to Germany with a confirmed 
job offer, while a further seven percent came to Ger-
many seeking work. It is important to remember here 
that the majority of migrants in the sample come from 
countries where entry to the German labor market is 
impeded by considerable legal restrictions. Eight per-
cent of immigrants moved to Germany for education 
and training purposes.

The main reasons respondents emigrated to Germany 
were to reunite their families (39 percent), as late repa-
triates (17 percent), or as refugees and asylum-seekers 
(15 percent) (see Figure 2).

These patterns are clearly linked to legal and institu-
tional barriers to entry. Among immigrants who, at the 
time of migrating to Germany, were able to take advan-
tage of the freedom of movement of workers (one of the 
fundamental rights they enjoy as citizens of an EU or 
EEA country) the share that came to Germany with a 
confirmed job offer or looking for work (46 percent) is 
far higher than in most of the other country groups. 
This also applies to migrants from EU member states 
which, at the time of their migration, were undergo-

Figure 2

Channels of Entry by Purpose of Residence and 
Country Group
Shares of channels of entry in total migration (in percent)

1  Citizens who first moved to Germany from an EEA state at a time when full 
freedom of movement for workers applied. The EEA includes Iceland, Liechten-
stein, and Norway; In Switzerland freedom of movement provisions have been 
in place since 2002.
2  Citizens of an EU member state who moved at a time when full freedom of 
movement for workers had not yet come into effect.
3  Citizens who moved from a country with which the Federal Republic of 
Germany had previously concluded a recruitment agreement for guest workers.
4  Immigrants from countries not belonging to the EU or the EEA and with no 
recruitment agreement for guest workers at the time of migration.
Source: IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted). Deviations from 100 percent 
are due to rounding.

© DIW Berlin 2014

ing a transitional period pending the introduction of 
full freedom of movement of workers: here, the corre-
sponding share was as high as 51 percent. In contrast, 
the share of individuals among immigrants from third 
countries moving to Germany on existing employment 
contracts and seeking work is marginal (around one-
tenth). In this country group, family reunification ac-
counts for more than 60 percent, making it the prima-
ry reason for immigration. 

Social Contacts Instrumental in Migration 
Decisions 

Support networks play an important role in the migra-
tion process. Respondents in the IAB-SOEP Migration 
Sample were therefore asked about who provided them 
with support when they came to Germany. Around 
two-thirds of all immigrants were assisted by relatives, 
friends, and acquaintances when they moved to Germa-
ny, while a third made the decision to migrate to Ger-
many without such support. Here, there is evidence of 
significant differences between the country groups: ap-
proximately three-quarters of immigrants from South-
East Europe and the successor states of the former So-
viet Union received support from social networks. This 
is also because large communities of migrants from 
these two country groups are already living in Germa-
ny. The number of migrants from Arab, Muslim, and 
other third countries that seek support from social con-
tacts is much lower since the size of the migration com-
munities living in Germany is a lot smaller.

Migration Not a One-Way Street 

A comprehensive survey of migration biographies also 
includes questions on previous stays abroad:23 did the 
respondents migrate directly to Germany or have they 
also already lived in other countries? Did they live in 
Germany before and have now returned? The respons-
es to questions like these give us an insight into trans-
national migration biographies. 

Among migrants and their families immigrating since 
1995, the traditional pattern of migration generally con-
tinues to predominate, according to which migrants tend 
to permanently relocate their homes and lives to another 
country: 83 percent of migrants who themselves emigrat-
ed to Germany had, up until that point, never lived longer 
than three months in a country other than their coun-
try of birth and had remained in Germany from their 
arrival to the time of the survey. By way of contrast, the 

23	 The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample records every overseas stay of more than 
three months. Even respondents who were born in Germany are questioned 
about stays abroad which are longer than three months in duration, although 
these are not considered in the present report.
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45 percent of all immigrants from the older EU member 
states relocated several times before arriving in Germa-
ny. Among migrants from third countries, i.e., not the 
traditional countries of origin (South-East Europe and 
the former Soviet Union), this share is 26 percent. In 
contrast, the share of repeat migrants among Turkish 
immigrants and immigrants from the (former) Com-
monwealth of Independent States (CIS) is relatively low 
(8 and 12 percent, respectively). Approximately half of all 
migrants with multiple migration experiences had al-
ready lived in Germany for an average of four years be-
fore their last move. Half of the group which had lived 
in Germany before had returned to their birth country 
at least once. Migrants who return home for brief peri-
ods are particularly prevalent among those from former 
Yugoslav countries as well as from the new EU mem-
ber states and Turkey. 

Increasing Number of People with  
Diverse Migration Experiences

Whereas in the past the traditional migration pattern 
was permanent relocation to another country, new pat-
terns of migration with numerous migration episodes 
are also gaining ground. Particularly since the onset of 
the financial and economic crisis in Europe, the share 
of immigrants who had already gained experience in 
other countries before ultimately moving to Germa-
ny has risen sharply, reaching 42 percent in the period 

migration biography of 17 percent of respondents deviat-
ed from this traditional pattern: prior to their last move 
they had already acquired other migration experiences. 
One-third of respondents had moved from their coun-
try of birth to another country as minors. Respondents 
with multiple experiences of migration had previously 
lived both in Germany and in other countries.24 Of this 
group, 43 percent chose to migrate to Germany on leav-
ing their country of birth for the first time. In contrast, 
57 percent initially migrated to other countries, 19 per-
cent to a member state of the EU-15, and nine percent to 
Russia. A third lived in a country other than their coun-
try of birth before they ultimately moved to Germany. 
A fifth had lived in a number of countries before final-
ly migrating to Germany. 

24	 Relevant migration-related literature uses terms such as “transnationality” 
or “transmigration” to describe this phenomenon. In the present article, 
however, this is used to denote multiple migration episodes or experiences. L. 
Pries, “„Transmigranten“ als ein Typ von Arbeitswanderern in plurilokalen 
sozialen Räumen. Das Beispiel der Arbeitswanderungen zwischen Puebla/
Mexiko und New York,” Soziale Welt 49 (1998): 135–150; I. Gogolin and L. 
Pries, “Stichwort: Transmigration und Bildung,” Zeitschrift für 
Erziehungswissenschaft 7 (1) (2004): 5–19.

Table 2

Support from Migration Networks 
for Entry into Germany by Country of Origin
Shares in percent of immigrants

Support from …

No Support
Relatives

Friends &
acquaintances 

Both

EU-281 Both 17 4 39
EU-152 34 20 5 41
EU-13 (new EU member states)3 42 15 4 38

South-East Europe4 63 4 8 24

(Former) CIS5 60 5 6 29

Arab and other Muslim states6 39 5 5 51

Rest of world 36 16 4 44 

Total 50 9 6 35

1   All countries that are members of the EU (as of January 1, 2013).
2   All countries that were already members of the EU before May 1, 2004.
3   All countries that joined the EU from May 1, 2004 onwards.
4   Albania, Turkey, and all other successor states of the former Yugoslavia, not including current EU 
member states (Croatia and  Slovenia).
5   All current or former member states of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).
6   All Arab and other countries with predominantly Muslim population.
The figures in the rows do not add up to 100 percent because a small proportion of respondents did not 
provide details.
Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).

© DIW Berlin 2014

The survey data on individuals who had given 
written consent to do so was linked with infor-
mation from the IEB. For those who had been 
selected from the IEB as the anchor person in the 
household, this linkage is easy to achieve using 
an identification key. Other household members 
who had likewise given their consent had to 
be identified in the IEB using a rather complex 
process. This was possible for 96 percent of those 
who had agreed to the linkage. Overall, a linked 
dataset comprising information from the IEB and 
the survey data is available for 1,653 individuals 
or one-third of the sample. Since other participants 
in the survey are also asked to consent to record 
linkage in subsequent waves, this percentage will 
ultimately be even higher. The linked dataset is 
available to the research community for analysis 
subject to strict data protection provisions. At pre-
sent, the linked data can only be used by external 
researchers during working visits to the IAB or by 
remote access. For data security reasons, any and 
all data furnished is verified with regard to access 
authorization prior to release. Plans to develop an 
anonymized dataset for research communities are 
underway.

Box 3

Record Linkage with IEB 
and Integration into “Main” SOEP 
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with multiple migration experiences is higher on aver-
age than that of those with traditional migration biog-
raphies: 29 percent have a university degree, while the 
corresponding figure for migrants with traditional mi-
gration biographies is 21 percent. Although, at around 
one-third, the share of those without vocational quali-
fications is somewhat lower than for those without pri-
or migration experiences (46 percent), the resulting 
qualification structure is still polarized: those with pri-
or migration experiences before their last move to Ger-
many are overrepresented at the upper and lower ends 
of the qualification scale compared to the German pop-
ulation as a whole.

With regard to labor market participation, those who al-
ready had multiple migration experiences prior to the 
last move to Germany do not differ from those who im-
migrated directly to Germany. Those with traditional 
migration biographies, however, more frequently work 
part-time, which might also be attributed to the high-
er proportion of women in this group. Both groups had 
comparable knowledge of the German language at the 
time of the last move, although some of those with mul-
tiple migration experiences had previously lived in Ger-
many. Having said that, 75 percent of migrants with mul-

from 2008 to 2013, almost double the level for the pe-
riod 2000 to 2007 (21 percent). One of the reasons be-
hind this might be the diversion of migration f lows to 
Germany from countries hit harder by the crisis.25 This 
applies, in particular, to immigrants from the new EU 
member states who, prior to the crisis, moved mainly 
to Spain, Italy, Ireland, and the UK, and who are now 
migrating primarily to Germany. The introduction of 
free movement of workers in Germany, however, is not 
associated with an increase in the share of immigrants 
with multiple migration experiences.

Immigrants with several migration episodes in their bi-
ography differ from those with traditional migration bi-
ographies in that they are more likely to come to Germa-
ny with a confirmed offer of employment (17 percent) 
or to look for employment (19 percent). As for migrants 
who had no prior migration experiences before moving 
to Germany, the subsequent relocation of their families 
plays a major role here, too (with a share of around one-
third). The level of professional training of immigrants 

25	 S. Bertoli, H. Brücker, and J. Fernández-Huertas Moraga, “The European 
Crisis and Migration to Germany: Expectations and the Diversion of Migration 
Flows,” IZA Discussion Papers 7170 (2013).

Table 3

Migration Biographies of Migrants by Country of Origin

Immigrants without  
previous 

migration experiences1

Immigrants with previous migration experiences

Total

of which:

with at least 
one previous stay  

with at least one 
return to native 

country

Stay in third countries 
(not including Germany)2

in Germany
with at least 
one return to 

native country

in percent 
of all immigrants in the country group in percent of immigrants with several migration experiences

1 2 3 4 5 6
EU-283 73 27 58 58 42 23

EU-154 55 45 47 50 53 33
EU-13 (new EU member states)5 82 18 71 68 29 11

Turkey 92 8 77 67 23 4
Former Yugoslavia 84 16 62 70 38 12
(Former) CIS6 88 12 16 23 85 23
Arab and other Muslim states7 85 15 34 42 66 25
Rest of world 74 26 62 44 38 7
Total 83 17 50 48 50 18

All figures refer to the last move to Germany. Only stays longer than three months are included.
1  Immigrants with no previous migration experiences moved directly from their native countries to Germany and have never lived in another country for more than 
three months since.
2  Third countries are all destination countries of migration, besides the native country and Germany. The category only includes stays in third countries if the 
person had not previously resided in Germany.
3   All countries that are members of the EU (as of January 1, 2013).
4   All countries that were already members of the EU before May 1, 2004.
5   All countries that joined the EU from May 1, 2004 onwards
6   All current or former member states of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).
7   All Arab and other countries with predominantly Muslim population.

Note:  The last row in column 1 shows that, among those who moved to Germany, 83 percent had never resided in Germany or another country for longer than 
three months prior to their last move to Germany. The last row in column 2 shows that 17 percent of those who migrated to Germany had already lived in another 
country or in Germany for more than three months prior to their last move to Germany. The last row in column 3 shows that, among those who already had previ-
ous migration experiences when they last moved to Germany, 50 percent had already lived in Germany.
Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).

© DIW Berlin  2014
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tiple migration experiences have knowledge of other for-
eign languages, as opposed to 50 percent in the group 
with no other migration experiences.

Majority of Migrants Wish to Stay in Germany

Numerous studies show that the intention to stay per-
manently generally has a positive impact on the integra-
tion process.26 Almost three-quarters of those who have 
migrated to Germany since 1995 want to stay long-term. 
The intention to stay varies depending on the country of 
origin: the number of migrants who would like to stay in 
Germany permanently is particularly high among immi-
grants from the CIS (93 percent), which can be partial-
ly explained by the large-scale migration of late repatri-
ates from this region. There is also a very high share of 
migrants from Arab and Muslim states as well as from 
the successor states of the former Yugoslavia (77 percent 
and 76 percent, respectively). Migrants from the EU-15 
make up the lowest share (56 percent). 

Migrants with Multiple Migration Experiences 
and Skilled Professionals Do Not Feel Tied to 
Germany

Of the group of immigrants with multiple migration ex-
periences, 61 percent stated that they wished to stay in 
Germany, ten percent would like to leave Germany again, 
and 29 percent were still undecided in 2013. Converse-
ly, in the group with no prior migration experiences be-
fore their last move to Germany, 77 percent planned to 
stay in Germany permanently. 

As shown in Figure 3, it is the highly qualified who are 
undecided: 45 percent did not know whether they would 
remain in Germany long-term. To what extent the in-
tention to stay or move away are then followed through 
will be further explored in future as part of further sur-
vey waves of the study.

High Correlation between Life Satisfaction and 
Intention to Stay Long-Term

The extensive data on the situation of migrants provided by 
the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample makes it possible to ex-
amine migrants’ intention to stay in Germany more close-
ly. The probability of migrants planning to stay in Ger-
many permanently is examined here using a multivariate 
model,27 where socio-demographic characteristics (age, 

26	 On language acquisition, see, for example, C. Dustmann,“Temporary 
Migration, Human Capital, and Language Fluency of Migrants,” The 
Scandinavian Journal of Economics 101 (2) (1999): 297–314.

27	 A logistic regression is estimated. The dependent variable is a binary 
variable, which has a value of one if the respondent intends to stay in Germany, 

sex, and education), employment status and household in-
come, migration-related characteristics (duration of stay, 
channel of entry, and nationality), and subjective charac-
teristics (life satisfaction and experience with discrimina-
tion are used as explanatory factors.28 The results show 
that, even under statistical control for these characteris-
tics, individuals who had already lived in another coun-
try besides their native country prior to moving to Ger-
many were far less likely to want to stay than those with 
no previous migration experiences before moving to Ger-
many (see Table 4).

The analysis also shows that qualified professionals have 
a statistically significantly reduced intention to stay. The 
same applies to students and others in education and train-
ing. Conversely, German nationality is positively associ-
ated with intention to stay. Moreover, intention to stay is 
far more pronounced for (late) repatriates, asylum-seek-
ers, and refugees than for immigrants who have come to 
Germany to reunite with their family. Finally, income and 
well-being also play a role, with the inclination to stay in 
Germany long-term negatively correlated to income. This 
confirms findings in migration theory that migration costs 
decrease at least proportionately to gains in income, thus 

and a value of zero if he or she does not intend to stay or does not know 
whether he or she intends to stay in Germany..

28	 For a similar model, see C. Diehl and P. Preisendörfer, “Gekommen um zu 
bleiben? Bedeutung und Bestimmungsfaktoren der Bleibeabsicht von 
Neuzuwanderern in Germany,” Soziale Welt (2007): 5–28.

Figure 3

Migrants’ Intention to Stay by Migration Type and Qualification Level
Shares in percent

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted). Only respon-
dents aged 18 and above when they first left their home country were taken into account.

© DIW Berlin 2014
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analysis of the structures of those among the population 
in Germany with a migrant background, the main focus 
being more recent immigration since 1995. This opens 
up more scope for evidence-based policy advice, includ-
ing in fields such as immigration policy, labor market 
policy, and education policy, as well as in all other poli-
cy areas relevant to the integration of migrants and their 
descendants. 

Around three-quarters of those in the sample with a 
migrant background immigrated to Germany, half of 
whom hold German citizenship. Also among those 
born outside of Germany, a considerable proportion 
has already acquired German nationality. Naturaliza-
tion rates are particularly high among migrants from 
countries where there are considerable legal and admin-
istrative barriers to immigration to Germany.

One of the particular characteristics of immigrants who 
moved in the last 15 years or so is that only six percent 
came to Germany on employment contracts and anoth-
er seven percent to look for work. Migration patterns are 
dominated by channels of entry that are unrelated to the 
labor market such as family reunification, on the one 
hand, and immigration of late repatriates, asylum-seek-
ers, and refugees, on the other. Although the majority of 
these immigrants are subsequently integrated into the 
labor market, it was found that those channels of entry 
that are unrelated to the labor market are negatively cor-
related to gainful employment and pay level. This pat-
tern ref lects the legal and institutional frameworks for 
immigration: around half of immigrants from EU mem-
ber states moved for employment or to look for work.

Migration networks play a key role in migration deci-
sions, particularly for immigrants from countries with 
large migrant communities already living in Germany. 
The migration biographies of immigrants today are in-
creasingly different to earlier migration patterns. In the 
past, most migrants would relocate their homes, work, 
and lives to another country once. This has changed 
over the course of time, especially since the onset of 
the economic and financial crisis in Europe: around 
two-fifths of immigrants now have previous migration 
experiences in other countries or in Germany. This 
phenomenon is also linked to the diversion of migra-
tion f lows resulting from the asymmetric effects of the 
economic crisis in Europe.

Most immigrants want to stay in Germany long-term. 
A higher level of qualifications and previous migration 
experiences are associated with less intention to stay, 
however. Life satisfaction correlates positively and ex-
periences of discrimination negatively with intention 
to stay. The openness of German society and person-
al experiences in the home, working, and living envi-
ronments would appear to be other important factors 
which people with a migrant background take into ac-
count when deciding whether or not to stay in Germa-
ny permanently.

increasing mobility.29 Furthermore, a positive correlation 
between intention to stay and life satisfaction can be seen, 
while there is a negative correlation with experiences of 
discrimination. Intention to stay therefore depends not only 
on personal life satisfaction but also on the host society and 
on how welcome migrants are made to feel in Germany.30 

Conclusion

The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample, which was conducted 
for the first time in 2013, provides key data for detailed 

29	 See H. Brücker and C. Defoort, “Inequality and the self-selection of 
international migrants: theory and new evidence,” International Journal of 
Manpower 30 (7) (2009): 742–764; B. R. Chiswick, “Are Immigrants Favorably 
Self-Selected?,” American Economic Review 89 (2) (1999): 181–185.

30	 A recently published longitudinal study based on SOEP data also showed 
significant effects of experiences of discrimination on mental health: R. 
Schunck, K. Reiss, and O. Razum, “Pathways between perceived discrimination 
and health among immigrants: evidence from a large national panel survey in 
Germany,” Ethnicity & Health (2014), doi:10.1080/13557858.2014.932756.

Table 4

Effect of Selected Characteristics on Migrants’ Intention to Stay

Coefficients Standard error

Women (reference group: men) 0.130 (0.115)

Age 0.074 * (0.035)

Age² −0.0 007 (0.000)

Duration of stay in Germany (years) −0.014 (0.009)

Immigrant with previous migration experiences 
(reference group: no previous migration experiences) −0,586 *** (0,140)

Channel of entry (reference group: family reunification)

Those in employment and job-seekers −0.177 (0.136)

Late repatriates 1.188 *** (0.257)

Asylum-seekers and refugees 0.844 *** (0.203)

Education and training −0.754 *** (0.220)

Other channel of entry 0.020 (0.223)

German nationality (reference group: no) 1.002 *** (0.157)

Highest professional qualification (reference group: no professional qualification)

With a professional qualification −0.100 (0.128)

With a university degree −0.428 ** (0.148)

Household income (equivalence-weighted) −0.0 003 *** (0.000)

In employment (reference group: no) −0.073 (0.125)

Experience with discrimination (reference group: no) −0.233 * (0.108)
Life satisfaction (index)1) 0.115 *** (0.029)

Constants −1.220 (0.838)

Observations 2,352

R² 0.14

Logistic regression. Dependent variable is a dummy variable which is assigned the value 1 if the 
respondent intends to stay in Germany in any event, and 0 if the reverse is the case. The one-, five,- and 
ten-percent significance levels are indicated by ***, **, and *.  Only respondents aged 18 and above 
when they first left their home country were taken into account.
1  Index values ranging from 0 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied).
Note: Migrants who moved to Germany for the purpose of studying or training are less likely to want to 
stay in Germany than those who migrated to join their family there. The difference in the intentions to 
stay between the two groups is highly significant.
Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample.

© DIW Berlin 2014
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The successful integration of migrants into the labor 
market depends on a number of factors. These include 
education and language skills, and the official recogni-
tion of professional qualifications. Other contributory 
factors are career advice and job-seeking assistance. The 
new IAB-SOEP Migration Sample can be used to trace 
the employment histories of migrants prior to and after 
migration to Germany. For instance, new information 
can be obtained on the determinants of labor market 
integration, as well as on the extent to which migrants 
can use human capital acquired before migration on the 
German labor market. 

Employment History Before and After 
Migration

Almost two-thirds of migrants have acquired work expe-
rience in their home country. In fact, more than 70 per-
cent of migrants to Germany from the new and old EU 
member states, as well as from the rest of the world, were 
gainfully employed prior to moving to Germany. In con-
trast, the number of migrants from South-East Europe 
and from Arab or other Muslim countries is rather low 
at 46 and 51 percent, respectively. In the case of immi-
grants from South-East Europe, this could be put down 
to the age structure: with an average age of 20 years, 
this group is youngest when they migrate. The average 
age of all migrants at the time of immigration was 25, 
while the average age at the time of the survey was 40.

In the year following migration to Germany, almost 
half of the migrants were employed. Those who had 
been in employment for a minimum of one year pri-
or to migration had 11 years’ work experience on aver-
age (see Table 1).

Labor participation before migration is closely connect-
ed to later employment histories in Germany: of all mi-
grants who were employed before migration, 90 percent 
took up employment in Germany again and 70  percent 
were in gainful employment at the time of the survey. In 
contrast, 70  percent of those who had no work experi-
ence prior to migration were subsequently employed in 

Recognized Qualifications and Command 
of German Language Are Worthwhile
By Herbert Brücker, Elisabeth Liebau, Agnese Romiti und Ehsan Vallizadeh

In the past, little was known about the employment histories and 
earnings of migrants prior to migration to Germany. Not only does 
the new IAB-SOEP Migration Sample bridge this gap but it also provi-
des comprehensive information on the determinants of labor market 
integration for immigrants in Germany. Those who were employed 
before moving to Germany generally enter employment there, too, 
usually with high income gains. A knowledge of German and re-
cognized professional qualifications mean higher wages and better 
chances of finding employment in line with the given qualification 
level.
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Different Labor Market Patterns for Male 
and Female Migrants

The labor market participation of male and female mi-
grants varies at all of the points of time observed. Before 
migration to Germany, 67 percent of men and 58 percent 
of women had work experience, while in the year directly 
following migration, 54  percent of male and 43  percent 
of female migrants were employed (see Table 1). Interest-
ingly, these differences became more pronounced rath-
er than less following migration to Germany, although 
labor participation did rise for both male and female 
migrants after migration: 91 percent of male migrants 
and 76  percent of female migrants had acquired work 
experience at the point of the survey, 72  percent of male 
and 54  percent of female migrants were employed at the 
point of the survey. The labor participation gender gap 
went up from 11 to 18 percentage points in comparison 
to the year before migration. As Table 2 shows, work ex-
perience prior to migration is, as expected, very closely 
correlated to the later employment history in Germany. 
This applies to both male and female migrants.

Gender differences can also be seen in the employment 
histories in Germany, with integration into the labor 
market clearly taking some time for both male and fe-
male migrants. In the first year after migration, as few 
as 49 percent of male and 34 percent of female migrants 
had found their first job in Germany. Ten years after mi-
gration to Germany, this figure reached 81  percent for 
male and 65 percent for female migrants, with the gen-
der gap remaining approximately constant at around 15  
percentage points. For migrants in full-time employ-
ment, these differences become more pronounced over 
time: whereas in the first year after migration 46 per-

Germany, and as many as half of these were employed 
at the time of the survey (see Table 2).

Table 1

Employment History of Migrants in Germany
All countries of origin Country groups

Total 
migrants

Male 
migrants 

Female 
migrants

EU-151

EU-13 
(new   

EU member 
states)2

South-East 
Europe3

(Former) 
CIS4

Arab and 
Muslim 

countries5

Rest  
of world

Work experience prior to migration to Germany—in percent

Employed at least once prior to migration to Germany 62 67 58 71 74 46 67 51 72

Employed in the year prior to migration to Germany 48 54 43 48 56 32 59 38 56

Number of years in employment prior to migration

Average period of employment prior to migration to Germany 7.6 8.,8 6.6 7.1 7.0 4.5 13.0 4.6 5.7

If employed one year or more prior to migration to Germany: 
average period of employment

11. 1 11.8 10.4 10.1 9.8 8.2 16.3 8.2 7.9

1  All countries that were already members of the EU before May 1, 2004.
2  All countries that joined the EU on or after May 1, 2004.
3  Albania, Turkey, and all other successor states of the former Yugoslavia, not including the current EU Member States (Croatia and Slovenia).
4  All current or former members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).
5  All Arab and other countries with predominantly Muslim population.

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).

© DIW Berlin 2014

Table 2

Correlation between Employment before and after Migration
In percent

Work experience 
before migration1

Work experience 
after migration2

Currently  
employed3

Yes No Yes No

Total migrants

Yes 91 9 69 31

No 70 30 51 49

Total 83 17 72 38

Male migrants

Yes 94 83 75 25

No 70 17 67 34

Total 91 83 72 28

Female migrants

Yes 87 13 64 36

No 61 39 41 59

Total 76 24 54 46

1   Employed at least once prior to migration to Germany.
2   Employed at least once in Germany.
3   Employed in the previous seven days.

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).

© DIW Berlin 2014
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cent of male and 28 percent of female migrants had 
found full-time employment, ten years later the corre-
sponding figures were 76 percent for male and 48 per-
cent for female migrants. The gender gap has thus in-
creased from 19 to 28 percentage points (see Table 3). 

High Income Gains From Migration

One of the most important motives for migration is the 
prospect of better earnings and a higher standard of 
living in Germany. The vast majority of migrants come 
from countries where incomes are far lower than in Ger-
many. Only data on the aggregate income differences be-
tween Germany and the migrant’s home country have 
been available to date but in the IAB-SOEP Migration 
Sample, respondents were also asked to provide infor-
mation on their earnings before migrating to Germa-
ny. This meant that, for the first time ever, the income 
gains of migrants in Germany could be analyzed on an 
individual basis.31

Before migration, the average net monthly earnings were 
506 euros. The net monthly income of immigrants from 
old EU member states was high by comparison at 1,172  
euros, while migrants from South-East Europe earned 
far less at just 603 euros. Even lower are the net monthly 
incomes of migrants from Arab and other Muslim coun-
tries (585  euros), the new EU-13 member states (497  eu-
ros), and (former) CIS states (307  euros). In the “Rest 
of the world” category, where per capita income is very 
heterogeneous, the net income of migrants prior to mi-
gration averaged 514 euros (see Figure 1).

After migration, across all the country of origin cate-
gories, migrants in gainful employment in Germany 
showed increases in income. At the time of the survey, 
the last net monthly income was 1,273 euros on average, 
which was twice as much as before migration. With a 
net monthly income of around 1,800 euros, those from 
the old EU member states had the highest income gains 
of all the migrant groups: the average net income of mi-
grants from the (former) CIS went up by a factor of almost 
four, and the net income of those from new EU mem-
ber states as well as from South-East Europe was almost 
double what it had been prior to migration. Conversely, 
the net income of EU-15 migrants was only around one-
third higher (see Table 1).

The considerable differences in salary continue to exist 
after migration, too: for example, the average net month-

31	 These differences are analyzed on the basis of nominal figures. The real 
differences are less pronounced, since, in the majority of countries of origin, the 
purchasing power of the relevant currency is far higher than in Germany. 
Nonetheless, since migrants spend part of their income in their homeland, both 
the purchasing power of incomes in their native country and Germany and 
nominal differences are relevant.

ly income of female migrants in the year prior to mi-
gration (413 euros) was a good one-third lower than that 
of male migrants (596 euros). After migration to Ger-
many, this gender gap in income had widened further, 
with female migrants averaging a net monthly income 
of 877 euros in comparison to their male counterparts 
with 1,617 euros. These differences cannot be attribut-
ed solely to the higher number of women in part-time 
employment.

First Job Commonly Found through Social 
Contacts

Successful labor market integration also depends on 
how job-seeking migrants find employment, not least 
owing to the greater obstacles migrants face in compar-
ison to the local workforce: they have less information 
on the German labor market, while potential employ-
ers, for their part, are less able to gauge the level of mi-
grants’ qualifications and other relevant skills obtained 
in their home countries than is the case for the German 
workforce. This can result in poor job matches, mean-
ing migrants may end up finding employment in posi-
tions that are not suited to their skillset. This ultimate-
ly means lower salaries and limited career and advance-
ment opportunities.

To further analyze job-seeking approaches, the IAB-
SOEP Migration Sample asks migrants how they found 
their first job in Germany. At 55 percent, the majority of 
migrants find their first job via social networks such as 
relatives, friends, and acquaintances. A different picture 
emerges, however, when job-seeking methods are ex-
amined with regard to different levels of formal educa-
tion. Social contacts are particularly important to people 

Table 3

Time Taken to Find First Job in Germany

First job after migration
Total migrants

Male 
migrants

Female 
migrants

Gender gap

Shares in percent Percentage points

All Employees

Within the first year 41 49 34 15

Within two to three years 52 60 44 16

Within five to six years 60 69 53 16

Within ten to eleven years 72 81 65 16

Full-Time Employees

Within the first year 36 46 28 19

Within two to three years 44 56 34 22

Within five to six years 50 65 39 26

Within ten to eleven years 61 76 48 28
 
Only those who were younger than 65 were taken into account.

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).

© DIW Berlin 2014
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How migrants find employment will often affect their 
salary, employment opportunities, and career and ad-
vancement opportunities. Earlier empirical studies show 
that the above-average use of social contacts by migrants 
to find a job can help overcome information barriers be-
tween job-seeking migrants and potential employers—
something that would be more difficult to achieve us-
ing other job-seeking channels. Other channels could, 
however, help migrants obtain higher starting salaries 
than would otherwise be the case. Yet the long-term ef-
fects may be very detrimental: very often far poorer ca-
reer advancement prospects accompanied by low-end 
salary increases in later employment history.32 The IAB-
SOEP Migration Sample is an important database which 
can be used to further analyze such issues in future.

Better Career Opportunities and Higher 
Income through German Language Skills

The success of migrants on the German labor market 
depends on a number of factors. To further examine 
the labor market integration of migrants to Germany, 
three indicators are used: the probability of being gain-
fully employed, the salary level, and the probability of 
finding a job that is in line with the individual’s quali-

32	 See C. Dustmann, A. Glitz, and U. Schönberg, “Referral-based Job Search 
Networks,” IZA Discussion Papers 5777 (2011).

Figure 1

Net Monthly Earnings before and after Migration
 

1  To compensate for distortion resulting from outliers, here, the analysis was restricted to percentile 
values for the interval one to 99 percent of net monthly income distribution. Values that cannot be clearly 
categorized owing to currency reforms were also excluded.
2  All countries that were already members of the EU before May 1, 2004.
3   All countries that joined the EU on or after May 1, 2004.
4  Albania, Turkey, and all other successor states of the former Yugoslavia, not including the current EU 
member states (Croatia and Slovenia).
5  All current or former members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).
6  All Arab and other countries with predominantly Muslim population.

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).

© DIW Berlin 2014

Figure 2

How Migrants Found First Job in Germany 
By qualification (in percent)

1  German Employment Agency, employment agency in home country, international 
employment service or private job agency.

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (weighted).  
Deviations from 100 percent are due to rounding.

© DIW Berlin 2014

with a lower level of education: an above-average num-
ber of people with no professional qualifications find 
employment through relatives, friends, and acquain-
tances (66 percent), while those with a higher educa-
tion qualification find their first job far less frequently 
through social networking than other migrants and far 
more frequently through classifieds and the internet as 
well as through business contacts. Around one-fifth of 
migrants found their first job in Germany through the 
German Federal Employment Agency, an employment 
agency in their home country, or through an interna-
tional or private employment service (see Figure  2). Mi-
grants are far less likely to use job-seeking agencies and 
employment services to find employment than those 
with no migrant background.
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fications. The last point is particularly relevant in light 
of the fact that a substantial number of immigrants are 
employed in positions that do not match their qualifi-
cations (OECD 2007).33 Below, multivariate regression 
models are used to explore all the factors observed with 
regard to how they impact migrants’ success on the la-
bor market (see Box 1).

To successfully enter the German labor market, one of 
the key skills for migrants is knowledge of the German 
language.34 The regression analysis results show that a 
good or very good command of German has a positive 
effect on labor market integration in every dimension: 
as a person’s language skills improve, the probability of 
them finding employment increases, as do their chanc-

33	 See OECD, International Migration Outlook (Paris: 2007).

34	 Language skills are broken down into four levels: no or poor command of 
the German language, average command (“Fair command”), good, and very 
good command. The reference category for the estimated results shown in 
Table 4 is the category “No or poor command.”

Three different regression models were used: the first, a 
probit model, explains the probability of being gainfully 
employed. The dependent variable is assigned the value 1 
if the person was in gainful employment in the seven 
days prior to the survey, and the value 0 if the reverse is 
the case. In the second model, the logarithm of monthly 
earnings is the dependent variable, and a linear regression 
model is used. The third estimation model—another probit 
model—explains job mismatch. The dependent variable 
has the value 1 if the respondent is currently employed in a 
job where the qualification requirements are lower than the 
qualifications the respondent holds, and 0 for the opposite 
scenario.

In all regression models, gender, education, age, age 
squared, duration of stay in Germany, duration of stay in 
Germany squared, six country groups, and weekly working 
hours were taken into consideration to examine the effect 
of these variables on indicators such as access to gainful 
employment, earnings, and job match.

In addition to the estimated results presented here, a 
number of other regressions were conducted to determine 
whether the results are robust. Restricting the sample to 
the full-time employed only, for example, or excluding the 
self-employed or using specific occupational groups as 
additional control variables, has no qualitative impact on 
the results.

es of obtaining better pay. Likewise, the poorer the lan-
guage skills, the greater the risk of the person being over-
qualified for the job they end up in. These results are 
highly significant for the categories “Good command” 
and “Very good command” of German, and the effects 
are not negligible: the net monthly earnings of those 
with a very good command of the language are almost 
22 percent higher than the earnings of those who have 
a poor command of the German language or none at all. 
For those with a good command, salaries are as much as 
12 percent higher. A similar picture can be seen when 
it comes to employment status and job suitability: indi-
viduals with a very good command of German have an 
almost 15 percent higher probability of being employed 
than those with a poor command. The risk of job mis-
match is a good 20 percent lower then.

Benefits of Recognized Qualifications

To be able to transfer human capital, i.e., to make use of 
qualifications obtained at home in Germany, qualifica-
tions have to be recognized de jure and de facto. This pro-
cess is not only crucial in regulated jobs where the legal 
recognition of qualifications is mandatory for said pro-
fessions to be pursued in Germany but can also be an im-
portant signal to potential employers and, consequent-
ly, enhance employment opportunities and earnings.35

In Table 5, the same independent variables were used as 
indicators for labor market integration as in the section 
above. Besides probit and linear regression models, our 
study of the effects on employment prospects and sala-
ry also included fixed effect regression models.36 Here, 
the survey data—provided written consent had been ob-
tained—were linked with the Integrated Employment 
Biographies (IEB) database. This contains panel data on 
administrative factors such as salary level and the em-
ployment history of migrants since their move to Ger-
many. These data can be used to estimate even non-ob-
servable individual-specific data, provided these do not 
vary over time. This approach is more likely to allow for 
causal effects to be identified than in regressions which 
only take non-observable effects into consideration as 
control variables (see Box 2).37 

35	 B. R. Chiswick and P. W. Miller, “The international transferability of 
immigrants’ human capital,” Economics of Education Review 28 (2009): 
162–169; R. M. Friedberg, “You Can’t Take It with You? Immigrant Assimilation 
and the Portability of Human Capital,” Journal of Labor Economics 18 (2000): 
221–251.

36	 For information on the statistical modelling method, see, inter alia, M. 
Giesselmann and M. Windzio, Regressionsmodelle zur Analyse von Paneldaten, 
(Wiesbaden: 2012).

37	 In the analysis of the impact of recognized professional qualifications on 
the probability of being employed in a position that is not in line with the 
qualification level, we were unable to perform fixed-effect regression analysis, 
since the dependent variable is available for one point in time only.

Box 1

Estimation Method
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In the estimates shown in Table 5, the reference group 
comprises migrants who had not applied to have qualifi-
cations obtained outside Germany officially recognized. 
The estimated results show that full recognition of pro-
fessional qualifications significantly increases the sala-
ry level in comparison to the reference individuals, and 
there is a far lower probability of job mismatch. The re-
sults are thus relevant both quantitatively and in terms 
of education policy. Those who have their qualifications 
officially recognized are approximately 32 percentage 
points less likely to end up in a job for which they are 
overqualified than those who do not seek recognition of 
their qualifications.

In the regression models controlling for non-observable 
individual-specific characteristics, these effects are even 
slightly more pronounced: for instance, the salaries of 
those who have had their qualifications fully recognized 
are estimated to be 28 percent higher than for those who 
did not seek to have their qualifications recognized. In 
the regressions performed for observable individual-spe-
cific effects, in contrast, the increase in salary follow-
ing recognition of qualifications is around 25 percent.

The effects of the recognition of professional qualifica-
tions on employment opportunities are less pronounced, 
however: only in regressions which track non-observ-
able individual-specific effects (fixed effects) were rec-
ognized professional qualifications found to enhance 
the probability of finding employment. 

Provided the respondents have given their written consent, the 
data from the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample can be linked with 
register data from the Integrated Employment Biographies 
(IEB) database subject to strict data protection regulations. 
The IEB contains, among other things, salary and employment 
data for individuals from the moment they enter the German 
labor market. This time series data already constitute the first 
wave of the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample for these individuals, 
although the results of the first wave of the IAB-SOEP 
Migration Sample are only just available.1

This information can broaden the scope of analysis considerably: 
labor market success depends on observable and non-observable 
individual-specific factors. The observable factors were 
controlled for in the other regressions. If these non-observable 
effects also impact, for example, the acquisition of language 
skills or the recognition of professional qualifications, it is 

1	 H. Brücker, M. Kroh, S. Bartsch, E.  Liebau, P. Trübswetter, I. Tucci, and 
J. Schupp, “Overview on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample 2013,” SOEP 
Papers, DIW Berlin and IAB research report (2014). 

possible to identify associations, but not causal effects. Here, 
we rely on panel data with several observations over time. 
Regression analysis based on panel data enables us to factor 
in what are known as individual-specific fixed effects, meaning 
all observable and non-observable individual properties can be 
examined, provided they do not vary over time. The prerequisite 
for this, however, is that the important explanatory variables 
also do not vary over time. This is the case for the recognition 
of professional qualifications, for instance, but not for language 
skills and employment commensurate to qualifications. These 
variables are available for the year in which the survey was 
conducted only. Thus, only in the regressions on the recognition 
of professional qualifications can fixed individual-specific effects 
be used to identify labor market effects.

We also examined whether the different results obtained in the 

fixed-effect regressions and cross-sectional regressions can be 

accounted for by the composition of the sample. No obvious 

distortion was found: cross-sectional regressions carried out for the 

smaller sample of those who had consented to the record linkage 

led to very similar results, both qualitatively and quantitatively, to 

those for the complete sample.

Box 

Analytic Potential of Integrated Employment Biographies (IEB) 

Table 4

Labor Market Effects of Recognized Professional Qualifications

Dependent variable
(1) (2) (3)

Employment 
status

Net monthly 
income

Inadequate  
employment1

Reading, written and spoken language skills

Very good command
0.146*** 0.216*** −0.204***

(0.0199) (0.034) (0.024)

Good command
0.0941*** 0.120*** −0.081**

(0.0267) (0.042) (0.033)

Fair command
0.0 617 0.071 −0.045

(0.0279) (0.047) (0.037)

Observations 3263 1 966 2 166

R² 0.562

Notes: The one-, five-, and ten-percent significance levels are indicated by ***, **, *. Estimate 
specifications: in the probit regressions (1) and (3), the dependent variable is a dummy variable which 
is assigned the value 1 if a person was employed or in inadequate employment at the time of the survey, 
and the value 0 if the reverse is the case. The coefficients in (1) and (3) represent the marginal effects. 
In regression (2) the dependent variable is the logarithmized net monthly earnings. The reference group 
is those with a “very poor command” of the German language.

1  Inadequate employment is assigned the value 1 if the qualifications required for the job are lower 
than the actual qualifications held. 

Note: A “very good command” of the German language increases the probability of being employed 
by 14.6 percentage points in regression (1) in comparison to someone with a “very poor command” of 
German. The coefficients in regression (3) can be interpreted in a similar fashion. In regression (2), a 
“very good command” of German increases income by 21.6 percent in comparison to someone with a 
“very poor command” of German.

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample.
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Partial recognition of professional qualifications has 
far less impact than full recognition. Recognized qual-
ifications may significantly reduce the probability of 
migrants being employed in a job that does not match 
their qualifications; in both regressions, however, sala-
ry effects were not found to be significant. On the oth-
er hand, in the regressions for non-observable individ-
ual-specific effects (“fixed effects”), the probability of 
finding gainful employment at all is significantly higher.

Conclusion

On average, migrants working in Germany will earn 
twice as much as before migration. Labor force partic-
ipation rates for migrants were found to increase over 
time, although existing data also indicate that integra-
tion into the labor market does take some time. Consid-
erable differences between labor force participation for 
men and women were found, and, in the case of full-
time employment, became even more pronounced over 
time. The biographical and socio-structural reasons for 
this can be examined more closely using the IAB-SOEP 
Migration Sample.

Most migrants find their first position in Germany via 
social contacts such as relatives, friends, and acquain-
tances. One of the principal reasons for this is the con-
siderable information barriers which are most easily 
overcome through social networks. Breaking down in-
formation barriers such as these—for example, by using 
more efficient services for finding employment in Ger-
many or abroad—could help migrants achieve a better 
job match and result in a more productive use of labor.

The findings in the present report provide solid evidence 
of the previous assumption that a command of the Ger-
man language and recognized professional qualifica-
tions are key factors in achieving successful market inte-
gration. A good and very good command of German are 
closely linked to higher labor market participation, em-
ployment commensurate with qualifications, and high-
er salaries. Recognized professional qualifications, for 
their part, have no major effect on labor market partic-
ipation. The do, however, impact whether a person will 
find a job in line with their qualifications and pay lev-
el. This would seem to indicate that labor market poli-
cy measures to promote language skills among immi-
grants can have a positive effect on the labor market 
and, in the long-term, can help integrate migrants into 
the labor market more quickly. Similarly, the recogni-
tion of professional qualifications fosters labor market 
integration and boosts salaries.

Table 5

Labor Market Effects of German Language Skills

Dependent variable
(1) (2) (3)

Employment 
status

Net monthly 
income

Inadequate  
employment1

Reading, written and spoken language skills

Very good command
0.146*** 0.216*** −0.204***

(0.0199) (0.034) (0.024)

Good command
0.0941*** 0.120*** −0.081**

(0.0267) (0.042) (0.033)

Fair command
0.0 617 0.071 −0.045

(0.0279) (0.047) (0.037)

Observations 3263 1 966 2 166

R² 0.562
 
Notes: The one-, five-, and ten-percent significance levels are indicated by ***, **, *. Estimate 
specifications: in the probit regressions (1) and (3), the dependent variable is a dummy variable which 
is assigned the value 1 if a person was employed or in inadequate employment at the time of the survey, 
and the value 0 if the reverse is the case. The coefficients in (1) and (3) represent the marginal effects. 
In regression (2) the dependent variable is the logarithmized net monthly earnings. The reference group 
is those with a “very poor command” of the German language.

1  Inadequate employment is assigned the value 1 if the qualifications required for the job are lower 
than the actual qualifications held. 

Note: A “very good command” of the German language increases the probability of being employed 
by 14.6 percentage points in regression (1) in comparison to someone with a “very poor command” of 
German. The coefficients in regression (3) can be interpreted in a similar fashion. In regression (2), a 
“very good command” of German increases income by 21.6 percent in comparison to someone with a 
“very poor command” of German.

Source: calculations by DIW Berlin based on the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample.

© DIW Berlin <DIW-Titel-Jahr>
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http://www.diw.de/documents/publikationen/73/diw_01.c.494982.de/diw_sp0726.pdf
http://www.diw.de/documents/publikationen/73/diw_01.c.495057.de/diw_sp0727.pdf
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Complete Listing of SOEP Survey Papers 2014 

Series A – Survey Instruments (Erhebungsinstrumente) 
www.diw.de/soepsurveypapers

180 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Personenfragebogen, Altstichproben

181 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Haushaltsfragebogen, Altstichproben

182 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen 
Panels: Lebenslauffragebogen, Altstich-
proben

183 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Jugendfragebogen, Altstichproben

184 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Mutter und Kind (Neugeboren), Alts-
tichproben

185 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Mutter und Kind (2-3 Jahre), Altstich-
proben

186 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Mutter und Kind (5-6 Jahre), Altstich-
proben

187 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Eltern und Kind (7-8 Jahre), Altstich-
proben

188 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen 
Panels: Mutter und Kind (9-10 Jahre), Alt-
stichproben

189 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Die verstorbene Person, Altstichpro-
ben

190 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen 
Panels: Integrierter Personen- und Bi-
ografiefragebogen (Erstbefragte 2013), 
Aufwuchs J+K

191 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Haushaltsfragebogen (Erstbefragte 
2013), Aufwuchs M

192 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen 
Panels: Integrierter Personen- und Bi-
ografiefragebogen (Erstbefragte 2013), 
Aufwuchs M

196 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Übersetzungshilfen, Altstichproben 
(englisch, türkisch, russisch)

197 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Übersetzungshilfen, Neubefragte J+K 
(englisch, türkisch, russisch)

198 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen 
Panels: Übersetzungshilfen, Aufwuchs M 
(englisch, polnisch, türkisch, rumänisch, 
russisch)

199 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Begleitinstrumente

200 SOEP 2013 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2013 
(Welle 30) des Sozio-oekonomischen 
Panels: Personenfragebogen Kurzfassung 
(Lücke), Altstichproben

http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0180.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0181.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0182.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0183.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0184.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0185.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0186.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0187.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0188.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0189.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0190.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0191.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0192.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0196.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0197.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0198.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0199.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0200.pdf
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218 Erhebungsinstrumente des IAB-SOEP
Migrationssamples 2013: Integrierter Per-
sonen-Biografiefragebogen, Haushalts-
fragebogen

219 Erhebungsinstrumente des IAB-SOEP​
Migrationssamples 2013: Übersetzu-
ngshilfen (englisch, polnisch, türkisch, 
rumänisch, russisch)

235 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Personenfragebogen, Altstichproben

236 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Haushaltsfragebogen, Altstichproben

237 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Lebenslauffragebogen, Altstichpro-
ben

238 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Jugendfragebogen, Altstichproben

239 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Mutter und Kind (Neugeboren), Alts-
tichproben

240 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Mutter und Kind (2-3 Jahre), Altstich-
proben

241 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Mutter und Kind (5-6 Jahre), Altstich-
proben

242 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Eltern und Kind (7-8 Jahre), Altstich-
proben

243 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Mutter und Kind (9-10 Jahre), Alts-
tichproben

205 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Personenfragebogen

206 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Haushaltsfragebogen

207 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Biografiefragebogen

208 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Personenfragebogen Kurzfassung 
(Lücke)

209 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Jugendfragebogen

210 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Elternfragebogen 1: „Für alle Kind-
er der Jahrgänge 2012/2013“

211 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Elternfragebogen 2: „Für alle Kind-
er des Jahrgangs 2011“

212 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Elternfragebogen 3: „Für alle Kind-
er des Jahrgangs 2010“

213 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Elternfragebogen 4: „Für alle Kind-
er des Jahrgangs 2007“

214 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Elternfragebogen 5: „Für alle Kind-
er des Jahrgangs 2005“

215 SOEP-RS FiD 2013 – Erhebungsinstru-
mente 2013 von ‚Familien in Deutsch-
land‘: Elternfragebogen 6: „Für alle Kind-
er des Jahrgangs 2003“

http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0205.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0206.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0207.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0208.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0209.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0210.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0211.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0212.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0213.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0214.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0215.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0218.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0219.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0235.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0236.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0237.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0238.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0239.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0240.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0241.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0242.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0243.pdf
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244 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen 
Panels: Schülerinnen und Schüler (11-12 
Jahre), Altstichproben

245 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Die verstorbene Person, Altstichpro-
ben

246 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Personenfragebogen Kurzfassung 
(Lücke), Altstichproben

247 SOEP 2012 – Survey Instruments 2012 
(Wave 29) of the Socio-Economic Panel: 
Mother and Child Questionnaire (New-
borns), Old Samples

248 SOEP 2012 – Survey Instruments 2012 
(Wave 29) of the Socio-Economic Pan-
el: Mother and Child Questionnaire 
(2-3-year-olds), Old Samples

249 SOEP 2012 – Survey Instruments 2012 
(Wave 29) of the Socio-Economic Pan-
el: Mother and Child Questionnaire 
(5-6-year-olds), Old Samples

255 SOEP 2014 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2014 
(Welle 31) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Begleitinstrumente

256 SOEP 2004 – Erhebungsinstrumente 2004 
(Welle 21) des Sozio-oekonomischen Pan-
els: Übersetzungshilfen (englisch, türk-
isch, serbokroatisch, griechisch, italien-
isch, spanisch)

257 SOEP 2012 – Survey Instruments 2012 
(Wave 29) of the Socio-Economic Pan-
el: Parents and Child Questionnaire 
(7-8-year-olds), Old Samples

258 SOEP 2012 – Survey Instruments 2012 
(Wave 29) of the Socio-Economic Pan-
el: Mother and Child Questionnaire 
(9-10-year-olds), Old Samples

259 Erhebungsinstrumente des IAB-SOEP
Migrationssamples 2014: Integrierter Per-
sonen-Biografiefragebogen, Haushalts-
fragebogen

http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0244.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0245.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0246.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0247.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0248.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0249.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0255.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0256.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0257.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0258.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0259.pdf
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178 SOEP-IS 2011 – Methodenbericht zum 
Befragungsjahr 2011 des SOEP-Innova-
tionssamples

179 SOEP-IS 2012 – Methodenbericht zum 
Befragungsjahr 2012/13 des SOEP-Inno-
vationssamples

Series B – Survey Reports (Methodenberichte)

Series C – Data Documentation (Datendokumentationen)

217 Methodenbericht zum IAB-SOEP-Migra-
tionssample 2013

222 SOEP 2013 – Methodenbericht zum 
Befragungsjahr 2013 (Welle 30) des 
Sozio-oekonomischen Panels in den Fort-
führungsstichproben A-K

216 The new IAB-SOEP Migration Sample: 
an introduction into the methodology and 
the contents

225 Missing Income Data in the German 
SOEP: Incidence, Imputation and its Im-
pact on the Income Distribution

226 Greifkraftmessung im Sozio-oekono-
mischen Panel (SOEP)

227 Handgreifkraftmessung im Sozio-oekon-
omischen Panel (SOEP) 2006 und 2008

229 Selectivity Processes in and Weights for 
the Berlin Aging Study II (BASE-II)

230 Kognitionspotenziale Jugendlicher - 
Ergänzung zum Jugendfragebogen der 
Längsschnittstudie Sozio-oekonomisches 
Panel (SOEP)

231 Assessing the Distributional Impact of 
»Imputed Rent« and »Non-Cash Employ-
ee Income« in Microdata: Case studies 
based on EU-SILC (2004) and SOEP 
(2002)

232 Zur Erhebung des adaptiven Verhaltens 
von zwei- und dreijährigen Kindern im 
Sozio-oekonomischen Panel (SOEP)

234 Multi-Itemskalen im SOEP Jugendfrage-
bogen

260 Sampling, Nonresponse, and Weighting in 
the 2011 and 2012 Refreshment Samples J 
and K of the Socio-Economic Panel

Series D – Variable Descriptions and Coding

177 Documentation of Sample Sizes and Panel 
Attrition in the German Socio Economic 
Panel (SOEP) (1984 until 2012)

203 SOEP-IS 2012 – KID: Pooled Dataset on 
Children

204 SOEP 2013 – Codebook for the $PEQUIV 
File 1984-2013: CNEF Variables with Ex-
tended Income Information for the SOEP

223 SOEP 2013 – Documentation of Generat-
ed Person-level Long-term Care Variables 
in PFLEGE

http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0178.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0179.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0217.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0222.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0216.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0225.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0226.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0227.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0229.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0230.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0231.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0232.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0234.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0260.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0177.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0203.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0204.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0223.pdf
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224 SOEP 2006 – TIMEPREF: Dataset on the 
Economic Behavior Experiment on Time 
Preferences in the 2006 SOEP Survey

233 Die Verknüpfung des SOEP mit 
MICROM-Indikatoren: Der MI-
CROM-SOEP-Datensatz

250 SOEP 2013 – Documentation of Per-
son-related Status and Generated Vari-
ables in PGEN for SOEP v30

251 SOEP 2013 – Documentation of the Per-
son-related Meta-dataset PPFAD for 
SOEP v30

252 SOEP 2013 – Documentation of House-
hold-related Status and Generated Vari-
ables in HGEN for SOEP v30

253 SOEP 2013 – Documentation of the 
Household-related Meta-dataset HPFAD 
for SOEP v30

254 SOEP 2013 – Documentation of the Per-
son-related Meta-dataset HEALTH for 
SOEP v30

Series E – SOEPmonitors

193 SOEP 2012 – SOEPmonitor Person 1984-
2012 (SOEP v29)

194 SOEP 2012 – SOEPmonitor Household 
1984-2012 (SOEP v29.1)

Series F – SOEP Newsletters

201 SOEP Newsletters 2000 – 
SOEP-Newsletters 47-50

202 SOEP Newsletters 2001 
– SOEP-Newsletters 51-54

220 SOEP Newsletters 2002 
– SOEP-Newsletters 55-58

221 SOEP Newsletters 2003 
– SOEP-Newsletters 59-62

Series G – General Issues and Teaching Materials

195 Job submission instructions for the 
SOEPremote System at DIW Berlin – Up-
date 2014

196 How to Generate Spell Data from Data 
in »Wide« Format based on the migration 
biographies of the IAB-SOEP Migration 
Sample

http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0224.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0233.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0250.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0251.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0252.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0253.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0254.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0193.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0194.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0201.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0202.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0202.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0221.pdf
http://panel.gsoep.de/soep-docs/surveypapers/diw_ssp0195.pdf
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	 11th International SOEP User Conference (SOEP 2014)

Impressions of the 
SOEP 2014 conference
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bor Markets.” He noted that “As far as OECD countries 
are concerned, the most recent evidence shows clearly 
that in the past thirty years, wage inequality increased, 
trade integration spread, technology advanced rapidly 
and product and labor market institutions and regula-
tions weakened,” and that what seems “to have had the 
greatest impact on wage inequality in OECD countries 
is not globalization but technological change and the 
weakening of product and labor market institutions.” 

Presentations
The common element of all conference presentations 
was their empirical foundation: the German Socio-Eco-
nomic Panel data. The presentations demonstrated that 
SOEP data are being used to investigate increasingly 
complex research questions covering a wide range of 
topics that include labor markets, intergenerational mo-
bility, education, well-being, and life-course analysis.

Several of the presentations at the conference dealt with 
research on the determinants of life satisfaction using 
the longitudinal dimension of the SOEP data to validate 
causal claims with quasi-experimental or fixed effects 
designs.

Another benefit of longitudinal data for the field of life-
course analysis was explored at the conference: the pos-
sibility to jointly model characteristics from different 
phases of the life course—in other words, to explain a 
certain economic outcome by a characteristic that stems 
from a different life-course episode. 

Input for presenters
Experts in SOEP data management attended all of the 
conference sessions, giving feedback to presenters, 
commenting on their research designs, clarifying da-
ta issues, and pointing out how unused potentials and 
capacities of the data could be utilized. As always, the 
conference provided a useful channel of communica-
tion between the SOEP team and SOEP users. Just as 
presenters benefited from the input of experts from the 
SOEP, the SOEP team benefits from exchange with the 
researchers who use the data: Their input provides a 

Felix Büchel Award for outstanding 
research and Joachim R. Frick Memorial 
Prize for best presentations awarded at 
the Conference 
The 11th International SOEP User Conference 
(SOEP2014) took place from June 30 to July 1, 2014, 
in Berlin at the Hertie School of Governance and at the 
German Institute for Economic Research (DIW Berlin). 

The SOEP User Conference attracted more than 120 
participants from 10 countries. In fourteen parallel ses-
sions over the course of two days, researchers presented 
around 60 papers and 20 posters. 

The 11th SOEP User Conference focused on two broad 
areas, socio-economic inequalities and migration, re-
flecting the growing interest of the social sciences in 
understanding the inter-temporal patterns and driving 
forces behind these phenomena. The potential of lon-
gitudinal data in this research context remains vastly 
underexplored. The conference provided a forum to dis-
cuss the diverse potentials of panel data and to promote 
the possibilities of these data to the research community.

Keynotes by Patricia McManus and Jacques Silber
Two impressive keynote lectures were presented at the 
conference. The first was given by US sociologist Pa-
tricia McManus, Associate Professor of Sociology at 
Indiana University. Her lecture was entitled “The Next 
Generation: Family Background and Prospects for Im-
migrant Incorporation in Germany, Great Britain, and 
the United States.” As Prof. McManus summarized, 
“The main finding is that in all three of these countries, 
immigrants experience some form of disadvantage. Im-
migrant children were living in households that were 
disadvantaged in terms of the life risks they were ex-
posed to in terms of education, or employment, or in-
come, or pervasively health.” 

The second keynote was given by economist Jacques 
Silber, Professor Emeritus at Bar-Ilan University. His 
keynote was entitled “Inequality, Globalization, and La-
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The complete awards speech by Bruce Headey can be 
found on our Webseite.

Winners of the Joachim R. Frick Memorial 
Prizes for best paper and poster presented at 
SOEP2014: Christoph Wunder and Wouter 
Zwysen
The first Joachim R. Frick Memorial Prize winner was 
Christoph Wunder for his paper “How does the stock 
market affect subjective expectations of the future? Ev-
idence from linking financial data to survey responses.” 
In his work, Christoph Wunder examines the formation 
of economic expectations, and in particular, the role of 
stock market information as determinants of these ex-
pectations. 

The paper provides a deeper understanding of the deter-
minants of economic expectations and economic deci-
sion-making. In Weiszäcker’s words, “the excellent pre-
sentation clearly demonstrated that economic expecta-
tions respond to short-term stock-market developments, 
as returns and variability over a 90-day horizon have the 
highest explanatory power.” 

The second Joachim R. Frick Memorial Prize winner 
was Wouter Zwysen for his paper “Family background 
matters for early careers—but not equally.” His research 
deals with the relationship between family background, 
economic context, and individual economic (labor) out-
comes. His study examined the labor market success of 
individuals over time using the longitudinal features of 
the SOEP data. 

An upcoming volume of the Journal of Applied Social 
Science Research (Schmollers Jahrbuch) will be devot-
ed to the proceedings of the SOEP 2014 conference. 
Internationally acclaimed scholars such as Leen Vande-
casteele (University of Tübingen), Thorsten Schneider 
(University of Leipzig), and Bruce Headey have already 
submitted and cleared their contributions for this vol-
ume.

crucial basis for developing the SOEP questionnaires 
and our data infrastructure in general.

Conference presenters also profited from discussions 
with a number of top researchers who were enlisted 
as chairs of the parallel sessions, among them David 
Brady, Martina Dieckhoff, and Jennifer Hunt. In the 
discussions, these experts shared their experiences from 
international top-level research, highlighting gaps in the 
scientific discourse and encouraging the community to 
address these using appropriate longitudinal designs.

Closing ceremony and laureates
Professor Georg Weizsäcker, Professor for Microeco-
nomics Theory and its Applications at Humboldt Uni-
versity, and Professor Bruce Headey, University of Mel-
bourne, presented the winners of the Joachim R. Frick 
Memorial Prize and the Felix Büchel Award for out-
standing achievements in research with the use of SOEP 
data. The awards are made possible by the generous 
contributions of Vereinigung der Freunde e.V. (VdF).
Jennifer Hunt (Rutgers University) and Thomas Klein 
(University of Heidelberg) were selected as the recipi-
ents of this year’s Felix Büchel Award. Professor Hunt, 
currently on leave from Rutgers University and serving 
as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Microeconomic Anal-
ysis in the U.S. Treasury, was one of the first foreign us-
ers of SOEP. Her publications in top journals, including 
The Quarterly Journal of Economics, Economica, The 
Journal of Labor Economics, and Brookings Papers on 
Economic Activity have focused on some of the appar-
ent successes of German labor market policies.

The eminent co-recipient of the Award is Professor 
Thomas Klein, Professor of Macrosociology and Meth-
ods of Empirical Research at the University of Heidel-
berg and the Director of the Max Weber Institute for So-
ciology. Professor Klein has been involved with SOEP 
since its very beginning in the early 1980. Altogether, 
Professor Klein has over 50 SOEP-based publications, 
and of course many top-level non-SOEP publications. 
He is a very eminent recipient of the Felix Büchel Award.
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Graduations
Anita Kottwitz successfully com-
pleted her dissertation in October 
2014 (summa cum laude) at the In-
ternational Max Planck Research 
School “The Life Course: Evolu-
tionary and Autogenetic Dynam-
ics (LIFE)” on the topic of "Social 
Inequalities of Maternal and Child 

Health" (“Soziale Ungleichheiten der mütterlichen und 
kindlichen Gesundheit“). Her first dissertation supervi-
sor was Karsten Hank from the University of Cologne, 
Gert G. Wagner was second supervisor. Anita was also 
co-advised by Silke Anger (formerly SOEP, now IAB).

Michael Weinhardt (DIW Grad-
uate Center, now University of 
Bielefeld) successfully completed 
his dissertation (summa cum laude) 
in October. His advisor was SOEP 
Director Jürgen Schupp. The topic 
of his dissertation is “The influence 
of values on choice of occupation 

and intergenerational transmission of social inequali-
ty—Microanalyses for Germany”. Michael completed 
his doctoral studies in the DIW Berlin Graduate Center 
of Economic and Social Research and is currently work-
ing on the European Social Survey at the University of 
Bielefeld. 

The 2014 Best Publication 
Prize 

The SOEP staff was especially well represented among 
this year’s winners of the VDF (Society of Friends of 
DIW Berlin) prize, which is awarded internally at DIW 
Berlin for the best publications in the previous year. 
David Richter received the prize for the best scientif-

ic article in 2013 for his paper 
“Need for Conclusive Evidence 
that Positive and Negative 
Reciprocity Are Unrelated” 
(http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1221451110 ) with co-au-
thors Boris Egloff and Stefan 
C. Schmukle. VDF best publi-
cation prizes also went to Flo-
rian Szücs and Tomaso Duso 
from the Department of Firms 

and Markets (with coauthor Klaus Gugler, Vienna Uni-
versity of Economics and Business).

Daniel Schnitzlein received the VDF prize for the sec-
ond-best DIW Wochenbericht for his article “Wenig 
Chancengleichheit in Deutschland: Familienhinter-

grund prägt eigenen ökono-
mischen Erfolg” (“Equality of 
opportunity low in Germany: 
Family background shapes in-
dividual economic success”, 
DIW Wochenbericht 4/2013). 
The prize for the best DIW 
Wochenbericht went to a pa-
per using SOEP and FiD data, 
“Zentrale Resultate der Gesa-
mtevaluation familienbezoge-

ner Leistungen” (“Key results of the overall evaluation 
of family-related benefits”) , written by C. Katharina 
Spieß and Katharina Wrohlich with co-authors Holger 
Bonin (ZEW), Anita Fichtl (ifo), Helmut Rainer (ifo), 
and Holger Stichnoth (ZEW). 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221451110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221451110
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SOEP People

Our new video series, SOEP People, spotlights some of the many interesting people who make up the SOEP com-
munity. Right now, there are over 500 researchers around the world working with SOEP data. In our short video 
portraits, members of the SOEP community give a personal perspective on their work and lives, telling us what 
drives their research interests, what first led them to work on these subjects, and how their research affects their 
lives.

You can also find the interviews with “SOEP people” in our quarterly published SOEP newsletter under the heading 
“Five questions to…” 

www.diw.de/soeppeople

www.diw.de/soeppeople


162

Part 6	Hig hlights 2014

1. When did you first discover the SOEP data?
That was in 1992 when I was living in Munich.  It 
was around the time of the Yugoslavian war and 
migration was a huge issue. There was talk in the 
press and the pubs about all the horrible effects 
that foreigners would have on the wages of Ger-
mans. It turned out to be the subject of my disser-
tation to test whether this was true. Here I was, a 
foreigner doing research on the effects of foreign-
ers in Germany. And I had this fantastic SOEP 
data on foreigners who had come to Germany in 
the last 20 years and on the effect they would have 
on Germany. And the effects, of course, were very 
tiny. I thought that was a big finding. 

2. You’ve been working with SOEP data for 
more than 20 years now. What is it that makes 
these data so special?
So much of what we see in an economics Bache-
lor’s, Master’s, or PhD is very hypothetical, very 
fictitious. We’re talking about goods A and B be-
ing bought by persons 1 and 2. That’s not very 
tangible. But if you look at the SOEP data, people 
are born; people get married and divorced; people 
become unemployed. People die. These are real 
lives. Doing research with SOEP data means do-
ing research with real people. That’s what makes 
it special for me. 

3. Looking over your publications, life satisfac-
tion stands out as one of your main research 
areas. Does that research have a personal 
dimension – has it affected how you define 
happiness?
For me, every single project that I’ve ever worked 
on has had some very personal dimension to it 
that has made it meaningful for me—meaningful 
in the way that I can understand the world. The 
data has helped me understand the way things 
work. And it certainly has been instrumental in 
finding out what the important things in life are. I 

SOEP People—Five Questions to ...

John Haisken-DeNew
John Haisken-DeNew is Professor of Economics and Associate Dean (Research) of the Faculty of Business and 
Economics at the University of Melbourne. He previously held a position as Professor of Economics and Chair 
in “Economic Policy: Competition Theory and Policy” at the Ruhr University in Bochum, Germany. Originally 
from Hamilton, Ontario, Canada, he came to Germany in 1988 first as a research assistant, then as a doctoral 
student. In 1996, he joined the SOEP group at DIW Berlin after completing his doctorate degree in economics at 
the University of Munich (LMU) under Klaus F. Zimmermann. He remained until 2002. His research interests 
range from applied labor economics to migration, welfare, and life satisfaction. We met John in an Australian 
café in Berlin during the SOEP 2014 conference. 

think back to my hometown of Hamilton, Ontar-
io, which is very much like many other industrial 
cities in the western world – Bochum, Germany, 
or Geelong on the outskirts of Melbourne, Aus-
tralia. These are towns that had a very strong 
industrial structure 50 years ago but do not any 
more. People have become unemployed. The 
research on life satisfaction lets me know what 
kind of a loss these people are suffering. And the 
SOEP dataset has allowed me to quantify these 
effects: The effect of unemployment is dramati-
cally negative and very powerful, and something 
people and policy makers need to know about. 

4. You moved to Australia in 2011 – What’s 
your connection to the SOEP now?
I’m still a user of the SOEP and have some proj-
ects that I am doing together with former grad 
students. I also write software called PanelWhiz 
that makes it easy to extract data from several 
data sets–the SOEP data and also the Australian 
household panel. So I keep in contact with the 
SOEP that way and I support the SOEP in what 
they’re doing. And I make it easier for young peo-
ple to get access to the SOEP data. 

5. What’s the one piece of advice you’d give to 
young researchers today?
Don’t waste time researching stuff you personal-
ly don’t care about. Only do the research on the 
stuff you care about. Life is short enough. Use 
your time wisely. If you’re lucky, someone sees 
your research. If you’re lucky, someone cites you, 
you can have an influence on policy and you can 
change – potentially – laws. If you care about that 
and that’s who you are, that’s got to be one of the 
most satisfying feelings.

The whole interview can be seen in a film in the 
DIW Mediathek.

http://www.diw.de/de/diw_01.c.439035.de/mediathek.html
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Jule Specht
At the age of just 28, psychologist Jule Specht is an Assistant Professor at the Freie Universität Berlin and a Re-
search Fellow at the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) at DIW Berlin. Jule Specht completed her undergraduate and 
doctoral studies in Münster/Germany. Since writing her diploma thesis, she has been studying the development of 
the personality across the life course using data from the SOEP. In January, Jule Specht was awarded the renowned 
Berliner Wissenschaftspreis (Berlin Science Prize) 2014 for Young Scholars. She is being honored not only for her 
outstanding research, but also for her publications in popular science media. We visited Jule Specht in her office at 
the Freie Universität Berlin. 

1. You’re a professor of psychological diag-
nostics and differential psychology. But you 
started off with very different plans…
I actually wanted to become a journalist. But I 
was always hearing that if you want to become a 
journalist, you should study anything but journal-
ism. I decided to study psychology because psy-
chology deals with important social questions. It 
also gave me a chance to pursue my interest in 
statistics. Going into research was definitely the 
right decision for me, and I still find research and 
teaching very exciting. What you find out is of-
ten just a small detail compared to the knowledge 
that existed before and what is still to come. But 
it gives you a thrill when you realize you’re on 
track to finding a solution. 

2. What was your most exciting research 
finding so far?
Using the SOEP data, I found that significant 
personality changes take place in old age. In the 
past, researchers often assumed that personality 
changes a great deal in early adulthood, that these 
changes slow down in middle age, and that the 
personality remains stable from then on. Very 
few personality psychologists studied what hap-
pens in old age—partly because there is not a lot 
of data available on the subject. Now, using the 
SOEP data, it’s possible to look at old age in a 
very differentiated way.

3. You’ve been working with SOEP data since 
your diploma thesis. What makes the SOEP 
data interesting to you?
The SOEP surveys a large number of people over 
a long period of time. It also collects information 
on important psychological constructs such as the 
personality, people’s worries and concerns, and 
their life satisfaction. This combination makes 
the SOEP a remarkable dataset for being able to 
answer questions from psychology. 

4. You haven’t given up journalism completely. 
You write for a general readership, both on 
your blog and in your column in the popular 
psychology magazine “Psychologie heute.” 
How did that come about? 
I had a kind of breakthrough moment. I was on 
a train and the person sitting next to me asked 
me what I do. I began telling him enthusiastical-
ly about my dissertation and about how people 
change—but only just a little, since overall people 
remain approximately the way they are. And my 
seatmate just said: “Well, if personality doesn’t 
change, then there’s nothing to study.” This made 
something clear to me. As a researcher, I have to 
ask myself again and again: Is what I’m research-
ing important for normal life? And what exactly is 
the connection to “real” life? After that conversa-
tion on the train, I started writing my blog. I enjoy 
explaining to other people what new things psy-
chology is able to explain.

5. You’re still young but you’ve already done 
and achieved a lot. What are your hopes and 
desires for the future?
I can easily imagine staying in research for a long 
time. I definitely want to find out how personality 
changes in old age and why it changes. I can also 
imagine writing more popular scientific articles 
and books. I’ve tried out a few things in recent 
years and found out which ones I enjoy. And I 
want to keep doing these things.

See our interview in a video in the 
DIW Mediathek (in German)
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July 1, 2014
The 11th SOEP User 
Conference took place in 
Berlin from June 30-Ju-
ly 1, 2014. Article on the 
SOEP User Conference 
in the Berliner Zeitung: 
“Schatztruhe SOEP”

(http://www.berliner-zeitung.de/wirtschaft/
sozio-oekonomisches-panel-eine-schat
ztruhe,10808230,27649442.html)

July 3, 2014
The annual meeting of 
the SOEP Survey Com-
mittees was held on Ju-
ly 3, 2014—this year in 
New York City, where 
many of Survey Committee members are currently 
based. 

July 11, 2014

Axel Glemser takes over as 
the Director (Bereichsleit-
er) at TNS Infratest Sozial-
forschung responsible for 
the SOEP on May 1, 2014. 

He joined us for a brief interview in Berlin: http://www.
diw.de/sixcms/detail.php?id=diw_01.c.468520.de 

September 5, 2014
SOEP researcher Christian 
Krekel (photo: second from 
the left) received the FEEM 
Award of the European 
Economic Association for 
his paper “Natural Disas-
ter, Policy Action, and Mental Well-Being: The Case of 
Fukushima” (with co-authors Jan Goebel, Tim Tiefen-
bach, and Nicolas R. Ziebarth).

2014 Highlights

February 11, 2014
Unfair salaries don’t just lead to dissatisfaction—they 
also make people sick, according to a recent SOEP-
based study by Bielefeld sociologists Reinhard Schunck, 
Carsten Sauer, and Peter Valet: http://www.boeckler.
de/impuls_2014_01_7.pdf 

March 31, 2014
Professor Jule Specht of the Freie Universität Berlin has 
recently published an entertaining but scientifically 

sound book about love in which she reports SOEP-
based findings on family and life satisfaction: http://
www.rowohlt.de/buch/Jule_Specht_Suche_ko-

chenden_Betthasen.3060569.html

April 25, 2014
Educated people are more likely to get the 
“Sunday blues,” according to estimates based 
on the SOEP data: http://www.tagesspie-
gel.de/weltspiegel /sonntagsblues-gebi l-
dete-fuehlen-sich-am-wochenende-eher-un-
wohl/9794092.html 

May 10, 2014
The SOEP and TNS Infratest once again welcomed vis-
itors to the Long Night of the Sciences (LNDW 2014) at 
DIW Berlin:
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October 17, 2014
People with an immigration 
background in Germany 
earn less and have worse jobs 
than Germans—but they are 
just as satisfied with their 
lives overall. The SOEP-IAB Migration Study surveys 
around 5,000 people in Germany with an immigration 
background. Press Conference on the SOEP-IAB Mi-
gration Study 2013 on October 17, 2014

November 5, 2014

Article in German weekly news magazine Der Spie-
gel on income analysis with the SOEP: http://www.
spiegel.de/karriere/berufsleben/gehalt-so-funktion-
ieren-analysen-mit-dem-soziooekonomischen-pan-
el-a-997305.html 

November 15, 2014
How religious are East and West Germans? 
Journal article in a highly ranked sociological journal.
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs11577-
010-0124-z 

November 26, 2014
What’s concealed behind the term “SOEP” (guest article 
by Jürgen Schupp on www.marktforschung.de): http://
www.marktforschung.de/hintergruende/themendos-
siers/sozialforschung-die-gesellschaft-im-fokus/dos-
sier/das-sozio-oekonomische-panel-soep-eine-lang-
zeitstudie-zu-stabilitaet-und-wandel-in-deutsch-
land/ 

December 17, 2014

According to a study by Jürgen Schupp and Adrian Hille, 
young people who take music lessons during childhood 
and adolescence get better grades. http://www.diw.de/
de/diw_01.c.100319.de/presse/pressemitteilungen/
pressemitteilungen.html?id=diw_01.c.492478.de 

September 16, 2014
The ISQOLS Conference 
on the Quality of Life 
took place in Berlin from 
September 15-18, 2014, 
with four days of presen-
tations and discussions about the quality of life.

September 25, 2014
Markus Grabka and Christina Boll joined Minister for 
Family Affairs Ursula von der Leyen for a podium dis-
cussion on their presentation about the size of the gender 
pay gap, its causes, and possible ways of overcoming it.

September 29, 2014
SOEP senior researcher 
Carsten Schröder is one of 
the organizers of a confer-
ence on income inequali-
ties and wealth at the Berlin 
Brandenburg Akademie der 

Wissenschaften: “Conference on Crises and the Distri-
bution,” September 29-30, 2014.

October 2, 2014
Press conference on “25 Years after the Fall of the Ber-
lin Wall: How have the economy, assets, and living con-
ditions changed in East and West Germany?”
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