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Abstract 

This paper analyses whether the introduction of the minimum wage in Germany had an effect on the 

electorate’s support for ruling parties. Estimations base on data from a large household survey and 

exploit regional differences in the bite of the minimum wage. The results show that in regions where 

the bite of the minimum wage was higher, the support for ruling parties significantly decreased in the 

year in which the minimum wage was introduced. Individuals with earnings just above the minimum 

wage mainly drive this result, which is robust to different model specifications. 

JEL classification: D72, J31  

The minimum wage: An effective means to 
regain the electorate’s confidence? 
René Kalweit* and Natalie Laub** 

* René Kalweit, Institute for Applied Economic Research at Tübingen University, 
Tübingen, Germany, rene.kalweit@iaw.edu. 
**Natalie Laub, Institute for Applied Economic Research at Tübingen University, 
Tübingen, Germany, natalie.laub@iaw.edu.  
 



 

1 
 

Introduction 
Policies like the introduction of a legally binding minimum wage do not only affect overall employment, 

individual (hourly) wages or working hours, but can also have an impact on life satisfaction and 

participation in society. While there is ample evidence on the former effects (see for example Cengiz 

et al. 2019, Hirsch et al. 2015, Burauel et al. 2018, Caliendo et al. 2019, Dustmann et al. 2020), the 

literature on the latter effects is less developed. Additionally, it presents contradictory findings. There 

is international evidence that the introduction or the increase of a minimum wage has a positive effect 

on life-satisfaction (see for example Kuroki 2018 for the U.S. or Gülal and Ayaita 2019 for Germany). 

However, a qualitative study for Germany by Koch et al. 2018 shows that individuals who are just not 

affected by the minimum wage experience a decrease in their life satisfaction. Bellmann et al. 2017 

find for Germany that the introduction of the minimum wage led to a reduction in training activities, 

which can be seen as one aspect of participation in society. 

Another aspect of participation in society is turnout and voting behaviour. This paper aims at finding 

out whether the introduction of the minimum wage can affect these aspects. A related field of study 

is the analysis of how external economic shocks affect voting behaviour. For instance, Autor et al. 

(2016) show for the U.S. that an increase in imports from China leads to shifts in the ideology of elected 

representatives. Furthermore, these shocks lead to a polarized reaction: While right-leaning, majority-

white areas move right, left-leaning, majority-minority areas tend to move left. However, the U.S. does 

not stand alone in this issue. According to Algan et al. (2017), voting for anti-establishment Euro-sceptic 

parties more often occurred in European regions which were more severely hit by the Great Recession. 

Colantone and Stanig (2016) find that in British regions which were more exposed to trade with China, 

vote shares in favour of leaving the EU were higher. In Colantone and Stanig (2018), the authors 

conclude that in order to secure the sustainability of globalization, appropriate redistribution policies 

have to be established to compensate those who are hit hardest by the adjustment costs of 

international trade. Dippel et al. (2015) conduct a mediation analysis for Germany and find that an 

increase in trade exposure has a significantly positive effect only on the vote shares of extreme-right 

parties, while effects on other parties’ vote shares cannot be detected. The authors show that the most 

important mediator of the effect of trade-integration on voting is labour market adjustments. Dippel 

et al. (2017) even find that the effect of import exposure mediated by labour market adjustments 

exceeds the total effect of import exposure on the vote shares of extreme-right parties.  

If labour market adjustments have such severe effects, the question arises, whether interventions on 

the labour market could also help to bring back the electorate’s support for centrist parties. One such 

policy could be the introduction of minimum wages. So far, evidence on this question is rare. Uri and 

Mixon (1980) were among the first to analyse voting behaviour of representatives in minimum wage 

legislation in the U.S. The authors show that it is important to consider both the legislative process and 

the final vote. Representatives may express opinions on amendments which seem to contradict their 

vote on the final legislation. However, if it is taken into account that a representative aims at appealing 

to more than one subgroup of the electorate, this seemingly inconsistent behaviour might be entirely 

rational. Levin-Waldman (1998) also focuses on the behaviour of U.S. politicians and observes that 

how Congress members vote on minimum wage increases does not so much depend on their party 

affiliation but rather on the opinion of the constituents they represent. Markovich and White (2019) 

analyse the effect of minimum wage increases on voting behaviour in the U.S. They focus on voter 

turnout and find that an increase in the minimum wage significantly increases turnout. The authors 

conclude that increasing the minimum wage can thus serve to make the electorate more 

representative and reduce political inequality. Related to this topic is a study by Baicker and Finkelstein 

(2019) which finds that Medicaid expansion also increases voter turnout. 
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The aim of this paper is to analyse whether the electorate’s support for the ruling parties changed due 

to the introduction of the minimum wage. A priori, it is not clear which reaction one would expect. On 

the one hand, the electorate could be in favour of the introduction of the minimum wage, as it might 

be considered fair to increase the wage of low-paid individuals. On the other hand, those affected by 

the minimum wage might be afraid to lose their jobs, while those not affected might be envious that 

they do not profit from rising wages while others do. 

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: The next section gives an overview of the 

institutional details of the minimum wage introduction in Germany. Thereafter, the data base and the 

estimation strategy are described. Descriptive results and the multivariate analysis are presented in 

the following sections. The paper is completed by several robustness analyses and a concluding 

section. 

The introduction of the minimum wage in Germany 
While a national minimum wage was introduced in the United Kingdom in 1998 and a federal minimum 

wage in the United States in 2009, in Germany, the statutory minimum wage only came into effect on 

January 1st, 2015.1 A coalition of social democrats (SPD) and conservatives (CDU and CSU) introduced 

it, as central election promise of the Social Democrats.2 The minimum wage amounted to € 8.50 per 

hour and was increased in several steps from € 8.84 (2017) to € 9.19 (2019), to € 9.35 (2020) and to € 

9.50 (2021). Only few groups of employees are exempted from the statutory minimum wage. These 

exemptions apply to employees younger than 18, apprentices, certain categories of trainees and 

interns, non-profit and voluntary work and to former long-term unemployed persons during the first 

six months following unemployment. The introduction of a nationwide statutory minimum wage was 

preceded by sector-specific wage floors. For sectors in which the wage floor was below the 2015 

statutory minimum wage, a transition period until 2017 was introduced. Sector-specific wage floors 

were below the statutory minimum wage in 2015 in the following sectors: meat processing, 

hairdressing, agriculture, temporary agency work, textiles, clothing and industrial laundries and 

newspaper delivery. On the other hand, in several sectors such as construction, commercial cleaning 

and caring, a wage floor above the national minimum wage is in place. When the nationwide minimum 

wage was introduced in Germany in 2015, it amounted to 48 per cent of the median wage.3 In the 

same year, the UK minimum wage reached about the same level (49 per cent), while the U.S. minimum 

wage only amounted to 36 per cent of the median wage. Over the following years, the share decreased 

slightly to 46 (33) per cent in Germany (the U.S.), while it increased to 54 per cent in the United 

Kingdom. 

Data and estimation 
To evaluate the voting behaviour, panel data containing voters’ response over time is necessary, as 

well as information about how much the minimum wage affected the person interviewed. The German 

socioeconomic panel (SOEP) contains both information about socioeconomic characteristics as 

employment and wages and about voting behaviour. The SOEP is a representative household survey 

conducted in Germany annually since 1984. Every year, up to 30,000 individuals in about 15,000 

households are interviewed. Questions contained in the survey do not only cover topics such as 

education, employment, wages and assets, but also wellbeing, personal characteristics, attitudes and 

opinions, leisure activities and civic engagement. Households to be interviewed are chosen by 

                                                           
1 For a detailed overview see Bruttel et al. 2018. 
2 Mabbett 2016 gives an overview over the opinion of the two ruling parties regarding the minimum wage and 
how this opinion developed in the course of the introduction of the minimum wage. 
3 The figures are taken from OECD 2019. 
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stratified random sampling of all private households in Germany. The interviews take place on a 

voluntary basis. All individuals aged 16 and older living in a chosen household are separately 

interviewed. The currently used version of the SOEP (v34) contains information up to the year 2017. 

Variables which change over time are harmonized prior to delivery of the dataset. The weighting 

process is complex and serves to reflect the population living in Germany. A detailed description of the 

dataset and the sampling method can be found in Wagner et al. (2007) and Goebel et al. (2019). The 

sample used in the following analysis is constructed in accordance with the configuration of the 

minimum wage, i.e. it contains only individuals who are eligible to the minimum wage according to the 

rules in place. Table 1 gives an overview of the dataset used. 

Table 1 - Composition of the sample (in per cent) 

  2014 2015 2016 2017 

SOEP         

Female 47.9 48.0 48.5 47.9 

Male 52.1 52.0 51.5 52.1 

Age 24 and younger 5.3 5.1 5.3 5.2 

Age 25 to 54  74.1 73.5 72.4 72.5 

Age 55 and older 20.6 21.4 22.3 22.3 

Residing in eastern Germany 17.1 17.2 17.1 16.9 

Residing in western Germany 82.9 82.8 82.9 83.1 

German citizenship 90.4 89.9 89.0 89.1 

Foreign citizenship 9.6 10.1 11.0 10.9 

Married 55.5 54.6 54.8 55.1 

With children under age 16 27.2 27.5 27.2 28.0 

No vocational education 13.5 13.6 13.7 14.0 

Vocational education 61.5 60.8 61.0 59.9 

Academic education 25.0 25.6 25.3 26.1 

Employed full-time 76.5 77.7 77.4 77.1 

Employed part-time 15.4 15.3 15.1 16.1 

Marginally employed 8.1 7.0 7.4 6.7 

Employed in primary sector 1.1 1.4 1.1 1.1 

… in manufacturing 30.0 29.8 29.9 29.3 

… in sales, transport, logistics 17.3 17.6 17.7 18.6 

… in services 13.2 13.8 13.1 13.5 

… in public administration 31.8 30.7 31.6 31.0 

N 12,323 11,918 11,091 12,800 

Source: SOEP v34, population-weighted results.  

The following analysis includes data from 2014 until 2017. In each of these years, several questions 

regarding politics are asked. The first question on this topic asks whether an individual is “very 

interested”, “moderately interested”, “not interested” or “disinterested” in politics. Subsequently, it 

is asked whether the person interviewed leans towards a particular party. If the individual answers in 

the affirmative, two questions follow, asking which party the person leans toward to (with all 

important parties as possible answers) and to what extent (with five different possible answers ranging 

from “very strongly” to “very weakly”). In years following federal elections (i.e. in 2010, 2014 and 2018) 

it is also asked which party the person interviewed voted for. The set of possible answers contains all 

important parties as well as the two statements “did not vote” and “was not eligible to vote”. 
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To analyse whether the electorate’s support for the ruling parties changed due to the introduction of 

the minimum wage, we decided to exploit the regional variation in the bite of the minimum wage. The 

mechanism behind the idea is straightforward. The higher the minimum wage is in a certain region 

compared to the median wage, the higher should be the effect on the voters upon its introduction. 

Since the wage level in a labour market region and the level of the federal minimum wage can easily 

be assumed to be exogenously given for an individual, this variation can be exploited. However, the 

results of the analysis are interpreted for the population within a labour market region. This means 

they are independent from the individual effectiveness of the minimum wage, as they can be fuzzy in 

this case. Voters may react to the reform even though they are not directly affected. Hence, a classical 

difference-in-difference (DiD) set-up with separation of treated and untreated individuals along the 

minimum wage threshold would crucially violate the SUTVA assumption. The following DiD regression 

equation is applied to estimate the effect of the minimum wage on the support for the ruling parties: 

𝑌𝑖𝑡 =  𝛼 +  𝛽 ∙ 𝑇𝑡 +  𝛾 ∙ 𝐾𝑎𝑖𝑡𝑧𝑟𝑡
2014 +  𝛿 ∙ (𝑇𝑡 ∙ 𝐾𝑎𝑖𝑡𝑧𝑟𝑡

2014) +  𝜇 ∙ 𝑿𝑖𝑡 + 휀𝑖𝑡 

The support for the ruling parties (Y) of individual i in year t is explained by a year dummy (T), the bite 

of the minimum wage (Kaitz) in region r (i.e. where individual i lives) and an interaction term of the 

two former terms. Additionally, a set of individual control variables for year t (X) such as age, gender, 

migration background, having children aged younger than 16, vocational education and job 

characteristics enter the regression equation. Furthermore, the regional unemployment rate is added 

as a control variable. Standard errors are clustered on the individual level. 

The bite (Kaitz) is measured for each of the 258 labour market regions4 in 2014, i.e. before the 

minimum wage came into force. The Kaitz index is widely used in the context of minimum wage 

evaluation (see United States Bureau of Labor Statistics 1970, Caliendo et al. 2018). It sets the 

minimum wage in relation to the median wage in a certain region. As the number of observations 

within one labour market region is occasionally too small in the SOEP, the survey on the earnings 

structure conducted by the German federal statistical office is used to calculate the regional bite of the 

minimum wage. Figure 1 shows that there is sufficient regional variation in the bite of the minimum 

wage. 

                                                           
4 The German federal institute for research on building, urban affairs and spatial development defines these 
labour market regions by analysing shares of commuters between administrative districts. For a methodological 
explanation of the labour market regions (commuting zones) see Binder and Schwengler 2006. 
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Figure 1 – Kaitz index (minimum wage/median wage) by labour market regions 

The figure shows that regions with the highest bite of the minimum wage are located in the (north) 

eastern part of Germany, while the regions with the lowest bite are found in the southern part. The 

minimum wage ranges between 45 per cent and 88 per cent of the median wage within a certain 

labour market region, which is a sufficient variation to consider diverging outcomes of the minimum 

wage introduction. 

Descriptive results 
To get a first impression about the support for the ruling parties in Germany, its development over the 

years 2014 until 2017 is depicted in figure 2. This figure differentiates the sample into two groups, 

those whose hourly wages lie below the minimum wage and those whose wages lie above the 

minimum wage. As it can be seen, the support for the ruling parties shows a common trend between 

these two groups throughout the entire period apart from 2017. In contrast, this is not the case for the 

support of non-centre parties. For this purpose, the following parties are classified as centre parties: 

Social Democratic Party (SPD), Christian Democratic Union (CDU), Christian Social Union (CSU),5 Free 

Democratic Party (FDP) and Green Party (die Grünen). All other parties, including e.g. the Left Party 

and right-wing parties, are counted as non-centre parties. While the support for these non-centre 

parties increased slightly from 2014 until 2016 and remained constant thereafter among those who 

earned above the minimum wage, the support first remained constant between 2014 and 2015 among 

those who earned below the minimum wage and peaked in 2016. These differing pathways can serve 

as support for the regional estimation strategy applied in the following instead of an individual DiD 

design with a cut off at the minimum wage. 

                                                           
5 These three parties form the government throughout the entire period under consideration. 
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Figure 2 - Support for parties, differentiated by groups earning below/above the minimum wage 

 

One concern about analysing the preferences for parties could be that these stated preferences do not 

mirror actual voting behaviour. The 2014 SOEP questionnaire however askes both for (current) party 

preferences and for actual voting behaviour in the 2013 federal elections. The answers to these two 

questions can thus be compared. It turns out that consistency between stated preferences and stated 

voting behaviour is rather high at least for the larger parties. Figure 3 shows that consistency is around 

90 per cent for the social democrats (SPD), the conservatives (CDU and CSU) and the green party. It is 

slightly lower for the left-wing party and considerably lower for the liberal party (FDP). Figure 3 also 

shows the number of observations these results are based on. The number of observations is very low 

for the two right-wing parties (NPD and AfD), for the Pirates (a party which is mainly concerned with 

topics related to digitalisation and information society) and for those who voted for a party different 

from those listed here (labelled “other”). According to these results, the consistency between stated 

preferences and stated voting behaviour is high enough to use stated preferences as the outcome 

variable for the analysis conducted in the following. This holds especially if the support for the ruling 

parties is to be analysed, for which both the consistency and the number of observations are 

adequately high. 
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Figure 3 - Share of consistency between stated party preference and voting behaviour (No. of observations shown above the 
bars) 

Multivariate analysis 
In this section, the estimation strategy described above is applied to examine whether the support for 

ruling parties was affected by the introduction of the minimum wage. First of all, the support for ruling 

parties increased by 12 per cent on average in 2015 at a significance level of 1 per cent (see table 2, 

column 1). A higher value of the Kaitz index itself does not vary with support for ruling parties in 

general. The coefficient is insignificant. However, the interaction term of the minimum wage bite with 

time shows a significant effect in 2015, the year of the introduction of the minimum wage. The 

introduction of the minimum wage led to a temporary decrease in the support for the ruling parties. 

It decreased by 1.93 per cent in labour market regions with a bite higher by a one standard deviation 

(9.2) in 2015. Thus, after the introduction of the minimum wage, ruling parties significantly lost support 

in regions in which its bite was larger (see table 2). 

This result does not depend on whether the regression is conducted without control variables (column 

1 of table 2) or with control variables (columns 2-5). As soon as the regional unemployment rate is 

introduced in the regression (column 4), the decrease in the support for ruling parties is not only 

temporarily significant in the year of the minimum wage introduction (2015) but in all subsequent 

years as well. The regional unemployment rate obviously affects the voters’ behaviour and the 

minimum wage bite, which causes an omitted variable bias.  

Even though the effect of the introduction of the minimum wage can be detected in all subsequent 

years, the size of the coefficient loses both in magnitude and in significance compared to 2015.  

This analysis relates party preferences to a policy implemented on the federal level. However, the 

preferences could be influenced to a far larger extent by the way in which the federal states’ 

governments act. In column (5) of table 2 dummy variables are added for whether a specific party is in 

power in a certain federal state and year as well as a dummy to indicate whether elections took place 

on the state level in a certain year. Furthermore, a dummy is included, which is one if a federal state 

belongs to the former German Democratic Republic and zero otherwise. However, the results do not 

significantly differentiate from those without these dummies. 

Figure 4 plots the coefficients of interest for the regression results shown in column 5 of table 2 

together with the 95 per cent confidence intervals. The illustration nicely shows that the results are 
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not significant for the year 2014, which represents the period before the introduction of the minimum 

wage (baseline year) and thus serves as a placebo test. However, in the year in which the minimum 

wage was introduced, the results become highly significant. Thereafter, the upper bound of the 

confidence interval again approaches the null hypothesis border but remains slightly below. As the 

coefficient for the placebo period (2014) is not significantly different from zero, it is appropriate to 

assume that the different regions followed a common trend before the minimum wage was 

introduced. 

Table 2 – Basic regression analysis 

Support for ruling parties   

  

  1 2 3 4 5 

Constant 0.62*** 0.71*** 0.70*** 0.65*** 0.37*** 

  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07) 

Year dummies           

2014 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.02 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

2015 0.12*** 0.13*** 0.13*** 0.11*** 0.13*** 

  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

2016 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.06 

  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

2017 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.10* 0.09* 

  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

            

Kaitz index 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.32*** 0.71*** 

  (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.10) 

Year dummy x Kaitz index           

2014 -0.07 -0.08 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 

  (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 

2015 -0.21*** -0.22*** -0.23*** -0.19*** -0.22*** 

  (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 

2016 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.14* -0.16** 

  (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

2017 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.15* -0.18** 

  (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

Socio-demographics   Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Job characteristics     Yes Yes Yes 

Regional unemployment rate       Yes Yes 

Politics on state level       Yes Yes 

Dummy for eastern states         Yes 

Obs. 19,074 18,986 18,237 18,230 18,230 

Adj. R² 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06 
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. The reference group in col. (2) and (3) is male, without children under age 16, has a medium 
educational level and is of German citizenship. Col. (3) adds having a permanent contract and working in the manufacturing sector. 
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Figure 4 – Treatment coefficients with 95% CI 

Even in regions in which the bite of the minimum wage is high, the majority of the population does not 

itself profit from increasing wages. Thus, the negative effect of the minimum wage introduction on the 

support for ruling parties might be driven by exactly this group. To test whether this hypothesis holds, 

the regression including all control variables (column 4 of table 2) is conducted for two groups whose 

salaries were not affected by the minimum wage. The first group consists of individuals whose hourly 

wages lie between € 5 and € 8. As the minimum wage is binding and the analysis excludes all individuals 

for whom exemptions hold, this group should actually not exist. Whether these low hourly wages arise 

because of non-compliance of the employers or because of misreporting in the survey data is subject 

to ongoing debate. The SOEP questionnaire for the years included in the analysis only asks for the 

monthly wage and the hours worked per week. Thus, the hourly wage has to be computed from this 

information. As the resulting hourly wage may be imprecise, the first group considered here only 

consists of individuals whose hourly wage is up to € 8, i.e. a corridor to allow for imprecision is 

introduced. The second group consists of individuals whose hourly wages lie above the minimum wage, 

i.e. between € 9 and € 11.5. As can be seen from columns 1 and 2 of table 3, there is no effect of the 

introduction of the minimum wage for the group with low wages. Only in 2016 quite a large effect 

arises, which is however only slightly significant. As regards the group with high wages, the 

introduction of the minimum wage causes a significant drop in the support for ruling parties. This effect 

is larger than the overall effect presented in column 4 of table 2. In 2017, the year in which the 

minimum wage was increased for the first time, the group with the high wages again displays a 

significant drop in the support for ruling parties. Another possibility to test which group drives the 

above results is to run the regressions separately for different hourly wages. Columns 3 to 6 show the 

results for groups with hourly wages directly below the minimum wage (column 3), in the range of the 

minimum wage (column 4), directly above the minimum wage (column 5) and well above the minimum 

wage (column 6). It can be seen that the only group for which the effect is negative and significant 

throughout the entire period since the introduction of the minimum wage is the one with wages 

directly above the minimum wage. The group which is affected by the minimum wage does however 

not show any significant results, which may be due to the small number of observations in this group. 

Thus, it seems to be the case that the overall effect measured by the basic estimation is driven by those 

individuals who themselves do not profit from increasing wages. For them, envy might play a role, 

especially in regions in which the bite of the minimum wage is high, i.e. the minimum wage should also 

be more visible than in other regions.  
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Table 3 – Robustness: different population 

Robustness: Differentiated by hourly wage         

              

  

Excluding those directly 
affected 

Including those directly affected 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 

 Hourly wage (in €) 5≤w≤8 9≤w≤11.5 5≤w<8.5 8.5≤w<8.84 8.84≤w<10 10≤w<15 

Constant 0.54* 0.80*** 0.49** 1.03* 0.76*** 0.82*** 

  (0.28) (0.15) (0.24) (0.55) (0.28) (0.10) 

Year dummies             

2014 -0.03 0.00 0.08 0.25 -0.18 -0.03 

 (0.31) (0.11) (0.27) (0.48) (0.29) (0.09) 

2015 0.40 0.25* 0.19 0.49 0.49 0.02 

  (0.36) (0.15) (0.28) (0.55) (0.35) (0.09) 

2016 0.47 -0.04 0.45 0.16 0.37 -0.18* 

  (0.36) (0.15) (0.31) (0.60) (0.31) (0.11) 

2017 -0.32 0.32** -0.38 0.71 0.77** -0.04 

  (0.50) (0.15) (0.40) (0.71) (0.35) (0.12) 

              

Kaitz index 0.00 -0.31 0.04 -0.29 0.24 -0.15 

  (0.41) (0.22) (0.35) (0.83) (0.41) (0.16) 

Year dummy x Kaitz index             

2014 -0.05 -0.03 -0.20 -0.39 0.17 0.01 

  (0.47) (0.16) (0.40) (0.74) (0.42) (0.14) 

2015 -0.85 -0.45** -0.46 -0.86 -0.90* -0.10 

  (0.56) (0.22) (0.42) (0.86) (0.51) (0.14) 

2016 -0.95* -0.05 -0.90** -0.50 -0.78* 0.16 

  (0.53) (0.21) (0.45) (0.96) (0.44) (0.16) 

2017 0.36 -0.50** 0.42 -1.35 -1.19** -0.05 

  (0.79) (0.22) (0.62) (1.11) (0.50) (0.18) 

Socio-demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Job characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Regional unemployment 
rate 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Obs. 588 1,476 777 249 659 3751 

Adj. R² 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.05 
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. The reference group is male, without children under age 16, has a medium educational level, is of 
German citizenship, has a permanent contract and works in the manufacturing sector. 

 

Using the Kaitz index is only one method to measure the bite of the minimum wage. Another possibility 

is to consider the share of the population which is affected by the minimum wage (i.e. the share of the 

population whose wages were below the minimum wage before its introduction). Table 4 shows how 

the results change if the share of the population affected by the minimum wage enters the regression 

as treatment measure. All specifications, i.e. with and without control variables, show a negative and 

significant effect of the introduction of the minimum wage on the support for ruling parties. The size 

of the effect is slightly higher than in the basic regression (see table 2). As regards the specification 

with both information on the state’s government and the regional unemployment rate included, 

negative significant effects can be observed for the years 2016 and 2017, which was also the case in 
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the basic estimation. The negative effect of the minimum wage introduction on the support for ruling 

parties does thus not depend on the treatment measure used. 

Table 4 - Robustness: different treatment measure 

Robustness: Share of population affected by minimum wage   

  

  1 2 3 4 5 

Constant 0.67*** 0.74*** 0.74*** 0.80*** 0.70*** 

  (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) 

Year dummies           

2014 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

2015 0.02* 0.03** 0.03* 0.03** 0.03* 

  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

2016 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 

  (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 

2017 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.04*** 0.03* 

  (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

            

Share of population affected by minimum 
wage 

-0.15 -0.15 -0.14 0.28** 0.95*** 

(0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.13) (0.18) 

            

Year dummy x share affected           

2014 -0.09 -0.10 -0.06 -0.07 -0.05 

  (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) 

2015 -0.24*** -0.25*** -0.26*** -0.25*** -0.26*** 

  (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) 

2016 -0.16 -0.17* -0.18* -0.23** -0.23** 

  (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11) 

2017 -0.18* -0.19* -0.18* -0.27** -0.26** 

  (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) (0.11) (0.11) 

Socio-demographics   Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Job characteristics     Yes Yes Yes 

Regional unemployment rate       Yes Yes 

Politics on state level       Yes Yes 

Dummy for eastern states         Yes 

Obs. 19,074 18,986 18,237 18,230 18,230 

Adj. R² 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.06 
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. The reference group in col. (2) and (3) is male, without children under age 16, has a medium educational 

level and is of German citizenship. Col. (3) adds having a permanent contract and working in the manufacturing sector. 

One important threat to the analysis conducted here is that the results are driven by another policy 

measure which has been disregarded. However, other reforms which took place in the same year as 

the introduction of the minimum wage should not have had an effect as regionally differing as the 

minimum wage had. First of all, both the contribution rate for the statutory health insurance and the 

public pension insurance were lowered. In contrast, the contribution rate for the statutory long-term 

care insurance was raised. The percentage share by which the rates were cut (raised) was the same 

throughout the entire country. By mid-2015, benefits paid by the public pension insurance were 

increased considerably. In Germany, different formulas for the calculation of pension benefits are still 
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in place depending on whether entitlements were earned in the eastern or in the western part of the 

country. However, the increase in the pension benefits applied to both parts of the country. In 2015, 

the social assistance benefits were increased by about the same size as in the year before (and by more 

than in the two following years). This increase can have regionally differing effects as the rates are set 

at an absolute value which is the same for the entire country. This means that the purchasing power 

of social assistance benefits differs considerably depending on the region a person lives in. However, 

the uniformly set rates are only one part of social assistance benefits. The other part is benefits for 

housing and heating. As regards this part, the actual costs of housing and heating are borne by the 

social assistance as long as they are appropriate. Thus, it can be assumed that the increase of social 

assistance benefits should not interfere with the policy measure analysed here. 

One of the most incisive events that happened in the year 2015 was the arrival of an extraordinarily 

high number of refugees in Germany. This event of course had regionally very differing effects. For 

example, regions located in the south western part of the country, close to the Czech border, were 

much more affected than other regions. However, the inflow of refugees mainly took place during the 

second half of the year. By that time, most of the interviews for the SOEP had already been conducted. 

However, to rule out that refugee migration to Germany drives the results presented here, the basic 

regression is conducted excluding individuals who were interviewed in the second to fourth quarter of 

2015. Table 5 shows that the results only change slightly. Especially for the specifications in columns 4 

and 5 (regional unemployment rate, state level politics and dummy for eastern states included), the 

results are very close to those presented in table 2, at least for 2015. As regards 2016, the significance 

of the effect is lost, which is different from the results in the basic regression. This might be a hint that 

the opinion on the refugee migration has an important effect on the support for ruling parties, which 

can only be mirrored in the interviews conducted from 2016 on. However, the effect of the 

introduction of the minimum wage on the support for the ruling parties remains negative and highly 

significant even if for 2015 only the interviews conducted in the first three months are taken into 

account.6 

Conclusion 
According to the results presented in this paper, the introduction of the minimum wage does not seem 

to be an effective measure to regain the electorate’s support. In regions in which the bite of the 

minimum wage was higher, the support for ruling parties significantly decreased in the year in which 

the minimum wage was introduced. The robustness analyses showed that this result holds true for 

several different specifications and even if the extraordinarily high refugee migration which happened 

in the same year is accounted for. Moreover, results are driven by voters earning slightly more than 

the minimum wage. Especially in regions in which the bite of the minimum wage is higher, i.e. in which 

the minimum wage is more visible, it seems plausible to assume that envy plays an important role. 

However, to better understand the mechanisms at work, a mediation analysis similar to the one 

conducted in Dippel et al. (2015) is still to be conducted in further analyses. 

The SOEP survey also collects data on actual voting behaviour, which might be an additionally valuable 

source of information. The upcoming version of the SOEP will contain data until 2019 and thus 

information on voting behaviour in the federal elections of 2017. In a further analysis, voting behaviour 

prior to the introduction of the minimum wage (i.e. in the 2013 federal elections) and in the 2017 

federal elections will be included in the analysis as another outcome of interest. Furthermore, the 

analysis will be conducted with the support for social democratic and left-wing parties as outcome 

                                                           
6 The same argument holds for the radicalisation of the populist right-wing party AfD. The congress which lead 
to a further radicalisation (and caused the founder Bernd Lucke to leave the party) took place in July 2015. 



 

13 
 

variable as the introduction of a general binding minimum wage had been a core issue of their 

programmes for years. 

 

Table 5 – Robustness: Influence of refugee migration 

Robustness: excluding interviews from 04/2015 until 12/2015 

  1 2 3 4 5 

Constant 0.63*** 0.72*** 0.71*** 0.66*** 0.36*** 

  (0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) 

Year dummies           

2014 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.00 

 (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

2015 0.13*** 0.14*** 0.14*** 0.11** 0.13*** 

  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

2016 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.04 

  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

2017 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.07 

  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) 

            

Kaitz index 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.32*** 0.73*** 

(0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.11) 

            

Year dummy x Kaitz index           

2014 -0.06 -0.07 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 

  (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 

2015 -0.23*** -0.24*** -0.24*** -0.19** -0.22*** 

  (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

2016 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.13 

  (0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

2017 -0.09 -0.09 -0.08 -0.12 -0.15* 

  (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

Socio-demographics   Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Job characteristics     Yes Yes Yes 

Regional unemployment rate       Yes Yes 

Politics on state level       Yes Yes 

Dummy for eastern states         Yes 

Obs. 16,879 16,803 16,067 16,060 16,060 

Adj. R² 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06 
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. The reference group in col. (2) and (3) is male, without children under age 16, has a medium 
educational level and is of German citizenship. Col. (3) adds having a permanent contract and working in the manufacturing sector. 
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