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Abstract 

"Growing Up in Germany" (AID:A) is a comprehensive multi-actor study that collects data on living 

conditions, subjective experiences, and well-being of individuals at various life stages in Germany. Since 

AID:A 2019, data collection follows a 4+2 longitudinal design: Based on a newly drawn probability 

sample of individuals aged 0 to 32 years in 2019, a main survey is conducted every four years in the 

form of a household survey, and a shorter interim survey, which resurveys individuals from the original 

households, is conducted two years after the main survey. 

This technical report describes the interim survey AID:A 2021 in terms of its core topics, realized 

sample and interview durations as well as the available datasets. Additionally, the report documents the 

steps of data validation and processing, the conventions for variable naming, the harmonization in the 

longitudinal framework, the handling of missing values, and the data enrichment through additional 

generated variables. 

The technical reports concludes with a brief overview of access to the data, the survey instruments, 

and the fieldwork documents. 
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Zusammenfassung 

„Aufwachsen in Deutschland“ (AID:A) ist eine umfassende Multi-Actor-Studie, die Daten zu den Le-

bensbedingungen, subjektiven Erfahrungen und dem Wohlbefinden von Personen in verschiedenen 

Lebensphasen in Deutschland sammelt. Seit AID:A 2019 erfolgt die Datenerhebung im 4+2-Längs-

schnittdesign, d.h. basierend auf einer 2019 neu gezogenen Stichprobe von 0- bis 32-Jährigen erfolgt 

alle vier Jahre eine Haupterhebung in Form einer Haushaltsbefragung sowie zwei Jahre nach der Haupt-

erhebung eine kürzere Zwischenerhebung, welche die Individuen des ursprünglichen Haushalts längs-

schnittlich verfolgt. 

Der folgende technische Bericht beschreibt die Zwischenerhebung AID:A 2021 hinsichtlich Kernthe-

men, realisierter Stichprobe und Befragungsdauern sowie der verfügbaren Datensätze. Darüber hinaus 

dokumentiert der Bericht die Schritte der Datenprüfung und -aufbereitung, Konventionen der Variab-

lenbenennung und Harmonisierungen im Längsschnitt, den Umgang mit fehlenden Werten sowie die 

Datenanreicherung durch zusätzliche, generierte Variablen. 

Der technische Bericht endet mit einem kurzen Überblick zum Zugang zu den Daten, den Erhebungs-

instrumenten und den Feldarbeitsdokumenten.
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1 Study Design 

Growing Up in Germany (AID:A) is a comprehensive multi-actor study that gathers 

data on living conditions, subjective experiences, and well-being of individuals at 

various life stages in Germany. Since its launch in 2009, the survey has been con-

ducted regularly to identify the factors shaping the early decades of life, from birth 

to young adulthood. The main areas of focus include family structure, social dispar-

ities, coming-of-age experiences, educational and occupational trajectories, civic en-

gagement, leisure and media consumption, well-being, work-life balance, and the 

quality of social relationships (Kuger et al., 2021). 

AID:A 2019 marked the start of a new longitudinal study that included a probability 

sample of individuals aged 0 to 32 years and their household members (Kuger et al., 

2023). Therefore, study participants were identified based on residents' registration 

office files. Additionally, all household members under the age of 33 and the parents 

of minors were included in the study. The resulting complex and rich dataset enables 

the analysis of family structures and the immediate household context in which in-

dividuals live and grow up. Approximately 6,000 households participated, leading 

to over 11,700 interviews with target individuals or, depending on their age, their 

proxies, along with 6,600 interviews with the parents of minors. The longitudinal 

data collection takes place in a 4+2 design, meaning that an extensive main survey 

takes place every 4 years, starting with AID:A 2019, and less extensive interim sur-

veys take place after 2 years between the main surveys (AID:A 2021). Refresher and 

booster samples are included in the upcoming main surveys. 

In AID:A 2019, target persons (German: Zielpersonen; ZP) age 9 years and older 

were interviewed themselves. Proxies (German: Auskunftspersonen; AP), who are 

persons with parental authority, usually parents of the children, provided infor-

mation for children in the age range between 0 and 11 years, and  reduced proxy 

information on adolescents up to 17 years. Some proxy information (e.g., socio-

demographic information) was given by only one parent, mostly mothers, while 

other information (e.g., on parent-child activities) was provided by both parents. 

Almost all interviews were conducted as computer-assisted personal interviews 

(CAPI), only a small proportion of 3 percent took part in the survey by telephone 

(CATI). The field period was between April and November 2019. Initial contact 

was via postal letter for selected ZPs/households with up to two reminders. Partic-

ipants were promised a 10 Euro cash post-incentive. 

In AID:A 2021, all persons surveyed in AID:A 2019 and who were willing to par-

ticipate in the panel were contacted again, whereby children, adolescents and young 

adults in the age range 11 to 34 years were invited for a self-report interview. Parents 

were also invited to answer questions about themselves and their parenting role. In 

addition, one parent (mothers and single fathers) provided information on each of 

their children in the household: Information via proxy was collected for children at 

the age of 2 to 13 and to a reduced extent by proxy for adolescents up to 19 years. 

Survey mode in 2021 was a computer assisted web interview (CAWI). Invitations to 

participate in the survey were sent via postal letters with up to two reminders. In 
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AID:A 2021 invited persons received a 5 Euro cash pre-incentive and were included 

in a raffle of around 400 prizes, if they had participated in the survey. 

AID:A 2019 and 2021 both included an additional module with in-depth questions 

on media use, mediation and attitudes towards media, the so-called media module. 

In 2019, these questions were integrated in the survey programme. In 2021, ques-

tions related to media were administered separately as an add-on module after com-

pletion of the AID:A core programme. Participation in this media add-on was in-

centivized separately: Participants could double their chances of winning prices in 

the raffle by completing the media module.  

Tab. 1.1: Overview of Survey Characteristics for AID:A 2019 and 2021 

Type Main survey - 2019 Interim survey - 2021 

Sample & Survey Sample of persons aged 

0 - 32; survey of ZPs & 

parents of minors 

Panel sample; survey of 

ZPs & parents 

Age Range Target person (ZP) 9 - 32 years  11 - 34 years* 

Age Range of ZPs  within 

Proxy Interviews (AP) 

0 - 11 years (SDQ up to 

17) 

2 - 13 years (school ques-

tions up to 10; SDQ up to 

19)* 

Mode CAPI, CATI  CAWI  

Field Period  02/2019 - 11/2019 10/2021 - 01/2022 

Contact  By post; up to two remind-

ers (also by telephone if 

necessary) 

By post; up to two remind-

ers (also by telephone if 

necessary) 

Incentive  10€ Post-incentive  5€ Pre-incentive and raf-

fle of approx. 400 prizes  

Source: authors’ illustration. 
Notes: * Age information refers to the current age of target persons and in individual cases is below or above this 
range. 
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2 Core Topics 

The 2021 wave of AID:A followed thematically on AID:A 2019, as shown in table 

2.1 (for a barrier-free version of this table, see “Supplemental Material” at the end 

of this report). The data collection covered various age and status groups (under 11 

years old, 11 to 17 years old, 18 years and older, and parents), covering a wide range 

of topics gathering data from both self-report interviews (ZP 11 to 34 years old and 

parents) and proxy interviews (ZP 0 to 11 years old). The study employed age-spe-

cific operationalization for certain aspects. For children aged up to 11 years, the 

study focused on life satisfaction, well-being, school attendance, leisure activities, 

friendships, and the use of support services. For adolescents aged 11 to 17 years, it 

included life satisfaction, well-being (using the World Health Organization (WHO)-

5 index), school attendance, educational and employment trajectories, leisure activ-

ities, friendships, family relationships, and the use of counseling and support ser-

vices. For adults 18 years and older, the study examined life satisfaction, well -being 

(using the WHO-5 index), education and employment status, educational and em-

ployment trajectories, leisure activities, friendships, family relationships, marital sta-

tus, and financial situation. For parents, the focus was on life satisfaction, well-being 

(using the WHO-5 index), education and employment status, family relationships, 

parental role, work-family balance, marital status, and financial situation. 

A significant emphasis was placed on the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, with 

specific questions related to the pandemic's impact tailored to each age group. For 

children under 11 years, it investigated their experiences, organized care, schooling 

under pandemic conditions, and media use and parental mediation. For adolescents 

aged 11 to 17 years, it included COVID-19 infection, experiences, schooling under 

pandemic conditions, parental mediation, and postponement of (life) events as well 

as media use for those under 15 years. For adults 18 years and older, the study 

focused on COVID-19 infection, experiences, and schooling under pandemic con-

ditions as well as postponement of (life) events. For parents, it examined COVID-

19 infection, care, separation issues, media use, and attitudes towards media. The 

study did not include household interviews and therefore did not capture household 

changes. Furthermore, the media module (see also p. 6) placed a particular focus on 

questions on media use, parental mediation, and related media attitudes. 
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Tab. 2.1: Overview of the Core Topics in AID:A 2021 by Age Groups of Target 

Persons and Parents 

 

ZP < 11 ZP 11 - 17 ZP 18 + Parent (ET) 

P
a

n
e

l 
to

p
ic

s
 

Life Satisfaction 

Well-being Well-being (WHO-5) 

School Attendance Education and Employment Status 

 Educational and Employment Trajectories  

Leisure Activities  

Friendships  

 Family Relationships 

Use of Educational Support Services   

  Marital Status 

  Financial Situation 

   Parental Role 

   Work-life Balance 

A
d

d
it
io

n
a

l 
to

p
ic

s
 

 COVID-19: Infection 

COVID-19: Experience  

COVID-19: Orga-

nized Care 
  

COVID-19: Orga-

nized Care 

COVID-19: Schooling  

 COVID-19: Postponement of (Life) Events 
Post-separation 

Family Issues 

Media Use  Media Use 

Parental Mediation (<15y)  
Attitudes towards 

Media 

In
fo

rm
a
ti
o

n
 

fr
o
m

 

Child-specific Proxy 

Interview (AP) 

Self-report Inter-

view, partly Proxy 

Interview (AP) 

Self-report Interview 

Source: authors’ illustration. 
Notes: ZP = Target Person; AP = Proxy (Parent). 
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3 Survey Performance 

3.1 Realized Sample Sizes, Response Rates and 
Interview Durations 

The initial survey sample contacted to participate in the 2021 interim survey com-

prised 13,145 panel participants. Of those, 7,271 actually took part in the online 

survey, leading to an overall response rate of 54% (see Table 3.1)1. The response 

rate including break-offs (leading to .9% incomplete interviews) was 55%. 

Tab. 3.1: Individual-Level Sample Sizes and Response Duration by Groups of 

Respondents 

Groups of  

respondents 

Initial survey 

sample 

N (%) 

Realized sample 

N (%) 

Interview dura-

tion in minutes 

M (SD) 

Total 13,415 (100) 7,271 (54.2) 21.0 (13.9) 

ZP 11-13 1,417 (100) 717 (50.6) 17.5 (8.3) 

ZP 14-17 1,659 (100) 912 (55.0) 15.2 (6.7) 

ZP 18+ / not parent 3,394 (100) 1,681 (49.5) 14.8 (6.2) 

ZP 18+ / parent 1,418 (100) 643 (45.3) 31.8 (16.1) 

Not-ZP parent 5,527 (100) 3,318 (60.0) 24.4 (16.2) 

Source: Steinwede & Geiger (2022); unweighted data; authors’ illustration. 
Notes: ZP = target person; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; N = number of observations. 

Response rates differ substantially across different groups of respondents. Table 3.1 

provides an overview of the realized sample differentiated by age groups of target 

persons (ZP) and parental status. Parents who were not target persons were most 

likely to take part in the interim survey (response rate: 60 percent), whereas parents 

who were also target persons were least likely to take part in the survey (response 

 

 

1 Response rates: (Total number of completed and partial interviews/Target sample size)*100. Note 

that the target sample size includes 22 persons, who have become non-eligible since the first 

wave, as reported in the Method Report (Steinwede & Geiger, 2022). Completion rate: (Number 

of eligible respondents who completed the survey/Target sample size)*100 
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rate: 45 percent). As the interim survey does not include an update of the household 

composition, information on parental status refers to the main survey 2019. 

Table 3.1 additionally shows the interview durations. On average, participants 

needed approximately 21 minutes to fill out the online questionnaire. However, 

there are large differences between the different groups of respondents that partly 

result from differences in survey load. For instance, one parent per household re-

ceived not only questions on their role as a parent but also questions about each of 

their children aged between 2 and 19 years (proxy interviews; see also Section 1 on 

the study design). Thus, parent interviews were, on average, 24 minutes for parents 

who were not target persons and nearly 32 minutes for parents who were target 

persons. Interview durations for target persons without children were much shorter 

and lasted around 15 to 17.5 minutes on average (see Table 3.1) . 

Because AID:A is a multi-respondent survey at the household level, it is noteworthy 

to consider response rates at the household level as well. Table 3.2 provides an 

overview of sample sizes (initial and realized sample) at the household level. In al-

most 44 percent of the panel households, all contacted panel participants realized 

an interview. In one out of five households, some but not all interviews were real-

ized. 36 percent of the panel households completely dropped out in this wave. 

Tab. 3.2: Household-Level Sample Sizes 

Sample sizes Total - N (%) 

Initial survey sample (households) 5,807 (100) 

All interviews in household realized 2,536 (43.7) 

Interviews in household partly realized 1,175 (20.2) 

No interview in household realized 2,096 (36.1) 

Source: Steinwede & Geiger (2022); unweighted data; authors’ illustration. 
Notes: N = number of observations. 

The potential for longitudinal analyses of target persons is illustrated in Figure 3.1. 

The figure shows case numbers by age in years for 2019 and 2021, respectively. The 

case numbers only include target persons with realized interviews. Realized inter-

views comprise (a) complete proxy interviews provided by one parent for target 

persons aged 11 years or younger and (b) complete target person interviews for 

individuals aged 12 years or above. Note that after data checks and cleaning, 80 

cases had to be dropped due to age inconsistencies (see chapter 5). 

Figure 3.1 shows similar patterns of participation in 2019 and 2021. The number of 

realized cases is highest in the young age groups up to adolescence, decreases with 

age among young adults, and increases again in the late twenties. Case numbers vary 

between just below 100 for 28-year-old individuals and approximately 280 for 11-
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year-old children in 2021. Due to the sample design of the AID:A interim surveys 

as a simple follow-up of individuals (see Section 1), there are no observations for 0 

to1 year-old target persons in 2021, whereas there are observations for 34 to36 year-

old target persons only in 2021. 

Fig. 3.1: Number of Target Persons 2019 and 2021 by Age 

Source: AID:A personen_panel.dta, unweighted data. 
Notes: Case numbers include only target persons with a person interview (12 years or older) or a proxy interview (up to 
11 years of age). 

Another way of examining the potential case numbers for longitudinal analyses is 

illustrated in Figure 3.2, which shows the number of realized interview modules. In 

AID:A, respondents receive different modules depending on their age and parental 

status (see Section 1). In many cases, there are two realized interview modules per 

respondent: for instance, a target-person interview and a proxy interview for an 11-

year-old target person. Overall, 10,890 interview modules were realized in 2021 

compared to 19,569 in 2019. In accordance with Table 3.1, which reveals that par-

ents without target-person status had the highest response rate (60 percent), Figure 

3.2 indicates that the number of realized interviews relative to 2019 was also highest 

for parent interviews (3976/6647=.60) and somewhat lower for target person inter-

views (3981/7423=.54). Note that the numbers for 2021 include (n=115) incom-

plete interviews. 
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Fig. 3.2: Number of Realized Interview Modules by Survey Year 

Source: AID:A personen_panel.dta, unweighted data. 
Notes: ZP = target person. 

3.2 Comparison of AID:A to German Microcensus 
Data 

The following section shows comparisons of the age composition and important 

household characteristics in the samples of AID:A 2019, AID:A 2021, and German 

Microcensus data for the year 2019. The Microcensus data was restricted to private 

households with at least one individual aged 0 to 32 years. Both the Microcensus 

data and the AID:A data were weighted (using the combined design, nonresponse, 

and calibration weights at the household level). Missing values were excluded from 

the analyses. Because weights for AID:A 2021 were not available at the time of the 

writing, weights from 2019 were applied. 

As shown in Figure 3.3, the age distribution of target persons (0–32 years) in AID:A 

2019 is similar to the distribution in the Microcensus 2019 with some noteworthy 

exceptions: Figure 3.3 reveals a slight overrepresentation at the younger end of the 

age range in AID:A 2019 (up to .6 percentage points for one-year-old target per-

sons). In contrast, youth and young adults are partly underrepresented (up to .5 

percentage points for age 26). This discrepancy partly reflects the sampling design, 

in which all individuals aged 0–32 years in the household of the sampled target 

person were treated as target persons. In AID:A 2021, this pattern in the age distri-

bution became more pronounced, resulting in a stronger overrepresentation of mi-

nors (up to 1.1 percentage points for age 13) and underrepresentation of young 

adults (up to 1.1 percentage point for age 26). 
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Fig. 3.3: Age of Target Persons, in Years (2019) 

Source: AID:A personen_panel.dta. German Microcensus data for the year 2019. Weighted data. Own calculations. 

Figure 3.4 shows the number of household members at the household level in the 

three samples. The bar chart reveals small deviations from the Microcensus data 

2019 for AID:A 2019 and larger deviations for AID:A 2021. Deviations are most 

obvious for single households and four-person households. Single households were 

underrepresented by about seven percentage points in AID:A 2021 compared to the 

Microcensus data, whereas households with four household members were 

overrepresented by 4.5 percentage points.  

Fig. 3.4: Household Size 

Source: AID:A personen_panel.dta. German Microcensus data for the year 2019. Weighted data. Own calculations. 
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In terms of education, AID:A 2019 matches the Microcensus data overall well, 

whereas in AID:A 2021, an educational gap arised. Figure 3.5 shows the highest 

school degree at the household level for the three samples. Households where the 

highest educational level was a general maturity certificate (e.g., Abitur) were 

overrepresented by seven percentage points in AID:A 2021 compared to the Mi-

crocensus data. In contrast, households with primary education were underrepre-

sented by almost five percentage points in AID:A 2021, while being even slightly 

overrepresented in AID:A 2019 compared to the Microcensus data. 

Fig. 3.5: Highest School Degree in Household 

Source: AID:A personen_panel.dta. German Microcensus data for the year 2019. Weighted data. Own calculations. 

Another important household characteristic with regard to the AID:A sample pop-

ulation of 0-32 year-olds is the household type. Figure 3.6 shows the sample pro-

portions for seven types of household, differentiating between couples and singles 

with and without children in the household as well as between family households 

with and without further household members (“others”). The distribution of house-

hold types differed already slightly between the initial sample of AID:A 2019 and 

the Microcensus data. Specifically, parenting couples with children and single house-

holds were slightly underrepresented, whereas families (both couple and single par-

ents) living with others in the household were somewhat overrepresented compared 

to the Microcensus data. In AID:A 2021, some of these patterns reversed, while 

others became even more pronounced: Figure 3.6 reveals the largest deviations from 

the Microcensus data for single households, which were underrepresented by nearly 

seven percentage points in AID:A 2021, as well as for parenting couples with chil-

dren, which were overrepresented by almost five percentage points in AID:A 2021. 

In addition, couples without children were slightly overrepresented, whereas single 

parents were slightly underrepresented in AID:A 2021. 
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Fig. 3.6: Household Type 

Source: AID:A personen_panel.dta. German Microcensus data for the year 2019. Weighted data. Own calculations. 

Overall, the AID:A 2019 sample closely resembles the Microcensus data, whi le de-

viations increased in 2021. Notably, minors were increasingly overrepresented and 

young adults underrepresented in AID:A 2021. Household structures in AID:A 

2021 also deviated more strongly from the benchmark, with fewer single households 

and more four-person households. In terms of education, households with higher 

education levels were overrepresented in 2021, whereas those with lower education 

were underrepresented. Similar patterns appeared in household types, where single 

households were clearly underrepresented, and couples with children were 

overrepresented. These shifts suggest that individuals with high survey burden, low 

literacy, or limited access to technical resources may have been less likely to partic-

ipate in AID:A 2021. Population estimates derived from the AID:A 2021 survey 

will thus be skewed. We strongly recommend applying at least the 2019 cross -sec-

tional weights and interpreting the respective results with caution. Preferably, the 

data should be used for analytic modelling that controls for variables driving selec-

tive participation.  

3.3 Item Nonresponse 

The final section of this chapter examines item nonresponse patterns by comparing 

the 2019 and 2021 waves of the AID:A panel survey. Several factors may have con-

tributed to differences in item nonresponse between the two waves. 

First, COVID-19-related restrictions and general uncertainties about the future may 

have increased the proportion of “Don’t know” responses in 2021 (compared to 
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2019), particularly in questions relating to subjective expectations or future plans. 

Research on young people during the pandemic found increased dissatisfaction and 

insecurity regarding different life areas such as education, job search and financial 

situation (e.g., Soest et al., 2022; Berngruber et al., 2022). Second, the change in 

survey mode - from computer-assisted personal interviews (CAPI) in 2019 to com-

puter-assisted web interviews (CAWI) in 2021 - may have affected item nonre-

sponse. Compared to interviewer-led modes, CAWI mode may produce either 

higher item nonresponse due to the lack of interviewer support and motivation, or 

lower item nonresponse due to higher levels of anonymity (e.g., Endres et al., 2023). 

Third, selective participation - e.g., due to respondents’ higher motivation or re-

sources to engage in the survey during the pandemic (e.g., Wetzel & Hünteler, 2022; 

Becker et al., 2022; Narayanan et al., 2024; Krieger et al., 2023) - may have led to 

lower levels of item nonresponse. 

Item nonresponse was calculated for each survey question using the following for-

mula: 

Item nonresponse rate =  

Number of respondents who answered a
specific question with "Don't know" or

"Prefered not to say"
Number of respondents

 eligible to answer the question

 × 100 

 

Tables 3.3 and 3.4 display all survey items that had at least 20 missing responses in 

the 2019 and 2021 waves, respectively. Items are listed in descending order based 

on the total number of missing responses. For each item, the tables report both the 

combined item nonresponse rate and separate rates for “Don’t know” and “Prefer 

not to say” responses. 

In the 2021 wave of the AID:A survey, item nonresponse rates remained generally 

low across most variables, with only a few exceptions (see Table 3.3). Household 

income exhibited the highest total nonresponse rate at 2.7%, split between 1.2% 

“Don’t know” and 1.5% “Prefer not to say” responses. Other items with moderately 

elevated nonresponse included “Time with children” (1.8%), “Plans after school” 

(1.8%), and “Corona school attendance” (1.2%). Notably, “Plans after school” had 

only “Don’t know” responses and no “Prefer not to say,” suggesting uncertainty 

rather than privacy concerns. For several items such as “Deprivation Index” indi-

cators and attitudinal or factual questions (e.g., “Number of good friends” or “Job 

tenure”), item nonresponse remained below 1%. In general, “Don’t know” re-

sponses outweighed “Prefer not to say” for most items, although some exceptions 

exist (e.g., “Household income”). 

Based on Table 3.3, Table 3.4 shows missing patterns for those panel items in 

AID:A 2019, which had the highest item nonresponse rates in AID:A 2021.  Table 

3.4 differentiates between household-level and individual-level variables—a distinc-

tion not made in Table 3.3. This difference arises from the varying questionnaire 
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designs used in the main and interim survey waves. AID:A 2019, as a main survey 

wave, included a household interview completed by a single household respondent. 

In contrast, AID:A 2021, as an interim survey wave, collected household-level items 

from all adult respondents within the household. 

Tab. 3.3: Item Nonresponse in AID:A 2021 (items with at least 20 missing val-

ues) 

Item N Item Nonresponse 

Total 

N (%) 

Don’t know 

N (%) 

Prefer not 

to say 

N (%) 

Household income 5900 157 (2.7) 69 (1.2) 88 (1.5) 

Time with children 3976 72 (1.8) 55 (1.4) 17 (0.4) 

Marital status 5692 31 (0.5) 27 (0.5) 4 (0.1) 

Plans after school 1594 29 (1.8) 29 (1.8) 0 

Deprivation Index “save money” 5900 29 (0.5) 8 (0.1) 21 (0.4) 

Corona school attendance 2376 28 (1.2) 28 (1.2) 0 

Deprivation Index “replace furniture” 5900 27 (0.5) 8 (0.1) 19 (0.3) 

Working from home as regular working time 1889 26 (1.4) 24 (1.3) 2 (0.1) 

Number of good friends 3980 26 (0.7) 16 (0.4) 10 (0.3) 

Job Tenure 3402 26 (0.8) 12 (0.4) 14 (0.4) 

Authoritarian attitudes “firm hand” 2802 25 (0.9) 14 (0.5) 11 (0.4) 

Satisfaction with employment perspectives 3302 24 (0.7) 23 (0.7) 1 (0.0) 

Deprivation Index “unexpected expenses” 5900 23 (0.4) 11 (0.2) 12 (0.2) 

Number of under 14s in the household 5900 22 (0.4) 5 (0.1) 17 (0.3) 

Internet bandwidth (data transfer rate) 1643 21 (1.3) 20 (1.2) 1 (0.1) 

Grade when leaving school for the first time 422 20 (4.7) 15 (3.6) 5 (1.2) 

Source: AID:A 2021 dataset personen_panel 
Note: N refers to the number of respondents who were eligible for the item, including break-off interviews, excluding 
media module items; all items were collected at the individual level. 
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In contrast to AID:A 2021, item nonresponse in the 2019 wave of the AID:A survey 

revealed higher rates for several variables, particularly those related to future expec-

tations and socioeconomic status. For instance, 13.3% of eligible respondents did 

not provide a substantive answer to the question on “Plans after school,” all of 

which were coded as “Don’t know.” Similarly, “Satisfaction with employment per-

spectives” recorded a total nonresponse rate of 7.9%, of which 7.7% were “Don’t 

know” and 0.3% “Prefer not to say.” The question on “Household income” also 

showed considerable item nonresponse (6.8%), with a nearly equal distribution of 

“Don’t know” (3.3%) and “Prefer not to say” (3.5%) responses. Other items, such 

as “Grade when leaving school” (7.5%) and “Authoritarian attitudes” (2.8%), also 

saw non-negligible levels of missing responses. These figures suggest that item non-

response in 2019 was more pronounced for sensitive topics and forward-looking 

questions, particularly among younger respondents. 

A comparison of both survey waves reveals a general decrease in item nonresponse 

in 2021 relative to 2019, especially for items associated with future plans and sub-

jective assessments. This is surprising, given the studies showing increased worries 

and insecurity about the future among young people during the pandemic (e.g., 

Soest et al., 2022; Berngruber et al., 2022). For example, item nonresponse for 

“Plans after school” declined substantially from 13.3% in 2019 to 1.8% in 2021, and 

for “Satisfaction with employment perspectives” from 7.9% to 0.7%. While 

“Household income” remained the item with the highest nonresponse in both 

waves, the rate dropped from 6.8% in 2019 to 2.7% in 2021. Interestingly, “Don’t 

know” responses consistently exceeded “Prefer not to say” responses across both 

waves, although the relative frequency of the latter was slightly higher in 2021 for 

some items. These changes may reflect differences in survey mode (CAPI in 2019 

vs. CAWI in 2021) and shifts in respondent composition, particularly caused by 

pandemic-related influences such as changes in perceived relevance, motivation, or 

resources to participate in the web survey. Further research is needed to disentangle 

these potential sources of pattern differences in item nonresponse. 
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Tab. 3.4: Item Nonresponse in AID:A 2019 (items with at least 20 missing val-

ues in AID:A 2021) 

 Item N Item Nonresponse 

Total 

N (%) 

Don’t know 

N (%) 

Prefer not 

to say 

N (%) 

H
o

u
s
e
h

o
ld

 L
e
v
e

l 

Household income 6180 422 (6.8)* 204 (3.3)* 218 (3.5)* 

Deprivation Index “save money” 6180 41 (0.7) 40 (0.7) 1 (0.0) 

Deprivation Index “replace furniture” 6180 25 (0.4) 22 (0.4) 3 (0.1) 

Deprivation Index “unexpected 

expenses” 

6180 16 (0.3) 16 (0.3) 0 (0.0) 

Number of under 14s in the household 6180 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 

In
d

iv
id

u
a

l 
L

e
v
e

l 

Satisfaction with employment perspectives 6251 495 (7.9)* 479 (7.7)* 16 (0.3)1 

Plans after school 2223 295 (13.3)* 295 (13.3)* 0 (0.0)* 

Grade when leaving school for the first time 3774 281 (7.5)* 270 (7.2)* 11 (0.3)* 

Authoritarian attitudes “firm hand” 4633 129 (2.8)* 111 (2.4)* 18 (0.4) 

Number of good friends 7421 31 (0.4) 21 (0.3) 10 (0.1) 

Time with children 6607 25 (0.4)+ 16 (0.2)+ 9 (0.1)+ 

Working from home as regular working time 1649 15 (0.9)+ 15 (0.9)+ 0 (0.0)+ 

Marital status 9266 6 (0.1)+ 3 (0.0)+ 3 (0.0)+ 

Corona school attendance ./. ./. ./. ./. 

Job Tenure ./. ./. ./. ./. 

Internet bandwidth (data transfer rate) ./. ./. ./. ./. 

Source: AID:A 2021 dataset personen_panel 
Note: N refers to the number of household respondents for household-level variables and for individual-level variables 
to the number of respondents who were eligible for the item. * denotes higher rates in AID:A 2019 (collected in CAPI 
mode; variables on economic situation in CASI mode) than CAWI mode in AID:A 2021; + denotes lower rates in AID:A 
2019 than 2021. ./. indicates items that were not part of the program in AID:A 2019. Note that the number of household 
respondents here includes only those with additional individual-level interview and thus excludes those with break-offs 
after the household interview. 
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4 Available Datasets 

The raw data were restructured into three different types of datasets: person-level 

data, episode data, and triadic data on post-separation families. The person-level 

data cover most of the topics listed in Table 2.1 and are the primary AID:A datasets. 

The episode data contains information on educational and occupational episodes of 

target persons. The triadic data on post-separation families provides information on 

current constellations among the child, their internal biological parent, and their 

external biological parent. 

Each of these data types is available as a cross-sectional and a longitudinal version. 

The datasets are available in Stata-format and offer switchable labels in German and 

English language. There are also Stata notes attached to many of the variables, which 

provide additional information, for instance, on original source variables used for 

generating constructed variables or on variable harmonization across panel waves. 

All Stata notes are also available for download in a separate file (see section 9.2 for 

access). 

The following sections describe the three types of data in more detail.  

4.1 Person-Level Data 

The person-level data refer to the two main datasets in AID:A: 

 personen.dta as the cross-sectional data file and 

 personen_panel.dta as the longitudinal data file at the individual level. 

Both datasets contain information gathered from the self-report interviews and the 

parent interviews stored at the person-level. 

The cross-sectional dataset personen.dta for the 2021 survey specifically in-

cludes (see also chapter 1): 

 Responses of target persons (ZP) 11 to 34 years old 

 Proxy information on children 2 to13 years old (up to 19 years for specific 

variables) collected from one parent 

 Self-report information from parents. 

The rectangular dataset stores the data in the usual way such that each row repre-

sents one individual and each column one variable. Each person is uniquely identi-

fiable via the variable INTNR.2 Notably, equivalent information – regardless of 

 

 

2  The font Courier New is used to denote variable names. 
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whether collected in the self-report interview or in the proxy interview (or in the 

household interview in AID:A 2019) – is provided in common harmonized variables 

(see also section 6.1 on variable names). Typical examples of harmonized variables 

are standard demographic variables, such as individuals’ activity status or immigra-

tion status. 

Variables in the 2021 personen.dta are ordered in the following way: The first col-

umns contain indicator and routing variables that are necessary to identify cases and 

analysis samples. Thereafter, the order of variables follows the sequence of the ques-

tionnaire, with information gathered from ZPs and parents coming first and infor-

mation from APs (proxy interview) coming second. This is followed by information 

about separation families and media use. The last columns of the dataset provide 

several generated variables (see 8.1. on data enrichment). 

The following variables serve to identify households and individuals and to link 

different datasets: 

HHLFD   Unique household identifier 

INTNR   Unique person identifier 

The following variables may be used to identify cases and analysis samples: 

IZP    Person is ZP (target person) 

XALTER  Age of person in years 

k_IstETvonZP17  Person is biological or social parent of at least one minor 

   in the household 

The longitudinal dataset personen_panel.dta integrates the AID:A 2019 perso-

nen.dta and the AID:A 2021 personen.dta using long format. Thus, there are two 

rows for each individual provided that an individual (or their proxy) participated in 

both survey years, 2019 and 2021. As outlined in chapter 1, AID:A 2019 was a main 

survey, which started with a household interview, whereas the interim survey con-

ducted in 2021 only followed up on individuals. Therefore, two differences between 

the two datasets personen.dta 2019 and 2021 are noteworthy. First, in contrast to 

AID:A 2021 personen.dta, the dataset AID:A 2019 personen.dta additionally con-

tains a row for each biological parent of target persons in the household (external 

parents) with sociodemographic variables originating from the household interview 

(see also Braun et al., 2021). Second, household-level information, such as the num-

ber of persons living in the household, has been integrated into personen.dta and is 

available at the level of individuals. 
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Variables in the personen_panel.dta are ordered in the following way: The first col-

umns again contain indicator and routing variables that are necessary to identify 

cases and analysis samples. The next columns in the dataset contain all variables 

from the 2019 personen.dta, separated by separator variables (Trenner). The first 

block contains all individual-level variables from the household interview followed 

by different sets of harmonized variables in descending order. Columns thereafter 

represent variables collected from or about specific target groups (e.g., AP 9 to 11 

years, ZP 12 to 17 years, parents). The next block contains all household-level var-

iables followed by generated variables, para data, and fieldwork data from 2019. 

Panel variables, which are available for both survey years, are integrated in the afore-

mentioned blocks. The final block of variables contains all remaining variables that 

were collected in 2021 for the first time. 

The following variables serve to identify panel cases: 

panel  Dummy variable on whether individual (or their proxy)  

  participated in both waves 

erhebung  Year of survey 

XALTER Age of person (for each wave) 

4.2 Episode Data 

The cross-sectional dataset episoden.dta contains episode information gathered 

from target persons in self-report interviews in AID:A 2021. The episode block is 

part of the questionnaire in which respondents provide information about their fur-

ther school and professional life after leaving school for the first time. The resulting 

episode data are structured in a form that can, for instance, be used for event history 

analysis and sequence analysis. 

Two paths were leading into the questions about episodes in AID:A 2021: First, 

respondents with a record of at least one episode from AID:A 2019 were asked to 

verify their last episode and, if they did, to state whether this episode was still on-

going in 2021. If respondents did not verify their last episode from 2019, or they 

indicated that this episode was still ongoing, they were not asked any further ques-

tions about episodes in 2021. Only respondents who confirmed the last recorded 

episode from 2019 and who indicated that they had finished it meanwhile entered 

the episode block in 2021. Second, target persons aged 11 years or above without a 

record of episodes from 2019, but who had already left school at least once in their 

lives, were also routed into the episode block in 2021. 

Data are stored with one row per episode and several episodes per person. One 

column corresponds to one variable. The episode block comprises several episode 

loops that cover the entire period between leaving school for the first time and the 

date of the interview in 2021. In each loop, respondents stated their current activity 
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status (variable origin), the start date of this activity (variable ts_stata), and 

whether this activity was still ongoing or finished (variable beendet). If respond-

ents had already finished this activity, they were asked about its end date (variable 

tf_stata) and were routed into the next loop cycle. 

The three main activities are educational episodes, employment episodes, and other 

episodes. Further questions provide more detailed information about these main 

activities: Educational episodes are differentiated into school, vocational training, 

and studies by gathering two types of information: first, whether respondents had 

obtained an educational qualification (variable mitabschluss; only finished ep-

isodes) and second, which qualification (variable abschluss2) they aspired (on-

going episodes) or have achieved (finished episodes). Other episodes are differenti-

ated by the type of other activity (e.g., (voluntary) military service, parental leave, 

and unemployment). 

Each episode is uniquely identifiable via the variables INTNR and sn (spell num-

ber). The variable sn counts the episodes of a person in ascending order. INTNR is 

the key variable to merge episoden.dta with personen.dta. 

The longitudinal dataset episoden_panel.dta contains all episodes that were rec-

orded in AID:A 2019 and AID:A 2021. These episodes were recorded from either 

2019 or 2021 or from both years. In episoden_panel.dta all episodes from 2021 

(episoden.dta) are appended as new rows at the bottom of the episode dataset from 

AID:A 2019 (spells_aida2019.dta). 

In the datasets episoden.dta and episoden_panel.dta, there are no variables such as 

IZP (is target person), XALTER (age of the person), or GESCHLECHT (gender of 

the person). This information must be linked using the person-level data (INTNR 

as key variable). 

4.3 Triadic Data on Post-Separation Families 

In the case where biological parents of children live separately, the household-in-

ternal parent (the one living with the child) answered questions regarding the exter-

nal biological parent. In AID:A 2021, these questions concerned sociodemographic 

variables (residential distance, married before separation), questions regarding the 

quality of relationship between internal and external parent (e.g. frequency of con-

tact, satisfaction with the relation, co-parenting), the relation between child and ex-

ternal parent (number of monthly overnights). Compared to the 2019 survey, some 

additional questions on the relation between child and external parent were intro-

duced (digital contact, contact frequency weekdays, weekends and during vacations 

and overall parent care involvement). All variables related to the aforementioned 

questions on post-separation families can be found in the dataset trennungs-

modul.dta (data from AID:A 2021) as well as in the dataset trennungs-

modul_panel.dta (data from AID:A 2019 and AID:A 2021). 
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In the cross-sectional dataset trennungsmodul.dta, an observation unit is defined 

by the triad of a child, their internal parent, and their external parent. Each child is 

uniquely identifiable via the variable INTNR, each external parent via the variable 

INTNR_extET, and each internal parent via the variable INTNR_AP. The col-

umns contain variables characterizing these triads. 

In the longitudinal dataset trennungsmodul_panel.dta, the survey year must also be 

considered to identify the observation unit, as the same triad can appear in either 

survey year or in both AID:A 2019 and AID:A 2021. The survey year is a separate 

variable (erhebung), so the observation unit in the panel dataset is precisely de-

fined by the group of the four elements: child, internal parent, external parent, and 

survey year. 

In the datasets trennungsmodul.dta and trennungsmodul_panel.dta, there are no 

variables such as IZP (is target person), XALTER (age of the person), or 

GESCHLECHT (gender of the person). This information must be linked using the 

person-level data. 

The following variables serve to identify households and individuals and to link 

different datasets: 

HHLFD   Identifier for household 

INTNR   Identifier for children 

INTNR_AP  Identifier for internal parent 

INTNR_extET Identifier for external parent 

erhebung  Wave of the survey (AID:A 2019 or AID:A 2021) 
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5 Data Checks and Cleaning 

The following sections cover the handling of age data discrepancies in the AID:A 

surveys from 2019 and 2021 as well as corrections in the longitudinal episode data. 

We explore issues related to cases of implausible age differences, conflicting age 

entries and missing age information, outlining how these were managed and re-

solved (sections 5.1-5.3). Section 5.4 describes changes related to episode overlaps, 

episode gaps, or missing end dates of episodes. 

5.1 Different Age Entries in AID:A 2019 and 2021 

In both survey waves in 2019 and 2021 the target person and/or their parents were 

asked about the age of the target person. During the data processing, it was deter-

mined that there are cases where the difference between the age reported in 2021 

(XALTER) and the age that was reported in 2019 (XALTER2019) is implausible 

(more than three years, zero years, negative). In 80 cases, such an implausible age 

difference occurred and could not be resolved. These cases were deleted. 

The cases with implausible differences between 2019 and 2021 are listed in the Excel 

file Abweichungen_XALTER2019_XALTER2021_20220614.xlsx (see 9.2 for ac-

cess). They are marked with "1" in column A. 

5.2 Different Age Entries of Parent and Target Person 
in 2021 

There are cases in AID:A 2021 with two age entries for a target person (ZP). The 

variable XALTER_zp_ueber_sich contains the age generated based on the tar-

get person's own information about their birth year and birth month. The variable 

XALTER_ap_ueber_zp contains the age generated based on the parent's (AP) 

information about the target person's birth year and birth month. The variable 

XALTER integrates these pieces of information. It takes the value from 

XALTER_zp_ueber_sich whenever XALTER_ap_ueber_zp is not availa-

ble—and vice versa. 

There are 16 instances where both age entries are present and contradictory3. To 

identify these cases, the flag variable XALTER_zp_ap_disagree_2021 was 

 

 

3 The entries in XALTER_zp_ueber_sich and XALTER_ap_ueber_zp differ in significantly 

more cases than just these 16. However, in most cases, this is not considered a contradiction, as 

the target person had a birthday between the APüZP interview and the ZP interview and simply 

became one year older. 
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created. This variable becomes "1" when both XALTER_zp_ueber_sich and 

XALTER_ap_ueber_zp are present, these entries contradict each other, and the 

contradiction is not due to the target person’s birthday between the AP interview 

and the ZP interview. For all other cases, it has the value "0". The corresponding 

cases can be found in the Excel file Abwei-

chungen_XALTER_zp_ueber_sich_XALTER_ap_ueber_zp_20220614.xlsx (see 

9.2 for access). The "Notes" column in this file indicates which of the two conflict-

ing age entries was ultimately recorded in XALTER and why. The decision is based 

on the following considerations: 

Five of the 16 cases only result in a plausible difference between 2019 and 2021 

when the AP entry is used.4 In these cases, the AP age entry was recorded in 

XALTER, and the variables from the AP modules (including Strengths and Diffi-

culties Questionnaire (SDQ) and variables of the media module) were retained. The 

variables from the ZP module were set to missing with the code .m "ZP interview 

intended but not conducted". Additionally, the variable ZPINT was set to "0" for 

these cases. 

Six of the 16 cases only result in a plausible difference between 2019 and 2021 when 

the ZP entry is used. For these cases, the ZP age entry was recorded in XALTER, 

and the variables from the ZP module were retained. The variables from the AP 

modules (including SDQ and variables of the media module) were set to missing 

with the code .n "AP interview intended but not conducted". Additionally, the var-

iable APINT was set to "0" for these cases. 

One of the 16 cases, where the AP and ZP provided different age entries, shows an 

implausible difference from 2019 in both versions. This case is among the 80 cases 

with an implausible difference from 2019 that have already been removed from the 

dataset (see 5.1). 

Four of the 16 cases yield plausible differences between 2019 and 2021 for both the 

parents' and the target persons' entries. However, the target persons' entries align 

better in each case, as their birth month and year are identical to the 2019 entries – 

this is not the case for the parents' entries. We therefore assume an error in the 

parents' entries of birth dates in these cases. Since most questions in the parent 

interview were asked irrespective of the age provided by the target person, the proxy 

modules were also retained. 

 

 

4 In these five cases, the age entry made by the target person was between 14 years lower and 33 years 

higher than the age entry made by their parent in the AP interview. 
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5.3 Missing Age Entry in AID:A 2021 

The raw data provided by the infas institute differs significantly in structure from 

the processed data.5 In some cases, a single row of the raw data contains information 

about more than one person. This occurs whenever a proxy person (AP) provides 

information about one or more target persons (ZPs). In the raw data, the row for 

this AP also includes the information for the corresponding ZPs. When restructur-

ing the raw data to create one row per ZP, for whom an AP has provided infor-

mation, it is initially assumed that there are up to nine children per AP (when cre-

ating the AP dataset, the media module dataset, and the SDQ dataset). The goal was 

to retain only the rows that correspond to actually existing children. To achieve this, 

in the case of the AP dataset and the SDQ dataset, those cases where n2101 is 

"Missing" were removed from the dataset (this is because n2101 is the opening var-

iable of the AP interview. It is only filled with content if a respondent is to provide 

information on an existing child. In all other cases, it is set to Missing). In addition, 

the cases where n2101 is "-7" (AP does not want to testify about child) or n2101 

is "-6" (child does not live in the household) were removed. These children actually 

exist, but there are no AP variables filled with content about them. If they did not 

provide information about themselves, no information is available about them, not 

even their age. After these cases were also removed from the dataset, there are no 

more cases with missing age information. 

5.4 Episode Corrections 

Errors in the appended episode dataset 2019 and 2021 (see episoden_panel.dta in 

chapter 4.2.) include episode overlaps, episode gaps or missing end dates of epi-

sodes. If episodes overlap, they were corrected according to the episode hierarchy 

shown in Table 6.3 (see section 6.3). The overlap period was assigned to the episode 

with the higher hierarchy of the activity status because this episode was considered 

to be more important. If, for example, episodes with the activity status "Studies" 

and "Unemployed" overlap, the overlap period was assigned to the episode "Stud-

ies" because "Studies" is higher in the episode hierarchy than "Unemployed" (4 vs. 

11). 

An episode gap means a time period that is not covered by any episode. This episode 

gap was filled by creating a gap episode ("Generated Gap"), which starts at the end 

of the last observed episode and ends at the start of the next observed episode. 

If the end date of an episode was missing, the date was replaced by the start date of 

the following episode. 

 

 

5 The infas institute for Applied Social Science conducted the fieldwork for both surveys AID:A 2019 

and 2021. 
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6 Variable Names, Data 
Harmonization and Variable Sorting 

This chapter starts with a brief introduction to the general conventions of variable 

naming in AID:A (section 6.1) followed by an overview of peculiar ities in AID:A 

2021. The following sections 6.2 to 6.5 describe different steps of harmonization or 

de-harmonization and the documentation of differences in the longitudinal data 

2019-2021. 

6.1 Variable Scheme in AID:A 

Variable names from the questionnaires begin with a letter followed by a five-digit 

number. A distinction is made between “original” variables from the questionnaires 

and harmonized variables. Variables beginning with the letter "v" signify variables 

from the questionnaire, whereas variables beginning with "h" denote harmonized 

variables. Harmonized variables integrate information from different respondent 

groups, for instance, self-report information from ZPs and proxy information from 

APs. The second position of the variable name is a number (first digit in the variable 

name) that identifies the part of the survey from which the variable originates  (see 

Table 6.1). The number in the third position (second digit) indicates the AID:A 

competence team at the German Youth Institute from which the question and thus 

the associated variable originated (see Table 6.2). 

Tab. 6.1: Meaning of the First Digit in the Variable Name 

First Digit Meaning 

1 Household Interview 

2 Proxy Interview (AP) 

3 Target Person Interview (ZP) 

4 Parent Interview 

5=2+3 Proxy and Target Person Interview (Information on target persons, but not on par-

ents who are not ZP) 

7=3+4 Target Person and Parent Interview 

9=2+3+4 Proxy, Target Person and Parent Interview 

Source: authors’ illustration. 
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Because AID:A aims for an integrated survey program among the different respond-

ent groups which receive different questionnaires organized by different compe-

tence teams, the same survey items can appear in multiple parts of the survey pro-

gram and raw data (e.g., sociodemographic characteristics collected in self-report 

and proxy interviews, respectively). Data management routines integrate such ques-

tions into harmonized variables to accommodate the needs of data users. Therefore, 

the numbers in the second and third positions are added together accordingly (see 

possible combinations in Tables 6.1 and 6.2) and are integrated into a harmonized 

variable beginning with the letter "h". Stata notes and PDF documents provide in-

formation on the source variables from the questionnaire for all harmonized varia-

bles beginning with "5", "7", or "9" (see section 9.2 for access). 

Tab. 6.2: Meaning of the Second Digit in the Variable Name 

Second Digit Meaning 

1 KTS (Competence Team Social Monitoring) 

2 KTK (Competence Team Children) 

3 KTJ (Competence Team Youth) 

4 KTF (Competence Team Family) 

5=2+3 KTK und KTJ (Competence Teams: Children and Youth) 

7=3+4 KTJ und KTF (Competence Teams: Youth and Family) 

9=2+3+4 KTK, KTJ und KTF (Competence Teams: Children, Youth and Family) 

Source: authors’ illustration. 

Here are two short examples of variables to illustrate the numbers in Tables 6.1 and 

6.2. The question on respondents’ activity status is collected from both target per-

sons and parents and results in the harmonized variable h71350. The first digit in 

the variable name "7" (3 + 4 = ZP + parents) indicates that identical questions are 

used in two separate questionnaires for target persons and parents (in the respective 

competence teams youth and family), respectively, which have been integrated into 

one harmonized version. The second digit "1" indicates that the question is associ-

ated with the competence team Social Monitoring. Another example is the variable 

h55320 (grade retention). In this case, the first digit "5" indicates that the question 

is asked in both the proxy interview and the target-person interview (2 + 3 = AP + 

ZP). The second digit "5" shows that the question is associated with two compe-

tence teams: Children and Youth (see also Braun et al., 2021) 

However, there have been deviations from this convention in the surveys conducted 

in 2020 and 2021. In particular, the cross-sectional datasets from these two surveys 

contain variable names that start with "c" or "n", followed by several digits. These 
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variables are primarily wave-specific (not trend) and are unlikely to be collected in 

subsequent waves. 

6.2 Harmonization of Variables in the Longitudinal 
Data 

A few variables had to be recoded or renamed during the process of matching the 

two panel waves of AID:A 2019 and 2021. 

Institutional Childcare [v22107_1-v22107_4] 

The variables for childcare use were collected differently in 2019 and 2021 and were 

therefore harmonized for the 2021 person-level datasets personen.dta and perso-

nen_panel.dta: 

h22107_1  Current childcare: Childminder 

h22107_2  Current childcare: Crèche, Kindergarten, Daycare center 

h22107_4  Current childcare: Other form 

h22107_5  Current childcare: None 

Note that the numbering no longer corresponds to the 2021 questionnaire but was 

adapted to the 2019 version. The item h22107_3 was not collected in 2021 as, 

unlike 2019, the categories "Crèche, Kindergarten, Daycare center" were queried in 

one instead of two items. The respective source variables from 2019 and 2021 are  

documented in the Stata notes. 

Parent-Child Activities and Communication [v62002; v62008; v62011; v62012] 

The variables v62002_1 to v62002_9 (joint activities), v62008_1 and 

v62008_2 (parental support of the child in school matters), and v62011_1 to 

v62011_3, as well as v62012 (questions on digital communication) relate to the 

dyadic interactions between parents and their children. It is therefore essential for 

panel data analyses that the longitudinal data refer to the same parent-child dyad in 

both survey years. In 2019, the variables above were collected in a separate module 

from both parents where possible. In 2021, by contrast, only one parent was inter-

viewed. We therefore included data on these variables from 2019 into the person-

level longitudinal dataset personen_panel.dta only for the parent who was also in-

terviewed in 2021. If no information from 2019 was available from the parent in-

terviewed in 2021, the above-mentioned variables were set to missing in the person-

level longitudinal dataset personen_panel.dta, even if the other parent (not inter-

viewed in 2021) had answered the questions in 2019. This procedure ensures that 

panel data analyses of these variables are possible only for consistent parent-child 

dyads. 
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Tab. 6.3: Overview of Activity States in the Variable panel_origin 

Episode 

Type 

Recorded in 

AID:A 

Value Value Label Episode  

Hierarchy 

2019 2021 

Educa-

tional  

episode 

X X 100 School, training, study, voca-

tional preparation (no further 

details) 

6 

X X 101 Vocational preparation 5 

X X 102 General school 1 

X X 103 Non-company vocational 

training 

3 

X X 104 company-based vocational 

training 

2 

X X 105 Studies 4 

Employ-

ment  

episode 

X X 200 Employment (including jobs) 7 

Other 

episode 

X X 300 Other (no further details) 18 

X  311 Military service 15 

X  312 Civilian service 16 

 X 313 (Voluntary) military service 12 

X X 314 Voluntary Social or Ecologi-

cal Year in Germany, Fed-

eral Voluntary Service 

13 

X X 315 Voluntary year abroad, for 

example "weltwärts" 

14 

X X 316 Unemployed 11 

X  317 Parental leave 9 

 X 318 Parental time 8 

X X 319 Internship 10 

X X 320 Other 17 

Gap  

episode 

X X 400 Generated Gap 19 

Source: authors’ illustration. 
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Parental Time Use for Children [v44202_31; v44202_32] 

In the longitudinal dataset personen_panel.dta, the two time specifications "Dura-

tion per day: Time with the children (hours)" and "Duration per day: Time with the 

children (minutes)" were renamed to v44202_3s and v44202_3m, respectively, 

equivalent to the 2019 person-level data personen.dta. 

Activity State in Episodes 

Within the episodes, information on activity states (variable origin) was partly 

recorded differently in the cross-sectional dataset AID:A 2019 (spells_aida2019.dta) 

compared to the cross-sectional AID:A 2021 dataset (episoden.dta) and was there-

fore harmonized in the longitudinal dataset episoden_panel.dta in the variable 

panel_origin. Table 6.3 shows which information was harmonized in the var-

iable panel_origin. 

6.3 Relabeling for Discontinuity in the Longitudinal 
Data 

There was one variable that had to be relabeled to indicate its incomparability with 

the version used in the AID:A 2019 person-level dataset personen.dta. 

More Youthful or Adult [v33217] 

The variable v33217 ("More Youthful or Adult") was renamed to v33217_1 for 

the wave of 2019 in the longitudinal person-level dataset personen_panel.dta, as the 

response categories for 2019 and 2021 are not comparable and are therefore inade-

quate for longitudinal analyses. The renaming followed the logic for v33216_1 

("More Child or Youthful"). There are now four variables in the longitudinal per-

son-level dataset personen_panel.dta: 

v33217_1  More Youthful or Adult (2019) 

v33217  More Youthful or Adult (2021) 

v33216_1  More Child or Youthful (2019) 

v33216  More Child or Youthful (2021) 

Corresponding Stata notes have been provided. 
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6.4 Harmonization of Value Labels in the Longitudinal 
Data 

There were two variables in the person-level data, agreed and actual working hours, 

where additional missing codes "-4" and "-5" differed between the panel waves for 

2019 and 2021. These values were harmonized as follows: 

For h71020 (agreed working hours), category "-5" ("no contractually agreed work-

ing hours") was harmonized in the longitudinal person-level dataset perso-

nen_panel.dta, as apparently " -4" was incorrectly delivered in the raw data for 2019. 

For h71332 (actual working hours), category "-4" ("irregular working hours") was 

harmonized in the panel data, as it was recorded as "-5" in 2021. 

6.5 Minor Differences in Wording between 2019 and 
2021 

After careful considerations, some panel variables in the longitudinal person-level 

dataset personen_panel.dta were matched despite minor differences in the wording 

of the question or response categories. Stata notes were added to indicate the dif-

ferences in wording between 2019 and 2021. This concerns the following variables: 

h74406  Disagreements with partner regarding smartphone/internet use  

Question wording 2019: "How often do you and your partner have 

disagreements because of the type of utilization of the smartphone 

or internet?" Question wording 2021: "How often do you and your 

partner have disagreements because of the type of utilization of the 

smartphone or internet in the last four weeks?" 

h91113  Health status [in the AP module]      

In the proxy interview (AP module), the response category "6" was 

"not good at all" in both survey waves, 2019 and 2021. This category 

"6" differs, however, from the ZP version, which reads "very bad". 

Despite this difference the two versions had been integrated into 

one harmonized variable (see also section 6.1) in the cross-sectional 

person-level dataset personen.dta for AID:A 2019. Likewise, the 

longitudinal dataset personen_panel.dta again provides the harmo-

nized variable h91113. It should be noted that in the 2021 survey 

wave, health status was collected only for children in the AP mod-

ule; the question was not part of the ZP program. 

h35851  Number of close friends       

Question wording 2019: "The following is about your good friends. 

These are friends you can rely on when you need them. How many 

good friends do you have (This does not include steady boy-

friends/girlfriends)?" Question wording 2021: "The following is 
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about your good friends. These are friends you can rely on when 

you need them. How many good friends do you have (Do not count 

your steady girlfriend/boyfriend or partner)?" 

6.6 Harmonization of Information given by Proxies 
2019 and 2021 

Information on specific actions of a parent in relation to an individual child was 

assessed in 2019 and 2021, including variables such as joint leisure and educational 

activities [v62002_1_X - v62002_9_X], school engagement [v62008_1_X, 

v62008_2_X] and digital communication [v62011_1_X - v62011_3_X, v62012_X]. 

In 2019, this information was provided by up to two parents in a separate parenting 

interview. In 2021, this information was collected from only one parent as part of 

an integrated individual-level interview. 

The suffix X can have the values ET1 (for the first parent) or ET2 (for the second 

parent). The identifier of the respective proxy, who provides information on these 

specific parenting questions, is contained in the variable INTNR_ET1 / INTNR 

ET2 (see also 8.1). Example: v62012_ET1 contains information regarding the vari-

able v62012, given by parent ET1. The identifier of ET1 can be found in 

INTNR_ET1. Since only one parent provided information in 2021, the parent-

child-specific information is contained in the variables ending in _ET1; variables 

with the suffix _ET2 contain a missing value (.z, see also chapter 7) for this wave. 

In addition, the prepared dataset ensures that information in the variables with the 

suffix ET1 was provided by the same person in 2019 and 2021. Example: If 

v62012_ET1 is not missing for the same child in both 2019 and 2021, then 

INTNR_ET1 for 2019 must be the same as for 2021. 
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7 Missing Data Codes 

The aim of the missing encoding was a complete definition of missing entries for 

the data records created (personen.dta, trennungsmodul.dta, episoden.dta) so that 

there are no more undefined missing entries. We used the missing codes provided 

in Stata (a dot followed by a lowercase letter, e.g. ".a"). The possible answers "-7" 

(denied) and "-8" (don't know) were also converted into Stata missing codes. 

We used the following missing codes: 

.v denied 

.w  don't know 

.z  not included in the survey program  

.a  case with interview termination 

.p  implausible 

.q  cannot be generated 

.s  other missing value 

.r filter error 

.m  ZP interview intended, but not given 

.n  proxy interview intended, but not given 

Specific for AID:A 2021: 

.d  SDQ or media module only 

Specific for panel data: 

.b parenting interview intended, but not given6 

.y only household interview available7 

 

 

6 Applies only to the variables v62002*, v62008*, v62011* and v62012 from the 2019 per-

sonen.dta 

7 Applies only to variables from 2019 
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We first assigned ".z" by creating a combined filter for all variables and items (com-

posed of all effective block filters, the variable filter, and in the case of items, addi-

tionally the item filter). This was done via the following .R file: gesamtfilter_erstel-

len_20240123.R 

The assignment of missing codes was then carried out for the different datasets  in 

Stata (see 9.2 for access): 

personen.dta:   missingcodes_zuweisen_20240206.do 

episoden.dta:   missingcodes_zuweisen_episoden_20240126.do 

trennungsmodul.dta:  missingcodes_zuweisen_trennungsmodul_20240124.do 

After the assignment of missing codes has been completed, there are no undefined 

missings left on substantive variables. 

It is important to note that there are both shared and unique missing codes in AID:A 

2019 and AID:A 2021. Among the shared missing codes are: ".v", ".w", ".p", ".q", 

".r", ".s", and ".z". The code ".y" occurs only in 2019, which was the main survey 

starting with a household interview (see chapter 1). The code ".b" also only appears 

in 2019. Some child-related variables that were part of the interim survey in 2021 

were included in a separate module in 2019, the so-called parenting interview (Er-

ziehungsmodul). This parenting interview should have been answered by all parents 

for all their minor children living together in the interviewed household. However, 

some parents did not answer this additional interview. The resulting missing data of 

this interview are coded ".b". The missing code ".d" occurs only in 2021 due to 

some design elements of this interim survey. In addition, the missing code ".a" was 

also introduced in 2021 because the survey mode was changed from CAPI to CAWI, 

which made it necessary to define a missing code for incomplete interviews. Finally, 

we introduced ".m" and ".n" (formerly subsumed in ".y") which allow us for each 

variable whether to precisely differentiate between missing data resulting from a 

missing self-report interview and missing data resulting from a missing proxy inter-

view. 
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8 Data Enrichment in the Person-
level Data 

AID:A data offer numerous generated variables that enrich the cross-sectional and 

person-level data (section 8.1). Generated variables range from indicators that spec-

ify which interview modules are available for individuals (module indicators), to 

constructs that summarize standardized information at the individual level (SDQ, 

activity status), to household information that is added at the individual level (equiv-

alized income, poverty risk, deprivation index, or the number of children under 14 

in the household). In addition, we complemented the person-level data by para data, 

which provide information generated during the respondent interview (section 8.2).  

8.1 Generated Variables 

8.1.1 Module Indicators [APINT; ZPINT; ELTINT] 

There are three indicator variables for realized modules in the person-level data: 

APINT for the proxy module, ZPINT for the ZP interview, and ELTINT for the 

parent interview. Each indicator variable can take one of three values: "1" if the 

module was realized, "0" if the module was not realized (nonresponse), and "-5" if 

a module was not intended for a given individual. These module indicators can be 

useful for selecting subsets of respondents and defining the analysis sample. 

8.1.2 Proxy Info ID [APINTNR; INTNR_ET1; INTNR_ET2] 

The dataset contains a variable named APINTNR, which represents the identifier 

for the respondent who provided information for a particular child in a given year 

(proxy interview). It is important to note that this proxy may change from wave to 

wave, meaning the identifier associated with APINTNR can differ between survey 

waves. 

In addition, INTNR_ET1 and INTNR_ET2 provide further proxy identifiers, 

which indicate the proxy that has provided information on specifically dyadic par-

enting questions. In 2019, these questions were addressed in an extra parenting in-

terview, which was potentially answered by both parents. Thus, APINTNR can be 

equal to INTNR_ET1 or INTNR_ET2 for 2019. In 2021, only one parent provided 

child-specific information. In order to ensure that dyadic parent-child questions re-

fer to the same proxy over time, INTNR_ET1 always equals APINTNR for 2021, 

whereas INTNR_ET2 is always Missing (.z, see also chapter 7). INTNR_ET1 is the 

same in 2019 and 2021 if both are non-missing. 
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8.1.3 Number of Children under 14 Years in the Household 
[hh11001x] 

We added an indicator for the number of children under 14 years in the household 

for the wave of 2019 in the person-level longitudinal dataset personen_panel.dta. 

Thus, the variable hh11001x collected in the 2021 survey is available for both 

waves. It should be noted, however, that for the survey wave of 2019, the infor-

mation originates from the household interview (one value per household), whereas 

in the survey wave of 2021, this information was collected from all adults in the 

household (more than one value per household possible). 

8.1.4 Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) 

In accordance with the instructions of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaires 

(SDQ; Goodman, 2005), scale steps of the SDQ items were recoded (1=0), (2=1), 

(3=2), and subscales and total scales were formed (Goodman et al., 2010). For the 

subscales Emotional Problems (k_pemotion), Conduct Problems (k_pcon-

duct), Hyperactivity (k_phyper), Peer Problems (k_ppeer), and Prosocial Be-

havior (k_pprosoc), more than two items per scale must have valid values to 

form the scale. For the formation of the total scales (Total difficulties score 

(k_pebdtot), Externalizing (k_petx) and Internalizing Behavior (k_pint)), 

which consist of subscales, all required subscales must have valid values: The total 

difficulties score (k_pebdtot) consists of all subscales (except the Prosocial Be-

havior subscale); Externalizing Behavior consists of the Conduct Problems and Hy-

peractivity subscales, and the total scale Internalizing Behavior consists of Emo-

tional Problems and Peer Problems. The SDQ also provides thresholds for defining 

disorders, indicating normal, borderline, and abnormal behavior for each scale. Ger-

man norm values were used to form these scales (k_pebdtot_kat, k_pemo-

tion_kat, k_pconduct_kat, k_phyper_kat, k_ppeer_kat, 

k_pprosoc_kat) (Woerner et al., 2002). 

8.1.5 Differentiated Activity Status [k_aktiv] 

The person-level datasets personen.dta and personen_panel.dta provide a con-

structed variable for an individual’s differentiated activity status (k_aktiv). It is, 

however, important to note three differences in this variable in the cross-sectional 

and longitudinal data for 2021 compared to the cross-sectional data for 2019: 

1. In 2019, self-employment was separately queried, resulting in the harmonized 

variable h71321. In k_aktiv, self-employed respondents were assigned to cate-

gory "102" (full-time employment). In 2021, the status "self-employment" was inte-

grated into the question on the type of employment of working respondents 

(h71319) and was queried in a newly introduced category "12". We therefore har-

monized the two variables h71319 as an important source variable of k_aktiv 

and k_aktiv itself in the longitudinal dataset person_panel.dta as follows: We 

assigned self-employed respondents from the panel wave of 2019 to category "12" 
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(self-employment) in h71319. Additionally, we introduced a new category "112" 

for "self-employment" in k_aktiv. 

2. The questionnaire for AID:A 2021 offered "master craftsman training" as a sep-

arate category in question h71307 (type of training) for the first time. We therefore 

introduced a new category "308" in k_aktiv for "master craftsman training". Be-

cause there is no equivalent in the 2019 survey for this, this category has zero ob-

servations for the panel wave of 2019. 

3. The "type of non-employment" (h71308) was not surveyed in 2021. Therefore, 

individuals who indicated "something else" in the question on their activity status 

in 2021 were grouped together in k_aktiv under category "500 - something else 

n.a.". 

All changes are also documented in the Stata notes of the person-level datasets per-

sonen.dta and personen_panel.dta. 

8.1.6 Relationship Status [k_HatPartner; k_IPHH] 

The person-level datasets personen.dta and personen_panel.dta provide a con-

structed variable for a respondent’s relationship status based on the harmonized 

variables h71401, h71303, and h71303x. Unlike in 2019, the question about 

having a steady girlfriend or boyfriend was asked from the age of 11 (in 2019, from 

the age of 12). Corresponding Stata notes are provided in personen.dta and perso-

nen_panel.dta. 

Additionally, the longitudinal data personen_panel.dta provide the indicator varia-

ble k_IPHH (with partner in the household) for individuals aged 18 and older. It 

should be noted that, unlike in 2019 where this variable was generated based on the 

household interview, k_IPHH for 2021 was created based on k_HatPartner, 

h71304a, and h71304b. Corresponding Stata notes are provided in perso-

nen_panel.dta. 

8.1.7 Equivalized Income [k_aequi_min_hh; 
k_aequi_max_hh; k_aequi_mean_hh] 

Equivalized income is the weighted per capita household net income (Destatis, 

2022). The weighting is based on the number of persons in the household and their 

age (under 14 years or 14 years and older). 

In AID:A 2019, the number and age of persons in the household as well as the 

household income were collected from the household respondent 

(HHAP=Haushaltsauskunftsperson) in the household interview. Thus, the derived 

equivalized income is a household characteristic (one entry per household). Based 

on these household-level variables, three generated variables for equivalized income 
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were formed at the household level and included in the person-level data perso-

nen.dta for 2019: k_aequi_min_hh, k_aequi_max_hh, 

k_aequi_mean_hh for the minimum, the maximum and the mean. 

By contrast, the survey conducted in 2021 was a follow-up of panel respondents 

without a household interview (see Chapter 1). In this survey, all individuals aged 

17 and older were asked about the number of persons in the household, the number 

of under-14s in the household, and the household net income. Based on these indi-

vidual-level variables, three variables for equivalized income were generated at the 

individual level: k_aequi_min_hh (minimum), k_aequi_max_hh (maxi-

mum), k_aequi_mean_hh (mean).8 These variables show large intra-household 

variation, meaning that in many cases, household members responded differently to 

the aforementioned questions. 

There is a range of possible explanations for inconsistent responses within house-

holds. First, household changes, for instance, after family separation were not cap-

tured in 2021 and therefore cannot be verified. Furthermore, household members 

may have different perceptions of who belongs to the household. Additionally, es-

pecially young adults often provided their personal net income instead of the house-

hold income (cf. h71404 "personal net income"; entries for 2019). Another source 

of variation could be that young adults living at home may not know the household 

net income and just have a guess. Finally, there were also extreme entries that ap-

peared very implausible compared to the entries from 2019 and could not be uti-

lized. 

For these reasons, k_aequi_min_hh, k_aequi_max_hh, and 

k_aequi_mean_hh are not provided in the person-level cross-sectional data 

personen.dta for 2021. It was checked whether the equivalized income could be 

generated analogously to 2019 based on the information provided by the HHAP in 

2019. In 2021, individuals from 3,750 households participated, but among those 

there were only 3,170 HHAP. Because with this approach, equivalized income could 

not be generated for 580 households and 982 individuals due to the high number 

of missing values, we refrained from this option. However, the source variables 

(household net income, number of persons in the household, and number of per-

sons under 14 years old) are, of course, still included in the cross-sectional and lon-

gitudinal data. 

 

 

8 Since household net income in AID:A, as in the German Microcensus, is collected in the form of 

income brackets, the lower, middle, and upper values of each bracket are used to calculate the 

equivalized income. To calculate the midpoint of the lowest and highest brackets (household 

income less than 150 € or 18,000 € or more), recoding is necessary. In AID:A 2019, the midpoint 

for the lowest bracket was set at 375 €. However, since this exceeded the midpoint of the next 

higher bracket (225 €), the middle value for the lowest bracket, "0-149 €", was adjusted to 112.5 

€ for 2021. For more information, see GESIS (n.d.). 
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8.1.8 Poverty Risk [k_arm60p_hh] 

The AID:A person-level data personen.dta and personen_panel.dta provide a 

household-level indicator of poverty risk, which is based on the definition of the 

Federal Statistical Office and its operationalization using the German Microcensus. 

Accordingly, individuals are considered at risk of poverty if their equivalized income 

is less than 60 percent of the median equivalized income of the population in private 

households (Statistisches Bundesamt (Destatis), n.d.). The indicator usually takes 

the value "0" (not poor) or "1" (poor), with a few cases falling between these values. 

Individuals who cannot be clearly classified as "poor" or "not poor" because their 

household net income falls within an income class to which the household-specific 

risk of poverty threshold also belongs are assigned a probability of poverty between 

"0" and "1" (Information und Technik Nordrhein-Westfalen, 2019). 

For the generation of the poverty risk in the AID:A 2021 personen.dta, information 

regarding household net income (in the form of income brackets as used in the 

German Microcensus 2019), the number of persons in the household, and the num-

ber of under-14s was used to calculate the equivalized income. The median equiv-

alized income in private households in Germany was obtained from official statis-

tics: It was 1,790 € in 2019 (based on the German Microcensus 2019) and 1,909 € 

in 2021 (based on the German Microcensus 2021) (Statistische Ämter des Bundes 

und der Länder, n.d.). 

The indicator for poverty risk in AID:A 2021 could not be generated in the same 

way as for AID:A 2019. As explained in the section above on equivalized income, 

the source variables in AID:A 2019 are based on the information provided by the 

household respondent (HHAP) whereas, in 2021, all participating panel individuals 

(usually) aged 17 and older were asked about household income and the number of 

persons in the household. However, this individual-level information can still be 

used to calculate household-level poverty risk because inconsistent information 

within households regarding the source variables is less influential in the calculation 

of poverty risk, which usually results in a value of "0" or "1". 

With the aim of providing a harmonized version of poverty risk at the household 

level [k_arm60p_hh] in the longitudinal person-level data personen_panel.dta, 

we first generated an individual-level indicator for the wave of 2021. We then ap-

plied up to four rules to arrive at a consistent value for poverty risk at the household 

level: 

 Rule 1: If the HHAP in 2019 (BEFRPERS=1) also participated in 2021 and 

a valid generated value for poverty risk could be generated for this person, 

this value was adopted for the entire household. With this rule, a large pro-

portion of the participating individuals and households could already be 

covered (n=8,422 individuals provided by 2,977 HHAPs). 

 Rule 2: If a valid value for poverty risk could not be generated based on 

HHAP information, but consistent information on the risk of poverty was 

available for all participating panel respondents aged 17 and older in the 
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household, this value was transferred to all other participating household 

members, including children and adolescents under 17 years old (total 1,083 

individuals). 

 Rule 3: If a valid value for poverty risk could not be generated based on 

HHAP information and the available values in the household differed, but 

a valid entry from at least one parent was available, this value was adopted 

for other individuals in the household, provided that the reported numbers 

of persons by the interviewed household members were consistent. The 

reason for this restriction is that differences in the number of persons in 

the household may indicate household changes such as separations or 

moves by target persons out of the parental home. In the case of infor-

mation from multiple parents, the most conservative approach was taken, 

i.e., the lowest value (lowest risk of poverty) was adopted, meaning that the 

household's risk of poverty was more likely to be underestimated than over-

estimated. With this rule, 19 partners, 16 children, and 5 adult target persons 

were coded. 

 Rule 4: For adult target persons who could not yet be assigned due to in-

consistent information and who indicated in 2021 that they live alone, they 

are likely to represent a split household. For these individuals, the individual 

value was retained (total 4 individuals). 

The procedure is documented in Stata notes and in the two do-files 

"armut_2021.do" and "armut_panel.do" (see section 9.2 for access). 

Tab. 8.1: Poverty Risk at the Household Level 

Risk values 2019 2021 

0 [not poor] 66.7% 73.0% 

0 < poverty risk < .5 [low risk] 1.8% 4.0% 

.5 <= poverty risk < 1 [medium to high risk] 4.0% 1.2% 

1 [poor] 20.4% 16.1% 

.q (could not be generated) 7.2% 5.7% 

N (Households) 6,354 3,746 

Source: personen_panel.dta; unweighted data. 
Notes: Risk values between "0" and "1" were summarized for presentation. 

Table 8.1 shows the unweighted distribution of the poverty risk at the household 

level, including the proportion of households for which no value could be gener-

ated. The proportion of households for which no valid value could be realized was 

slightly lower in 2021. The proportion of households clearly not at risk of poverty 

in 2021 was 73 percent of participating households, more than 6 percentage points 
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higher than the level in 2019. Conversely, the proportion of households clearly at 

risk of poverty was more than 4 percentage points lower than the level in 2019.9  

For descriptive analyses with substantive interest, it should be noted that there are 

currently no longitudinal weights available for 2021. Furthermore, the indicator for 

poverty risk at the household level should also be used with caution because house-

hold changes have a significant impact, which were not tracked in this interim survey 

(see also chapter 1). 

8.1.9 Deprivation Index [k_deprivationsindex; 
k_deprivationsindex_hh] 

The AID:A person-level data provide a household-level deprivation index, which 

consists of the following three items on financial deprivation (used, for instance in 

European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) and Panel 

Arbeitsmarkt und soziale Sicherung (PASS)): 

1. Saving a fixed amount per month 

2. Replacing worn-out but still usable furniture with new ones 

3. Paying unexpectedly incurred expenses with one's own money, e.g., replacing a 

broken washing machine 

There were three response alternatives: "1" (yes), "2" (no, for financial reasons not), 

and "3" (no, for different reasons not). The deprivation index is then created by 

forming a composite index from the answers "no, for financial reasons not" to these 

three items. 

Similar to the indicator for poverty risk, the deprivation index for AID:A 2021 could 

not be generated in the same way as for AID:A 2019. In 2019, the source variables 

for the deprivation index were collected from the HHAP in the household inter-

view, whereas in 2021, these variables were collected individually from all panel  

respondents aged 17 and older. 

With the aim to provide a harmonized version of the deprivation index at the house-

hold level named k_deprivationsindex_hh in the longitudinal dataset per-

sonen_panel.dta, we first created an individual-level index k_depriva-

tionsindex for AID:A 2021. We then carried out the same procedure analo-

gously to the generation of poverty risk at the household level according to the four 

rules (see above). As a result of applying Rule 1, the individual value for the depri-

vation index of the HHAP could be adopted for the majority of cases (n=8,561). 

 

 

9 Our conservative approach (see Rule 3) cannot account for these differences, as the rule was applied 

to only 40 cases. 
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After applying Rule 2, a consistent value for all responding household members 

could be adopted for 953 minor household members. By applying Rule 3, the index 

value was transferred from one parent to 44 partners, 47 children and adolescents 

under 17 years old, and 12 adult target persons. Finally, Rule 4 retained the individ-

ual index value for five adult target persons who are assumed to live alone. 

Table 8.2 shows the unweighted distribution of financial deprivation at the house-

hold level, including the proportion of households for which no value could be 

generated at the household level. The proportion of households for which no valid 

value could be realized was slightly higher in 2021 than in 2019. The proportion of 

households in 2021 that showed either no deprivation ("0") or high deprivation 

("3") was slightly lower than in 2019. 

In addition to the household-level deprivation index k_deprivationsin-

dex_hh, the deprivation index at the individual level for 2021 was retained in the 

dataset as k_deprivationsindex (missing for 2019) for substantive analyses 

of different perceptions within households regarding the degree of deprivation. 

The procedure is documented in Stata notes and the two do-files "deprivationsin-

dex_2021.do" and "deprivationsindex_panel.do" (see section 9.2 for access). 

Tab. 8.2: Financial Deprivation at the Household Level 

Degree of financial deprivation 2019 2021 

0 [no] 70.1% 68.2% 

1 [low] 15.6% 16.0% 

2 [medium] 7.9% 7.5% 

3 [high] 5.3% 3.8% 

.q (could not be generated) 1.1% 4.6% 

N (Households) 6,354 3,746 

Source: personen_panel.dta; unweighted data. 
Notes: Proportion of households by number of agreements to three items of financial deprivation, whether the house-
hold cannot afford them for financial reasons. 

8.2 Para Data 

The AID:A raw survey data are supplemented by methodological datasets. The da-

tasets include data generated during the respondent interviews, known as para data. 

The most important para data available in the AID:A 2019 person-level data perso-

nen.dta include: 
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 The frequency of contact attempts including date and time (anzkon and 

RC_KDAT) 

 Interviewer ID (INTERNR_hh, INTERNR1, INTERNR2) 

 Interviewer disturbances (h9990*) 

 Type of building / nearest public transport (casa_typ, casa_hh, 

casa_dist_opnv) 

 Mode of interview / mode switch (SMETH*, LMETH*, CATI_SW*) 

 Household size / number of people in the household (hh11001, 

ANZPHH_hh) 

 Cover letter / reminder letter (verinn1_hh, verinn2_hh) 

Para data included for the AID:A 2021 cross-sectional and longitudinal person-level 

data personen.dta and personen_panel.dta is: 

 Two dummy variables for the first and second reminder (verinn1_hh, 

verinn2_hh) 

 Final interview return code (RC_Diff), differentiated by different types of 

non-eligibility and nonresponse (RCL1) 

 Interview month, differentiated by respondent and type of interview (for 

the survey wave from 2019: m_intmonth_hh, m_intmonth_ap, 

m_intmonth_zp, m_intmonth_eltern; for 2021: m_inter-

view_monat, m_interview_monat_ap). Because the survey for 

AID:A 2019 was organized in interview modules, whereas the survey for 

AID:A 2021 was administered using a fully integrated instrument, the vari-

ables could not be harmonized. 

 A regional indicator for political municipality size class ("Politische Ge-

meindegrößenklassen") (polgk) 

Other types of para data such as keystrokes, times between two mouse clicks, speech 

rate (CATI Interview) are not available for AID:A. 
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9 Data Access and Further 
Information 

This last chapter briefly describes the scientific use files (SUF) and data access (sec-

tion 9.1). It also provides an overview of all materials that are available in the DJI 

Research Data Center (FDZ) including the code and documents related to data 

management described in this technical report survey, as well as survey materials 

and citing information (section 9.2). 

9.1 Data Anonymization and Scientific Use File 

The datasets (in German and English) are accessible to external data users and avail-

able for download as Scientific Use Files (SUF) at the DJI Research Data Center. A 

few anonymization steps were necessary for external data use. For example, some 

variables of the episode data were aggregated to the next level. Therefore, the vari-

ables concerning occupations and vocational training are less detailed. Specifically, 

rare occupations, which could identify individuals were coarsened or dropped. That 

is the case for variables like AUSBILDUNGSBERUF_g2 or 

AUSBILDUNGSBERUF_g4. Other anonymization steps included the aggregation 

of countries, for example, Luxembourg, Belgium and the Netherlands to the Bene-

lux region. Another example is the variable k_muttersprache (Native lan-

guage). Rare characteristics of the variable in k_muttersprache were aggre-

gated when possible; otherwise, the category had to be anonymized, meaning it was 

recoded as missing. The above-mentioned anonymization techniques apply to the 

episode dataset and the panel dataset (waves 2019 – 2021). 

More general anonymization techniques applied to all datasets included the removal 

of string variables, because in most cases string variables contain sensit ive infor-

mation, which were provided by the respondents through open-ended questions. In 

most cases, the information of the string variable has been summarized into a new 

generated variable with less detailed categories and the original string variable has  

been dropped. In addition to the general anonymization of the string variables the 

variables providing regional information were aggregated to the level of federal 

states for the SUF of AID:A 2021. 

9.2 Survey Materials and Documents 

The following information and documents are available at the DJI Research Data 

Center on request for data users after registration. 

a) Survey materials that were used in the AID:A 2021 survey. These include: 

 Cover letter: Initial letter and 1st/2nd reminder letter 

https://surveys.dji.de/index.php?
https://surveys.dji.de/index.php?
https://surveys.dji.de/index.php?
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 Information presented on the survey homepage of infas (especially Fre-

quently Asked Questions (FAQs) (pdf)) 

 Data protection sheet (pdf) 

 Screenshots of the CAWI instrument (pdf), whereby only the first run was 

recorded from question loops such as in episodes, child loop, parent loop, 

media module  

 Programming template of the questionnaire (Excel) 

 Questions of the instrument (HTML) 

 Bilingual version of the questionnaire in German and English, whereby the 

survey was conducted exclusively in German. The English version was pre-

pared for the translation of the dataset. 

b) infas methodological report AID:A 2021 

c) Material related to data management 

 Code and documents related to data cleaning, data harmonization, missing 

data coding, and data enrichment 

 All Stata Notes collected in a single PDF 

d) Notes on citation and funding 

Suggested Citation for this Technical Report: 

Bernhardt, J., Fischer, A., Herz, A., Linberg, A., Simm, I., Braun, D., Hofherr, S., 

Ulrich, S., Hoch, C., Kuger, S. (2025). Growing Up in Germany (AID:A) 2021: 

Technical Report of the Longitudinal Study Design and Data Management. AID:A 

Survey Report, 2. German Youth Institute, Munich, Germany. Doi: 

10.36189/DJI202522 

Suggested citation for the datasets: 

Suggested citation for the 2021 data set in German: 

Kuger, Susanne; Bernhardt, Janine; Fischer, Andreas; Prein, Gerald; Herz, Andreas; 

Linberg, Anja; Recksiedler, Claudia; Simm, Inga; Braun, Dominik; Pötter, Ulrich; 

Quellenberg, Holger; Berngruber, Anne; Eichhorn, Thomas; Entleitner-Phleps, 

Christine; Gaupp, Nora; Guglhoer-Rudan, Angelika; Heintz-Martin, Valerie; Hof-

herr, Stefan; Langmeyer, Alexandra; Maly-Motta, Hanna; Naab, Thorsten; Schüller, 

Simone; Steinberg, Hannah; Steiner, Christine; Tran, Kien; Zerle-Elsäßer, Claudia; 

Zimmermann, Julia; Walper, Sabine (2024). Aufwachsen in Deutschland: Alltags-

welten Panel (AID:A Panel 2024). Panelwellen 2019, 2021. Version: 1.0. Deutsches 

Jugendinstitut. Doi: 10.17621/AIDA20192021 

Suggested citation for the 2021 data set in English: 

Kuger, Susanne; Bernhardt, Janine; Fischer, Andreas; Prein, Gerald; Herz, Andreas; 

Linberg, Anja; Recksiedler, Claudia; Simm, Inga; Braun, Dominik; Pötter, Ulrich; 
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Quellenberg, Holger; Berngruber, Anne; Eichhorn, Thomas; Entleitner-Phleps, 

Christine; Gaupp, Nora; Guglhoer-Rudan, Angelika; Heintz-Martin, Valerie; Hof-

herr, Stefan; Langmeyer, Alexandra; Maly-Motta, Hanna; Naab, Thorsten; Schüller, 

Simone; Steinberg, Hannah; Steiner, Christine; Tran, Kien; Zerle-Elsäßer, Claudia; 

Zimmermann, Julia; Walper, Sabine (2024). Growing Up in Germany 2021 (AID:A 

2021). Panel waves 2019, 2021. Version: 1.0. German Youth Institute, Munich, Ger-

many. Doi: 10.17621/AIDA20192021 

Ethics statement: 

For data use without target person information from 11 and under 18 years of age.10 

Ethical review and approval was given by the Ethics Committee of the German 

Youth Institute. Written informed consent to participate in this study was provided 

by the participants’ legal guardian/next of kin. The data collection procedure was 

coordinated with the data protection officers at DJI and infas. 

For data use of the target person information from 11 and under 18 years of age 1:  

Written informed consent to participate in this study was provided by the partici-

pants’ legal guardian/next of kin. The data collection procedure was coordinated 

with the data protection officers at DJI and infas. 

Data availability statement: 
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10 The ethics vote was granted on 16.11.2021 - when the field had already started and the cover letters 

had been sent - with the condition: (1) that parents are informed in the cover letter that the 

children will be asked questions about corona events at home and the use of consultations and 

(2) the possibility that individual questions cannot be answered is formulated more clearly for the 

children in the cover letter. The adaptation of the letters suggested by this vote was no longer 

possible at this time. 

https://surveys.dji.de/
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