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1 Introduction1 

Within the scope of the German Longitudinal Election Study (GLES), three long-term panels are 
managed to date. Our approach relates to long-term panels which were started with the federal 
elections in 2002, 2005 and 2009. Each panel has a planned duration of three major waves for 
three consecutive federal elections.  

Integrating these panels into the GLES project allows for the coordinated research program of the 
German electoral studies’ long-term panels to be continued in a profound way.  

This Technical Report demonstrates the common background of the long-term panels and inte-
grates them into the context of GLES. On this basis, design and methodology of the GLES panel 
surveys conducted from 2009 to 2012 are described. In addition to a detailed overview of con-
ceptual characteristics and information about fieldwork, an outlook of the planned developments 
of the panels from 2013 on will be provided.  

In order to provide users with the greatest possible added value, the Technical Report concludes 
with information about data access and preparation of published data. Thereby services such as 
weighting and the structure of provided data sets are particularly focused on. Further infor-
mation about each panel will be provided in the methodological reports which are published by 
GESIS for each data set and are highly recommended to be consulted previous to data analysis.  

 

                                                  
1  This Technical Report is an extended version of Blumenstiel & Gummer (2012). We would like to thank 

Uta Hylla and Vivienne Brando for support in translating the text into English. 
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2 Long-Term Panels in German and International Election Studies 

Repeated interviewing is a well-established method since the beginning of survey-based election 
studies in the United States in the 1940s and 1950s. Paul F. Lazarsfeld was one of the first to 
recognize the advantages of this method (in particular Lazarsfeld, 1948). The famous Erie-
County-Study by Lazarsfeld and colleagues (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet, 1944) was conducted 
with seven waves during the election campaign of the American presidential election in 1940. It 
led not only to substantial findings which are influential to the present day, but also introduced 
a sophisticated design (e.g. control groups were part of the design which allowed examining 
panel conditioning). Therefore, this concept is still applicable with hardly any modifications to-
day. 

For some central questions of election studies, panel surveys are necessary or at least beneficial. 
Swing voting, attitude stability at the individual level, effects of newly acquired information or 
differences between intentions and actual behavior are best analyzed with data from repeated 
interviews. While the first panels were limited to a relatively short period of months, the first 
long-term panels were soon to be implemented, e.g. in the United Sates from 1956 to 19602, in 
Great Britain from 1969 to 19743, in France from 1967 to 19694, in Canada from 1974 to 19805 
or in the Netherlands from 1971 to 19796. Central aspects of electoral science such as voting 
behavior in consecutive elections can only be analyzed by means of these long-term surveys. 
Subsequently, further long-term panels were implemented in several countries. However, com-
pared to regular cross sectional studies, long-term panels continued to be exceptions. Possible 
reasons are the considerably higher administrative, financial, and temporal expenditures that go 
hand in hand with the implementation of repeated interviewing. The trend of decreasing response 
rates for face-to-face interviews and the compulsion to short-term results in many research pro-
jects made the implementation of long-term panels increasingly difficult. Therefore, in many 
countries long-term panels were not implemented in the recent past. However, the American 
National Election Study (ANES) and the British Election Study (BES) used these shifting parame-
ters of survey research to implement long-term panels via web-based interviews for the first time 
(in the U.S. from 2008 to 20107, in Great Britain from 2005 to 20108). 

The situation in Germany developed contrary to the international one. Comparatively, it took a 
long time until first steps were taken towards (short-term) panels in the 1970s and the 1980s 
(ZA635, ZA823, ZA1276, ZA1537, ZA1919). Starting with a panel survey directed by Hans Rat-
tinger and Jürgen W. Falter from 1990 to 1992, one of the longest continuous series of long-term 
panels in international election studies could eventually be established. In each federal election 
since 1994 a new three-wave long-term panel with interviews taking place at the two consecu-
tive federal elections was started. Within component 7 of GLES this established design was 

                                                  
2  ANES: http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/anes_panel_1956to1960/anes_panel_1956to1960.htm 

[26.11.2012] 
3  BES: http://www.esds.ac.uk/findingData/snDescription.asp?sn=422 [26.11.2012] 
4  French National Election Panel Study: http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/2978 

[26.11.2012] 
5  The 1974-1979-1980 Canadian National Elections and Quebec Referendum Panel Study: 

http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/8079 [26.11.2012] 
6  Dutch Parliamentary Election Panel Study: https://diva.sfsu.edu/bundles/55805 [26.11.2012] 
7  ANES: http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/2008_2009panel/anes2008_2009panel.htm and 

http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/2010panel_recontact/2010panel_recontact.htm [26.11.2012] 
8  BES: http://bes.utdallas.edu/2009/panel-data0510/MEMOBES200506080910.pdf [26.11.2012] 

http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/anes_panel_1956to1960/anes_panel_1956to1960.htm
http://www.esds.ac.uk/findingData/snDescription.asp?sn=422
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/2978
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/ICPSR/studies/8079
https://diva.sfsu.edu/bundles/55805
http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/2008_2009panel/anes2008_2009panel.htm
http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/2010panel_recontact/2010panel_recontact.htm
http://bes.utdallas.edu/2009/panel-data0510/MEMOBES200506080910.pdf
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adopted and the 2002 and 2005 panel surveys were continued. Table 1 provides an overview of 
long-term panels in Germany which were concluded prior to the start of GLES in 2009. 

 

Table 1: Long-term panels since 1990 

 Panel 

1990-1992 

Panel A 

1994-2002 

Panel B 

1998-2005 

Start-1st Wave 2007 (West) 

606 (East)a 

4114 + 1351b 3337 

Willingness to be 
re-interviewed 

- - 2629 78.8% 

2nd Wave 932 (West) 
325 (East) 

46.4% 
53.6% 

2117 51.5% 1744 52.3% 

3rd Wave 716 (West) 35.7% 1423 34.6% 691c 20.7% 

Directors Jürgen W. Falter 

Hans Rattinger 

Jürgen W. Falter 

Oskar W. Gabriel 

Hans Rattinger  

Klaus Schmitt 

Hans Rattinger 

ZA-Number ZA2429 ZA4301  ZA4662 

doi 10.4232/1.2429 10.4232/1.4301 10.4232/1.4662 

a The first wave in East Germany was implemented in 1991, parallel to the second wave in West Germany. 
b From an additional mail survey, which was partially used in1998 to increase the number of respondents. 
c CATI-Interviews 
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3 GLES and Component 7 

Cross-section surveys prior to and after elections are an important element of each election 
study. However, it is impossible to detect individual changes in voting behaviour with cross-
sectional data only. A major aim of GLES is to examine long-term individual changes in political 
attitude and political behaviour. Therefore, panel surveys across several federal elections are 
necessary (Component 7 directed by Prof. Dr. Hans Rattinger). 

Within the framework of GLES the long-term panels are linked to pre- and post-election cross 
sections (Component 1) in which each cross-section forms the first wave of a three-wave panel. 
The strong connection to the cross-sectional component implies that the field time of the long-
term panels is identical to that of the cross-section survey. Furthermore, similar questionnaires 
and the same survey method (CAPI) are used for both the long-term panel and the cross-section 
survey. 

Additionally, long-term panels are complementary with short-term campaign panels of GLES 
(Component 3) in terms of their content. While the latter are conducted online using an access 
panel and thus are not based on a fully-fledged probability-sample, the combination of short-
term and long-term panel surveys within GLES offers a variety of perspectives for analysis. For 
example short-term electoral volatility during a campaign and long-term volatility between two 
elections can be studied with similar instruments. 

 

Figure 1: German Longitudinal Election Study (GLES) 2009 
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Moreover, the repeated three-wave panels connect the long-term panel component of GLES with 
election studies of prior federal elections. Respondents of the cross-section survey of the federal 
election in 2002 were interviewed for the third and last time in 2009. The data of the panel from 
2002 to 2009 are documented in the GESIS Data Catalogue (ZA5320) and can be downloaded 
free of charge. The post-election cross-section survey of 2005, which was administrated by Stef-
fen Kühnel, Oskar Niedermayer and Bettina Westle, is also being continued (ZA4332). A data set 
for this panel is also available from GESIS (ZA5321) including data from 2005, 2007, 2009, and 
2011. With the pre- and post-electoral cross-sections of 2009 (ZA5302), the first genuine GLES 
long-term panel was initiated and will be continued until the federal election of 2017. 
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4 Design and Methodology of GLES Long-Term Panels 

4.1 Study Design of the Panels 

With the long-term panel a repeated three-wave panel design is applied, which has been success-
fully realized for each federal election since 1994. Figure 2 illustrates this design. For each feder-
al election, three long-term panels field in different waves. 

Figure 2: Design of GLES long-term panels 

 

 

With the launch of GLES this design was further improved. One drawback of the past design was 
the long interval between two panel-waves, which did not only reduce the correctness of ad-
dresses, but also led to the fact that many respondents did not remember their participation in 
the study. Therefore annual interviews were introduced, which also enhance the analytical value 
of the data. Table 2 compares the improved design with the previous one. A similar design was 
used in prior British long-term panels9. The off-election year waves are conducted in a sequential 
mixed mode design. The first attempt is to interview all panel participants via telephone (CATI). 
Second, cases who could not be contacted via phone or prefer a written participation receive a 
mail questionnaire. 

Irrespective of the advantages of shorter intervals between data collection waves, the revised 
study design could induce greater panel attrition. According to Lynn (2009, p. 13), given an 
overall duration of a panel study, a shorter interval between waves (i.e. more waves in total) lead 
to higher attrition rates. However, we argue that panel attrition is a non-linear process with the 
highest number of refusals normally occurring between wave one and wave two (Smith, Lynn, & 
Elliot, 2009, p. 25). The development of the number of cases in the panel started in 2005 seems to 
support this notion (Figure 3). The panel has suffered from severe panel attrition, but almost 
                                                  
9  BEPS1: http://www.esds.ac.uk/doc/3888\mrdoc\UKDA\UKDA_Study_3888_Information.htm [26.11.2012] 

http://www.esds.ac.uk/doc/3888/mrdoc/UKDA/UKDA_Study_3888_Information.htm
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exclusively due to losses from wave 1 to wave 2. Since 2008, the number of interviews per wave 
has only slightly been falling. Consequently, the advantages of the new design prevail. 

Figure 3: Panel attrition in panel D (2005-2013) 

 
The sampling for the long-term panels is carried out by pre- and post-electoral cross-section 
interviews (Component 1). Thus the target population of the panel established in 2009 consists of 
people who live in Germany, are at the age of 16 and above and live in private households in 
Germany, and who were entitled to vote in the German federal election on September 27th in 
2009 or – if not 18 –are now entitled to vote10. 

Table 2: Design of GLES long-term panels 

Year Previous Design (before 2009) New GLES-Design (since 2009) 

1    Election 1 Cross-Section (F2F, 60 Min.) Cross-Section (F2F, 60 Min.) 

2  Off-election year wave 1 (CATI/P&P, 10 Min.) 

3  Off-election year wave 2 (CATI/P&P, 10 Min.) 

4 Panel Maintenance (Postcard) Off-election year wave 3 (CATI/P&P, 10 Min.) 

5    Election 2 Re-Interview 1 (F2F, 60 Min.) Major Wave 2 (F2F, 60 Min.) 

6  Off-election year wave 4 (CATI/P&P, 10 Min.) 

7  Off-election year wave 5 (CATI/P&P, 10 Min.) 

8 Panel Maintenance (Postcard) Off-election year wave 6 (CATI/P&P, 10 Min.) 

9    Election 3 Re-Interview 2 (F2F, 60 Min.) Major Wave 3 (F2F, 60 Min.) 

 

                                                  
10  Further information on sampling is included in the study description of the pre- and post-electoral cross-

section (ZA5302). 
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The sample population of each panel consists of the respondents of the respective baseline cross-
section survey, who are willing to participate in further surveys. For instance in 2009, 2700 out 
of 4300 respondents (approx. 63%) were willing to be re-interviewed. The question regarding the 
respondent’s willingness to be re-interviewed is asked at the end of the cross-sectional interview. 
In each wave, the respondents remain within the same survey period (pre- or post-election). 

As illustrated in Table 3, the response rate of cross-sectional surveys in the past years decreased, 
but also the willingness to be re-interviewed diminished. This trend could for now be stopped in 
2009. Appropriate measures will be taken for 2013 in order to raise the number of respondents 
who are willing to be re-interviewed to more than 70 percent. These measures refer to a more 
intensive training of the cross-section interviewers (with regard to the long-term panel) as well 
as improved information for the respondents. 

Table 3: Sample population of long-term panels since 1998 

 Panel B 
1998-2005  

ZA4662 

Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

Cross-section respon-
dents 

3337 3263 2540a 4288 

Sample  population 
(consented to be re-
interviewed) 

2629 78.8% 2340 71.7% 1526 60.1% 2699 63.0% 

a CATI-Interviews 

 

4.2 Question Program 

In 2009, three different long-term panel surveys were fielded. Since the questionnaires of the 
respective cross-section surveys (2002, 2005, 2009) were different in some aspects, individual 
questionnaires were applied for each panel. Table 4 illustrates the correspondence at construct 
level for all waves collected in 2009. Within the framework of GLES a certain alignment of the 
question programs was pursued. Nevertheless the longitudinal characteristics within the separate 
panels should persist in order to keep their analytical potential. 

Table 4: Question program of the 2009 waves on construct level by GLES long-term panels 

Construct 2002 pre 2002 post 2005 2009 pre 2009 post 

Evaluation of Political Actors x x x x x 

Political Attitude x x x x x 

Gender   x   

Social Attitudes 
Ego 

x x  x x 

Interest Representation by Organiza-
tions/Leading Candidates 

x x   x 

Candidate for Chancellor x x x x x 
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Construct 2002 pre 2002 post 2005 2009 pre 2009 post 

Left-Right-Assessment x x x x x 

Use of Media and Perception of Elec-
toral Campaign in the Media 

x x x x x 

Membership in Organizations x x x x x 

Personality x x x x x 

PID (Ego, Family) x x x x x 

Political Communication    x  

Political Participation x x  x x 

Political Interest x x x x x 

Political Knowledge x x x x x 

Position Issues (Parties and Ego) x x x x x 

Socio-Demographic Information 
(Ego, Partner, Parents) 

x x x x x 

Differences between Political Actors   x  x 

Electoral Campaign (Attitudes, Per-
ception) 

x x x x x 

Voting Behavior, Reason of Vote, 
Certainty of Decision 

x x x x x 

Most important Problems and Solu-
tion Expertise  

x x x x x 

Economic Situation 
Own/General/Regional 

x x x x x 

Satisfaction with Political Actors and 
Political System 

x x x x x 

4.3 Fieldwork 

The fieldwork of panel surveys is subject to specific characteristics and presents extraordinary 
challenges to survey agencies11 and researchers. Compared to the original cross-section, for in-
stance, the panel surveys show a greater regional variance of the sample. The respondents spread 
beyond the originally drawn sample points due to regional mobility. This section addresses some 
pivotal issues of the fieldwork of GLES long-term panels 

Tracking Procedures 

Keeping addresses up to date is a necessary precondition for a high response rate and the avoid-
ance of a systematic attrition of regionally mobile respondents in each panel survey. For this 
reason tracking procedures are regularly carried out for GLES long-term panels. Address research 
is accomplished in three steps. First of all, the addresses are checked visually after the cross sec-

                                                  
11  The fieldwork was conducted by Infratest dimap in 2009 (ZA5320 und ZA5321) and MARPLAN 

(ZA5322). The intermediate surveys in 2011 and early 2012 were conducted at BACES. 
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tion survey. If possible, information which is incomplete or implausible (e.g. four-digit zip code, 
obvious misspelling) is corrected by means of public sources, especially phone books. Further-
more, a duplicate control is conducted. 

Second, the addresses are compared with the reference files of the Deutsche Post before the mail 
survey in off-election years is carried out. Thereby small mistakes can be corrected and the deliv-
erability of the addresses can be verified in advance. 

Third, the addresses of those respondents who could not be reached for an interview either in 
written form or by phone are investigated by Adress Research12, a subsidiary of the Deutsche 
Post. In a first step, this investigation is conducted with a bereavement and relocation database. 
In a second step, it is conducted by requests to authorized registration offices. 

Table 5: Address comparison with reference file in March, 2011 

 Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

Subject Deliverable 190 41.4% 609 35.3% 

Household Deliverable 50 10.9% 312 18.1% 

Subject unknown, Building known 88 19.2% 521 30.2% 

Subject and Building unknown 9 2.0% 48 2.8% 

Subject not Deliverable 83 18.1% 131 7.6% 

Household not Deliverable 29 6.3% 66 3.8% 

Not ascertainable 10 2.2% 36 2.1% 

Total 459 100% 1723 100% 

 
The results of the address research shall be illustrated with the investigations in fall 2010 and 
early 2011. With the visual control a great number of small mistakes (especially incorrect street 
names, e.g. Eichendorfstr. instead of Eichendorffstr.) were eliminated, and approximately 600 
new phone numbers were detected (personal and household level). After the cross-section surveys 
in 2009 approximately 1,300 phone numbers of respondents who were willing to be re-
interviewed were missing. With manual research this gap was reduced to 700. The results of the 
address verification by means of the reference file and the research conducted by Adress Re-
search are summarized in Table 6. 
 

  

                                                  
12  http://www.adress-research.de/ 

http://www.adress-research.de/
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Table 6: Address comparison via Adress Research (Relocation and Bereavement Database  
and requests to the Registration Office) April, 2011 

 Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 
Subject Deceased 9 10.8% 14 11.1% 

New Address 66 79.5% 96 76.2% 

Still Registered but no longer Residing 4 4.8% 7 5.6% 

Unknown/Not Registered, Other 4 4.8% 9 7.1% 

 

While these reactive tracking procedures thus proved to be quite successful, they should be ac-
companied by pro-active measures to reduce the number of addresses which need tracking. The 
most important pro-active tool is interviewer training. Interviewers must be aware of the im-
portance of correctly recorded addresses. Even small, seemingly unimportant deviations such as 
"Mathias Meier" instead of "Matthias Maier" can be crucial to the success of tracking procedures 
since only addresses which once have been valid can be successfully tracked. Interviewers should 
especially be trained for the so-called corner house problem. In many places, the street name of a 
given house is not self-explanatory, sometimes even contra-intuitive as Figure 4 illustrates. In 
these cases the interviewers could easily record a wrong street. The misclassifications later can 
only be identified by visual inspection of city maps, automated tracking procedures will fail.  

Another pro-active tool is the distribution of postcards to the respondents. If their address chang-
es in the future, the respondents can send the pre-directed and stamped postcard back. Such 
postcards have been sent to all panel respondents together with the pre-notification of the off-
election year wave in autumn 2012. 

 

Figure 4: The corner house problem 
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Incentives  

While the effect of incentives on response rates is rather small, most panel surveys use incentives 
in some way. The reason is that in panel surveys even a little reduction of attrition can be worth 
a rather high effort. For another, the participation in panel studies is always more time-
consuming for the respondents, so that researchers may want to appreciate the effort that the 
respondents accept with their repeated participation. 

All panel respondents receive an incentive for their participation. For off-election year surveys a 
reward of 5 Euros is granted, for election year face-to-face surveys the reward amounts to 10 
Euros. For the 2011 and 2012 waves the respondents could choose between an Amazon voucher 
and a lottery ticket. In 2011 an alternative option was to donate the reward to UNICEF. While 
other studies reported higher response rates in subsequent wave for respondents who donated 
their incentives (possibly as an effect of a general tendency to altruistic behavior, see Laurie & 
Lynn, 2009; Lengacher, Sullivan, Couper, & Groves, 1995), we did not observe such an effect.  

Field Times 

In Table 7 the field times are illustrated for the major survey in 2009 as well as for the interme-
diate surveys in 2011 and 2012. As a result of some individual laggards, the field times of the 
mail intermediate surveys are quite long. In contrast to the usual approach of a mail cross-
section survey, field time does not end after a pre-determined period of time but theoretically 
lasts until the beginning of the following wave. 

Cover Letter, Brochures and Reminder 

All panel surveys are announced about one week prior to start of the fieldwork by postcard or 
letter. These announcements provide information about the duration and the mode of the survey. 
Furthermore a phone number and an e-mail address are indicated for possible requests and the 
respondents are referred to a respondent homepage for further information. 

For the mail surveys the respective respondents receive an invitation letter, a short brochure 
about the survey with several findings and notes regarding data protection, a questionnaire, a 
separate address sheet and a stamped addressed envelope. 

Other than for cross section mail surveys, only one reminder is sent because negative effects 
regarding the willingness to cooperate in future surveys shall be avoided. Too much contact may 
be conceived as interfering. 

The advance and cover letters as well as the reminder of the 2011 panel wave are attached to this 
Technical Report.    
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Table 7: Field times of GLES panel surveys since 2009 

Year Panel Mode Field Time 

2009 ZA5320 CAPI pre election: 08/06/09-09/09/25 
post election: 10/02/09-12/1409 

2009 ZA5321 CAPI pre election: 08/06/09-09/09/25 
post election: 10/02/09-12/14/09  

2009 ZA5322 CAPI pre election: 08/1009-09/26/09 
post election: 09/28/09-11/23/09  

2011 ZA5321 CATI 01/04/11-03/18/11 

2011 ZA5322 CATI 01/0411- 03/18/11 

2011 ZA5321 MAIL 05/10/11- 10/21/11 

2011 ZA5322 MAIL 05/10/11- 10/21/11 

2011 ZA5322 CATI 10/06/11- 11/17 /11 

2011/12 ZA5322 MAIL 11/22/11- 03/15/12 

2011/12 ZA5322 WEB 11/22/11- 01/04/12 

2012 ZA5321 CATI 02/22/12 – 03/26./12 

2012 ZA5321 MAIL 04/02/12 – 06/15/12 

 

Interviewer Training 

For each major and intermediate survey the appointed interviewers receive in-person training. 
Thereby the background and the characteristic features of long-term panels as well as the ques-
tionnaires of the survey are explained. The correct identification of the subject and a precise 
record of reasons for drop-out are particularly focused on. 

Number of Cases and Response Rates 

The tables below illustrate the number of cases and the response rates for the panel surveys since 
the beginning of GLES in 2009. The number of cases of the major waves corresponding to the 
respective federal elections is described in Table 8. The 2002 panel was concluded in 2009; 436 
respondents have participated in each of the three election-year surveys of this panel. 
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Table 8: Number of cases, major waves since 2002 

 Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

1st Major Wave 2340 1526c 2699 

2nd Major Wave 902b 38.5% 686 45.0%   

3rd Major Wave 641 27.4%     

Percentages refer to the sample population of a given long-term panel. 
b CATI-Interviews (Change of mode necessary due to early federal election) 
c Post-election cross-section only 

 

Table 9 illustrates the number of cases for each panel survey since 2009. In the panel started in 
2005 the number of cases in the intermediate surveys in 2011 and 2012 account for approxi-
mately 90 percent of the number of cases of the previous wave. The same percentage could be 
achieved for the intermediate wave of the panel started in 2009. However, in spring 2011 a nota-
bly higher attrition was recorded as this was the first re-interview after the cross section inter-
view in 2009 and not all addresses of those respondents who were willing to be re-interviewed 
were available. For the 2005 panel 409 individuals have participated in each of the three waves 
since 2009. In the 2009 panel 723 individuals have participated in each wave. 

Corresponding to the sequential mixed-mode-design, a majority of the intermediate interviews 
were conducted via telephone. The mail surveys help to reach individuals who lacked time for a 
telephone interview, and those who refuse telephone interviews as a matter of principle. Addi-
tionally, many respondents whose phone number was yet unknown were willing to mention it in 
a written interview. 

 

Table 9: Panel survey modes since 2009 

 

Panel Year CAPI CATI MAIL WEB Total In % of the sample  
population 

ZA5320 2009 641    641 27.4% 

ZA5321 2009 686    686 45.0% 

2011  491 114 - 605 88.2% 39.6% 

2012  459 87 - 546 90.2% 35.4% 

ZA5322 2009 2699    2699 100% 

2011  697 288 - 985 36.5% 36.5% 

2011/2  645 217 22 884 89.7% 32.8% 
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An overview of results and response rates according to AAPOR-standard is provided in Table 10. 
In order to apply the coding to panel surveys, all entries relate to the contact information of the 
respective interview (address or phone number), not to the target person itself. The target person 
Max Mustermann is always part of the panel-sample. However, if a call reveals the phone num-
ber known for this person is not assigned anymore, the final disposition code would be not eligi-
ble. In order to determine the disposition codes of the intermediate surveys with the mixed-
mode-design, the recommendation of AAPOR was followed that the result of the interviewer-
administered mode is to be considered final (in this case: CATI), except the self-administered 
mode reveals a result with higher information content. For instance, a mail interview substitutes 
the previous disposition code in any case. 

The interview category refers to all conducted and completed interviews, i.e. it is not distin-
guished between completed interviews and partial interviews exceeding a given item nonre-
sponse threshold. The refusal/dropout category refers to both hard and soft refusals as well as 
refusals through a contact person. Additionally, for mail surveys it refers to questionnaires which 
were returned blank. No contact implies that the subject could not be found at the indicated 
address or not be reached under the known phone number. Unknown eligibility (off-election 
year surveys only) means, for example, that merely a dialing tone appeared under the indicated 
phone number or that every written attempt of contact was not responded to. The category un-
known, other (off-election year surveys only) refers to undeliverable questionnaires for mail 
surveys and to persons who could not be identified precisely as the target person in telephone 
interviews. The category other particularly contains decedents or individuals who could not be 
interviewed for health reasons. Those addresses and phone numbers, by which the subjects could 
not be reached, were classified as not eligible.  

The response and cooperation rates are calculated as follows (AAPOR, 2011: 44-47): 

- Response Rate 2 (RR2) = 𝐼+𝑃
I+P+R+NC+O+UH+UO

 

- Response Rate 6 (RR6) = 𝐼+𝑃
I+P+R+NC+O

 

- Cooperation Rate 2 (COOP2) = 𝐼+𝑃
I+P+R+O

 

- Cooperation Rate 4 (COOP4) = 𝐼+𝑃
I+P+R
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Table 10: Results of fieldwork and response rates since 2009 

Code Description Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

  2009 2009 2011 2012 2011 2012 

I/P Interview 641 686 604 546 990 883 

R Refusal/Dropout 474 388 165 117 572 349 

NC No Contact 96 102 52 37 133 86 

UH Unknown Validity 0 0 24 104 378 454 

UO Unknown, Other 0 0 

 

10 26 110 80 

O Other 210 140 10 3 47 36 

NE Invalid 118 149 221 64 361 138 

RR2 Response Rate (min) 45.1% 52.1% 69.8% 65.6% 44.4% 46.8% 

RR6 Response Rate (max) 45.1% 52.1% 72.7% 77.7% 56.8% 65.2% 

COOP2 Cooperation (min) 48.3% 56.5% 77.5% 82.0% 61.5% 69.6% 

COOP4 Cooperation (max) 57.5% 63.9% 78.5% 82.4% 63.4% 71.7% 

 

The address stock is summarized in Table 11 (as of August 2012). Not all persons with address 
status A have participated in the intermediate surveys in 2011 and 2012. However, at least one 
contact information was verified. 

For respondents with address status B neither a valid address nor phone number could be detect-
ed in spite of several attempts of contact and research, or an address or phone number was valid 
in 2011 but no longer in 2012. As a result, these individuals can only be considered for future 
surveys if a new address can be determined. If tracking does not succeed within two years the 
respective individual is counted as panel drop-out. 

For individuals with address status C usually a first name is missing or only available as initial. 
During the phone surveys in 2011 and 2012, the year of birth was used for these respondents to 
be identified and the missing information to be completed. In the 2009 panel this approach suc-
ceeded in approximately 30 cases. Thus the remaining individuals with this address status are 
omitted in future surveys as tracking is impossible without a full name. 

Individuals with address status D are either deceased or have refused "hard" in a previous survey, 
i.e. they have refused participation in the current and further panel surveys. Consequently, they 
will no longer be contacted. This does not refer to individuals who have refused "soft" in a single 
wave (i.e. due to health or scheduling reasons).     
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Table 11: Address inventory (in August, 2012) 

Status Description Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

A Address and/or Phone Number Effective 768 1701 

B Address and Phone Number not Effective 120 416 

C Name Incomplete 35 75 

D Drop-outs due to Refusals or Bereavements  166 505 

4.4 Statistics of Participants 

The most important socio-demographic distributions for panels ZA5320, ZA5321 and ZA5322 are 
illustrated below showing the first and current wave (2009), respectively. For ZA5322 only the 
first wave is recorded. The results are unweighted in order to illustrate the actual sample. For 
weighting, please refer to section 5.3 of this Technical Report. 

The marginal distribution for the region in which the interview was conducted clearly shows the 
intended East-oversampling for each of the three panels. For ZA5320, a low willingness to be re-
interviewed in East Germany leads to a reduced amount of East Germans in the sample. However 
the proportion remains largely stable for ZA5321. For better comparability, Berlin is attributed to 
East Germany for this analysis.  

 

Table 12: Distribution of respondents on East and West Germany 

Region Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

Wave 2002 Wave 2009 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 Wave 2009 

East 1072 32.85% 156 24.34% 877 34.53% 253 36.88% 1526 35.59% 

West 2191 67.15% 485 75.66% 1663 65.47% 433  63.12% 2762 64.41% 

Total 3263 100% 641 100% 2540 100% 686 100% 4288 100% 

 

The gender distributions of panel ZA5320 and ZA5321 show a rather homogenous proportion 
between male and female respondents. With a difference of 12.52 percentage points (ZA5320) 
and 5.24 percentage points (ZA5321), respectively, women are under-represented in the subse-
quent waves. 
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Table 13: Distribution respondent´s gender 

Sex Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

Wave 2002 Wave 2009 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 Wave 2009 

Male 1655 50,77% 361 56,32% 1259 49,57% 361 52,62% 2060 48,04% 

Female 1605 49,23% 280 43,8% 1281 50,43% 325 47,38% 2228 51,96% 

Total 3260 100% 641 100% 2540 100% 686 100% 4288 100% 

 

Figure 3 illustrates the kernel density estimation for the age distribution of the panels’ first 
waves. The distributions are quite similar for participants older than 70; the same applies for an 
age up to 25. Variation appears in between. The 2002 sample shows a bimodal distribution with 
two local maxima at 40 and 60 years. However, the 2005 sample´s mode is at 45 years and the 
2009´s mode at 70 years. 

In 2009, the distribution is smoother even in the range of 40 to 70 years with a mode less re-
markable than for the other panels. The mean age of all three panels is 50 years for the first 
wave. Accordingly, the vertical lines, which complement the kernel density estimation with the 
mean, are overlapping. 

Figure 3: Kernel density of age distribution, first waves 

 

 

The age distribution for the current waves of panel ZA5320 and ZA5321 are illustrated in Figure 
4. Furthermore the distribution, as described for the first wave, is shown after attrition. Note that 
respondents of panel ZA5320 have already participated for seven years and thus aged. Respond-
ents of panel ZA5321 have only participated for four years. Hence, the density curve for ZA5320 
is shifted to the right. As can be seen for the first waves, there would be an overlap if this dispar-
ity was corrected for. According to the varying ageing, the means between the last waves of the 
panels diverge. The latter is illustrated with vertical lines. 
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Figure 4: Kernel density of age distribution, current waves 

 

 

Table 14 illustrates the distribution of educational qualification for the first and the current wave 
of each GLES long-term panel. For ZA5322 only the first wave can be shown. The findings indi-
cate a high attrition in the categories “Secondary School” and “Middle School” whereas the share 
of respondents with “Higher Education” increases in the current waves. The same rank order 
applies to the first waves of each panel: the highest share of respondents is in the category “Sec-
ondary School”, followed by “Middle School” and respondents with “Higher Education”. 

 

Table 14: Distribution of educational qualifications 

Highest Level  
of Education 

Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Panel E 
2009-2017 

ZA5322 

Wave 2002 Wave 2009 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 Wave 2009 

Secondary 
School 

1384 42.97% 246 38.56% 955 37.75% 182 26.57% 1813 42.52% 

Middle School 980 30.43% 179 28.06% 849 33.56% 248 36.20% 1505 35.30% 

Higher  
Education  

795 24.68% 203 31.82% 710 28.06% 254 37.08% 894 20.97% 

Other 62 1.92% 10 1.57% 16 0.63% 1 0.15% 52 1.22% 

Total 3221 100% 638 100% 2530 100% 685 100% 4264 100% 

4.5 Statistics of Interviews 

In this section the interview situation is described, based on characteristics of the interviewer and 
the interview. For ZA5321 no interviewer-ID is available for the first wave. For this reason the 
statistics of interviewers are not adjusted for those interviewers who have conducted multiple 
interviews. The latter need to be interpreted as interviews which were conducted by an interview-
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er with specific characteristics, i.e. statistics of interviews are reported here, not statistics of in-
terviewers. This seems to be necessary in order to ensure comparability of the statistics in this 
report. There is no information available on interviewers and the interview situation for ZA5322.  

Compared to the overall gender distribution of the interviewers, male interviewers prevail. All 
examined panel waves show that more interviews were conducted by male interviewers than by 
female interviewers. This effect is even more pronounced for both waves of 2009. 

 
Table 15: Gender distribution of interviewers 

Sex of 
Interviewer 

Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Wave 2002 Wave 2009 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 

Male 1861 57.03% 408 63.65% 1352 53.23% 479 69.83% 

Female 1402 42.97% 233 36.35% 1188 46.77% 207 30.17% 

Total 3263 100% 641 100% 2540 100% 686 100% 

 

The age distribution of the interviewers, without controlling for multiple interviews, is illustrated 
for the first and current wave as kernel density estimation in Figure 5 (ZA5320) and Figure 6 
(ZA5321). Compared to the first wave, both panels have a higher interviewer age in 2009. Ac-
cordingly, the means vary for each wave of the respective panel. The latter also indicate higher 
values for the current wave. 

 

Figure 5: Kernel density of age distribution of interviewers (ZA5320) 
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Figure 6: Kernel density of age distribution of Interviewers (ZA5321) 

 

Table 16 illustrates the educational qualification of the interviewers for each interview situation. 
In both panels a trend towards a rank order of relative frequency is evident: more interviewers 
have a middle school degree than a higher education degree, interviewers with a secondary 
school degree come last. This trend is evident from 2002 to 2005 and in 2009. However, the val-
ues for both 2009 waves level off at a similar level. 

 

Table 16: Educational qualification of interviewers 

Highest Level  
of Education 

Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Wave 2002 Wave 2009 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 

Secondary 
School 

693 21.60% 115 17.94% 492 19.37% 109 15.89% 

Middle School 1239 38.61% 325 50.70% 1117 43.98% 329 47.96% 

Higher Educati-
on  

1277 39.79% 201 31.36% 931 36.65% 248 36.15% 

Total 3209 100% 641 100% 2540 100% 686 100% 

 

Due to corresponding variables, the interview situation of the different panel waves can be com-
pared. Thereby, both the presence of third persons during the interview and an intervention of 
these persons in the interview are described. In up to 20% of the first-wave interviews third per-
sons were present during the interview. In 2009 this amount is reduced by half to 11.1% and 
7.6%, respectively. In about 30% of the interview conducted in the first waves, an intervention 
by these further present individuals took place. In the following waves the amount decreases by 
8.8 percentage points and 6.5 percentage points, respectively. 
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In wave 2005 of panel ZA5321, in 25 cases interviewers reported that they were alone with the 
respondent but were disturbed by intervening third persons. One possible explanation could be 
short visits of other persons at the door who were not defined as present by the interviewer. For 
the other waves this kind of coding was being prevented by filtering.  

 

Table 17: Overview of interview situation 

Interview Situation Panel C 
2002-2009 

ZA5320 

Panel D 
2005-2013 

ZA5321 

Wave 2002 Wave 2009 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 

Further individuals present 
during interview? 

21.24% 11.08% 21.02% 7.58% 

Intervention of those indi-
viduals into interview? 

38.42% 29.58% 31.46% 25.00% 

4.6 Perspectives: Continuation of Long-Term Panels in 2013 

The 2012 off-election year wave fielded from October 2012 to January 2013. As from this survey 
respondents of the 2005 and 2009 panel receive consistent questionnaires. For respondents who 
were first interviewed in 2005 this causes minor discontinuities in the questionnaires between the 
panel waves as those questions from the 2005 cross-section which were not part of the 2009 
cross-section will no longer be collected. However, the comparability between the two panels 
increases. Due to the early elections in 2005, which only allowed for a post-election cross-
section, the final number of cases was considerably lower in the 2005 cross section. As a conse-
quence, the number of cases in the 2005 panel decreased to less than 700 respondents in 2009 
already. Due to the low number of cases, independent analyses with this panel would only be 
possible to a limited extent. Thus a conformation to the 2009 panel, in terms of content, seemed 
plausible. In doing so, respondents from both panels can be analyzed jointly if the year of initial 
participation is irrelevant. For separate analysis, the year of the first wave will be included in 
published data sets. 

As well as in all previous election year surveys (apart from 2005), face-to-face interviews (CAPI) 
will be conducted prior to and after the Bundestag elections in September 2013. The question-
naire for the approximately one-hour interview will correspond in large parts to the cross-section 
questionnaire of 2009. However, a 1:1-correspondence is not aimed for. Questions with a specific 
reference to the federal elections of 2009 could as well be omitted as questions which are not 
included in the panel due to content wise considerations. For instance, the quite extensive social 
demographics of the 2009 cross-section will be shortened for the re-interviews. Likewise deci-
sions need to be made about the possible adjustment of questions which were collected different-
ly for pre-election and post-election in 2009. To a very limited extent, new questions will be 
included into the questionnaire. First of all this concerns questions with a specific reference to 
the federal elections in 2013 and secondly those questions which can only be posed during the 
re-interview (e.g. questions referring to changes in 2009). Third, it concerns modifications which 
are adopted from the 2013 cross-section and finally questions, which result from findings of 
research with data from earlier panel waves.  
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5 Component 7 as Scientific Use Files (SUF) 

The open-source policy of GLES requires that the data need to be made available for the scien-
tific community in an appropriate way (Schmitt-Beck, Rattinger, Roßteutscher, & Weßels, 2010). 
Within the cooperation between GLES and GESIS the preparation, documentation and archiving 
of the data is carried out by the research data centre Wahlen (FDZ Wahlen) at GESIS. The ar-
chived data sets are provided as Scientific Use File (SUF). During the data preparation critical 
variables and indications are eliminated to achieve a factual anonymization. These variables are 
made available for users who sign a user’s contract or at the GESIS Safe Data Center. 

In order to service international requests, the key components of GLES are provided as English 
distributions. This service includes the long-term panels of GLES. Therefore, data set, question-
naire documentation and study description are translated. Modifications in the data sets are lim-
ited to variable and value labels, apart from that, the data sets are identical for both language 
versions.  

5.1 Data Cleaning and Editing 

Data cleaning and editing of the long-term panels is carried out in accordance to a principle of 
minimal-invasive editing. Non-critical errors in the data are usually marked with flag-variables. 
For example in the “mutant examination” no cases were deleted but marked in a respective vari-
able. Respondents are considered “mutants” if not the target person of the initial wave but an-
other person was interviewed in a follow up wave, e.g. the spouse.  

The preparation is carried out by waves. Therefore a first version of the data sets is created as 
soon as wave 1 of the panel is available. Each new wave is added to these data sets. 

Panel Mutants 

To identify cases of panel mutation the variables gender, year of birth and month of birth are 
compared for two main waves of a long-term panel. Following a predefined set of rules every 
case with individual change on these variables is declared an invalid case. Invalid cases are re-
interviewed to confirm the former interview and correct the data, if a measurement error oc-
curred. If the wrong person was interviewed in a follow up wave the case is flagged. 

Rules for identification of panel mutation are as follows: 

• Different gender  invalid case 

• Different birth year & different birth month  invalid case 

• Different birth month  valid case 

• Different birth year  difference < 5  valid case 

         difference > 5  invalid case 

The method described above was first used during the data cleaning and editing of long-term 
panel 2005ff (ZA5321). In 25 cases interviews mutation was detected and further investigated. Of 
all 25 cases 6 were confirmed as factual interviews. The remaining 19 cases (2.8% of all cases 
participating 2005 & 2009) are flagged using the variable “mutation.”  
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Format of Data Set 

In the context of panel surveys two data set formats can be distinguished: long and wide. In the 
long-format each data row describes a point of time for each respondent and is called a spell. For 
each respondent t data rows are created where t is the amount of the respondent’s individual 
participation in waves. By contrast, a data row in wide-format describes a complete case; each 
variable is filed in its time-specific variety. 

There are three reasons for the use of the wide-format within the GLES panels. First of all, with 
the wide-format it is possible to conduct simple (descriptive) analyses. This is partly impossible 
with the long-format. Second, this lowers the initial burden for statistically less experienced 
users. Third, long-term panels are panels with greater intervals between the waves which some-
times make adjustments necessary (e.g. in terms of context of time, to questions and scales). 
However, a long-format requires the same scaling of a question. Compare Figure 7 an illustration 
of wide and long format. 

 

Figure 7: Panel data in long and wide-format 
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Missing Values 

Compared to cross-section components, long-term panels face complex missing structures. After 
adding several waves it becomes necessary to not only distinguish between missings due to fil-
tering and splits but also missings due to participation only in a subset of waves. For this reason 
a more differentiated coding scheme is used which is illustrated in Table 18. For variables with 
great scales the coding is shifted to higher levels, for example, like 9998. 

 

Table 18: Missing value coding scheme 

Code Reason for Missing Value 

8 Don’t know 

9 No answer 

100 Filter 

101 Split 

102 Wave 

103 Indefinite, Residual Category 
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5.2 Systematics of Variables 

The definition of a variable in wide format is usually a combination of two parts: prefix and 
stem. The prefix serves as wave indicator, the stem as question indicator. This way, for instance, 
variable “a10” is identifiable as question “10” conducted in wave “a”.  

Both the allocation of prefix and stem for GLES long-term panels is aligned to the long-term 
panels 1994ff (ZA4301) and 1998ff (ZA4662). With the first wave of panel 1994ff, the prefixes 
start in alphabetical and ascending order with “a”. Table 19 illustrates the classification for all 
published waves to date.  

With the accumulation of the panels within GLES it was decided to publish surveys for panel 
maintenance in order to access further possibilities of analysis. In the systematics of variables, 
the off-year election waves received own prefixes which fit the alphabetical order. This modifica-
tion starts in 2007 for the intermediate survey of panel ZA5321 and continues in the intermedi-
ate surveys of the 2011 and 2012 panel waves. 

 

Table 19: Prefixes of variable names 

Year 1994 1998 2002 2005 2007 2009 2011 2012 2013 

Prefix a b c d e f g h i 

 

For the stem of the variable name the same questions and constructs are indicated with the same 
label. Regarding the various waves and panels there is a high level of congruence. However, 
several smaller adjustments took place which lead to diverse scales and slightly differing ques-
tions within the same stem name. In this respect, the adherence of the longitudinal consistency 
was found the most important motive. Cases of this kind are evident from the questionnaire doc-
umentation. For an overview of various constructs within the long-term panels compare Table 4. 

5.3 Weighting 

Several weighting factors are attached to the data sets of the long-term panels and are supposed 
to correct for various biases. There are design, adjustment and panel weights. Partially the 
weights are combined. This provides the user with the possibility to decide which weights to use 
for analyses. 

In the random sampling of the start waves of long-term panels, East Germany is intentionally 
overrepresented. To control for the latter, an East-West weight is calculated (e.g. Gabler & 
Ganninger, 2010). In ZA5320 the weighting factor is 0.688 for East Germans and 1.153 for West 
Germans. 

Due to the sampling design of the long-term panels the probability to be interviewed is higher 
for people living in large households so that additional transformation weights are attached to 
the data set as design weights. This correction factor is calculated as: 𝑤𝑡 = 1

𝑛ℎℎ
, where 𝑛ℎℎ is the 

amount of people living in the household. In ZA5320 the maximum weighting factor is at 3.96 
and the minimum at 0.44. The 5% percentile is 0.44 and the 95% percentile is 1.76. 

Adjustment weights are referred to if weighting factors are adjusted to a distribution which is not 
matched with the sample. The German Microcensus serves as reference distribution for GLES 
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long-term panels for the respective years. The adjustment is carried out by means of five charac-
teristics: sex (2 categories), education (3 categories), age (4 categories), region (2 categories), BIK-
municipal size (3 categories). The method of “iterative proportional fitting“ (IPF) was applied for 
determining the weighting factors. It was calculated with STATA by use of the Ado ”ipfweight“13. 
The weights are provided in two forms. First, in combination with the transformation weight 
described above and second, without the transformation weight. The East-West design weight is 
integrated in both weights. Table 20 illustrates descriptives of the adjustment weights for the 
2002 long-term panel. 

 

Table 20: Adjustment weights in ZA5320 

 IPF-weight, with 
transformation weight 

IPF-weight, without 
transformation weight 

Min. 0.1576 0.2751 

Max. 4.5129 2.0284 

5% Percentile 0.3463 0.4615 

95% Percentile 2.0666 1.6889 

 

Furthermore, panel weights were created in order to control for selective panel attrition. For this 
purpose a model was fitted employing logistic regression to explain participation in a later wave 
of the panel. For modeling information from wave 1 is used for respondents of wave 2. Using the 
estimates of the model, individual participation probabilities are predicted which serve as 
weighting factors in inverted form. This method is called Propensity Score Weighting. Thus the 

(individual) panel weight equals: 𝑤𝑝 = 1
𝑃(𝑌=1|𝑋)

 , where: (𝑌 = 1|𝑋) = 𝑒𝑥

1+𝑒𝑥
 . 

In a further step the weights are adjusted to the marginal distributions of the German Microcen-
sus by means of IPF. 

As the probability of further participation cannot be estimated for wave 1, the adjustment weight 
is used as panel weight for this first wave.  

Truncated cases and item nonresponse are problematic for the method summarized above. If item 
nonresponse occurs in variables used for modeling, no participation probability can be predicted 
for the respective cases. To tackle this problem two strategies were applied. For variables for 
which item nonresponse was considered uncritical for modeling the affected cases were coded 
into the modal or reference category. If this procedure was assumed to be inappropriate, the 
model was estimated without the affected cases. Subsequently, the panel weight was imputed 
with the average weighting factors of the sample. 

In case of truncation in wave 2, the participation probability for wave 3 cannot be estimated on 
the basis of information from wave 2. For affected cases the previous weighting factor is imput-
ed. Descriptives of the panel weights in ZA5320 are given in Table 21. 

 

  

                                                  
13 “ipfweight“ was created by Michael Bergmann and is available at 

http://ideas.repec.org/c/boc/bocode/s457353.html or via STATA Ado-Search.  

http://ideas.repec.org/c/boc/bocode/s457353.html
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Table 21: Panel-weights in ZA5320 

 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 

Min. 0.2751 0.1311 0.0358 

Max. 2.0284 10.4275 6.1227 

5% Percentile 0.4615 0.2375 0.1764 

95% Percentile 1.6888 2.4569 2.3547 

N 3,263 902 641 

 

As common in other studies (Kroh & Spieß, 2008; Lipps, 2007; Trappmann, 2011), several socio-
demographic and substantial variables were used for estimating. Based on this model, the likeli-
hood of further participation can be estimated for each respondent and consequently the panel 
weighting factor can be calculated. Table 22 illustrates the estimated model for wave 2 and 3 of 
the 2002-2005-2009 long-term panel. 

 
Table 22: Logistic regressions on participation in re-interview, Wave 2005 and 2009 

 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 

 logit / se logit / se 

Female 0.1207 -0.2955 
 (0.0957) (0.1586) 

Age: 30-39 -0.791* 0.2037 
 (0.3801) (1.2962) 

Age: 40-49 0.4121* 0.9353** 
 (0.1664) (0.3343) 

Age: 50-59 0.5415** 1.2264*** 
 (0.171) (0.3369) 

Age: 60+ 0.3139 0.698 
 (0.2218) (0.4007) 

Education: Intermediate 0.2959** -0.2045 
 (0.1065) (0.1821) 

Education: High 0.3048* 0.1738 
 (0.1349) (0.2459) 

East Germany -0.4296*** -0.2733 
 (0.0941) (0.1623) 

Occupation: Housewife/Homemaker -0.5492** 0.2911 
 (0.2108) (0.3808) 

Occupation: Pensioner 0.0346 0.2737 
 

 

 

(0.1688) 

 

(0.2555) 
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 Wave 2005 Wave 2009 

 logit / se logit / se 

Marital Status: Married 0.3472*** -0.1046 
 (0.0938) (0.1598) 

Members of Household > 5 0.4255* 0.3478 
 (0.1849) (0.3005) 

Intention to vote 0.2442* 0.5092 
 (0.1225) (0.3566) 

Disenchantment with Political Parties -0.0348 -0.1218 
 (0.1087) (0.1718) 

Indecision Chancellor Preference -0.0603 -0.1844 
 (0.1333) (0.1879) 

Political Knowledge 0.2441** 0.0421 
 (0.0859) (0.1473) 

Political Interest: Low 0.5*** 0.887** 
 (0.1208) (0.2772) 

Political Interest: High 1.0484*** 0.8556** 
 (0.1277) (0.2826) 

Index Item Nonresponse -1.3642** -1.8949 
 (0.478) (1.1095) 

Female * Age: 30-39 0.4803* 0.4318 
 (0.2373) (0.4963) 

Education: High * Age: 60+ 0.4387* 0.3389 
 (0.2046) (0.318) 

Age: 30-39 * Intention to vote 0.6035 -0.4164 
 (0.364) (1.2574) 

Constant -2.4532*** -1.9302*** 
  (0.1986) (0.5136) 

N 3,193 895 

McFadden's adj. R² 0.069 0.023 

* p<0,05, ** p<0,01, *** p<0,001 
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5.4 Data Access 

All data sets are available online at the GESIS Data Catalogue (DBK). The archive can be browsed 
with promoted search mechanisms and the Digital Object Identifier (DOI). Registered users may 
download the archived data sets free of charge. 

Sensible data which is not included in SUF data sets is thus not available for download. This data 
can be provided per user agreement or on-site usage in a Safe-Data-Center at GESIS.  

In case of revision, the centralization of data provision at FDZ Wahlen allows for updated ver-
sions of the data sets to be made available without making reproduction impossible. In this case 
a new DOI is assigned. In this way it is possible to refer to the actually used version of a data set 
in one reference even if a data set was revised more than once. 

Furthermore a homogenous documentation can be ensured by the central service of the FDZ. 
Within GLES a consistent documentation of questionnaires and methods is provided. The latter 
helps users to become used to different GLES data sets faster. Thus the inhibition level to use 
multiple components for analyses is lowered. 
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7 Appendix 
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