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1 Motivation

Description and analysis of the personal mcome distnbution in Germany rely
heavily on two major surveys, the EVS (Income and Consumption Survey) and
the SOEP (Socio-Economic Panel Study). These surveys, however, do not deliver
exactly the same results in terms of income levels and structure, as well as on ine-
quality and poverty. Some of the discrepancies have led to confusions in the po-
litical debate following the first official Poverty and Wealth Report in Germuny !
Thus, the purpose of this paper is to highlight the methodological differences be-
tween EVS and SOEP agamst the background of the recommendations of the
~“Canberma Group™ (Expent Group on Housshold Income Statistics) and to give a
comparison of some substantive resulls on the basis of both survevs. In describing
and discussing systematically the features of the two major inquiries on houschold
income, we aim to improve the understanding of differences in findings when
measuring the German income distribution using SOEP and EVS, respectively,

! The Poverty and Wiealth Repont of the German Government drows on empirical results of
both EVS and SOEP. Thus, discrepancies — winch occur despite smilar methodological
approaches in the underiving studies — appear In a fraght forward way, Morcover, an-
olher poverty reporl for Germany which has been edited by non-government organiza-
tions (lans Backler Stftung, Deutscher Gewerkschattsbund and Parititischer Wohl-
luhrisverband) and 1% bused on the SOEP comes once more to divergent results. In this
case, however, the (indings on inegualily and poverty diller from other SOEFP based re-
sults manly because of a different concept of meome measurement, which is — i line
with the British tradition of income measurement - based on monthly income mstend of
annual income. For a comparisen of empancal differences befween annual and monthly
income fioures of Krause and Habech (2000}, Hanesch ot al (2000), and Gabel ot al
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2 A first step towards a ,,Gold Standard” of measuring
income distributions: Recommendations of the ,,Canberra
Group*

2.1 Concepts? - a brief overview

Up to now there have been no international standards available for o proper meas-
urement of the personal income distribution. Thus, it is helpful that recently a
group of experts, which mainly consisted of official statisticians and researchers
well known in the field of income distribution, which met for the first time in
Canberra, discussed problems and possibilities of measuring houschold income.
We start with an overview of some recommendations of this _Canberra Group™
(CG). Alihough thewr recommendations are pnmanly devoicd to the improvement
of international comparability of income statistics, and, obviously, only a first step
mn defimng a “gold standard” for the measurement of the personal income distribu-
tion, these guidelines serve as a general benchmark,

Income as a proxy for economic well-being can be conceptualized as a change
in the net worth of wealth owned by a persen between two points in time plus the
value of consumption during this peried. By this definition income is not just
monetary income, but includes in-kind transfers and fringe benefits while con-
sumption of goods produced at home is mostly neglected. One important item lo
be included is the rental value of owner occupied dwellings. In principle, unreal-
ized and realived capital gans and losses should also be counted as income But
due 1o problems of surveying non-cash mcome componenis received from other
units as well as capital zains and losses, the Canberra Group recommends as an
initial step to deal with a concepl reduced to just “cash or near cash™ components
coming nevertheless to a broad definition of income (CG 2001, p 18, Table 2.1).
Given the practical problems of sampling and measurement of several items, how-
ever, the Group recommends an even smaller list of components as a minimum lor
the purpose of international comparisons. Table 2.1, based on Canberra Group's
Tables 2.1, 4.1 and Al in the Appendix (CG 2001, pp 138, 61, 115-132) and
adapted to the institutional background in Germany by the inclusion of some fur-
ther ems, shows the components of total and disposable income. The tems rec-
ommended by the Canberra Group for intemational compansons are marked with
an astenisk

Although the Canberra Group refers only 1o total and disposable income, for
analytical purposes and especially for understanding differences in empirical find-
ings for Germany, three other concepts are integrated in Table 2.1: the concepts of
“market income”, “pre-government income” and net or “post-government in-
come”. The term market income is used synonym for all direct and immediate

! For a broader discusson of theoretical and methodological dimensions of Hauser and
Wagner (2002 ) and the referenoces which are given there.
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Table 2.1. Components of total and disposable income

- g
N -0

Woe o B WA e b e

Cash wages and salaries (including emplovees' social insurance contributions)*
Tips and bonuses, allowances paid for working on remote locations

Profit sharine including stock options

Goods and scrvices provided to cmployess as pant of compensation

Income from scif-employment, thai is income of professionals and profits/losses
from unincorporated enterprise (including income of farmers)*

Goods and services produced for barter, less cost of inputs®

Goods produced for home consumption, less cost of inputs*

Income [rom owner occupied-dwellings (rental value less expenses)®

Rentals (income from rentals less expenses)*

_Interest received less interest paid®

Dividends®
Royalties
Employers social insurance contributions™

Market income

+ 4

13
16.
i7.

Social insurance benefils from employers™ schemes®
Regular inter-houschold cash transfers received®
Regular support received from non-profit-making institutions (e. g, charities)

—_—

Pre-government income

+ + +

19.
20.

Social insurance benefits in cash from povernment schemes*
Universal social assistance benefits in cash {rom government*
Means-tested secial assistance benefits in cash from government®

Total income*

1. Employess’ social insurance contributions®

22 Emplovers social insurance contnibutions®
21. Taxes on income*

Taxes on wealth holdings

Net income (post-government income)

-

2.
24,

Regular inter-household cash transfers paid
Regular cash transfers 1o charities

Disposable income*

* Recommended by Canberra Group

compensation for the imput of productive factors (labor and capital) whereas pre-
government income comprises also private transfers received including those re-
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lated to former employment (item 15 in Table 2.1). Total income is defined as pre-
government income plus public transfers, and net income results after deduction of
compulsory {direct} levies. Although net or post-government income and dispos-
able income are often used synonymously, a distinction remains because the latter
is reduced by regular private transfers paid voluntarily or because of legal obliga-
tions (alimonies).

Following the recommendations of the Canberra Group capital zains/losses are
— due to conceptual and practical issues — not included in Table 2.1. This compo-
nent, however, should be Kept in mind as 2 “memorandum item™ of market income
for optional analyses. Another complementary aspect has to be mentioned in this
context. In addition to the components of pre-government income listed in Tahle
2.1, income analyses for Germany based on EVS and SOEP most often include
another kind of private transfer: the receipts from privately effected life insurance
contracts although they are hybrid payments consisting of interest and capital re-
payment. Neglecting these payments from the income concept would result in
group-specific indicators of economic well-being, which in part are not compara-
ble in a meaningful way — especially with resard to former self-employed and
former employees. The deliberations of the Canberra Group with regard to income
and the differences betwesn concepls outlined above indicate that comparisons of
research findings have to consider carefully the respective definitions.

Another crucial point is the accounting period. Income is often inquired as {cur-
rent) monthly household net income but one calendar year is recommended by the
Canberra Group, This is a compromise between an even better measurement of
well-being by means of lifetime income on the one hand, and, on the other hand,
the problem that no perfect income smoothing over the lifetime is possible™ thus
current income matters. Furthermore, practical issues of accounting and reporting
income — especially from sell-employment — give reason to take a reference period
of one year,

Last but not least the statistical unit has to he defined appropriately. In contrast
to the National Accounts, household income statistics do not cover non-profit or-
ganizations but only households and individuals. Given its main purpose of stan-
dardizing cross-national comparisons of household income, the recommendations
of the Canberra Group on the definition of the unit “household” are rather soft. On
the one hand, a houschold is defined as “a group of persons who reside together in
the same dwelling” whercby a dwelling is “a structurally separate set of living
premises with a private entrance from outside of the building or from a common
hallway or stairway inside”. This definition does not exclude all kinds of institu-
tionalized persons and it does not make sure that all household members belong to
a group of persons whose command over income is shared. The latter is important
because the standardization of incomes of houscholds with different size and
composition by means of an equivalence scale — which is recommended as well
(CG 2001, p 413 — presupposes the sharing of income. Thus, despite the fuzziness
of the definition it seems that a household should be an “income sharing unit”. But
because income statistics are “most often concerned with the economic well-being
of individuals and not with the well-being of households per se™ (CG 2001, p 41,
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the statistical unit of a household should be transformed to the units of analytical
interest, the individuals within their respective household context. This transfor-
mation can be made by dividing household income by the sum of the equivalence
weights of all household members, and by assigning the resulting net equivalent
income to each househeld member. To measure inequality by various inequality
indices persons have to be counted and the mean net equivalent income has to be
calculated by dividing the sum of the individual net equivalent incomes by the
number of persons. Analogously, the median and quantile measures have to be
calculated.

2.2 From concepts to practice

The Canberra Group did not only identify puiding principles for obtaining “a true
and fair picture of the distribution of income™ (p 51) but also discussed various
canstraints that encounter in practice and — in several cases — how to handle these
problems. The proposed turning of a conceptual definition of income into a work-
ing definition has already been identified in Table 2.1 in that components of the
working definition are labeled with an asterisk. Further compromises have to be
made because of imperfections and ambiguities in income data. One major prob-
lem 15 incomplete coverage of the population. Whereas homeless people are ex-
cluded from household surveys per definition® — which is a definite problem when
analyzing poverty — this is not evident of people living in institutional accommao-
dations*. There is no explicit recommendation of the Canberra Group that institu-
tionalized persons should be excluded although it is clear that in most surveys they
are not representatively covered (CG 2001, p 52). Even more important is the fact
that for these people disposable income is not an adequate indicatar of well-being.
Comparisons with people living in private houscholds, therefore, would be mis-
leading.

Additional practical problems in surveying household incomes arise from some
biases in the structure of the sampled population. Even in the theoretical case of
perfect random sampling, due to limited sample sizes, “poor” and “rich” house-
holds and marginal groups in general are often not represented with case numbers
which are sufficient for statistical inference. An even larger problem might stem
from differential non-responses if zovernment does not mandate the survey. In this
case weighting is crucial. The optimal method must be decided case by case.

But even if the sample is fully representative with regard to the structure of pri-
vate houscholds, severe limitations may result from imperfections in the quality of
answers — a problem of all surveys, even if they are mandatory. Inaccurate data
must be presumed especially for questions on income from self-employment, from
farming and from wealth holdings. Additionally, many respondents know little

* Although the definition of a houschold could be changed to include the homeless in prac-
lice it would be extremely difficult to cover this group in a survey,

* Barracks for armed forces, hostels for students or nurses or migrant workers, jails, hospi-
tals, carefnursing homes for frail elderly or disabled people,
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about how much they actually payv for taxes and social security contributions.
Thus for some surveys, taxes and contributions are not surveyed but imputed by
simulation of basic tax routines. However, it is most likely that this procedurs
vields underestimates of net income (post-govemment income) and disposable in-
come, especially for high-income households who can make numerous tax deduc-
tions and who enjoy better chances for tax evasion {mostly in the case of income
from capital and self-employment). Another point that deserves attention is the
fact that in Germany as well as in some other countries, the membership in the so-
cial security institutions is mandatory only up to a certain income level or that the
maximum contribution has an upper limit. In these cases for an unbiased compari-
son, even among households of the same country, an equivalent premium to cover
the respective risks by private insurance should be deducted from disposable in-
come for those households not covered by the mandatory social insurance.

There are no general rules on how to handle inaccurate data —not even in the
case of extreme income outliers, which could be true but are not very likely - and
with missing values due to item non-response. However, the Canberra Group rec-
ommends to report in detail on all editing rules and to compare structural survey
results with administrative data (e.z. tax or benefit data) as well-as grossed up mi-
cro data with national accounts aggregates (CG 2001, p 533

A last point to be mentioned refers to possible biases in the revealed picture of
income distribution due to price levels that differ between groups at a point in time
as well as over time. As the Canberra Group emphasizes, it may be appropriate to
adjust income data by relevant price indices, transforming nominal income to real
income (CG 2001, p 42), But the expents also admic that this is a very difficult task
and that official Consumer Price [ndices may be inaccurate for several Teasons
(CG 2001, p 57). In Germany there are no statistics on regional price levels avail-
able, which would allow for a comparison of real incomes in different geographic
areas, Still, with regard to socio-econemic groups, price indices for two and four
person houscholds of employees and for houscholds of retirees are published by
the Federal Statistical Office; to our knowledge, they have not yet heen used to ad-
Just incomes in distribution analyses — possibly because the group-specific differ-
ences in price level are very moderate. In contrast discrepancies between East and
West German prices after reunification have been all the greater — with the former
far below the latter. Therefore, the German Institute for Economic Research
(Deutsches Institut filr Wirtschafisforschung, DIW Berlin) has estimated price in-
dices for the old and for the new Linder (cf. Krause and Habich 2000 in order ta
improve comparisons of the levels of real incomes, and to measure inequality cor-
rectly in case inequality measures are caleulated on the basis of a joint distribution
for united Germany. There is still some difference in the price levels (mainly due
to cheaper housing in East Germany), but since the beginning of the new century
this difference can be neglected (cf. Gibel et al. 2002).
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3 Household income statistics in Germany: EVS and
SOEP as the two main surveys

3.1 Some basic characteristics of EVS and SOEP

The most prominent official German survey dedicated to income and consumption
is the “Income and Consumption Survey” (Einkommens- und Verbrauchsstich-
probe — EVE) of the Federal Statistical Office (Statistisches Bundesamt or Desea-
tis). This is a cross-section survey that started in 1962/63, and was repeated about
every five years, that is in West Germany 1969, 1973, 1978, 1983, and 1988, In
1993 the survey was extended to East Germany and in 1998 it was repeated for all
of Germany. Only since 1993 it does also sample persons living in houssholds
with a foreign head. In 1998 its size was 62.000 households, thus being the largest
sample survey within the European Union. Because the EVS is not a random sam-
ple with mandated response but a quota sample with voluntary participation the
annual Current Population Survey of Germany (Mikrozensus - MZ), which is a
mandated random survey of larze size (about 800.000 persons), serves as a
benchmark for recruiting participants, and later on, for weighting the EVS sample
according to three criteria for each federal state (type of household, social positian
of the reference person of the household, income bracket), The household net in-
come brackets in the EVS are defined identically to those in the MZ. They are
however, only used in the first interview of the EVS for the purpose of weighting
the EVS households. The main surveying of income as well as questioning about
all kinds of expenditures and wealth is done in three (in 1998 two) other parts of
the EVS: the participants have to specify all income and expenditure components
during the whale survey period — which was one calendar year until 1993 but in
1998 only three months — with various bookkeeping devices.® Only these income
fizures are used in analvses of the personal distribution of income.®

The Socio Economic Panel Study (SOEP) — the other major basis of income
statistics in Germany — is an annual longitudinal survey under academic direction
and was started in 1984 in West Germany. It is a stratified random sample” based
on volunlary participation, and thus suffers from non-participation®, which has to

* For detailed methedological information about the EVS 1993 and 1998 cf. Statistisches
Bundesame { 1997 and 20027,

* Sub-samples of 80 % ol the cases of the EVS 1953 and 1998 are available at a nominal
fue for researchers in Germany {but up to now this is not available far researchers
abroad). EVS sub-samples of 1973, 1978 and 1983 are available via the Luxembourg In-
come Study (LIS project) in Luxembourg.

T A master sample of the Association of the German Marketing Research [nstitutes { ADM)
based on clectoral registers is used for the stoning addresses of the random route selec-
tion for Germans. The random sample of foreigners is based on the Official Register of
Foreigners (4 usldnderzentealregister).

* The initial nen-response rate for the first interview was about $0 %. However it is likely
that non-participation mostly follow a random process (cf. Schoell 19970 In fact, infor-
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be compensated by weighting. Again, the MZ serves as the benchmark, Over the
course of time further weighting was needed because of pane! attrition. The origi-
nal sample size was about 6.000 houscholds with about 15.000 persons. After re-
unification, it was supplemented by an additional random sample for East Ger-
many (realized in 19%0). Further random sample extensions were realized in 1993
to cope with structural developments due to immigration and in 1998 and 2000 to
allow for sample attrition and to get a larger sample size. As a result, overall
SOEP sample size in 2001 for unified Germany was about 13,000 households with
about 30,000 persons® — that is about twice the sample size for West Germany in
1934, The SOEP inquires income in alternative ways but — in contrast to the EVS

expenditures and savings are not covered in total and — up to now — wealth hold-
ings were not covered in-depth. However, a major component of expenditures,
housing costs, is covered. On the other hand, the questionnaire is broader than that
of the EVS as it contains information about some topics in greater detail and espe-
cially a lot of subjective variables, respectively — for example about occupation,
waorking hours, education and vocational training, contentment and apprehensions
{concemns) — thus allowing much more sophisticated causal analyses than the EVS.
Dwue to its unique longitudinal features and its casy data access', the SOEP is - at
least in the international scientific community and in international organizations —
more widely used than the EVS,

An overview of basic methodological differences is presented in Table Al in
the Appendix. Table A2 in the Appendix provides hypotheses about possible sys-
tematic effects — which are sometimes compensating in tendency — of these par-
ticularities of EVS and SOEP data on selected income distribution measures (in-
come level, inequality, and poverty). In the following section  some
methodological aspects of EVS and SOEP, which seem to be most important for
interpreting the respective empirical results on income distribution, are compared
in more detail.

matien which was collected for non-participants show that this is the case (cf. Wagner et
al. 1994, Diubler 2002)

? As far as the availability of individual events is concerned, for long-running panel studies
the potential for information is cumulative, After 15 years, the SOEP can identify about
1400 deaths, 1,100 relocations abroad {predominanctly re-migration of immigrants) and
around 10,000 completed episedes of unemployvment. For a general deseription of the
SOEP ef. Haisken-DelMew and Frick {2001).

" Within Germany 100 % of the coses of SOEP are available for scientific analvses. Due to
data protection reasons only a sub-sample ol 93 % (defined in a longitudinally consistent
manner) is available outside Germany,



A Comparison of EVS and SOEP 63

3.2 In-depth comparison of methodological issues

3.2.1 Population Coverage

The coverage of the population by sample surveys is restricted in many ways. First
of all, it has to be kept in mind when analyzing poverty and social exclusion that
the homeless are neither included in EVS nor in SOEP (as is the case with all
other larze samples all over the world). Furthermore, EVS covers by definition
only private households thus neglecting individuals living in institutional accom-
modation. In SOEP institutionalized persons are covered in part, but not in a sys-
tematic manner: in the first waves these groups were surveved by the interviewer
Just by accident, and in the course of the panel people who moved from a private
household into an institution are followed up. Since the attrition rate of this group
is rather high, it is better to exclude them from regular analyses with SOEP -

moreover net or disposable income is a poor indicator of economic well-being for
that group.

Apart from the exclusion of the above mentioned groups not living in (narrowly
defined) private households — which is not in contrast to the recommendations of
the Canberra Group — the SOEP sample in principle includes the entire resident
population of Germany whereas the EVS has a further limitation. From 1962 to
1983 persons in households with a foreizn head were not covered. Since 1993 the
foreign population has been included, although the procedure does not yield repre-
sentative results for this sub-group. Because of difficulties in recruiting and inter-
viewing households headed by foreigners less integrated foreigners seem to be
highly underrepresented'’. SOEP, in contrast, includes an explicitly over sampled
population of houscholds headed by foreigners of the dominant five nationalities
(Italy, Spain, Yugeslavia, Greece, Turkey) and questionnaires are translated into
the main foreigner’s native language, thus overcoming language barriers. Due Lo
massive immigration into West Germany in the late 19805 and early 1990s cover-
age of this population worsened over time. In order to cope with this angoing
change in the population, the first (original) SOEP sample was supplemented by
an additional random sample for immigrants, who moved to Germany after the
initial sample was drawn (realized in 1995). This procedure aims at restoring rep-
resentativity for cross-sectional analyses; however, the new immigrant sample can
cause a break in the time series, since immizrants were not sufficiently repre-
sented in the first half of the 19905 (cf. Burkhauser et al. 1997).

Besides these specific restrictions on population coverage, further limitations of
representativity arise for all sample surveys — as outlined in the conceptual chapter

2.2 — with regard to marginal groups, especially poor and rich houscholds. One in-

" CF Paschl (1993), p 388: Minnich and [lgen (20007, p 129, In 1993 anly 786 foreign
houscholds (47% of the desired number) participated. In 1998 1,061 foreizn households
took part. But in weighing the sample houscholds according to the MZ the Federal Statis-
tical Otftice did not distinguish between German and forcign households. [t should have
buen possible to calculate separate weights for this group, and thus to adjust for undes
rcpreseneatian.
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dicator for coverage of the very bottom of the income scale is the number of social
assistance recipients in relation to those counted in the respective official statistic
— although the comparability is limited because the latter is a settling-day (key-
date) statistic referring to the end of a year. EVS as well as SOEP comprise only
about 60 % to 70 % of the registered benefit recipients in private households — it
seems that SOEP does slightly better in this respect — and they comprise less than
half of the respective aggregated transfers. With regard to the other end of the in-
come range, the German Federal Statistical Office introduced top coding.* Some
preliminary comparisens with income tax statistics indicate a considerable degree
of under representation of high-income groups in the EVSY, SOEP has no exclu-
sion threshold but households above the 35,000 DM line cannot be analyzed sepa-
rately because there are only a few of them in the survey (around 10 cases per
wave). Furthermore, both surveys score badly when aggregated income from self-
employment and property income is compared with the National Accounts, The
coverage in the various years of the surveys ranges between 60 % and 75 %", Of
course, this underreporting is a severe problem when compared to about 90 %
coverage for wages and salaries. But this phenomenon is well known for all sam-
ple surveys. Partly this is an indicator for problems of surveying all incomes in a
proper way; partly this is an indicator for problems of the National Accounts (CF.
Atkinson and Micklewright 1983).

Besides the common weakness of EVS and SOEP in representing the tails of
the income distribution, small groups often cannot be analyzed in depth due to a
large sample error (large confidence intervals). Indeed, this pertains less o EVS
because one main advantage of this survey is the large sample size that makes it
possible to derive stable results even for small population groups. Nevertheless,
there are limitations. '

3.2.2 Sampling and weighting

As mentioned before EVS and SOEP in theory differ fundamentally in the way of
sampling. Because of high refusal rates of random samples in Germany — when
survey participation is not mandated they increased from about 40% in the 1980s
to 50% in the 19905 — EVS is constructed as a quota sample on the basis of the
mandatory random sample of the MZ (see above chapter 3.1)*. The statistical of-

2 The income thresholds for exclusion were monthly net houschold incomes of mare than
DEM 15.000 in 1973, DEM 20,000 in 1978, DEM 25,000 in 1983 and 1988, and DEM
35,000 in 1993 and 1993,

1 Cf Merz (2001}, pp 99-105. Merz estimates that about 270,000 households with annual
net income of about DM 100,000 or more are missing from the grossed up numbers of
households. This is only partly caused by the use of a cut-off line.

* For the EVS see Hauser and Becker (2001), pp 55-60. For both survevs see also Sachver-
stdndigenrat zur Begutachtung der gesamtwirtschafilichen Entwicklung (1998), pp 143.

¥ CF. Kihnen (1999, 2001). In 1996 the Federal Statistical Office tested the random route
methed for EVS in five German federal states, which resulted in participation rates be-
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fices of the German Federal States (Bundesldnder) are advertising for participation
in EVS in many ways — participants can earn a small honorarium'®. The most suc-
cessful recruiting method, however, seems to be to ask households who have al-
ready participated in other or former surveys (Cf. Pischl 1993, p 387). Despite the
various efforts, some of the quotas cannot be achieved so that a final weighting
procedure has to be implemented'”.

In contrast, the SOEP is a random sample based on a standard random-walk
procedure. Indeed, this is what statistical theory advises. However, non-response
is significant and weighting is crucial. The weights of each first wave of each
SOEP sub-sample are finally adjusted by means of demographic distributions —
like EVS — but not by income strata, which are also used for caleulation of quota
and for weighting in EVS®™, Over time, longitudinal weighting is necessary for
SOEP due to differential attrition rates. In this procedure the income class is an
important variable in addition to age, education, mobility and especially fieldwork
events like the change of an interviewer. In order to make SOEP more easily com-
parable with official statistics the longitudinal weighting procedure is topped by
some cross-sectional weighting by age brackets and the population share of for-
eirners'®.

One common aspect concerning the weighted results of both EVS and SOEP
has to be mentioned. Whereas houssholds are defined equally in EVS and SOEP —
namely as income sharing units and thus meeting the recommendations of the
Canberra Group — there are some differences to the respective definition of the
MZ which is used as reference for weighting. In EVS and SOEP students who are
living in dorms are most likely surveyed as members of their parents’ households,
whereas in MZ they are counted as households on their own®,

tween 9% and 15% anly. This extremely high non-response rate may be due to the heavy
burden on respondents in EVS due to detailed bookkeeping over a long period.

** The amount of this honorarium or remuneration is under the responsibility of the Federal
States’ statistical affices and is not uniform.

'" Despite these weighting procedures it is probable that low-income groups and non-
mainstream houscholds are underrepresented because of the effort necessary to partici-
pate in the various bookkeeping exercises. For a methodological discussion of guota
samples in general of. S#rndal et al, (1992,

% 1t is probable that the non-response rate of about 40 % for the first interview of the SOEP
led to a selection bias toward the middle classes since German privacy law decries that
cach houschold has to agree in advance to be questioned again in the vears to follow,
This may have kept non-mainstream households from participating.

" The detailed weighting procedures of the SOEP are documented in a series of publica-
tions: For the last one which also quotes the underlying methods ef, Pannenberg (2001).
* It may be noted that due to different incentives for interviewers who must identify a
“household™ there is no unique official number and structure of househalds available in
Germany. While in the census of 1987 interviewers were paid per dwelling, in the MZ
they are paid per househeld, In the census this resulted in a reduced incentive to identify
more than one houschold per flat, and, therefore, the number of one-person-households

identified was several 100,000 households below that in M7,
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The quotd sampling method of the EVS may be seen as a basic disadvantage of
this survey®', because it is not possible to calculate a sampling probability in a
strict sense. Thus statistical errors cannot be evaluated in a theoretically exact
way, However, an exemplary calculation of confidence intervals at the 5 % level
for the EVS based on the random selection assumption, thus only giving “inner
bounds™ of the confidence intervals, showed that the observed increase in the ine-
quality of the personal income distribution between 1969 and 1993 was signifi-
cant. ik |

The theoretical shortcomings of quota sampling have to be seen in comparison
to the practical problems of random samples (Cf. Krug et al. 1994, pp 46, 55).
Both surveys have a selection bias that favors to some extent the middle-income
groups. With the EVS, this happens despite quota sampling. To some extent it
shows up in the willingness of social groups and household tvpes to participate in
the survey. With the SOEP there also exists a selection problem since the initial
response rate of those persons randomly selected as original sample members was
only about 60 %. This had to be corrected by a weighting procedure. Furthermore,
panel attrition has to be corrected by a special weighting procedure using previous
information of those who no lenger want to participate (cf. Rendtel et al. 1995).
Third, due to problems of covering immigration between 1984 and 1994 an addi-
tional weighting procedure was necessary to derive cross-section weights. Because
SOEP is a stratified sample, and the attrition process can be interpreted as a fur-
ther stratification, correct sample errors can be calculated by special procedures

The discussion of sampling methods has shown advantages and problems of
both surveys. Even the recommendations of the Canberra Group are cautious and
indirect in this respect. To be sure the experts have primarily random sampling in
mind as they propose that households should be weighted inversely to their prob-
ability of selection (CG 2001, p 41). But on the other side, they do not take a strict
position when they recommend that “the analvst should use all of the available
cvidence in making their judgments about which series, sets of series, or combina-
tions of series produce the most reliable estimates™ (CG 2001, p 77).

* In principls it would be possible to improve the weighting procedure of the EVS by using
moere criteria that are contained both in the MZ and in the EVS,

I Cf. Becker (1993), pp 20-22, and Hauser (1999), p 101, footnate 31. [t should be passible
to caleulate approximate cuter bounds of a confidence interval assuming an extreme se-
lection bias of the participants, given the restrictions for the selection by quotas based on
the MZ. But these outer bounds have not yet been calculated.

* In any case “statistical significance {is) not the only yardstick by which the importance of
a change over time in income distributien should be judged, The end user ultimarely has
to use their own judgment about the policy significance of any observed changes = (Can-
berra Group 2001, p 77).

¥ For the “random group approach” <f. Rendeel (1993).
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3.2.3 Approaches to income recording

The EVS consists of several elements: First, there is an initial household interview
during which basic household (demographic) information, including net income of
the household (in brackets) which serves as one of the weighting variables to ad-
Just the sample to the population structure yielded by MZ, is gathered. Second, a
household book has to be kept for the whole survey period during which all kinds
of income and expenditure items have to be noted continuously as part of prede-
fined categories as well as changes during the period with respect to household
composition and employment status. Third, a sub sample of 20 % of the participat-
ing households has to keep another household book for one month in which all
expenditures on food, drinks, tobacco and tobacco products have to be noted in
more detail (approximately 100 categories). Finally, until 1993 a final interview
was conducted with questions focusing especially on financial assets and debts. In
1998 these questions were integrated into the device for continuous bookkeeping
whereas real estate is gueried in the initial household interview, Information on all
household members is gathered from the person running the household budget but
proxy interviews are allowed. In 1998 the sample was split into four parts with a
rotating bookkeeping period of three months each in order to reduce the load on
the respondents. This change poses some problems of comparability with former
results (see section 3.2.4)%. The approach of bookkeeping on incomes as well as
on expenditures has several advantages, not only a probably high degree of data
accuracy but also the implicit gathering of savings and the possibility to analyze
distribution of economic well-being and poverty by the altemative indicator of ex-
penditures, Additionally, consistency between income and expenditure sums (in-
cluding changes in net wealth) can be checked.

SOEP on the other hand has the advantage of inquiring income in alternative
wiys, which in addition to the lengitudinal character of the data, also offers some
possibilities to check the accuracy and plausibility of responses. First, the head of
the household — defined by the household members as the person who knows best
about the general economic conditions of the household — has to declare the
household’s total net income for the survey month (income screener). This of
course s only quite a rough estimate of “normal” income but best comparable
with the income information of the MZ and of the first interview of the EVS (see
Figure Al in the Appendix). Second, since 1995 major income categories received
in the current month are queried (income components per month), and finally, a
calendar of income receipts during the previous year is gathered (annual income
components)™. For the latter two concepts — as for other variables - each house-
hold member aged 16 and older is surveyed; proxy interviews are not allowed be-

B A more detailed description of these problems as well as some possibilities an how o
carrect for therm are sketched in Havser and Becker (2000), pp 46-60.

* For East Germany, however, annual incomes are not calculated for income years 1989
and 1990 because due to the rapid transition process during those years these figures
would be misleading. Additionally, until June 30, 1990, the day before the “currency un-
won” { Fghrungsunion) was concluded, a different currency (Mark of the German Demaoc-
ratic Republic) was in use.
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cause subjective indicators are inquired as well, As some household members may
refuse to give information the resulting problem of unit-non-response may yield
some underestimation of household income,

3.2.4 Income definition and coverage of components

Comparable income concepts

Some of the confusion surrounding diverging results of EVS and SOEP comes
from the comparison of findings based on different income concepts, especially
those of the EVS based on detailed income recording with those of the SOEP
based on the so called income screener which is measuring current monthly in-
come of a houschold. In order to exclude this kind of methodological “noise” from
the comparison we concentrate in the following on annual income®. In principle,
the variables of EVS and SOEP cover similarly the definitions of market, pre-
government, total and pet (post-government) income outlined in Table 2.1, In
practical terms EVS includes more details than SOEP, where some income com-
ponents are only implicitly comprised in aggregates, but some minor components
in fact are not considered at all. In general, with respect to this issue EVS meets
the recommendation of the Canberra Group more completely than SOEE.

One critical point remains which is caused by a specialty of the German social
insurance system: since public health and care insurance is mandatory only for
employees up to a certain income threshold (in 1998: 6,300 DM and 5,250 DM
per month in West and East Germany, respectively; in 2002; 3,375 € per month)
net (post-government) income for voluntarily insured employees above thar
threshold includes the contributions paid. Thus, the indicator of net income is of
limited significance not only when comparing households of employees with those
of self-employed but also with regard to the heterogeneous group of employees.
Neither EV'S based nor SOEP based analyses have yet corrected net income by an
equivalent premium lo cover the respective risks with private insurance compa-
nies, which would ensure an unbiased comparison of households with and without
mandatory social health insurance membership. Additionally, employers’ social
insurance contributions, which in the case of compulsory insurance are paid di-
rectly to the system, and thus are not shown on the individual pay-sheets, are nei-
ther covered by the EVS nor by the SOEP. This means that there is a difference as
against the concepts of “market income”, “pre-sovernment income™ and “total in-
come” defined by the Canberra Group in Table 2.1, Studies based on EVS or
SOEP data generally exclude mandatory employers’ contributions to the various
branches of the German social security system. In some cases of voluntary insur-
ance employers’ pay is part of the premium which is then included in cash in-

¥ Figure Al in the Appendix shows a comparison of results on monthly income as given by
the screener information of SOEF with the information on income brackets given in the
MZ and in the starting interview of the EVS. Excluding households with item non-
response and those with their main income coming from agriculture there is not a great
difference between the thres distributions.
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come. Thus there is a further ambiguity in income definition®™. EVS based time se-
ries on income and inequality normally do not correct for this feature because the
data available do not always show that special component of cash wages and sala-
ries separately. Only the most recent data of 1998 allow the exclusion of employ-
ers’ contributions to voluntary health and care insurance from cash wages and
salaries; this results in a reduction of mean labor income of about 50 DM per
month in West Germany and about 20 DM per month in East Germany. In the
SOEP survey employers’ contributions to voluntary social insurance are not cov-
ered by the questionnaire, but it is not clear whether all respondents stick to this
rule. Thus the income concept is not completely comparable with that of EVS.

Accounting period

With the accounting period of one year both EVS and SOEP meet the recommen-
dations of the Canberra Group. But as mentioned above (chapter 3.2.3), there re-
mains a significant practical difference in that EVS households keep a “household
book™ during the response period, whereas SOEP household members give the
figures for their various incomes retrospectively for the previous calendar year.
Thus measurement error is most likely larger in SOEP than in EVS. In addition to
this, only persons who are household members at the time of the interview answer
to the retrospective questions about last year's income. The incomes of persons
who were household members during the previous year but had left the househaold
prior to the interview are not registered. In EVS a similar problem shows up when
the size, the type and the emplovment status of households has to be determined.
These categories are defined by taking those members into account who were pre-
dominantly living in the houschold during the reference period and by takiag the
status they predominately had.

A critical point of EVS data is the methodological change of the survey in 1998
by splitting the owverall sample into four sub-samples (see chapter 3239
Whereas till 1993 the survey households were filling in a “diary™ for all of the
twelve months of a year (response period was equal to the accounting period),
since 1998 they report just for one quarter of a vear. Indeed, because of rotation
the survey period still covers one year, but the individual accounting period now is
reduced to three months thus not complying with the respeetive recommendation
of the Canberra Group. This change ceteris paribus increases measured inequality
because income that is not paid continuously like Christmas gratifications, divi-
dends and interest, can no longer be surveyed for all households. Thus, compara-
bility with results of former surveys is restricted. Another problem arises with an
implicit change in the definition of demographic characteristics of the househald

* There is a similar problem with a group of civil servants (Beamte) who do not pay social
security contributions but have to cover about half of their health costs by private insur-
ance.

¥ The reasons were to reduce the burden of bookkeeping for the respondents and the speed-
ing up of the editing process to be able o release the edited data with less delay. Al-
though the Federal Statistical Office inquired users of this survey about the desirability of
this change, in hindsight it poses many problems.
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(as mentioned above). Since the response period changed from one year to three
maonths this must have resulted in a different classification of some houscholds,
which again reduces comparability over time. However, some analyses of the EVS
1998 — comparing quarterly results with results based on the accumulated data for
all periods — showed that these effects on overall distributional results are rather
small. Nevertheless, some disaggregated figures of income distribution may be bi-
ased by the new rotation principle in the survey. Therefore, the EVS findings to
which we refer in the following are based on calculations of inequality indicators
per sub-sample, and then the average of the quarterly results is taken (Cf. Hauser
and Becker 2001, pp 50-53).

Missing values and imputations

Missing values and data inaccuracy pose great problems to any household income
survey. According to their respective questionnaires, the possible ways to come to
grips with these problems are different for EVS and SOEP. Since expenditure and
income components are both measured by the EVS there exists an internal check,
which is used for editing and refining the raw data. Imputations are applied to
EVS by staff-experts, but the method is only a long time after release of the data
publicly documented™, and revised income components are not flagged. In case
the sum of expenditures is not equal to the sum of incomes, withdrawal from sav-
ings-accounts and cash flow from the sale of assets (dissaving), the difference is
shown in the variable “statistical difference”, which in most cases is rather small.
Severe problems of comparability over time, however, result when imputation
routines change. For example, up to 1993, comparing with reports of financial as-
sets controlled the recorded interest incomes but this was not done with 1998 data,

In contrast to the released data of EVS, in the SOEP database all imputed in-
comes are flagged, The missing values are estimated by means of the “row-and.
column method™ as suggested by Little and Su 1989. This imputation algorithm
relies on cross-sectional as well as longitudinal information®,

Since income data of the EVS is top-coded (see chapter 3.2.1) high-income
households are excluded. Annual income information in the original SOEP micro-
data is neither top- nor bottom-coded. Decisions about trimming are up to the re-
searcher who is analyzing the data. For results given below we apply a 1% bottom
coding for post-government income in SOEP but not in EVS. However, due to the
expert editing of the latter missing income data are adjusted to expenditure data so
that extremely small net incomes are avoided.

Imputed Rents

[mputed rent as major non-cash income to be included in total income has been
defined by the Canberra Group as “rental value less expenses”. For EVS imputed
rent of owner-occupied dwellings is derived from actual rent payments by tenants

¥ A documentation of the methodological aspects of the 1998 survey will be published in
the third quarter of 2002 { Statistisches Bundesamt 2002),
*LCf Butrica (1996) for the application of the method ta the SOEP.
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of comparable flats and houses, differentiated by several criteria, and maintenance
costs efc. are deducted. However, the cost of financing, especially interest on
mortgages, is not deducted. Thus, EVS only partly complies with the Canberra
Group's recommendation??,

SOEP-information on imputed rental value of owner-occupied housing is based
on the so called Opportunity Cost Approach. Estimating a fictitious market rent
for owner-occupiers by means of a regression model and deducting owner-specific
costs for taxation, maintenance and operating costs as well as interest on mort-
gages yields a net value of imputed rent (cf. Frick and Grabka 2001). This is con-
sidered to be the appropriate definition of the income advantage of owner-
occupiers according to the Canberra Group’s recommendations.

Measuring Taxes and social security contributions
The last major distinguishing feature of the two surveys, which should be men-
tioned here, is the coverage of levies. In EVS, information about direct taxes and
social security contributions of employees is sampled whereas in SOEP this in-
formation is not directly surveyed. The difference is caused by the particular in-
terviewing methods as described in chapter 3:2.3. EVS respondents are- filling in a
detailed “household book™ which covers incomes and expenditures. In such a
framework it is possible to sample information on taxes and social security contri-
butions whereas retrospective questions on this topic seem to yield less reliable re-
sults. However, a notable shortcoming of the EVS is that the survey records cur-
rent tax payments while a considerable number of tax payers get tax repayments
and others may have to pay additional amounts based on the final tax declaration,
which is filed in the following year. Since the records of these tax repaymears or
additional payments - if covered at all — cannot be attributed to a specific year
they are often neglected in the analysis of the personal distribution of income of
the respective year. In sum this presumably leads to a slight overestimation of tax
payments and, correspondingly, to an underestimate of post government income
and disposable income. It is hard to know whether this accounting problem has a
significant impact in the distribution of net incomes,

With the SOEP, income taxes and social security contributions of employees
are simulated (cf. Schwarze 19935). It is a straizhtforward task to simulate social
security contributions which follow rather simple rules. However, simulation of

#* However, the EVS procedure makes sense when taking a long-run perspective of 23
years or more. During this period mortgages are typically paid back, and - according Lo
the experience of the past century — high but unrealized capital gains are 10 be expected
since the value of houses and land increases by more than the price level of consumption
goods, Only by using this long-run perspective it is rational to buy a house or an apart-
ment, because during the first ten years upkeep and interest on mortgages usually arc
higher than the gross rental valug of the property, even when taking tax subsidies into ac-
count. Deducting interest on mortgages from the gross rental value of an owner occupied
dwelling, therefore, would underestimate the position of voung homeswners in relation
to the situation of older homeowners, Obviously, the Canberra Group takes a different
view.
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income taxes is clearly more complicated, especially for households of farmers
and self-employed persons and for all households with income from capital. The
simulation cannot cover all tax deductions that taxpayers might be eligible for be-
cause this information is not available, and thus the procedure overestimates espe-
cially income tax of high-income households. This means that the level of post-
government income and disposable income is most likely downward biased in
SOEP, and thus inequality of net incomes is most likely underestimated (cf. Table
A2 in the Appendix).

3.3 Some results of income distribution analyses on the basis of EVS
and SOEP

We now come to the final question about the effects of the differences in the
methodological approaches on empirical findings. For the comparison of the re-
sults of income distribution analyses on the basis of EVS and SOEP we calculated
equivalent incomes using the old OECD equivalence scale™. We distinguish be-
tween the levels of market income and post-government (net) income (see Table
2.1 in chapter 2.1} and display for both income concepts average incomes (mean
and median). For measuring inequality we apply two indicators: Gini coefficient
and poverty head count ratio on the basis of a poverty line at 50 percent of mean
equivalent net income. All results are shown on income vears, which for EVS are
the same as the survey years, but for SOEP are the years preceding the survey
years. We distinguish between West and East Germany (also in the calculation of
poverty lines) but do not show results for overall Germany because these would
have to rely on assumptions concerning the price levels in both parts of Germany.

Due to missing or incomplete coverage of foreigners in the EVS, we concen-
trate on figures which are based only on households with German heads, whereas
for SOEP we discuss results for all private households as well as for German
households™, By doing so, we can separate the impact of foreign residents on the
German income distribution. As poverty rates differ whether one uses the mean
for the total population or the mean only for the German population the SOEP re-
sults for West Germany consequently are based on two different poverty lines: ac-
cording to the population coverage we show poverty head count ratios that relate
to poverty lines given on the basis of the total population and the German popula-
tion, respectively.

We can compare only the years which are covered by both EVS (1983, 1988,
1993 and 1998} and SOEP. However, to fully exploit the potential of the SOEP we
also present results for the intermediate years in order to give an impression on

* This scale assigns a weight of 1.0 to the first adult of a household, weights of 0.7 to addi-
tional household members 13 years and older, and weights of 0.5 to younger children. Tt
has been shown that the old OECD scale corresponds quite well to the seale implied in
the German social protection system; ef, Faik {1997

¥ For SOEP results, which include institutionalized persons as well as a crude estimate of
the impact of homeless persons on the income distribution of, Frick et al. (1997).
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how income distribution developed on a yearly basis instead of five-vear intervals.

Providing information on the significance of our findings, 93 %-confidence in-
tervals for the SOEP results are given™. Table 3.1 displays results for market in-
comes. Except for 1988, mean and median incomes are higher in EVS than in
SOEP; in 1988 the amounts are nearly the same. The somewhat higher income
levels in the EVS can be attributed to methodological differences:

With the bookkeeping approach of EVS income probably is sampled more
completely than with the retrospective questions of SOEP, and ~ with the excep-
tion of 1998 when only quarterly incomes are gathered - capiial incomes are que-
ried more precisely than with SOEP. The EVS does not deduct interest on mort-
gages when calculating imputed rent.

Again with the exception of 1988, market income inequality is higher in the
SOEP data than in the EVS data. Perhaps quota sampling induces a more distinct
bias towards the middle classes than random sampling. On the other side, EVS is
probably less biased by outliers due to inaccurate data — an advantage of the inten-
sive editing based on a comparison of income declared and expenditures made.

Looking at the time series of inequality of market income (Table 3.1) somewhat
contrary trends arise regarding the German population in West Germany. From the
1980s to the ecarly 1990s, according to SOEP, there is a u-shaped development of
the Gini coefficient compared to an inverted u-shape resulting from EVS data.
However, the differences are moderate and for the late 1990s both surveys indi-
cate no change of market income inequality. In addition to these comparisons at
five-year intervals, the SCEP allows a look at the short-run impacts of the busi-
ness cycle. As could be expected, the boom in West Germany at the end of the
1980s was accompanied by a decrease of market income inequality from 84 to
1990,

Tuming to market income in East Germany (bottom panel of Table 3.1) both
EVS and SOEP show a substantial increase in mean and median income. This ef-
fect was to be expected since it is caused by much higher increases in wages in
East Germany compared to West Germany, and probably also by an increasing
relevance of capital income in East Germany. But not only the income levels but
also inequality of market incomes grew substantially in East Germany as is shown
by both surveys. The main reason seems to be increasing unemplovment afier uni-
fication but the inequality of the distribution of wages and salaries among those
zainfully employed also increased during the 1990s in East Germany (Cf. Hauser
and Becker 2001, p 98).

Table 3.2 displays results for post-government (net) incomes. Acain the EVS
means and medians are statistically significantly higher than the respective SOEP
figures. Given that the difference between the market income figures was smaller,
this additional difference may be caused by the taxation routines employed in the
SOEP that overestimate tax payments.

** Based on a “random group approach™ which properly takes into account the SOEP sam-
pling rules as well as any kind of non-response; of. Rendtel (1993).
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Table 3.2. Post Government Income’: Mean and Median [DEM p.a ]

Mean | Median
SOEP® | Evs | SOEP” EVS
| West Germany - entire population®
1983 [(16976) 17,343 (18,041 - (14,938) 15325 (16,071) 5
1984 17,705 15,832 |
1983 18,227 16,470
1986 19,393 17,314
1987 19,863 17,652
988 | (20,304} 20,677 (21,190 & (18,155) 18,353 (18.882) -
1989 21,971 19,275
19510) 22 807 20,142
1991 24,017 71,493
1992 25,059 22,497
1993 | (24,933) 25,851 (26,959)| 31,564 |(22.069) 22,722 (23,597) | 27.751
1994 | 26,327 23 431
1993 26,727 23,702
1996 26,915 23,983
1997 27,593 24,256 - i
1998 | (26,759) 28206 (29.423)| 34764 |(24,35T) 25031 (26,132)| 30,624
1999 31,8354 26,931 |
West Germany - only German population® _:
1983 [(17.154) 17,805 (18,352} 21,072 [(15,125) 15,730 (16.112)] 18828 |
1954 17,981 15,987
19835 18,521 16,650
1986 19,724 17,551 - |
1947 20,200 17,959 : !
1988 | (20,787) 21,043 (201,547} | 24,000 |(18457) 19006 (19.297)| 21468 |
1959 22,213 19,796 |
1960 2331 20,738 i
1991 24,632 22,230 '
1992 25714 23,113
1993 | (25.387) 26,691 (27.792)| 31,776 |(22,782) 23,662 (24,868) | 27.936 |
1994 27013 24,198
1993 27,673 24,551
1996 27,892 24,743 .
1997 28,499 25,101 i
1998 [(28,083) 29,078 (30,408} | 35088 |(25329) 25973 (26.683)| 30.94%
1999 32,932 27,543
East Germany - entire population®
1991 14455 i 13,716
1992 17,696 | 16,740
1993 [{19,700) 20,028 (20,664) | 21,394 | (18,300} 18,741 (18.966) | 19.944
1994 21,087 i 19,993
1993 21,436 20310
1996 22,746 21,524
1997 23,205 21,963
1998 |(22,979) 23701 (24,136) | 26,508 |(22,078) 22500 (23.035)| 24456
1999 24,792 23,302 :
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Table 3.2, (cont.)

* Income Basis: In the SOEP, annual incomes are collected ev Iy year in springtime
far the preceding vear, in the EVS by continuous bookkeeping during a vear (until
1993} and a quarter of a year (1998), respectively (both concepts including imputed
rent for owner-cecupied howsing), In SOEP, incomes are corrected by 1% bottom-
coding; furthermore, as with EVS, post-zovernment incomes of zero are excluded
from the analysis.

Equivalence scale: former OECD scale (the houschold head is weighted by 1.0; Fur-
ther household members older than 14 years are weighted by 0.7, children up to the
‘tf,r: of 14 by 0.5)

> Values in brackets: lower and upper bound. respectively, of the 93%-confidence in-
terval
* Population: persons in private households; in the SOEP “German households™ are
defined as households without foreign members older than 15 years, in the EVS the
definition refers to the nationality of the household head. SOEP results for 1993 are
caleulated without sample D (immigrants), 1997 without sample E (supplementary
sample to compensate panel attrition}

More important are the time series results regarding distribution (see Table
3.3). According to SOEP income inequality among the Germans in West Germany
went down slightly between 1983 and 1988 with a more pmnuunced decrease in
the middle of the 19805, which may be explained by the boom in West Germany
before reunification (middle panel of Table 3.3). This change is not abserved with
EVS data berween the years 1983 and 1988 for which the Gini coefficient was
nearly the same. Poverty caleulated from the SOEP also decreased in the middle
of the 1980s but was nearly constant when the rates for 1983 and 1988 are com-
pared (middle part of middle panel in Table 3.3). In contrast, poverty rates in-
creased considerably when poverty rates based on EVS data are compared be-
tween 1983 and 1988, In 1933 the EV'S results are outside the confidence intervals
of the SOEP so that one cannot draw a definite conclusion from these numbers.

For the period from 1988 to 1998 both surveys show a substantial increase in
inequality as measured by the Gini-coefficients and by the poverty rates. The dif-
ferences between 1993 and 1998, however, which show up from SOEP data are so
small that they are not statistically significant. The comparable results from EVS
data indicate a slightly hizher increase in poverty, but having in mind the chanze
in the reporting period for EVS between 1993 and 1998, this finding has to be in-
terpreted cautiously.

Table 3.3 (first panel) also shows that the poverty rates for West Germany
change only slightly when households with a foreign head are included, and mean
income and the poverty line, respectively, are defined on the basis of the entire
population in West Germany (first panel of Table 3.3). For ew:amp]e looking at
SOEP based results, in 1993 and 1998 we find 12. 9 % and 13.0 % of the entire
resident population to be poor based on a poverty line derived from income of the
entire population compared to poverty rates of 12.9 % and 12.7 % if only the
German population is considered {middle part of middle panel in Table 3.3). This
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slight difference in the poverty rates results from a combination of two effects. On
the one hand, the poverty line decreases because the average net equivalent in-
come of the foreign residents is lower than that of Germans. This reduces the pov-
erty ratio of the Germans. On the other hand, the even lower poverty line applied
to foreign residents results in a rather high poverty rate among this group, which
compensates the reduction in the poverty rate among the Germans.

To show the effect of the change of the poverty line the right-most part of the
middle panel uses a poverty line that is calculated by taking the entire population
into account but applying this poverty line only to the German population in West
Germany. In this case poverty rates are always lower than in the middle part of the
middle panel because the poverty line is lower due to the lower average income of
foreign households. The difference in the poverty rates is between 0.3 and 1.3 per-
centage points, and it has increased during the 1990s.

Inequality of post-government incomes increased after reunification in the New
Linder, too (bottom panel of Table 3.3). According to SOEP this rise mainly oc-
curred during the first years of the transition period followed by only small
changes, which are not significant, during the period between 1993 and 1998, The
period from 1990 to 1992 is not covered by EVS, which was not in’ field until
1993, But the increase of the Gini-coefficient between 1993 and 1998 is even
more marked than the development at the beginning of the 1990s indicated by
SOEP. The still lower level of inequality resulting from EVS data parallels the
much lower poverty rates where the difference to SOEP based findings really is
striking.

Reviewing our brief look at empirical findings, which result from EVS and
SOEF based on comparable definitions of annual income, there remain some dif-
ferences with regard to income levels and the extent of inequality. However, some
trends show up in a similar way in both surveys, in particular, the increase of ine-
quality and poverty rates from the end of the 1980s to the end of the 1990s in
West Germany and during the 1990s in East Germany, respectively.

With regard to income mobility, which the Canberra Group also emphasizes to
study, we cannot extend our comparison given the restriction of EVS to pure
cross-section information. The possibility to analyze income dynamics is one of
the major advantages of SOEP - and research has gained a lot from its longitudi-
nal character®,

4 Summary

In principle, EVS and SOEP follow similar definitions for households and in-
comes. But due to conceptual differences conceming income recording, the sur-
veys differ somewhat in practice. EVS samples incomes in more detail. This is

* Cf e g Bundesministerium firr Arbeit und Sozialordnung (20013, Burkhauser ct al
(1949), Biewen (2001), Hauser and Fabig (1999), Fabig (1999), Bird et al. (1998),
Hauser et al, {1994).
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one explanation for higher income averages compared to SOEP. Additionally, the
most important non-cash income component, imputed rent, is upward biased in
EVS, if the recommendations of the Canberra Group are taken as a benchmark.
Further differences emerze from the fact that EVS samples income taxes and so-
cial security contributions directly, whereas these are simulated in SOEP. The im-
pact of some problems of directly sampling taxes is not known. But it is known for
certain that the simulation approach overestimates taxes paid, especially for high-
income houscholds, and thus, most likely leads to an underestimation of mean net
income as well as of inequality.

A major shortcoming of the EVS results from the insufficient coverage of for-
eigners, and the quota sampling raises doubts as to the statistical significance of
small changes. Furthermore, there seems to be a middle group bias so that inequal-
ity of the distribution of income is underestimated. The SOEP, which is a random
sample, covers foreigners adequately, but has to overcome the problem of a high
non-response rate for the first wave of interviews. It seems probable that house-
holds at the tails of distribution, which do not fully participate in the EVS also re-
fuse to participate in a panel study. This hypothesis is supported by the fact that
social assistance recipients, who can be considered as “non-mainstream” house-
holds, are underrepresented in both samples. Therefore, both surveys tend to un-
derestimate the inequality of the distribution of income in this respect,

Because foreigners are not covered by EVS till 1988, and because they are cov-
ered in an insufficient manner sine 1993, time series of the income distribution for
West Germany, which are based on EVS refer only to German residents. Thus a
reader must carefully check SOEP results whether they include foreigners or not.
In addition, SOEP covers some institutionalized population groups (but not in a
representative manner) so that it is again necessary to check if this group is in-
cluded in a particular analysis before comparing the results with EVS findings.
Additionally, the reader has to check, whether SOEP based results are using an-
nual income of the previous year or monthly income of the month of the interview
(income screener) as the latter diverges considerably from the former, and is com-
parable neither with income based on the bookkeeping approach of the EVS nor
with the retrospective sampling of annual income of the SOEP.

When looking at the results of EVS and SOEP, respectively, some sampling er-
ror has to be kept in mind, which matters especially if small subgroups of the
population are analyzed. The calculation of exact confidence intervals, however, is
hampered, because the EVS is a quota sample. Confidence intervals for SOEPY
show that vear-to-vear changes in inequality in West Germany very often are too
small as to make a statement about significant differences. Thus, a cautious inter-
pretation of short-run changes seems appropriate.

Over a five-year period, however, analyses based on the SOEP find a signifi-
cant increase of inequality for the period 1988 to 1993, which corresponds to re-
sults based on the EVS. The remaining discrepancies between levels of average

7 Caleulated by the “random group approach” which takes into account the stratification of
the survey as well as differential non-response in course of time.
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income, inequality indicators and poverty rates as well as between the exact points
of time when the changes occurred, seem to be a matter of minor importance in
view of the differing features of EVS and SOEP.

In judging results of income distribution analyses one has to keep in mind that
on the one hand, assumptions, especially about the equivalence scale and the pov-
erty line, may have a significant effect on outcomes, in particular for subgroups of
a population. Furthermore, for Germany it is important whether the poverty lines
are defined separately for West and East Germany, which is the concept used in
the presentations above, or whether average income of reunified Germany is used
as a baseline — an approach more widely used in analyses of the end of the 1990s.
On the other hand, results for overall Germany afier unification are sensitive to the
assumptions zbout price levels in East and West Germany because immediately
after unification the price level in East Germany was considerably lower than in
West Germany.

Concluding, based on a synepsis of methodological differences between EVS
and SOEP (see Table Al in the Appendix) combined with some descriptive analy-
ses, we find credible arguments to explain the differences in income distribution
measures given on the basis of the two major household income survéys in Ger-
many. But both surveys have their strong points in which the other one cannot
compete, With the SOEP these are the possibilities for dynamic analyses, and
broader basis for causal analysis. With the EVS it is the larger sample size which
allows for the analysis of small population groups, and it is the more detailed in-
come recording and the extensive coverage of expenditures, savings and wealth
holdings™ which allows for analyses in fields not covered by the SOEP. It is also
obvious, however, that — besides the necessity to re-establish the annual imcome
concept — there is room for improvement of the EVS, This is much more compli-
cated than with the SOEP since major changes have to go through Parliament. The
new approach of Eurostat to establish a new European Survey on Income and Liv-
ing Conditions (EU-5ILC), which can be enacted with binding force for all mem-
ber states, justifies the hope for better internationally comparable official house-
hold income data in the future.

¥ Cf Schlomann (1992) and Hauser and Stein (2001).



L. Becker, I. R, Frick, M. M. Grabka, B. Hauser, P. Krause, and G. G, Waener

24

oL Ao .,::._._:

n___u._._._”mm ELEDTRTP R WRE DU i 08 00T N:_f_w_.—" =
EED|DLION o -

(26610 WG OD0"EE LB 2I0W O 5IW0d
-UE 10 Ao e splotasna Jo sTRasea-uol -
SE3|IWO] OU -

UDTIRG SR 2o
A0 SIS 21 U
Sppoyasnoyg Jo 2Teasng

Suypdues-aaa0 noypdxa

PRa2A03 TEGG L IS -
QEG] (1N 2ERIRADD oU -

SpRat] UFraa) i
SPIOYIEN 0 aFRIaA

T Bureys 2o

un FuLeys sl

UDHIUTIP PIOyasno]|

Iaao pue ¢ ] pade s12quaw ppogasnoy
[ s £jqassod pui peat ploussnon i smasiaa) -
splotasnoy [ 2aza) e jo dn-mo
<] era paazaod Apued stouonendad pasneucnymsa -
sployssioy ajead j -

sployasnoy oozl xoadde tppoz sows
sployasnoy 0an'y xosdde 0p0T-rEa1

ek 21 Fuunp sanpuadya pug sawod
-un (e noqe Furdsayyoog sl ay) o pus gy e pu
FuiuunFag S0 18 PR POYSSN0Y 1M SMATAIMIUL B -
yasnoy 2ieanl (e Ega] 2ows -
Auo
"Spaan URUAS) i spletasnog ajeaid (gga | (oun -
vonupnded pasiroonmnsn o afeaaos-uo -
- BT T
JO 94 86 0124 08 Jo sapdwes-qns wopue 133 s1snualns
sploy2snoy o0 e rosdde e

wanepndod Saaang

az1s ajdumy

(anos wopuel) sajdues waopuns pagmgs

(suosiad ppo'ong) snEuesy
Iy wopue Aoepusy )y ua paseg apdwes wmonb

poipai upplweg

AURLLISOY 1507 Ul 0a6] 23018 -
FALRULIAN 15340 W1 RG] 29u1s -
Al

AURLLIAY 1515 UL §RG[ 22U1s -
AUBLEIZEY 15240, UL £O/206 ] 2218 -
SINAN © AlaAD

|EAdal £nadng

I

WO2a5-5502 _..-n_._.nm_ﬂu_.—

faning

Jdd08

SAT

dHOS PU SA;

CAUEULIEN Ul S42A0NE 20D POY2ENo 10 SNSRI (eS| opogiaga 1Y AL

Xipuaddy



83

A Comparison of EVS and SOEP

sapes arealid wogy aurozug -
JURINSUL IFI[ WIOAJ IE2Iagul -
{ Uadumsia swesym
SSURTRUIIa AL, b SIS FUlTEa-1255E W) Suioau -
sijauaq s8uyj -

AFUBINSLL A]1] Wod) sjuaused
[BI0 211 W1 PIPOAU 3R] g Furnaaae s A2i) ang
AU FULINP PAPInIAT 10U 51 IURINSUE S[1] 1L04] 1528301

siuauoduros awasul o
afurasna-uou woadxg

“dnoary mUSqUET 11 0 SUoEpUSW
WA 201 o) SUIpIoaaE aN[EA [RIU2E 130 B UL S1 NS S0 -
(sadeduow uo saropm) 1se0 Furaueul jo uopanpap -
‘SaNE) DIULINEUL 1500 DAUBLIPUIELW [0 UDanpap -
‘S|apoLl EOlssardal auop
-a1) un paseq aunpasond 2njea puad ssoud po vonmndur -

SAN[EA [EIUAD 1A PALpOLL UL S|nsal sig) -

Y{eaded

~LICUI U0 [S203001) 51500 Suiaueun) Jo ueianpap ou -
'SANE) “RURINSUL IS0 2OUTUIUIEW JO uonsnpap -
gapge) pajieap o) Suipaaame sjueu Lq pred sjuas
uo pastg aanpaaosd S2npea e ssead jo vopendun -

sizidmann
Jauave 1af juad paqndug

£aAdns Ul papn|aun

A2AIN3 UL papjaul

SaSNU0Y "saxio|dia Jof
spuawaddns auwng-aug

(-1 58 awoau eruue] yaesd u (udy-uep Spsour)
AZLAIIITL JO a1 uaald se uoniseduwos proyasnog

CAELALIIUL TULIES AU Jo 3 e S3150)
=30IED ployasney (Aaneuaie) pouad sauataag syl
Fuunp ployasnog usald e un pasl) Apueanopasl o

suosiad ssou) {g uaalT 2l S205IRINGY PlOYISHo}]

R BINERE BT B |

suansanb aapasdsonat o Ueal epua
-3 snotassd Jo 9W0aUL [ENUUT S8 [jaM ST SWwoaul Ao

poad azuasagar jo atweanl A aaenh Jga6] 20UIS -
I35 JEPUAED JUALIND JU 3WI0IUT [RIUUE G40 (1 -

potd aouaiz)ay

Juadk m:.u.“.._._.u.ﬁ_ JOf wjep gl n__.,:uu_amc._.u._ o
maladaiul Jo iuow s ul sjusuodwos mwuou ssord dolew -
{, Jau2a28,) sweaul ployasnoy (auy Suyuot -

siudizied 2 4q Furdasyyoog snonupuoa

BEp
AUEADU| JO UeI| [0

sasf|rue uoipae () oads apdums-qns) uo

poseg sio10w) Tunydiaas (e pnpidun| pue |Runnaas-550 -
snsuary ouangy A usald wanngug
S [EUIFIEUL O] S3a8M 1S1] JO JUaunsnipe [Puonaas-s501d -

[[=1a%201q AWoaun Ul J3UdaIas Jueaur )

SUOIUL POUISH0L 13 PRI J0 SHIRS [RID0S 9EE ploy
-BEMON]) SIS (RARPA] AL J0) SNSUAT 023y Ag uaald
UOTINGLISTP [EUTEIeus o] justuisn(pe [Buo)1ses-55000

aunydag

dd05

Sad

(0] Ty AL



L. Becker, I. B Frick, M, M. Grabka, B Hauser, P. Krause, and G. G. Wagner

86

SIOURMD]|RE Pl pue ‘swoau pendes do) suon
-dwraxa xey ‘swins dwmp euoisiaoad ‘seafopdwa dop won
-Npap B]) PUE SSUTNGD X8) 21SEQ U paseq uonendun

TUSISEISSE XE] (U] J0] 2JURMO]|E ou g 'Laa
-Ims up papn)aur pouad ssuodsan aun Suunp spuawded

SUDLRgLEUes £11
N335 [1I0F PUL SANL ],

S1DqLUSLL Plouasnol 3| 3uls jo asucdsad
-Uau-1un 0] anp awoou) pauodai-uoy jo venendu ou -
BIRp-0I3IW U pagde)) e sanpea paqndwn -

anbiuyoay uan

gl | ~umngoa- pug-aol,, 201 FUlA0[|0] usljELn e
[Euipapun] pus [Euoaas-s5002 U paseq umendun -

EJEQ-0U31 U] PATIUSPT 24 Jouues sanjea paindun -
Les-5 A0 Jo wasdpnl peuossd
pue Gurdaayyooq fq uaoys sz amnpuadxs jo wns
ey uosieduied Jo siseq s o) voneediun-pedss -

B FUISSIUL JO
uoiendw pue ssuodsa
-UDU-L2]] O] 20p Sanjes

Juissiw jo Fuijpuegy

J30

sAd

[uoa) 1y aqe],



a7

A Comparison of EVS and SOEP

parnidu

NEEETRITTRRETT i
sseaIug - |

aseana(] - 4

123 DNRINEAS Op ¢/

JUSLUSS2E5E KE)
(i) JOp astao)

it T 1 é ¢ o =1 auang fpapngsu SUOE O
siuatndvd (emoe | A0n00s [eoas pue sase |,
(s
anpea (R ) anjia [pual pagned | jau e Juipnja jo uonep
f / / pandur jau + " ! =WT 13U PALpIPOW | -uauedal $ dnoin wleg
-uiy uaald ) quad pagndug
H : Blap 553 ajeIa ReEiama oY
3 o x—r P P 1 ! .__.. ! pajiciap ~UE JuRIAgIp o gdmiasen
. WAy ] ] san
T T o -aznduinsy ! ! ! voBInduw)-padxa -qea T jo woiendi)
I ! ! wopuR : p & apcluwes vjonb ponpaw Juipdimg

/ / ; ok “ 1 i SHIOW £ 8661
/ / ! Seadiggal 0| pouad aauadapel swoou|

upyepuasasdal

ol ues- : !

/ ! 4 AUl 1 2 + -1apun srzudiagg) Jo adeaan]

VR untjeussaddad
t : T -dapun pue Furpos sdnoad swoes
diop &q paiarnsalr | -ur ydny A1aa Jo a8eaan))

20l eI
njenbau Uy Anpenbau uea
Amang ' I . fuadorg | AWasog ! ﬂ W Auadoag :
0 129)) ; 0 13y e
JH0S SAT

JAOS pud §AT (AUBLLSH UL SHRSUAW UAINGLISIP 2W0aU] UK SASUAITR L2008 jo 193] 12 syusisds inoge sasayiad {1 -7y ajqe ],



88 I Becker, 1. R. Frick, M. M. Grabka, R. Hauser, P. Krause, and G, G, Wagner

14

=
" _ [ msoep

| OMikrozensus

| OEVS

Population share [%]

é?é*f’ OIS It cg?é’@ & cg%ﬁ & @@a@@
@ "y '-3'

| S LSS %é?’%@ﬁ h@gﬁéﬂ 4‘@“ -:§r' @

; Income group [DEI"u'ipm].

Fig. Al. Distribution of monthly incomes in EVS, Mikrozensus, and SOEP 1598

References

Atkinson AB, Micklewright D {1983} On the Reliability of Income Data in the Family Ex-
penditure Survey 1970-1977. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society 146, Part 1: 33-
Gl

Becker [ (1993) Stabilitdt in der Einkommensverteilung — Ergebnisse fir die Bundesrepu-
blik Deurschland bis zur Wiedervereinigung. Arbeitspapier Nr. 6 des EVS-Projekts,
Frankfurt™ain

Biewen M (2001) Measuring the Effects of Socio-Economic Variables on the Income Dis-
tribution: An Application to the East German Transition Process, Review of Econom-
ics and Statistics 83 (1) 185 -190

Bird EI, Frick JR, Wagner, GG (1998) The Income of Socialist Upper Classes during the
Transition to Capitalism - Evidence from Longitudinal East German Data. In; Journal
of Comparative Economics 26: 211-225

Bundesministerium fiir Arbeit und Sozialordnung {2001) Lebenslagen in Dewtschland [Der
erste Armuts- und Reichiumsbericht der Bundesregierung]. Bonn

Burkhauger BV, Kreyenfeld M, Wagner GG (1997) The German Socie-Economic Panel
Study: A Representative Sample of Reunified Germany and its Parts. DIW-
Vierteljahrshette zur Wirtschaftsforschung 66 (1): 7-18



A Comparison of EVS and SOEP 39

Burkhauser RV, Crews-Cutts A, Liflard D (1999) How Older People in the United States
and Germany Fared in the Growth Years of the 1980s: A Cross-Scctional versus a
Longitudinal View. Journal of Gerontology: Social Science 54B (5): $279-5290

Butrica BA (1996} Imputation methods for filling in missing values in the PSID-GSOEP
equivalent file 1980-1994

Canberra Group (CG, Expert Group on Houschold Income Statistics) (2001} Final report
and Recommendations, Ottawa

Diubler T (2002} Monresponseanalysen der Stichprobe F des SOEP. DIW Materialien Nr.
13, Berlin

Fabig H (1999) Income Mobility and the Welfare State: An Intemational Comparison with
Panel Data. Journal of European Social Policy 9, Mo, 4: 331-349

Faik I (1997) Institutionelle Aquivalenzskalen als Basis von Verteilungsanalysen - Eine
Modifizierung der Sozialhilfeskala. In: Becker [, Hauser R {eds) Einkommensvertei-
lung und Armut, Frankfurt™ain, pp 13-42

Frick I, Krause P, Wagner GG (1997) Einkommensverteilung. In: Statistisches Bundesamt
{ed) Datenreport 1997 - Zahlen und Fakten iiber die Bundesrepublik Deutschland.
Bonn, pp 302-314

Frick JR, Grabka MM (2001} Der Einflull von Imputed Rent auf die personelle Einkom-
mensverteilung. Jahrbiicher fiir Nationaldkonomie und Statistik 221 (3): 285-308

Githel I, Habich R, Krause P (2002) Einkommensverteilung und Armut. Statistisches Bun-
desamt (ed) Datenreport 2002, Bonn (in press)

Haisken-DelMew IP, Frick IR (2001) Deskiop Companion to the German Socio-Economic
Panel Stdy (GSOEP), Version 3.0 - Update to Wave 17, German Institute for Eco-
nomic Research, Berlin

Hanesch W, Krause P, Bicker G (2000) Armut und Ungleichbeit in Deutschland. Der neue
Armutsbericht der Hans-Bockler-3tiftung, des DGB und des Parititischen Wobdfzhrs-
verbands. Reinbek bei Hamburg : : '

Hauser R, Frick JR, Mueller K, Wagner GG (1994) Incquality in Income: A Comparison of
East and West Germans before Reunification and during Transition. Joumal of Eure-
pean Social Policy 4: 277-295

Hauser R (1999) Personelle Primir- und Sekundicverteilung der Einkommen unter dem
Einflul sich dndernder wirtschalilicher und sozialpolitischer Rahmenbedingungen. Ei-
ne empirische Analyse aufl der Basis der Einkommens- und Verbrauchsstichproben
1973 — 1993, Allgemeines Statistisches Archiv 83 (1): 88-110

Hauser R, Becker [ (eds) (2000) The Personal Distribution of lncome in an Intermational
Perspective. Berlin et al.

Hauser R, Becker [ (2001) Einkommensverteilung im Querschnitt und im Zeitverlauf 1973
- 1998, Studie im Aufimg des Bundesministeriums fiir Arbeit und Sozialordnung,
Publ. by Bundesministerium fiir Arbeit und Sozialordnung, Bonn

Hauser R, Fabig H {1999) Labor Earnings and Household Income Maobility in Reunified
Germany: A comperison of the Eastern and Western States, Review of Income and
Wealth 45 (3): 303-324

Hauser B, Stein H {2001) Dic Vermdgensverteilung im vercinigten Deutschland, Frank-
furtMain

Hausger R, Wagner GG (2002) Economics of the Personal Distribution of [ncome. In: Zim-
mermann KF (ed) Fronticrs in Economics, Berlin et al., pp 311-370



90 I Becker, 1. R. Frick, M. M, Grabka, R. Hauser, P. Krause, and G. G. Wagner

Kranse P, Habich R (2000) Einkommensverteilung vnd Armut. In: Statistisches Bundesamt
(ed} Datenrcport 1999, Zahlen und Fakten iiber dic Bundesrepublik Deutschland,
Bonn, pp 381-591

Krug W, Nourney M, Schmidt J (1994) Wirtschafis- und Sozialstatistik, Gewinnung von
Daten. Miinchen Wien

Kithnen C (1999) Das Stichprobenverfahren der Einkommens- und WVerbrauchsstichprobe
1998, Wirtschalt und Statistik 2: 111-115

Kithnen C (2001) Das Stichprobenverfabren der Einkommens- und Verbrauchsstichprobe
1995, Statistisches Bundesam! (ed) Methodenberichte, Heft 1/2001. Wieshaden

Little RJA, Su HL (1989) Item Non-Response in Panel Surveys. In: Kaspravk D, Duncan
G, Kalton G, Singh MP {eds) Panel Surveys, John Wiley, New York, pp 400-4235

Merz J (2001) Hohe Einkommen, ihre Struktur und Verteilung — Mikroanalysen auf Basis
der Einkommensteverstatistik. Beitrag zum Armuts- und Reichtumshbericht der Bun-
desregierung. Publ. by Bundesministerium fiir Arbeit und Sozialordnung, Bonn

Minnich M, Illgen M (2000} Einkommen und Einnahmen privater Haushalte in Deutsch-
land. Ergebnisse der Einkommens- und Verbrauchsstichprobe flir das erste Halbjahr
1998, Wirtschaft und Statistik 2: 123-137

Pannenberg M (2001) Documentation of Sample Sizes and Panel Attrition in the German
socio Econemic Panel (GSOEP) (1984 until 2000}, DIW Research Mote No. 6. Berlin

Poschl H (1993) Werbung und Beteilipung der Haushalte an der Einkommens- und
Verbrauchsstichprobe 1993, Wirtschaft und Statistik 6; 385-390

Rendtel U (1995) Panelavsfille und Panelrepriisentativitit. FrankfurtMain New Yark

Rendtel U, Wagner GG, Frick JR (1993): Eine Strategic zur Kontrolle von Lingsschnitts-
gewichtungen in Panelerhebungen - Das Beispiel des Sozio-cckenomischen Pancls
(SOEP), Allgemeines Statistisches Archiv 79 (3): 232-277

Sachverstindigenrat zur Begutachtung der gesamtwirtschaftlichen Entwicklung (1998) Vor
weitreichenden Entscheidungen, Jahresgutachten [998/99, Stubgan

Strndal CE, Swensson B, Wretman J (1992} Model Assisted Survey Sampling. New York

Schlomann H (1992) Vermégensverteilung und private Altersvorsorge. Frankfurt/Main

Schnell B (1997) Non-Response in Bevalkerungsumfragen - Ausmali, Entwicklung und Ur-
sachen. Opladen 1

Schwarze 1 (1993) Simulating German [ncome and Social Security Tax Payments using the
GSOEP. Cross-Mational Studies in Aging, Program Project Paper No. 19, Syracuse
University, Syracuse, Mew York s

Statistisches Bundesamt (1997) Wirtschaltsrechnungen. Fachserie 135: Einkommens- und
Verbrauchsstichprobe 1993, Heft 7: Aufgabe, Methode und Durchfiihrung. Wieshaden

Statistisches Bundesamt (2002): Wirtschaftsrechnungen, Fachserie 15; Einkemmens- und
Verbrauchsstichprobe 1998, Heft 7: Aufgabe, Methode und Durchfihrung, Wissbaden
{forthcoming)

Wagner GG, Schupp J, Rendeel [ {1994) Das Sozio-Skonomische Panel - Methoden der
Datenproduktion und -aufbersitung im Langsschaitt. In: Havser R et al. {eds), Mikro-
analytische Grundlagen der Gesellschafispolitik - Erhebungsverfahren, Analysemetho-
den und Mikrosimulation. Berlin, pp. 70-111





