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Working with panel data such as that collected by the U.S. Survey of 
Income and Program Participation (SIPP) can be relatively 
expensive, both in terms of manpower and Computing resburces. The 
costs of using two or more panel data sets for comparative re-
search increases, nearly proportionately, with the number of data 
sets. Experience with one panel data set is an advantage for 
working with another. Still there is no Substitute for the de-
tailed technical and substantive knowledge needed to use microda-
ta, particularly a complex hierarchical longitudinal data set 
such as SIPP. Likewise, the data processing expenses (hardware, 
Software and programmer time) associated with the use of multiple 
panels is considerable. 

For these reasons, researchers are only likely to conduct 
analyses based on two or more data sets of this type, if a con-
vincing case can be made for the methodological advantages and 
practical feasibility of stich research. The opening section of 
this paper presents the methodological rationale for comparative 
panel research. Assuming that the reader is familiar with the 
Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) , the second 
section begins with a general introduction to the history, ^ 
Organization and design of the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) 
The discussion goes on to consider the SOEP survey Instruments and 
their content, field procedures, and data management and 
dissemination. The final section of the paper reviews the most 
important differences between SIPP and SOEPand assesses their 
Potential for comparative studies in specific substantive areas 
(including: employment and earnings, program participation and 
benefits, household composition and family events, education, and 
health and disability). This section is intended to aid SIPP 
users in determining whether they should look more closely into 
the SOEP as an additional source of data. 

A. The Rationale for Comparative Panel Research 

The comparative approach to the study of society is as old as 
the endeavor. Plato's Republic is designed with an eye to the 
strengths and weaknesses he observed in the various Greek city-
states. Similarly, much of Aristotle's work is devoted to de-
scribing and classifying phenomena from diverse societies in 
order to identify correct and proper principles of society. 
Modern sociology's "founding fathers", Weber and Dürkheim, were 

General Information concerning SIPP and SOEP may be 
found in: Kasprzyk, D. (1988) "The Survey of Income and Program 
Participation: An Overview and Discussion of Research Issue" SIPP 
Working Paper 8830 and Autorengemeinschaft Panel (1990) "Das 
Sozio-oekonomische Panel für die Bundesrepublik Deutschland nach 
fünf Wellen, Vierteljahreshefte für Wirtschaftsforschung, No. 2 
(Berlin). 



both aiasters of comparative analysis. Though it has beer» argued 
that they use different types of explanation and different 
degrees of generalization (Ragin and Zaret 1983), the intent is 
the same: both rely upon descriptive and structural analyses of 
other societies to highlight the distinctive character of modern 
industrial society. Not unlike the principle of triangulation in 
navigation, historical and cross-cultural comparisons served both 
Weber and Dürkheim in their attempts to formulate abstract rules 
about the Organization of society. 

Today the comparative method remains central to most macro-
sociological approaches to contemporary society, including his­
torical sociological research. The use of the comparative method 
from a micro-sociological perspective is less common, particular-
ly among researchers who emphasize the analysis of large-sample 
survey data. These studies. generally remain bound to a particular 
social context: data for historical comparisons often are simply 
not available, while attempts to compare survey data across 
countries have tended to bog down in discussions of whether or 
not it is possible to obtain truly comparable data. These 
concerns have focused on the organizational problems related to 
the administration and coordination of study design and data 
collection, as well as measurement problems, such as language and 
the specificity of cultural context. 

These concerns are by no means trivial, especially when a complex 
data set, such as SIPP, is under consideration. However they must 
be placed in perspective, considering that a crucial analytical 
tool is at stake. From a methodological perspective, comparative 
research may serve modern survey research in the same way it did 
Dürkheim and Weber. Comparative research provides a means to 
introduce variance and control at the macro-level; it is the only 
way for social scientists to argue that their findings are 
generalizable, that they go beyond the idiosyncrasies of history. 
This insight was by no means forgotten as survey research came 
to assume its current dominant role in western sociology.2 And, 
though the methodological arguments may not be stand out, there 
are important examples of comparative analyses and efforts at 

2Two examples from this period should suffice. Parsons writes 
in The Structure of Social Action (1949[1937]) "Experiment is, in 
fact, nothing but the comparative method where the cases to be 
compared are produced to order and under controlled conditions." 
Similarly, Merton in his essay "Manifest and Latent Functions" 
(1968) argues that Validation in functional analysis "requires, 
above all, a rigorous Statement of the sociological procedures of 
analysis which most nearly approximate the logic of experimenta-
tion. It requires a systematic review of the possibilities and 
limitations of comparative (cross-cultural and cross-group) 
analysis." (emphasis in original) 
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compiling and collecting microdata specifically for comparative 
studies (e.g. the Luxembourg Income Study project and Erik Olin 
Wright's multinational survey on class structure and 
consciousness). 

However, comparative research based on nationally repräsentative 
panel studies remains essentially untried. To a certain extent 
this may be attributed to the lack of data — until recently 
national panel data for countries other than the US were not 
available. Today the Situation has changed: there is a second 
major US panel and large-scale panel studies have already col-
lected multiple waves of data in Germany, Luxembourg, France, 
Sweden, the Netherlands and Belgium. But now that data for com­
parative studies is available most researchers are satisfied 
simply with the advantages of panel data relative to cross-sec-
tional data. However, with panel data from a Single country one 
remains unable to consider variance at the macrosocial or struc-
tural level. Only a comparative perspective allows one to intro-
duce at this level the degree of methodological control suffi-
cient to consider more general models of behavior. 

A second argument on behalf of comparative panel research is 
practical rather than methodological. Working with other panel 
data sets, or at least knowing a good deal about them, allows one 
to profit from the experience of others. The international panel 
project in Luxembourg aims to facilitate the flow of information 
between panel projects, to encourage the individual panels to 
collect comparable information, and to inform the research Commu­
nity about the potential for comparative panel research. 

Moreover, the practical value of a comparative approach extends 
beyond guestions of design and feasibility into the analytical 
process itself. Panels offer a wealth of information, in 
particular data on change, which has previously been unavailable. 
However, there are no baselines or historical Standards, against 
which researchers may evaluate this information. Whether a 
particular transition rate is high or low, or a certain pattern 
of change is abnormal, is neither a matter of intuition, nor can 
it be gleaned from history. Whether one has found the extraordi-
nary or the commonplace in one's panel data is not self-evident. 
Examining panel data on similar processes elsewhere is an effec-
tive means to put one's findings into perspective and define a 
baseline. Panel data provide researchers with a completely new 

3 For an overview of the LIS project see: Buhman Brigitte, et 
al., "Eguivalence Scales, Well-Being, Inequality, and Poverty: 
Sensitivity Estimates Across Ten Countries Using the Luxembourg 
Income Study (LIS) Database." 1988. The Review of Income and 
Wealth. Series 34 (2). 115-142. Wright's project is discussed in: 
Wright, Erik Olin, Classes. 1985. (London: Verso Editions). 
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way to look at social processes, and practically any results may 
appear novel. A comparative approach may indicate which findings 
are truly important and those which only appear to be due to the 
novel means of Observation. 

B. The German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) 

1. History, Organisation and Design of the Panel 

The German Socio-Economic Panel is the only nationally 
representative panel study of households and individuals in the 
Federal Republic of Germany. The panel was started in 1984 by 
the Sonderforschungsbereich 3 (Sfb 3): Mikroanalytische Grundla­
gen der Gesellschaftspolitik (Special Collaborative Program 3: 
Micro-analytical Foundations of Social Policy). The Sfb 3 is a 
multi-disciplinary research effort located at the Universities of 
Frankfurt, Berlin and Mannheim and funded by the Deutsche For­
schungsgemeinschaft (the German National Science Foundation). The 
Deutsches Institut fuer Wirtschaftsforschung (DIW: German Insti­
tute for Economic Research) is a cosponsor of the project, pro-
viding staff, office space and Computer facilities in Berlin. 
Data collection is contracted out to Infratest Sozialforschung in 
Munich. In addition, Infratest provides technical assistance and 
consultation on all aspects of fieldwork. Funding for the Sfb 3, 
will run out at the end of 1990. However, the sOEPwill outlive 
its parent Organization: the Bund-Laender-Kommission fuer 
Bildungsplanung und Forschungsfoerderung, (the federal/state 
commission with budgetary authority for educational planning and 
the promotion of research) has agreed to finance the panel for 
six additional years. 

The original panel sample was selected to represent the legal 
residential population of the Federal Republic of Germany 
(including West Berlin)/ The original sample, which serves as 
the basis for the panel, should be seen as two separate subsam-
ples, each with its own design. The "German" subsample is based 
on the random route selection of households within selected 
sampling areas. Households headed by Turkish, Greek Yugoslavian, 
Spanish or Italian heads of household were ineligible for 
selection in this subsample. The "alien resident" subsample was 
designed to oversample these five major groups of alien 
residents. For this subsample, lists of registered individuals in 

Persons in institutions, as well as private households, were 
included in the population, and were eligible to become members of 
the sample. Data representing the institutionalized population from 
the early waves are generally viewed to be of limited validity. A 
greater emphasis is placed on information concerning subsequent 
transitions of individuals from private households into the 
institutional population. 
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selected sampling areas served as a basis for sample selection; 
the selection of any one individual in a household, then brought 
the entire household into the panel. Design weights are employed 
to adjust the sample due to differences in sampling probability 
between respondents of these five nationalities and all other 
respondents. 

Based on this design, 10,638 households (7,979 with a German or 
'other nationality' head of household and 2,659 with a member of 
one of the five major nationality groups as head of household) 
were selected. Uninhabited dwellings, those with incorrect ad-
dresses, and cases in the German subsample where the current head 
of household did not meet the nationality selection criteria were 
then removed from the sample yielding 9,599 eligible households 
(7,519 with a German or "other nationality1 head of household and 
2,080 with a member of one of the five major nationality groups 
as head of household). 

Another 32.% of the German subsample and approximately 25% of the 
alien resident subsample were dropped from the sample after the 
first wave, because not all adult members of a household were 
interviewed. After these households were dropped from the sample, 
5,969 households (4,554 with a German or 'other nationality' head 
of household and 1,415 with a member of one of the five major 
nationality groups as head of household) remained in the panel 
and these households are referred to as "the original sample". 
The representativeness of the sample was then validated and the 
design weights were modified to adjust for variations in wave 1 
nonrssponse.5 Later nonresponse among members of this original 
sample is then treated as panel mortality and its influence is 
counteracted through a set of longitudinal weights developed on 
the basis of subseguent data collection efforts. 

SEP and SIPP are similar in that all adult members of sample 
households are considered members of the original sample, as are 
children who become adults during the course of the panel. More-
over, both panels use essentially the same "following rules". 
These rules State that an individual remains a member of the 
panel, even if he or she leaves this original household to live 
alone or with other persons — subject to certain geographical 
constraints. As in SIPP, those persons who become members of 
households with original SEP sample members are interviewed as 
long as they continue to share a dwelling with a member of the 
original sample. Death or emigration are the principle legitimate 
means for a member to withdraw from the sample. Also similar to 
SIPP, persons in the original SEP sample who enter institutions 

The evaluation of representativeness was based on 
comparisons of preliminary analyses with theSOEPdata and benchmark 
figures obtained from other data. 
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are not interviewed, but are retained in the sample and become 
eligible for further interviews once they leave the institutional 
population and return to a private household. 

Two of the more important differences between SIPP and SOEP are 
related to the interview schedule.SOEP interviews are conducted 
once a year in the late spring and early summer, rather than 
three times each year as in the case of SIPP. Additionally, the 
German panel is designed to run indefinitely and, unlike the SIPP 
panels, will not be "retired" after a set period of time or 
number of waves. The original sample will be retained, so long as 
its representativeness is not challenged due to the cumulative 
effects of panel mortality. 

2. Survey Instrument 

Three types of survey instruments are employed for each wave of 
SOEPdata collection: the address protocol, household question-
naires and individual questionnaires. It is particularly impor­
tant that users understand these differences as they are crucial 
to the structure of the available data files. The variable list 
in Appendix 1 provides a list of data collected during the first 
five waves using these instruments. 

The address protocol serves the same function as the SIPP control 
card. The interviewer fills out an address protocol for each 
household including names, identification numbers and important 
demographic characteristics of all persons in the household, as 
well as a summary of field work to date and interviewer infor-
mation about the dwelling. Changes in household composition are 
also recorded on the address protocol. An additional address 
protocol is created when a member of the original sample brings a 
new address into the panel. Others living in the same household 
at this address become members of the panel as long as they live 
with a member of the original sample. All individuals and house­
holds listed on address protocols constitute the gross data set 
(Bruttodaten), while those households and individuals who actual-
ly provide interviews are referred to as the net data set (Netto­
daten) . The reason a household or individual belongs to the gross 
data set but not the net data set, i.e. why an interview was not 
conducted, is recorded on the address protocol. 

Each person 16 years of age or older in a SEP panel household is 
to complete an individual ouestionnaire — in SIPP individuals 
aged 15 or older are interviewed.SOEP is also unlike SIPP in that 
beginning with the second wave there are two basic versions of 
this instrument each year: a green Version for persons 
interviewed in the previous year and a blue Version for persons 
new to the panel. The blue version is designed to collect 
information, which has already been collected from persons who 
entered the panel earlier. Actually, there are twelve versions of 
the individual questionnaire in each year — blue and green 
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German guestionnaires as well as blue and green versions in the 
language of each of the five major groups of alien residents. Not 
only are the questionnaires translated but they are also modified 
to a limited extent to consider issues specific to the resident 
alien population. 

The example presented in Table 1 illustrates this point. The 
highest level of schooling completed was asked of all respondents 
in the first wave. These respondents are then asked a filter 
question is subsequent years as to whether or not they completed 
a further level of education in the previous year. If this is the 

Table 1: Variables Available to Oetermirte Com pletion of a University Degree a t the Time of the Second 
Interview for 4 Hypothetical Respondents 

Original sample me mber Original sample me nber New to sample Foreign respondent 
German version German Version German versi on German un iversity 

Variable Uni. degree 1980 Uni. degree 1985 Uni. degree 1980 degree 1980 

AP0708 1 -2 -- -2 

AP07A10 -2 •2 •- 1 

BP53 -2 1 -2 -2 

BP5402 -2 1 -2 -2 

BP92B08 -2 -2 1 -2 

8P102A10 •2 -2 -2 -2 

AP0708 Uave 1 German ver sion. Holds a university degree. 
AP07A10 Uave 1 Foreign version. Holds a degree front a German un iversity. 
BP53 Uave 2 German and fo reign versions. Conpleted additional education since last interview. 
BP5402 Uave 2 German and fo reign versions. Additional conpleted education was a university degree. 
6P92B08 Uave 2 German versio n new respo ndents. Holds a university degree. 
BP102A10 Uave 2 Foreign ve rsion new resp ondents. Holds a university degree. 

For alt variables: 1 * yes; -2 = missing, not applicable 

case, then the respondent is queried regarding the type of educa­
tion involved. Persons new to the sample, however, receive a set 
of questions comparable to those asked of all persons in the 
first wave. Thus, the same information, the highest level of 
schooling completed, is collected at different times depending on 
when the person entered the panel and when his or her education 
was completed. 

It is important that users understand this feature: since the 
data set is organized on a wave by wave basis, information 
regarding the highest level of education for all persons in the 
panel is contained in several variables. New information is added 
sequentially to the data base rather than updating old variables. 
This block of questions is also organized differently in the 
foreign versions, because many resident aliens have been educated 
outside of Germany, as well as in the German system. 
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Users should consult the address protocol to determine which 
version of the individual questionnaire has been used for each 
person in a given wave. Several variables may have to be combined 
to create a Single unified variable. Failure to do so may lead 
one to ignore a valid piece of infonnation, and use a missing 
value, because a different questionnaire version was used and the 
valid' Information is stored elsewhere. 

The individual questionnaires contain between sixty and ninety 
questions and require approximately thirty minutes per person to 
complete. As in the case of SIPP, the infonnation collected by 
the individual questionnaires may be divided into core and 
topical components. Core questions deal with the following areas: 

Education 
Labor force participation 
Occupational mobility 
Unemployment 
Personal income 

- Taxes and social security 
Time use 
Satisfaction with various aspects of one's life 
Health 

- Values and political attitudes. 

Two calendars are also included in the core questionnaire: 1) an 
activity calendar that records participation in schooling, voca-
tional education, military Service, full-time employment, part-
time employment, unemployment, homemaking or retirement on a 
monthly basis for the previous year and 2) an income calendar 
where respondents indicate, also on a monthly basis, whether they 
received income from various sources in the past year and the 
average monthly amount received from each source (whereby the 
average is based only on the months income was received from a 
particular source). 

Table 2 lists the existing and planned topical modules for the 
first eight SOEP waves. 

Table 2:SOEP T opical Modules 

Wave 1 Biographical infonnation, in particular labor force participation 
Wave 2 Marital and family history 
Wave 3 Faarily backg round, including age, education and occupation of parents 
Uave 4 Social security and retirement 
Wave 5 Asset balance (completed by only one househ old «enber) 
Wave 6 Continuing education and occ ipational qualifications 
Wave 7 Detailed questions regarding titne use and time preferences 
Wave 8 Family, social services and so cial networks 

8 



The first three topical modules are of particular importance 
because they are designed to collect background information 
useful for a variety of analyses.6 In wave 1 individuals were 
asked to provide a Short biography, indicating for each adult 
year of their lives whether they had been involved in the 
following activities: schooling, vocational education, military 
service, full-time employment, part-time employment, unemploy-
ment, homemaking or retirement. In wave 2 respondents were asked 
to provide a marital history and information concerning the type 
of area they grew up in, as well as when they left the parental 
household. Women were also asked to complete a fertility history, 
Further information concerning social background (in particular 
age, education and occupation of respondents* parents) was then 
collected as the topical module in wave 3. 

The information collected in the first three topical modules 
should be seen as an attempt to extend the timeframe back before 
the start of the panel to provide life history data for panel 
members. In both core and topical questions, whenever appropriate 
and feasible, an attempt is made to date respondents' entry into 
a particular State or the beginning of a spell so that the data 
may be used for event history analyses. In general, only the year 
for events and transitions prior to start of the panel are avail­
able, but those events and transitions that occur during the 
panel are dated on a monthly basis. 

The third SEP survey instrument is the household questionnaire. 
which is completed once for each household — usually by the 
person designated as head of household. The household question-
naire contains about forty questions and requires fifteen to 
twenty minutes per household to complete. Here, too, there are 
different versions when the household has just entered the panel 
or the head of household belongs to one of the five major groups 
of alien residents. Furthermore, since describing a household's 
dwelling is an important part of the household questionnaire, 
a blue version (which collects information on the physical 
attributes of a household's dwelling) is also given to households 
which have moved to a new dwelling since the previous interview. 
Households remaining at the same address receive a shorter, green 
version, since most data on the dwelling do not need to be col­
lected again. In addition to dwelling characteristics, the house­
hold questionnaire collects information on children in the house­
hold, the care of household members with special needs, and 

Beginning with the 1986 panel these data are comparable 
to the personal history data collected in the SIPP Wave 2 topical 
module. 
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household income, assets and program participation. In wave 3 
questions regarding neighborhood characteristics and in wave 4 
regarding child care were included in the household question­
naire. 

3. Field Procedures and Results 

Household and individual interviews are designed as personal 
interviews conducted by trained interviewers. However, if a 
different interview method is preferred by a respondent and 
may help to keep this person in the panel, other options are 
available. As a result, about one-third of all individual 
questionnaires are filled out by the respondents themselves 
and then returned to the interviewer. The foreign questionnaire 
versions are bilingual to aid the interviewer in transcribing 
responses. Interviewers are also permitted to hire a bilingual 
companion to assist them on interviews with foreign respondents. 
This option was exercised in one-quarter of all individual 
interviews with persons in the foreign subsample during the first 
wave, but has been used less frequently in subsequent waves (16% 
in the fourth wave). 

In part, this reduction may be due to processes of selection; 
those persons with the greatest need for an interpreter may have 
already dropped out of the panel. However, the reduced need for 
interpreters is certainly also related to continuity among the 
interviewer staff. This continuity is intended to reduce panel 
mortality, but is likely to also reduce the need for interpreters 
as respondents and interviewers learn to complete the question­
naires together despite language differences. The degree of 
continuity among the interviewer staff is impressive: in the 
fourth wave 92% of the fieldwork was conducted by interviewers 
involved with the project since the first wave. Introductory 
letters, small gifts (such as pens, pocket calculators and lot-
tery tickets), and yearly brochures describing applications of 
the data are also used to encourage response and keep panel 
mortality to a minimum. 

Nonetheless, panel mortality does occur, so members of the SOEP 
project have paid particular attention to monitoring nonresponse, 
assessing its impact, exploring its causes and developing longi-
tudinal weights to correct for its effects. Table 3 reviews the 
overall development of the panel during its first four waves. 
Fluctuations in panel size are a combination of deroographic 
forces (births, deaths, emigration and institutionalization) and 
panel mortality. 
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Table 3: Development of the Gerwin Socio-e conoaiic Panel during the first 4 Waves 

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 
Data «et (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987)-f 

• Individual records 16,252 16,977 16,536 15,984 
(gross tape) 
Individuals 16,252 16,737 16,235 15,726 
(gross tape) 
Designated respondents 12,290 12,910 12,297 11,856 
(gross tape) 
Individual interviews 12,245 11,090 10,646 10,516 
(net tape) 
Household records 10,638 6,142 5,878 5,512 
(gross tape) 
Household inte rviews 5,921 5,322 5,090 5,026 

Beginning with the second wave, the nimber of individual records exceeds the mnber of individuals because 
two records exist for aiobiie individuals: in the gross tape these individuals appear as "latent" records in 
their original households as well as in the households in which they currently live. This strueture 
sinplifies analyses of nobility, but for other purposes one a ust ensure that latent records are not treated 
as valid cases. 

For this reason it is useful to decompose the development of 
the panel over tiine into its constituent elements as in Table 4. 
Results for the German and resident alien subsamples are provided 
separately, in each case the percentages are based on the number 
of individual interviews provided in wave 1; that is, the results 
are cumulative indicators of change in the panel. 

Table 4 differs from Table 3 in that it considers the guestion 
of sample size from a longitudinal perspective. For example, in 
Table 3 the number of individual interviews in wave 4 is egual to 
85.9% of the number in wave 1; but this includes persons who were 
interviewed for the first time after wave 1. These interviews are 
relevant if one wishes to look at data from wave 4 as a cross 
section or if one is interested in a longitudinal sample covering 
a shorter time period. However, if one is interested in a longi­
tudinal sample based on the wave 1 to wave 4 data, then the 
figures in Table 4 determine the available sample, which 
eguals 75.5% of the original German subsample and 68.3% of the 
alien resident subsample. Lower rates of panel mortality would 
certainly be desirable. However, as Table 4 also shows, some of 
the attrition, particularly among the alien resident subsample, 
mirrors demographic processes in the population (death and emi-
gration). Moreover, in both subsamples the yearly loss due to 
panel mortality has declined continuously since wave 2. Finally, 
it should be noted that for many analytical purposes a shorter 
Observation period may be sufficient, which effectively serves to 
increase the number of available cases. 

This is particularly true when one is interested in causal 
analyses, when inferences concerning the absolute number of similar 
cases in the population at large is not of interest. In this case, 

11 



Table 4: Development of the German So cio-economic Panel due to Demographie Processes and Pan el Hortality 
during the First 4 Hav es Heasu red as a Percentage of Individual Interviews in Wave 1 

Wave 1 Wave 2 Uave 3 Wave 4 
(1984) (1985) (1986) <1987) 

German su bsample 

emigration - 0.2 - 0.3 - 0.4 

death - 0.7 - 1.7 - 2.4 

panel mortality -10.9 -17.2 -21.6 

realized interviews 100.0 88.1 80.7 75.5 

16 year olds • 1.9 • 3.8 + 5 .6 

new adu lts • 1.2 • 2.9 • 4.9 

Alien resident subsancle 

emigration - 5.4 - 7.7 - 9.5 

death - 0.2 - 0.3 - 0.4 

panel mortality -13.3 -17.5 -21.7 

realized interviews 100.0 80.9 74.4 68.3 

16 year olds • 2.2 • 4.7 • 7.3 

new adu lts • 1.3 + 2 .5 • 4.4 

Panel mortality includes respondents who could not be located as well as those who refused to be 
interviewed. New adults are 200* persons in SIPP tenninology. 

4. Data Management and Dissemination 

The completed survey instruments are put into machine-readable 
form by Infratest Sozialforschung in Munich. In a manual editing 
process open-ended responses are coded and all responses are then 
entered into data files. Missing values are also coded at this 
time, whereby a distinetion is inade between data missing due to 
nonresponse and data missing because an item is not applicable 
due to a previous filter guestion. At this stage the data are 
also subject to initial cleaning and plausibility checks. All 

if one is only concerned with short-term features of the process 
and assumes that the process remains constant during a the overall 
time period, cases occurring at various times may be analyzed 
together. 

8 In the raw data sets a blank indicates the item is not ap­
plicable and a 9 (or 99 or 999 or 9999) nonresponse. In the SIR 
database, -2 indicates that an item is not applicable and -1 Stands 
for nonresponse. 
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responses are keyed in twice to avoid transcription errors and 
all data originating from each household is linked to check for 
consistency and completeness — particularly to assure that 
identification numbers are accurately assigned. In addition, a 
series of reliability, plausibility and consistency programs have 
been designed to check that data are entered into the proper 
columns, that responses fall within permissible ranges and that 
they do not contradict other information obtained during the 
interview. In the event of an error, the original survey instru-
ments are consulted and, if necessary, respondents may be con-
tacted to clarify the problem. If a problem can not be resolved, 
the response remains in the data but is marked with an error 
flag. 

At this point, the data for a given wave are sent to the DIW in 
the form of two raw data tapes, one containing the gross data 
set and the other the net data set (see above). The DIW panel 
project has organized the data in a SIR (Scientific Information 
Retrieval system) database. In this form the household and indi­
vidual data for each wave are subdivided into a number of 
distinct files or records. These records are designed to reduce 
data storage requirements, while identification and pointer 
variables allow data from the various records and waves to be 
efficiently linked. Table 5 provides an overview of the records 
contained in the current (waves 1-4) version of the SIR database. 
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Table 5: Currently Available Records in the SIR Database of SOEP 

PPFAD Interview status and household IDs all persons a ll waves 
PHRF AU design, cross-sectional and individual weights 
HHRF All design, cross-sectional and household weights 
AP Data fron individual interviews • Wave 1 
AP KAI Individual income and activity calenders - Wave 1 
AKIND Data on chi ldren in panel households - Wave 1 
AP AUSL Data from questio ns asked only of alien residents Wave 1 
APBRUTTO Respondent and Nonrespondent gross data • Wave 1 
APBIO Life history inforwation collected in Wave 1 
AH Data from househo ld interviews - Wave 1 
BP Data from individual interviews - Wave 2 
BPtCAL Individual income and activity calendars - Wave 2 
BKIND Data on chil dren in panel households - Wave 2 
BPAUSL Data from quest ions asked only of alien residents - Wave 2 
BPBRUTTO Respondent and nonresp ondent gross data - Wave 2 
BH Data from househo ld interviews - Wave 2 
BHBRUT70 Household gross data • Wave 2 
CP Data from individual interviews - Wave 3 
CPKAL Individual income and activity calendars - Wave 3 
CKIND Data on ch ildren in panel households - Wave 3 
CPAUSl Data from quest ions asked only of alien residents - Wave 3 
CPBRUTTO Respondent and nonresp ondent gross data - Wave 3 
CH Data from househo ld interviews • Wave 3 
CHBRUTTO Household gross data • Wave 3 
DP Data from individual interviews - Wave 4 
DPKAL Individual income and activity calendars - Wave 4 
DK1ND Data on chil dren in panel households - Wave 4 
DPAUSl Data from ques tions asked only of alien residents - Wave 4 
DPBRUTTO Respondent and nonresp ondent gross data - Wave 4 
DH Data from household interviews - Uave 4 
DHBRUTTO Household g ross data - Wave 4 

Using the SIR database, further plausibility and consistency 
programs are conducted. At this time, special attention is paid 
to checking the data against responses provided in previous 
waves, a type of editing that Infratest Sozialforschung is gener-
ally unable to conduct. Considerable effort has gone into clean-
ing demographic data (age, sex, marital status etc.), as these 
data are relatively objective and are especially important for 
assessing the effects of panel mortality and devising weighting 
schemes to correct for differential patterns of nonresponse. Data 
Problems discovered at this time are reported to Infratest, where 
the original survey instruments and, if necessary, followup phone 
calls are used to resolve the problems. If a definite error is 
discovered, the data are corrected; unresolved problems are 
marked with an error code. All changes to the data as well as 
unresolved inconsistencies or implausibilities are documented in 
a separate record in the SIR database. 

Once in this form the data are released on a wave by wave basis 
to users outside the Sfb 3 and the DIW. Data from the first four 
waves of the SEP are currently available to researchers at over 
30 universities and research institutes in the FRG. Users with 
access to SIR at their local Computing facility are provided a 
copy of the data base. Other users receive raw data sets, 
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collections of rectangular files, each of which contains data 
from one or more SIR records. Strict German nondisclosure laws 
have restricted the use of the data abroad. Recently in several 
cases, the concerns of data confidentiality officials regarding 
use of the data abroad have been met. As a result, the data have 
been made available to individual researchers in the US, Austra-
lia and to the LIS project in Luxembourg. At this time, the 
principle constraints limiting wider distribution of the data are 
data management questions, in particular the limited availability 
of SIR and the size and complexity of the raw data set, rather 
than the nondisclosure issue. 

C. The Potential for Comparative Research using SOEP and SIPP 

1. General Similarities and Differences 

Based on the preceding overview of theSOEP, this panel is clearly 
a good overall candidate for comparative studies using the SIPP. 
The general designs of the two studies are quite similar, with 
regard to the population of inference, "following rules" and 
the inclusion of all adults in a household in the sample of 
individuals. The limited duration of the SIPP panels, however, 
does constrain the extent to which long-term processes may be 
compared. On the other hand, during the period of Observation 
SEP does not always offer the same degree of precision in the 
dating of events and transitions, due to more frequent SIPP 
interviews and the collection of some data on a weekly basis. 
Though the original SOEP sample is by no means small (approxi-
mately 6,000 household and 12,000 individual interviews), the 
number of households and individuals in the panel is far greater 
in the SIPP. Whether both or either panel includes sufficient 
cases varies according to the nature of the study and the 
duration of Observation, as well as patterns of nonresponse. 

There is also considerable overlap in the content of the data 
collected. On the whole, one can say that the SIPP has a more 
narrowly defined research agenda than that ofSOEP. Both of the 
central themes of SIPP - income and program participation — are 
emphasized in the SEP as well. However, the SEP core data ranges 
wider to consider topics, such as time use, political attitudes, 
and life satisfaction that are never a part of the SIPP survey, 
or topics such as health that are only raised once in a SIPP 
topical module. However, in the areas it emphasizes, the SIPP 
questionnaires ask for a greater degree of precision and 
disaggregation. In the following section, the question of 
comparability, in particular the degree of overlap in survey 
content in specific research areas is discussed. 
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2. Individual Substantive Areas 

Employment and Income 

This area may well be the most fruitful for comparative studies 
using the SIPP and SOEP data, particularly for the period of 
direct panel Observation. Questions in three main sections of 
the SIPP core questionnaire (Labor Force and Recipiency, Earnings 
and Employment, and Amounts of Income Received) collect relevant 
information. As part of the core questionnaire the SIPP data 
include information on employment status, sources of income, 
type of employment (the branch of industry, as well as employee 
occupation), and whether a disability hinders employment. All 
of these areas are covered in the SOEP core questionnaire as well, 
though there are several important differences. To begin with, 
the two studies measure employment status, particularly unemploy-
ment, somewhat differently. The criterion emphasized in SIPP, as 
in most American studies is whether a person without work is 
looking for work. Thus SIPP asks for each week not worked, 
whether a person was looking for work or wanted work, but was 
not looking.SOEP, on the other hand, only asks those out of work 
at the time of the interview, if they intend to work in the 
future and, if this is the case, how soon they intend to resume 
employment. However, SEP also asks these persons if they are 
registered with their local employment Office, which is a 
requirement for various unemployment benefits. The local 
employment Offices also serve as important employment placement 
agencies and, to a certain extent, benefits are contingent upon 
looking for work and accepting suitable referrals from the 
employment Office. Respondents are asked as part of the yearly 
activity calendar to indicate in which months during the previous 
calendar year they were registered as unemployed. Thus, this 
information provides an approximately comparable definition of 
unemployment, but dated on a monthly basis and not weekly as in 
the case of SIPP. 

SIPP also dates employment relationships and job shifts somewhat 
more accurately than SEP, which asks respondents to provide the 
month an employment relationship begins or ends. The SIPP 
questionnaire also collects more precise information on the 
amount of income obtained from various sources: for each month 
of the panel, respondents are queried as to the amount of income 
obtained from each source. SEP asks respondents to indicate the 
sources of income for each month, but only asks them to provide 
an average amount for all months in which income from this source 

Of course, the more detailed SIPP information can be recoded 
to indicate monthly labor force participation. In fact, monthly 
labor force participation recodes are included with the public 
release files. 
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was received. Also, if a respondent has worked for more than one 
employer, the SIPP data provides a more accurate measure of the 
amount of income received from each. Both studies provide 
information on recipiency and income fron a variety of sources 
(including social programs, pensions, asset income, alimony and 
child support) on a monthly basis. These data are highly compara-
ble and for their respective countries both SIPP andSOEP are 
unique sources for data of this type. 

The SOEP core questionnaire collects a variety of additional 
information regarding employment relationships that goes beyond 
the data available in SIPP. Respondents are asked a number of 
questions regarding working conditions, their attitudes toward 
employment and to assess the fit between their current position 
and the education and vocational training they have acquired. 
Respondents experiencing job ,shifts in the previous year (job 
changes within a firm as well as those between firms) are asked 
the reasons for the shift and to compare their current and past 
jobs on a number of dimensions. Though direct comparisons are not 
possible using these data, it is, nonetheless, of considerable 
interest for comparative research. The SOEP provides longitudinal 
data on current labor market processes in the FRG that is una-
vailable from any other data set. Seen in this light, this addi­
tional infonnation provides invaluable background information for 
understanding differences and similarities observed using the 
SIPP and SEP data. 

Both SIPP and SOEP have also featured questions relevant to the 
study of employment in the topical module components of their 
questionnaires. Host importantly both have collected employment 
histories and information regarding spells of nonemployment, 
while SOEP also asks about periods of registered unemployment. 
This infonnation is dated by years, rather than months, but it 
still does a great deal to counter the problem of left-censoring 
in pure panel designs. Though neither panel attempts to retro-
spectively collect income data, the wealth of data concerning 
labor force participation provides a strong basis for imputing 
earnings prior to the beginning of the panels. 

Finally, the issue of reservation wages raised in Part C of 
the SIPP wave 5 topical module became a part of the SOEP core 
questionnaire beginning in wave 4. These data provide a unique 
opportunity for an international comparison of the subjective 
appraisal of the role that financial incentives play in the 
employment decision. 

Program Participation and Benefits 

Research regarding program participation and the amount and 
types of benefits received is another potentially rieh area 
for comparative research using the SOEF and SIPP panels. Careful 
attention, however, must be paid to the broader scope of social 
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programs in the FRG. Not only greater availability, but also 
a different sense of acceptability and entitlement lend a 
different character to program participation in the FRG. The 
relatively smaller SEP sample size must also be kept in mind. 
The small absolute numbers of participants and of transitions 
in and out of programs within the sample limit the potential 
for long-term analyses. However, by focusing on the short-term 
and accumulating cases from several waves, a sufficiently large 
number of cases may be found. 

Since household criteria are used in the FRG to deterinine 
eligibility and benefits for most programs, most information 
concerning program participation is obtained from the household 
reference person as part of the SEP household interview. Each 
year the reference person is asked whether any one in the house­
hold received benefits from a variety of programs, including 
housing assistance, children's benefits, general welfare, social 
assistance and other more specialized programs. In the event 
that benefits were received, the respondent is queried as to the 
number of months they were received and the average monthly 
amount. The particular months in which they were received is not 
recorded. For individual-based programs, most notably unemploy­
ment compensation, Federal Educational Assistance, maternity 
benefits, and assistance during continuing education, similar 
information is obtained from each individual as part of the 
yearly income calendar. In this case the specific months of 
recipiency are recorded as well. 

Similarly, as part of the core questionnaire, each SIPP 
respondent provides information regarding program participation. 
On the whole, the SIPP attempts to obtain this information more 
precisely than SOEP— respondents are to name the specific months 
in which benefits were received and, in most cases, the amount 
received in each month. In addition to the information pertaining 
to State unemployment compensation and Supplemental Unemployment 
Benefits, these questions pertain to Social Security, Supple­
mental Security Income (SSI), Veterans Administration benefits, 
Medicare, Food Stamps, AFDC, WIC, energy assistance and school 
lunch programs. 

The SIPP Welfare History topical module provides important 
supplementary information concerning program participation. 
In the event of current recipiency, respondents are asked when 
program participation began, thereby addressing the left censor-
ing problem for many spells.10 All respondents are asked about 

Left-censoring remains a problem for persons receiving bene­
fits at the start of the panel, who no longer receive them at the 
time of the Wave 5 interview. Questions regarding prior spells of 
program participation do not unambiguously provide the needed 
information. Beginning with the 1986 Panel this problem is 
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past program participation: whether or not benefits from particu­
lar programs were ever received, and, if they have been, when was 
the first time they were received and for how long. Unfortunately 
retrospective information is not available in the SOEP, so compar­
ative analyses must focus on the time period covered by the 
panel. 

Household Composition and Family Events 

The study of household composition and family Situation are 
among the primary research objectives underlying SEP. SIPP, on 
the other hand, is principally concerned with providing data for 
the study of income and program participation. However, the data 
SIPP must collect in order to provide an adequate foundation for 
the study of income and program participation necessarily include 
a wealth of information concerning household composition and 
family events that may serve as the basis for comparative 
analysis. 

For the study of household composition, the SOEP address protocol 
and the SIPP control card are the most important data collection 
instruments; each provides a month by month record of persons in 
a household. Due to the similar following rules used by both 
panels, these records provide a unique data source for dynamic 
analyses of household composition. 

Data from the SOEP address protocol, for respondents as well as 
nonrespondents, belong to the gross data records, This informa­
tion can be linked, either in the SIR data base or in raw data 
format, with the actual interview results found in the net data 
records. These variables include current household size, 
relationship to household reference person,11 and household 
membership at the time of each interview. The latter variables 
(APZUG, BPZUG, CPZUG, DPZUG) indicate if a person is currently a 
household member and if this person was a member of the household 
at the time of the previous interview. If a person has left or 
entered a household, a related set of variables indicates when 
the change occurred. 

significantly reduced as these questions are asked in Wave 2. 

11 Coding for this variable is: O«household reference person; 
l>spouse of reference person; 2«unmarried partner of reference 
person; 3=child of reference person; 4=foster child of reference 
person; 5«son-in-law or daughter-in-law of reference person; 
6=mother or father of reference person; 7=stepmother or stepfather 
of reference person; 8=brother or sister of reference person; 
9=grandchild of reference person; 10=other relative of reference 
person; ll=person not related to head o'f household. 
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Comparable information on household composition, as well as 
family and subfamily composition, is recorded on the SIPP control 
card, though the actual Organization of the data varies between 
the rectangular and complex versions of the data sets. Additional 
information includes coded reasons for entry and exit from the 
household and a set of codes for family and subfamily types. A 
similar set of generated household type codes based on relation-
ships between household members and the household reference 
person is available for SEP households as well. 

As part of its core questionnaire the SOEP asks a series of 
questions regarding changes in family Situation. Individuals are 
asked if during the current or previous calendar year whether 
they have married, moved together with a partner, been divorced, 
widowed, separated, broken up with a partner, and whether a child 
was born or left the parental household. If any of these events 
occurred, respondents are asked to name the month in which it 
occurred. Combined with information on changes from the gross 
data set concerning changes in household composition one may use 
this information to analyze the reasons for entering and leaving 
a household quite similar to those possible with SIPP. 

Each year SOEP respondents also report their current marital 
status: Single, married living together, married living apart, 
divorced or widowed. The data for alien residents further 
distinguishes for married couples living apart whether both 
spouses live in the FRG or one lives abroad. Persons not living 
with a spouse are asked if they are currently cohabitating. 
Beginning in wave 3 cohabitants are also asked when they began to 
live with their partners. 

Other data on family events has been collected as part of the 
SOEP topical modules. In wave 2 respondents were asked to provide 
A marital history; the year each of their first three marriages 
began, whether it had been dissolved through death or divorce 
and, if so, in what year. Women were also asked to provide a 
fertility history, listing the birth year and sex for up to eight 
children, whether each child still lives with its mother and, if 
not, the year the child moved away. Respondents are also asked 
when they left the parental household, whether the majority of 
their childhood was spent in a rural or urban area and if they 
still live in the same area. 

The wave 3 topical module explores respondents* family back­
ground still further. This information includes the birth and 
death years of both parents, and the level of schooling and type 
of occupational training obtained by each. Respondents are also 
asked whether the majority of their childhood was spent with 
one or both of their natural parents and the employment status 
of their parents or natural guardians during these years. In 
addition, respondents are asked to think back to when they were 
fifteen and provide detailed information as to the occupation of 
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their fathers. Alien residents answer a slightly shorter series 
of questions concerning family background, followed by questions 
regarding their experiences as foreigners living in the FRG. 

Very siroilar marital and fertility histories were collected in 
the wave 8 topical module of the 1984 SIPP panel. Here, too, the 
SIPP questions aim for more precise dating as respondents are 
asked to also provide the month in which a marriage, divorce or 
birth occurred. Equally precise dating in the SEP is available, 
if the marriage, divorce or birth occurs during the panel.12 

Additional information is collected in SIPP's wave 8 topical 
module on private transfers to persons outside the household. 
Questions concerning payments of this type are a part of the 
regulär SEP core questionnaire, so that this issue also lends 
itself to comparative study. The matrix of household relation-
ships completed by each SIPP reference person (detailing the 
relationship of each person in the household to every other 
household member) is not directly available for SOEP households, 
though the vast majority of these relationships can be determined 
from other information. 

Wealth and Asset Ovnership 

Through tax policy and other forms of selective incentives, 
the State plays a crucial role in determining the amount of 
resources available to individuals for savings and investment 
and the allocation of these resources among various types of 
savings and investment. In an area such as this, a comparative 
approach is particularly appropriate, since it introduces 
Variation in the structure of incentives offered to individuals 
and provides a more general test of the extent to which such 
incentives govern individual actions. 

Both SIPP and SOEPcollect an enormous amount of detailed data 
concerning wealth and asset ownership, much of which lends 
itself to longitudinal analyses of the processes of acquiring 
and losing wealth. Unfortunately these processes are often slow 
and gradual, such that the degree of comparability is reduced by 
the differing temporal perspectives of the two studies. Here, 
too, SIPP provides detailed data collection concerning the Short 
run, vhile the SEP data is less detailed but Covers a greater 

The SIPP fertility history also includes questions 
concerning a woman's employment status and maternity benefits 
received when her first child was born. Though not asked as part 
of the fertility history, this information is available in theSOEP 
for those children born during the course of the panel. 
Additionally, life history data collected in the first wave 
provides an indicator of mothers' employment on a yearly basis for 
children born prior to the start of the panel. 
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time period. This general difference is exacerbated with regard 
to wealth and asset ownership; the 5th topical module focussed on 
this area, however wealth and asset ownership will not be 
surveyed in this detail again until the lOth sOEPwave. 

As part of its core questionnaire SEP collects relatively little 
information concerning wealth and asset ownership, primarily 
through a Short series of questions in the household interview. 
To begin with, the reference person is asked whether any 
household member received revenue from property in the preceding 
calendar year. If this is the case, respondents are queried 
regarding the amount of revenue and yearly expenses, broken down 
between mortgage, interest and maintenance costs. The household 
reference person is also asked to estimate interest and dividend 
payments received by household members. The reference person is 
also asked whether any member of the household owns other types 
of assets (including a savings passbook, life insurance, stocks 
and bonds, or business assets) but is not asked to estimate the 
value of these assets. As noted in other sections, information is 
available regarding home ownership and participation in private 
insurance plans. However, these forms of wealth and asset owner­
ship do not have the same significance in the FRG as in the US 
and an ongoing record of the value of assets of these types is 
not collected. 

Data from the 5th SEP topical module provides a far more complete 
picture of asset ownership, particularly with regard to estimat-
ing the value of each household's holdings. This information is 
also provided by the household reference person and begins with 
an estimate of the assessed and market values of owner occupied 
dwelling units. If any member of the household owns other 
property, the reference person is asked to provide an estimate of 
this property's market value. 

Owners of agricultural business's are identified and their 
holdings are characterized according to size and principle crops. 
Owners (other than shareholders) of other types of businesses are 
asked to identify the form of ownership and the market value of 
their holdings. At this time the approximate current value of 
other holdings (savings passbook, homeowner savings plans and 
stocks and bonds) are ascertained. Information is also collected 
for the three most valuable life insurance policies held by 
household members and the three most valuable inheritances re­
ceived in the past twenty-five years. Finally, the reference 
person is asked to estimate the combined indebtedness and net 
worth of all household members. 

Though the SIPP core questionnaire emphasizes income, the data 
collected for this purpose also provide information on assets 
and wealth, in so far as they generate income. Thus, section l 
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of the core questionnaire identifies whether a respondent owns 
particular types of assets.13 Section 3 then concentrates on the 
amount of income these assets generated during the past 4 months. 
In this context, respondents are also asked to report the value 
of interest bearing assets, vhile for stocks, mutual funds rental 
property, mortgages, royalties and other financial investments 
they are simply queried as to the income they have produced. 

Details as to the amounts of other types of assets and wealth 
are collected in SIPP as part of various topical modules. In 
wave 4 further details on interest earning assets, business 
ownership, the value of stocks and market funds, the market 
value and debt on rental property, and equity in other 
investments are collected. SIPP also gathers information on 
debt liability, examining this area in greater detail than SEP. 
Finally, particular attention is paid to assets targeted toward 
retirement, including IRAs and Keough accounts, and home equity 
(see sections e and h below). This information is then updated in 
the wave 7 topical module. The wave 6 and wave 9 topical modules, 
which review 1984 and 1985 earnings respectively, add further to 
the continuous record of SIPP respondents asset ownership. 

Housing Conditions and Residential Mobility 

On the whole, the SEP data on housing conditions and dwelling 
characteristics are more specific than that collected by SIPP. 
Both collect these data in a similar manner, relying on two 
sources. SEP interviewers enter a general description of the 
dwelling unit on the address protocol similar to that given by 
SIPP interviewers on the control card. In both cases, a supple-
mentary description of the dwelling unit is provided by the 
household reference person. Here, however, there is an important 
difference. In SEP these questions were asked during the first 
interview and were then repeated each time a household moved to a 
new address, allowing for a detailed comparison of old and new 
dwellings. In SIPP this information is collected as part of the 
wave 4 topical module. It is only available for a Single dwelling 
and not each dwelling inhabited by an individual during the 
course of the panel. Thus, the comparison of old and new dwell­
ings in SIPP is confined to the characteristics contained on the 
control card. 

13 Respondents are asked about: passbook savings, money market 
deposit accounts, certificates of deposit, NOW checking accounts, 
money market funds, U.S. government securities, municipal or 
corporate bonds, stocks, rental property, mortgages and other 
financial investments. 
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Publicly available information based on the SOEP address protocol 
includes the region in which the dwelling unit is located 
(Northern, Central or Southern Germany), the number of inhabi-
tants in the Community where the dwelling is located, a charac-
terization of the Community (using the Boustedt codes based on 
the number of inhabitants and the degree of urban development), 
whether the neighborhood is residential, industrial or mixed, 
and whether the dwelling unit is a Single family home or is in 
a multi-unit building. 

The detailed information provided by each SEP household reference 
person includes: the year the house was built, when the reference 
person moved into the dwelling, and whether the building is in 
need of renovation. Whether the unit contains certain amenities 
(a basement, central heat, etc.) is then recorded, as is its 
size, both in Square meters and number of rooms, and the 
reference person's assessment of whether the size is adequate 
for the household. 

SOEPquestions regarding the cost of housing are based on an 
initial filter question separating owners and renters. Renters 
report their monthly rent and any costs incurred for modern-
ization and renovation. Owners are asked how they acquired the 
unit (through purchase, new construction or inheritance), monthly 
payments, and their estimation of how these costs compare to 
renting a comparable unit. 

As mentioned above, beginning with wave 2, two different versions 
of the SOEP household questionnaire are used: one for households 
remaining at the same address and a second for households now 
located at a new address. If the household is at a new address, 
questions similar to those asked in wave 1 collect information on 
the characteristics of the new dwelling unit, These households 
are also asked to compare several dimensions of their previous 
and current dwellings and state whether their living Situation 
has improved. Households remaining at the same address simply 
report on modernization or renovation that may have changed these 
characteristics. Information on current housing costs is then 
collected using the same sets of questions for all households. 

The SOEP wave 3 household questionnaire includes several 
additional questions concerning the neighborhood in which a 
household currently lives. These questions concern the distances 
to Shopping, schools, recreational facilities and public trans-
portation, the presence of air and noise pollution, the degree 
of contact with neighbors and satisfaction with the neighborhood 
as a whole. 

The SIPP control card information lists whether the housing unit 
is located in a rural or urban area, the type of housing unit 
(house, motel, rooming house, mobile home, etc.), the number of 
units in the structure, tenure, and whether public or subsidized 
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housing is involved. The latter characteristic is used as a 
filter for the SIPP core questions regarding housing, which are 
only asked of those in public housing or receiving government 
housing subsidies. 

Most information in SIPP regarding housing costs, conditions and 
energy usage is provided by the reference person as part of the 
wave 4 topical module. Homeowners provide detailed information 
concerning mortgages and home equity loans including the size of 
the mortgage, when it was obtained, monthly payments, purchase 
price, current value and date of construction. A separate block 
of questions apply to mobile home owners including questions 
related to site ownership or rental. The block of questions for 
renters includes monthly rent, length of occupancy, Utility 
costs, and whether any member of the household owns other real 
estate. All household reference persons are then asked about the 
number of rooms in the dwelling, the type of fuel used for 
heating, hot water and cooking, and whether the unit has air 
conditioning and a variety of major appliances. 

The potential for comparative research on housing costs and 
conditions using the data available in SEP and SIPP is limited. 
SIPP was not designed for this purpose and caution must be exer-
cised when using the SIPP data from the topical module, since 
the information may describe a dwelling occupied for only part 
of the Observation period. Restricting the analysis to immobile 
households is one Solution but this may introduce selectivity 
bias. 

On the other hand, the housing data obtained in the two surveys, 
combined with the vast amount of additional household and 
individual data collected, may prove quite useful, particularly 
for describing differences in housing conditions and patterns 
of home ownership in the two countries. For these purposes, SIPP 
and SEP can be seen as rieh sources of cross-sectional data. 
Longitudinal analyses are also possible, if one concentrates on 
housing conditions and costs at the time of the third SIPP wave. 
Both studies ask when the current dwelling was first occupied so 
that the length of occupancy is not left-censored. Information 
from the first two SIPP waves and retrospective questions are 
available for understanding the housing data, but little is known 
about other dwellings occupied during the panel. Moreover neither 
panel collects information on other dwellings occupied before the 
start of the panel. In sum, the data are well-suited for research 
linking the current dwelling to other aspects of the life course, 
but other data sources may be better suited for those interested 
in comparative analyses of the relationship between current and 
previous housing. 

Similar restrictions apply to the comparative study of 
residential mobility using the two data sets — to the extent 
that residential mobility is related to the characteristics of 
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both dwellings, SIPP does not collect the data needed. Moreover, 
both panels employ strict nondisclosure polices to protect the 
anonymity of respondents so that studies of intra and interre­
gional patterns of mobility are hampered. 

These problems aside, one should not underestimate the importance 
of the available data and how much this adds to the potential for 
comparative research. At an absolute minimum both SIPP and SOEP 
off er for each panel member for the entire Observation period a 
month by month record of whether an individual has remained at 
the same address. For a number of purposes, for example research 
on marital Separation or changes in household composition, this 
information is invaluable. 

The two studies differ in the techniques used to collect data on 
residential mobility (SIPP relies on a topical module, while SEP 
uses a special version of the household questionnaire for house­
holds at new addresses) , but in many ways the data they obtain 
is similar. Both studies also provide subjective information 
concerning the motivation for moves. AllSOEP reference persons 
who move during the panel are asked why the household moved. All 
SIPP respondents are asked during the Part C of the wave 8 
topical module ("Migration History") to describe the reasons for 
their last move, to date this move and the previous occupancy 
spell. At the beginning of the panel SEP household reference 
persons were asked how long they have occupied their current 
dwelling so that analyses of tenure at the current address using 
either data set are not hampered by left-censoring.u SOEP asks 
respondents if they live in the same area as during their 
childhood and SIPP asks respondents to identify where they were 
born. Thus both data sets off er rough measures of lifetime 
mobility, limited in the same way: except for the very young 
or those who have never or rarely moved before the panels began 
there is a gap in respondents' mobility histories. 

Education 

Education is yet another area where the SOEP and SIPP panels would 
serve as excellent sources of data for an international compara­
tive study. This information not only covers the period of direct 
Observation, but also extends retrospectively to include impor­
tant educational events that occurred prior to the start of the 
panel. Both panels record not only the highest level of education 
completed by respondents but when schooling was completed. Using 
this information one may go beyond explanation of the level of 
education to consider the timing of school leaving. For other 

u Since this information inSOEP was collected during the 
household interview, dating occupancy spells of other persons in 
the household may present a problem. 

26 



purposes this information allows education to be used as a 
time-varying independent variable and not simply a background 
characteristic. 

The biographical infonnation collected in the first wave of the 
SOEPserves as the basis for reconstructing an individual*s 
educational history. Beginning with the fifteenth year of his 
or her life, each respondent is asked whether school was attended 
for part or all of each year. In a separate series of questions 
individuals provide summary information about the type of educa­
tion they have received. These questions distinguish between 
schooling (Schule) and vocational education and training, includ­
ing higher education (Ausbildung). Respondents are also asked 
whether they are enrolled in school or vocational education at 
the time of the interview and at what level. Furthermore, as part 
of the activity calendar, all respondents are asked to indicate 
the months in the previous calendar year during which they were 
engaged in educational activities. 

All of this information is updated at each interview: respondents 
are asked if they are currently in school and whether they have 
completed a level of education in the past year. Those in school 
are also asked whether or not they receive federal educational 
assistance. The translated versions of the questionnaires for 
alien residents contain slightly different questions designed to 
provide information about education obtained abroad as well as in 
Germany. The activity calendar is repeated at each interview for 
the previous calendar year, thereby producing a month-by-month 
record of enrollment for the life of the panel. 

As part of the household interview, information concerning the 
school enrollment of household members under the age of sixteen 
is collected from the household reference person. This inform­
ation includes the type of school or day care facility attended, 
whether the facility is state-funded or private, and tuition 
costs. In addition, the wave 6 (1989) SOEP topical module gathers 
detailed information on continuing education — the further 
educational activities of adults, both general and occupation-
related. 

The SIPP core questions concerning education are limited to 
whether the respondent has attended school beyond the high school 
level in the past four months. Those who have been enrolled are 
further queried as to benefits received from educational assist­
ance programs and the costs of schooling. 

Detailed educational information in the SIPP is collected as part 
of the topical modules in the third, sixth and ninth waves. In 
wave 3 respondents are asked to summarize their educational 
history. Those who attended four years of high school are ques-
tioned as to the type of high school program they were enrolled 
in and whether or not they graduated. Those who went on to col-
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lege are asked when they began College, when they received their 
degree and their principle field of study. Those who have attend-
ed vocational education and training programs are asked to 
identify the setting (e.g. business school, the military or 
correspondence courses), when the most recent training began, 
who paid for it and how long it lasted. These persons were also 
asked whether this training was of use for their most recent job. 
Further questions are asked of those who have participated in 
CETA, WIN, Job Corps or Trade Adjustment Assistance Act programs 
since 1982. 

A shorter series of questions concerning education are part of 
the wave 6 and wave 9 topical modules. These questions focus 
on school enrollment during the preceding twelve months, 
including the level of school attended, the costs involved and 
any educational benefits rieceived including scholarships. The 
wave 6 topical module also Updates the vocational educational 
information gathered in wave 3. 

Health and Disability 

On the whole, collecting longitudinal data concerning health and 
disability play a more important role in SOEP than SIPP. Apart 
from the wave 3 topical module, the data on health and disability 
collected in SIPP concentrates on program participation, includ­
ing private health insurance, and the receipt of benefits. In 
SEP, on the other hand, none of the topical modules focuses on 
health and disability, but a considerable amount of information, 
including whether an individual is disabled or suffers from 
chronic illnesses, health insurance and utilization of the health 
care system, is gathered on a regulär basis as part of the core 
questionnaire. 

The SOEP core questionnaire section on health begins with a self-
assessment of the extent one's physical condition limits daily 
activities and whether one suffers from chronic ailments or 
illnesses. Respondents are then asked how often they have seen a 
physician in the past three months — with the answers broken 
down according to the type of specialist involved. Respondents 
are to report the number of hospital stays and the total number 
of nights they spent in a hospital during the past calendar year. 
They are also asked to indicate how many days they were unable to 
work in the past year due to health reasons. Additionally, wheth­
er a person is officially labeled as disabled and the degree of 
disability is determined each year. Respondents are further 
queried as to the type of health insurance they have, the monthly 
contributions they pay and the number of co-insured persons. 

In the context of other questions SOEPpanel members are also 
asked how satisfied they are with the State of their health 
(0 to 10 scale). Persons out of work are further questioned 
as to whether disability or health reasons played a part in the 
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termination of their aost recent employment spell. Finally, as 
part of the household questionnaire, reference persons are asked 
whether someone in their household needs regulär personal care. 
If this is the case, further information concerning the type of 
care required, and whether or not the caregiver is a relative or 
household member is collected. Additional questions regarding the 
resulting bürden on the household, financial and otherwise, were 
asked in wave 4. 

As part of the core questionnaire all SIPP respondents are asked 
whether they have a physical, mental or other health condition 
that limits the amount or kind of employment they may pursue. 
Unemployed SIPP respondents are further asked whether they are 
not working or looking for work due to a physical disability or 
other health reasons. Information on Medicare, Medicaid and 
health insurance coverage is also collected during each inter­
view. 

The wave 3 topical module looks more broadly at health. 
Individuals are asked to evaluate their overall health and if 
they would have difficulty with several tasks (e.g., such as 
climbing stairs or Walking three blocks). Persons who need help 
with housework, personal hygiene or getting around the house are 
asked who provides this assistance and who pays for it. Individu­
als are asked about the number of Visits to the doctor and 
hospital stays in the past twelve months. Specific information 
about respondents' health insurance coverage is also collected. 

The data collected by SIPP and SOEP regarding health and dis­
ability converge quite closely at several points. To begin with 
both panels pay careful attention to health insurance or public 
programs as a means to cover the costs of health care. A simple 
comparison between the two countries concerning the extent of 
coverage would provide very little new information. However, 
combined with other data collected by the two panels these data 
are potentially quite valuable. 

For example, though it is widely accepted that universal 
comprehensive health insurance should mitigate the socio-economic 
consequences of illness, there is little microdata to support 
this contention. With these two data sets one has the opportunity 
to consider the impact of illness or hospitalization on employ­
ment and the extent to which insurance coverage facilitates 
reintegration in the labor force. Moreover, both panels provide 
the means to measure illness subjectively (self-assessments 
of impairment) and objectively (number of doctor Visits and 
hospital stays). The data provided by both studies concerning 
semi-professional and non-professional care looks at a long-
neglected component of the health care system. A comparative 
approach may reveal what determines how care of this type is 
provided and, in particular, what role financial incentives play 
in determining whether care is provided by family members. 
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Retirement and Pensions 

Certainly there are alternate data sources in the US and the 
FRG that focus more closely on the retirement system and employ 
a larger sample. These data may better serve some researchers, 
particularly those interested in descriptive analyses. However, 
they lack the longitudinal perspective offered by SIPP and SOEP 
and the detailed information concerning other areas of respond­
ents' lives and the household context in which they live. Each 
panel offers researchers the opportunity to study the transition 
into retirement in relationship to an individual's life course 
and the activities of other household members. Moreover, the 
overall similarity between the two data sets extends to the 
information they collect regarding retirement and pensions. 

Researchers familiar with the SIPP data collected on retirement 
benefits and pensions may be misled by the relatively small 
number of SEP variables connected with this topic. The differ-
ence, however, lies with the subject matter itself: the system 
of retirement benefits in the FRG is far less complex than in 
the US. Less information is needed in the FRG to determine, the 
contributions paid by those currently in the work force, as well 
as the benefits received by those who have retired.15 

To begin with, the SOEP data include a continuous record of 
the timing of retirement. The retrospective life history data 
collected during wave 1 includes the years of retirement before 
1983. This calendar is then updated at each interview and 
involvement in a number of activities, including retirement, 
is dated on a monthly basis. Likewise, beginning with 1983 
there is a continuous record of the months in which respondents 
received income from a pension or retirement fund as well as the 
average monthly amount of the payments received. This information 
is separately available for widow(er)'s and orphan's benefits. 

In addition, persons not employed at the start of the panel are 
asked if this is due to retirement from their most recent job. 
All persons not working at the time of the first interview, 
including retirees, are asked a number of questions about their 
last job, including type of employment, firm size and the length 
of employment. Individuals receiving retirement benefits or 
pensions are asked about the source of the pension, so that those 

The vast majority of German employees, white collar 
(Angestellte) and blue collar (Arbeiter), contribute to and later 
receive retirement benefits (eine Rente) from the state obligatory 
retirement insurance system. The major exception are state 
officials (Beamte) who receive a pension (eine Pension) through 
their own pension system. Company pension plans, in contrast to the 
US, are only of minor significance. 
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who do receive Company pensions may be identified. However, if 
an individual receives a Company pension, there is no way to 
teil whether the pension derives from the most recent employment 
spell. Finally, employed persons are asked whether they were 
reguired to make contributions to the obligatory retirement 
insurance system.16 Respondents are also asked if they made 
additional voluntary contributions to this system and the amount 
of these contributions is recorded. 

Along with updating the retirement and benefit calendars and 
information concerning contributions, additional information 
concerning retirement and pension benefits was collected in 
subseguent waves. Each year new retirees are identified and 
persons who begin to receive benefits are asked about the source 
of their benefits. In waves 2 and 4 currently employed persons 
were asked whether they were or had been involved in a Company 
pension plan. Beginning with wave 3 persons receiving benefits 
are asked to provide the amount received from each type of re­
tirement or pension benefit. Finally, as part of the wave 4 
topical module, respondents aged 50 or older were asked about 
their future retirement plans, while all respondents were asked 
about their attitudes toward different aspects of social insur­
ance including retirement benefits. 

Looking at the SIPP data, information collected as part of the 
core questionnaire provides a highly comparable source of data 
for the analysis of retirement benefits during the panel. Persons 
receiving retirement benefits are identified and recipiency in 
each month is broken down by the type of benefit. As is the case 
with earned income, the amounts received are reported for each 
month and not as a monthly average as in SEP. Recipiency and 
amounts of survivor's benefits can easily be distinguished. 

Useful data for comparative analyses of retirement benefits and 
pensions is also collected in the topical modules. Persons not 
working at the time of the wave 3 interview provide information 
about their most recent job, including when they stopped working, 
type of job and type of firm. Further detail is obtained from 
those who stop working in 1983 or 1984, including firm size, 
tenure, earnings, and the reason for ending employment. Individu­
als who worked their most recent job for fewer than ten years are 
asked about the job before the most recent. 

16 The amount contributed can be easily estimated since it is 
a function of monthly earnings. These earnings are reported during 
the panel period and can be imputed for the time before the panel 
began. 
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Section 4, Part A of the wave 4 topical module (Assets and 
Liabilities) collects information on IRA and Keough accounts, 
including how long an individual has contributed and their 
current value. Respondents are also to report the current face 
value of any life insurance they hold. Section 4, Part B looks 
specifically at retirement and pension coverage for persons aged 
25 and older. AS in SEP eroployed respondents are asked when they 
expect to retire; SIPP asks this question of persons aged 4 0 to 
65, while SEP asks those age 50 or older. These respondents are 
further asked about future social security eligibility and the 
number of years employed in jobs covered by social security. 

A series of questions then follow for all employed persons aged 
25 or older. For first and second jobs, respondents are asked 
about the size of the firm, whether there is a retirement plan, 
if they are a member and if. not, why not. Persons covered by 
Company retirement plans are asked about the type of plan, the 
basis for benefits, the amount of contributions and how long they 
have been in the plan. Persons aged 40 to 65 years are then asked 
about benefits from a previous job. 

Persons already receiving benefits are gueried about how these 
benefits were acquired. They report on the type of firm and its 
size, the amount of work the benefits are based upon (number of 
years, weeks per year and hours per week), as well as when they 
left the job, what they were earning when they left, and when 
they began receiving benefits. They are further asked about the 
basis for the benefits received (years of service and pay or 
contributions) and whether or not the benefits are adjusted for 
the cost of living. 

Part B of the wave 6 topical module reviews property income and 
taxes for the calendar year 1984 and includes information on IRAs 
and Keough accounts: the amounts of contributions, withdrawals, 
earnings and the types of assets involved. Respondents are 
further queried as to participation in salary reduction plans 
(401K). Similar information for the calendar year 1985 is 
obtained in the wave 9 topical module. The wave 7 topical module 
Updates wave 4 information on IRAs and Keough accounts, including 
how long they have been held, their current market value and the 
types of assets involved. The wave 7 topical module also Updates 
data collected in wave 4 on the type of pension plan coverage, 
contributions paid and benefits received. If a respondent has 
changed employers since wave 4, information is collected concern­
ing the new firm, including firm size, availability of a Company 
pension plan and whether or not the respondent is covered by such 
a plan. 

These data are adequate to conduct a number of interesting 
comparative analyses of retirement and pension benefits. First, 
one could look at differences in the timing of retirement between 
the two countries. One could go beyond chronological age and 

32 



consider how timing is related to previous work history, includ­
ing the amount of time work and the type of work performed. Or, 
one could look at persons currently receiving benefits and 
consider characteristics of the previous life course that predict 
the level of benefits received. Analyses of this type for women 
would be particularly interesting, since the explanatory factors 
could include marital and fertility histories, as well as labor 
force participation. Or, one could compare persons currently 
employed in the two countries and consider their expectations for 
retirement and their current sacrifices towards this end. These 
suggestions are by no means exhaustive but should demonstrate the 
breadth of comparative analyses concerning retirement benefits 
and pensions that are possible using SIPP and SOEP. 
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Appendix 1: Variable List for German 

U«v« 1 
1984 

HOUSEHOLD 0 UE5TIQMNMBE 
Oetoondent: he»d of household) 

>cio-Economic Panel 

Wave 2 Uave 3 Wave 4 Veve 5 
1985 1906 1987 1968 

Gl Gl « I GB 

»eference qrouo: alt respondents 

Household compo sition 
Each household (B erber by f irst name 
birth year, sex, relationship to head 
of household, reason for tenporary 
absence froa household f «•* *p* AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* 

Total rxmber of persons in household AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* 

Chans« in household conposition 
«ince the last interview (Wave 1 : 
aince January 1 of prior year) 2* AP* AP* AP* AP* 

•;e of foraation of household 
vin wave 1 only for new households 
»ince January 1 of the prior year) 3* AP- AP- AP* AP* 

Household we nfaers who joirted 
since the prior interview 
(month and year joined) 4* AP* AP- AP* AP- AP* AP* AP* AP* 

Household menb ers w ho have left 
the household since the prior 
interview (month end year) 5* AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* AP* 

Whether children under 16 years 
of »ge in household 6* 1* 1* 1* 1* 1* 1* 1/2* 1/2* 

Birth month of children under 16 2* 2* 

Type of school attended, for 
children uider 16 y tars of age 7A* 2» 2» 2* 2* 3* 3* 3* 3* 

äponser of tchool/day care facility 4* 4* 

Monthly eoat of schoot/day care facility 5« 5* 

Persons ou tside the household who 
care for children 6* 6* 

nationality of children ender 16 years of 
age for households with r»oo-Ger»an heads 7B* 3A» 3A» 

Uhether »ny household mefflber re-
c*j>res care by so meone e ise 8* 3* 3* 3* 3* 7/8* 7/8* 4* 4* 

Type of care required 4A* 4A* 4A* 46* 9» 9+ 5A* 5a* 

Relationship of person providing care 4B* 4B* 4B* 4B* ICK 10 5B* 5B* 



Wave 1 
1954 

Bürden on the household 

If extra help it needed, who shoutd 
provide the care 

Special costs associated with care 

Level of monthly costs and w ho pays them 

Wave 2 
1985 

Wave 3 
1986 

C 8 

Uave 4 
1987 

11* 
B 
11« 

12* 12* 

13* >3* 

14* 14* 

Uave 5 
1968 

C B 

Housing 
Type of building AP* <2> <2> *p* <2> *p" <2> *P* 

Type of Institution AP* (2) AP- (2) AP* (2) AP* (2) AP* 

Type of neighborhood AP* (2) AP* (2) AP* (2) AP* (2) AP* 

Whether plans to move within 
the next 12 mon ths 12/13* 5- 5-

in which house was built 9* (2) 9* (2) 18* (2) 18* (2) 9* 

Whether dwelling neecs repairs 10* (2) 10* (2) 19* (2) 19* (2) 10* 

Year in which occupancy of dwelling 
began (month is alsc coded for 
'dwellings first occupied 
after wave V) 11* (2) 6* (2) 15* <2> 15* (2) 6* 

Hain reason for moving 7* 16* 16* 7* 

Conparison of new d welling 
with prior dwelling 8* 17* 17* 8* 

Siie of housing unit in Square meters 14* 7* 12* 15/16* 21* 15/16* 21* 6/7* 12* 



Uave 1 
1984 

Ninber of roems 15* 

Adequacy O f living Space in housing unit 16* 

Characteristics of housing t nit 17* 

Type of rcmodeling within the last year 

Who paid for remodeling 

Uhether ranodeting was do ne 
by the individual or a Company 

Housing status: owner or renter 16* 

Wave 2 
1965 

C B 

<2> 13* 

6* 14* 

<2> 11* 

e* 

9* 

10* 

20* 15* 

Uave 3 
1966 

G 6 

(2) 22* 

17* 23* 

(2) 20* 

Uave 4 
1987 
G B 

(2) 22* 

17* 23* 

(2) 20* 

Uave 5 
1968 

G B 

(2) 13* 

e* H* 

(2) 11« 

24* 24* 18* 24 15* 

Neighborhood 
Distance to center of nearest city 

-siibility of school, shops, 
public transportation etc. 

Uhether bothersome noise level in 
neighborhood 

Uhether bothersome a ir pollution 

Social status of the household 
in comparison witl. neighbors 

Degree of segregetion: Ho« m any other non­
Germans live in neighborhood 

Nationality of other non-German 
neighborhood residents (4) 

Degree of contact with neighbors 

«ther visits with neighbors socially 

frequency of social Visits 

Degree of satisfaction with neighborhood 

5* 5* 

6* 6* 

7* 7* 

8* 8* 

9* 9* 

10* 10* 

10B* 10B* 

11* 11* 

12* 12* 

13* 13* 

14* 14* 

Reference oroup: renters 

Honthly rent including all 
Utilities except heat and hot weter 

Honthly c osts of heat and hot water 

Uhether rent is reduced by le ndlord 
fe.g., employer or relatives) 

19* 21* 16* 26* 26* 19* 26* 10* 17* 

27* 27* 20* 27* 11* 16* 

25* 25* (2) 25* (2) 16* 

7A 



Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 
1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 

GB CB CB CB 

Whether r«M <s too high 20* 22# 17* 28* 2S* 21* 28* 12* 19* 

Whether rewodeling dorvc 
by anyo ne Sri the household 21* (2) 19- (2) 30- (2) 30* (2) 21* 

Whether any {«pr ovements were 
purchased fron prio r tenant 22* (2) 20* (2) 31* (2) 31* (2) 22* 

Whether govemment «tfcsidiied housing 23* (2) 18* (2) 29* (2 ) 29* (2 ) 20* 

»eference gromi: owners 

Means of acquisition of dwelling 24* (2) 21* (2) 32* (2> 32* (2 ) 23* 

V#iether goverment »ubsidiied 
housing payments 25* (2) 22* (2) 33* (2) 33* (2) 24* 

Monthly housing costs 
ar principe!/ Interest 26* 23* 23* 34* 34* 34* 34* 25* 25* 

for Utilities except heat 

Costs for water, garbage removal, 
street eleaning etc. 24* 24* 35* 35* 35* 35* 26* 26* 

Main:enance c osts for prior year 25* 25* 36* 36* 36* 36* 27* 27* 

Heat t.id hot water costs 
for the prior year 37* 37* 37* 37* 28* 28* 

Whether housing costs are too high 27* 26* 26* 38* 38* 38* 38* 29* 29* 

[fflputed r ent 27* 27* 39* 39* 39* 39* 30* 30* 



Wave 1 
1964 

Wave 2 
1985 

G 6 

Wave 3 Uave 4 
1986 1987 

C B C B 

Wave 5 
1988 

Heference aroue: alt respondents 

Transfer pavments. income and a ssets of 
the household in the prior calendar year 
Government housing subsidies: (Nutber 
of Months received and nonthly amocnt) 28/30* 

Nuitoer of children for whom 
governmental child allowance received 

Konthly amxnt of governmental 
chlId a(lowance 

Whether s ocial welfare assistence 
received 

Regulär si±sistance assistence: 
"•«fcer of nonths received 

Monthly amount) 

Special circunstances assistence: 
(Nuifeer of Months received 
and mon thly amount) 

Whether luip sunt ass istence 

Owner of real estate other 
than primary dwelling 

31« 

32* 

33/35* 

36/37* 

38* 

39* 

Arnual gross income from 
rent received 40/41* 

Arnual expenses (mortgage and 
•aintenance) on property from 
Hhich rents are received 42* 

nether assets other than real estate 43* 

Arnual gross income from 
interest and dividends U/45* 

Monthly net income of the 
household at time of interview 46* 

28* 28* 

33* 33* 

33* 33* 

29* 29* 

30* 30* 

31* 31* 

32* 32* 

40* 40* 

45* 45* 

45* 45* 

41* 41* 

42* 42* 

43* 43* 

44* 44* 

40* 40* 

45* 45* 

45* 45« 

41* 41« 

42* 42* 

43* 

44* 

43* 

44* 

31* 31« 

36* 36* 

36* 36* 

32* 32* 

33* 33* 

34* 

35* 

34* 

35* 

34/35* 34/35* 46/47* 46/47* 46/47* 46/47* 37/38* 37/38* 

36* 36* 

37* 37* 

38* 38* 

39* 39* 

48* 48* 

49* 49* 

50* 50* 

51* 51* 

48* 48* 

49* 49* 

50* 50* 

51* 51« 

39* 

40* 

39* 

40* 

41* 41« 

42* 42* 
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Uave 1 Uave 2 Uave 3 Uave 4 Wave S 
1984 1985 l'8^ 1987 1988 

C 6 C B G B AI 

Asset lnventorv 
Ownership of dwelting in which one lives 1 

Book value ef dwelling 1A 

Market value of dwelling 16 

Ownership of other dwellings or tand 2 

Type of dwelling or land ot*w d ^A 

Type of dwelling or land ow ned 
in cointry of origin (4) 2A 

Market value of dwelling or land 26 

Market value of dwelling or land 
eotxitry of origin (4) 26 

Owrter of agricuttural business 3 

Size of agricuttural business 
and type of ot**rship 3* 

Type of agricuttural business 

Business ownership 4 

Type of business 

Market value of business 66 

Amocnt of savings 5/5A 

Home ownership savings plan 6/6A 

nwnership of stocks and bonds 7/7A 

Private life insurance for persons 
in the houesehold <up to 3 policies) 8/®* 

Year in itfiieh life insurance 
policy taken out 

Original amount of policy K 

Size of monthly preoiiun 

Age of payment in the event of survival 8£ 

Credit obligations to banks, savingi 
and loan a ssociations, enployer or private 
persons (amount of out Standing debt) 9 



Total value of net assets 

Totti value of net assets in 
country of origin (4) 

Inheritartce since 1960, person in 
household receiving the inheritance 
(up to 3 inheritances) 

Year of the Inheritance 

Type of property inherited 

Value of Inheritance at time received 

Type of property ownership 
between spouses (3) 

...»Uractual arrangentent of property 
ownership betwe en unmarried persons 
livirtg together (3) 

Wave 1 
19SA 

Uave 2 
1985 

C B 

Uave 3 
1986 

C B 

Uave 4 
1987 

C B 

Uave 5 
1988 

AI 

10 

10 

11/11A 

11B 

11C 

110 

12A 

12B 

Type of property In cointry 
of origin 12 



Wave 1 
1964 

Wave 2 
1985 

Wave 3 
1986 

Wave 4 
1987 

Wave 5 
1988 

IWDtVIPUAL 0U EST10HNMRE 
(Respondents: all household me nt>ers 
16 ve ars and ol der) 

Reference oroup: tlI respondents 

Labor force participation 
Present employment status 

Employment during prior calendar year 

Characteristics of extra jobs 

Ti«e spent on ex tra jobs 

Type of work done ar otnd the house 

Ximated value of work 
done around the house 

Estimated cost of awterials for 
work done arocnd the house 

8* 

36* 

9/16* 9/16* 

55* 55* 

3* 3* 

4* 4* 

5/16* 5/16* 5/12* 5/12* 

55* 55* 55* 55* 

3- 3-

4* 4* 

b* 6* 

7* 7* 

8* 8* 

3* 3* 

4* 4* 

7* 7* 

5/12* 5/12* 

50* 50* 

3* 3* 

4« 4* 

6* 6* 

7* 7* 

Reference qrouo: Those employed 
at time of interview 

Current job 
Month and year hired by pres ent employer 23* 

Occupation (ISCO code) 24* 

Whether the present job is the one 
for »Aich you «re specially trained 
(European job training system) 25* 

ndustry (3-digit code) 26* 

Nvnber of wptoyees of the irftole firm 27* 

Type of occupation (white-collar, 28* 
blue collar, seif-employed, etc.) 

Type of training required for the job 29* 

Regulärly scheduled weekly work 
hoi-rs, not including overtime 

Average actual weekly work hours, 
including overtime (overtime pay 
or comp-time) 

30* 

31« 

44* 44* 

(1) 30* 

(1) 31* 

(1) 33* 

(1) 34* 

38* 38* 

(1) 32* 

40* 40* 

41* 41* 

(1) 35* 

(1) 30* 

(1) 31* 

(1) 33* 

<1> 34* 

46* 46* 

(1) 32* 

47* 47* 

48* 48* 

(1) 33* 

(1) 28* 

(1) 29* 

<1> 31* 

(1) 32* 

38* 38* 

(1) 30* 

40* 40* 

41* 41* 

33* 33* 

(1) 28* 

<1> 29* 

<1) 31* 

(1) 32* 

38* 38* 

<1> 30* 

39* 39* 

40* 40* 

Reasons for part-time employment 42* 42* 



Wave 1 
19« 

Preferenc« regarding overtime 

Actual ovcrtiaw hours worked In 
the last aonth 

Type of conpensatioo for overtime 

Overtime altowance, perccnt 

Preferred weekly work hours 

Gross and net wages/ 
salines in the last month 

Personal connitment to enployment 

Expectatior» about future enpl oyment 

»nee of finding equivalent enployment 

Working cond itions (13 indicators) 

Duration of employment contract 

32* 

33* 

Wave 2 
198S 

G e 

42* 42* 

36« 36* 

43* 43* 

35* 35* 

37* 37* 

39* 39* 

45* 45* 

Uave 3 
1986 

G B 

49* 49* 

50* 50* 

51* 51* 

41* 41* 

52* 52* 

40* 40* 

Uaye 4 
1987 

G B 

(1) 36* 

45* 45* 

44* 44* 

46* 46* 

47* 47* 

39* 39* 

(1) 34* 

Wave 5 
1988 

G 8 

43* 43* 

41* 41* 

42* 42* 

47* 47* 

44* 44* 

46* 46* 

45* 45* 

34* 34* 



Wave 1 
1964 

Whether ccapany retirement 
plan available 

Whether currently covered by Company 
retirement plan with present employer 

Whether covered by C ompany retire­
ment plan with a prior cnployer 

Mtnfcer of kjlometers to present job 
(one way) 

Mode o f trarisportation 

length of time of eonmute to work 
(hours, Minute«) 

tisfaction level with commute to work 

Wave 2 
1965 

46* 46* 

47* 47* 

48* 46* 

49* 49* 

50* 50* 

51« 51* 

52* 52* 

Wave 3 
1966 

G B 

(2) 38* 

Wave 4 
1967 

G B 

(2) 37* (2) 35* 

(2) 36* 

(2) 39» (2) 37* 

Wave 5 
1968 

G 6 

35* 35* 

35* 35* 

35* 35* 

Reference Qrouo: Those out of labor force/ 
uneiroloved and looking for work et 
the time of the interview 

Most recent job 
Whether ever enployed 

Reason for leaving most recent job 

Whether previousty employed 
füll time, part time or less 

Begiming/ending years of last job 

Past occupation (1SC0 Cod e) 

Industry (3-digit code) 

Nuiber of «nployees of the whole firm 

Type of occupation {white collar, 
blue collar, seif-employed etc.) 

Type of training and qualifications 
required for the job 

future enplovront plans 
Whether plans to be enployed 

9* 

10* 

11* 

12* 

13* 

14* 

15* 

16* 

17* 

18* 

19* When do you plan to be employed 

Whether desires füll time, part time, etc. 20* 

Uhether imnediately available for work 21* 

21- 21-

(1) 

(2) 22* 

(2) 21-

(2) 

(2) 23-

(2) 

(2) 24* 

(2) 

17* 17* 

ia* ie* 

19* 19* 

20* 20* 

21- 21- 19* 19* 

(1) (1) 

(2) 22* 

(2) 21-

(2) 

(2) 23-

(2) 

(2) 24* 

(2) 

17* 17* 

18* 18* 

19* 19* 

20* 20* 

<2> 20* 

(2) 19* 

<2> 

(2) 21* 

(2) 

(2) 22* 

(2) 

14* 14* 

15* 15* 

16* 16* 

18* 18* 

19* 19* 

(1) 

(2) 20* 

(2) 19* 

(2) 

(2) 21* 

(2) 

(2) 22* 

<2> 

14* 14* 

15* 15* 

16* 16* 

18* 18* 



Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 
1984 1985 1986 1987 19ßß 

CB CB CB CB 

Chance of finding an app ropriate position 13* 13* 13* 13* 

Desired net income *7* 17* 17* 17* 

Reference oroup: Continuinq resoonents 
with iob ctia noes since th< beginning of 
prior calendar vear 

Job chan ge 
Type, »onth and year of job/position change 22* 22* 20* 20+ 

Honth and year last job end ed 23* 23* 21* 21* 

Length of tiaie spent on last 
job (ye ars and mon ths) 24* 24* 22* 22* 

Mode of terrnination of job 25* 25* 23* 23* 

»eason for teaving most recent job 26* 26* 24* 24* 

Past vs. present job conparisons 27* 27* 25* 25* 

Wiether present job b etter uses skills 28* 28* 26* 26* 

Way in which present job w as found 29* 29* 27* 27* 

44 



Uave 1 
1984 

Wave 2 
1985 

Wave 3 
1986 

Wave 4 
1987 

Wave 5 
1988 

Reference oroup: enoloved persons 
50 vear s cf aae and older 

Transition to retirement 
Expected retirement age 

Subjective reasons 1or retirement 

Would wo rk part-tine if compensated 
for lower wages through early 
pjyment of retirement benefits 

H »o at what age 

And a t what age would you retire fully 

48« 48« 

49« 49* 

50« 50* 

51* 51* 

52* 52* 

P«ference orouo: all respondents 

Enployrnent history 
Uhether registered with Lnemployment 
bureau within the last ten years 
(frequency and total aonths) 34* (2) 

Number of employers within 
the last ten years 35* (2) 

Employment history since age 15 62* (2) 

first iob 
Age began first job 

occupation • first job (1S C0 Code) 

(2) <2) (2) 

(2) (2) (2) 

MB 11J (2) NB(1) (2) WB Cll (2) NB(1) 

10* 10* (2) NB C16) (2) NB(16) 

11* 11« (2) NB <16) (2) NB(IS) 

Type of occupation (white collar, 
bloe collar, »elf-enployed etc.) 

•tether changed occupation 
(once/ncre than once) 

12« 12« (2) NB(17) (2) NB(17) 

13« 13« (2) NB(19) (2) NB(19) 

Age a t which began working in 
•ost recent occupation 13« 13« (2) MB(19) (2) NB(19) 



Uave 1 Wave 2 
1984 1985 

Wave 3 
1986 

Uave 4 
1987 

Wave 5 
1988 

CB CB CB GB 

Labor income and transfer aavments 
in prior calendar year 
Months received and average 
•onthly gross »nocnt of: 37/38 57/58 57/58 57/58 57/58 57/58 57/58 52/S3 52/53 
- wages and sa laries 
• «elf-employment income 
- income from ex tra job 
• retirement income from ow n wo rk 
- retirement income through 

survivors' rights 
- »tudent grant 
- «aternity grant (including 

private insurance payments) 
- un«apto>flient compensation 

inemployment benefit extension 
• occupation readjustment/ 

retraining benefit 
• financial help from 

private individuals 

8 onus es for coployees, «onthly amount of 39* 59* 59* 59* 59* 59* 59* 54* 54* 
• extra (13th) month bonus 
• extra (14th) «onth bonus 
• additional Christmas bonus 
- vacation bonus 
- conmissions, profit-sharing 
• other such income 

Short-time work payment/ 
Bad weath er compensation 
(ntrt>er of weeks) 40* 60* 60* 60* 60* 60* 60* 55* 55* 

/i c 



Uave 1 Uave 2 
1984 1985 

Uave 3 
1986 

Uave 4 
1987 

Uave 5 
1988 

C 

Retirement and pensions 
Uhether receives retirement/pension 10* 

Type of retirement income/pension 41* 11* 

Year first received such income 12* 

Institution from wh ich retire-
aient income/pension is received 41* 13* 

Monthly gross amount of retirement 
income/pension 

hether has voluntarily contributed 
to retirement/pension find in prior year 
(Nintoer of «onths and mont hly amo unt) 44* 64* 

" '«loyer payments to retirement fund 
. less than 35 hours/week worked 

B C B C B G B 

10* 

11* 61- 61- 61* 61* 56* 56* 

12* (2) 

13* 61- 61- 61* 61« 56* 56* 

61* 61* 61* 61* 56* 56* 

64* 64* 64 * 64* 64* 59* 59* 

43* 43* 

Health insurance in prior year 
Type of «ertsership 42* 62* 62* 62* 62* 62* 62* 57* 57* 

Type of health insurance Company or 
Organization (For private coverage: 
monthly premicn and nurt>er 
of persons covered) 43* 63* 63* 63* 63* 63* 63* 58* 58* 

T»«es 
Whether taxable income received 45* 

Amxnt of adjustment to tax withholding 46A* 61* 61* 

Total amount of income tax 
in previous year 46B* 

Uhether taxabte income received 
twc ye ars before the year of the interview 66* 66* 66* 66* 66* 66* 61* 61* 

Filing (tatus twc years before 
the y««r of the interview 67* 67* 67* 67* 67* 67* 62* 62* 

Total anoxit of income tax two years 
before the year of the interview 68* 68* 68* 68* 68* 68* 63* 63* 

Support pavwnts 
Support of other persons outside 
the household (3) 47* 65* 65* 65* 65* 65* 65* 60* 60* 



Uave 1 Uave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 
1964 1965 1966 1987 1966 

GB GB GB GB 

Education 
Whether receiving schooling or training 4* 14* 14* 14* 14* 10* 10* 10* 10* 
Type of schooling or training 5* 15* 15* 15* 15* 11* 11* 11* 11* 

Highest grade eonpteted (3) 6* (2) 91* (2> 94* (2) 96* (2) 65* 

Type of training received (3) 7* (2) 92* (2) 95* (2) 97* (2) 86* 

Whether qualifyirvg exam o r 
graduation in prior year 53* 53* 53* 53* 53* 53* 48* 46* 

Typ« o f qualifying exam or graduation in 
prior year 54* 54* 54* 54« 54* 54* 49* 49* 

Tiine use 
tn hours during weekdays/Sundays 
for various »citvities 1» 2* 2* 2* 2« 2* 2« 2* 2* 

equency of recreatiooal activities 2« 7- 7- 9-9- 9* 9* 

48 



Vacation days used in prior year 

Uave 1 
1984 

Uave 2 
1985 

56* 

8 

56* 

Uave 3 
1986 

56* 56« 

Uave 4 
1987 

56* 

B 

56* 

Uave 5 
1968 

C 8 

51* 51* 

Wealth 
Degree to which health hinders 
daily activities 48* 69* 69* 

Whether chronic health conditio« 49* 70* 70* 

frequency of doctor visits and 
type of doctor 50* 71* 71* 

toxnt of time sp ent in hospital 
in prior year 51« 72* 72* 

Oays not worked due to illness 73* 73* 

treatmeot of hospital due to 
cupational accident in last year 

Date of visit to rehabilitative 
spa and wh o p aid for the stey 

Percent disability 52* 74* 74* 

69* 69« 69* 69* 

70* 70* 70* 70* 

71* 71« 

72* 72* 

73- 73-

71* 71« 

(2) 74« 

74* 74* 

75* 75* 

6* 6* 

67* 67* 

71- 71-

72* 72* 69* 69* 

73* 73* 70* 70* 

71* 71* 

72- 72* 

66* 66* 

Sat i„fact ion 
... with a selection of life circunstances 3* 

... with life as a whole 
(present, past, future) 

. German que stionnaire 

. Kon-German ques tionnaire 

63« 

63« 

1* 1« 

93* 93* 

104* 104* 

1« 1« 1* V 1* Ii 

96« 96« 98* 98* 89- 89-

104« 104« 

>olitics 
Degree of interest in politics 

Uorries 

Intru»ivenes* of State 

Degree of government expenditures (3) 

Pereeived degree of fairness 
in personal life (3) 

Pereeived degree of fairness in 
fRG in general (3) 

Agreement with l'dea of demoeraey 
in general (3) 

54« 

53* 

75« 75« 

77• 77« 

76« 76* 

75* 75* 

77• 77« 

76* 76* 

84* 84* 

89* 89« 

85* 85« 

82* 82* 

83* 83* 

73* 73* 

78* 78* 

74* 74* 

79* 79* 

80* 80* 

86* 86* 75* 75* 



Wave 1 
1984 

Wave 2 
'1985 

Uave 3 
1986 

G B 

Wave 4 
1987 

G B 

Wave 5 
1988 

G B 

Satisfaction with idea of 
deoocracy in FRG (3) 

Inglehart scale preference ordering 
of various political goals 

Party preference 

55* 

56* 

7»* 78* 

79* 79* 

78* 78* 

79* 79* 

87* 87* 76* 76* 

88* 88* 77* 77* 

Qpinions toncerninq social security 
Judgement of personal financial 
security in case of illness, 
memployment or old age 

judgement of financial security of 
survivirtg household mettfcers in 
event of death of head of household 

*• <dgement of bürden iirposed by 
4aIth insurance premiuns 

Judgenent of bürden imposed by 
contributions to retirement ftxxJs 

Preferred social security system (3) 

Preferred arrangement for providing 
old age benefits for spouses (3) 

76* 76* 

77* 77* 

78* 78* 

79* 79* 

80* 80* 

81* 81* 

Social oriains 
Whether parents living in household (3) 

Birth and death years of parents (3) 

Completed education of parents (3) 

Type of occipational training 
af parents (3) 

80* 80* 

80* 80* 

81* 81* 

82* 82* 

NB(8) 

NB(6) 

KB<9) 

NB(10) 

NB(8) 

NB(8) 

MS <9) 

MB(10) 
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Uave 1 Uave 2 
1984 19.35 

Whether grew i p with orte or 
both p arents or other guardian (3) 

Labor force participation of parents (3) 

Labor force participatiori of father 
ahen respondent was 15 (3) 

Type of occipation (father) (white coltar 
blue c oiltr, »elf-employed etc.) (3) 

Father's occupation (1SC0 Cod e) (3) 

Uave 3 
1966 

G B 

83* 83* 

84* 84* 

85* 85* 

86* 86* 

87" 87* 

Uave 4 
1987 

Uave 5 
1988 

MB(11) 

NB(12) 

MB(13) 

NB(14) 

MB(15) 

NB(11) 

NB C12) 

NB(13) 

MBU) 

NB(15) 

Demographie characteristics 
Sex 

Airth year 

Marital status 

Changes in awrital status and othe r 
personal events in prior calendar year 

Marital history 

Whether living with pertner 
(not married) (3) 

Year began living together with partner 

Type of area lived in as a child 

Whether still living in area 
lived in «s • child (3) 

Year left parental household 

Fertility history of 

Second hone in West-Gerawny 
. German ques tionnaire 
. Non-German ques tionnaire 

Citizenship 
. German que stionnaire 
• Non-German que stionnaire 

57* 

62* 

58* 

59* 

60* 
60* 

61« 
61« 

85* 85*._ 

81* 81* 

(2) (2) 

80* 80* 

87/88* 87/88* 

(2) 

82* 82* 

83* 83* 

84* 84» 

86* 86* 

90* 90* 
97* 97* 

89* 89* 
89* 89* 

88* 88* 

88* SÄ* 

89* 89* 

91* 91* 

(2) NB(4) 

90* 90* 

90* 90* 

NB(5) 

NB(6) 

NB(7) 

NB(2) 

93* 93* 
97* 97* 

92« 92* 
80* 80* 

90* 90* 

90* 90* 

91* 91* 

93* 93* 

NB(4) 

92* 92* 

92* 92* 

NB(5) 

NB(6) 

NB(7) 

NB(2) 

95* 95* 

94* 94* 

81* 81* 

81* 81* 

82* 82* 

84* 84* 

NB(4) 

83* 83* 

83* 83* 

NB (5) 

NB(6) 

NB(7) 

NB(2) 

88* 

88- 87* 

Other auestinn« 
Type of driver's licence 

Availability of car 

5* 5* 

6* 6* 



Ueve 1 Uave 2 Uave 3 Ueve 4 
1984 1965 1986 1987 

Mentwrship In labor union or 
professional Organization 

Savings p lan 

Security in old age based on cash or 
property assets 

Subgroup: Mon-Germans 

Education 
Uhether attended school in 
Germany and grade completed 6A* C2) 100* (2) 100* (2) 97* 

Jiether attended school in 
another cocntry and grade completed 6B* (2) 101* (2) 101* (2) 98* 

Tvpe of training or qualification 
ceived in Gernany 7A* <2) 102* <2> 102* (2 ) 99* 

Type of training received 
in another country 7B* (2) 103* (2) 103* (2) 100* 

Transfer payments in prior calendar year 
Money sen t to native country 47A* 65A* 65A* 65A* 65A* 65A* 65A* 

Support given to relatives living in 
Germany bot not in household 47B* 658* 65B* 658* 65B* 65B* 658* 

Demographie characteristics 
Residence of spouse 58* 90* 90* 92* 92* 

Land of birth 62* (2) 98* (2) 98* (2) 95* 

Year aoved to Germany 63* (2) 99* (2) 99* <2) 96* 

Nuiber and age of children 
in native country 66* 95* 95* 86* 86* 88* 88* 

Intended length of «tay in Gernany 67* 96* 96* 87* 87* 89* 89* 

Uave 5 
1988 

G 8 

64* 6i* 

65* 65* 

(2) 90* 

(2) 91* 

(2) 92* 

(2) 93* 

60A* 60A* 

608* 608* 

85* 85* 

(2) 88* 

(2) 89* 

77* 77* 
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Wave 1 
1984 

Wave 2 
1985 

Social oriains 
Whether parents living in household 

Residence of parents 

Year of birth of parents 

Cempleted education of parents 

Planned end of employment in Germany 

Plans to return to native country 

ill yoo be e ntitled to a pension 
from the FRG 

Wave 3 
1986 

G 8 

93* 93* 

94* 94* 

95 * 95* 

96* 96* 

Wjve 4 
1987 

G B 

NB 

NB 

kB 

NB 

49* 49* 

50* 50* 

51* 51* 

Wave 5 
1986 

G B 

NB 

NB 

NB 

NB 

<ifcieetive Questions 
tional identification 

Own judgement of langoage skills 

Uhether contact with Germans 

Whether visited Germans in their homes 
within the last 12 mo nths 

Whether visited at home by Germans 
within the last 12 mo nths 

Nationality of cooking practices 
in the housetiold 

Nationality of nevspapers read 

Nationality of wwsic listened to 

iender of persons in eirete of friends 

Family ties to circle of friends 

Nationality of circle of friends 

64* 

65* 

90-

91* 

92* 

90-

91* 

92* 

93* 93* 

94* 94« 

81-

82* 

83* 

81-

82« 

83* 

84* 84* 

85* 85« 

83* 83* 

84* 84* 

85* 85* 

86* 86* 

87* 87* 

76/82- 76/82-

78* 78« 

79* 79* 

80* 80* 

81* B1* 

81* 81« 

81« 81* 



legend 

A Coversheet for "old" households, household questionnaire for households that didn't move since the last 
interview, or individual questionnaire for reinterviewed persons. 

• Coversheet for "new" households, household questionnaire for households that «oved or split off, or in­
dividual questionnaire for new respondents. 

AP Coversheet. 

VB Household q uestionnaire 'Asset lnventory'. 

NB liographical data obtained for persons who en tered the sample after the wave in which the data was ori­
ginal ty c ollected. 

• Ouestion word ing is virtually identical. Slight changes were nade for technical reasons. 

• Ouestion wordi ng i« somewhat different; although variables are still conparable. 

The question was a ltered conceptualty; eonparability is restricted. 

(1) These q uestions were asked on ly of those individuals with job changes in the prior year. 
For individuals without job changes, identical variables are available front the previous year's data. 

(2) The vari ables are available in the previous waves. 

(3) Not asked in non-Cerman qu estionnaire. 

(4) Not asked in German qu estionnaire. 
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