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People's life trajectories and family dynamics have become increasingly complex, bringing shifts in fertility, gender equality, 
work-life balance, and economic stability. The scientific challenge is to capture these complexities and understand their causes 
and consequences. The Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) provides key insights into these developments, serving as a vital 
resource for researchers and policymakers.

The GGS is a cross-national longitudinal survey collecting data on individuals aged 18 to 79 across topics such as union formation, 
fertility, household dynamics, work, well-being, and gender attitudes. Its key strengths include cross-national comparability, a 
panel design with prospective and retrospective data, large sample sizes, and multi-mode data collection. The GGS consists of 
two rounds: GGS-I, launched in the early 2000s in over 20 countries, established a foundation for comparative research, while 
GGS-II, started in 2020, builds on GGS-I with methodological innovations such as mixed-mode data collection and refreshed 
samples.

This data brief provides an overview of the GGS, outlining its development, design, implementation, and key features. It also 
highlights the survey's contributions to demographic and social research, and explores the new research opportunities emerging 
with GGS-II.

Introduction
Demographic change is one of the mega trends con-
fronting countries around the world (Ezeh, Bongaarts 
and Mberu, 2012; European Commission, 2021). 

Several decades of (very) low levels of fertility 
(Lesthaeghe, 2010), coupled with longer life expec-
tancy, have put strains on economies and social sup-
port systems, while also raising concerns about the 
sustainability of infrastructures and services (European 
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Commission, 2021). However, these demographic 
shifts also present opportunities for innovation and 
adaptation, highlighting the potential for demographic 
resilience (UNFPA, 2023). Efforts to re-frame the dis-
course on population changes have emphasized the 
potential benefits of these changes, such as the devel-
opment of inclusive and flexible social policies that 
better reflect evolving demographic realities (United 
Nations, 2023). In parallel, low levels of fertility amid 
shifting societal norms and expectations related to gen-
der roles and equality (England, 2010; Goldscheider, 
Bernhardt and Lappegård, 2015) have fundamen-
tally transformed how women and men organize 
labour force participation, housework, and childcare 
(Fanelli and Profeta, 2021). Collectively, these trends 
have altered people's living conditions, experiences, 
and family and work arrangements, resulting in more 
de-standardized and complex life course and family 
dynamics (e.g. Billari and Liefbroer, 2010). The scien-
tific challenge is to identify and capture these complex-
ities and the associated demographic changes to better 
understand their causes and consequences. To respond 
to this challenge, cross-nationally comparable micro-
level data are essential.

As an international research infrastructure, the 
Generations and Gender Programme (GGP) serves as 
a valuable resource for researchers and policymak-
ers by providing high-quality, freely accessible data 
on population and family dynamics. The GGP was 
initiated in 2000 by the Population Activities Unit 
of the United Nations Economic Commission for 
Europe (UNECE) and has been coordinated by the 
Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute 
(NIDI-KNAW) since 2009. The rationale behind initi-
ating the GGP was that a coordinated, cross-nationally 
comparable approach was needed to accelerate knowl-
edge on demographic change, which, in turn, would 
inform policy makers and assist governments in effec-
tively addressing the challenges and opportunities 
linked to demographic change (Macura, 2002).

The Generations and Gender Survey (GGS) is the 
main product of the GGP. It is a cross-national panel 
survey on the life course and family dynamics of indi-
viduals aged 18–79. With its longitudinal design, includ-
ing both retrospective and prospective information, the 
GGS tracks individuals life transitions—such as leaving 
the parental home, union formation and dissolution, and 
parenthood—as well as the opportunities and challenges 
they face throughout their lives. The GGS currently con-
sists of two rounds of data collection. The first round 
(GGS-I) began in 20041 as a three-wave panel study 
with three-year time intervals (Fokkema et al., 2016). 
It collected information from over 200,000 individuals 
aged 18 to 79 across 19 countries and contributed to the 
social sciences as a unique longitudinal data resource on 

families and life course trajectories (Gauthier, Cabaço 
and Emery, 2018; Fadel, Emery and Gauthier, 2020). 
The second round (GGS-II) officially started in 20202 
with a revised questionnaire, enhanced survey design, 
and refreshed samples. As of 2025, GGS-II covers 28 
countries and territories. Data collection is ongoing in 
several of these, with more expected to join.

This paper provides an overview of the GGS as a 
key resource for understanding population and family 
dynamics from a cross-nationally comparable perspec-
tive. It expands on previous discussions by Vikat et al. 
(2007) and Gauthier, Cabaço and Emery (2018) by cov-
ering both GGS-I and GGS-II and detailing the entire 
data life cycle, from questionnaire development to data 
collection, processing, documentation, and release. It 
also provides insights into the impact and research 
potential of using GGS data. The paper is structured 
as follows: after this introduction, we outline the ori-
gins of the GGS, its predecessors, and the governance 
and management of the infrastructure. Following that, 
the design elements of the GGS are discussed, including 
its cross-national dimension and panel structure. The 
subsequent section outlines the main topics and themes 
covered in the GGS questionnaire. The paper then 
turns to the implementation of data collection, includ-
ing technical guidelines, survey modes, and the collab-
oration between the GGP Central Coordination Team 
(CCT) and national partners. This is followed by a dis-
cussion of data management procedures, encompass-
ing data processing, harmonization, documentation, 
release, and access. The paper concludes by presenting 
the research potential of the GGS and its contribution 
to the study of population and family dynamics.

Background: the origins and organization 
of the GGS
The origins of the GGS
The GGS belongs to a long tradition of international 
demographic surveys that began with the World 
Fertility Survey (WFS) in the 1970s3. The WFS was ini-
tiated during a period of growing concerns about rapid 
population growth, largely driven by high fertility 
rates. In Europe, however, fertility rates had begun to 
decline in several countries, many of which had already 
entered the Second Demographic Transition charac-
terized by deep demographic and attitudinal changes 
(Lesthaeghe, 2010). As a result, only Portugal partic-
ipated in the WFS. Nevertheless, 12 other European 
countries conducted their own fertility surveys at the 
time, which became known as ‘affiliated WFS surveys’ 
(Sprehe, 1974). Although these surveys focussed on fer-
tility, they were not designed from a cross-nationally 
comparable perspective and—unlike the WFS 
countries—were never cross-nationally harmonized.
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The situation changed in the early 1990s, when 
the UNECE, together with a consortium of scientists, 
developed and implemented the Fertility and Family 
Survey (FFS). This marked the first time that a com-
mon questionnaire was used across Europe. The FFS 
addressed the need for greater standardization in the 
collection of demographic data across Europe, espe-
cially regarding marriage, non-marital cohabitation, 
divorce, and childbearing (Festy and Prioux, 2002). 
This demand emerged in response to declining fertil-
ity rates and rising marital instability (Cliquet, 2000). 
One of the main objectives of the FFS was to enable 
cross-country comparative studies on fertility and fam-
ily dynamics in UNECE member states. It was designed 
as a cross-sectional survey with retrospective informa-
tion. The core survey items of the FFS focussed on fer-
tility histories and basic demographic characteristics 
of individuals aged 18–49. The FFS was loosely coor-
dinated by the UNECE and implemented by national 
statistical offices.

The FFS was a major success, having collected data 
from over 100,000 women and 50,000 men in 23 coun-
tries across the UNECE region. This extensive data-
set enabled comprehensive cross-cultural studies and 
made the FFS one of the few truly international com-
parative research projects of its time (Cliquet, 2000). 
This pioneering work in the collection of comparative 
demographic data resulted in more than 300 publica-
tions on the determinants and consequences of demo-
graphic behaviour (Fadel, Emery and Gauthier, 2020). 
In his keynote speech at the FFS Flagship Conference, 
Cliquet (2000) advocated for a new round of the FFS, 
arguing that it is his “scientific responsibility to reiter-
ate the need for extending the comparative study phase 
of the present FFS. It is from a scientific and policy 
point of view unacceptable that such a project stops 
in a stage when the most important results are still to 
come“ (p. 10).

Some years later, and in view of continuing deep 
demographic change, the question arose whether to 
repeat the FFS, as Cliquet had proposed, or to develop 
a new instrument. To reflect on this, the UNECE assem-
bled a new consortium of scientists from the leading 
demographic institutes. After considerable deliberation, 
it was decided to build on some of the key features of 
the FFS—including its retrospective family and partner-
ship histories—but to substantially broaden the survey’s 
scope. This led to the development of the GGP, with the 
GGS as its main survey instrument. The GGS would 
cover a wider age range (from 18 to 79) to better capture 
the life course of individuals and their intergenerational 
relationships. It would also adopt a panel design, with 
the same respondents reinterviewed every three years 
(United Nations, 2000). Furthermore, the survey data 
would be complemented by a Contextual Database, 

allowing users to place individual-level data within rele-
vant institutional, social, and economic contexts.

The infrastructure development
To ensure the sustainability and long-term viabil-
ity of the GGP as a research infrastructure, two piv-
otal projects have shaped its development. In 2009, 
the EU-funded Design Study4 aimed to evaluate and 
improve the GGP’s work programme, focussing par-
ticularly on methodological aspects relevant to large 
cross-national studies. The project sought to streamline 
access to GGP data, assess the quality of measurement 
tools, explore new research avenues and methodol-
ogies, and enhance the efficiency of data collection. 
During this period, the GGP’s coordination transi-
tioned from UNECE to NIDI-KNAW. This relocation 
and re-establishment of the infrastructure occurred at a 
critical juncture, when the GGP required strong strate-
gic leadership to initiate a new round of data collection.

In 2016, the GGP secured funding under Horizon 
2020 for the Generations and Gender Programme: 
Evaluate, Plan and Initiate (GGP EPI)5 project to 
further consolidate its operations and management. 
As part of this project, GGP developed a revised set 
of technical guidelines for national teams and estab-
lished model data agreements and service contracts 
to standardize national data collections. Importantly, 
the questionnaire was coded using the Blaise soft-
ware6, and national teams were encouraged to use the 
centrally coded survey instrument. The key reasons 
were to ensure consistent administration of the ques-
tionnaire across countries and to reduce the need for 
post-harmonization of the data. Moreover, greater cen-
tralization and coordination of operations were intro-
duced to better monitor fieldwork in each country and 
to enable quicker and more efficient data preparation 
and release. This centralization process also gave the 
GGP CCT at NIDI-KNAW a more prominent role.

After the successful inclusion of the GGP on the 
European Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures 
(ESFRI) Roadmap in 2021, the GGP obtained a 
Preparatory Phase grant for the project GGP 5D6 in 
2022 to enhance its long-term sustainability and the 
overall investment-readiness. Among its key objectives 
are ensuring the continuity of the GGP’s technical excel-
lence within a changing survey landscape, strengthening 
its compliance with FAIR principles, and improving its 
readiness to respond to new societal and technological 
developments, including emerging types of data.

GGS design features
Cross-national comparability design
Cross-national comparability is a central feature of the 
GGS, and the GGP actively aims to involve a wide range 
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of countries. From its inception, the GGP has relied 
heavily on the commitment and initiative of partici-
pating institutions. This reflects a bottom-up approach 
where the initiative to conduct a GGS originates from 
national teams. These teams have undertaken major 
fundraising efforts to implement national data col-
lections, with most funding provided by national 

governments, statistical offices and/or national science 
foundations.

The GGS covers a wide range of countries and terri-
tories across different regions, with a focus on medium 
and high-income countries. Participating countries and 
territories represent diverse economic, social, and polit-
ical contexts (see Table 1). GGS-I includes 19 countries, 

Table 1 An overview of GGS-I and GGS-II countries and territories

GGS-I GGS-II

Country/ territories Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3

Argentina (Buenos Aires) ● ~

Australia ● ●

Austria ● ● ● ○

Belarus ●

Belgium ●

Bulgaria ● ●

Croatia ● ○ ○

Czech Republic ● ● ● ●

Denmark ● ●

Estonia ● ● ●

Finland ●

France ● ● ● ● ○

Georgia ● ●

Germany ● ● ● ●

Hong Kong (SAR) ● ○

Hungary ● ● ● ~

Iceland ●

Italy ● ● ● ○

Japan ● ●

Kazakhstan ●

Latvia ● ○

Lithuania ● ● ●

Moldova ● ●

Netherlands ● ● ● ● ○

Norway ● ● ●

Poland ● ● ● ○

Romania ● ~

Russian Federation ● ●

South Korea ● ○

Sweden ● ● ● ● ●

Switzerland ● ○

Taiwan ●

United Kingdom ● ●

Uruguay ●

● Fielded or currently preparing for fieldwork.
○ Funding secured.
~ In the process of securing funding.
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primarily focussing on UNECE member states. It was 
later extended beyond the UNECE region to include 
survey data from Australia7 and Japan8. As of 2025, 
GGS-II covers 28 countries. From the outset, it adopted 
a more global perspective—focussing not only on coun-
tries that participated in GGS-I, but also expanding to 
additional European countries (e.g. Croatia, Finland, 
United Kingdom) and beyond Europe to East Asia (e.g. 
Hong Kong SAR, South Korea, Taiwan), Central Asia 
(e.g. Kazakhstan), and Latin America (e.g. Argentina 
[Buenos Aires], Uruguay). Despite this broader cover-
age, some regions in Europe—particularly South and 
South-East Europe—remain underrepresented in the 
GGP. This may be due to regional priorities, fund-
ing availability, and institutional capacity. The GGP 
is actively working to expand the survey into these 
regions. Efforts include promoting the survey within 
the research community and among potential funders, 
and identifying advocates who can secure funding and 
assemble national teams to implement the GGS.

Panel design and retrospective data
The GGS is designed as a panel survey. After the 
baseline questionnaire (wave 1), the first follow-up is 
administered three years later (wave 2), and the second 
follow-up takes place after another three years (wave 
3). This longitudinal design is essential for capturing 
how respondents’ lives unfold over time and how they 
are affected by changes in their personal circumstances 
(e.g. job loss), external events (e.g. economic crises), 
and policy changes. The three-year interval between 
waves allows enough time for respondents to expe-
rience demographic events. Since these often occur 
during specific periods of life, the shorter design of 
the GGS can effectively capture these events—unlike 
longitudinal surveys focussed on specific trajectories 
(e.g. health), which often require follow-ups over much 
longer periods (e.g. twenty years).

Participating countries are expected to commit to 
at least two waves, although this is subject to fund-
ing (Gauthier et al., 2024). Some countries manage to 
secure funding for all three waves when initially request-
ing funding for participating in GGS (e.g. Croatia in 
GGS-II), while others need to apply separately for each 
subsequent wave. Table 1 shows that in GGS-I, 14 
countries conducted two waves and 4 countries com-
pleted all three. For GGS-II, 15 countries have funding 
for a second wave as of 2025, with more expected to 
follow depending on national funding outcomes.

In addition to its panel design, the GGS includes a 
retrospective dimension to capture respondents’ full 
fertility and partnership histories. This allows for a 
comprehensive understanding of life course trajecto-
ries, gathering detailed information on past events and 
decisions that shape current and future behaviours. 

Originally introduced in the FFS, the retrospective com-
ponent has been further developed in the GGS to better 
capture multi-partner fertility. It collects information 
on the timing and context of births, marriages, cohab-
itations, and separations, providing valuable insights 
into the dynamics of family formation and dissolution.

The GGS also follows a cyclical design: after one or 
two follow-up waves, the panel is paused for a few years 
before being restarted with new samples, as was seen 
between GGS-I and GGS-II. This periodic approach 
ensures a new round of data collection—consisting of 
a baseline wave and one or two follow-ups—roughly 
every 10 to 15 years. This strategy provides both longi-
tudinal data and refreshed samples, preserving national 
representativeness and allowing for the continuous 
adaptation of the survey to reflect new demographic 
trends, policy priorities, and societal changes.

Large sample size
The GGS is designed as a large-scale survey, aiming to 
cover approximately 10,000 individuals aged 18–79. 
In countries where a separate ageing survey is availa-
ble, a reduced sample of 7,000 individuals aged 18–59 
is acceptable. This large sample size is crucial for 
researchers to study population subgroups—such as 
ethnic minorities or same-sex couples—that are under-
represented in smaller surveys. It also enables the GGS 
to capture rare demographic events and ensures that a 
sufficient number of key events (e.g. births, marriages, 
divorces) occur between waves to support robust lon-
gitudinal analysis.

Multi-mode of data collection
While GGS-I was conducted primarily through face-to-
face interviews, GGS-II was designed as a multi-mode 
survey that includes self-administered web interviews. 
This major shift was motivated by two key factors. 
First, the survey research landscape has changed signif-
icantly since GGS-I, with many countries experiencing 
steep declines in response rates to traditional face-to-
face surveys. This is largely due to increased difficulty 
in contacting and recruiting respondents (Beullens et 
al., 2018). Second, the costs associated with face-to-
face surveys have risen dramatically in recent decades 
(Emery et al., 2019).

In response to these trends, the GGP began exploring 
web-based data collection as early as 2010 during the 
GGP Design Study. It was initially recommended that 
questions on social support networks be administered 
online. This was followed in 2018 by a three-country 
push-to-web experiment. The results showed that a 
self-administered web version of the GGS was feasi-
ble, despite the survey’s extensive length (Emery et al., 
2019). However, the study also found that a web-based 
GGS was easier to administer when a personal sampling 
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frame was available, and that the use of both uncon-
ditional and conditional financial incentives depending 
on survey completion was beneficial. Moreover, the 
response rate as well as the nonresponse bias in the 
push-to-web design were comparable to those observed 
in the face-to-face control group (Lugtig et al., 2022; 
Piccitto, Liefbroer and Emery, 2022).

GGS questionnaire
The GGS takes a multidisciplinary approach in its 
questionnaire design, drawing from demography, social 
psychology, economics, sociology, and epidemiology 
(Vikat et al., 2007). The questionnaire is intended to 
explore the complexities of family life, demographic 
behaviour, and the socio-economic influences on indi-
viduals, families, and households. This broad approach 
enables the empirical testing of theories from multiple 
disciplines and incorporates influences at various soci-
etal levels that shape demographic behaviour.

GGS baseline questionnaire
The GGS baseline questionnaire was first developed in 
2003 by the first Questionnaire Taskforce and served as 
the core instrument for countries participating in GGS-I. 
Based on feedback and lessons learned from GGS-I, the 
questionnaire underwent two rounds of revisions. The 
first revision, carried out between 2009 and 2012, intro-
duced some amendments to modules such as social sup-
port, wellbeing indices, life course and decision making, 
and psychological instruments. The updated version was 
piloted in Slovenia and subsequently used in Belarus, 
Latvia, and Kazakhstan. From 2017 to 2020, further 
refinements were made to adapt the questionnaire for 
use in Computer Assisted Web Interviews (CAWI). A new 
Questionnaire Task Force was established to address 
issues identified during the Push-to-Web Three-Country 
Pilot (Emery et al., 2019). These updates also included 
the integration of innovative elements and allowed 
national teams to add country-specific questions. In 
2020, another Questionnaire Task Force focussed spe-
cifically on reducing the length of the questionnaire to 
make it more suitable in CAWI. This involved shorten-
ing longer sections—such as the 'Values and Attitudes' 
module—and trimming sections deemed especially 
demanding for respondents. Despite these revisions, 
comparability of the key concepts and thematic areas 
covered in GGS-I and GGS-II has been preserved (see 
Table 2). The core questionnaires for both GGS-I and 
GGS-II are available on the GGP website.

Survey content
The GGS is grounded in the life course perspec-
tive (Elder, 1994) and its multidisciplinary extension 
(Bernardi, Huinink and Settersten, 2019), which aim to 

capture diverse life paths and the interconnected roles 
individuals play in various domains, such as work and 
family. The survey examines the complexities of family 
life, demographic behaviour, and socio-economic influ-
ences on individuals, families, and households. The 
central themes that span throughout the questionnaire 
are described below.

Life course
Both GGS-I and GGS-II offer a comprehensive study 
of the life course. Key life course transitions captured 
in the surveys include entering cohabitation, marriage, 
divorce, childbirth and grandparenthood, the death of 
parents, migration, changes in living arrangements, and 
significant professional milestones like starting or end-
ing a job or business. As the GGS collects the month 
and year of key demographic events, it provides rich 
information about the timing and sequencing of life 
course transitions. In addition to dates, both GGS-I and 
GGS-II collect information on individuals’ decision- 
making processes related to life course events, such as 
intentions to marry, have a (another) child, or move 
out of the parental home. In GGS-I, these questions 
were informed by the Theory of Planned Behavior and 
included perceptions of social norms. To shorten the 
questionnaire, these items were removed in GGS-II.

Demographic behaviour
Beyond tracking life course transitions, the GGS col-
lects detailed data on demographic behaviour, particu-
larly fertility. Both GGS-I and GGS-II include questions 
on current pregnancy status, fertility treatments, and 
future fertility intentions. Respondents are asked about 
their knowledge of their ability to conceive, their use 
of contraception, and their experiences with fertility 
treatments. They are also asked about their desire for 
more children within the next three years and the total 
number of children planned. Additionally, the GGS 
investigates the perceived impact of having another 
child on finances, employment, and relationships. 
Recognizing that demographic behaviour can be trans-
missible across generations, the GGS includes ques-
tions on the parents’ age at birth of their first child, 
number of children, and new in GGS-II—whether the 
respondent’s parents were married or divorced.

Social networks
A key focus of both GGS-I and GGS-II is the role of 
social networks and personal relationships. The sur-
veys examine partner relationships through ques-
tions on union formation and dissolution, duration, 
living arrangements, and the legal status of partner-
ships. Subjective dimensions such as relationship 
satisfaction, frequency of disagreements, and house-
hold decision-making processes are also covered. For 
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non-cohabiting couples, questions about the wanted-
ness and reasons for their living arrangement are asked. 
Moreover, both GGS-I and GGS-II cover intergenera-
tional relationships, providing insights into upward 
and downward solidarity. This includes relationships 
between young adults and their parents, adult children 
and their own children and older parents, and older 
adults and their children, grandchildren, and parents. 
The surveys capture caregiving, financial transfers, and 

mental support. In GGS-II, additional elements such 
as shared custody, children’s residence, surrogacy, and 
digital contact with biological parents have been added 
to reflect evolving family forms and modern communi-
cation modes.

Gender
In both GGS-I and GGS-II, gender is understood as 
referring to the socially constructed relationships 

Table 2 Key topics in GGS-I and GGS-II

Module GGS-I & GGS-II GGS-I specific GGS-II specific

Demographics

Basic socio-
demographic 
information

Gender, date of birth, country of birth, current 
residence, highest level of education and current 
activity

Residential 
information

Information about the dwelling, satisfaction with the 
dwelling, future moving intentions

Destination where to 
move to

Internet access and 
use, distinction 
between intention to 
migrate within and out of 
country

Current (non) 
co-resident 
partner

Basic partnership information, reasons for living 
apart, plans to start living together, household 
dynamics for co-residential partners (task 
division, decision making), relationship dynamics 
(satisfaction, disagreements)

Other people’s opinions 
on moving in with the 
partner

How partners have met

Life History Previous partnership history (basic information on 
previous partnerships and marriages); Children, 
(non) co-resident and step-children (relationship 
and interaction frequency with non-resident 
children, satisfaction with relationship with non-co-
resident children, childcare arrangement (household 
childcare tasks, external childcare support)

Detailed information 
on child and partner 
alimony

Activity status of children 
over age 14, improved 
measures on children’s 
residential arrangements 
in case of divorce (i.e. how 
the custody of children is 
arranged).

Fertility Fertility intentions, contraceptive methods, infertility 
issues

Opinions of partner/
spouse and others 
about having another 
child.

Ideal family size, conditions 
for having another child, 
sexual and contraceptive 
autonomy

Household Socio-demographic information about all 
household members, health problems of 
household members

Generations Parent’s socio-demographic information, contact 
with parents, relationship satisfaction with 
parents, parental home during childhood

Detailed classification 
of living arrangement, 
intention to start living 
with parents

Parental age at first birth

Well-being Regular need for help with personal care, sources 
of help for personal care, overall satisfaction with 
life, general happiness level, loneliness

Emotional support, 
control over life

Healthcare autonomy

Work and 
income

Activity status, occupation, contract type, 
commuting time, parental leave, work 
organization, work-life balance, type of income, 
partner’s work and income

More details on previous 
employment

More details on work 
organization (e.g. work 
from home, weekends)

Attitudes Attitudes towards marriage, intergenerational 
relations, gender roles, religious denomination and 
attendance

Attitudes towards 
older people, societal 
responsibilities, 
children’s qualities, 
work

Gender egalitarian views, 
ideal work hours for 
mothers/fathers, religiosity
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between men and women. Both surveys address vari-
ous gender-related issues, such as access to education 
and employment, economic independence, decision-
making, and the division of roles within the household. 
They also examine attitudes towards gender equality in 
the household and workplace, capturing beliefs about 
the division of labour in terms of domestic responsi-
bilities and career opportunities. In GGS-II, gender-
specific attitudes towards working hours were added.

Economic situation
GGS-I and GGS-II explore respondents’ economic sit-
uation, including their employment status, job char-
acteristics, income sources, and overall economic 
stability. Additional items cover access to resources 
such as property ownership, social services, and finan-
cial support from family and friends, providing a 
detailed picture of the economic complexities individ-
uals might face. GGS-II further extends this by add-
ing questions on the employment stability, perceived 
financial stability, material and social deprivation, 
property, wealth, and subjective evaluations of finan-
cial situations.

Subjective dimensions
Both GGS-I and GGS-II capture subjective aspects of 
life, including personal values, beliefs, and satisfaction, 
as well as exploring attitudes towards family roles, gen-
der roles, work, and societal norms. They also assess 
satisfaction with health, job, and financial situation, 
providing insights into how individuals perceive and 
evaluate their circumstances. GGS-II expands on these 
measures by adding questions on happiness, healthcare 
autonomy, subjective health evaluations, life satisfac-
tion, and health diagnoses.

Country-specific questions in GGS-II
To address the different societal and funding contexts 
across participating countries, the decision was taken 
with GGS-II to allow national teams to add country-
specific questions—typically placed at the end of the 
questionnaire. Table 3 provides an overview of these 
additions. Notably, some country-specific modules 
have been adopted by multiple countries. For example, 
the Nordic GGS-II countries developed a module on 
global uncertainties (Andersson, Dahlberg and Neyer, 
2020), which has since been included in other coun-
tries as well.

Follow-up questionnaires
In GGS-I, both follow-up questionnaires—developed 
in 2006—followed the same format and content as the 
baseline questionnaire, with additional questions on 
changes in relationships and childbirth that occurred 
between waves. For GGS-II, a different approach was 
used. With CAWI as the dominant mode of data collec-
tion, the follow-up questionnaire needed to be shorter 
and simpler than the GGS-II baseline. On top of that, 
there was an increasing need to introduce innova-
tions—driven both by the user community responding 
to emerging scientific questions, and by funders striv-
ing for innovation—along with the challenge of finding 
ways and space to introduce them. At the same time, 
it remained crucial to preserve the GGS’ focus on key 
family- and demography-related events between waves.

The GGS-II follow-up questionnaire was therefore 
restructured into new thematic modules, featuring 
shorter, more cohesive segments consisting of 3 to 16 
items each. Within each module, only central items from 
the GGS-II baseline are repeated, while problematic, 
overly complex, or less relevant items were excluded. 

Table 3 Overview of country-specific questions in GGS-II

Country specific modules Key concepts Countries fielded

Nordic module Global uncertainties on climate change, military conflicts, global 
epidemics etc.

Croatia, Estonia, Finland, 
Norway, Sweden, United 
Kingdom.

Miller module Reasons for having or not having children such as parental instinct, 
lifelong joy, demanding for women, limits freedom etc.

Argentina, Austria, Denmark, 
Finland, Norway.

Washington module Difficulty of respondent/partner/household member to see, hear, 
communicate, walk, remember, care for self.

Moldova, Uruguay.

COVID-19 modules Comparing life before after COVID-19; Assessing the impact of 
COVID-19; Impact of COVID-19 on working life; Impact of 
COVID-19 on childcare.

Czechia, Estonia, 
Finland, Moldova, Norway, 
Sweden, Uruguay.

Intensive parenting module Mental strain of having children, children’s needs first, finding 
educational opportunities etc.

Croatia, Sweden.

Additional modules Optimism, risk aversion; likelihood of finding a similar 
job, partner’s likelihood to find a similar job, social media use.

Croatia, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, Norway, Sweden, 
United Kingdom.
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The primary aim is to update respondents’ life histo-
ries, particularly regarding family-related events such 
as partnership history, fertility history, and migration 
information. Moreover, space was allocated for several 
new modules proposed by the user community through 
an open competition for new questionnaire content. As 
a result, five modules were introduced in the follow-up 
questionnaire: Singlehood (Mortelmans et al., 2025), 
Global Uncertainties (Andersson et al., 2025), 
Intensive Parenting (Billingsley et al., 2025), Leaving 
and Returning to the Parental Home (Berrington 
and Perelli-Harris, 2025), and Sexual Orientation 
(Rouvroye et al., 2025).

GGS operations and data collection
The cross-national comparability of the data is key 
to the GGS. This begins with specific standards and 
requirements for data collection that each country 
must adhere to. While these standards and require-
ments are comparable for both GGS-I and GGS-II, the 
operational approaches differ.

GGS technical guidelines
For GGS-I, the requirements for the data collection are 
outlined in the GGP Sample Design Guide (Simard 
and Franklin, 2005). For GGS-II, the requirements are 
specified in the Technical Guidelines (Gauthier et al., 
2024). These requirements have been developed by the 
GGP and shared with the national teams of participat-
ing countries. The most important components of the 
design guidelines concern the target population, sam-
pling method, and target sample size. In addition to the 
key fieldwork elements, the guidelines specify require-
ments on aspects such as the mode of data collection, 
use of incentives, and panel maintenance.

Target population
In both GGS-I and GGS-II, the target population is 
the resident, non-institutionalized population aged 
18 to 79. However, if a representative survey of the 
older population already exists in a country, the age 
range may be reduced to 18 to 59. Moreover, a small 
proportion of the target population, particularly those 
in remote areas, may be excluded from the GGS for 
practical reasons, but this proportion shall not exceed 
5 per cent of the total target population covered by the 
sampling frame.

Sampling method
Each participating country is required to use a prob-
ability sampling method to enable cross-country and 
longitudinal comparisons. In practice, national teams 
work together with the GGP-CCT to determine the 
most appropriate sample design and implementation 

strategy for their specific context. These discussions 
typically address elements such as the sample frame 
(individual or household), frame coverage, unit selec-
tion method, and any stratification applied.

Sample sizes
The target net sample size in the GGS baseline wave 
is 10,000 respondents for an age range of 18–79, and 
7,000 respondents for an age range of 18–59. These 
thresholds are intended to ensure a sufficiently large 
panel and adequate representation of subgroups.

Mode of data collection
While GGS-I did not include specific requirements 
regarding the mode of data collection—allowing 
national teams to choose the approach that best 
suited their context—GGS-II introduced more detailed 
requirements. In GGS-II, it is specified that data col-
lection be conducted in a mixed-mode, with CAWI as 
the primary mode and an additional mode (preferably 
CAPI [Computer Assisted Personal Interviews]) as a 
supplement. National teams may decide the proportion 
of respondents in each mode, but each mode should 
account for at least 10 per cent of the sample. However, 
a single mode may be used when justified by practical 
considerations such as internet penetration and inter-
net speed, availability of an individual sampling frame, 
or budget constraints.

Incentives
The use of incentives is recommended as a means 
of improving response rates. Given budgetary con-
straints, national teams in both GGS-I and GGS-II 
may determine whether and how to incentivize par-
ticipation. Since one of the main challenges of CAWI 
surveys is respondent engagement in the absence of 
an interviewer (Toepoel, 2012), the GGS-II Technical 
Guidelines strongly encourage offering both an uncon-
ditional and conditional incentive for online partic-
ipants. When national teams have limited experience 
with CAWI surveys, a pilot study including incentive 
experiments is also recommended to assess feasibility 
and identify the most effective incentive scheme.

Panel maintenance
Panel maintenance is an important element in the GGS 
due to its longitudinal design. It is essential for national 
teams to plan and budget for effective panel maintenance 
strategies to minimize attrition, since refreshing the 
sample is not recommended. While panel maintenance 
strategies may differ between countries, the Technical 
Guidelines recommend (1) ongoing and close cooper-
ation between the research institute, fieldwork agency, 
interviewers, and respondents throughout the period 
between waves; (2) well-written and designed invitation 
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10 GAUTHIER ET AL. 

letters, websites, and other outreach channels; (3) incen-
tives tailored to national contexts; and (4) regular con-
tact (ideally twice per year) with respondents through 
letters, information brochures, requests for updated con-
tact information, and, where feasible, the collection of 
annual questionnaires to keep respondents engaged.

GGS-I operations and data collection
The data collection of GGS-I was conducted primarily 
by national teams9, which consisted of national statis-
tical offices, national research institutes, or a combi-
nation of both. To facilitate country-comparability in 
survey content and alignment of fieldwork procedures, 
the GGS core questionnaire was distributed to national 
teams, together with the technical guidelines on field-
work procedures. National teams were asked to field the 
survey as closely as possible to the core questionnaire 
and to follow the guidelines. However, they retained the 
flexibility to adapt and conduct the survey according to 
the specific circumstances and needs of their country.

In total, 19 countries conducted the GGS-I baseline 
survey (wave 1), of which 14 carried out a follow-up 
survey (wave 2), and 4 countries also conducted a 
third wave. Several studies have documented the field-
work procedures in GGS-I and concluded that most 
countries adhered to the general guidelines regarding 
the target population, sampling method (probability 
sampling), and sample size (Fokkema, et al., 2016; 
Gauthier, Cabaço and Emery, 2018). This typically 
resulted in large, nationally representative samples 
ranging from 5,000 to 20,000 respondents, although 
some countries opted for even larger samples than 
specified in the guidelines.

Table 4 summarizes the information on GGS-I field-
work operations, with more detailed documentation pro-
vided by Fokkema et al. (2016). Cross-country variation 
is clearly visible. First, the exact age range of respondents 
varies across countries. However, cross-country com-
parability remains valid due to a substantial overlap in 
age ranges. Second, the fieldwork periods differ between 
countries, which may affect cross-country comparisons 
as differences observed may be partially explained by tim-
ing effects. Third, survey modes and response rates vary 
across countries. While most countries conducted face-to-
face interviews, a few combined face-to-face interviews 
with self-administered paper questionnaires or telephone 
interviews (Australia, Estonia, the Netherlands, Norway, 
and Sweden). In Sweden, registry information was also 
used in combination with survey interviews to reduce 
questionnaire length.

GGS-II operations and ongoing fieldwork
The operations in GGS-II are more centralized than 
in GGS-I. The GGP CCT collaborates closely with 
national teams10 throughout the entire data life cycle, 

from early planning and preparation to data documen-
tation and release. Overall, compliance with the ques-
tionnaire and fieldwork design is greater in GGS-II 
than in GGS-I. Central coordination has helped to 
minimize and systematically document differences 
between countries during fieldwork.

Despite this centralized approach, three countries 
deviated from the main guidelines in recoding the 
questionnaire and using their own fieldwork opera-
tions: Germany, Sweden and the United Kingdom. This 
was justified by the integration of the GGS into FReDa 
in Germany (Hank et al., 2024), the need for substan-
tial questionnaire adaptations due to the availability 
of registry data to supplement survey data in Sweden 
(Neyer, Andersson and Dahlberg, 2024) and the juxta-
position of experimental work with the main GGS in 
the UK (Perelli-Harris et al. 2023). Despite these varia-
tions, close collaboration and communication between 
the national teams and the GGP CCT ensured that the 
data collected remained comparable with the other 
GGS-II datasets.

Table 5 provides additional information on the coun-
tries and territories that have conducted or will soon 
conduct GGS-II. This comprises net sample size, age 
range, response rate, data collection mode, and the time 
span of data collection. Two main types of sampling 
frames have been used in GGS-II: population registers 
with individual names as sampling element, and area 
sampling using addresses or dwellings. In countries using 
population registers, simple random sampling has been 
applied8. Countries using addresses as the sampling ele-
ment adopted multistage sampling. Within each stage, 
the units were selected using probability proportional 
to size sampling. One respondent within each house-
hold was then randomly selected. The United Kingdom, 
for example, used stratified random probability sam-
pling to select household addresses and applied the last 
birthday method to select the respondent.

Most GGS-II countries and territories rely on CAWI 
as the primary mode of data collection. In Germany 
and Sweden, PAPI was used in addition to CAWI as 
a fallback option to reduce survey non-response and 
potential recruitment or selection bias. In France, 
CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interview) is used 
alongside CAWI. Argentina (Buenos Aires), Belarus, 
Kazakhstan and Moldova conducted only face-to-face 
interviews because of low-level internet penetration 
and unstable internet connections.

Response rates vary across countries and territories. 
In general, response rates are much higher in coun-
tries using CAPI compared to those using CAWI only 
or mixed-modes. Among CAWI or mixed-mode coun-
tries, several factors may contribute to the variation in 
response rates, such as the sampling frame, number of 
reminders, and the incentive scheme. These patterns 
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have become even more pronounced in the aftermath 
of the COVID-19 pandemic, which accelerated the 
shift toward CAWI data collection and introduced 
new challenges in reaching respondents. As a result, 
response rates in recent years are generally lower than 
in previous rounds. Nevertheless, the data remain 
robust and representative.

Several GGS-II countries conducted fieldwork dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, which may have affected 
data collection and cross-country comparability. Yet, in 
countries with web-based data collection, the COVID-
19 situation, such as lockdowns, had no direct impact 
on the practical aspects of fieldwork (Dommermuth and 
Lappegård, 2021; Hägglund, et al, 2024). In Sweden, 
GGS-II was conducted in two self-administered modes 
(CAWI and PAPI) by design. Although fieldwork in 
Sweden could be carried out without practical con-
straints, the national team took into account the poten-
tial impact of the pandemic on survey responses when 
planning the data collection period. The COVID-19 
situation had a greater impact on fieldwork design in 
Germany and the Czech Republic. The German GGS-II 
was originally designed as a mixed-mode survey, with 
half of the interviews conducted in CAPI mode and 
the other half in CAWI. Due to the strict lockdowns, 
CAWI became the primary mode, with PAPI offered as 
a backup. In the Czech Republic, the fieldwork period 
lasted longer than expected—from 2020 to 2022—
largely due to the pandemic, requiring the use of differ-
ent ways to reach respondents.

Beyond its impact on fieldwork, the GGP CCT was 
also responsive to the research opportunities presented 
by the pandemic, particularly its effect on individual 
life courses. A question on how the pandemic may have 
affected various aspects of well-being, such as quality 
of life, mental and physical health and partner relation-
ship was offered to countries (for a technical memo on 
the COVID-19 question in GGS-II, see Rijken, Emery 
and Gauthier, 2020).

Data processing and management
Once the data have been collected, they enter a series 
of key operations including data processing, harmoni-
zation, quality checks, documentation, and eventually 
release to users. Regarding the first step, the aim of the 
processing and harmonization procedures is to ensure 
that the data from different countries are coded in 
exactly the same way, with country-specific variables 
and response categories clearly indicated. However, the 
extent of the necessary data harmonization procedures 
differs between GGS-I and GGS-II. For GGS-I, national 
teams were responsible for pre-harmonizing the data 
to a common standard. The final part of the harmoni-
zation procedure was carried out by the GGP CCT to 

ensure that national teams adhered to the guidelines 
and that the data are comparable across countries. This 
process also included checking the questionnaire rout-
ing and consistently coding different types of missing 
data. Moreover, it encompassed sorting grids and event 
histories, and constructing variables that contain basic 
socio-demographic characteristics of the respondent.

For GGS-II, the need for data harmonization is less 
extensive than in GGS-I because the questionnaire 
was coded centrally, ensuring the data arrive at the 
GGP CCT in a uniform format. However, some steps 
are still necessary to improve comparability and user-
friendliness, such as consistently coding missing values, 
formatting date variables, and removing all personal 
identifiers. Overall, only the most necessary edits are 
made to the data to preserve the original quality and 
content of the data. Moreover, the GGP CCT centrally 
produces the GGS-II weights based on the most recent 
and reliable information on population figures pro-
vided by the national teams for five variables: age, gen-
der, region, level of education, and marital status. The 
weights are included in the released datasets.

Once the data have been harmonized, they are 
then documented using the standards of the Data 
Documentation Initiative (DDI) Lifecycle, which is a 
structured metadata framework for describing longi-
tudinal social science data. Users can access the GGS 
documentation through the GGP Colectica Portal. 
This portal allows potential users to browse the GGS 
data online before requesting access to the microdata. 
It also enables users to view the questionnaire in the 
national language and provides a list of all variables 
in the dataset. For each variable, the question text, 
response options, missing value codes, filter conditions, 
and descriptive statistics are displayed. Additionally, all 
relevant metadata at the study level, including details 
about the fieldwork in each country, such as gross sam-
ple size, sampling frame, mode of data collection, and 
period of data collection is available.

The final step is the release of the microdata to users. 
The GGP CCT releases the data as soon as possible 
after the fieldwork has ended. The microdata are avail-
able free of charge to approved users from the GGP 
Research Community through the GGP website. To 
become an approved user, applicants need to register 
on the website and accept the "Terms of acceptable 
usage". This ensures that the GGS data are used only 
for scientific and non-commercial purposes. After the 
request is verified and accepted, the applicant gains 
access to the de-personalized microdata through the 
user account and can download the files in Stata, 
SPSS, and CSV format. Access to GGS-I Norway and 
GGS-I Australia requires a special access procedure: in 
addition to the signed forms, users need to provide an 
abstract outlining their research plans with the data.
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The released data are prepared in such a way that they 
are harmonized with the other datasets from the same 
round of data collection, reducing the need for users to 
post-harmonize the data within rounds. However, due 
to substantial changes in the questionnaires between 
GGS-I and GGS-II, the data from the two rounds are 
not directly comparable, and harmonization is there-
fore necessary. This has not (yet) been carried out, but 
it is technically feasible and would require taking into 
account the design features and questionnaire structure 
of both rounds. Notably, the partnership and fertility 
histories of both rounds have been harmonized in the 
framework of the project ‘Harmonized Histories’.11 

Impact and research potential
Since its launch, the GGS data have had a significant 
scientific and societal impact. This is evident in the 
many academic publications and government reports 
that have used the data to inform policy and advance 
research in demography, population studies, and fam-
ily dynamics (for more discussion on the impact of 
GGS-I, see Gauthier, Cabaço and Emery, 2018). Given 
that the GGS is a survey focussed on life course and 
family dynamics, it is unsurprising that topics such as 
fertility decisions, union formation and dissolution, 
intergenerational relationships, and gender roles have 
been prominent in studies using GGS data.

Cross-country comparative analyses
The cross-national comparability of GGS data pro-
vides unique research opportunities, setting the GGS 
apart from single-country data collections such as the 
German Socio-Economic Panel (Goebel et al., 2018) or 
Understanding Society (Buck and McFall, 2012). The 
broad geographical coverage of the GGS has enabled 
researchers to study cross-country differences in life 
course events (Vikat et al., 2007; Zimmermann and 
Konietzka, 2018; Schwanitz, Rampazzo and Vitali, 
2021) or fertility intentions (Dantis, Rizzi and Baudin, 
2023; Barker and Buber-Ennser, 2024). Recent research 
has highlighted, though, that classic theories like gen-
der equity theory (McDonald, 2000) and gender rev-
olution theories (Esping-Andersen, 2009; England, 
2010; Goldscheider, Bernhardt and Lappegård, 2015) 
may not fully explain these phenomena in non-Western 
societies (Kan et al., 2022). GGS-II expanded the 
geographical scope to Latin America and East Asia, 
thereby allowing global comparisons of family dynam-
ics, population trends, and gender equality.

In addition to comparing and describing cross-
national differences in various aspects of family life, 
GGS data have also enabled researchers to examine 
the impact of the broader social contexts on individ-
ual life courses and well-being. These macro-micro 

relationships have been a central focus since the start 
of the GGS (Vikat et al., 2007), resulting in research 
about how institutional, economic, social, and political 
setups influence individuals’ lives. This includes exam-
ining the effects of different welfare systems, levels of 
welfare support and generosity, economic prosperity, 
religiosity, and demographic profiles of countries (e.g. 
Hofäcker, Stoilova and Riebling, 2013; Fernández 
Soto, Fostik and Laplante, 2020). For example, Bein, 
Gauthier and Mynarska (2021) demonstrate that the 
influence of religiosity on fertility intentions differs 
widely across countries, being more pronounced in 
those with traditional gender norms.

Longitudinal study using GGS data
The longitudinal design of the GGS has significantly 
advanced the understanding of life course transitions 
and their implications. GGS data have been instru-
mental in studying changing life course patterns, par-
ticularly the transition into adulthood. By providing 
detailed retrospective information on key demographic 
events such as leaving the parental home, marriage, 
divorce, and childbirth, GGS data allow researchers to 
analyse how these events occur and in what sequence. 
Research using GGS-I data has revealed significant 
shifts in the timing and order of these events, highlight-
ing that different pathways into adulthood in Europe 
have evolved. For example, Schwanitz (2017) finds that 
young adults in Western Europe leave home later and 
cohabit longer, while those in Eastern Europe show 
more traditional patterns. Moreover, studies using 
GGS-I data have pointed to social stratification in the 
transition to adulthood (Billari, Hiekel and Liefbroer, 
2019) and found that returning to the parental home 
is prevalent among single mothers as a source of kin 
support (Hogendoorn and Härkönen, 2023). GGS 
data have also been used to shed new light on peo-
ple’s evolving understanding of cohabitation (Hiekel, 
Liefbroer and Poortman, 2014), the impact of edu-
cation on family formation (Martín-García, Seiz and 
Castro-Martín, 2017), the gendered relation between 
family formation and moving (Deimantas, 2023), and 
the impact of labour force participation on childbirth 
(Tomatis and Impicciatore, 2023).

Another core strength of GGS lies in its prospec-
tive panel design. One key application is the study 
of the realization of intentions. By linking intentions 
with actual outcomes observed in the follow-up wave, 
researchers have investigated the factors that facilitate 
or hinder the realization of these intentions. For exam-
ple, following the Theory of Planned Behavior, studies 
have examined the impact of attitudes towards hav-
ing a child, subjective norms for having a child, and 
perceived behavioural constraints for having a child 
on (the realization of) fertility behaviour (Ajzen and 
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Klobas, 2013; Dommermuth, Klobas and Lappegård, 
2015). Additionally, the prospective design allows 
researchers to observe the impact of earlier life events 
and decisions on subsequent outcomes, such as changes 
in family circumstances, economic status, living condi-
tions, and family support networks.

By covering a large age range, GGS data also allow 
researchers to study changes across cohorts, including 
changes in life course trajectories over time. For exam-
ple, studies have shown that more recent cohorts have 
been delaying the transition into adulthood (Schwanitz, 
2017) and that the partnership status at the birth of 
the first child has changed across cohorts, with the 
most recent cohorts more likely to have a child within 
a non-marital cohabiting relationship than in the past 
(Koops, Liefbroer and Gauthier, 2017). Moreover, in 
countries where both GGS-I and GGS-II were fielded, 
it is possible to extend the analyses of the changes to 
the most recent cohorts. This is particularly important 
in view of the increasing complexity and diversity of 
family dynamics. These cohort comparisons have also 
been central to examine inequalities across population 
subgroups, including patterns of disadvantage (Perelli-
Harris and Amos, 2015).

New research avenues
As the GGS-II progresses and data from additional 
countries are gathered, new research opportunities 
will emerge. Here, we outline several of these poten-
tial avenues. However, it is important to note that this 
landscape is constantly evolving, particularly with the 
integration of new user-suggested modules.

Life course and family dynamics
With the persistence of (very) low levels of fertility, 
questions about the determinants of fertility continue to 
deserve considerable attention. For example, the recent 
decline in fertility in the Scandinavian countries suggests 
that even a particularly supportive family policy and 
gender equality may not be sufficient to maintain fer-
tility at higher levels (Neyer, Andersson and Dahlberg, 
2024). New GGS-II data will make it possible to inves-
tigate the role of uncertainty in fertility decision and to 
expand the scope of analysis to non-European countries 
with different institutional contexts. In addition, newly 
introduced survey items derived from the ‘Traits-Desires-
Intentions-Behaviour (TDIB) framework’ developed by 
Miller (1994; 1995) will enable researchers to assess the 
extent to which specific motivational traits and desires 
are associated with fertility intentions and their realiza-
tion (Mynarska and Raybould, 2020). Finally, the new 
module on intensive parenting (Billingsley et al., 2025) 
opens up important research opportunities to explore 
the role of normative standards of parenting in fertility 
decision-making. The concept itself is not new, but it has 

rarely been included in large-scale surveys, and even less 
so in large-scale cross-nationally comparative surveys 
(Gauthier and de Jong, 2021). The new data, therefore, 
provides a unique opportunity to examine how wide-
spread these standards of parenthood are and how they 
relate to fertility decisions.

Another avenue of research concerns the growing 
complexity of family life, including how couples meet 
and the custodial arrangements after union dissolu-
tion. The inclusion of the question on how partners 
met, with ‘online’ as one of the answer categories, cap-
tures the rise of online dating, a phenomenon that has 
fundamentally changed the way potential partners first 
interact. It will be particularly interesting to examine 
whether unions formed online experience higher dis-
solution rates than those formed through other means.

The increase of singlehood represents one of the 
most notable demographic shifts in recent years, yet it 
has received far less attention than other relationship 
forms. Although research has increasingly focussed on 
diverse relationship arrangements that deviate from 
the traditional married or cohabitational norms (e.g. 
Living Apart Together), singlehood remains under-
explored, in part due to the lack of cross-nationally 
comparative data (Liefbroer, 2025). Singlehood is a 
complex and multifaceted experience that can vary 
widely across cultural, social, and economic contexts. 
New survey items on the experience of singlehood will 
create opportunities to study this life stage across differ-
ent countries and phases of the life course (Mortelmans 
et al., 2025). This line of research is crucial, as it pro-
vides insights into evolving social structures, individual 
well-being, and the changing dynamics of familial and 
social support systems.

Mixed mode and survey methodology
The transition of GGS-II to a multi-mode data collec-
tion approach—and to web-only in many countries—
has opened several new research avenues, relevant not 
only for survey methodologists but also for researchers 
in other disciplines. This includes examining the extent 
to which different modes of data collection—and the 
devices used to answer the survey (e.g. phone, tablet, 
computer)—affect survey completion, data quality 
(e.g. missing values), and the responses themselves. For 
example, recent studies revealed notable differences 
in responses to subjective survey items across modes 
(Piccitto, Liefbroer and Emery, 2022; Schumann and 
Lück, 2023). In contrast, responses to more objective 
survey items—such as fertility and partnership his-
tories—appear to be largely consistent across modes 
(Leocádio et al., 2023). As more GGS-II data becomes 
available, these types of analyses will be crucial for 
understanding both mode effects and the potential 
selectivity into different modes of participation.
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Conclusion
The GGS and its parent organization, the GGP, are 
celebrating their 25th anniversary in 2025—marking 
twenty-five years of collecting data to understand both 
the slow and the fast changes in individual life courses, 
as well as in in population and family dynamics (Billari, 
2022). It also marks twenty-five years of developing 
a survey instrument capable of capturing the relevant 
dimensions of people’s lives and addressing key scien-
tific challenges related to population change. Today, 
as was the case twenty-five years ago, the importance 
of cross-nationally comparable data remains. Low 
fertility, population ageing, changing gender roles, 
work-family balance, the fragility and complexity of 
families, and the uncertainty among young adults all 
demand high quality data to understand their causes, 
consequences, dynamics, and inequalities.

Looking back, the success of the GGS as a cross-
national longitudinal resource can be attributed to 
three key factors. First, the strong engagement of the 
scientific community—particularly the collective com-
mitment to developing and sustaining an open-access 
resource. From the outset, the GGS and GGP have ben-
efited enormously from the time and expertise of sci-
entists. This includes their involvement in governance 
structures and working groups, their roles in national 
data collection teams, and their contributions as active 
users of the data. It is this community that has continu-
ally developed, used, and critically reassessed the data. 
Second, the Central Coordination Team has played a 
crucial role. Its efforts in developing fieldwork guide-
lines and collaborating closely with national teams 
have been essential to ensuring cross-national com-
parability and maintaining high data quality. Finally, 
dissemination and engagement activities have been key 
to promoting the use of the data—not only within the 
scientific community but also among policymakers and 
other stakeholders involved in public debate.

Looking ahead, the GGP aims to establish itself as a 
permanent research infrastructure, providing ongoing 
access to cross-nationally comparable data on population 
and family dynamics. Achieving this goal will require not 
only concrete funding commitments from participating 
countries, but also the flexibility to adapt to emerging 
scientific and societal challenges—as well as to develop-
ments in survey research and evolving data ecosystems.

Ultimately, it is the users of the data who will drive 
the future development of the GGP. They will challenge 
existing theories of family and demographic change, 
generate policy-relevant empirical evidence, and high-
light areas where new data are needed. As the saying 
goes, data is the new gold—and the GGS stands as 
one of the key large-scale databases that help us better 
understand the world we live in.
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disseminated through the GGP Data Portal and compara-
ble with other GGS-I countries.

9	 For information on the members and the affiliations of the 
national teams, please see the GGP Colectica.

10	 For information on the members and the affiliations of the 
national teams, please see the GGP Colectica.

11	 The ‘Harmonized Histories’ dataset is designed for 
cross-national and longitudinal research on partnership 
and fertility histories (Perelli-Harris, Kreyenfeld, and 
Kubisch, 2010). It standardizes data from both rounds of 
the GGS as well as similar surveys (e.g. the Spanish Fertility 
Survey ‘Encuesta de Fecundidad’), including detailed 
information on partnership formations, dissolutions, and 
fertility behaviours. Researchers can access this data by 
registering and agreeing to the terms of use through the 
GGP data portal.
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