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Abstract 

Studies show that the unemployed face serious disadvantages in the labour market and that the social stigma of 
unemployment is one explanation. In this paper, we focus on the unemployed’s expectations of being stigmatized 
(stigma consciousness) and the consequences of such negative expectations on job search attitudes and behaviour. 
Using data from the panel study “Labour Market and Social Security” (PASS), we find that the unemployed with high 
stigma consciousness suffer from reduced well‑being and health. Regarding job search, the stigmatized unemployed 
are more likely to expect that their chances of re‑employment are low, but in contrast, they are more likely to place a 
high value on becoming re‑employed. Instead of becoming discouraged and passive, we find that stigmatized unem‑
ployed individuals increase their job search effort compared to other unemployed individuals. However, despite their 
higher job search effort, the stigma‑conscious unemployed do not have better re‑employment chances.
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1 Introduction
Unemployment is associated with adverse consequences. 
Empirical evidence has been presented for social exclu-
sion (Hirseland and Ramos Lobato 2014), network with-
drawal (Jones 1988), marital dissolution (Hansen 2005), 
financial shame (Rantakeisu et al. 1999), ill health (Krug 
and Eberl 2018), as well as reduced wage levels (Gangl 
2004), reduced well-being (Mousteri et  al. 2018), even 
after re-employment. For many of these consequences, 
social stigma is considered one of the central mechanisms 
(for an overview, see Brand 2015). The social stigma lit-
erature, in contrast, rarely addresses the stigma of unem-
ployment, instead focussing on the stigma of mental or 
physical illness (Baumann 2007; Scambler 2009), race 
(Mosley and Rosenberg 2007; Pinel et al. 2005; Sigelman 
and Tuch 1997), ethnicity (Binggeli et  al. 2014), sexual 
orientation (Herek 2010; Mattocks et al. 2015), etc. If at 

all, unemployment is only addressed as a potential con-
sequence of other social stigmas such as mental illness or 
history of incarceration (cf., Link and Phelan 2001; LeBel 
2008; Karren and Sherman 2012).

However, there is no doubt that in modern welfare 
states, there is a number of stereotypical beliefs regard-
ing the attitudes of the unemployed to work and other 
personal shortcomings that are seen as the main reason 
for why individuals are getting and remain unemployed 
(Oschmiansky et al. 2003; McFadyen 1998). One strand of 
literature in labour market research explicitly addresses 
unemployment as a social stigma and shows that it 
might be these stereotypical beliefs that can hinder the 
unemployed from getting a job. This literature focusses 
on the discrimination of the unemployed, especially by 
firms during the hiring process. This research consist-
ently shows that even if they had the same qualifications 
and competences as employed applicants, the unem-
ployed and especially the long-term unemployed have 
significantly lower chances of getting hired. In a recent 
survey using German data, Rebien and Rothe (2018) 
showed that discrimination against the unemployed is 
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very common. The authors found that only 14% of Ger-
man firms would fill current vacancies with unemployed 
applicants irrespective of their unemployment duration. 
Thirty-four percent of these firms would accept such 
applications only if the applicants were unemployed for 
less than 1  year. The unemployment discrimination lit-
erature mostly focusses on firms’ behaviour towards the 
unemployed. As a result, we have ample empirical evi-
dence regarding the demand side of the matching pro-
cess but not so much on the supply side. This empirical 
one-sidedness can leave the impression that the targets of 
unemployment stigma are only passive victims of poten-
tial employers’ discriminatory hiring behaviour.

In this paper, we aim to contribute to the existing lit-
erature by illuminating the role of individuals’ experience 
with social unemployment stigma in shaping their behav-
ioural responses towards being stigmatized. Specifically, 
we ask whether this experience helps to co-create the 
adverse re-employment chances by influencing the job 
search behaviour and job search success, as is suggested 
by several authors. To do this, we apply the concept of 
stigma consciousness to the context of unemployment. 
This concept explicitly focusses on whether stigmatized 
individuals internalize the expectation of being ste-
reotyped in social interactions. Stigma consciousness is 
defined as the extent to which individual targets of spe-
cific stereotypes “focus on their stereotyped status and 
believe it pervades their life experiences” (Pinel et  al. 
2005: 482). In other contexts of social stigma (e.g., gender, 
sexual orientation, or disabilities), it has been shown that 
the degree to which individuals perceive themselves to be 
subjected to stigmatization significantly influences their 
behaviour. For our analysis in the context of unemploy-
ment, we use data from the panel study “Labour Market 
and Social Security” (PASS) (Trappmann et al. 2013). A 
new scale was developed and implemented in 2013 to 
measure stigma consciousness among the unemployed 
(Gurr and Jungbauer-Gans 2013). We first corroborate 
that a higher stigma consciousness is associated with 
lower subjective well-being and lower health satisfaction. 
Based on expectancy-value theory, we find that those 
who are more stigma conscious have lower expectations 
of finding a job but highly value obtaining a job. However, 
our main result is that instead of leading to a reduced job 
search effort, those unemployed with a higher stigma 
consciousness are more likely to engage in an active job 
search, use more job search methods, spend more time 
searching for jobs, etc. Despite these positive associa-
tions with job search effort, we find that high stigma con-
sciousness is not correlated with re-employment chances.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Sec-
tion  2 discusses our definition of social stigma and 
stigma consciousness. Section 3 presents our theoretical 

considerations and how we derived our hypotheses. Sec-
tion  4 presents a literature review regarding the role of 
unemployment stigma in labour market outcomes. Sec-
tion 5 outlines our data, operationalization and analytical 
strategy. Section 6 presents the results of our study and 
discusses some limitations. Section  7 concludes with a 
summary and discussion of our results.

2  Definitions of stigma and stigma consciousness
The concept of stigma has received considerable interest 
in social science research, but as Link and Phelan (2001) 
remark, there is great variability in the definitions applied 
by different researchers. According to the seminal treat-
ment of the topic by sociologist Erving Goffman (1963: 
3), stigma is “an attribute that is deeply discrediting” and 
leads to negative and often hostile behaviour towards the 
stigmatized. Goffman distinguishes three types of stig-
matizing conditions: tribal identities (e.g., ethnicity, reli-
gion, nationality or gender), abominations of the body 
(e.g., physical disabilities or deformities) and blemishes 
of character (e.g., mental illness, addiction, or previous 
incarceration). Unemployment can be regarded as an 
example of stigma of character, where the stigmatized are 
considered individuals with a “weak will, domineering or 
unnatural passions, treacherous and rigid beliefs, and dis-
honesty” (Goffman 1963: 4).

Several researchers have expanded upon Goffman’s 
definition of stigma. For example, Link and Phelan (2001) 
propose conceptualizing stigma as the interrelation of 
four processes. First, the differences among members of 
society are distinguished and labelled. Second, these dif-
ferences are associated with negative attributes. Third, 
the labels attached to differences imply a separation of 
“them” from “us”. Fourth, the labelled person experiences 
a loss of status and discrimination. “Thus, we apply the 
term stigma when elements of labelling, stereotyping, 
separation, status loss and discrimination co-occur in a 
power situation that allows them to unfold” (Link and 
Phelan 2001: 367). This definition has been criticized by 
Deacon (2006) because it sees discrimination as an inte-
gral part of the stigma concept. In contrast, she defines 
stigma independent of discrimination. If we apply the 
definition to the context of unemployment, stigma can be 
defined as the following social process: Unemployment 
is construed as preventable and controllable; “immoral” 
behaviours causing unemployment are identified; these 
behaviours are associated with carriers of the charac-
teristic in other groups, drawing on existing social con-
structs of the “other”; the unemployed are thus blamed 
for their situation; status loss is projected onto the 
“other”, which may (or may not) result in disadvantage 
to them (adapted from Deacon 2006: 421). In contrast to 
Link and Phelan (2001, see also Besley and Coate 1992) 
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Deacon (2006: 421) points out that being stigmatized is 
not automatically associated with disadvantages caused 
by discrimination. Furthermore, stigmatization can lead 
to disadvantages even in the absence of discrimination 
because it can have negative consequences for the self-
concept and actions of the stigmatized individuals.

The reason for disadvantages that are independ-
ent of discrimination is that the stigma is internalized 
by the stigmatized individuals and manifests itself in 
self-stigma1 (Bos et  al. 2013; Pryor and Reeder 2011). 
According to Stuber and Schlesinger (2006), self-stigma 
combines two aspects, i.e., identity and treatment stigma. 
Identity stigma refers to the internalization of negative 
labels and stereotypes by the stigmatized individual, 
resulting in negative self-characterizations. Treatment 
stigma, in turn, refers to expectations about negative 
treatment by others. Both identity and treatment stigma 
are part of the self-stigma and therefore to be distin-
guished from actual discrimination because both are 
based on the perceptions of the stigmatized themselves. 
“For example, administrative practices that are not inher-
ently discriminatory (such as questions about personal 
finances or living arrangements) may be interpreted by 
potential recipients as such” (Stuber and Schlesinger 
2006: 935).

In the empirical analysis below, we apply the concept 
of stigma consciousness to the context of unemployment. 
Several authors (e.g., Taylor et al. 1994, cited after LeBel 
2008) have shown that there is a discrepancy between 
group discrimination and the extent to which individuals 
personally experience discrimination. While some stig-
matized individuals do, others do not attribute negative 
outcomes to stereotypes and discriminations. To cover 
these differences, Pinel (1999) developed and validated 
a 10-item ‘Stigma Consciousness Questionnaire’ (SCQ) 
for several stereotyped groups (e.g., women, lesbians, gay 
men, African Americans, and Latinos/Latinas). Stigma 
consciousness reflects the extent to which individual tar-
gets of specific stereotypes “focus on their stereotyped 
status and believe it pervades their life experiences” 
(Pinel et  al. 2005: 482). According to Pinel (1999), con-
sciousness of the stigma is a key determinant of the 
stigmatized individual’s behavioural reactions. Stigma 
consciousness is argued to increase the perception of 
being discriminated against and to heighten the belief 
that group membership influences social interactions and 
experience (Guyll et  al. 2010). Negative feedback from 

others is more often interpreted as discriminatory. Thus, 
stigma consciousness is viewed as a mechanism mediat-
ing the association between group membership and neg-
ative outcomes.

3  Consequences of stigma of unemployment: 
theoretical considerations and hypotheses

Several scholars have examined the consequences of 
internalizing stigmatizing stereotypes, but the bulk of 
research focusses on contexts such as ethnicity, gen-
der, medical conditions, sexual orientation or history of 
incarceration (see e.g., LeBel 2008). In this paper, we are 
interested in the stigma of unemployment and its con-
sequences. Changes in subjective well-being and health 
are among the most obvious consequences of any type 
of stigma (Hatzenbuehler et  al. 2013; Markowitz 1998; 
Rosenfield 1997), and the stigma of unemployment 
should be no exception. However, empirical evidence is 
scarce, but O’Donnell et al. (2015) found that anticipated 
stigma, which is a measure similar to stigma conscious-
ness, has a negative impact on psychological distress and 
physical health.

We follow this strand of research and argue that stig-
matization consciousness is directly connected to sub-
jective well-being and health. Therefore, our first two 
hypotheses are concerned with the proposition that the 
stigmatized suffer from their status as unemployed more 
than the non-stigmatized as follows:

H1 The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the lower their subjective well-being.

H2 The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the lower their subjective health.

However, the main concern of the present analysis is 
the role of stigma consciousness for job search. Accord-
ing to Goffman (1963), an important dimension of the 
stigma influencing how it is perceived by the respective 
targets, is its visibility. As an example of a stigma of char-
acter (e.g., Gurr and Jungbauer-Gans 2017), unemploy-
ment is a stigma that is not highly visible and therefore 
often concealable. The unemployed are therefore “dis-
creditable” instead of “discredited”. Thus, in social situ-
ations, the unemployed can often choose whether they 
disclose information regarding their status. This is not 
the case during the job search because to obtain re-
employment, per definition, the unemployed have to dis-
close their status to other individuals.

Job search activities such as visiting the unemploy-
ment agency, asking friends for job leads, and attending 
job interviews make it difficult to conceal one’s status 
as unemployed and are experienced as humiliating and 

1 Other manifestations are public stigma (shared attitudes and behaviour of a 
society towards the stigmatized), structural stigma (legitimization of a social 
stigma by being embedded in a society’s institutions) and stigma by associa-
tion (people’s reaction of being associated with a stigmatized person) (Pryor 
and Reeder 2011).
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potentially lead to rejection (Letkemann 2002). There-
fore, reducing job search effort could be a viable strat-
egy to avoid being stigmatized. The literature on welfare 
stigma (cf., Andrade 2002) even assumes that some of the 
unemployed will forego welfare benefits they are enti-
tled to in order to avoid their stigma being made visible 
(Yaniv 1997; Moffitt 1983; Loewenberg 1981). Accord-
ing to Sherman (2013), for those who do not have other 
financial options or find themselves unable to get a job 
despite their best efforts, the eventual acceptance of 
welfare benefits often leads to self-hatred, shame, and 
depression. Kerbo (1976) observes that welfare benefit 
claimants exhibit lower job search activity than non-
claimants and attribute this behaviour to discourage-
ment. He argues that those who felt highly stigmatized 
because they received welfare were also most likely to 
be the most passive. Heslin et al. (2012) develop a theo-
retical model that relates the labour market experience 
of members of ethnic minorities to the becoming dis-
couraged workers, i.e., wanting to work but not look-
ing for employment due to negative experiences. They 
argue that due to the stigma attached to the minority 
status (lazy, untrustworthy, etc.), they fare worse in the 
recruitment and selection process of employers. This 
experience will make them prone to become discouraged 
workers because among others, it leads to learned help-
lessness (Seligman 1975), that is, they become passive 
and no longer try to improve the negative situation that 
they perceive as uncontrollable. According to Abramson 
et al. (1978), individuals are more disposed to react with 
learned helplessness if they see the reason for their nega-
tive experience in themselves.

According to Pinel (1999), an important predictor of 
whether individuals avoid situations in which stigma is 
salient is stigma consciousness. She found that those 
with higher stigma consciousness are more likely to 
avoid situations where they expect to be stereotyped. For 
example, compared to those with low stigma conscious-
ness, female workers with high stigma consciousness 
were more likely to intend to and actually leave their job 
(Pinel and Paulin 2005). Stigma consciousness can cause 
greater experience of stereotype threat, raise the level of 
perceived prejudices and feelings of rejection, and reduce 
the person’s sense of control and self-esteem (Wang et al. 
2012). Wang and her colleagues show that a person with 
high stigma consciousness more often views subtle bias 
as discrimination and becomes angrier.

Thus, there seems to be a consensus in the literature 
that stigmatization and specifically stigma conscious-
ness should result in reduced job search efforts. How-
ever, there are also some indications in the literature that 
this view might be too one-sided. Based on stress theory, 
Miller and Kaiser (2001) note that individuals tend to 

have two options that the authors call engagement and 
disengagement behaviour. While the above discussion 
highlights the potential of social stigma of unemploy-
ment to result in disengagement or avoidance behaviour, 
in other contexts of stigmatization (e.g., mental health), 
it has been shown that some stigmatized individuals 
choose engagement behaviour, e.g., raising awareness 
of social stigma or in the form of problem solving. For 
example, the above cited Wang et  al. (2012) also find 
that the high stigma conscious are more often willing to 
engage in collective action. By directly referencing to the 
stigma of unemployment, Bretschneider (2014) draws a 
similar conclusion using group identity theory (Tajfel 
and Turner 1979). She argues that to the degree that 
group boundaries are perceived as permeable and social 
mobility between groups is possible, individuals are more 
likely to attempt to obtain a more positive sense of self 
by changing groups. An important way for the unem-
ployed to achieve this goal is by proactively engaging in 
job search.

To develop testable predictions regarding the poten-
tially ambiguous effect of stigma consciousness on the 
job search effort, we can draw upon the expectancy-value 
theory (Vroom 1964). This theory was first applied to the 
job search process by Feather (1982), and here we extend 
this theory to incorporate stigma consciousness among 
the unemployed. Expectancy-value theory assumes that 
the level of job search effort is determined by two fac-
tors, i.e., expectations and value. The first determinant 
of job search effort expectation refers to the expecta-
tions that specific behaviour, such as the job search in our 
case, will result in the desired outcome, such as obtain-
ing gainful employment. Expectancy-value theory pre-
dicts that individuals with high expectation that their job 
search will be successful will exert more effort in the job 
search. Regarding the social stigma of unemployment, we 
hypothesize that their expectations of meeting negative 
stereotypes during the job search lead the unemployed 
with higher ratings on the stigma consciousness scale to 
have lower expectations of succeeding in the job search.

H3 The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the lower their expectations of their suc-
cessful re-employment chances.

Value is the second determinant of effort and refers 
to the degree to which the desired outcome of the job 
search, i.e., becoming re-employed, is valued by the 
unemployed. The central behavioural assumption is that 
the higher the subjective value of the desired outcome, 
the higher the effort exerted to obtain this outcome. We 
assume that unemployed individuals with high levels of 
stigma consciousness are more likely to place a high value 
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on re-employment possibly because the stigmatized are 
more likely to suffer from adverse consequences due to 
their status as unemployed compared to other unem-
ployed persons. Our next hypothesis is as follows:

H4 The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the more value they place on employment.

Given that expectancy-value theory assumes that both 
expectations and value determine the job search effort, 
we consider predictions regarding the effect of stigma 
consciousness on job search effort ambiguous. Regard-
ing expectations, high stigma consciousness should result 
in lower job search effort; however, regarding the value 
of re-employment, a higher job search effort is expected. 
Thus, the overall effect depends on the relative impor-
tance of either of the two factors, resulting in two com-
peting hypotheses.

H5a The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the lower the job search effort.

H5b The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the higher the job search effort.

Several scholars assume that the actual re-employment 
chances are crucially determined by the intensity of the 
job search effort as follows: the higher the job search 
effort, the higher the probability of obtaining adequate 
and acceptable job offers (see e.g., Mortensen 1986). 
Therefore, for job search success, we also posit two 
opposing hypotheses. We expect that stigma conscious-
ness has negative effects on job search success in the 
case of reduced effort, but in contrast, we expect positive 
effects in the case of increased job search effort.

H6a The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the lower is the job search success.

H6b The higher the stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed, the higher is the job search success.

4  Literature review
Empirical evidence regarding the effect of unemploy-
ment stigma on job search behaviour is scarce. In con-
trast, there is ample and convincing evidence regarding 
discrimination of the unemployed in employers’ hir-
ing behaviour and so-called true unemployment state 
dependence. In the following, we review the part of the 
literature that explicitly connects their results to unem-
ployment stigma as the key explanatory mechanism.

Several studies find that firms are reluctant to fill 
vacancies with an unemployed job seeker and explain 
this finding by the prevalence of unemployment stigma. 
In a correspondence experiment, Oberholzer-Gee 
(2008) observes that the callback rates for short-term 
unemployed individuals are even higher than those for 
employed job seekers, but if applicants are long-term 
unemployed, the callback rates decline. He finds that 
even after controlling for further characteristics of the 
supply side of a job offer, the duration of unemployment 
has a crucial negative effect on the likelihood of being 
invited to a job interview. Several studies have replicated 
and extended his results. Nüß (2017) finds that callbacks 
decline after 10  months of unemployment. Eriksson 
and Rooth (2014) do not find that past unemployment 
spells will lead to differential treatment regarding call-
backs, nor will current short-term unemployment for 
up to 9 months. However, after this point, stigmatization 
effects arise, and callback rates decline. The authors also 
observe stronger stigma effects for men than for women. 
Ghayad (2014) reports that after more than 6  months 
of unemployment, work experience will no longer mat-
ter. The generally positive effect of an unemployed appli-
cant’s industry-specific human capital disappears, and 
callback rates are similar to those for unemployed per-
sons without industry-specific human capital. Kroft et al. 
(2013) find that discrimination against the unemployed 
is common if labour markets are tight, and callback rates 
already start to decline after 6 months of unemployment. 
However, some studies do not observe any stigma effects. 
Nunley et al. (2017) find no effects of unemployment on 
callback, irrespective of labour market tightness. Simi-
larly, Farber et al. (2015) do not find that unemployment 
reduces callback, but they do find reduced callback rates 
for applicants over the age of 50. In a recent experiment, 
van Belle et al. (2017) also conclude that unemployment 
duration serves as a sorting criterion because employers 
view it as a signal of low motivation.

In a related stream of research, stigma is considered 
the reason for the so-called true state dependence in the 
duration of unemployment, i.e., the effect of past unem-
ployment on one’s current labour market status (e.g., 
Arulampalam 2001, 2002; Arulampalam et  al. 2001; 
Heckman and Borjas 1980). Spurious state depend-
ence means that unobserved differences between the 
unemployed create the impression that re-employment 
chances diminish with longer unemployment durations. 
By contrast, true state dependence means that the longer 
an individual is unemployed, the lower the chances of 
finding re-employment (e.g., van den Berg and van Ours 
1996). One explanation provided by the literature for 
how true state dependence arises is the stigmatization of 
the (long-term) unemployed by employers because they 
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consider unemployment as a signal of low motivation or 
productivity (Vishwanath 1989).

For example, Biewen and Steffes (2010) find significant 
effects of past unemployment on the present unemploy-
ment risk; these effects decrease when unemployment 
rates are high. The authors consider this to be evidence 
of stigma effects because individual unemployment is less 
likely to be interpreted as a negative signal if unemploy-
ment is high and vice versa (see also Omori 1997). Ayllón 
(2013) reports similar results but also finds that if unem-
ployment rates are high, discouragement effects counter-
balance the lower stigma effect to some extent.

A third strand of literature is addressing the unem-
ployed social experience as stigmatized but is more 
strongly focussed on psychological coping mecha-
nisms or communication strategies of the unemployed 
as a reaction to their status as stigmatized. Knabe et al. 
(2018) analyse whether social networks can be a sub-
stitute for stigmatized unemployed to feel respected 
and appreciated. Gurr and Jungbauer-Gans (2017) 
focus on whether or not the unemployed have inter-
nalized society’s view that the unemployed themselves 
are to be blamed for their situation. Similar, but with 
a stronger focus on job search requirements, Hirse-
land and Ramos Lobato (2014) found that the unem-
ployed react to stigmatizing media discourse (“lazy 
unemployed”) by either taking over the public opin-
ion, by seeing themselves as an exception to the rule 
or by complying with the public demands for intensi-
fied job search effort. Research using the same data 
as that used in the following analysis yielded the fol-
lowing results: Lang and Gross (2017) find that unem-
ployment stigma consciousness is determined by the 
strength of deviation, the scope of the norm’s applica-
tion and the intensity of formal social control; Gurr 
et  al. (2018) find no effects of unemployment ben-
efit sanctions on stigma consciousness; and Linden 
et al. (2018) find that being exempted from job search 
requirements due to ill health does not reduce stigma 
consciousness among the unemployed.

Overall, empirical evidence regarding how the social 
stigma of unemployment is related to job search atti-
tudes, behaviour and re-employment success is scarce. 
To the best of our knowledge, the only studies intersect-
ing with ours are a qualitative data analysis performed by 
Hirseland and Ramos Lobato (2014) and a quantitative 
paper published by Kerbo (1976); however, in both stud-
ies, no formal tests of these relationships were conducted.

5  Data and method
5.1  Data and operationalizations
In the following analysis, we use the German household 
panel study PASS (Trappmann et al. 2013), which began 

in 2007, and at the time of the writing of this manuscript, 
ten waves were available. PASS consists of two almost 
equally large subsamples, a probability sample drawn 
from all long-term unemployed persons registered with 
the German federal employment services and a random 
population sample. We use both samples for our analy-
sis, but because our focus is on the unemployed, the 
registered unemployed sample dominates our analytical 
sample. Both subsamples of the PASS were refreshed sev-
eral times and survey-provided weights are used in the 
analysis below to account for panel attrition. PASS col-
lected data regarding (un-)employment histories retro-
spectively, and for each wave, detailed information about 
the current employment or unemployment situation is 
available.

Our operationalization of unemployment stigma relies 
on a scale that measures stigma consciousness among the 
unemployed who were part of wave 7 of PASS (Gurr and 
Jungbauer-Gans 2013).2 This scale builds upon Goffman’s 
stigma concept and adapts a rather general psychologi-
cal concept of gender stigmatization for the case of the 
unemployed (Pinel 1999). However, it also uses insights 
from other concepts and definitions described in the 
theoretical section of this article (e.g., Link and Phelan 
2001). We exclude the item “I am trying to find a job as 
quickly as possible” because this item measures a con-
cept similar to one of our dependent variables job search 
effort. We construct an index by aggregating all but one 
of the above mentioned stigma item. We normalize the 
values of the scale to range from 0 (no stigmatization) 
to 10 (maximum stigmatization). Table  3 in the appen-
dix provides an overview of the items used in the scale. 
With a value of Cronbach’s alpha of 0.73, this scale exhib-
its acceptable reliability. The average value of the scale 
amounted to 5.09 with a standard deviation of 1.80, indi-
cating on average medium stigmatization and consider-
able variation between individuals.

To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, we use the PASS questions 
regarding life and health satisfaction, both of which are 
measured on an 11-point scale (“In general, how satisfied 
are you currently with your life overall?”; “How satisfied 
are you today with your health?”). To test Hypothesis 3, 

2 The scale was originally designed to derive different distinct factors of stig-
matization and distinguish between factors pertaining expectations with 
respect to other unemployed persons (in-group) and the general population 
(out-group) and strategies of action (Gurr and Jungbauer-Gans 2013). How-
ever, neither the pretest of the study nor the main study of PASS wave 7 con-
firms these theoretical expectations, though other non-congruent factors 
(social relations, avoidance of situations, pressure to act, awareness of preju-
dices) develop. In the PASS dataset factor analyses only confirms these fac-
tors to some extent. This could either be due to the low number of cases in 
the pretest (N = 104) or the fact that distinct factors are difficult to measure 
within the stigmatization framework. Therefore, and in line with Gurr et  al. 
(2018) and Linden et al. (2018) we use a sum score for our analyses.
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we use a self-assessment of the unemployed’s employ-
ment chances (“What do you think are your chances to 
find a new job in the next 6  months? good/quite good/
quite bad/bad”), which was presented to all unemployed 
individuals regardless of whether they searched for a 
job.3 To test Hypothesis 4, we use a factor score obtained 
from a set of four items measured on a four-point scale 
concerning non-monetary and monetary motivations to 
work as the dependent variable. We maintained the three 
items4 reflecting non-monetary motivation because these 
items loaded on a common factor, whereas the fourth 
item constituted an independent factor.

In Hypothesis 5a/b, job search effort is the depend-
ent variable. We use several different measures available 
in PASS to cover a wide range of potential indicators of 
higher or lower job search effort (see Table 4 in Appen-
dix for a detailed overview). Our first and most basic 
indicator uses binary information regarding whether the 
respondent actively searched for a job within the prior 
4 weeks. A second indicator is the sum of all job search 
methods actively used in the last 4 weeks. The third indi-
cator uses additional information on the intensity with 
which a specific job search method was used. We use a 
sum score of all job search intensities from all job search 
methods used by the respondent. If a method is not used, 
intensity is coded as 0. Indicator number four is the 
number of hours spent searching for a job. Indicator five 
measures the number of times during the last 4 weeks a 
respondent used one of the following ways to apply for 
a job: replied to job advertisements, placed an “employ-
ment wanted” advertisement with the newspaper, asked 
for a job at the company itself or submitted an applica-
tion even though no job opening had been advertised. 
We set all indicators of the job search effort to zero for 
those respondents who left the labour force (e.g., “home-
maker”) because per definition, these individuals are not 
searching for a job, and not including them  would sys-
tematically excludes the most discouraged unemployed.

In Hypotheses 6a/b, we are interested in the job search 
success. This is measured first as the number of job inter-
views a respondent had during the last 4 weeks. Second, 
we construct a dummy variable that assumes the value of 
one for those who hold a job and zero for those who are 

unemployed, have withdrawn from the labour force or 
are in any other state (e.g., retirement).

5.2  Sample selection and analytical design
Because stigma consciousness is measured only in one 
single wave, our analytical sample is in principle a cross-
section. However, the stigma consciousness scale is 
embedded in an ongoing panel study. Therefore, while 
stigma consciousness is measured in wave 7, the outcome 
variables are obtained from wave 8 of the PASS study. We 
include several important covariates (often time-constant 
or measured at wave 7) as control variables to account 
for socio-demographic information, including age, age 
squared, gender, marital status, migration background, 
educational attainment, place of residence (East/West 
Germany), household size, and household income, and 
a dummy variable representing the general population 
and the welfare benefit sample. The descriptive statistics 
(mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum, and 
number of cases) of the dependent and independent vari-
ables are shown in Table 5 in Appendix.

In addition, we include information regarding previ-
ous employment status (unemployed, employed, or out 
of the labour force), which was measured in wave 6. Fur-
thermore, we included unemployment duration and the 
number of previous unemployment spells, which were 
measured at wave 7, as controls because these variables 
might influence the level of stigma consciousness. How-
ever, because we have no information regarding the level 
of stigma consciousness at the beginning of the unem-
ployment episode, the current unemployment dura-
tion can also be an outcome of stigma consciousness, 
especially if reduced job search effort is the dominant 
reaction of the stigmatized. Alternatively, we can also 
consider unemployment duration and previous unem-
ployment as alternative measures of unemployment 
stigma, albeit potentially confounded by the depreciation 
of human capital. Because of these alternative views, we 
also test our hypotheses without including the unem-
ployment duration variables in the model. We find that 
the choice of including unemployment duration did not 
substantially influence our results (see Tables 6 and 7 in 
Appendix).5

In summary, our analytical sample is selected as fol-
lows. From the 14,449 respondents in wave 7, we 
restrict ourselves to 2448 respondents who were eligi-
ble to answer the stigma consciousness scale items. The 
main criterion for eligibility is registered unemployment 

3 For several other items regarding job search expectations and attitudes, this 
was not the case.
4 Let us now deal with the topic of work and gainful employment. Regard-
less of whether you currently work or not: To what extent do you agree to 
the following opinions on work? Please think very generally about work-
ing in a job. Please tell me whether you “strongly agree”, “somewhat agree”, 
“somewhat disagree” or “strongly disagree” with these opinions. “Hav-
ing work is the most important thing in life.”; “Work is important because 
it gives you the feeling of being a part of something/belonging.”; “I would 
also like to work if I didn’t need the money”. (Official translation provided 
by PASS).

5 Because unemployment duration is often seen to be negatively related to 
job-search effort, this stability might seem surprising. However, Schels and 
Bethmann (2018) found that for most unemployed, job search effort remains 
stable over time.
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during wave 7. We exclude individuals with missing 
stigma scale values, reducing the sample to 2286 individ-
uals. Finally, we exclude those who dropped out in wave 
8 (we used the PASS provided weights to account for this 
panel attrition), resulting in 1779 cases remaining. For 
Hypothesis 1, we arrive at our analytical sample of 1278, 
which included individuals who were still unemployed or 
moved to the silent reserve (“homemaker”) at the time 
of wave 8. For Hypothesis 2, the same sample is used if 
the number of job interviews is the dependent variable. 
If job-finding is the dependent variable, the sample size 
increases to 1573 because those who found employment 
between waves 7 and 8 will be included also. To avoid any 
further loss of cases and, thus, precision in our estimate, 
we multiply impute (Rubin 1987) the missing data in any 
of two cases. First, we impute the data if the data were 
missing due to item non-response. Second, we impute 
the data if the data were missing for respondents who 
entered the panel survey only during wave 7 because in 
this case, no information on several variables from wave 
6 was available.

With our estimation strategy we follow standard pro-
cedures using liner regression, except for that we also use 
linear regression analyses for binary and ordinal outcome 
variables because the estimation of marginal effects after 
multiple imputations is cumbersome (see STATA multiple 
imputation reference manual release 13: 77). Thus, linear 
regressions are conducted to analyse life and health sat-
isfaction (ordinal), re-employment expectation (ordinal), 
non-monetary employment motivation (continuous), active 
job search (binary), re-employment (binary) and job search 
intensity (continuous). All other outcomes are count data 
variables, i.e., hours spent searching, the number of job 
search methods, the number of applications and the num-
ber of job interviews, and we use negative binomial count 
data regressions, a method similar to Poisson regression, 
but more generally applicable (Cameron and Trivedi 2010).

6  Results
6.1  Hypotheses tests
This section presents the results of our empirical analy-
sis. Please note that in the following, the terms “effect” 
and “coefficient” are used interchangeably and without 
intending to imply causality. See Sect. 7 for a discussion 
regarding what speaks for or against a causal interpre-
tation of our regression results. In Table  1, Models 1–4 
present the results of Hypotheses 1–4. Hypotheses 1 and 
2 posit that people suffer from unemployment stigma, 
and therefore, higher stigma consciousness is associated 
with lower subjective well-being and lower health. As 
shown by Model 1 in Table  1, the coefficient of stigma 
consciousness is negative and statistically significant. 
The coefficient is  −0.319, indicating that a one point (or 

equivalently a 10%) increase in stigma consciousness is 
associated with ca. 0.32-point reduction on the 11-point 
life-satisfaction scale. This reduction is only a slight one, 
because it accounts for a small part of the standard devia-
tion of the dependent variable (see Table 5 in Appendix). 
The results of health satisfaction (Model 2 in Table  1) 
are similar, although the coefficient (0.196) is smaller. As 
shown, the respective coefficient is also statistically sig-
nificant and negative, indicating that high stigma con-
sciousness is associated with lower health satisfaction. 
Therefore, the data support hypotheses 1 and 2.

Hypothesis 3 focusses on the unemployed’s job expecta-
tions and posits that a negative association exists between 
stigma consciousness and self-perceived re-employment 
chances. Based on Model 3 in Table  1, the coefficient of 
the stigma consciousness scale on the 4-point scale of 
self-assessed chances of re-employment is − 0.047, which 
as predicted, is negative and statistically significant. The 
higher the unemployed’s stigma consciousness, the lower 
their expectations of transitioning from unemployment to 
employment. Hypothesis 4 concerns the positive relation-
ship between unemployment stigma and the value placed 
on re-employment. The respective coefficient (Model 4 
in Table 1) is 0.125, which is statistically significant. Thus, 
Hypotheses 3 and 4 are also supported by our data.

In Table 2, the results of Hypotheses 5a/b and 6a/b are 
presented. In both hypotheses, the theoretical predic-
tion is ambiguous, allowing for both positive and nega-
tive associations between unemployment stigma and job 
search effort and job search success.

In Model 1 in Table 2, the dependent variable is active 
job search. Instead of the negative regression coefficient 
expected from Hypothesis 3a, Model 1 reports that 
stigma consciousness has a positive effect on whether 
unemployed individuals actively search for a job, and 
this effect is significant at the 0.1% level. For every addi-
tional point on the ten-point stigma consciousness scale, 
the probability of actively searching for a job increases by 
2.6% points. Thus, two hypothetical individuals who are 
located at the opposite ends of the stigma consciousness 
scale could differ by 26% points in their probability of 
engaging in active job search, whereas the average prob-
ability of an active job search is approximately 52% in our 
analytical sample (see Table 5 in Appendix).

Model 2 in Table  2 extends the binary outcome vari-
able by not only looking at active search but at the num-
ber of job search methods used during job search. With 
each additional point on the stigma consciousness scale, 
the number of methods significantly increases on aver-
age by 0.067, which is also only a slight increase. Model 3 
then takes into account that job search intensity can vary 
within each method used for job search and uses the sum 
score of all the respondents’ values for each method used 
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as the dependent variable. Again, we observe a significantly 
positive but rather small effect. Our next indicator of job 
search effort is the number of hours spent searching for a 
job, where the coefficient of stigma consciousness is signifi-
cant only at the 5% level. On average, an additional point on 
the stigma scale results in approximately 4.6 min per week 

(60  min * 0.077) more time spent searching for a job. For 
Model 5, the number of times the unemployed applied for 
a job is the dependent variable. We observe a positive and 
statistically significant coefficient of 0.069, indicating that a 
one-point increase in the stigma variable is associated with 
ca. 0.07 more applications.

Table 1 Effects of  unemployment stigma on  subjective well-being (H1), health (H2), re-employment expectations (H3) 
and value placed on employment (H4)

Weighted to account for panel attrition from waves 7 to 8; multiple imputations were performed by chained equations to account for missing data values (40 
imputations, burn in period of 30 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputations in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual 
release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables in Models 1 to 4: life satisfaction (11-pt. scale); health satisfaction (11-pt. scale); self-assessed re-employment chances (4-pt. scale), and factor score 
of non-monetary motivation to work (continuous)

Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; ***p<0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10

Estimation methods: alinear regression

H1: Subjective well-being H2: Health H3: Expectations H4: Value
Model  1a Model  2a Model  3a Model  4a

Stigma consciousness (0–10) − 0.319***
(0.033)

− 0.196***
(0.040)

− 0.047***
(0.013)

0.125***
(0.017)

Sample (R: population sample) − 0.159
(0.235)

0.025
(0.301)

0.053
(0.099)

0.028
(0.141)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.328#

(0.186)
− 0.101
(0.249)

− 0.196*
(0.083)

− 0.215*
(0.096)

 Out of the labour force − 0.219
(0.567)

− 0.287
(0.750)

− 0.004
(0.319)

0.189
(0.376)

Male − 0.347**
(0.115)

− 0.058
(0.144)

0.058
(0.049)

− 0.172**
(0.060)

Unemployment duration (years) 0.003
(0.014)

− 0.038*
(0.019)

− 0.019***
(0.005)

0.013#

(0.007)

Number of previous unemployment episodes − 0.062
(0.072)

0.157#

(0.093)
0.049
(0.032)

0.032
(0.033)

Age − 0.098*
(0.038)

− 0.288***
(0.048)

0.008
(0.017)

0.033
(0.021)

Age2 0.001*
(0.000)

0.003***
(0.001)

− 0.000*
(0.000)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration background 0.343*
(0.136)

0.419*
(0.176)

0.088
(0.063)

0.019
(0.074)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary − 0.062
(0.131)

− 0.154
(0.168)

− 0.006
(0.059)

− 0.122#

(0.073)

 Maturity − 0.103
(0.176)

0.476*
(0.226)

0.081
(0.087)

− 0.351***
(0.091)

 Tertiary − 0.138
(0.207)

0.520*
(0.241)

0.125
(0.088)

− 0.310**
(0.100)

Married 0.104
(0.151)

− 0.161
(0.187)

− 0.048
(0.068)

0.183*
(0.085)

Household size 0.059
(0.057)

0.084
(0.082)

− 0.034
(0.030)

0.000
(0.037)

Household income (in 100 €) 0.010
(0.011)

0.019
(0.015)

0.001
(0.005)

0.009
(0.007)

West Germany 0.003
(0.123)

− 0.462**
(0.153)

0.075
(0.055)

− 0.059
(0.066)

Constant 10.008***
(0.822)

12.842***
(1.090)

2.688***
(0.372)

− 1.492**
(0.471)

Observations 1278 1278 1278 1278
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Table 2 Effects of unemployment stigma on job search effort (H5) and success (H6)

Weighted to account for panel attrition from waves 7 to 8; multiple imputations were performed by chained equations to account for missing data values (40 
imputations, burn in period of 30 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests are not available after multiple imputations in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference 
manual release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables Models 1 to 5: job search activity (yes/no); number of job search methods; job search intensity; number of hours spent searching; number of 
applications

Outcome variables Models 6 and 7: number of job interviews; employed (yes/no)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10

Estimation methods: alinear regression, bnegative binomial count data regression

H5a/b: Job search effort H6a/b: Job search success

Active job search 
(yes)

Number 
of methods

Search intensity Hours searched Number 
of applications

Number 
of interviews

Job (yes)

Model  1a Model  2b Model  3a Model  4b Model  5b Model  6b Model  7a

Stigma conscious‑
ness (0–10)

0.026***
(0.008)

0.067***
(0.019)

0.282***
(0.081)

0.077*
(0.034)

0.069*
(0.034)

0.069
(0.051)

− 0.004
(0.005)

Sample (R: popula‑
tion sample)

0.052
(0.059)

0.096
(0.149)

0.620
(0.608)

0.380#

(0.213)
0.152
(0.267)

1.024*
(0.501)

0.019
(0.034)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.038
(0.043)

− 0.006
(0.094)

0.003
(0.457)

0.168
(0.147)

− 0.037
(0.179)

− 0.266
(0.272)

− 0.147***
(0.032)

 Out of the labour 
force

0.070
(0.136)

− 0.072
(0.298)

0.740
(1.718)

0.215
(0.436)

− 0.913#

(0.489)
− 0.521
(0.584)

− 0.011
(0.110)

Male 0.047#

(0.028)
0.098
(0.067)

0.551#

(0.309)
0.283**
(0.107)

0.156
(0.126)

0.587**
(0.189)

0.006
(0.018)

Unemployment 
duration (years)

− 0.010***
(0.003)

− 0.034***
(0.009)

− 0.114***
(0.032)

− 0.063***
(0.013)

− 0.061***
(0.016)

− 0.151***
(0.032)

− 0.006***
(0.002)

Number of previ‑
ous unemploy‑
ment episodes

0.019
(0.018)

0.060
(0.041)

0.304
(0.212)

0.017
(0.063)

0.049
(0.071)

0.022
(0.129)

0.044***
(0.013)

Age 0.041***
(0.009)

0.122***
(0.025)

0.444***
(0.101)

0.171***
(0.037)

0.111**
(0.042)

0.114#

(0.063)
0.003
(0.006)

Age2 − 0.001***
(0.000)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.006***
(0.001)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.002**
(0.000)

− 0.002*
(0.001)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration back‑
ground

− 0.057#

(0.035)
− 0.074
(0.086)

− 0.391
(0.381)

0.221#

(0.129)
0.059
(0.149)

0.148
(0.196)

0.041#

(0.023)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary 0.035
(0.034)

0.192*
(0.078)

0.914*
(0.379)

0.165
(0.130)

− 0.152
(0.140)

− 0.212
(0.225)

0.009
(0.021)

 Maturity 0.020
(0.048)

0.145
(0.115)

0.489
(0.527)

0.174
(0.184)

− 0.013
(0.223)

0.069
(0.267)

− 0.000
(0.032)

 Tertiary 0.128**
(0.048)

0.313**
(0.106)

1.497**
(0.536)

0.273#

(0.153)
0.229
(0.210)

− 0.263
(0.259)

0.094**
(0.034)

Married − 0.053
(0.038)

− 0.107
(0.096)

− 0.413
(0.408)

− 0.188
(0.155)

− 0.184
(0.176)

0.013
(0.227)

− 0.005
(0.024)

Household size − 0.006
(0.015)

− 0.039
(0.041)

− 0.187
(0.168)

− 0.108#

(0.059)
− 0.042
(0.087)

0.045
(0.090)

− 0.007
(0.011)

Household income 
(in 100 €)

0.006*
(0.003)

0.016*
(0.008)

0.070*
(0.032)

0.027*
(0.011)

0.012
(0.016)

− 0.017
(0.018)

0.006*
(0.002)

West Germany − 0.058#

(0.031)
− 0.204**
(0.074)

− 0.781*
(0.334)

− 0.396**
(0.124)

− 0.191
(0.134)

0.048
(0.212)

− 0.010
(0.019)

Constant − 0.322
(0.206)

− 2.036***
(0.538)

− 5.268*
(2.207)

− 2.733***
(0.818)

− 0.585
(0.927)

− 3.701**
(1.421)

0.209
(0.141)

Observations 1278 1278 1278 1278 1278 1278 1573
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Our empirical analysis based on several different indi-
cators of job search effort finds empirical support for 
Hypothesis 5b, i.e., stigma-conscious unemployed indi-
viduals increase their job search effort.

Turning to Hypothesis 6, we have two different indi-
cators of an unemployed individual’s job search success. 
The first indicator focusses on the number of job inter-
views during the last 4  weeks of those still unemployed 
(Model 6). Here, the association with stigma conscious-
ness is positive but the coefficient is small and statistically 
insignificant. Considering Model 7 in which the depend-
ent variable is actual re-employment, we find that stigma 
consciousness is slightly negatively related to re-employ-
ment probability, but again, this effect is not statistically 
significant.

6.2  Robustness checks
Here, we report some robustness checks and tests of 
potential alternative explanations for our empirical 
results.

A first alternative explanation concerns the relation-
ship between stigma consciousness and job-search effort. 
We cannot exclude the possibility that the level of job 
search effort could lead to high stigma consciousness 
and not the other way around. For example, we might 
assume that those who are starting their job search 
with above average job search effort are more prone to 
interpret their experience of continued unemployment 
as the result of stigmatization. In both cases, a positive 
regression coefficient of job search effort on stigma con-
sciousness will arise in cross-sectional data. However, if 
the regression coefficients reflect such differences in job 
search effort at the beginning of the unemployment spell, 
the positive relationship should disappear once these ini-
tial differences are accounted for. Thus, as a robustness 
check, we measure the job search effort at the start of 
the unemployment episode. Specifically, we use the job 
search effort from the start of the unemployment spell 
or if observations remain censored because the respond-
ents entered the panel survey during unemployment, job 
search effort from the first observed wave.6 The under-
lying idea here is that job search effort during the early 
stage of the unemployment spell is not influenced by 
stigma consciousness because it is defined as the expec-
tation of being subjected to negative stereotypes dur-
ing the job search. To the degree that these expectations 

are based on actual experiences, measuring job search 
behaviour at the beginning of the job search suggests that 
only minimal experiences have been gathered and that 
the level of job search effort should still be relatively inde-
pendent of such negative experiences.

Unfortunately, information regarding the initial job 
search effort is only available for active job search, num-
ber of job search methods and number of job interviews. 
However, at least for these outcomes, we can perform a 
robustness check by including the respective initial val-
ues as additional control variables. We extend this pro-
cedure to the analysis of life and health satisfaction 
and we control for the initial value at the first observed 
wave in unemployment, too. As shown in Appendix, 
Table 8, including the initial levels of the dependent vari-
ables reduces the size of the coefficients of stigma con-
sciousness in all cases, but the basic conclusions remain 
unchanged. The coefficients tend to be smaller but are 
still positive and statistically significant. However, using 
past values of the dependent variable (so-called lags) 
has been criticized not only in the context of panel data 
(Nickell 1981) but also, more recently, in pooled cross-
sectional data analysis by Vaisey and Miles (2017). 
Thus, this strategy might not be able to remove the bias 
entirely.7

A second alternative explanation is concerned with 
whether increasing the job search effort is really based 
on the autonomous decision of the unemployed as sug-
gested by our theoretical framework. In contrast, as 
posited by self-determination theory (Ryan and Deci 
2000), increased effort can also be the result of externally 
controlled behaviour. Following Hirseland and Ramos 
Lobato (2014), we might assume that the increased job 
search effort of those unemployed experiencing high 

6 For example, if an individual entered unemployment during wave 4 and is 
still observed as unemployed during wave 7 (our main sample selection crite-
rion), the indicator measures job search effort during wave 4. If the individual 
entered the panel survey during wave 5 as unemployed and was unemployed 
at least until wave 7, the job search effort is measured at wave 5. If the individ-
ual was employed before wave 7, the job search effort on the job is measured 
at wave 6.

7 In our application, lagging the dependent variable could pose a problem if in 
technical terms, large reverse causality bias and large bias due to unobserved 
confounders coincide. According to results from a Monte Carlo simulation 
by Vaisey and Miles (2017), if bias due to unobserved confounders is low to 
medium, the results of a regression with and without lagged dependent vari-
ables can be considered the lower and upper bounds, e.g., for the dependent 
variable “active job search (yes)”, the upper bound is 0.026 (Table 2, Model 1) 
and the lower bound is 0.014 (see Table 8, Model 3). However, we emphasize 
that there is an important difference between our strategy and the strategy 
criticized by Vaisey and Miles (2017). We do not simply lag the dependent 
variable for one period, which was the approach used by Vaisey and Mills 
(2017). In that case, we would still use a value of the dependent variable (job 
search effort) that has potentially been influenced by prior values of the focal 
independent variable (stigma consciousness). Instead, we aim to control for 
the initial (or at least the earliest observed) value of job search effort. Thus, 
we aim to measure the dependent variable at a point in its history when it is 
still “uncontaminated” by the focal independent variable. In the simulated data 
reported by Vaisey and Miles (2017), there is never such a point in the com-
mon history of the dependent and independent variables, which may explain 
why lagging does not work as intended. To clarify this distinction, we refer 
to “initial values” instead of “lags” of the dependent variables (see Table 8 in 
Appendix).
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stigma consciousness could be the result of their attempts 
to comply with the demands placed upon them by case 
workers at local unemployment offices. To “activate” the 
unemployed, case workers often monitor their job search 
effort and sanction those who do not comply with what 
in Germany is called “Mitwirkungspflicht” (duty to coop-
erate). If this monitoring is successful such that it leads 
to increased job search efforts but simultaneously makes 
the unemployed feel depreciated and stereotyped as the 
“lazy unemployed”, high stigma consciousness could arise 
as a by-product of such monitoring practices. Conse-
quently, the positive effect of stigma consciousness could 
be spurious and solely based on the level of monitoring 
through unemployment offices and their case workers 
as a common cause. To test this alternative explanation, 
we included information on whether an integration 
agreement was signed between the unemployed and the 
case worker as an additional covariate. Furthermore, 
we included a factor score measuring the self-perceived 
quality of the unemployeds’ experiences with the job 
center and their staff members. The factor sore was 
derived from a factor analyses on items of a respective 
items set.8 We found that the inclusion of these variables 
did not substantially change the results (see Tables 9 and 
10 in Appendix).

Third, a further alternative explanation, especially for 
the results concerning job search effort, is social desir-
ability bias. Social desirability bias refers to survey 
respondents’ tendency to adapt their answers towards 
what they perceive to be the social norm. To explain 
the positive association between stigma consciousness 
and effort, social desirability bias must upward bias the 
reporting of both job search effort and stigma conscious-
ness, net of all covariates, such as age, gender and edu-
cation. Clearly, there is a danger that individuals tend to 
overstate their job search effort in an interview situation 
because given the public debate regarding the lazy unem-
ployed, high effort to end unemployment is normatively 
more acceptable than low effort. However, regarding 

stigma consciousness, the nature of social stigma is that 
it is rather hidden in social interactions than overempha-
sized. Therefore, social desirability bias is more likely to 
lead to a downward bias in reporting the level of stigma 
experienced during unemployment.9 Overall, this logic 
argues against social desirability bias as an alternative 
explanation.

Fourth, in accordance with our theoretical frame-
work, many of our dependent variables are based on self-
assessment and measure respondent’s perceptions, e.g., 
of being subjected to stereotypes or of their labour mar-
ket chances. Therefore, personality traits such as self-effi-
cacy or the “Big 5” personality traits might be a common 
cause for the negative relationship of stigma conscious-
ness and subjective well-being and/or with the positive 
association with job search effort. Therefore, in a further 
robustness check, we conducted our analysis controlling 
for these traits. Self-efficacy is defined as generalized self-
efficacy and was measured as sum score obtained from 
five items10 measured in wave 7. These items focus on the 
personal assessment of one’s own competences to deal 
with difficulties and barriers in everyday life (Schwarzer 
and Jerusalem 1995, 1999) and were used as sum indi-
ces. Further personality traits were measured using the 
21-item version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-K) which 
covers rather broad personality dimensions extraversion, 
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and open-
ness to experience (Rammstedt and John 2005). Those 
traits are only available in wave 5 and for those respond-
ents in our sample who did not already participate in that 
wave, values had to be multiply imputed. We found that 
even if some of the personality traits are significantly cor-
related with some outcomes, including self-efficacy or the 
“Big 5” personality traits does not substantially change 
the results. Whereas the coefficients of stigma conscious-
ness for well-being and health become smaller, those for 
job-search effort even slightly increase (see Tables 11 and 
12 in Appendix).

10 Whenever unexpected difficulties or problems show up, there are differ-
ent ways of reacting to that. We grouped some opinions about that topic 
here. Please tell me, whether to you those opinions “Apply completely”, 
“Tend to apply”, “Tend not to apply” or “Do not apply at all”. (A) I have a 
solution for every problem. (B) Even when things happen surprisingly, I 
believe that I can cope with them. (C) I have no difficulties in achieving my 
aims. (D) I always know how to act in unforeseeable situations. (E) I can 
always solve difficult problems if I try to.

8 How far do the following statements apply to your personal experience with 
the Job centre and their staff members? Please tell me whether these state-
ments “Apply completely”, “Tend to apply”, “Tend not to apply” or “Do not 
apply at all”. (A) The staff dictate too much what I am to do; (B) They really 
want to help me there; (C) I expect that my situation will improve through 
the counselling; (D) They support me in finding a job again; (E) Only demands 
are put forward by them, but I don’t get any support; (F) I trust the staff; (G) 
My ideas are taken into consideration in counselling; (v) The staff members 
are friendly and helpful to me; One item (C) had to be excluded from the 
scale because of positive and negative correlations with the other items, two 
items (A and E) were reversed so that higher values indicate a more positive 
experience. The scale proved to be one-dimensional and is sufficiently reliable 
(Cronbach’s alpha 0.85). The scale was only presented to those unemployed 
that were actually registered with the job center, i.e., recipients of welfare ben-
efits, thus the number of observations are slightly lower compared to the main 
analysis.

9 Since the PASS is a dual mode survey, one way to test for social desirability 
bias is to determine whether both job-search effort and stigma consciousness 
are higher among those engaged in face-to-face interviews compared to those 
engaged in telephone interviews (under the assumption that social desirable 
answers are more common face-to-face). However, we observe lower instead 
of higher job-search effort in face-to-face interviews, which is not consistent 
with social desirability bias.
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Finally, the Appendix also documents that the results 
without multiple imputation are, except for higher stand-
ard errors, similar to those after multiple imputation (see 
Tables 13 and 14 in Appendix).

6.3  Limitations
An important caveat of our analysis is that our results 
might only apply to the German context and need not 
necessarily extend to countries with different systems of 
social security or welfare traditions. In general, Germany 
is assumed to be characterized by a social security system 
that has a strong focus on status maintenance. For exam-
ple, Paugam and Russell (2000) argue that due to the high 
importance of employment for social status in Germany, 
unemployment is likely to lead to social stigma. Within 
the German context, our analytical sample is character-
ized by a high share of long-term unemployed, mostly 
recipients of welfare benefits. In Germany, unemploy-
ment insurance benefit receipt is limited to 12  months 
for the general population and 24  month for workers 
55 years or older. After the insurance benefits expire, the 
unemployed can receive means-tested basic income sup-
port. Basic income support consists of a flat rate, and the 
unemployed are only eligible for support if their house-
hold income is below a certain threshold. However, our 
indicator of stigma consciousness does not focus on the 
stigma of welfare receipt but on the general stigma of 
unemployment. Therefore, we cannot answer the ques-
tion regarding whether a measure of stigma conscious-
ness focusing more on welfare state dependency could 
lead to different results. In addition, due to our ana-
lytical sample restrictions, we focus on unsuccessful job 
searches, increasing the tendency to over represent the 
long-term unemployed. However, the long-term unem-
ployed should be subject to stronger stigma than the 
short-term unemployed, and unsuccessful job searches 
should be more likely to lead to passivity. Therefore, 
notably, even in this analytical sample (average unem-
ployment duration in wave 6 is slightly over 5 years), the 
association with job search effort is positive.

A second limitation concerns the results on actual 
re-employment. The results for job search effort and 
the number of job interviews on the one hand and re-
employment chances on the other hand are observed 
on systematically divergent populations (the former is 
only observed among those who did not find re-employ-
ment), the interpretation that increased job search effort 
does not increase re-employment chances can thus be 
challenged. In addition for re-employment, a duration 

analysis might have been the more informative and 
appropriate method. However, even if our focal inde-
pendent variable stigma consciousness is in principle 
time-varying, it was measured in PASS at only one point 
in time. This point in time is different for all respondents 
with respect to their previous unemployment duration. 
Given that unemployment duration influences stigma 
consciousness, it is crucial for our analysis to control for 
this variable. In a duration analysis, unemployment dura-
tion would already be the dependent variable, therefore 
controlling for elapsed unemployment duration until the 
stigma consciousness was measured would induce endo-
geneity. Therefore, we rely on the simpler logistic regres-
sion model, where we can control for unemployment 
duration. We acknowledge, however, that this discards a 
lot of information and is only a workaround.

7  Discussion and conclusion
An important strand of literature in labour market 
research is concerned with the effect of unemployment 
stigma on re-employment chances. This literature shows 
that the unemployed are stigmatized in the sense that 
they face serious disadvantages on the labour market, 
irrespective of their actual motivation, skills and behav-
iour and that unemployment can create a vicious cycle 
where unemployment begets further unemployment. In 
contrast, literature on the behaviour of the unemployed 
themselves is scarce and prone to assume that the typical 
reaction of the unemployed to being stigmatized is pas-
sivity and withdrawal behaviour.

Our paper is the first to present an empirical test of 
how stigma consciousness relates to job search atti-
tudes and behaviour. We tested several hypotheses and 
interpreted the empirical evidence as follows. First, we 
corroborated the results of other studies showing that 
being stigmatized has negative consequences on indi-
vidual well-being and health. Those who rated higher on 
the stigma consciousness scale also showed significantly 
lower life and health satisfaction. Based on expectancy-
value theory, we found that being subjected to the social 
stigma of unemployment leads the unemployed to have 
lower expectations of successfully leaving unemploy-
ment. In contrast, the value of employment increases 
most likely because re-employment is an effective way to 
free the unemployed from unemployment stigma.

While the literature on unemployment suggests dis-
couragement or withdrawal among the unemployed, 
we posit two possible reactions of the unemployed 
towards perceiving themselves stigmatized with respect 
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to job search behaviour. If the low expected employ-
ment chances dominate the stigmatized’s behaviour, 
these individuals should decrease their job search effort. 
In contrast, if a higher value of employment dominates, 
the stigmatized should actually increase their job search 
effort. By presenting empirical evidence from several dif-
ferent indicators of job search effort, we found that high 
values of stigma consciousness were associated with 
more rather than less effort, e.g., in terms of engaging in 
an active job search, the number of hours spent searching 
or the number of job applications. We interpret this as 
evidence that the stigmatized unemployed are not char-
acterized by passiveness or learned helplessness as the lit-
erature sometimes suggests. In contrast, we interpret this 
finding as evidence that the stigmatized suffer from their 
experience of joblessness even more than the average 
unemployed and aim to leave unemployment to change 
their social status and eliminate the social stigma. How-
ever, for individuals subjected to unemployment stigma, 
such increased effort does not lead to better actual re-
employment chances. Despite its positive association 
with job search effort, we found no statistically significant 
association between stigma consciousness and the num-
ber of job-interviews or even re-employment probability.

Overall, we interpret our results as evidence that those 
who experience unemployment stigma during their job 
search suffer more from their experience of joblessness 
but do not tend to react with withdrawal and passivity. 
These individuals do not quit the job search and instead 
increase their effort by utilizing more methods to search 
for a job, spend more hours searching and send more job 
applications to potential employers. However, no empiri-
cal evidence supports that this increased effort helps the 
unemployed improve their situation by leaving unem-
ployment. This result is in line with Gielen and van Ours 
(2014), who find that even if the unhappy unemployed 
search more actively for a job, it does not impact their 
unemployment duration. The results are also in line with 
Hohmeyer and Wolff (2018) who find that One-Euro-Job 
announcements increase job search effort but does not 
lead to higher employment probability.

Because we mainly rely on cross-sectional data, alterna-
tive explanations of the observed pattern of associations 
are possible. For example, high stigma consciousness 
could instead be a reaction of high-effort job seekers 
who become frustrated by the absence of re-employ-
ment success. Furthermore, pressure from employment 

offices might be a common cause of both high stigma 
consciousness and high job search effort. We attempted 
to test these alternative explanations as much as pos-
sible and found no evidence supporting these explana-
tions over our own. However, we must acknowledge 
that these alternative explanations cannot be entirely 
dismissed given that there seems to be no bulletproof 
solution, especially regarding reverse causality, which 
is particularly true for cross-sectional data but in many 
regards also extends to longitudinal data (see e.g., Vaisey 
and Miles 2017). With longitudinal data, more sophisti-
cated methods are available (cf., Leszczensky and Wol-
bring 2018), but these methods are also not without their 
own problems. Therefore, further research is needed to 
corroborate our results. Such research should preferably 
be based on longitudinal data that includes the measure-
ment of unemployment stigma at several points in time, 
including the beginning of unemployment. To gain such 
data, refining the existing scale could be worth the effort 
to obtain a shorter scale that is more easily incorporated 
into panel surveys to measure unemployment stigma.
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Appendix
See Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14.           

Table 3 Items of the stigma consciousness sum score

Original scale for individual items: (1) agree (2) rather agree (3) rather disagree (4) disagree; scales for all items except I) were reversed so that higher values indicate 
higher stigmatization. German original version in parentheses, English version is official translation provided by PASS

Cronbach’s alpha 
(up to item in row)

Mean (Std. dev.)

A. It is hard for me to keep relationships with employed people alive. (Es fällt mir schwer, Beziehungen zu 
Menschen aufrecht zu erhalten, die erwerbstätig sind.)

1.77 (0.87)

B. I feel burdened because of being unemployed. (Es belastet mich persönlich, arbeitslos zu sein.) 3.13 (0.94)

C. There are situations in everyday life in which I become aware that life is more difficult for someone unem‑
ployed than for employed people. (Es gibt Situationen im Alltag, in denen mir bewusst wird, dass es für 
Arbeitslose schwieriger ist als für Erwerbstätige.)

3.35 (0.80)

D. I think that most people have more prejudices against the unemployed than they would openly admit. (Ich 
denke, dass die meisten Menschen mehr Vorurteile über Arbeitslose haben als sie offen sagen.

3.37 (0.73)

E. I feel more obliged to other unemployed people than to employed people. (Ich fühle mich eher anderen 
arbeitslosen Personen verbunden, als Personen, die erwerbstätig sind.)

1.93 (0.88)

F. Prejudices against the unemployed affect me personally. (Von Vorurteilen gegenüber Arbeitslosen fühle ich 
mich persönlich betroffen.)

2.39 (1.03)

G. In certain situations I try to hide that I am unemployed. (In bestimmten Situationen bemühe ich mich zu 
verheimlichen, dass ich arbeitslos bin.)

1.96 (1.02)

H. I try to avoid situations where prejudice or discrimination against the unemployed could occur. (Ich ver‑
suche Situationen zu vermeiden, in denen es zu Vorurteilen oder Benachteiligungen gegenüber Arbeit‑
slosen kommen könnte.)

0.7310 2.30 (1.04)

Excluded: I. I am trying to find a job as quickly as possible. (Ich selbst versuche, so schnell es geht, wieder 
einen Arbeitsplatz zu bekommen.)

0.7129 3.28 (0.97)

Table 4 Overview of questionnaire items covering job search efforts

English version is official translation provided by PASS

Question Answer

Now we would like to know what you have done in the past 4 weeks in order to find a job. From where have you gathered 
information on jobs during the past 4 weeks? Have you…

A. Looked through job advertisements in the newspaper? PASS—persons’
B. Looked through the employment agencies’ online job market?
C. Searched other internet sources?
D. Asked family and friends?
E. Got information from the placement officer at the employment agency?
F. Got information from a private job placement service?
G. Other, namely (open):

Yes/no

And how often did you do this in the last 4 weeks? “daily”, “several times a week”, “weekly” or “less often”? 1 Daily
2 Several times a week
3 Weekly
4 Less often

Please continue to think about the last 4 weeks. How many hours did you spend on average each week looking for jobs? 3‑digit open answer

There are after all other ways of looking for a job
I will now read out various activities to you. Please tell me, whether you have performed these activities during the past 

4 weeks, and if so, how often?
A. Replied to job advertisements?
B. Placed an “employment wanted” advertisement with the newspaper?
C. Asked for a job at the company itself?
D. Submitted your application even though no job opening had been advertised?

3‑digit open answer
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Table 5 Descriptive statistics (before multiple imputation)

Descriptive statistics are reported for the sample of potential job seekers except for the variable “Found job”

Variable Obs. Mean Std. dev. Min. Max.

Outcome variables

 Life satisfaction 1276 5.77 2.08 0 10

 Health satisfaction 1277 5.42 2.59 0 10

 Self‑assessed employment chances 1263 1.83 0.93 1 4

 Value of employment 1269 − 0.04 1.09 − 3.50 1.39

 Active job search 1278 0.52 0 1

 Number of job search methods 1278 1.75 1.96 0 7

 Search intensity 1278 4.77 5.51 0 24

 Hours searching 1269 3.21 6.16 0 70

 Number of applications 1268 3.60 7.77 0 94

 Number of interviews 1276 0.27 0.98 0 15

 Found job 1573 0.14 0 1

Focal independent variable

 Stigma consciousness 1278 5.12 1.81 0 10

Independent variables

 Sample (1, if welfare benefit sample) 1278 0.94 0 1

 Employment status preceding wave 1082

  Employed 0.15 0 1

  Unemployed 0.84 0 1

  Out of the labour force 0.01 0 1

 Male 1278 0.56 0 1

 Unemployment duration (in years) 1265 5.05 4.86 0.08 43.25

 Number of previous unemployment episodes 1265 1.41 0.87 1 7

 Age 1278 46.46 11.91 18 64

Migration background 1243 0.24 0 1

 Education (CASMIN) 1276

  Elementary 0.50 0 1

  Secondary 0.30 0 1

  Maturity 0.10 0 1

  Tertiary 0.10 0 1

 Married 1273 0.26 0 1

 Household size 1278 2.00 1.29 1 9

 Household income (in 100 €) 1273 10.56 6.38 0 90

 West Germany 1278 0.59 0 1

 Integration agreement 667

  Agreement signed 0.78 0 1

  Agreement not signed 0.16 0 1

  Does not apply (not sgb II) 0.06 0 1

 Experiences with job center (negative to positive) 864 − 0.02 1.01 − 1.94 2.19

 Self‑efficacy 1278 10.95 2.70 2 20

 Big five personality traits

  Extraversion 873 13.37 3.53 3 20

  Agreeableness 872 11.40 2.89 4 20

  Conscientiousness 872 14.27 1.95 7 20

  Neuroticism 872 11.10 2.03 5 17

  Openness to experience 872 18.35 3.76 7 25

 Initial life satisfaction 1077 5.63 2.28 0 10

 Initial health 1077 5.44 2.61 0 10

 Initial active job search (yes) 1074 0.52 0 1

 Initial number of job search methods 1058 1.43 1.93 0 7

 Initial number of job interviews 1058 0.20 1.16 0 28
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Table 6 Effects of  unemployment stigma on  subjective well-being (H1), health (H2), re-employment expectations (H3) 
and value placed on employment (H4) without controlling for unemployment duration

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; multiple imputation by chained equations to account for missing values data (40 imputations, burn in period 
of 30 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputation in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables Models 1 to 4: Life satisfaction (11-pt. scale); health satisfaction (11-pt. scale); self-assessed re-employment chances (4-pt. scale) factor score non-
monetary motivation to work (continuous)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10

Estimation methods: a linear regression

H1: Subjective well-being H2: Health H3: Expectations H4: Value
Model  1a Model  2a Model  3a Model  4a

Stigma consciousness (0–10) − 0.318***
(0.033)

− 0.204***
(0.039)

− 0.051***
(0.013)

0.127***
(0.017)

Sample (R: population sample) − 0.149
(0.234)

− 0.007
(0.303)

0.041
(0.099)

0.026
(0.141)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.287
(0.179)

− 0.275
(0.238)

− 0.267**
(0.081)

− 0.201*
(0.093)

 Out of the labour force − 0.198
(0.563)

− 0.349
(0.742)

− 0.026
(0.327)

0.183
(0.379)

Male − 0.355**
(0.114)

− 0.024
(0.144)

0.072
(0.050)

− 0.175**
(0.060)

Age − 0.099**
(0.038)

− 0.291***
(0.048)

0.005
(0.016)

0.036#

(0.021)

Age2 0.001*
(0.000)

0.003***
(0.001)

− 0.000*
(0.000)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration background 0.348*
(0.135)

0.406*
(0.177)

0.084
(0.064)

0.016
(0.074)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary − 0.070
(0.131)

− 0.106
(0.169)

0.015
(0.060)

− 0.130#

(0.073)

 Maturity − 0.115
(0.176)

0.564*
(0.224)

0.122
(0.086)

− 0.374***
(0.090)

 Tertiary − 0.155
(0.208)

0.618*
(0.240)

0.169#

(0.088)
− 0.329***
(0.099)

Married 0.095
(0.151)

− 0.103
(0.188)

− 0.021
(0.068)

0.170*
(0.084)

Household size 0.063
(0.057)

0.062
(0.081)

− 0.043
(0.029)

0.002
(0.037)

Household income 0.010
(0.011)

0.021
(0.015)

0.002
(0.005)

0.009
(0.007)

West Germany − 0.003
(0.124)

− 0.400**
(0.153)

0.105#

(0.054)
− 0.079
(0.065)

Constant 9.886***
(0.819)

13.241***
(1.092)

2.834***
(0.369)

− 1.473**
(0.466)

Observations 1278 1278 1278 1278
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Table 7 Effects of  unemployment stigma on  job search effort (H5) and  success (H6) without  controlling 
for unemployment duration

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; multiple imputation by chained equations to account for missing values data (40 imputations, burn in period 
of 40 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputation in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables Models 1 to 5: job search activity (yes/no); number of job search methods; job search intensity; number of hours spent searching; number of 
applications; outcome variables Models 6 and 7: number job interviews; employed (yes/no)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10

Estimation methods: alinear regression, bnegative binomial count data regression

H5a/b: Job search effort H6a/b: Job search 
success

Active job search 
(yes)

Number 
of methods

Search intensity Hours searched Number 
of applications

Number 
of interviews

Job (yes)

Model  1a Model  2b Model  3a Model  4b Model  5b Model  6b Model  7a

Stigma conscious‑
ness (0–10)

0.024**
(0.008)

0.062***
(0.018)

0.261**
(0.081)

0.064#

(0.035)
0.061#

(0.034)
0.048
(0.050)

− 0.005
(0.005)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.073#

(0.042)
− 0.125
(0.091)

− 0.427
(0.452)

0.008
(0.139)

− 0.223
(0.171)

− 0.594*
(0.240)

− 0.184***
(0.031)

 Out of the labour 
force

0.060
(0.138)

− 0.122
(0.299)

0.606
(1.693)

0.215
(0.441)

− 0.918#

(0.490)
− 0.565
(0.593)

− 0.038
(0.108)

Male 0.054#

(0.028)
0.125#

(0.067)
0.637*
(0.310)

0.313**
(0.108)

0.182
(0.125)

0.697***
(0.197)

0.016
(0.018)

Age 0.039***
(0.009)

0.116***
(0.024)

0.429***
(0.100)

0.153***
(0.039)

0.104*
(0.041)

0.094
(0.064)

0.004
(0.006)

Age2 − 0.001***
(0.000)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.006***
(0.001)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.002**
(0.000)

− 0.002*
(0.001)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration back‑
ground

− 0.059#

(0.035)
− 0.077
(0.086)

− 0.415
(0.383)

0.242#

(0.131)
0.058
(0.146)

0.189
(0.208)

0.036
(0.024)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary 0.045
(0.034)

0.224**
(0.078)

1.038**
(0.380)

0.209
(0.131)

− 0.153
(0.138)

− 0.205
(0.216)

0.019
(0.021)

 Maturity 0.043
(0.048)

0.204#

(0.114)
0.737
(0.523)

0.265
(0.180)

0.055
(0.212)

0.267
(0.275)

0.018
(0.033)

 Tertiary 0.151**
(0.048)

0.387***
(0.106)

1.759**
(0.538)

0.380*
(0.151)

0.331
(0.213)

− 0.155
(0.266)

0.112***
(0.034)

Married − 0.039
(0.038)

− 0.054
(0.095)

− 0.253
(0.410)

− 0.092
(0.154)

− 0.110
(0.166)

0.088
(0.227)

0.004
(0.025)

Household size − 0.011
(0.015)

− 0.060
(0.040)

− 0.242
(0.167)

− 0.136*
(0.059)

− 0.105
(0.082)

− 0.044
(0.083)

− 0.011
(0.011)

Household income 0.006*
(0.003)

0.017*
(0.008)

0.073*
(0.033)

0.026*
(0.011)

0.016
(0.015)

− 0.008
(0.018)

0.006**
(0.002)

West Germany − 0.041
(0.030)

− 0.154*
(0.072)

− 0.601#

(0.333)
− 0.297*
(0.120)

− 0.068
(0.130)

0.160
(0.206)

− 0.004
(0.019)

Constant − 0.256
(0.206)

− 1.808***
(0.533)

− 4.379*
(2.208)

− 2.280**
(0.836)

− 0.318
(0.896)

− 3.347*
(1.445)

0.286*
(0.142)

Observations 1278 1278 1278 1278 1278 1278 1573
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Table 8 Effects of unemployment stigma after controlling for the initial situation during the job search (as available)

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; multiple imputation by chained equations to account for missing values data (40 imputations, burn in period 
of 40 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputation in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables Models 1 to 5: Life satisfaction (11-pt. scale); health satisfaction (11-pt. scale); job search activity (yes/no); number of job search methods; number 
of job interviews

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10

Estimation methods: alinear regression

H1: Subjective 
well-being

H2: Health H5: Active job 
search (yes)

H5: Search intensity H6: Number 
of interviews

Model  1a Model  2a Model  3a Model  4a Model  5a

Stigma consciousness (0–10) − 0.196***
(0.029)

− 0.114**
(0.037)

0.014*
(0.007)

0.044*
(0.019)

0.095*
(0.048)

Initial subjective well‑being 0.462***
(0.026)

Initial health satisfaction 0.439***
(0.032)

Initial active job search 0.443***
(0.029)

Initial number job search methods 0.265***
(0.018)

Initial number of interviews 0.525***
(0.124)

Sample (R: population sample) − 0.141
(0.212)

0.008
(0.276)

0.051
(0.054)

0.170
(0.136)

1.053*
(0.427)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed 0.034
(0.159)

0.175
(0.237)

− 0.236***
(0.043)

− 0.453***
(0.105)

− 0.289
(0.240)

 Out of the labour force 0.439
(0.542)

− 0.040
(0.688)

− 0.270#

(0.139)
− 0.540
(0.346)

− 0.580
(0.622)

Male − 0.181#

(0.102)
− 0.063
(0.132)

0.015
(0.026)

0.038
(0.068)

0.569**
(0.192)

Unemployment duration (years) 0.003
(0.013)

− 0.031#

(0.016)
− 0.006*
(0.003)

− 0.023*
(0.009)

− 0.140***
(0.031)

Number of previous unemployment episodes − 0.088
(0.059)

0.041
(0.084)

− 0.003
(0.017)

0.016
(0.042)

0.080
(0.132)

Age − 0.052
(0.035)

− 0.167***
(0.047)

0.029**
(0.009)

0.113***
(0.025)

0.149*
(0.063)

Age2 0.001
(0.000)

0.002**
(0.001)

− 0.000***
(0.000)

− 0.001***
(0.000)

− 0.002**
(0.001)

Migration background 0.069
(0.124)

0.174
(0.159)

− 0.074*
(0.031)

− 0.126
(0.086)

0.125
(0.192)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary − 0.017
(0.114)

− 0.195
(0.156)

0.013
(0.032)

0.185*
(0.080)

− 0.369#

(0.216)

 Maturity − 0.056
(0.172)

0.425*
(0.211)

− 0.021
(0.044)

− 0.031
(0.106)

− 0.009
(0.258)

 Tertiary − 0.161
(0.185)

0.268
(0.219)

0.063
(0.043)

0.084
(0.106)

− 0.300
(0.271)

Married − 0.022
(0.133)

0.011
(0.167)

− 0.032
(0.035)

− 0.124
(0.095)

0.030
(0.223)

Household size 0.048
(0.053)

0.045
(0.078)

0.010
(0.015)

0.002
(0.039)

0.054
(0.087)

Household income − 0.001
(0.010)

0.012
(0.014)

0.004
(0.003)

0.014#

(0.008)
− 0.011
(0.017)

West Germany 0.004
(0.108)

− 0.383**
(0.143)

− 0.025
(0.028)

− 0.087
(0.073)

0.123
(0.211)

Constant 5.536***
(0.778)

7.285***
(1.146)

− 0.093
(0.194)

− 2.039***
(0.538)

− 5.035***
(1.436)

Observations 1278 1278 1278 1278 1278
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Table 9 Effects of  unemployment stigma on  subjective well-being (H1), health (H2), re-employment expectations (H3) 
and value placed on employment (H4) after controlling for pressure by an employment office

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; multiple imputation by chained equations to account for missing values data (40 imputations, burn in period 
of 30 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputation in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables Models 1 to 4: Life satisfaction (11-pt. scale); health satisfaction (11-pt. scale); self-assessed re-employment chances (4-pt. scale) factor score non-
monetary motivation to work (continuous)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10; Sample contains only unemployed in sgb-II context (welfare benefit)

Estimation methods: alinear regression

H1: Subjective well-
being

H2: Health H3: Expectations H4: Value

Model  1a Model  2a Model  3a Model  4a

Stigma consciousness (0–10) − 0.310***
(0.034)

− 0.204***
(0.041)

− 0.043**
(0.014)

0.129***

(0.017)

Sample (R: population sample) – – – –

Integration agreement signed (R: yes)

 No agreement signed 0.257
(0.195)

0.058
(0.234)

0.044
(0.082)

0.151
(0.111)

 Does not apply 0.176
(0.338)

0.166
(0.378)

0.281#

(0.145)
0.199
(0.166)

Experiences with job center (negative to positive) − 0.241**
(0.075)

− 0.027
(0.090)

− 0.116***
(0.029)

− 0.128***
(0.035)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.336#

(0.196)
− 0.192
(0.259)

− 0.196*
(0.089)

− 0.203*
(0.099)

 Out of the labour force − 0.236
(0.578)

− 0.387
(0.759)

− 0.019
(0.315)

0.201
(0.357)

Male − 0.358**
(0.118)

− 0.088
(0.149)

0.068
(0.051)

− 0.158*
(0.062)

Unemployment duration (years) 0.007
(0.015)

− 0.038#

(0.020)
− 0.018***
(0.005)

0.015*
(0.007)

Number of previous unemployment episodes − 0.060
(0.075)

0.156
(0.098)

0.044
(0.034)

0.018
(0.034)

Age − 0.102*
(0.040)

− 0.286***
(0.050)

0.000
(0.017)

0.039#

(0.022)

Age2 0.001*
(0.000)

0.003***
(0.001)

− 0.000
(0.000)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration background 0.279*
(0.139)

0.388*
(0.181)

0.085
(0.065)

− 0.002
(0.075)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary − 0.112
(0.136)

− 0.258
(0.176)

− 0.041
(0.061)

− 0.114
(0.074)

 Maturity − 0.172
(0.184)

0.481*
(0.231)

0.074
(0.089)

− 0.350***
(0.094)

 Tertiary − 0.150
(0.219)

0.411
(0.252)

0.076
(0.092)

− 0.338**
(0.104)

Married 0.106
(0.155)

− 0.232
(0.188)

− 0.055
(0.071)

0.148#

(0.087)

Household size 0.077
(0.063)

0.109
(0.087)

− 0.025
(0.034)

− 0.010
(0.041)

Household income 0.010
(0.015)

0.012
(0.019)

0.001
(0.007)

0.011
(0.008)

West Germany − 0.041
(0.127)

− 0.463**
(0.159)

0.042
(0.056)

− 0.099
(0.067)

Constant 9.936***
(0.857)

13.078***
(1.113)

2.874***
(0.380)

− 1.584**
(0.483)

Observations 1198 1198 1198 1198
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Table 10 Effects of  unemployment stigma on  job search effort (H5) and  success (H6) after  controlling for  pressure 
by an employment office

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; multiple imputation by chained equations to account for missing values data (40 imputations, burn in period 
of 40 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputation in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables Models 1 to 5: job search activity (yes/no); number of job search methods; job search intensity; number of hours spent searching; number of 
applications; Outcome Variables Models 6 and 7: number job interviews; employed (yes/no)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10; Sample contains only unemployed in sgb-II context (welfare benefit)

Estimation methods: alinear regression, bnegative binomial count data regression

H5a/b: Job search effort H6a/b: Job search success

Active job search 
(yes)

Number 
of methods

Search intensity Hours searched Number 
of applications

Number 
of interviews

Job (yes)

Model  1a Model  2b Model  3c Model  4b Model  5b Model  6b Model  7a

Stigma conscious‑
ness (0–10)

0.030***
(0.008)

0.073***
(0.019)

0.323***
(0.084)

0.089*
(0.036)

0.073*
(0.035)

0.070
(0.050)

− 0.005
(0.005)

Sample (R: popula‑
tion sample)

– – – – – – –

Integration agreement signed (R: yes)

 No agreement 
signed

− 0.044
(0.049)

− 0.222#

(0.129)
− 0.886#

(0.513)
− 0.373*
(0.175)

− 0.508*
(0.204)

− 0.377
(0.358)

0.011
(0.029)

 Does not apply − 0.022
(0.082)

− 0.066
(0.167)

− 0.413
(0.839)

− 0.235
(0.232)

− 0.266
(0.304)

− 0.700
(0.456)

0.083
(0.059)

Experiences with job 
center (negative to 
positive)

− 0.031#

(0.017)
− 0.053
(0.040)

− 0.333#

(0.187)
− 0.101
(0.067)

− 0.046
(0.070)

− 0.192#

(0.116)
0.010
(0.011)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.055
(0.044)

− 0.021
(0.096)

0.027
(0.481)

0.129
(0.151)

− 0.079
(0.185)

− 0.256
(0.280)

− 0.147***
(0.033)

 Out of the labour 
force

0.067
(0.132)

− 0.048
(0.306)

0.941
(1.736)

0.181
(0.450)

− 0.908#

(0.507)
− 0.546
(0.606)

− 0.084
(0.111)

Male 0.055#

(0.029)
0.118#

(0.070)
0.634*
(0.319)

0.308**
(0.110)

0.199
(0.128)

0.555**
(0.190)

0.007
(0.018)

Unemployment dura‑
tion (years)

− 0.011***
(0.003)

− 0.033***
(0.010)

− 0.117***
(0.033)

− 0.061***
(0.014)

− 0.061***
(0.016)

− 0.171***
(0.031)

− 0.005**
(0.002)

Number of previous 
unemployment 
episodes

0.022
(0.019)

0.059
(0.043)

0.299
(0.222)

0.041
(0.066)

0.070
(0.071)

0.046
(0.133)

0.033*
(0.014)

Age 0.038***
(0.010)

0.120***
(0.026)

0.443***
(0.105)

0.161***
(0.039)

0.092*
(0.042)

0.104#

(0.063)
0.004
(0.006)

Age2 − 0.000***
(0.000)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.006***
(0.001)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.001**
(0.000)

− 0.002*
(0.001)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration back‑
ground

− 0.070#

(0.035)
− 0.088
(0.088)

− 0.463
(0.392)

0.190
(0.130)

0.015
(0.155)

0.106
(0.203)

0.036
(0.024)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary 0.021
(0.035)

0.173*
(0.082)

0.876*
(0.395)

0.127
(0.137)

− 0.143
(0.144)

− 0.317
(0.228)

0.015
(0.022)

 Maturity 0.015
(0.049)

0.144
(0.118)

0.457
(0.538)

0.184
(0.192)

− 0.021
(0.222)

0.048
(0.274)

0.010
(0.033)

 Tertiary 0.124*
(0.050)

0.300**
(0.109)

1.408*
(0.558)

0.239
(0.160)

0.183
(0.218)

− 0.247
(0.277)

0.095**
(0.035)

Married − 0.055
(0.039)

− 0.114
(0.100)

− 0.449
(0.427)

− 0.143
(0.167)

− 0.142
(0.179)

0.038
(0.238)

− 0.014
(0.025)

Household size − 0.010
(0.017)

− 0.052
(0.045)

− 0.224
(0.185)

− 0.132*
(0.063)

− 0.090
(0.090)

− 0.009
(0.096)

− 0.012
(0.012)

Household income 0.007#

(0.004)
0.022*
(0.009)

0.092*
(0.038)

0.038**
(0.013)

0.028
(0.018)

− 0.004
(0.020)

0.008**
(0.003)

West Germany − 0.061#

(0.032)
− 0.201**
(0.076)

− 0.751*
(0.345)

− 0.353**
(0.126)

− 0.114
(0.138)

0.024
(0.210)

0.002
(0.020)

Constant − 0.214
(0.211)

− 1.917***
(0.544)

− 4.765*
(2.289)

− 2.209**
(0.837)

− 0.103
(0.905)

− 2.366#

(1.393)
0.207
(0.144)

Observations 1198 1198 1198 1198 1198 1198 1471
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Table 11 Effects of unemployment stigma on subjective well-being (H1), health (H2), re-employment expectations (H3) 
and value placed on employment (H4) after controlling for personality traits

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; multiple imputation by chained equations to account for missing values data (40 imputations, burn in period 
of 30 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputation in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual release 13, p. 79)

Outcome variables Models 1 to 4: Life satisfaction (11-pt. scale); health satisfaction (11-pt. scale); self-assessed re-employment chances (4-pt. scale) factor score non-
monetary motivation to work (continuous)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10

Estimation methods: alinear regression

H1: Subjective well-being H2: Health H3: Expectations H4: Value

Model  1a Model  2a Model  3a Model  4a

Stigma consciousness (0–10) − 0.235***
(0.035)

− 0.127**
(0.041)

− 0.034*
(0.014)

0.143***
(0.017)

Sample (R: population sample) − 0.011
(0.020)

− 0.027
(0.028)

0.005
(0.009)

− 0.007
(0.011)

 Extraversion 0.010
(0.024)

− 0.014
(0.029)

0.001
(0.010)

0.023#

(0.013)

 Agreeableness 0.025
(0.036)

0.047
(0.044)

− 0.013
(0.016)

0.032
(0.020)

 Conscientiousness 0.033
(0.032)

− 0.022
(0.045)

0.005
(0.014)

− 0.022
(0.018)

 Neuroticism − 0.033#

(0.020)
0.009
(0.026)

0.009
(0.009)

0.008
(0.009)

 Openness to experience − 0.193***
(0.025)

− 0.164***
(0.030)

− 0.029**
(0.011)

− 0.043***
(0.012)

Self‑efficacy − 0.152
(0.236)

0.038
(0.303)

0.063
(0.101)

0.032
(0.140)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.226
(0.171)

− 0.049
(0.252)

− 0.183*
(0.083)

− 0.183#

(0.095)

 Out of the labour force − 0.059
(0.556)

− 0.112
(0.721)

− 0.015
(0.318)

0.332
(0.366)

Male − 0.383***
(0.113)

− 0.094
(0.144)

0.064
(0.049)

− 0.180**
(0.060)

Unemployment duration (years) − 0.002
(0.014)

− 0.041*
(0.018)

− 0.018***
(0.005)

0.013#

(0.007)

Number of previous unemployment episodes − 0.070
(0.069)

0.133
(0.093)

0.044
(0.032)

0.027
(0.033)

Age − 0.090*
(0.038)

− 0.283***
(0.047)

0.008
(0.017)

0.033
(0.021)

Age2 0.001*
(0.000)

0.003***
(0.001)

− 0.000*
(0.000)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration background 0.227#

(0.133)
0.302#

(0.174)
0.070
(0.063)

− 0.025
(0.073)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary − 0.025
(0.128)

− 0.164
(0.168)

− 0.016
(0.061)

− 0.138#

(0.073)

 Maturity 0.022
(0.177)

0.532*
(0.227)

0.066
(0.087)

− 0.350***
(0.092)

 Tertiary − 0.068
(0.213)

0.492*
(0.250)

0.103
(0.091)

− 0.365***
(0.103)

Married 0.202
(0.148)

− 0.066
(0.184)

− 0.024
(0.068)

0.216*
(0.085)

Household size 0.050
(0.055)

0.080
(0.080)

− 0.034
(0.030)

− 0.008
(0.037)

Household income 0.002
(0.011)

0.012
(0.015)

0.001
(0.005)

0.008
(0.006)

West Germany 0.120
(0.121)

− 0.380*
(0.153)

0.088
(0.055)

− 0.037
(0.066)

Constant 11.508***
(1.189)

14.235***
(1.592)

2.833***
(0.534)

− 1.588*
(0.690)

Observations 1278 1278 1278 1278
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Table 12 Effects of  unemployment stigma on  job search effort (H5) and  success (H6) after  controlling for  personality 
traits

H5a/b: Job search effort H6a/b: Job search success

Active job search 
(yes)

Number 
of methods

Search intensity Hours searched Number 
of applications

Number 
of interviews

Job (yes)

Model  1a Model  2b Model  3a Model  4b Model  5b Model  6b Model  7a

Stigma conscious‑
ness (0–10)

0.030***
(0.008)

0.072***
(0.020)

0.285***
(0.085)

0.089**
(0.034)

0.082*
(0.037)

0.097#

(0.052)
− 0.002
(0.005)

Sample (R: popula‑
tion sample)

0.001
(0.005)

0.002
(0.012)

− 0.036
(0.053)

0.025
(0.019)

0.040#

(0.023)
0.055#

(0.033)
− 0.003
(0.003)

 Extraversion − 0.001
(0.006)

0.001
(0.013)

− 0.011
(0.062)

− 0.020
(0.021)

0.010
(0.025)

− 0.006
(0.037)

0.001
(0.004)

 Agreeableness 0.018*
(0.008)

0.059**
(0.021)

0.237*
(0.094)

0.102**
(0.032)

0.100*
(0.041)

0.124*
(0.057)

0.016*
(0.007)

 Conscientiousness − 0.020*
(0.008)

− 0.046*
(0.021)

− 0.276**
(0.095)

− 0.022
(0.031)

− 0.047
(0.036)

− 0.086
(0.054)

− 0.013*
(0.005)

 Neuroticism − 0.006
(0.005)

− 0.017
(0.013)

− 0.075
(0.056)

− 0.009
(0.018)

0.000
(0.023)

0.018
(0.033)

− 0.005
(0.003)

 Openness to 
experience

− 0.006
(0.005)

− 0.007
(0.014)

0.003
(0.058)

0.010
(0.022)

− 0.017
(0.026)

− 0.004
(0.036)

− 0.003
(0.003)

Self‑efficacy 0.039
(0.060)

0.055
(0.152)

0.469
(0.616)

0.328
(0.214)

0.098
(0.273)

1.103*
(0.430)

0.013
(0.034)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.036
(0.045)

− 0.000
(0.097)

0.014
(0.471)

0.188
(0.154)

0.000
(0.180)

− 0.279
(0.265)

− 0.144***
(0.033)

 Out of the labour 
force

0.098
(0.146)

0.072
(0.320)

1.259
(1.785)

0.426
(0.482)

− 0.645
(0.541)

− 0.155
(0.613)

0.029
(0.115)

Male 0.044
(0.028)

0.093
(0.069)

0.487
(0.312)

0.276**
(0.107)

0.207
(0.128)

0.562**
(0.188)

0.001
(0.018)

Unemployment 
duration (years)

− 0.010***
(0.003)

− 0.035***
(0.009)

− 0.117***
(0.032)

− 0.064***
(0.014)

− 0.060***
(0.015)

− 0.154***
(0.030)

− 0.006***
(0.002)

Number of previous 
unemployment 
episodes

0.019
(0.018)

0.058
(0.041)

0.315
(0.209)

− 0.004
(0.058)

0.035
(0.067)

− 0.013
(0.108)

0.042**
(0.013)

Age 0.039***
(0.009)

0.121***
(0.025)

0.428***
(0.101)

0.171***
(0.037)

0.117**
(0.042)

0.121*
(0.058)

0.003
(0.006)

Age2 − 0.001***
(0.000)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.005***
(0.001)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.002**
(0.001)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration back‑
ground

− 0.068*
(0.035)

− 0.112
(0.088)

− 0.509
(0.379)

0.167
(0.131)

− 0.063
(0.153)

0.068
(0.196)

0.035
(0.023)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary 0.035
(0.034)

0.211**
(0.080)

0.938*
(0.381)

0.192
(0.131)

− 0.130
(0.144)

− 0.230
(0.221)

0.010
(0.021)

 Maturity 0.039
(0.049)

0.195#

(0.118)
0.694
(0.539)

0.208
(0.185)

− 0.006
(0.216)

0.098
(0.269)

0.006
(0.032)

 Tertiary 0.133**
(0.050)

0.339**
(0.113)

1.572**
(0.557)

0.304#

(0.162)
0.218
(0.222)

− 0.375
(0.276)

0.097**
(0.035)

Married − 0.050
(0.038)

− 0.109
(0.097)

− 0.436
(0.408)

− 0.154
(0.154)

− 0.125
(0.176)

0.069
(0.234)

− 0.007
(0.025)

Household size − 0.008
(0.015)

− 0.038
(0.042)

− 0.210
(0.169)

− 0.087
(0.058)

− 0.053
(0.080)

0.083
(0.089)

− 0.007
(0.011)

Household income 0.005#

(0.003)
0.014#

(0.008)
0.067*
(0.032)

0.025*
(0.011)

0.011
(0.014)

− 0.021
(0.018)

0.005*
(0.002)

West Germany − 0.056#

(0.031)
− 0.198**
(0.074)

− 0.786*
(0.333)

− 0.408***
(0.121)

− 0.206
(0.131)

0.015
(0.210)

− 0.011
(0.019)

Constant − 0.140
(0.289)

− 1.971**
(0.724)

− 3.032
(3.165)

− 4.041***
(1.098)

− 2.092
(1.336)

− 5.872***
(1.756)

0.260
(0.203)

Observations 1278 1278 1278 1278 1278 1278 1573
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Table 12 (continued)
Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; multiple imputation by chained equations to account for missing values data (40 imputations, burn in period 
of 40 iterations). Goodness-of-fit tests not available after multiple imputation in STATA (see STATA multiple imputation reference manual release 13, p. 79)
Outcome variables Models 1 to 5: job search activity (yes/no); number of job search methods; job search intensity; number of hours spent searching; number of 
applications; Outcome variables Models 6 and 7: number of job interviews; employed (yes/no)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0.10

Estimation methods: alinear regression, bnegative binomial count data regression

Table 13 Effects of unemployment stigma on subjective well-being (H1), health (H2), re-employment expectations (H3) 
and value placed on employment (H4) without imputation

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; Outcome variables Models 1 to 5: job search activity (yes/no); number of job search methods; job search 
intensity; number of hours spent searching; number of applications; Outcome variables Models 1 to 4: Life satisfaction (11-pt. scale); health satisfaction (11-pt. scale); 
self-assessed re-employment chances (4-pt. scale) factor score non-monetary motivation to work (continuous)

Estimation methods: alinear regression

H1: Subjective well-being H2: Health H3: Expectations H4: Value
Model  1a Model  2a Model  3a Model  4a

Stigma consciousness (0–10) − 0.323***
(0.035)

− 0.193***
(0.044)

− 0.042**
(0.015)

0.122***
(0.018)

Sample (R: population sample) − 0.242
(0.243)

0.044
(0.313)

0.027
(0.106)

− 0.021
(0.142)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.244
(0.178)

− 0.036
(0.247)

− 0.177*
(0.083)

− 0.207*
(0.094)

 Out of the labour force 0.152
(0.485)

− 0.118
(0.746)

0.109
(0.323)

0.301
(0.356)

Male − 0.294*
(0.124)

− 0.047
(0.160)

0.019
(0.054)

− 0.196**
(0.065)

Unemployment duration (years) 0.009
(0.015)

− 0.039#

(0.021)
− 0.018**
(0.005)

0.012
(0.007)

Number of previous unemployment episodes − 0.051
(0.071)

0.125
(0.106)

0.047
(0.036)

0.033
(0.038)

Age − 0.057
(0.043)

− 0.220***
(0.057)

0.017
(0.019)

0.017
(0.023)

Age2 0.001
(0.000)

0.002***
(0.001)

− 0.000*
(0.000)

− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration background 0.287#

(0.150)
0.411*
(0.191)

0.039
(0.068)

− 0.044
(0.080)

Education (R: Elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary − 0.068
(0.140)

− 0.074
(0.187)

− 0.094
(0.063)

− 0.189*
(0.081)

 Maturity − 0.217
(0.209)

0.649*
(0.265)

0.110
(0.097)

− 0.349***
(0.100)

 Tertiary − 0.280
(0.221)

0.621*
(0.264)

0.071
(0.094)

− 0.311**
(0.109)

Married 0.028
(0.164)

− 0.239
(0.208)

− 0.067
(0.076)

0.255**
(0.090)

Household size 0.076
(0.062)

0.137
(0.093)

− 0.022
(0.033)

− 0.026
(0.040)

Household income 0.015
(0.012)

0.026#

(0.015)
0.007
(0.006)

0.009
(0.007)

West Germany − 0.041
(0.134)

− 0.410*
(0.173)

0.047
(0.060)

− 0.081
(0.073)

Constant 8.841***
(0.904)

11.005***
(1.273)

2.392***
(0.431)

− 0.971#

(0.516)

Observations 1025 1026 1016 1021

R‑squared 0.111 0.099 0.167 0.103
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Table 14 Effects of unemployment stigma on job search effort (H5) and success (H6) without imputation

Weighted to account for panel attrition from wave 7 to 8; Outcome variables Models 1 to 5: job search activity (yes/no); number of job search methods; job search 
intensity; number of hours spent searching; number of applications; Outcome variables Models 6 and 7: number of job interviews; employed (yes/no)

Robust standard errors in parentheses; ***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, #p < 0. 1 0

Estimation methods: alinear regression, bnegative binomial count data regression

H5a/b: Job search effort H6a/b: Job search success

Model  1a Model  2b Model  3a Model  4b Model  5b Model  6b Model  7a

Active job search 
(yes)

Number 
methods

Search intensity Hours searched Number 
applications

Number 
interviews

Job (yes)

Stigma conscious‑
ness (0–10)

0.022**
(0.008)

0.054**
(0.021)

0.248**
(0.090)

0.062#

(0.037)
0.051
(0.038)

0.060
(0.056)

− 0.007
(0.005)

Sample (R: popu‑
lation sample)

0.053
(0.061)

0.162
(0.153)

0.965
(0.600)

0.436#

(0.226)
0.269
(0.288)

1.193*
(0.529)

0.003
(0.035)

Employment status at wave 6 (R: employed)

 Unemployed − 0.042
(0.044)

0.010
(0.094)

− 0.027
(0.475)

0.211
(0.141)

0.026
(0.185)

− 0.081
(0.245)

− 0.151***
(0.032)

 Out of the labour 
force

0.061
(0.137)

− 0.144
(0.303)

0.376
(1.823)

0.248
(0.442)

− 1.011*
(0.400)

− 0.341
(0.558)

0.024
(0.123)

Male 0.018
(0.031)

0.034
(0.074)

0.344
(0.347)

0.176
(0.115)

0.092
(0.144)

0.550**
(0.212)

0.018
(0.019)

Unemployment 
duration (years)

− 0.013***
(0.003)

− 0.044***
(0.010)

− 0.151***
(0.034)

− 0.066***
(0.015)

− 0.080***
(0.017)

− 0.159***
(0.037)

− 0.004*
(0.002)

Number of previ‑
ous unemploy‑
ment episodes

0.011
(0.020)

0.017
(0.044)

0.119
(0.236)

0.035
(0.066)

− 0.001
(0.075)

0.014
(0.150)

0.054***
(0.015)

Age 0.047***
(0.011)

0.124***
(0.029)

0.439***
(0.121)

0.200***
(0.044)

0.130**
(0.050)

0.097
(0.073)

0.006
(0.007)

Age2 − 0.001***
(0.000)

− 0.002***
(0.000)

− 0.006***
(0.001)

− 0.002***
(0.001)

− 0.002**
(0.001)

− 0.002#

(0.001)
− 0.000
(0.000)

Migration back‑
ground

− 0.027
(0.038)

− 0.016
(0.093)

− 0.143
(0.428)

0.231
(0.141)

0.066
(0.165)

0.155
(0.206)

0.021
(0.025)

Education (R: elementary) (CASMIN)

 Secondary 0.041
(0.038)

0.207*
(0.086)

0.899*
(0.415)

0.252#

(0.146)
− 0.093
(0.161)

− 0.051
(0.251)

0.007
(0.023)

 Maturity 0.083
(0.056)

0.299*
(0.125)

1.095#

(0.648)
0.190
(0.200)

0.208
(0.250)

0.329
(0.290)

− 0.062*
(0.031)

 Tertiary 0.139**
(0.053)

0.363**
(0.117)

1.750**
(0.607)

0.358*
(0.171)

0.285
(0.236)

− 0.185
(0.297)

0.091*
(0.036)

Married − 0.066
(0.042)

− 0.108
(0.106)

− 0.412
(0.470)

− 0.132
(0.164)

− 0.225
(0.205)

0.150
(0.241)

− 0.004
(0.027)

Household size − 0.002
(0.017)

− 0.038
(0.046)

− 0.190
(0.194)

− 0.119#

(0.061)
− 0.010
(0.094)

0.030
(0.104)

0.004
(0.012)

Household 
income

0.005#

(0.003)
0.015#

(0.008)
0.068#

(0.036)
0.032**
(0.012)

0.008
(0.017)

− 0.017
(0.019)

0.003
(0.002)

West Germany − 0.082*
(0.034)

− 0.249**
(0.081)

− 1.080**
(0.375)

− 0.384**
(0.136)

− 0.134
(0.150)

0.115
(0.238)

− 0.000
(0.021)

Constant − 0.383
(0.240)

− 1.879**
(0.626)

− 4.198
(2.666)

− 3.340***
(0.969)

− 0.939
(1.111)

− 3.617*
(1.660)

0.135
(0.162)

Observations 1027 1027 1027 1020 1020 1025 1260

(Pseudo) 
R‑squared

0.097 0.095 0.143
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