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1. Preface

The ‘ERiK Methodological Report IV’ (in Ger-
man: ERiK-Methodenbericht IV) is the fourth
methodological report in the study ‘An indicator-
based monitoring of structural quality in the
German early childhood education and care
system’ (in German: Entwicklung von Rahmen-
bedingungen in der Kindertagesbetreuung – in-
dikatorengestützte Qualitätsbeobachtung – ERiK).
ERiK is a national study that aims to provide data-
based knowledge on the quality of early childhood
education and care (ECEC) in Germany. The study
includes regular surveys of parents, directors of
day-care centres, pedagogical staff, family day-
care workers, youth welfare offices and providers
of day-care centres. The DJI conducted the first
surveys in 2020. In 2022, further surveys were con-
ducted with the aforementioned target groups as
well as an additional survey of 4 to 6-year-old chil-
dren who were cared for in a day-care centre in
2020 and 2021.

The ‘ERiK Methodological Report III’ (Schacht
et al. 2023) thoroughly examines the target pop-
ulation and sampling strategies employed in the
ERiK-Surveys 2022. By contrast, this report fo-
cuses on implementing the sample and survey
designs and assessing the data quality of the
ERiK-Surveys 2022. Taken together, these two
methodological reports encompass comprehens-
ive background information on the ERiK-Surveys
2022.
The information presented in ‘ERiK Methodo-

logical Report IV’ is a collective result of the col-
laborative efforts of the entire ERiK team, who
actively contributed to the ERiK-Surveys 2022 at
the German Youth Institute (Deutsches Jugendin-
stitut – DJI). Special acknowledgement is exten-
ded to the members of the ERiK steering group,
namely Prof. Dr. Bernhard Kalicki, Dr. Sina Fack-
ler, Dr. Christiane Meiner-Teubner and Christine
Bopp. Additionally, gratitude is expressed to the
ERiK team colleagues for their valuable feedback,
including Janette Buchmann, Johanna Romefort,
Dr. Theresia Pachner, Melina Preuß, Lisa Ulrich
and Nadira Tursun.

The monitoring project contributes to an on-
going effort to advance the quality of early child-
hood education and care in Germany. As a result,
the publication is enriched by the diverse discus-
sions held with colleagues of the Federal Ministry
for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and
Youth (BMFSFJ), representatives from the minis-
tries of the federal states, and experts from other
fields. Engaging with different committees and
stakeholders has been instrumental in gathering
valuable technical insights for the report. In addi-
tion, we would like to thank Dr. Christian Nagel
from the department for Data & Innovation at
the City of Munich (Landeshauptstadt München)
for his statistical expertise. We would also like to
thank Dr. Jean Philippe Décieux of the Federal
Institute for Population Research (BiB) for review-
ing the report and making helpful suggestions for
improvement.

Furthermore, we would like to express our grat-
itude to the infas Institute for Applied Social Sci-
ences and the SOKO Institute for Social Research
and Communication for their dedication and ef-
forts in conducting the ERiK-Surveys 2022.
In addition, the report has been enriched by

the invaluable practical assistance of numerous
individuals. We extend our special appreciation
to Aydan Mammadova for her organisational sup-
port. Furthermore, our gratitude extends to Isabel
Becker, Eugenia Zimmermann, GittaMetzger, and
the dedicated student assistants within the ERiK
team.

Munich, September 2024

Dr. Sonja Herrmann – Deputy Head of the ERiK
Project, DJI
Jakob J. Gilg – Research Associate within the De-

partment of Social Monitoring and Methodology, DJI
Franz L. Classe – Research Associate within the

Department of Social Monitoring and Methodology,
DJI
Dr. Diana D. Schacht – Senior Quantitative Re-

searcher, DJI
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Benjamin Gedon – Research Associate, SOS
Kinderdorf
Prof. Dr. Susanne Kuger – Research director of

the German Youth Institute (DJI) and Full Professor
for Empirical Social and Education Research in Child-
hood and Adolescence at LMU Munich
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2. Introduction

The study entitled ‘An indicator-basedmonitoring
of structural quality in the German early child-
hood education and care system’ (ERiK) is a na-
tionwide study with the objective of offering data-
driven insights into the quality of early childhood
education and care (ECEC) in Germany. In 2020,
the DJI conducted the initial surveys targeting
directors of day-care centres, pedagogical staff,
family day-care workers, youth welfare offices,
and childcare centre providers. In 2022, the sur-
veyswere repeatedwith the previouslymentioned
groups and supplemented by an additional sur-
vey focussing on 4 to 6-year-old children who re-
ceived childcare in 2020 and 2021. Furthermore,
the ERiK parent survey is interconnected with the
DJI Childcare Study (KiBS). KiBS was extended by
an ERiK module comprising additional questions
about the quality of day-care (for more informa-
tion on this topic please see Section 7. ERiK Parent
Survey in Schacht et al. (2023); for more informa-
tion on KiBS in general please see Wieschke/Lip-
pert/Kuger (2023)). Further surveys are planned
for directors of day-care centres, pedagogical staff,
family day-care workers, youth welfare offices,
and childcare centre providers in 2024.

This report introduces the ERiK-Surveys 2022
and focuses on the following aspects of the sur-
veys:
1. Implementation of the sample and survey

designs (see Chapter 3),
2. Evaluation of the data quality (see Chapter 4)
The chapter ‘Implementation of the sample

and survey design’ delineates the field meas-
ures, field progress andmodifications of the origi-
nally planned fieldwork. The subsequent chapter
‘Evaluation of the data Quality’ appraises data
selectivity and modifications of the target pop-
ulation, outlines the weighting procedure, and
evaluates the information content of the data at
the federal and state levels. The report concludes
with a recapitulation and recommendations for
data users. For in-depth discussions regarding the
target population and sampling strategies of the
ERiK-Surveys 2022, readers can refer to the ‘ERiK
Methodological Report III’ (Schacht et al., 2023).
The fieldwork documents, including invitation
and reminder letters, data protection information,
and questionnaires, are accessible in an online
appendix to this report (www.dji.de/erik/MBIV
_Anhang).
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3. Implementation of the
ERiK-Surveys 2022

The implementation of the ERiK-Surveys 2022
involved developing questionnaires, organising
specific fieldwork interventions for target groups,
and conducting fieldwork. For detailed informa-
tion on questionnaire revisions and the planned
fieldwork interventions please see ‘ERiKMethodo-
logical Report III’ (Schacht et al. 2023). The follow-
ing section outlines details on changes in the field-
work process compared to the planned design,
the response rates achieved, mode choices in
all ERiK surveys and the regional coverage.
The chapter concludes with an overview of the
obstacles hindering potential respondents’ parti-
cipation based on the ERiK Nonresponse-Surveys
2022.

3.1 Modifications from Planned
Fieldwork Efforts and Contacts

The planned fieldwork efforts and contacting
strategies of the ERiK-Surveys 2022 were outlined
in the ERiK Methodological Report III (Schacht et
al. 2023). During the field period, some variations
from the planned design became necessary and
were thus implemented. These changes in the im-
plementation of the different ERiK-Surveys 2022
are described in the following sections.

Directors and Pedagogical Staff
The planned implementation of the ERiK-Surveys
of directors and pedagogical staff (as described
in Section 6.1 in Schacht et al. 2023) was mostly
adhered to with the field period starting on 2 Feb-
ruary 2022. The reminders were delayed with the
reminder letter coming on 1 March 2022 – two
weeks later than originally planned, and the re-
minder by phone in conjunction with the ERiK-
Nonresponse Survey between 09 March 2022 and
14 April 2022 – one week later than planned. Con-
sequently, the field period was extended by one
week until 25 April 2022.

Two minor changes were made to the online
questionnaires during the field period. Firstly,
the ERiK team added a confirmation question to
the survey of pedagogical staff (in addition to the
already existing screening question) to more pre-
cisely narrow down the target population by ex-
cluding members of teams of directors. Secondly,
in the survey of directors, amore precise note was
added to the question on costs for parents. The
new note specified that respondents should state
the monthly costs per child. These two changes
in the surveys were implemented on 8 February
2022.
During the field preparation of the question-

naire for pedagogical staff, a change was made to
the layout of the question on the respondents’
gender in the paper questionnaire for pedago-
gical staff to save space. In 2022 the items were ar-
ranged horizontally next to each other instead of
underneath each other as in 2020 (see Figure A.0-1
in the Appendix). This change caused confusion
and misattribution in the questionnaire because
the box for ‘männlich’ (male) was closer to the
label ‘weiblich’ (female). This was visible in the
results, where 26% of total respondents indicated
being male, while the official KJH statistics1 sug-
gest that the true population percentage of males
is only about 7% (Research Data Centre of the
Statistical Offices of the Federal States 2022). Due
to this severe deviation, the ERiK team decided to
mark this variable for all paper questionnaires as
implausible (.p) in the data set. This means that
n=1,643 cases (32% of the paper sample) were set
to implausible in the ERiK-Surveys 2022.

1 The child and youth welfare statistics, KJH statistics for short, include: 1. data
on various forms of educational assistance and administrative tasks of the
youth welfare offices, 2. data on youth work measures of public and inde-
pendent providers, 3. data on childcare in various youth welfare facilities and
the persons working there as well as on publicly funded family day-care for
children, 4. data on the expenditure and income for child and youth welfare
(translated from Research Data Centre of the Statistical Offices of the Federal
States 2024).
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3 Implementation of the ERiK-Surveys 2022

Due to the concurrent mixed mode design that
was implemented in the ERiK-Surveys 2022, some
directors participated twice – once online and
once on the paper questionnaire. In these in-
stances, the more complete questionnaires were
retained, while the duplicates were removed from
the net data set.

Youth Offices and Family Day-Care
Workers
The surveys of youth offices and family day-care
workers were largely implemented as intended.
The youth offices received the advance letters
and were then contacted via telephone between
12 January and 17 January 2022. Afterwards, the
youth offices received their survey materials and
the materials to forward to family day-care work-
ers according to the contact options they were
sampled for (see Sections 5.2 and 6.2 in Schacht et
al. 2023). The initial reminders were sent as sched-
uled, two weeks after the start of the field period,
and consisted of letters to 514 youth offices and
27 e-mails to youth offices. The family day-care
workers in 139 youth offices were reminded via
paper materials from the youth offices, while 413
youth offices sent e-mail reminders to their family
day-care workers.

Due to relatively low response rates from youth
offices, it was decided to add a reminder via tele-
phone which reached 88 youth offices between
28 February and 04 March.

On 15 March 2022, the second reminders were
sent via e-mail as planned. The reminders were
sent to all youth offices that had not actively re-
fused to participate in the survey, and a total of
529 youth offices were reached.2

A second telephone reminder was added to
increase the youth office response rate. From
24 March onwards, youth offices that had not yet
fully participated in the survey and for which
there had been no response from family day-
careworkers (n=208) were contacted by telephone
again.
To account for the added fieldwork efforts,

the field period was extended by one week un-
til 8 April 2022.
After carrying out the ERiK-Survey 2022 of

youth offices, it came to our attention that two

2 This number includes youth offices that already participated in their survey
if not all of their family day-care workers also responded, as they should be
reminded as well.

youthwelfare office districts hadmerged into one,
thus reducing the total number of youth offices
relevant for our surveys from 569 to 568. This was
the the district of ‘Eisenach, Stadt’ in Thuringia
which merged with ‘Wartburgkreis’ on 1 January
2021.

Providers of Day-Care Centres
The 2024 ERiK-Survey of providers was implemen-
ted as planned and ran from 03 January 2022 to
31 March 2022, with only two minor additions.
Firstly, on 07 March 2022 an update was made
to the filtering in the online instrument. Anyone
who did not answer the first screening question to
determine their membership to the target popu-
lation was asked the confirmation question to de-
termine their eligibility. Secondly, to increase the
response rates in certain federal stateswith low re-
sponse rates, the ERiK teamdecided to add a third
reminder in these states. These e-mail reminders
were sent on 24 March 2022 to providers in Berlin,
Bremen, Hamburg, Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-
Western Pomerania, Rhineland-Palatinate, Saar-
land, Saxony, Saxony-Anhalt, Schleswig-Holstein
and Thuringia.

During the field period, a provider of a day-care
centre contacted the survey institute, expressing
interest in participating. Although the provider
was not initially included in our address list, we
allowed them (and potentially others with sim-
ilar requests) to participate in order to achieve
a complete population survey. The provider re-
ceived the survey materials via e-mail. However,
this provider from Bavaria was the only one who
contacted the ERiK team or survey institute.

Children
The structure of the ERiK-Survey of children was
as planned (see Section 6.4 in Schacht et al. 2023),
although the timeline was partly adjusted. At the
beginning of March 2022, the day-care centres
were contacted, and the telephone reminders
commenced in mid-March, as scheduled. How-
ever, the reminders were extended by one week
until 06 April 2022. The survey of parents con-
cluded in accordance with the original plan on
18 April. The child interviews were conducted
in the centres from May until the beginning of
September 2022, rather than concluding in July,
as initially proposed. It became evident during
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3.2 Fieldwork

the fieldwork period that it would be unfeasible
to survey a sufficient number of centres with four
children each within the planned time frame. It
was therefore decided that, in addition to extend-
ing the field period, the four target childrenwould
be interviewed, as previously planned, but that
the two replacement children per centre would
also be included. This resulted in a maximum of
six children being interviewed per centre, rather
than four, and thus a slightly higher clustering of
children.3 For more details on the ERiK-Survey of
children see the infas methodological report (von
der Burg et al. 2021, (in German)).

3.2 Fieldwork
Figures 3.2-1, 3.2-2 and 3.2-3 show the weekly num-
ber of questionnaires completed in 2022 sepa-
rately for each target population. Fieldwork pro-
gress was monitored to enable us to intervene
in case of unexpectedly low response rates. The
figures also show the time of the fieldwork mea-
sures carried out, namely the sending of the re-
minder letters or the start/end of the field periods
in which the telephone reminders were carried
out.
For all target populations, there is only one

tranche in the ERiK-Surveys 2022, with the re-
sult that for each of the target populations, the
entire sample was contacted at the beginning of
the field time. This is a major difference to the
ERiK-Surveys 2020, where the samples of direc-
tors, pedagogical staff in child day-care centres as
well as the population of providers were contac-
ted in two separate phases. This had been done
to allow for adjustments in the contacting pro-
cedure. Based on the experience gained in 2020,
this was no longer considered necessary for the
ERiK-Surveys 2022 (Schacht et al. 2023).

Directors and pedagogical staffmostly
answered the questionnaires in the first two
months of fieldwork

Figure 3.2-1 shows that the first questionnaires
were filled out by the directors and pedagogical
staff directly after the fieldwork started at the be-
ginning of February. In 2022, the largest propor-
tion of questionnaires sent to pedagogical staff

3 In three centres, seven children were interviewed, because the target child
initially refused to participate and then expressed a desire to take part after a
replacement child had already been interviewed.

and directors were answered within the first two
months of the survey. The despatch of the re-
minder letters at the beginning of March and the
initiation of the telephone reminder seem to have
had a positive impact on the number of completed
questionnaires. This is a similar pattern to the
ERiK-Surveys 2020.

About 39% of the directors’ questionnaires and
about 33% of the pedagogical staff questionnaires
were answered after the telephone reminders,
which were conducted between 9March 2022 and
14 April 2022 (see Section 3.6). This is considerably
more than in the ERiK-Surveys 2020.

Most of the youth welfare offices and family
day-care workers completed the
questionnaires in the first twomonths of the
field period

In contrast to the response behaviour in the ERiK-
Surveys 2020, most of the questionnaires sent to
youth welfare offices and family day-care workers
were filled out in the first two months (see Fig-
ure 3.2-2). After the first week in the field, the par-
ticipation rate for both surveys increased steadily
over the course of January. After the start of the re-
minder process, about half of the completed ques-
tionnaires were answered by youth offices. In the
case of family day-care workers, 42% of question-
naires were handed in after this date. After the
second reminder in 2022, 14% of the youth wel-
fare offices and 9% of the family day-care work-
ers filled out the questionnaire. In 2020, there was
only one reminder round at a later point in time in
the field. Around one third of the youth welfare
offices and roughly half of the family day-care
workers responded to the questionnaire after the
start of this reminder round.

Most of the childcare providers also
answered the questionnaires in the first two
months after the initial contact

Figure 3.2-3 shows the field development for the
ERiK-Survey 2022 of childcare providers. The sur-
vey institute sent the initial letters on 3 January
2022 by mail. The number of completed question-
naires rose steadily over the entire field period.
By contrast, the participation rate in the ERiK-Sur-
veys 2020 declined after the first two months of
the field period.
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Figure 3.2-1:Weekly Number of (Partially) Completed Questionnaires: Directors and Pedagogical Staff
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Source: DJI, ERiK-Surveys 2022: Survey of Directors, unweighted data, n=4832; DJI, ERiK-Surveys 2022: Survey of Pedagogical Staff, unweighted data, n=7116.

Figure 3.2-2:Weekly Number of (Partially) Completed Questionnaires: YouthWelfare Offices and Family Day-CareWorkers

0

1000

2000

3000

4000
Start contacts

1st         
reminder         

Start 1st tel.    
reminder     

2nd   
reminder   

                  Start 2nd tel.
                  reminder

                   January                   February                 March               April  

Family Day-
Care Workers

Youth Offices

Note: Questionnaires for which no survey date is available are not shown (12 Youth Welfare Offices and 4 Day-Care Workers).
Source: DJI, ERiK-Surveys 2022: Survey of Youth Welfare Offices, unweighted data, n=417; DJI, ERiK-Surveys 2022: Survey of Family Day-Care Workers, unweighted
data, n=5235.

14



3.2 Fieldwork

Figure 3.2-3:Weekly Number of (Partially) Completed Questionnaires: Childcare Providers
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Note: 4 questionnaires for which no survey date is available are not shown.
Source: DJI, ERiK-Surveys 2022: Survey of Providers of Childcare, unweighted data, n=6561.

Field period took place earlier than in the
2020 ERiK surveys.

The surveys of directors and pedagogical staff
were conducted between February and April 2022,
while those of family day-care workers, youth of-
fices and providers were held between January
and March 2022. Compared to 2020, the survey of
directors and pedagogical staff took place earlier
in the year in order to be closer in time to the sur-
vey of KJH statistics. The survey of parents (that
was part of the children’s survey) was conducted
between March and April and the child survey
between May and September 2022. More infor-
mation on the field period of the separate parent
survey KiBS can be found in the KiBS methodolo-
gical report (Wieschke/Lippert/Kuger 2023).
All target groups were invited to participate

by mail and/or e-mail. Where possible, respond-
ents were also reminded of their participation
by mail, telephone and/or e-mail. In 2022, the re-
minderswere sent out at times closer to the survey
date. For a detailed overview of all contact modes

and reminder letters used, see Methodological
Report III (Schacht et al. 2023).

Pedagogical staff, directors, and providers took
part in the ERiK Surveys 2022 on average 26 to 30
days after initial contact, while family day-care
workers and youth offices responded slightly later
on average (32 to 40 days after initial contact). The
parents participating in the child survey respon-
ded the fastest (approx. 20 days after initial con-
tact). On average, the interviews with the chil-
dren were conducted 110 days after the initial con-
tact with the directors, if parental consent and
some information about them could be obtained
in the meantime. For the child interviews, one in-
terviewer came to the day-care centre in person.
For more information on the children survey, see
von der Burg et al. (2021).
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3.3 Number of Completed
Questionnaires and
Response Rates

In total, 4,674 directors, 7,019 pedagogical staff,
3,854 family day-care workers, 341 youth welfare
offices, 4,710 providers and 479 children com-
pleted the questionnaires in full (see also in the
synopsis 5.0-1). The number of completed ques-
tionnaires for providers and directors has in-
creased significantly compared to the ERiK-Sur-
veys 2020. For pedagogical staff, family day-care
workers and youth offices, however, the number
decreased somewhat (cf. Klinkhammer et al. 2022,
p. 43).
The response rates (according to the Amer-

ican Association for Public Opinion Research (AA-
POR) definition number 2, which includes com-
plete and partial cases, for the German context:
Stadtmüller et al. 2019) of the ERiK-Surveys 2022
(see Table 3.3-1) paint a mixed picture: There was
a slight decrease in the relative response rate to
27% (2020: 33%) and 18% (2020: 19%) for direc-
tors and pedagogical staff. However, the absolute
net number of responses fromdirectors increased
by approximately 900 cases and decreased by ap-
proximately 1,700 cases for pedagogical staff. For
a detailed overview of the ERiK responses (includ-
ing partial cases), see Table 3.3-1. The table also
shows that response rates vary greatly across fed-
eral states (by up to 18%): For directors between
19% (Hamburg) and 37% (Rhineland-Palatinate),
for pedagogical staff between 9% (Hamburg) and
27% (Rhineland-Palatinate).4

For family day-care workers in 2022, the re-
sponse rate halved to 9% –with the number of net
cases remaining the same – which is presumably
mainly due to the significantly larger sample with
almost exclusively online participation options5

via double opt-in. This double opt-in method is
a process where individuals confirm their sub-
scription twice, first by signing up and then by
verifying their intention through a confirmation
message. This might be an obstacle for online
participation (for the new design see Sections 5.2
and 6.2 in the ERiK method report III Schacht

4 As explained in Section 5.2 and Table A.0-4 in the ERiK Methodological Report
III (Schacht et al. 2023), the number of questionnaires for pedagogical staff
per centre varied between one and six.

5 The response rate in online-only mode is significantly lower than when re-
spondents have the choice between paper and online questionnaires (see
Section 3.4).

et al. 2023). The youth welfare offices must also
forward the questionnaires to the family day-care
workers. Presumably, some have not forwarded
the questionnaires or have only forwarded them
partially. Across the federal states, response rates
vary between 4% in Berlin and 16% in Thuringia.

The response rate in the survey of youth of-
fices fell sharply in 2022 (by almost 20 percentage
points to 64%), resulting in a reduction of 40 com-
plete cases compared to 2020. There are major
differences between the individual federal states.
While the response rate in Mecklenburg-Western
Pomerania is 38%, it is 100% in Hamburg and
Saarland.
The high response rates for the child survey

(between 42% in Bavaria and 100% in Saxony) can
be attributed to the survey design. Only parents of
day-care centres that had already participated in
the directors survey in 2020 were asked for their
agreement to participate in the additional child
survey. Among parents who participated and gave
their consent, which was only a small share of
all parents, the participation of the associated
children was correspondingly high at 69%. This
is particularly remarkable considering the long
period of time that elapsed between the initial
contact with the centres and completion of the
child questionnaires. The response rates of the
ERiK-Survey 2022 of children are shown in Figure
3.3-1 for better comprehensibility.
In contrast, the response rate for the ERiK-

Survey of providers rose from 16% to 24%, with
the number of cases therefore more than doub-
ling. This could be due to an improved sampling
frame6, the promotion of the survey at specialist
conferences or the reduction in the length of the
questionnaire. Again response rates vary across
the federal states. They range from 16% in Ham-
burg to 32% in Saarland (see Table 3.3-1).
At the same time, there are strong differences

in the proportions of fully and partially com-
pleted questionnaires between the various ERiK
target populations. Figure 3.3-2 shows these pro-
portions, the frequency of the different types of
(non)response and the eligibility to participate
across the five regularly surveyed ERiK target
groups. It can be seen that the proportion of un-
known eligibility to participate has fallen in all

6 The address lists for providers in 2020 were researched by a commercial
provider. From 2022, the lists were obtained directly from the federal states.
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3 Implementation of the ERiK-Surveys 2022

Table 3.3-1: Response Rates 2022 and 2020

Directors Ped. Staff FDW Youth Offices Providers Children
2022

Baden-Wuerttemberg 32% 22% 8% 72% 23% 77%
Bavaria 32% 21% 10% 69% 24% 42%
Berlin 22% 13% 4% 58% 22% 78%
Brandenburg 23% 17% 9% 72% 25% 88%
Bremen 24% 14% 13% 50% 22% 73%
Hamburg 19% 9% 11% 100% 16% 59%
Hesse 26% 19% 12% 64% 28% 76%
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania 23% 16% 9% 38% 18% 55%
Lower Saxony 29% 20% 9% 63% 26% 70%
North Rhine-Westphalia 30% 21% 8% 58% 23% 75%
Rhineland-Palatinate 37% 27% 12% 68% 25% 76%
Saarland 25% 17% 13% 100% 32% 55%
Saxony 32% 25% 9% 85% 26% 100%
Saxony-Anhalt 25% 16% 11% 79% 28% 81%
Schleswig-Holstein 32% 23% 11% 44% 30% 89%
Thuringia 28% 22% 16% 73% 21% 47%

Total response rate 27% 18% 9% 64% 24% 69%
Total number of cases 4,832 7,116 3,927 366 5,166 490

2020

Response rate 33% 19% 20% 83% 16% –
Number of cases 3,915 8,833 3,925 479 2,288 –

Note: Partial cases were counted here as having participated. Cases that are not eligible to participate were excluded from the calculation. Cases whose eligibility
to participate is unknown were counted as eligible for the calculation. For the indirectly surveyed populations, the gross sample was reduced to those cases that
had the opportunity to participate (to whom the survey was forwarded). FDW: Family day-care workers.

surveys compared to 2020.7 There is also a rel-
atively high proportion of partial or incomplete
questionnaires among directors, providers and es-
pecially youth offices in 2020 and 2022. The large
number of partial or incomplete surveys in the
surveys of providers and youth offices can prob-
ably be explained by the fact that these cannot
usually be completed by just one person, as sev-
eral employees are often responsible for the differ-
ent areas of responsibility surveyed in the ques-
tionnaires. At 0% to 2%, the proportion of cases
not eligible to participate is at a similar level to
2020 for all target populations.
Table 3.3-2 shows how long respondents took

to answer their respective questionnaires. When
comparing the durations, it is apparent that the
efforts to shorten the questionnaires for the ERiK-
Surveys 2022 were effective in reducing the pro-
cessing time for respondents.

7 In 2020 the percentages of unknown eligibility were 22% for directors, 20%
for pedagogical staff, 7% for family day-care workers, zero for youth offices
and 83% for providers.

Table 3.3-2: Online Questionnaire Processing Time (in
Minutes)

Population 2020 2022
Mean Median Mean Median

Directors 55.5 52 46.5 43
Ped. Staff 34.4 31 31.5 28
Family Day-Care
Workers

71.7 56 53.6 42

Youth Offices 114.3 81 62.5 40
Providers 64.5 47 47.8 32
Children - - 19.6 19

Note: Only complete cases were used to determine the processing time of the
online questionnaires. Processing times exceeding 500 minutes were excluded
from the calculations.

The reduction was moderate in the day-care
centre surveys, with pedagogical staff taking
about 3 minutes less and directors 9 minutes
less to answer the questionnaire completely. Fam-
ily day-care workers and providers of day-care
centres were about 16 minutes faster in the ERiK-
Surveys 2022 compared to 2020. For youth offices
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3.4 Mode Choices

Figure 3.3-1: Response Rates for the ERiK-Survey 2022 of Children

Response rate centres: 52% 

Response rate parents: 6%

Response rate children: 69% 

n = 490

n = 286

n = 25,650 

n = 1,452 

n = 712

n = 550

Centres

Parents

Children

Note: The stated response rate of 6% (which includes partial cases) among parents corresponds to theminimum response rate if it is assumed that all centres
contacted (550) also forwarded the questionnaires to all parents. While it is very unlikely that this was implemented accordingly in all centres, the number of
parent questionnaires forwarded cannot be determined. If only the participating centres (286) forwarded questionnaires to parents, the response rate for parents is
more likely to be in the range of 12%.

the reduction in answering time was substan-
tial. Respondents completed the questionnaire in
about half the time compared to the ERiK-Survey
2020 – in 62 minutes instead of 114 minutes.

3.4 Mode Choices
The response rates mentioned in the previous sec-
tion (3.3) vary depending on population, the con-
tactmodeused and the options offered to respond-
ents for participating (see Graph 3.4-1). In the
ERiK-Surveys of individuals (directors, pedago-
gical staff, family day-care workers) the response
rate was consistently higher in the concurrent
mode where the sampled respondents received
a paper questionnaire together with a link to the
online questionnaire (P&O) instead of only a letter
with the link (O).

For directors, the response rate was about 29%
formode P&O and about 22% formode O. Among

pedagogical staff, the difference is even more pro-
nounced, with a 20% response rate in the P&O
group compared to just 9% in the O group. Family
day-care workers showed a similar trend: those
who received only an email invitation (about
33,000 individuals) had a response rate of around
8%, significantly lower than the 17% response
rate observed in the P&O group. For those who
received a letter with a link to the online ques-
tionnaire, the response rate was intermediate, at
approximately 12%. See also 3.3 for further in-
formation. This indicates that at least in the ERIK-
Surveys, sending out questionnaires on paper is
one way to increase the response rates in the pop-
ulations of directors, pedagogical staff and fam-
ily day-care workers. There is no significant dif-
ference in response rates among providers, with
around 24% responding regardless of whether
they received a paper questionnaire or just a let-
ter with a link to the online survey.
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Figure
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3.5 Regional Coverage

Figure 3.4-1: Response Rates by Invitation Mode in the ERiK-Surveys 2022
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(via Postal Mail)

Only Online
(via Postal Mail)

Only Online
(via Email)

Note: The response rates include complete and partial cases; ineligible cases are excluded. As all youth offices had the option to participate via paper or online
questionnaire, they are not depicted in the graph.

Looking at the groups with concurrent mixed
mode (P&O viamail), a similar pattern is apparent
(see Graph 3.4-2). When given the choice between
a paper and an online questionnaire, the major-
ity of directors, pedagogical staff, and family day-
care workers preferred the paper version. The per-
centage choosing the paper version ranged from
66% for directors, over 75% for family day-care
workers and rising to 80% for pedagogical staff.
In the ERiK-Surveys of institutions, the mode
choices were reversed: 68% of youth offices and
72%of providers chose the online questionnaire.8

3.5 Regional Coverage
Figures 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 show the regional cov-
erage of the ERiK-Surveys 2022 in Germany. It
should be noted, however, that the main focus of
the ERiK-Surveys 2022 is not to be able to mon-
itor differences at the district level9. The sample

8 This is the case for complete or partial questionnaires. When looking at all
questionnaires – including incomplete or aborted cases – the proportions
for providers change slightly: in this case 59% chose online and 41% paper
questionnaires. In the other surveys the differences are smaller (less than
5%).

9 Germany is divided into 400 administrative districts. These districts consist of
294 rural districts (in German: ‘Kreise’ and ‘Landkreise’) and 106 urbandistricts
(in German: ‘Kreisfreie Städte’ and ‘Stadtkreise’, the latter being towns or cities
that constitute districts in their own right). This is one urban district less than
in the ERiK-Surveys 2020 as the urban district of Eisenach was merged with
the rural district Wartburgkreis in 2021 (European Commission 2021; Federal
Statistical Office 2019).

design10 did not provide for comprehensive cover-
age of all districts, as the target population sizes
would not be sufficient for this (for more inform-
ation on sample sizes at regional level, see Sec-
tion 4.4).

In four out of five surveys, participation in
Germanywas relatively evenly distributed
across administrative districts

The colour gradations in Figure 3.5-1 represent
the proportion of complete and partial question-
naires in each population according to official
register data (Federal Statistical Office 2022) or,
in the case of the provider survey, in accordance
with the sampling frame at district level. The col-
our gradations are coded as follows: no particip-
ation is indicated by white,11 the 10% of the dis-
tricts with the lowest participation rate are shown
in the lightest colour. Further gradations are 25%,
50%, 75% and 90% of the districts. The top 10%
of the districts are thus represented by the darkest
colour. These percentile cutoffs are used because
the maximum proportion of the participating dis-
trict population varies greatly across the different

10 Detailed discussions of the target population and sampling strategies of the
ERiK-Surveys 2022 are provided in the ERiKMethodological Report III (Schacht
et al. 2023).

11 The district is also marked white, if no person or institution was sampled in
the respective district.

21



3 Implementation of the ERiK-Surveys 2022

Figure 3.4-2:Mode Choice in the concurrent mixedmode of the ERiK-Surveys 2022

Note: The graph includes only cases that could choose between answering on paper or online and were either fully or partially completed; incomplete cases are
excluded.

surveys (e.g. 75% for providers vs. 0.7% for ped-
agogical staff).
Directors and pedagogical staff of almost all

districts and district-free towns took part in the
respective survey. This is almost full coverage. In
six districts and district-free towns, no directors
or pedagogical staff took part. This represents an
increase of two districts over 2020. In the north-
western and southern parts of Germany, the pro-
portion of participants in the population is some-
what lower compared to the other regions. This
pattern is very similar to the ERiK-Surveys 2020
(see Schacht et al. 2022).

In only two districts in Germany (Vulkaneifel in
Rhineland-Palatinate and Sonneberg inThuringia),
did no providers take part in the survey. This rep-
resents a sizeable rediction compared with 2020,
when 16 districts did not participate.

In 17,5% of the districts and district-free towns
in Germany, no family day-care workers partici-
pated. This figure is also considerably lower than

in 2020 when 38% of the districts and district-free
towns failed to participate. This is most likely due
to the fact that a random samplewas taken in 2020
and only selected youthwelfare officeswere asked
to forward questionnaires to the family day-care
workers, whereas in 2022 a complete population
survey was conducted among the family day-care
workers.

The colour gradations in Figure 3.5-2 represent
whether a youth welfare office participated (at
least partially) in the survey at district level. In
some districts and district-free towns, the youth
welfare offices did not participate. As the map
shows, there is no clear pattern to the regions in
which youthwelfare offices tended not to respond.
The youth welfare offices that participated in the
ERiK-Survey 2022 are more or less evenly distrib-
uted across Germany. In 29.5% of the districts
and district-free towns, no youth office respon-
ded to the survey. This is almost twice as many as
in 2020, when participation stood at 15%.
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