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• Basic income support („Grundsicherung“)
• Conditionality

• Means-tested
• (Willingness to work)

• Standardized benefit (2022: 449€ for a single household)
• Plus: housing costs
• Plus: additional needs

• Distinct social law for those in working-age (SGB II) and beyond retirement
age/disabled (SGB XII)

Non-take-up of basic income support in Germany
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Non-take-up about 3.6 million
Non-take-up rate about 35-40%

Non-take-up of basic income support

Working age
(SGB II)
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Beneficiaries: about ca. 5.5 million (2020)

Beyond
Retirement
age
(SGB XII)

Beneficiaries: about 0.56 million (2020)

Non-take-up about 0.85 million
Non-take-up rate about 60%

Sources: Buslei et al. (2019); Bruckmeier (2021)
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Macro level: norms

• Legitimacy of basic income support
affects take-up

• The higher the perceived
deservingness (+), the lower the
burden to take-up (van Oorschot
2017)

• Activation policies strenghen
norms of self-responsibility
(Bothfeld/Betzelt 2013) 

• Norms of self-responsibility (-) lower
propensity to take-up

Micro level: social networks
(Granovetter 1982)
• Embeddedness may have different 

effects on take-up
• Information (+)
• Support (-)
• Source of stigma (-)

• Hypothesis: friends and family have
different effects

• Strong-ties: Family as source of
support (-)

• Weak-ties: Friends as source of
Information (+) or Stigma (-)
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Theoretical framework: Embeddedness of social
action
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• G-SOEP Innovations Sample
• Subsample of German Socio-Economic Panel
• Panelstart 1998
• Questionnaire covers individual and household information

• Survey module  covers three topics
• Common attitudes in society towards means-tested welfare support and their 

uptake
• Potential behavior in case of need
• Reasons preventing people from claiming benefits

• Respondents: 1066
• Respondents with low income:  195 (at most 75% equivalence income)

G-SOEP Innovation Sample 2020/2021
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Intention to take-up in case of need
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Remarks: SOEP IS 2020, n=192, weighted results, only people with equivalence
income <=75% and without basic income;

Age: 18-65

Age: above 66
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Reasons preventing people from claiming benefits

8. Oktober 2022 Hier steht die Fußzeile 9

Remarks: weighted results, only people with equivalence income <=75% and without basic income;; respondents: 105-
108 (age: 18-65 ); 69-75 (age 66 and above)



www.eah-jena.de

• Logistic regression
• Sample: Low income respondents
• Cluster-robust standard errors

• Dependend variable: Intention to take up 0/1

Multivariate analysis
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I would claim them 1

I will first check whether there are other options 0

claiming benefits is not an option 0
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Conclusion

Insights
• Retired emphasise problems with take 

up but have more often the intention to 
claim benefits

• Embeddedness matters
• Attitudes in favor of activation 

policies lead to lower take-up
• Social networks impede take-up due 

to shaming
• No signs of information advantages

Limitations
• Small number of cases

• Prevents in-depth analysis
• Intention to take-up can mean very 

different things
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