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Housing Policies in the EU

The project within the research programme “Experimental Housing and Urban Development (ExWoSt)” was carried out
by the Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development (BBSR) on behalf of the Federal
Ministry for Housing, Urban Development and Building (BMWSB).
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Dear Readers,

Housing policy is a key field of action for all EU member states. It is a policy area of great
significance for the quality of life of all citizens and is at the same time confronted with many
present-day challenges: Climate change and energy efficiency, urbanisation and immigration,
as well as demographic change and associated changes in housing requirements involve a wide
range of tasks for the housing policies of the European members. This study has examined
and analysed these challenges and the diverse responses of the individual national policies
within the framework of the German EU Council Presidency 2020. The researchers involved
national experts from all EU member states for this purpose.

The results of the research give a systematic overview of housing supply and housing policy
structures in the member states of the European Union. The principal result is the versa-
tility of the different housing supply systems, which range from diversified systems with a
well-balanced relationship between owner-occupied and rented property markets through to
owner-dominated markets in many states. The structure of the respective national housing
policy is defined by the historical developmental path, present socio-political tasks, national
structures on the housing market and the statutory framework conditions. The results illus-
trate that solutions for the respective housing policy related challenges need to be developed
in the member states.

However, the project results enable a “learning from abroad” approach, as they allow the clas-
sification of steering concepts. Hence, the research results are a good basis for international
discussion and exchange at a political, administrative and scientific level.

I hope you will find this interesting.

Ut T2

Dr. Markus Eltges
Director of the Federal Institute for Research on Building,
Urban Affairs and Spatial Development (BBSR)
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Summary

Housing policy in a narrow sense focuses
on the quantitative and qualitative provi-
sion of housing services. It is particularly
concerned with availability, accessibility
and affordability of housing for different
social groups. Despite these fundamental
goals, housing policies differ considerably
in the 28 EU member states. The manifes-
tation in each country is both the result of
an individual historical evolutionary path,
demand-sided characteristics and national
regulatory and funding-policy measures.

Against the background of national housing
stocks and changing housing needs, indi-
vidual national housing policy profiles have
developed over time. But there is a lack of
research dealing specifically with present
housing policies in Europe in a comparative
perspective. This research project conducted
for the BBSR and BMI aims at providing
a comprehensive overview of the different
programmatic approaches and characteris-
tics of national housing policies.

The overall approach can be broken down
in two separate tasks: First, to give a com-
prehensive overview on housing policy
issues in all member states of the EU, sec-
ond, to provide deeper insights into specific
issues of housing policies.

These tasks refer to a two-step qualitative
survey addressed at academic country-spe-
cific experts and is supplemented by fur-
ther information by the national Housing
Focal Points. The first step questionnaire
included closed questions e. g. regarding
the existence of policies and specific reg-
ulations as well as open questions e. g. to
describe the functions of instruments. It
was supplemented with an analysis of sec-
ondary statistical data on housing markets
to flank the responses of country experts.
The second step involved in-depth stud-
ies on selected issues based on case study
interviews. Final results of the project were

presented during a European online con-
ference on housing policy on 6 November
2020 under the German Council Presidency.
Based on the results of the survey, the sup-
plementary comprehensive country reports'
were compiled and reviewed in line with the
finalisation of the study report.

The situation regarding governance struc-
tures in housing policy has been found to
be very diverse. This applies both to the
horizontal distribution of competencies
between different national units (ministries,
agencies, specialised authorities, etc.) and
the vertical distribution of competencies
across the individual administrative levels.
No striking connections have been found
between the type of distribution of com-
petencies and the type of housing policy
practised. The willingness to reform also
varies greatly.

A key result of the comparative study was
the distinction between different housing
provision systems, according to which four
main groups can be distinguished, consid-
ering the structure of the housing stock,
housing providers, tenure proportions and
the social scope of tenures.

In the first group, pronouncedly diver-
sified systems with a relatively balanced
quantitative ratio between rental tenures
and owner-occupation can be identified.
The rental housing sector in the countries
of this group is mainly characterised by
the existence of institutional providers in
the market-oriented rental housing sector.
However, the composition of subsidised,
public, non-profit/cooperative and mar-
ket-based rental housing sectors within this
group remains heterogeneous, as are the
relationships between tenures of in terms

1 The country reports can be downloaded from
the BBSR project page www.bbsr.bund.de/
housing-policies-eu.


www.bbsr.bund.de/housing-policies-eu

of accessibility to owner-occupied housing
and target group diversification within the
rental housing sub-markets.

The second group represents mainly two-
tier systems with at least a 2/3 proportion
of owner-occupied housing, and a rent-
al housing market based mainly on small
private letting. In terms of accessibility and
competition between tenures, a more hier-
archical relationship between rental housing,
and owner-occupied housing can be noted.
Subsidised housing, if available, is of sec-
ondary importance in quantitative terms.

The third group represents member states
with predominant importance of owner-oc-
cupied housing. The quantitative imbalance
corresponds to an even stronger hierarchy
between owner-occupation and rent in
terms of stability and quality compared
to the previous groups, resulting also in a
distinct marginalisation of public or social
rental housing, if available.

This hierarchy turned out to be even strong-
er in the fourth group, the owner-occupa-
tion-dominated countries, typically charac-
terised by privatisation experiences in the
course of the post-communist transforma-
tion. A formally marginal supply of rental
housing (both private and public) is typical
of this group, although this is supplemented
by various forms of informal letting activity.

With regard to national housing poli-
cies, the results reveal that typical policy
instruments such as housing allowances,
subsidies for homeowners and homebuy-
ers, subsidised housing and rent regulation
apply in most EU member states. Howev-
er, subject-oriented instruments (housing
allowances and subsidies for homeown-
ers and homebuyers) and object-oriented
instruments (subsidised housing) are more
common among all EU member states,
while rent regulation is mainly used in
Western EU member states. Furthermore,
among subject-oriented instruments, sig-
nificantly more subsidies for homeowners

and homebuyers are in place, indicating a
certain emphasis in favour of home-own-
ership promotion. Although it was only
partly possible to gather information on
the scope — measured by the number of
households/dwellings supported - and the
intensity of the instruments — measured by
public expenditure, the available informa-
tion shows that the scope and intensity of
the subsidy instruments used varies consid-
erably across the EU member states, as does
the importance of housing allowances.

Despite heterogeneous housing markets and
housing policy instruments, there are also
some similarities with regard to the main
factors influencing housing policy deci-
sions over the last ten years. For example,
energy efficiency issues have to some extent
shaped housing policy in almost all mem-
ber states. The continuing trend towards
urbanisation also plays a prominent role.
Other common drivers are immigration
and demographic changes and the resulting
need for housing for the elderly and smaller
units. By far the most widespread problems
of housing supply across all member states
are price and rent increases in urban areas
and the associated financing problems and
lack of social or subsidised housing. Fur-
thermore, in some member states with a
strong tradition of owner-occupied housing,
there is also a lack of regulation of the rental
housing market. Another increasingly wide-
spread problem seems to be energy poverty.
Finally, some member states highlight a lack
of shelters provided for the homeless.

While the original objective was to divide
housing policies in the EU into overarching,
distinct meta-groups and to identify group
representatives for the in-depth survey on
this basis, the cross-evaluation revealed only
a low degree of congruence between struc-
tural determinants of housing systems and
housing policies in the EU member states.
Instead of researching type representatives,
the in-depth survey was therefore conduct-
ed in case studies.



With regard to the effects of the financial
crisis, three impact mechanisms were being
identified on the basis of the case studies of
Denmark, Greece, Hungary and Sweden.
First, the tightening of lending rules reduced
accessibility to homeownership, second, the
impact of the immigration-related increase
in demand for housing, together with the
low interest rate policy in the aftermath of
the financial and euro crisis, which affected
house prices - positively and negatively - in
the target countries; and third, capacity
bottlenecks as a result of more restrictive
corporate financing for the medium-sized
construction industry, which made it more
difficult for the construction sector in the
concerned member states to recover.

Concerning the impact, a distinction needs
to be made between countries in which the
interdependencies between the housing
market, the financial sector and the gener-
al economic development contributed to a
clearly pronounced recession and others,
where the linkage between these issues was
less evident. Typical characteristics of coun-
tries that were severely affected by the finan-
cial crisis were demand-side problems in
the housing market, especially in the area of
new construction demand by private house-
holds, negative house price dynamics and
household-related liquidity problems, which
have contributed to destabilising the finan-
cial sector. This contrasts with countries that
hardly felt any recessionary effects. In these
countries, shortage problems in the housing
market were the main problem. In particu-
lar, the interplay of immigration, expansion-
ary monetary policy and supply shortages
had a significant impact on the affordability
of owner-occupied housing in some mem-
ber states in the decade following the finan-
cial crisis. It has also become apparent that
the vulnerability of individual countries is
not a systematic matter of national financ-
ing cultures. First-time buyers in countries
with traditionally equity-based financing
cultures or those with high homeownership
rates were also affected by these affordability

problems, as rental housing markets did not
provide sufficient housing alternatives for
starter households.

When analysing the competitive condi-
tions between owner-occupied and rental
housing, the case studies of Bulgaria, Cro-
atia, Ireland, and Italy show that the main
drivers are trends in housing demand. First,
migration and aging are likely to be long-
term structural trends. Diverging trends in
population development between periph-
eral and central regions can be identified
both within and between the member states.
Declining fertility rates and an increase in
the elderly population are an issue in all
member states, albeit to different degrees
and with regional differences. From these
demand side trends, some basic common
patterns emerge in terms of land use pat-
terns: Member states with ongoing urban-
isation trends, high labour mobility, and
positive net immigration face increasing
demand for rental housing, which is like-
ly to contribute to a further increase in
the importance of the rental sector at the
expense of owner-occupied housing. Par-
ticularly strong changes, relatively speaking,
can be seen in some member states with
originally rather low importance of renting
for housing supply. In this sense, a certain
extent of convergence of tenures in the EU
can be witnessed, although this trend can-
not be generalised across the EU.

In regard to the question of the EU's influ-
ence on housing policy, the case studies of
Estonia, France, the Netherlands and Poland
show that EU impact on national policies
is generally considered to be rather low.
Depending on the existing housing stock,
the general national orientation of housing
policy and ongoing national reforms, the
EU can provide incentives in various areas.
While EU regulations regarding state aid
plays an important role in at least one case
study country (the Netherlands), it does not
appear to have much effect in other coun-
tries. The same is true for EU regulations



on energy efficiency, which are more con-
sequential in countries with a large share
of non-renovated housing stock. Anti-dis-
crimination legislation is generally con-
sidered to have a low impact, but may be
important in the context of barrier-free
construction and renovation. EU financing
and investment programmes play a minor
role regarding the overall volume of nation-
al housing finance, but EU programmes can
have an important leverage effect on the
financing of individual projects. As there
are considerable differences in the overall
impact of the EU on national housing pol-
icy in the four case study countries, it can
be assumed that this also applies to the EU
member states in general. Thus, the rele-
vance of EU regulations is highly depend-
ent on the existing national housing stock
and national housing policy.
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1.1 Scope and background of this report

Housing policy is a central field of action for
almost all member states of the European
Union. The form it takes in each country is
the product of an individual historical evo-
lutionary path, local market structures, and
regulatory framework and funding-policy
measures. To assist Germany’s presidency
of the Council of the European Union in
the second half of 2020, this report aims
at providing a comprehensive overview on
the different programmatic approaches and
characteristics of national housing policies
in the EU member states, offering an over-
view of the interaction of markets, regula-
tory environment and policy instruments
in each national context.

In order to facilitate learning from interna-
tional experience and improve information
exchange on national policy options, an
informal framework for meetings of the EU
members’ housing ministers and their key
administration staff (Housing Focal Points)
was established. This framework includes
the provision of national statistical data
and focused information on specific hous-
ing-related issues. A successful internation-
al exchange requires mutual understanding
of the working principles of given policy
instruments, regardless of whether these
are specific to a particular nation or involve
EU directives transposed into national law.
This understanding must be based on sound
knowledge of both the constitutive structure
and the objectives of national housing poli-
cies and their further development.

Despite their common fundamental goals,
housing policies differ considerably in the
EU member states. Against the background
of national housing stocks and changing
housing needs, individual national hous-
ing policy profiles have developed over time.
However, from a comparative perspective,
there is a lack of research dealing specifical-
ly with present housing policies in Europe.

For this purpose, the project was commis-
sioned by the Federal Ministry of the Inte-
rior, Building and Community (BMI) and
the Federal Institute for Research on Build-
ing, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development
(BBSR) and conducted by a project team
from the Institute for Housing and Envi-
ronment (IWU) and the Technical Univer-
sity Darmstadt (TU Darmstadt). The project
started in January 2018. The results of the
project primarily refer to the state of knowl-
edge up to and including 2018. Since 2020,
the United Kingdom has no longer been a
member of the EU. In order to comply with
the original study design, we decided to
retain the UK in the report. Thus, all results
refer both to the EU-27 and the UK. Unless
otherwise indicated, in this report the “Euro-
pean Union” or “EU member states” refers to
all EU-28-member states, including the UK.



1.2 Objective of the study and research questions

This report provides a comprehensive and
systematic overview of housing structures
in terms of provision structures, housing
policy goals, problems and challenges, steer-
ing approaches and actors. This includes the
current status of housing policies in all EU
member states as well as recent changes in
challenges and responses. The overview
is used to identify structural similarities
among the housing systems and policies
in the EU member states. Against the back-
ground of cross-border developments
influenced by economic interdependencies
and supranational policies the relevance of
European activities for national housing
policies will also be examined.

The research project was guided by the fol-
lowing research questions:

» What kinds of responsibility for housing
policy exist in the EU member states
across and at different levels of gov-
ernment? Which actors are relevant for
policy formulation and implementation?

» Which subsegments, target groups and
provider structures shape the housing
markets and policies of the EU member
states?

« What does the provision of housing look
like in the EU member states and what
kind of (common) problems can be
observed?

» What are the guiding principles of hous-
ing policy in the EU member states?

» What policy instruments exist in EU
member states and what is their (relative)
importance for provision of housing?

» What reform approaches and trends in
the choice of instruments are evident in
EU member states?

« What role does the EU play in the hous-
ing systems and policies of its member
states?

o Are housing policies and markets
converging or diverging across the EU
member states?

In addition, selected housing policy issues
will be analysed in greater depth: the finan-
cial crisis of 2008, tenure relations and ten-
ure dynamics as well as the EU’s impact on
housing (cf. Chapter 1.3.2 below).

In this project, a narrow definition of hous-
ing policy has been adopted for dealing with
these extensive research questions. Housing
policy in this sense focuses on the quantita-
tive and qualitative provision of housing. It
is concerned in particular with availability,
accessibility and affordability of housing for
different social groups. Other questions with
strong ties to housing, e. g. spatial planning,
taxation, technical building regulations, or
general welfare are necessarily beyond this
scope..



1.3 Research design

The research design is essentially based on
a two-stage expert survey, which is supple-
mented by statistical information. The first
stage includes a comparative international
overview of housing systems. The second
stage examines topics in detail based on a

case study approach. In order to validate the
results, the working steps were framed by an
international workshop and feedback loops
with scientific country experts and national
Housing Focal Points as well as a scientific
advisory board..

_________ International Workshop to ;
. discuss the preliminary findings

- Written feedback procedure to
discuss intermediary results

. Presentation of the project
results at the European
Conference on Housing Policy

Figure 1: Project Flow Chart: Housing Policies in the European Union,
Source: Institute for Housing and Environment (IWU).
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1.3.1 Cross-comparison

1.3.1.1 International comparative survey
The basis of the cross-comparison is the
international comparative survey of sci-
entific country experts. For this purpose, a
comprehensive questionnaire was devel-
oped which provides a qualitative insight
into the structures of the individual coun-
tries. In accordance with the guiding ques-
tions, the questionnaire contains three
major sections (cf. the main questionnaire
in the annex):

Section A: Actors and guiding principles
of housing policies: In the first part, hori-
zontal and vertical competencies among
the different departments and political
levels responsible for housing policies are
surveyed. Additionally, this section contains
questions regarding the leading principles
of national housing policy.

Section B: The national system of housing
provision: Different subsegments and hous-
ing tenures on the national housing markets
(owner-occupied housing, rental market,
hybrid/mixed tenures, informal housing)
and their regulatory framework are at the
core of this segment.

Section C: Housing provision problems

and policies: A problem-centred character-
isation of the actual state of housing provi-
sion as well as short descriptions of relevant
policy instruments are the focus of the third
part. A separate instrument-related ques-
tionnaire aims at defining the objectives
and steering approach of each instrument.

The questionnaire contained closed ques-
tions regarding, for example, the existence
of policies and specific regulations as well as
open questions such as describing the func-
tions of instruments. In addition to gathering
responses on structural conditions, the ques-
tionnaire also considered the time dimension
by including questions on changes within the

last ten years as well as current trends. Due
to the scope of the survey, the question-
naire focused on national housing policies,
although relevant structures at lower levels
(such as regions) could be reported by the
country experts as well. In addition, the ques-
tionnaire focuses on aspects of quantitative
and qualitative housing provision in accord-
ance with the narrow definition of housing
policy chosen in this project context (see
above). Despite the importance of interac-
tion with related policy fields (e. g. spatial
planning, energy policy, but also social poli-
cy), for pragmatic reasons related to research,
the questionnaire had to be narrowed down.

1.3.1.2 Selection of scientific country
experts

In preparation for the field phase, scientific
country experts were identified who were
considered to have the relevant expertise for
the issues raised here. This assessment was
based on publications and research profiles,
membership in relevant academic networks
(e. g. the European Network for Housing
Research) and corresponding recommenda-
tions given by the scientific advisory board.

In order to adequately respond to the scope
of the questionnaire, it was necessary to
identify experts who had a broad research
profile in regard to housing markets and
housing policies. Different scholarly dis-
ciplines were also considered. To ensure
responses regarding all questionnaire items,
the experts who were contacted were also
given the opportunity to pass on parts of
the questionnaire to colleagues and divide
up the work.

Table 1 lists the country experts who took
part in the study.



Table 1: Scientific country experts

Member
state

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Participant

Dr. Wolfgang
Amann

Sien Winters

Prof. Dr. Sasha
Tsenkova

Prof. Dr. Gojko
Bezovan

Ass. Prof. Dr. Lora
Nicolaou

Prof. Dr. Ludék
Sykora

Dr. Rikke
Skovgaard
Nielsen

Ass. Prof. Dr. Hans
Thor Andersen

Prof. Dr. Irene Kull
Ave Hussar

Prof. em. Dr.
Heikki A.
Loikkanen

Jean-Pierre
Schaefer

Project team

Prof. Dr. Thomas
Maloutas

Ass. Prof. Dr.
Jézsef Hegediis

Nora Teller

Prof. Dr. Michelle
Norris

Dr. Igor Costarelli

Dr. Ranieri
Bianchi

Affiliation

Institute for Real Estate, Con-
struction and Housing Ltd.,
Vienna

HIVA Research Institute for
Work and Society, KU Leuven,

Faculty of Environmental
Design, University of Calgary,
Canada

Faculty of Law, Department
of Social Work, University of
Zagreb

Department of Architecture,
School of Engineering, Freder-
ick University, Nicosia

Department of Social Geog-
raphy and Regional Devel-
opment, Charles University,
Prague

Department of the Built Envi-
ronment, The Faculty of Engi-
neering and Science, Aalborg
University, Copenhagen

Department of Private Law,
University of Tartu

Department of Political and
Economic Studies, University
of Helsinki

Independent researcher

Institute for Housing and Envi-
ronment, Darmstadyt; Institute
for Political Science, Technical

University Darmstadt

Department of Geography,
Harokopio University, Athens

Institute of Sociology and
Social Policy, Corvinus Univer-
sity of Budapest; Metropolitan
Research Institute, Budapest

Metropolitan Research Insti-
tute, Budapest

School of Social Policy, Social
Work and Social Justice, Uni-
versity College Dublin

Department of Sociology and
Social Research, University of
Milano Bicocca

Department of Law, University
of Pisa

Member
state

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxem-
bourg

Malta

Nether-
lands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

UK

Participant

Prof Dr. Elena
Bargelli

Prof. Dr. Ineta
Geipele

Ass. Prof. Dr.
Sanda Geipele

Iveta Pukite

Dr. Jolanta
Aidukaite

Dr. Magdalena
Gorczynska

Dr. Kurt Xerri

Ass. Prof. Dr.
Gerard van Bortel

Prof. Dr. Magda-
lena Habdas

Jakub Bryta

Katarzyna
Kaminska

Prof. Dr. Dulce
Lopes

Ass. Prof. Dr. Maria
Olinda Garcia

Dr. Bogdan
Suditu
Marek Hojsik

Dr. Richard Sendi

Dr. Montserrat
Pareja-Eastaway

Dr. Cecilia
Enstrom Ost

Prof. Dr. Kenneth
D Gibb

Affiliation

Associate Professor of Private
Law, Faculty of Political Science,
University of Pisa

Institute of the Civil Engineer-
ing and Real Estate Economics,
Riga Technical University

Social Welfare Institute of Lith-
uanian Social Research Centre,
Vilnius

Department Urban Develop-
ment and Mobility, Luxem-
bourg Institute of Socio-Eco-
nomic Research (LISER)

Faculty of Laws, University of
Malta

Housing Management, Delft
University of Technology

Faculty of Law and Adminis-
tration, University of Silesia,
Katowice

Faculty of Law, University of
Coimbra

Department of Human and
Economic Geography, Univer-
sity of Bucharest

Centre for Policy Studies, Cen-
tral European University

Urban Planning Institute of the
Republic of Slovenia

Faculty of Economics and Busi-
ness, University of Barcelona

Institute for Housing and
Urban Research, Uppsala
University

School of Social and Political
Sciences, University of Glasgow



1.3.1.3 Housing Focal Points

Originally, the research plan had includ-
ed completion of the questionnaire by the
Housing Focal Points in each country as well,
in order to ensure that the survey was based
on two strands. As it turned out, this was not
possible, due to the rather low response rate
among national Housing Focal Points. In
the course of the project, the Housing Focal
Points were assigned the role of commenta-
tors, who were given the opportunity to sup-
plement the results or suggest corrections. In
the event of major discrepancies, the scien-
tific country experts were contacted about
them in order to achieve validated results.

1.3.1.4 Pre-test and main survey

In a pre-test, the questionnaire was sent to
experts in four selected countries in July
2018. Consequently, the questionnaire was
revised and restructured before being sent
to all country experts in order to enable
more efficient processing. In addition, the
BBSR made an expense allowance available
to the participating experts.

The main survey was conducted from
December 2018 to March 2019. In addi-
tion, it was possible to obtain feedback for
single countries from the Housing Focal
Points. Subsequently, the information was
consolidated through individual clarifica-
tions with the country experts and a broad
feedback loop with the country experts
and the Housing Focal Points based on the
cross-evaluations available up to that point.

An international expert workshop took
place on 24-25 June 2019 at the Federal
Press Office in Berlin. First cross-section-
al reports based on the survey and other
secondary statistical data were presented
and discussed. Twenty-two scientific coun-
try experts representing 20 countries, the
scientific advisory board as well as repre-
sentatives of the BMI and BBSR participat-
ed in the workshop. Key insights from the
workshop focused on the validation and

comparability of country results in the con-
text of structural comparative evaluations.

Due to restrictions caused by the COVID-
19 pandemic, a second workshop had to be
cancelled and replaced by a written feed-
back procedure with the scientific country
experts and the national Housing Focal
Points. On this basis, the results of the
cross-comparison were again cross-checked.

1.3.1.5 Cross-comparison and country
reports

The cross-comparison provides a themati-
cally grouped overview of aspects of nation-
al housing systems that were considered
central in this report. As the international
comparative perspective is the main focus,
an adequate level of abstraction had to be
achieved due to the large number of cases.
In order to enable a higher degree of detail
and better understanding of specific nation-
al issues, individual country reports were
also prepared.? These reports summarise the
results of the expert survey for each indi-
vidual country and it was possible to obtain
feedback from the Housing Focal Points for
several countries.

The cross-comparison is based on the
results of the survey of the scientific coun-
try experts and was supplemented in certain
areas by external data or was cross-checked
with external data (EUROSTAT census data
and EU-SILC Statistics on Income and Liv-
ing Conditions) and country-specific reports
(in particular the OECD Affordable Hous-
ing Database (as of 2018), Housing Europe’s
State of Housing in the EU report, and the
European Mortgage Federations (EMF) sta-
tistical yearbook). Nevertheless, due to the
chosen research design, the reported results
mainly rely on the assessment of the scien-
tific country experts and the further com-
ments by the national Housing Focal Points.

2 The country reports can be downloaded from
the BBSR project page www.bbsr.bund.de/
housing-policies-eu.
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1.3.2 In-depth studies

The research concept also includes in-depth
studies on three selected topics:

« The financial crisis of 2008: impact
on the housing system and the policy
response

o Tenure relations and tenure dynamics
« The EU’s impact on housing

While the original objective was to divide
housing policies in the EU into overarch-
ing, distinct meta-groups and to identify
group representatives for the in-depth sur-
vey on this basis, the cross-evaluation of
the different thematic categories revealed
only a low degree of congruence between
structural determinants of housing systems
and housing policies among EU members.
Consequently, instead of researching rep-
resentative types, the in-depth survey was
conducted based on case studies.

These case studies have a descriptive-ana-
lytical orientation and each one was cho-
sen on the basis of group formations, which
show different characteristics for each topic.
Each group was formed separately for each
of the three thematic topics (cf. Chapters
6, 7 and 8 for more detail). The case stud-
ies were intended to make possible deeper
understanding of problem situations (the
financial crisis) or framework conditions
(the path dependency of tenure structures
and national EU connections), and to
classify the corresponding policy activi-
ties. These in-depth studies do not claim to
reveal causal mechanisms on the basis of a
case description or to transfer them to the
other group members. In this respect, the
results of the case studies should initially be
considered on their own, but they can also
generate hypotheses that could be tested in
other cases.

The in-depth study was carried out in the
form of guideline-based online video
interviews, in order to better understand
the country-specific relationships among
influencing factors and to achieve greater
openness for country-specific issues. The
in-depth survey was conducted in the first
half of 2020. The results were documented
in the form of minutes and cross-checked
by the country experts who had been inter-
viewed. The individual case studies were
written up on this basis.



1.4 Scientific advisory board

The project was supported by a scientific
advisory board, consisting in experts with
a long-standing background in internation-
al comparative housing studies. First of all,
the selection of experts and the question-
naire were presented and discussed in var-
ious workshops. In addition, the procedure

for evaluating the questionnaires as well as
the project results and their classification
were the subject of consultations with the
scientific advisory board. For this purpose,
several on-site and video sessions as well
as bilateral talks were conducted under the
direction of the BBSR.

Members of the scientific advisory board were:

Prof. Dr. Christoph U. Schmid (Chair of the Board), Centre of European Law and Politics,
Department Chair, University of Bremen, Germany

Merja Haapakka, Policy Coordinator, Directorate General for Regional and Urban Policy,
Unit DDG.03 - Inclusive Growth, Urban and Territorial Development, Brussels, Belgium

Dr. M.E.A. Marietta Haffner, Faculty of Architecture and the Built Environment, Delft
University of Technology, The Netherlands.

Dr. Hartwig Hamm, (former) Vice-President of the European Federation of Building
Societies, Bonn, Germany

Prof. Martin Lux, Institute of Sociology, The Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague, Czech
Republic

Prof. Sergio Nasarre-Aznar, Faculty of Law, University Rovira i Virgili, Tarragona, Spain

Prof. Christine Whitehead, Emeritus Professor of Housing Economics, London School
of Economics and Political Science, Spatial Economics Research Centre, Cambridge, UK

Based on the results, the scientific advisory
board has formulated a commenting posi-
tion paper, which can be downloaded from

the BBSR project page’.

3 www.bbsrbund.de/housing-policies-eu
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1.5 Structure of the report

The report is essentially composed of two
parts. The first part presents the results of
the cross-comparison, which have been
grouped into the thematic fields of gov-
ernance structures (Chapter 2), the hous-
ing system (Chapter 3), drivers of housing
policy and problem conditions (Chapter 4),
and policy instruments and reforms (Chap-
ter 5). The second part presents the results
of the in-depth studies. Each in-depth topic
is presented in a separate chapter, with the
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2 Governance structure




Countries have different ideas on how to
organize a special policy area. This chapter
emphasises the organisational background
of housing policy by tackling two impor-
tant dimensions of the policy field. First, we
will examine how housing policy is organ-
ised at the national level within the EU and
how policy responsibilities are distributed
among member states throughout the var-
ious levels of government. Second, we will
explore how the setup has changed during
the last decade.

2.1 Responsibilities
2.1.1 National responsibilities

The first approach to housing policy in the
member states is based on the organisa-
tional structure of the policy field at the
national level, where responsibilities may
be distributed across several governmental
units (horizontal dispersion). The idea is
to find groups of countries where housing
policy is organised in the same way or at
least in a similar way. For this purpose, we
collected data about national governmental
units involved in housing policy (ministries,
departments, agencies, public banks, etc.).
In order to produce a systematic overview
from the text descriptions given by the
country experts, the answers were re-coded
and reviewed by the experts. Table 2 shows
the government units involved and the
portfolio in which the unit is responsible for
housing policy. “X” indicates that this unit of
government is typically responsible for this
policy field or tasks associated with the field
(and therefore has responsibility for some
aspect of housing policy). Involvement and
titles of the ministries are understood as
indicators of the relevance of their orienta-
tion and/or strategic focus.



Table 2: National responsibilities

Member
state

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Econ-
omy/
Inno-
vation/ Inte-

Bodies named in survey Finance Techn. rior

Federal Ministry for Digital and Economic Affairs X

Federal Ministry of Justice

Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Regions and

Tourism

Federal Ministry of Climate Action, Environment, X

Energy, Mobility, Innovation and Technology

Federal Ministry of Finance

Federal Public Service (FPS) Finance (only for tax

purposes, housing is task of the regions)

Federal Public Service (FPS) Justice

Federal Public Service (FPS) Social Welfare

Ministry of Regional Development and Public

Works (MRDPW)

Directorate for National Construction Control under

MRDPW

Ministry of Labour and Social Policy (MLSP)

Agency for Social Assistance under MLSP

Ministry of Finance X

Ministry of Economy X

Ministry of Energy

Ministry of Construction and Physical Planning

Ministry for Demography, Family, Youth and Social

Policy

Ministry of Regional Development and Funds of EU

Ministry of Finance X

Agency for Transactions and Mediation in Immova-

ble Properties

Ministry of Interior

Cyprus Organisation of Land Development (KOAIN)

Cyprus Organization for Housing Funding (OX%X) X

Department of Welfare and Rehabilitation of Dis-

placed Persons (YMATTE)

Ministry of Labour and Social Insurance.

Ministry for Regional Development X

Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs

State Fund for Housing Development X

Agency for Social Inclusion

Ministry of Justice

Ministry of Finance X

Ministry of Housing

Ministry of Transport

Ministry of Industry X

Ministry of Justice

Con-

struc-
Spatial/ tion/
Plan- Environ- Social/ Infra-
ning/  ment/ Labour/ struc-

Region Energy Justice Welfare ture

X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X



Member
state

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Bodies named in survey

Ministry of Social Affairs and the interior

Ministry of Employment

Danish Ministry of Climate, Energy and Utilities
Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Economic Affairs and Communication
Ministry of Justice

Ministry of Environment (ME)

Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Transport and Communications

The Housing Finance and Development Centre of
Finland (ARA)

Ministry of Social Affairs and Health

Ministry of Economic Affairs and Employment
Ministry of Territorial Cohesion

Ministry of Environment

Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Overseas Territories

Ministry of Justice

Federal Ministry of the Interior, Building and
Community

Federal Ministry of Justice and Consumer
Protection

Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs
Federal Ministry of Finance

Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Energy
Ministry of Labour

Ministry of the Environment

Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Human Capacities

Ministry of Innovation and Technology
Ministry of Interior

National Bank of Hungary

The Department of Housing, Planning and Local
Government

The Housing and Sustainable Communities Agency
Housing Finance Agency

Land Development Agency

Ministry of Infrastructure and Transport

Ministry of Labour and Social Policy

Ministry of Economics and Finance

Finance

Econ-
omy/
Inno-
vation/ Inte-
Techn. rior
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Con-

struc-
Spatial/ tion/
Plan- Environ- Social/ Infra-
ning/  ment/ Labour/ struc-

Region Energy Justice Welfare ture

X
X X X
X
X
X
X
X X
X
X X
X
X
X
X
X X X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X



Con-

Econ- struc-

omy/ Spatial/ tion/

Inno- Plan- Environ- Social/ Infra-

Member vation/ Inte- ning/ ment/ Labour/ struc-

state Bodies named in survey Finance Techn. rior Region Energy Justice Welfare ture
Latvia Ministry of Economics X X X X X

Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional X X X X
Development

Ministry of Justice X
Ministry of Finance X X
Ministry of Welfare
State Chancellery X X
Cross-Sectoral Coordination Centre
Lithuania Ministry of Environment X X
Ministry of Finance X
Ministry of Social Security and Labour
Luxem- Ministry of Housing X X X
ST Ministry of the Interior

Ministry of Energy and Land Planning X

X X X X
>

Ministry of the Environment, Climate and Sustaina-
ble Development

Ministry of Family, Integration and of the Greater X X
Region

Ministry of Finance X

Malta Ministry for the Family, Children’s Rights and Social X
Solidarity

Parliamentary Secretariat for Planning and Property X
Market

Ministry for Justice, Culture and Local Government X
Ministry for Finance X

Ministry for Transport, Infrastructure and Capital X
Projects

Nether- Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations X X X
et Ministry of Finance
Poland Ministry of Investment and Economic Development X
Ministry of Finance X
Portugal  Ministry of Infrastructures and Housing X X X X
Ministry of Finance X
Ministry of Social Affairs X
Ministry of Justice X X
Institute for Housing and Urban Rehabilitation

Romania  Ministry of Public Works, Development and Admin- X X
istration & The National Housing Agency

Ministry of Labour and Social Justice & National X
Agency for Payments and Social Inspection

Ministry of Finance & The National Credit Guaran- X
tee Fund for Small and Medium Enterprises

Ministry of Justice X



Member
state

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

u.
Kingdom

Bodies named in survey

Ministry of Transport and Construction

Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family
Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Health of the Slovak Republic

State Fund for Housing Development

Ministry of Justice of the Slovak Republic
Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning

Ministry of Labour, Family, Social Affairs and Equal
Opportunities

Housing Fund of the Republic of Slovenia

Ministry of Public Works and Transport

General Secretariat of Housing (under the direction

of the Secretary of State of Infrastructures, Trans-
port and Housing)

General Directorate of Architecture, Housing and
Land Management

General Sub-directorate of Housing Policy and
Subsidies

Ministry of Finance

Ministry of Justice

Ministry of Health and Social Affairs
Ministry of infrastructure

The Swedish National Board of Housing, Building
and Planning

Ministry of Housing, Local Government and
Communities

Department of Work and Pensions (DWP)
HM Treasury (HMT)

Econ-

omy/

Inno-

vation/ Inte-
Techn. rior

X

Con-

struc-
Spatial/ tion/
Plan- Environ- Social/ Infra-
ning/  ment/ Labour/ struc-

Region Energy Justice Welfare ture

X X X
X
X
X X
X
X X
X
X
X X X X
X X X
X
X
X
X X
X X X
X
X

Source: Expert survey. Question: “Please name the national government bodies (e. g. ministries/departments/agencies/other)
which are typically in charge of housing policy”



At first sight, the survey and review process
has produced very complicated material
which is not easy to interpret. There are
no obvious groups among the countries in
the sense of distinct, recurring patterns of
organisational structure. Each country has
its own unique way of organising housing
policy at the national level.

Nevertheless, four types of country emerge
from a deeper analysis of the table. The
following distinction is based on a) the
number of governmental units involved,
b) the degree of overlap among the units
involved in the work of the portfolios and
c) the degree of concentration of portfolios
across units:

« In the “concentrated” type, there is typi-
cally one leading multi-purpose unit per
country which may be accompanied by a
number of single-purpose units. Hous-
ing policy in those countries is clearly
concentrated in one national unit which
is usually named “Ministry of Hous-
ing”. Additional units deal with special
aspects of housing policy. This is the case
in one country only, namely Portugal.
National housing policy in this country
is expected to be strongly coordinated
within one central governmental actor.

In the “overlapping” type, there are

at least two multi-purpose units in a
country which deal with housing simul-
taneously and which are both referred to
as involving “housing”. The central units
may be accompanied by a smaller number
of single-purpose units. This is the case

in seven countries (Finland, Latvia, the
Netherlands, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and
the UK), where overlapping competencies
can be observed in nearly all portfolios.
National housing policy in these countries
is administered by a larger number of
units which may interfere with each other.

In the “scattered” type, there are numer-
ous units per country which neverthe-
less show overlaps in portfolios. Seven

countries (Austria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Luxembourg and
Sweden) fall within in this group. National
housing policy in these countries is organ-
ised in terms of distinct aspects of housing
policy, but reveal that multiple units are
responsible per portfolio.

The largest group is the “sectoral” type,
where single-purpose units cover distinct
aspects of housing under a single portfolio
in each country. Thirteen countries (Bel-
gium, Bulgaria, Estonia, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania,
Malta, Poland and Romania) correspond
with this description. National housing pol-
icy in these countries is organised accord-
ing to distinct parts of housing policy with
clear-cut responsibilities and correspond-
ing need for inter-ministerial cooperation,
but is exposed to the danger of fragmen-
tation of policy development. It should be
noted that Belgium is a special case within
this group, since housing in Belgium is
mainly carried out at the regional level. As
a result, units at the national level mainly
deal with financial issues.

Interestingly, the organisational setup of hous-
ing policy in the countries is neither connect-
ed to typical “country families” (e. g. a Scandi-
navian, Central European, Eastern, Southern
group etc.) nor to overall patterns of state
organisation (federal vs. unitary countries or
centralised vs. decentralised countries). Nev-
ertheless, two conclusions can be drawn from
the general distinction:

Countries with a large population (e. g.
France, Germany, Italy and Poland) tend
to organise their housing policy sectorally,
which may be explained by the workload
for the administrative units: In small coun-
tries, a small number of units (or even one
central unit) may be enough to administer
everything related to housing, but a large
population needs a large number of units for
administering housing policy, with the result
that governments tend to split competencies
among numerous specialized units.



The organisational setup of the countries
does not seem to correlate with the actual
setup of policy instruments (cf. Chapter
5.2). The initial guess that a certain combi-
nation of policy instruments would require
a typical setup of government units does
not seem to have been correct. The organ-
isational setup does also not correlate
with the importance of housing tenures
(cf. Chapter 3.2) within a country. Although
it seems reasonable that where housing is
concentrated on a central tenure category
in a country, dispersion of the portfolios
would be lower than in countries with ten-
ure categories that are evenly distributed,
there is no obvious connection.

Another interesting comparative finding

is related to the titles of the units. In some

countries, there is a unit with the term “hous-
ing” used in its name (Cyprus, Czech Repub-
lic, Denmark, Finland, Luxembourg, Roma-
nia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, and the UK)

or even more than one unit with the term

“housing” in its name (e. g. Ireland, Portu-
gal, and Spain). In the majority of countries,
however, the term “housing” does not appear
in the title of a single unit. This resembles the

finding that responsibility for housing policy
in the EU member states is usually scattered

among various units and that the importance

attached to housing as a field of policy - at

least judging by the use of the signal word

“housing” to refer to the responsible units —
can be described as quite low.

2.1.2 Responsibilities across levels

The second approach towards housing pol-
icy in the member states is based on the
organisational distribution of responsibil-
ities in housing policy across several levels
of government (vertical dispersion). The
idea is to find groups of countries where
housing policy is organised in the same
way or at least in a similar way, taking into
account three levels of government (nation-
al, regional and local level). For this purpose,
we collected data on the responsibilities of
the levels involved in housing policy. These

responsibilities cover eight broad subfields
of housing policy, namely taxation, environ-
mental and energy policy, tenancy law and
rent regulation, spatial affairs, housing con-
struction subsidies, subsidies for owners and/
or buyers, welfare and the allocation of social
housing. In order to produce a systematic
overview from the text descriptions given by
the country experts, the answers were re-cod-
ed into the following table and reviewed by
the experts. The table shows whether the
national level, the regional level (NUTS 1 or
NUTS 2) and the local level (NUTS 3, LAU 1
or LAU 2) are involved in housing policy.



Table 3: Responsibilities across levels

Member state

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

r->x z - X 2 " X Z " X Z2Z " 0 Z2Z " 0 Z " X Z " 0 Z2Z " 0 Z - 0 Z > ™ Z > x Z > X Z - X0 Z2 - 3 2

X

X X X X

X X X X

Environ-
ment/
Taxation energy

X
X

Tenancy
law/rent
regulation

X

Spatial
affairs

X

X X X X X X

< X X X

>

xX X X X >

>

Housing
construction
subsidies

X

X

Subsidy for
owner/buyer

(X)

Welfare

xX X X X

>

X X X X X X

Alloca-
tion of
social
housing

(X)
X



Alloca-

Environ- Tenancy Housing tion of
ment/ law/rent Spatial construction  Subsidy for social

Member state Taxation energy regulation affairs subsidies owner/buyer Welfare housing
Latvia N X X X X X X X

R X X

L X X X X X
Lithuania N X X X X

R

L X X
Luxembourg N X X X X X X

R

L X X
Malta N X X X X

R

L
Netherlands N X X X X X X X

R X X

L X X X X X
Poland N X X X X

R X

L
Portugal N X X X X

R X X X X

L X X X X
Romania N X X X X X

R

L X X
Slovakia N X X X X X X

R X

L X X X
Slovenia N X X X X X

R X

L X X X X
Spain N X X X X X

R X

L X X X X X X
Sweden N X X X X X X

R

L X X X
U. Kingdom N X X X X X

R X X X X X

L X X X X X
Total N 21 20 21 24 23 21 22 3

R 4 7 3 15 7 4 7 5

L 10 7 8 21 8 2 12 24

Source: Expert survey. Question: “Please name the national/regional/local government bodies (e. g. ministries/departments/agencies/
other) which are typically in charge of housing policy. Please describe briefly its/their responsibilities in housing policy.” Description: “N”
= national level,“R" = regional level,“L" = Local level. Parentheses indicate that there is variation at this level or responsibility for housing

policy at this level is by indirect means.



If all countries are analysed at the aggre-
gated level, there are some general results
which give a preliminary indication of how
tasks are distributed across levels of govern-
mental units.

For five out of the eight of the subfields, the
national level is clearly dominant. Typical
examples are a) subsidies for owners and
buyers, b) tenancy law and rent regulation,
c) taxation, d) housing construction sub-
sidies and e) environmental and energy
issues. The dominance of national respon-
sibilities seems to be unavoidable in view
of the fact that the national government
usually wants to ensure a national frame-
work for these issues (e. g. a general subsidy
programme for owners and buyers in order
to match national ideas on regional and
economic development, a general nation-
al tenancy law in order to ensure uniform
rules across the country, a national idea of
governance regarding income and wealth
of taxpayers, a national framework for sub-
sidies for the construction of new housing,
and a national framework for environ-
mental protection and energy efficiency).
Notable exceptions are Belgium and Italy,
where three of the four fields are at least
partly dealt with at the regional and/or local
level. In these two countries, housing policy
seems to be generally more decentralized.

In another subfield (welfare), the national
level is also dominant, but to a slightly less-
er degree. It is not surprising that welfare
is dominated by central government, since
this is also a “general” subfield where the
central government seeks to ensure rules
are uniformly applied across the country
(e. g. the same welfare payments for the
same needs). Nevertheless, there are three
countries (Austria, Belgium and Croatia)
which do not fit into the overall pattern
of national dominance here. Belgium has
already being mentioned as a highly decen-
tralized country.

The same is true for housing-related welfare
in Austria and Croatia too. It must be noted,
however, that in most cases, joint responsi-
bility was mentioned by the experts. This
may vary to a certain degree.

In the subfield of spatial affairs, the national
and local levels seem to be equally promi-
nent, whereas the regional level is a little less
involved. Nevertheless, spatial affairs is the
one subfield out of the eight where the three
levels are nearest to equal in power. This
seems consistent with the idea that spatial
affairs (including planning, zoning, devel-
opment plans etc.) is by itself a multi-level
issue. The obvious division of responsibil-
ity in this kind of arrangement is to have
standard processes throughout the coun-
try while regional and local governments
have some flexibility in carrying out their
planning tasks. In addition, concerns and
interests of all levels have to be considered
and addressed in planning. Spatial affairs
are also the subfield where the simultaneous
involvement of all three levels is reported
for many countries. This is not very often
the case for the other subfields. Notable
exceptions are Croatia, Estonia, Lithuania
and Malta, which all carry out nationally
focused planning due to their generally
centralised structure or due to the small
size of their territory and/or population.
This seems to make multi-level planning
unnecessary - at least in the three-level
style evident in most countries.

The only subfield where the non-national
level is clearly dominant is the allocation
of social housing, where the local level is
clearly decisive. This is also not surpris-
ing, given that people in need of housing
approach the local administration inde-
pendently of the regulations and because
their situation as lacking housing can be
considered emergency circumstances. The
local level typically has context knowledge
and resources at hand. Only two countries



have the national level involved in alloca-  « Countries where all levels are heavily

tion of social housing, namely Portugal and involved (tasks are balanced across all

(to some extent) Denmark. three levels) at the same time. This group

also has five members (Austria, Germany,

If countries are compared on a national Italy, Portugal and the UK).

basis, they can be grouped into six differ-

ent types: o Countries where the focus is on the

regional level (countries are regional-

« Only one country has exclusive respon- ised) and the national/local levels are less
sibility at the national level: Malta, important. The only member state within
which seems to be appropriate in view of this group is Belgium.
its size.

« Countries without any involvement of

o Countries where the national level is the regional level with varying relation-
clearly dominant, while the regional and ships between the national and local
local level are each of less important in levels. This group has seven members
terms of their competencies. This group (Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia,
has two members (Croatia and Greece). Hungary, Lithuania, Luxembourg and
Both countries seem to be members of Romania).

the group due to their general style of
centralised organisation.

« Countries which display a combination
of national leadership with a strong
local level that is clearly more important
than the regional level. Twelve countries
fall within this group (Bulgaria, Den-
mark, Finland, France, Ireland, Latvia,
Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain and Sweden).



Table 4: Groups of member states by number of areas of policy responsibility The results may be compared with existing

Member State Group National Regional Local data concerning, for example, the discretion-
Malta Exclusively national 4 0 0 ary powers of the local level (Local Auton-
Croatia R —— 3 5 1 omy Index, LAI) as discussed by Ladner/

Keuffer/Baldersheim (2015: 37f.). The LAI,

Greece 5 1 1
i which is a well-accepted measure of local
LB National /local 4 1 2 discretion in multi-level systems, is based on
HUEEIE 4 1 3 expert judgements of the discretionary poli-
Denmark 8 2 6 cy powers of the local level concerning eight
Finland 7 1 4 tasks (education, social assistance, health,
France 6 1 5 land use, public transport, housing, police
Ireland 6 1 3 and caring functions) and has a theoretical
Latvia 7 2 6 range of 0 (=no policy discretion at all) and
Netherlands . , P 4 (=very high policy discretion).
:::\a’::ia j : i We use the LAI he.re in order to assess
. whether the grouping from the expert’s
Slovenia 6 1 4 assessments of housing policy match the
Spain 5 1 6 general discretionary powers of the local
Sweden 7 0 3 level. In this way, it is possible to assess
Austria Balanced 4 6 2 whether housing policy is organised in
Germany 7 7 3 a similar pattern to other policies in the
Italy 6 3 5 respective countries, or whether it is differ-
Portugal p n P ently organised - at least at the local level.
UK? 6 7 5 .
Belgium po——— 5 . A It turn.s Ol.lt that for many c01.1ntr1es the
organisation of housing policy match-
Cyprus Without regional level & Y [ es the overall setup of the country quite
Cizanhgaiale 5 0 2 well, although there are also some notable
Estonia 5 0 2 exceptions.
Hungary 7 0 3
Lithuania 4 0 2 « In Malta, housing policy is strongly
Luxembourg 6 0 2 national in our assessment, which
Romania 5 0 P matches the very low LAI score for that
. . . country.
Source: Expert survey. Question: “Please name the national/regional/local
government bodies (e. g. ministries/departments/agencies/other) which
are typically in charge of housing policy. Please describe briefly its/their « In the countries with national-level
responsibilities in housing policy. dominance in housing policy, the two

countries (Croatia and Greece) obtained
differing scores on the LAI In Croatia,
housing policy seems to be predomi-
nantly national, despite the fact that the
local level is usually considered stronger
there.

« The table also shows that in the group
with a national focus but strong munic-
4 For the UK, it should be noted that it has decentralized housing policy from a bird’s ipalities, the LAI score matches this well

eye perspective, but at the level of the nations (England, Scotland, Wales, and in 9 out of the 12 countries. Only Ireland
Northern Ireland), it is strongly centralized.



Table 5: Group comparison and policy discretion according to the Local

and Spain are exceptions here, due to Autonomy Index

their differences from the mean value of
Effective policy discre-

the group. tion of municipalities
2014 (Ladner/Keuffer/
o In the “balanced” group, in three out of Member State Group Baldersheim)
four countries housing policy respon- Malta Exclusively national 0.17
51b111t1<.es match 'the LAI scores. The . Mean Exclusively national 017
exc.ep t1.0n her.e is the UK, where ho‘?smg Greece National dominance 1.50
policy is considered more decentralized - : :
. g Croatia National dominance 242
than general policy responsibilities.
Mean National dominance 1.96
« In the “regionalised” group, there is only feelme ez /1oe] R
one country, making group comparisons Spain National / local mn
impractical at that level. Slovakia National / local 2.00
Netherlands National / local 217
o In the group of countries without Slovenia National / local 228
authority at the regional level, six of France National / local 232
SeVen;OuntrleS alre gTTeralll)’;_l(irlentled Bulgaria National / local 2.33
towards a strong local level. The on
. K 8 4 Denmark National / local 2.50
exception is Cyprus, where the local level
. . Poland National / local 2.55
is usually weak (both in general as well
as in housing policy) Sweden National / local 2.67
Latvia National / local 2.83
Generally speaking, analysis gives the Finland National / local 3.17
impression that housing policy is organ- Mean National / local 2.23
ised in line with the typical distribution of UK Balanced 132
power in each country, at least at the local Austria Balanced 167
level, a}lthough there is a .sma.ll number of italy Balanced .00
e)fceptlons. Thus, th.e dlStrl.butIOIl of powers Portugal Balanced o
with regard to housing policy does not differ
. . Germany Balanced 2.67
from other important policy fields covered
by the LAI Mean Balanced 1.97
Belgium Regionalised 1.83
Mean Regionalised 1.83
Cyprus Without regional level 0.88
Hungary Without regional level 2.00
Luxembourg Without regional level 2.17
Estonia Without regional level 2.50
Czech Republic Without regional level 2.83
Lithuania Without regional level 2.83
Romania Without regional level 2.83
Mean Without regional level 2.29

Source: Expert survey. Question: “Please name the national/regional/local
government bodies (e. g. ministries/departments/agencies/other) which
are typically in charge of housing policy. Please describe briefly its/their
responsibilities in housing policy.



Table 6: Horizontal shifts

No horizontal shifts (0)

Austria
Belgium
Croatia
Estonia
Finland
Luxembourg

Malta

Total: 7 countries

2.2 Shifts in responsibility

Recent shifts of responsibility regarding
the horizontal and vertical distribution of
responsibilities across units and levels which
contrast with the assessment of the experts
may contribute to understanding of the
overall picture.

2.2.1 Horizontal shifts

First, horizontal shifts at the national level
are assessed. In order to make the countries
directly comparable, the descriptions were
analysed for shifts in responsibilities named
by the experts and counted by country. A
shift was considered to count if one of the
following descriptions was matched:

« if a significant task was reallocated from
one unit to another unit (e. g. “housing
subsidies has been moved from the
Ministry of Finance to the Ministry for
Social Affairs”;

One horizontal shift (1)

Bulgaria
Cyprus

Czech Republic
Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Netherlands
Portugal
Slovenia

UK

Total: 10 countries

« if the respective government portfolios
underwent reconfiguration (e. g. “the
Ministry of Housing and the Ministry of
Planning were merged to form the new
ministry for security, regional develop-
ment and planning”);

« if the responsible unit was renamed
significantly, thus shifting housing to
another perspective (e. g. “the Ministry
for Labour, Social Needs and Housing”
was renamed “Construction, Energy
Conservation and Climate Change”) or

« if responsibilities had been removed
from a unit (e. g. “rent regulation was
completely cancelled” or “public housing
has been privatised”).

The following table displays the aggregated
measures by country..

More than one horizontal shift (2)

Denmark
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Spain
Sweden

Total: 11 countries

Source: Expert survey. Question: “Have there been horizontal shifts in responsibility regarding housing policy between government
bodies at the national level (ministries/departments/agencies/other) over the past ten years?”



As can be seen, the three groups are almost
evenly distributed across the three col-
umns, with a weak tendency for shifts to
have occurred. Some special cases have to
be considered, however:

o In general, in countries where the
responsibility of the national govern-
ment for housing policies is strong, more
shifts may occur than in countries with
strong regional and/or local responsibil-
ity. But there are also exceptions: E. g. in
Germany, two or more shifts have taken
place at the national level despite the fact
that housing policy is balanced in this
country.

« In Belgium, it is impossible for horizon-
tal shifts to occur since housing policy is
a predominantly regional policy.

« In countries where all levels are heav-
ily involved, usually only small shifts
occurred (Italy and Portugal), which
may indicate institutional inertia or close
integration among the levels and/or units.

In general, the assessment has to be inter-
preted with care. Horizontal shifts may well
be a result of reorganisation of the housing
portfolio or the general housing policy of
a country, but shifts from one government
unit to another may also be a result of other
processes, such as a general reallocation
of portfolios due to a re-composition of
government, shifts in party politics which
cause a change in the distribution of offic-
es, or even anti-corruption measures. The
general tendency is that the organisational
dispersion of housing policy is rather stable
in most countries, although there are some
countries where stronger developments
were detected.

2.2.2 Vertical shifts

Second, vertical shifts across levels are
assessed. In order to make the countries
comparable, the descriptions were analysed
for shifts in responsibilities identified by the
experts and the number of shifts counted
by country. The direction of the shift was
coded into a five-point scale considering
shifts from lower to upper levels (where
“+2” represents a strong change and “+1”
represents a small change), “0” represents
no changes at all, and shifts from upper to
lowers levels were represented by “-1” and
“-2”to distinguish between small shifts and
strong shifts.” The following table displays
the aggregated measures per country.

5 The following guidelines were used for
coding: (a) Changes were rated as small
shifts if parts of policies formerly linked to a
certain level had been transferred to another
level (e. g.“formerly, the central government
was responsible for payment, organization
and implementation of the housing subsidy,
but implementation has been shifted to
the local level while the rest stayed at the
central level”). (b) Changes were considered
strong shifts if the responsibility for a whole
instrument or a group of instruments was
transferred to another level (e. g.“rent regu-
lation was shifted from central government
to the regions”). (c) If the change did not
affect a significant part of the respective field,

“strong shifts” may nevertheless be coded as
“small shifts” because of their lack of impact
(e. g.”social housing was shifted from central
government to the regions, but the share of
tenants renting their homes in the country
is below 5 %"). (d) A number of “small shifts”
were added together to produce “strong
shifts” if the combined impact of the reforms
suggested that the result was comparable to
a strong shift as outlined above (e. g.“parts
of different responsibilities such as home
subsidies, construction of social housing,
rent control and planning were shifted from
the regional to the local level”).



As can be seen, the countries clearly display
an overall tendency across the EU. In gener-
al, the majority of member countries have
not changed the distribution of responsibil-
ities across government levels in a way that
would account for significant shifts.

Looking at the countries which have indeed
changed the vertical distribution of compe-
tencies, it is clear that most of them (9 out
of 11) have chosen the option of shifting
responsibilities to the bottom, which indi-
cates a slight overall decentralisation of
housing policy in Europe in the last dec-
ade. It is striking that some of these coun-
tries are already decentralized because they
are organised federally (Austria, Belgium,
Germany, and Spain). Federalism seems to
function as a “driver downwards” in these
countries. In other countries which are
mainly decentrally organised but without a
federal system, housing policy is present-
ly subject to multi-level organisation (e. g.
Italy, Sweden). That the case of Spain is in
this category is especially interesting, since
the assessment of vertical dispersion of
responsibilities shows a centre of gravity at
the national level (see above).

« Portugal is an interesting exception of
a generally centralized country where
recent shifts have decentralized notable
tasks in housing policy. It is important to
note, though, that this decentralisation
is in line with a general trend within the
country within the frame of austerity
politics (Silva 2017).

« There are two notable exceptions, i. e.
countries which have small shifts
towards upper level government. In
Ireland, the centralisation was mainly
caused by the takeover of locally organ-
ised land banks by a national agency.

In Denmark, the central government
has taken over efforts to intervene in
deprived areas, a task which was tradi-
tionally dealt with by municipalities.

Notwithstanding the fact that the general
trend across Europe indicates a process of
decentralisation in housing policy, it must
be recalled that decentralisation may have
its roots outside housing policy. Shifts in
housing policy may be a result of an over-
all tendency of a country to reorganize its
tasks across levels (e. g. Portugal) as well as
a result of party politics.



Table 7: Vertical shifts

strong vertical shifts
to bottom (-2)

Belgium

Portugal

Total: 2 countries

small vertical shifts
to bottom (-1)

Austria
Bulgaria
France
Germany
Lithuania
Netherlands

Spain

Total: 7 countries

no vertical shifts (0)

Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Estonia
Finland
Greece
Hungary
Italy

Latvia
Luxembourg
Malta
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Sweden

UK

Total: 17 countries

Small vertical shifts
to top (+1)

Denmark

Ireland

Total: 2 countries

strong vertical shifts
to top (+2)

Total: 0 countries

Source: Expert survey. Question: “Have there been vertical shifts in responsibility regarding housing policy between levels of
government (national, regional, local, other) over the past ten years?”



3 The housing system




Housing systems in member states of the EU
are shaped both by common patterns, such
as demographic trends, and by nationally
specific solutions. They are the result of an
historical evolutionary path, national market
structures, and the national legal framework
and funding-policy measures.

3.1 The housing stock

3.1.1 Construction periods of the
housing stock

The age structure of the housing stock is
specifically relevant in the context of its
modernisation and refurbishment. In most
member states large parts of the housing
stock were built in the late 1960s to early
1980s, using industrial construction meth-
ods, high rise residential building, and new
construction material of limited durability
(e. g. for facades, roofing and joints). This
age-related cluster of dwellings poses spe-
cific technical and financial challenges for
refurbishment in some member states (see
section 3.1.3 below). Figure 2 presents basic
statistical data on the residential dwelling
stock by construction periods. It has been
collected from national statistics on the
housing stock, especially census 2011 data
and questionnaire answers (where applica-
ble). Data on recent dwelling stock addi-
tions have been calculated partially on the
basis of cumulative construction activities.
This data may refer to either 2017 or 2018,
and may be partially inconsistent (e. g. due
to errors in tracking of construction activity

data over time etc.). The data on housing
stock distribution over construction years
has been used to group member states using
cluster analysis methodology. Three basic
types of dwelling age distribution over the
last 120 years can be identified in the EU
member states (see Figure 2 in comparison
to the EU average).

« Countries in the first group (1a to d, see
Figure 1 Figure 2) have a peak share of
dwellings in the 1960s to late 1970s with
25 % to 36 % of the actual stock stem-
ming from these two decades. Addition-
ally, Groups 1a and 1b have a significant
share of pre-WW1 stock, but little
construction in the interbellum period.
Groups 1c and 1d on the other hand
do not have similar levels of historic
dwellings. Concerning actual construc-
tion activity, Group la and 1d show a
resurgence of residential construction
activity after 2000, while Groups 1b and
1c show no similar signs. Total share of
dwellings dating from 1990 and more
recently account for on average between
10 % and 25 % of the total stock.



« Countries in the second group (2a and « Countries in Group 3 do not show a similar

2b) feature a double peak in dwelling volatility in residential construction over
shares. In addition to a 60s to 70s peak the last century. Instead, most of their stock
that amounts to an average of 37 % of has been added in recent decades, with

the housing stock, a second peak con- peak construction periods between 2000
struction period between 2000 and 2010 and 2010 and a sharp decline after the GFC.
can be observed, with a sharp decline Only about 20 % of the stock stems from
after the GFC. This more recent peak the 1960s and 1970s, but 40 % on average

is considerably higher in Group 2b. was built starting in 1990 or more recently.
Between 15 % and 30 % of the total stock

is aged 1990 and younger. Table 8 shows the group affiliation of the

EU member states.

Table 8: Grouping of member states by age characteristics of the housing stock

Group 1a Group 1b Group 1c Group 1d Group 2a Group 2b Group 3

Austria Germany Finland Slovakia Bulgaria Greece Cyprus

Belgium United Malta Sweden Croatia Spain Ireland
Kingdom

France Netherlands Czech Republic Luxembourg
Denmark Portugal
Estonia
Hungary
Italy
Lithuania
Latvia
Poland
Romania

Source: EUROSTAT census 2011, national statistics, expert survey B1.1.1, own calculations.
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3.1.2 Building types and regional
characteristics of the housing
stock

Building types, in other words construction
techniques and materials, size and shape
of the building, and urban context vary
strongly among the EU member states. A
typology of buildings and their charac-
teristics is beyond the scope of this report.
Since regional aspects such as the degree
of urbanisation of a member state are like-
ly to influence not only the prevalence of
specific dwelling types but also the tenures
system and housing policies, this section
features a basic analysis of urbanisation
and dwelling type distribution. This anal-
ysis relies on Eurostat data on the share of
population combined with regional aspects
(urban vs. suburban and urban vs rural) and
dwelling type (single-family house vs mul-
tifamily house). Relating the first data set to
the second one would be expected to yield
a positive correlation between the degree
of urbanisation and the share of the popu-
lation living in multifamily dwellings. This
seems only to be true for some countries, as
can be seen in the plot in Figure 3.

« Countries in Group la (see Table 9) have
on average a low to medium degree of
urbanisation with between ca. 25 % and
50 % of the population living in cities.
The share of population in multifamily
houses is relatively equally distributed,
with an average of about 50 %.

o Countries in Group 1b have on average
the lowest degree of urbanisation, with
about 30 % of the population living in
cities. The share of population living in
multifamily houses is proportionately
correspondingly lower, with an average
of about 30 %.

o Member states in Group 1c show a
higher average degree of urbanisation
and a correspondingly higher share of
population in multifamily houses.

Other member states do not show this kind
of correlation.

o Member states in groups 2 and 3 show
a higher average degree of urbanisation,
but relative lower shares of population
in multifamily houses. This is especially
true for Ireland and the UK, where
single-family houses are not confined to
rural regions, but constitute the majority
of housing in urban areas also.

o Malta represents a single case of a very
high degree of urbanisation, but a dis-
proportionately lower proportion of the
population living in multifamily houses.



Table 9: Grouping of countries by urbanisation and dwelling type characteristics

Group 1a Group 1b Group 1c Group 2 Group 3 Group4
Austria Belgium Estonia Cyprus Ireland Malta
Bulgaria Croatia Germany France United Kingdom

Czech Republic  Denmark Greece Netherlands

Italy Finland Lithuania

Poland Hungary Latvia

Portugal Luxembourg Spain

Slovakia Romania

Sweden Slovenia

Source: EUROSTAT EU-SILC survey, share of population by regional characteristics and by dwelling type 2016, own
calculations.
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Figure 3: Urbanisation and dwelling type characteristics in EU member states



3.1.3 Housing stock-related
deficiencies

The following section reports survey results
concerning general housing stock-related
problems. Questionnaire results were cat-
egorized into four groups, deficiencies by
sector, by age, by regional appearance and
by specific features.

o Age-related deficiencies were reported by
most member states. Apart from general
age-related wear and tear, these relate
specifically to the need for increased
energy efficiency, technical equipment,
and barrier-free accessibility of the
dwelling stock.

Construction periods usually associ-
ated with mass construction of housing
estates, such as prefabricated buildings,
usually from the 1960s to early 1980s,
seem to present another field of refur-
bishment necessity. Although found in
most central European member states
with similar demographic patterns, spe-
cific needs for refurbishment of this part
of the housing stock were reported from
most transformation countries, both in
south-eastern Europe, for example in
Bulgaria, and in such central European
countries as Slovakia, and the Baltic
countries.

« Sectoral deficiencies in housing stock
relate to the private rental sector in some
cases, e. g. in Austria, Croatia, Denmark,
and UK. Other member states name
building-related deficiencies in the
social rental sector, such as in the Czech
Republic, Ireland, Italy or Portugal.

The problem of vacant or quasi-va-

cant regional housing stock is another
common issue in various member states,
which was mentioned in, for example,
Bulgaria, Denmark, or Slovenia. Together
with urban housing availability problems,
regional demand and supply mismatch
may result from changing regional
patterns of housing demand (for more
on demand-side problems see Chapter 4
on housing provision problems below),
rural homeownership with limited
regional mobility, or demographic issues
like ageing. One specific issue within

this aspect of regional deficiencies are
problems related to dwellings in socially
excluded settlements or areas, e. g. Roma
settlements in some central and southern
European member states.



Table 10: Housing deficiencies

Member state

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg
Malta

Netherlands

Deficiencies by sector

Social housing

Refugee housing

Social housing sector

Private rental sector
Social rental sector

Social housing sector

Unregulated, informal
private rental, small
social housing sector,
management problem
of the condominiums

Social housing sector

Social housing sector

Deficiencies by age

Unrefurbished older
single-family homes in
rural areas

About 10-13 % of the
dwellings need major
refurbishment

Prefabricated buildings

Prefabricated buildings
older dwelling stock in
general

Maintenance of pre-
1980s blocks of flats

Prefabricated buildings

Unrefurbished older
dwelling stock

Prefabricated buildings
1960-1980

Older buildings in
general

1955-1980 unrefur-
bished stock

Unrefurbished buildings

Prefabricated buildings

Prefabricated buildings,
mid-1990s to mid-2000s
Pre-1945 buildings
Prefabricated buildings

Prefabricated buildings

Older buildings in
general

Deficiencies by regional
appearance

Regional demand/supply
mismatch

Vacancies and underused
buildings

regional demand/supply
mismatch

Vacancies and underused
buildings

Dwellings in social excluded
areas

Rural buildings

Vacancies and underused
buildings

regional demand/supply
mismatch

Regional demand/supply

mismatch

Rural buildings

Urban core

Vacancies and underused
building

Deficiencies by feature

Energy efficiency

Barrier-free accessibility
mainly in single-family
homes

Energy efficiency

Energy efficiency
Technical installations
Barrier-free accessibility

Energy efficiency
Barrier-free accessibility

Energy efficiency

Barrier-free accessibility

Envelope qualities (sound
proofness, humidity, energy
efficiency, poor architecture)

Energy efficiency

Barrier-free accessibility

Energy efficiency

Energy efficiency
Building damages
Seismic issues
Energy efficiency

Energy efficiency
Technical installations

Energy efficiency

Energy efficiency



Member state Deficiencies by sector
Poland

Portugal Social housing sector

Romania

Slovakia Social housing sector
Private rental sector

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

United Private rental sector
Kingdom

Source: Expert survey B 1.1.2.

Deficiencies by age
Older buildings in

general
Older buildings (1950s)

Mass residential blocks
of flats built between
1950 and 1990

Mass residential blocks
(1960-1992s)

Mass residential blocks

1945-mid-1970s

Older buildings in
general

Deficiencies by regional
appearance

Vacancies and underused
buildings
Regional demand/supply
mismatch

Vacancies and underused
buildings
Regional demand/supply
mismatch

Regional demand/supply
mismatch

Segregated informal
settlements

Vacancies and underused
buildings

Vacant buildings (small extend
in peripheral rural areas)

Deficiencies by feature

Energy efficiency
Barrier-free accessibility

Seismic issues
Energy efficiency
Installations

General quality of construc-

tion issues

Energy efficiency

Barrier-free accessibility
technical installations

Energy efficiency
General ageing

Barrier-free accessibility



3.2 Tenure systems

In this section, we report key findings on the
tenure system. These relate to key tenures in
the owner-occupied and the rental sectors,
their quantitative relevance and their social
function in the national systems of housing
provision. Given the scope of the cross-sec-
tional comparative analysis and to discover
common patterns, we place a focus on basic
findings. This is particularly necessary regard-
ing tenure composition, given the diversity
and complexity of national tenure character-
istics, and varying availability of data.

3.2.1 The owner-occupied sector

Owner-occupied housing is the most
common single form of tenancy in all EU
member states (see Figure 4 in Chapter
3.2.3 below). Based on the relative number
of occupied dwellings (other results may
be obtained when the analysis is based on
households or individuals), the level of own-
er-occupation starts with up to 50 % in Ger-
many, Austria, and Denmark. As much as
about 65 % can be observed in the Nether-
lands, France, Sweden, the UK, Finland, and
Belgium. A slightly higher level of owner-oc-
cupied tenure can be observed in southern
and western European countries such as
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Spain and Portugal.
Particularly high proportions can be found
in most of the central and eastern Europe-
an transition countries (with the exception
of the Czech Republic). Taking estimates
of informal letting activity and underused
dwellings into account, owner-occupation
realistically accounts for about 80 % to 90 %
of housing provision in these countries.

In addition to regulatory differences and his-
torical path dependencies, e. g. privatisation
of former state-owned housing, the econom-
ic geography of a country also influences the
relevance of home ownership. Home own-
ership is generally more common in rural
regions of the member states than in cities,
where rental tenures and various forms of

flat or condominium ownership prevail.
Thus, structurally less urbanised member
states tend to have a higher proportion of
owner-occupied residential property.

Within the umbrella term of owner-occupa-
tion, both house ownership, condominium
ownership, cooperative ownership and, to
a lesser extent, special contractual arrange-
ments such as usufruct or leasehold can be
identified. However, not all forms are avail-
able in all member states. Full ownership
exists in all 28 member states and is the
main form of ownership-like property rights
in most countries.

3.2.1.1 Condominium ownership

Owner-occupation of apartments in vari-
ous forms of condominium ownership is
regulated similarly in most member states.
Even if information on market share is not
available in all countries, the importance of
condominium ownership is noticeably dif-
ferent among member states. This tenure is
particularly important in some transition
countries in which apartment buildings
have been privatized (e. g. Estonia, Slovakia;
others did not report separate figures). In
southwestern European countries (e. g. Por-
tugal, no specific figures were reported for
Italy and Spain), condominium owner-oc-
cupation also has a substantial market share
in cities. In central-western European coun-
tries (Austria, Germany, France) the share of
owner-occupation in condominium own-
ership is lower than in full ownership and
occurs mostly in cities.

Cooperative forms with a partly proper-
ty-like character are reported for about half
the member states. In Sweden, national ten-
ure regulations with a cooperative charac-
ter prevail, but condominium ownership is
available too. Given the hybrid character of
some cooperative housing regulations, this
tenure may also be categorized as rental



housing, when the rental character prevails °.
Cooperative ownership as a remnant of for-
mer socialist regulations can also be found
in some transformation countries, e. g. in
Czech Republic and Poland. These specif-
ic national regulations offer mostly similar
property rights to condominium ownership,
although individual regulations vary from
country to country. Although cooperative
regulation of co-ownership has been report-
ed in other countries, too, it appears to be
of little relevance in practice, or has only
recently been introduced.

Regardless of the possible types of regu-
lation of co-ownership described above,
the specific rights of disposal and deci-
sion-making of the community of owners
or individual owners can vary in the mem-
ber states. Problems with maintenance and
modernisation measures in community
property as a result of regulatory deficits
and a lack of private capital provided by
owner are reported in particular from sev-
eral transition countries.

3.2.1.2 Other regulations

Leasehold: The existence of relevant regu-
lations was reported from eight countries,
although it was not possible to quantify
their significance because of their low mar-
ket share or the lack of data. Regional use
of the instrument, apparently based on local
traditions, is reported from Finland, France
and Luxembourg. With a significant share,
the use of land rent in Malta seems to be of
greater importance.

Usufruct or comparable regulations seem
to play a role, especially in the context of
inter-generational wealth transfers, (e. g. in
Greece or Italy). Rent-to-buy schemes can
be found in only a few member states, e. g.

6 E.g.Denmark or Germany, where co-ops are listed
under rental housing in national statistics.

Finland, France, and Italy. Reverse mortgage/
life annuity regulations were reported to play
a significant niche function in Hungary.

Table 11 offers a comprehensive overview
of specific relevant tenures and regulations
within the owner-occupied sector of the EU
member states.



Table 11: Existence and relevance of specific forms of owner-occupation

Member state
Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria
Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Lithuania

Latvia

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal
Romania
Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

United
Kingdom

All forms of
owner-occupation
(sum of column 2-5)

Very large share

Very large share

(no separate data available)
Dominant share
Dominant share

Very large share

Very large share

Very large share
Dominant share
Very large share

Very large share

Large share

Very large share
(no separate data available)

Dominant share

Very large share
(no separate data available)

Dominant share

(no separate data available)

Dominant share
(no separate data available)

Dominant share
(no separate data available)

Very large share
(no separate data available)

Dominant share
(no separate data available)

Very large share
(no separate data available)

Dominant share
Dominant share
Dominant share
Dominant share

Dominant share

Dominant share
(no separate data available)

Very large share

Very large share

Individual house
(with or w/o
mortgage)

Large share

Large share
Very large share

Very large share

Very large share

Large share
Medium share
Large share

Large share

Large share

Very large share

Very large share
Large share
Very large share
Large share

Very large share

Large share

Very large share

Flat/condomin-
ium owner-
occupation

Medium share

Large share
Large share

Medium share

Medium share

Small share
Very large share
Large share

Medium share

Small share

Medium share

Medium share
Large share
Large share
Large share

Large share

Niche

Medium share
(flats)

Cooperative
owner-occupation

Niche

No data available

Small share

Niche

Niche

Small share

Cooperative build-
ing associations
(niche)

Niche

Niche

Medium share
Niche

Niche

Cooperative build-
ing associations
(niche)

Large share

Other, e. g. emphyteusis
lease, usufruct, also
including unknown

Small share

Dwellings under special
regulations regarding
refugee/separation issues

Usufruct (niche)

Niche
right of occupancy (niche)

Emphyteusis lease
(regionally, niche)

Emphyteusis lease (niche)

Usufruct (niche)

Reverse mortgage
schemes (niche)

Right-to-use (small share)
usufruct (small share)

Niche

Emphyteusis lease
(regionally, niche)

Emphyteusis lease
(medium share), right of
use/usufruct (small share)

Niche

Right of use/free of
charge (small share)

Niche

Categorisation scheme: dominant share: at least ca. 75 % of all households/dwellings in the member state; very large share: at least
ca. 50 %; large share: at least ca. 25 %; medium share: at least ca. 10 %; small share: less than ca. 10 %; niche-marginal share (no
figures available). Empty - not available. Source: Expert survey B 2.1.1, B2.1.2.



3.2.1.3 Target groups

Given the variable relevance of owner-occu-
pation among the member states, owner-oc-
cupation serves different social groups. It is
therefore useful to distinguish the various
social functions not only in terms of region-
al distribution (rural, suburban, urban
home ownership), but also by the type
of acquisition, e. g. self-constructed, pur-
chased from developers, obtained through
privatisation, inherited, or membership in
a cooperative.

o Rural home ownership is the prevailing
form of tenure in most member states,
and is thus open to a large variety of
social groups. All forms of acquisition
are common, as well as the use of family
resources and land.

o Urban home ownership for first-time
buyers usually financed by mortgage is
common for middle-income groups in
owner-occupation-oriented member
states with traditional house-buying
cultures (e. g. Denmark, Ireland, the
Netherlands, UK). Low requirements
for down payments and upward social
s mobility (“housing ladder”) based
on housing wealth creation promotes
openness for the lower-middle class too.
This group was most hard hit by GFC
reactions and access to homeownership
is still restricted in some member states.
Similar social groups are also affiliated
with owner-occupation tenures in south-
western and eastern European member
states, with the difference that in these
countries, family equity, inheritance and
privatisation profits play a more impor-
tant role in financing.

In member states with tighter affordabil-
ity restrictions regarding home owner-
ship, such as Austria, France, Germany
or Sweden, urban home ownership

is subject to stricter income-sorting
effects, limiting access to starter house-
holds and lower middle-income groups.
Exemptions apply for member states
with cooperative ownership, where other
social selection criteria may apply (e. g.
Denmark). Owing to restricted afforda-
bility, owner-occupation is more com-
mon among older sectors of the popula-
tion and inheritance plays a vital role in
access for younger generations.

Member states with broad access to
home ownership due to privatisation

of state-owned housing stock show the
largest social variability in owner-occu-
pation. Since the privatisation process
was a unique occasion, lack of capital
for maintenance and modernisation,
together with regional mismatch, is likely
to contribute to an increased differenti-
ation of social groups in owner-occupa-
tion in the future.



3.2.2 The rental sector

In this study, the various rental sectors were
primarily divided into market-priced and
subsidised “social” rental tenures, usually
restricted by certain target group-related
access privileges. Cooperative rental, other
non-profit regulations, or specific national
regulations were also included.

Thus, category formation is primarily based
on rent price formation (market-based, i. e.
through negotiations between market par-
ticipants or below market prices due to
subsidisation). Especially with regard to
the existence of classification into the social
rental sector, this categorisation scheme dif-
fers from others, e. g. such as that of the
"public scope.” The category "market-based"
rental tenure, which is sometimes used syn-
onymously with the term "private" rental
tenure in the literature, thus represents a
top-level category that results primarily
from the negative demarcation from the
subsidised rental housing market. But even
where market-based regulations prevail, the
development of certain submarkets that
cater for different target groups and hous-
ing needs by means of tenancy law, taxa-
tion or type of provider can be observed.
This can be attributed to there also being
differences among the letting activities of
institutional landlords, small private land-
lords, and public providers of market-based
apartments, which can justify their classifi-
cation as a separate submarket. The social
dimension of a rental sub-market must
therefore be kept in mind as another basic
dimension of the rental-tenure typologies.

3.2.2.1 Market-price rental tenures

In all EU member states, common forms of
regulated or informal market-rental hous-
ing provision can be observed, regardless of
the country-specific regulatory details e. g.
of specific rights of the contracting parties,
which were not the subject of the survey.

With regard to the quantitative importance
of market rent-based rental housing, dif-
ferent patterns can be observed in the EU
member states. The largest market-price
rental housing sector with around 50 % of
the housing stock can be found in Germa-
ny. A portion of these market-price rental
dwellings are rented out by publicly owned
or controlled housing companies, most of
which formerly had non-profit status. With
the same regulatory basis, similar housing
quality and overlapping target groups, this
“public” rental sector is hard to separate
from private or institutional market-priced
segments. A somehow similar situation can
be observed in Sweden, where private and
public rental housing subsegments together
comprise almost 40 % of the housing supply
and are subject to the same tenancy regu-
lation and collective bargaining-based rent
price setting.

Progressively smaller levels of rental tenure
can be found in the other member states,
although estimates may come to different
conclusions concerning the size of infor-
mal arrangements. Especially in the former
socialist transition countries, where privati-
sation measures have resulted in nominally
very high proportions of owner-occupation,
estimates sometimes result in a relatively
high share of rental tenures when informal
letting activities are considered.



Although all of the reported rental segments
qualify for “market-rate” rent because there
are usually no limits imposed by formal
rent-setting or rent-ceiling mechanisms,
most of the letting in market-rate rental
housing in EU member states is supplied by
private individual landlords. Only in some
member states are institutional for-profit
companies active in providing housing ser-
vices (for more on patterns of rental-hous-
ing provision see Section 3.2.2.4). Given the
small scale of activities and resulting high
transaction costs, the closer spatial prox-
imity and personal relationships between
contractual parties, profit expectations, rent
setting and choice of target group are sup-
posed to differ strongly between market-rate
institutional and private rental markets.

3.2.2.2 Subsidised social rental tenures

In order to distinguish the market-priced
rental housing sector from the social rent-
al-housing sector, the survey defined the
latter as rent-subsidised, possibly with addi-
tional defined privileged access criteria for
certain target groups. Rent subsidisation
in this sense is intended to be tied to the
dwelling or the provider of the dwelling
(supply-side subsidy), not to the tenant
household, e. g. by housing allowances
(demand-side subsidy). This definition may
result in different attributions of other pos-
sible criteria, e. g. those that focus on the
provider status, i. e. a dichotomy between
the private and public housing market. This
is particularly evident in those countries
where the social-housing market is tradi-
tionally linked to public-sector provision,
e. g. municipal housing, given the fact that
public provision does not necessarily aim
at lower or subsidised rents. In this case,
we refer to “public” rental tenure whenever
this sector of housing provision does indeed
show characteristics of an individual market,
e. g. with specific target groups or specific
dwelling types.

Not-for-profit or limited-profit housing can
be considered a third tier of rental housing.
In this model of provision, comparatively
lower rents than in market-based tenures
may not only be the result of direct subsi-
dies for building and operation of dwell-
ings, but also the outcome of a cost-plus
rent setting model, possibly assisted by a
suitable tax regime (Austria). In this case,
below market rate rents can also be arranged
without direct subsidies. In other cases (e. g.
Denmark, Germany), cooperative tenures
are strongly characterised by individual,
self-regulated cooperative member commit-
tees that set membership fees and cost con-
tributions themselves. A third case involves
cooperatives in former socialist countries
that became in essence the equivalent of
condominiums after the privatisation.

Given this range of possible settings, coop-
erative tenures can involve condominium
ownership (when ownership-like rights
prevail) or subsidised social rental ten-
ures where state subsidies in this larger
sense exist when specific providers enjoy
tax exemptions or different tax regimes
in exchange for rent reductions or access
privileges). Finally, cooperative rental tenure
can involve a separate system of affordable
housing provision on its own.

Non-market-rent housing tenures are par-
ticularly common in the Netherlands, Aus-
tria and Denmark, with a share of about
30 % of total housing provision, including
various forms of subsidised, cooperative or
municipal rental tenures that satisfy the cri-
teria described above. Relatively large seg-
ments with more than 10 % market share
can be found in Finland, France and the UK.
In most other member states, the propor-
tion of social subsidised-rental dwellings
is smaller, e. g. in Germany it is about 3 %,
although the distinction from market-based
housing is unclear because there are no
clear nationwide guidelines for access and
rent-setting in some cases. This is especial-
ly true where these dwellings are munici-
pal remnants of former socialised housing



stocks, e. g. in the Czech Republic. Formally
no publicly subsidised rental housing sec-
tors were reported from Greece, Sweden
and Cyprus, where demand-side subsidies
are used as an alternative.

Access criteria also provide indications of
the policy scope of social housing in the
member states, although a clear distinction
between rent relief and target group priv-
ileges is generally not apparent (see sec-
tion 5.2). Such a distinction is most visible
where the two tasks are assigned to different
subsectors, e. g. in member states where in
addition to a rent-subsidised sector there is
also a specific housing supply for particular-
ly vulnerable target groups or emergencies,
e. g. homeless people, usually under munic-
ipal control. Access criteria, some of which
coincide with the rent-subsidised sector, are
then also defined locally. In addition, some
member states offer subsidised or public
housing with eligibility criteria that are
aimed at middle-income groups (e. g. Aus-
tria at the municipal level, (especially the
example of municipal housing in Vienna),
France, Germany at the municipal level, and
Italy). In some cases, tax breaks for private
sector providers or public-private-co-fi-
nancing are used and rents set by applying
market rent discounts (France, Italy).



Table 12: Existence and relevance of specific forms of rental arrangements

Member
state

Austria

Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Market rate

private/commer-
cial rental tenures

Medium share

Large share
Small share
Small share

Medium share

Small share

Medium share

Small/medium

Large share

Medium share

Large share

Medium share

Small share

Special regula-
tion regimes

Below market
rate rent regu-
lation for most

dwellings before
1945 (small share)

Special tenant

protection for

buildings built
pre 2000

Below market
rate rent regula-

tion for dwellings

before 1992

Dwellings
in regional
restricted rent
setting zones;
dwellings with
public refurbish-
ment subsidies;
dwellings under
affordable rent
schemes

Dwellings
in regional
restricted rent
setting zones;
dwellings within
urban regenera-
tion areas

Public rental
tenures

(if not
included in
subsidised/
privileged
access)

Small share

Municipal
housing,
rent setting
and access
criteria under
local level
regulation
(small share)

Small share/
niche

Public rental
tenures
(small share)

Subsidised
below market
and/or privi-
leged access
rental tenures

Small share
Small share

Small share

Medium share

Niche,
local level
regulation

Small share
nationally,
medium share
in big cities

Medium share

Small share

Small share

Coopera-
tive rental
or similar
national
specific
tenures

Medium
share

Small share

Small share

Other, e. g.
medium income
subsidised
rentals

Subsidised
medium income
rental housing
(medium share)

Subsidised
medium income
rental housing
(niche, local
level regulation)

Hybrid
forms, e. g.
rent-to-buy
schemes

Rent-to-
buy (PSLA)
(niche)



Member
state

Ireland

Italy

Lithuania
Latvia

Luxem-
bourg

Malta

Nether-
lands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain

Sweden

UK

Market rate
private/commer-
cial rental tenures

Special regula-
tion regimes

Medium share

Medium share

Small share
Small share

Large share

Below market
rent regulation
for sitting tenants
with contracts
1995 and earlier

Medium share

Medium share

Small share

Medium share Special rent
regimes for priva-
tised social rental

dwellings

Low rents for
sitting tenants in
specific segments,
etc. Nationalised

rental housing
(niche)

Small/medium
share (estimated)

Small share
Small share
Medium share

Negotiated
market rents
for all private

rental dwellings
(medium share)

Medium share

Public rental

tenures
(if not Subsidised
included in below market
subsidised/  and/or privi-
privileged leged access
access) rental tenures
Small share
Small share
Small share
Medium share
Small share
Small share
Large share
Small share Niche
Small share
Small share
Small share
Small share
Small share
Municipal Privileged
housing access: only
(same rent individually
setting as in regulated
prs) (medium stock on
share) municipal level
(small share)
Niche Medium share

Coopera-
tive rental
or similar Other, e. g.
national medium income
specific subsidised
tenures rentals
Small share Subsidised
medium income
rental housing
(niche); reduced
rent agreement
(small share)
Niche
Small share Subsidised
medium income
housing (niche)
Dwellings under
accessible rent
schemes (new)
Niche
Niche
Niche Intermediate

housing

Hybrid
forms, e.g.
rent-to-buy
schemes

Rent-to-buy
(niche)

Rent-to-buy
(niche)

Rent-to-buy
(law-decree
n.1/2020:
09.01.2020)

Rent -to-buy
(niche)

Categorisation scheme: dominant share: at least ca. 75 % of all households/dwellings in the member state; very large share: at least
ca. 50 %; large share: at least ca. 25 %; medium share: at least ca. 10 %; small share: less than ca. 10 %; niche=marginal share (no
figures available). Empty — not available. Source: Expert survey B 2.2.1, B2.2.2.



3.2.2.3 Target groups

It can be observed that countries with a
larger proportion of private rental hous-
ing markets have a more diversified range
of rental submarkets that allows them to
assume more specialised supply functions.
Following the results in Table 13, three
important target group-related supply func-
tions of the private rental housing sector
can be identified.

« First, owing to its contractual flexibility, it
serves as a transitional form of housing
for younger households, especially stu-
dents and young professionals.

« The second supply function targets
households that are looking for non-per-
manent housing choices. This includes in
particular households with work-related
mobility requirements. The social groups
that are affected differ widely, so that
quality and type of housing demand can
vary considerably. An important demand
group is the migrant workforce, both
domestic and international, who demand
various forms of temporary housing. Part
of this demand is met by informal (sub)
rental activities, which makes it difficult
to quantify the actual size of private rental
housing markets. However, there are also
isolated cases of high-priced sub-markets
that are created by the demand of foreign
workers or urban groups with high resi-
dential purchasing power (Czech Repub-
lic, Poland).

The third supply function is the provi-
sion of permanent residence for house-
holds. In order to be able to perform this
function beyond being a “residual” tenure,
appropriate qualities and securities are
required. The social groups affected differ
widely among member states, depending
on the specific national tenure-choice
alternatives. In member states with larger
and more diversified private rental hous-
ing sectors this supply function extends
to the middle class. Consequently, private

rental housing markets to meet the per-
manent-residence needs of (lower) mid-
dle income groups was mentioned only
in relatively few member states (Austria,
Germany, Denmark, and Sweden). The
driving forces behind this state of affairs
are apparently historically-based pro-
cesses aimed at balancing costs, quality
and stability among the tenures in favour
of rental tenures. In member states with
more dominant home ownership tenures,
the permanent supply function of private
rental housing markets is limited to lower
income households, which are excluded
from home ownership, for example due
to a lack of access to mortgage financ-
ing. The access problems of these groups,
which became specifically apparent in

the course of the financial crisis, have
thus contributed to increased demand
for rental housing in the market-based
sector in some of the countries concerned.
In transition countries with a marked
emphasis on owner-occupation, however,
rental housing markets in some cases still
function as permanent housing in subseg-
ments that have not completely lost their
original function during the transfor-
mation process. As a rule, however, these
markets primarily serve existing tenants
(e. g. municipal and cooperative rental
housing in the Czech Republic).

The publicly subsidised rental housing sec-
tor entails rent subsidies and access privileg-
es, and housing is usually allocated accord-
ing to certain access criteria. These can be
identified from the responses:

« Target groups with access problems to
the general housing market, e. g. vulner-
able groups

o Target groups with affordability prob-
lems (low income, lowest income)

« Broader target groups to maintain or
promote a social mix in housing districts



In some member states, the first two objec-
tives are achieved by a narrowly focused
subsidised housing sector, which only aims

at housing supply to low-income or mar-
ginalised groups and is of low quantitative

importance (e. g. Italy, Spain). This contrasts
with systems in which the subsidised rent-
al-housing sector is quantitatively more
important (e. g. Austria, Netherlands, France,
and the UK). This allows broadening of the
target group definitions, with the focus on
lower income groups compared with the
private rental housing market. The third
objective is especially relevant in those
member states in which public rental hous-
ing serves to a greater extent as a substi-
tute for private rental housing, i. e. the two
forms have apparent similarities in their
target groups, quality and accessibility. This
is particularly evident in Austria, especial-
ly in the sub-market of municipal Vienna
housing, as well as in Denmark, Germany
and Sweden. In some member states like the
Czech Republic and Poland non-privatised
municipal rental housing also serves broad-
er social groups, especially sitting tenants.

Intermediate forms of subsidised rental
housing have been reported in addition
to the “conventional” subsidised-rental
housing sector, which tend to target high-
er income groups and thus aim at closing
the gap between the private and the sub-
sidised-rental housing market. Existing
quality deficiencies and the stigma of the
social housing sector are to be reduced by
involving other groups of providers and
private capital.

The cooperative rental sector is very heter-
ogeneous in its social function. Generally
speaking, cooperative rental in western Euro-
pean member states consists of lower-mid-
dle-income groups who are long-term sitting
tenants. This group benefits from a high level
of rent security, moderate and stable rent
levels (e. g. Austria, Germany). In transition
countries (e. g. Poland, the Czech Republic),
the situation is somewhat similar, but quality
and tenant rights may vary.



Table 13: Tenure related target groups

Member
state

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Flat/condominium
owner-occupation

House
owner-occupation

Middle/higher income groups

Middle/higher income .
. All social groups

all social groups
All social groups
All social groups

. Middle/higher income
Broad social groups
groups
Lower/middle income
groups (privatised
housing)
middle/higher
income groups
(condominiums)

Middle/higher income
groups

All social groups,
younger people,
mainly Danish
ethnicity

All social groups

. Lower/middle income
Broad social groups
groups
Broad social groups
But especially middle/
higher income and age
groups

Broad social groups
Including lower/mid-
dle/higher income
groups

Diverse social groups

Middle income groups,
young professionals,
senior households

Middle/higher income
groups

Broad social groups

Not specified Not specified

Middle/higher income

. Not specified

Broad social groups

Private rental (per-
manent residential
function)

Broad social groups

Lower income all
social groups

Middle/higher
income groups

Diverse social
groups

Diverse social
groups (segmented
by quality)

Diverse social
groups (segmented
by quality/supplier)

Broad social groups
(segmented by
quality/supplier)

Lower/middle
income groups

Diverse social
groups (segmented
by quality/supplier),

includes housing
allowance recipients

Diverse social
groups (segmented
by quality/supplier)

Diverse social
groups (segmented
by quality/supplier)

Lower income
groups
immigrants

Lower income
excluded from
ownership

Lower/middle
income groups (seg-
mented by quality)

Lower income
groups

Private rental (tem-
porary residential
function)

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Not specified

Not specified

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households,
includes housing
allowance recipients

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile middle/
higher income

groups

Young households/

mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Subsidised/social
rental

Low-income groups
(public sector)
broad social groups
(Ipha) /
Lower/middle-income
groups (public/sub-
sidised) broad social
groups (rent-regulated,
private)

Lower income groups

Vulnerable groups

Vulnerable social
groups

Not relevant

Vulnerable groups

Low income groups,
vulnerable groups
immigrants

Vulnerable groups

Low income groups,
who often get also
housing allowance

Lower income groups,
mobile professionals

Lower income groups
vulnerable groups

Not relevant

Lower income groups

Lower income groups

Low income groups,
lower/middle
income groups (by
subsegment)



Member
state

Lithuania

Latvia

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

United
Kingdom

House
owner-occupation

Flat/condominium
owner-occupation

Broad social groups

Middle/higher income
groups

Broad social groups,
elderly and families
overrepresented

Broad social groups

Diverse social groups,
Families and higher
income households

overrepresented

Broad social groups

Broad social groups

Lower/middle income

groups (privatised
housing)
middle/higher
income groups
(condominiums)

Not specified

Broad social groups

Not specified

Broad social groups
(privatised housing)

middle income groups

(condominiums)

Broad social groups
(condominiums)

Broad social groups

Broad social groups

Broad social groups

Broad social groups

Middle/higher income groups

Broad social groups

Source: Expert survey B 2.2.3.B2.2.3

Not specified

Private rental (per-
manent residential
function)

Not relevant

Lower income
excluded from
ownership

Not specified

Lower income
groups
immigrants
rent-control sector:
elderly

Diverse social
groups (segmented
by quality/supplier)

Not relevant

Rent-control sector:
elderly

Diverse social
groups (segmented
by quality/supplier/

regulation)

Diverse social
groups

Lower income
groups

Lower/low income
groups

Lower(middle
income groups)

Lower income
excluded from
ownership

Private rental (tem-
porary residential
function)

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Not specified

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Young households/
mobile households

Subsidised/social
rental

Vulnerable groups

Vulnerable groups

Not specified

Vulnerable groups

Lower/lower-middle
income groups,
immigrants
young households

Low income groups,
vulnerable groups
(social),
lower income groups
(municipal)

Low income groups
immigrants

Low income groups

Low/lower/middle
income groups,
Minorities
Vulnerable groups
Not relevant

Not relevant

Lower income groups



3.2.2.4 Providers of rental housing
services

Housing provision can also be structured
in terms of providers. This is particularly
relevant in the rental housing sector. Tradi-
tionally, “private” rental is associated with
private individual landlords, while “public’
refers to public sector-driven provision of
housing services. However, this dichoto-
mous approach can no longer adequate-
ly describe the provider structures in the
rental housing sector in most member states.
This is partly because the scope of public
housing has become increasingly diverse,
and the provision of subsidised housing by
private companies has become a common
practice in some member states. On the
other hand, an increasing diversification of
provider structures can also be observed in
the market-price rental housing sector.

>

Table 14 shows the pattern of housing pro-
viders in the private or market-price rental
housing sector. It is noticeable that small
private landlords are an important provid-
er of rental housing in all member states.
Their activities range from occasional
activity as a landlord, for example through
subletting of owner-occupied housing (tak-
ing in lodgers), which is particularly com-
mon in transition countries with a lack of
institutionalised rental housing markets,
to profit-oriented activities of individuals
with almost professional asset management
of rental properties. Only a limited number
of member states report that commercial
for-profit companies manage relevant parts
of the rental stock (Denmark, Germany,
Finland, and the Netherlands). In some
member states, however, commercial let-
ting can be observed as a new investment
trend (Ireland, UK, Spain, Denmark), with
multinational asset management compa-
nies entering the field. Thus, institutional
providers range from traditional housing
companies to pension funds and other
financial institutions.

The limited presence of institutional for-prof-
it actors can be due to several possible causes.
Firstly, it has been reported several times
that private renting is basically not a pro-
fessional activity. The close social contacts
with the tenant additionally encourage
more compromise-oriented price-setting
behaviour (e. g. Greece, Germany). In
most cases, rental housing stocks of pri-
vate landlords tend to be targeted to mid-
dle- and lower-income groups and markets
lack demand in high end rental segments
making investment worthwhile. Other rea-
sons for a lack of professional investment
include financing problems (in the UK, for
example, financing for buy-to-let proper-
ties has only recently become available)
and other aspects such as legal uncertainty.
Public bodies or publicly controlled com-
panies in the market-price rental sector can
only be found in a very limited number of
EU member states. This refers to housing
that is not necessarily subject to specific
rent subsidies but owned by municipalities
or other public bodies (e. g. Czech Republic,
Germany, or Sweden) or by private-sector
companies under public control (Germany).



Table 14: Providers of private/market rate rental housing

Member
state

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece

Hungary
Ireland

Italy
Lithuania
Latvia
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

United
Kingdom

Individual
landlords

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Source: Expert survey B 2.2.4.

Private/market rate rental sector

Corporate for-profit
organisations Public bodies or agencies

Yes

Minor relevance

Minor relevance

Minor relevance Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Minor relevance Very minor relevance
Yes Yes

Minor but growing relevance
in the last decade

Yes

Yes

Minor relevance

Minor relevance

Minor relevance

Yes
Yes Yes
Minor but growing relevance Very minor relevance

Corporate for-profit
organisations con-
trolled by state

Yes



Different provider models can also be iden-
tified in the subsidised or privileged access
rental housing sector. Here, four basic mod-
els can be observed:

« Provision exclusively by public bodies,
usually local authorities or organisations
commissioned by them. These can also
include privately owned companies
under public control.

Provision by non-state, non-profit organ-
isations or other organisations specialis-
ing in the operation of housing that are
eligible for subsidies or operate under
special tax regimes for the not-for-profit
or limited profit (e. g. Austria) sector.

Provision by both public bodies and
non-state organisations.

Provision by different actors, including
private-sector companies, which build
and operate subsidised housing as recip-
ients of subsidies on behalf of the state
or in cooperation with public bodies
(PPP models).

The first model is practised in the majority
of member states. Denmark and the Nether-
lands rely almost exclusively on private-sec-
tor, non-profit organisations. The last model
is used in Germany and Austria. Here, in
addition to subsidised housing, also a nation-
al specific model of limited-profit housing
associations (LPHA) as private companies
under a special regulation (cost-plus rent
setting with limitation of profits and perma-
nent asset commitment) plays an important
role. As a new measure for promoting invest-
ment in the social housing market, private
investment models for subsidised housing
construction in the middle-income segment
are reported from Italy. A small proportion
of public housing that is owned by private
companies as a result of various privatisation
and transformation processes can be found
in some member states (e. g. Estonia, Poland,
and the Czech Republic).



Table 15: Providers of subsidised/privileged-access social rental housing

Member

Austria Yes

EB agencies)

Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Minor relevance
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France Yes
Germany Yes
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Lithuania
Latvia
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands Yes
Poland Minor relevance
Portugal Minor relevance
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Very minor

UK
relevance

Source: Expert survey B 2.2.4.

Individual or cor-
state porate for-profit

Yes (social housing

Subsidised/privileged access social rental sector

Public bodies or

agencies

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Minor relevance

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Other non-state
social housing
organisations or
associations

Corporate for-profit
organisations con-
trolled by state

Non-profit
organisations

Yes Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes Yes
Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes Yes

Yes

Minor relevance

Minor relevance

Yes Minor relevance



3.2.3 Patterns of tenure in the
EU member states

The intention of this last section on the
housing system is to group national tenure
systems according to basic patterns of the
system of housing provision. This is done
using two dimensions. First, we group mem-
ber states in terms of common patterns
regarding the degree of tenure diversifica-
tion, 1. e. the quantitative relations of tenures
in the national tenure system (see section
3.2.3.1). Second, we identify functional
aspects of tenure-system groups, which may
differ within groups (see section 3.2.3.2).
This second step allows further discussion
of within-group categorisations according
to common characteristics (see section
3.2.3.3). Owing to the prevailing individual
characteristics of national housing systems
it is obvious that a variety of groupings is
possible. That said, the grouping approach
here is not intended to incorporate all
aspects of housing provision systems, such
as welfare systems, historical path depend-
encies, and legal systems.

3.2.3.1 Degree of tenure diversification

Regarding data on national tenure com-
position, inconsistencies among mem-
ber states’ statistics cannot be completely
avoided.” Consequently, in the previous
sections only tenure-share categories were
presented. Metric data reveal that the ten-
ure systems between member states display
gradual differences, such as in the level of
owner- occupation. Sorting by the level of
owner-occupation, which is the largest key
tenure category in nearly all member states,
Figure 4 gives an overview of the distribu-
tion of tenure shares in their housing pro-
vision systems.

7 E.qg.different base units (dwellings, households,
individuals), different indicators (ownership, ten-
ure status of the dwelling), different years of refer-
ence (some are 2011 census data, some relate to
more recent data), different data sources (official
data, estimations, e. g. for informal activities),
different attribution of unclear/unknown tenure
affiliations and vacant dwellings in the underlying
data bases etc.



Table 16: Data sources for tenure proportion figures

Member state

Austria
Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Rep.

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Lithuania

Latvia

Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia
Slovenia

Spain

Sweden
UK

Source: Expert survey

Data sources (as stated by experts)
Mikrozensus 2018, expert estimates
Census 2011

EU-SILC, Census 2011, World Bank (2017): Analysis of the
State of Housing, Assessment of the Housing Sector in
Bulgaria (2017), expert estimates

Census 2011, expert estimates
n.a.

Census 2011, in: Ministry of Regional Development, Hous-
ing in the Czech Republic in Figures 2019, expert estimates

Denmark Statistical Office Data 2019

Census 2011

2017 National Statistics Finland

2013 national statistics

Census 2011

Census 2011, expert estimates

Central Statistical Office 2015 housing survey
Census 2011

Housing Europe, The State of Housing in the EU 2017
(2014 data), Banca d'ltalia, | bilanci delle famiglie italiane
nell'anno 2012

Census 2011

Latvia State Land Service, reference date 1 January 2018
(available for dwelling type/ownership status only). Percent-
age share figures calculated by IWU/TUD

Census 2011, expert estimates
Census 2011, expert estimates
Central Bureau for Statistics (CBS) 2018 data

Central Statistical Office of Poland,
reference date 31 December 2016.
Percentage share figures calculated by IWU/TUD

data based on population

Census 2011, Ministry of Regional Development and Public
Administration 2014, expert estimates

Census 2011, expert estimates
Census 2011, expert estimates

Census 2011, INE living-conditions survey 2018, expert
estimates

2017 national statistics, expert estimates

2017 national statistics
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Other/unknown (incl. e. g. informal and/or rent free rental)
Subsidised/social or priviledged access rental tenures
Market-price rental tenure (private/commercial rental)

Flat/condominium owner-occupation

Owner-occupation (all types)

Cooperative rental tenures

Public/municipal rental tenures (if not included in “subsidised”)
Other owner occupation (e. g. co-operative)

I House owner-occupation

Figure 4: Tenure composition in
EU member states
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Different forms of owner-occupation can
only be shown for member states where
this data was available. In all other cases,
the aggregated share of owner-occupation
(all types) is shown. Source: Expert survey
B2.1.1,B2.1.2,B22.1,B2.2.2. Figures may
apply to different base years and be based
partially on expert estimates.

We refer to “more diversified” tenure sys-
tems when a larger number of different
tenures exist and their quantitative rele-
vance for housing provision is more equal.
In diversified systems, tenures are likely to
address specific target groups’ demands
(housing choice, stability, duration, cost
etc.). Less diversified systems are those with
very large single main tenures, usually own-
er-occupation, and additional small, usually

specialised or merely residual tenures. The
less diversified a system is, the more each
key tenure type must satisfy multiple tar-
get group demands. Consequently, a basic
measure of the degree of tenure diversifica-
tion is the relative size of individual tenures.
For reasons of robustness (given the issues
with the comparability of metric data and
tenure affiliations mentioned above), the
categorisation scheme uses classified ten-
ure shares as provided in Table 11 and 12.
In addition, given the individual character
of national subtenure peculiarities, only
key tenure definitions (owner-occupied,
market-rate rental, social/subsidises and
cooperative rental) were used. All national
systems were then grouped into four main
groups, using the following criteria for cat-
egorisation (see Table 17).

Table 17: Categorisation rules related to tenure diversification

Indicator Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4
Share of owner-occupation Small or medium Medium or Large or very large Large or very large
(see Table 11) share large share
Share of market rate rent At least medium Medium or Medium Small
(incl. public rental tenures not included  share (when medi- large share
in social/subsidised rent, see Table 12) um-sized social/
co-op sector exists),
very large share
(otherwise)
Share of subsidised/social and Medium share (sum None, nicheor  Small share

of tenures attributed  small share
to the sector), non
(if very large market

rent sector exists)

cooperative tenures (see Table 12)

Categorisation scheme: dominant share: at least ca. 75 % of all households/ dwellings in the Member State; very large share: at least
ca. 50 %; large share: at least ca. 25 %; medium share: at least ca. 10 %; small share: less than ca. 10 %; niche=marginal share (no
figures available).



Each of these groups shows a distinct pat-
tern of tenure diversification:

o Group 1 represents more diversified ten-
ure systems characterised by a relatively
small share of owner-occupation and
a large share of different rental tenures.
The group mean ratio between rental
and owner-occupation is about 8:10
and the mean size relationship between
social and market-rate rental tenures is
7:10. However, within this group, both
systems, with nearly all market rate or a
relatively high level of market rate or of
subsidised, social or cooperative rental
tenures can be observed, so that the latter
relationship is subject to substantial
within-group heterogeneity. A further
subdivision of this group is discussed in
the next section.

 Group 2 represents less diversified
tenure systems with a relatively larger
share of owner-occupation and a medi-
um-sized mostly market-rate rental
tenure segment. The group mean ratio
between rental and owner-occupied
tenure shares is 4:10. Within this group,
both systems with and without dedi-
cated subsidised/social or other rental
tenures can be observed. If a social
rental sector exists, it is considerably
smaller than the market-rate sector. The
group mean ratio between social rental
sectors and market rent shares is 1:10.
A further subdivision of this group is
discussed in the next section.

» Group 3 contains owner-occupa-
tion-dominated tenure systems with
both private rental and social rental
tenures considerably smaller, compared
with owner-occupation. The group mean
ratio between rental and owner-occupa-
tion shares is about 2:10, and the ratio
between social and market rate rental
tenures is also 2:10.

« Group 4 represents owner-occupa-
tion-dominated tenure systems with var-
ious small forms of rental tenure, includ-
ing private, public, cooperative forms. The
group mean ratio between rental and
owner-occupation shares is about 1:10,
and the ratio between social and market
rate rental tenures is nearly equal (11:10).

Two member states display different patterns

of tenure diversification and were not includ-
ed in the groups described above. The Czech

Republic has a considerably lower share of
owner-occupied dwellings/homes than the

member states in groups 3 and 4, but a com-
position of rental tenures that differs strong-
ly from groups 1 and 2. Malta has a similar
share of owner-occupation to group 3, but a
different pattern within rental tenures. The

assignment of these member states to a group,
together with a discussion of further subdi-
visions of the four groups, is the subject to

the next section.

3.2.3.2 Functional aspects of tenure
system groups

In this section, functional aspects of the
group-related tenure patterns will be dis-
cussed. Observable common features allow
each group’s prevailing tenure system char-
acteristics to be described. Within-group dif-
ferences will be used to explain differences
and possible subdivisions of the main groups.

Specific tenures can be attributed to differ-
ent housing demands (flat or single-family
dwelling), different demands for mobility
(temporary vs. permanent housing), different
income groups, different geographical char-
acteristics (predominantly rural vs. more
urbanised member states) and different pro-
vision systems (private landlords, commer-
cial or public institutions). The tenure com-
position of each member state should reflect
these functional aspects in some respects.
This step uses the following information.



- answers regarding the social function of
tenures (Table 13):

« income related aspects (low/lower/
middle/higher/high income groups) of

tenure

« social groups (minorities/vulnerable
groups)

« demographic cohorts (young people/stu-
dents/the elderly)

« regional differences (urban vs. rural)

« duration of residency preferences (per-
manent vs. transient)

- answers regarding the providers of rental
housing (Table 14, Table 15):

o The relevance of private individual
landlords, corporate for-profit investors
or public bodies in the market-price
rental sectors (indicator of quality and
target group diversification within mar-
ket-price rental housing)

« Provision of subsidised/social housing
(state, non-state for-profit or non-profit
actors, indicators of quality and target
group diversification in this sector)

In addition to this qualitative information,
we use the following secondary EU-SILC
2017 data (based on population) in order
to further quantify group-related functional
characteristics of tenures:

« Proportion of owner-occupied homes
above/below 60 % median income (indi-
cator for accessibility and inter-tenure
mobility)

« Ratio of overburden rates among own-
er-occupied households with mortgage/
market rent (indicator for income sort-
ing effects)

« Relative percentage of owner-occupation
with mortgage within total owner-occu-
pation (additional indicator for financ-
ing habits and accessibility of home
ownership)

Using this data, here we can adopt some
key elements of Kemeny’s (1995) classi-
fication of housing systems here. Tenure
systems can be described as integrated
when different tenures with overlapping
qualities and target groups exist and the
relationship between tenures is, to a cer-
tain extent, competitive. Thus, different
tenures serve similar or partly similar tar-
get groups. In this case, for example both
parts of the owner-occupation and rent-
al sectors serve as permanent residential
choices for similar target groups and are
assigned the same level of importance.
This kind of relationship usually requires
a certain level of similarity both in cost
and quality of housing. On the other hand,
it reduces the need for life cycle-related,
inter-tenure mobility. Thus, one indicator
for integration is mobility. On the down-
side, lower upward mobility means higher
access restrictions for owner-occupation,
implying that tenure sorting according to
income levels is supposedly stronger. This
may also increase inter-tenure differences
in housing costs and quality issues, adding
to a larger variety of within tenure differ-
ences in housing services.

When tenures satisfy highly different hous-
ing needs and tenures differ widely in terms
of target groups, social scope and quality, we
refer to Kemeny’s notion of rather dualist
tenure systems. This is the case, for exam-
ple, when the private rental sector meets
more transitory housing demand, and the
owner-occupied sector satisfies permanent
housing demand. In this case, inter-tenure
mobility is, on average, higher and acces-
sibility to owner-occupation easier than in
the case described above.



On the downside, inter-tenure competition is
lower, so that quality and stability differenc-
es between tenures may increase. Especially
when tenure concentration is high, the risk of
rental as a “residual” tenure that serves only
marginalised social groups may increase.

3.2.3.3 Classification results

The classifications carried out in the first
step allowed the formation of 4 groups of
comparable tenure structures. Introduc-
ing parameters of functional relationships,
further stratification of these groups on the
basis of similarities within a group was pos-
sible. The results reflect only a specific issue,
and do not take other subgrouping aspects
into account. Hence, multiple within-group
classification results were possible. The
results of the grouping process can be found
in Figure 5 and Table 18. Group means of
the parameters can be found in Table 19.

As described above, Group 1 represents
more diversified tenure systems. Typical for
this group is a relatively low quantitative
relationship between owner-occupation
and rental tenures, with an average share
of owner-occupied tenures between ca.
50 % and 65 %. Looking at the functional
indicators of this group it can be observed
that in 75 % of the countries involved com-
mercial for-profit providers are active in the
market-rate rental sector, while in 25 % of
the countries market rate public housing
provision also exists. In the majority of
the countries in this group, social housing
may be provided by non-state actors such
as non-profit organisations (not excluding
state provision). With a view to the compo-
sition of the rental sector, three main pat-
terns can be observed in Group 1: Member
states with a larger share of subsidised/
social, privileged access or cooperative
rental housing than of market-rate rental,
member states with a lower share of social
rental tenures, and member states without
or with only a very small and distinct sub-
sidised social sector.

Another issue is the inter-tenure relation-
ship. First, it can be noted that on aver-
age, about two thirds of owner-occupied
tenures® are with a mortgage, with coun-
try-specific values ranging from slightly
less than 50 % to nearly 90 %. Compared
with the other three groups, the share of
mortgage-financed owner-occupation
is considerably higher. This may, in part,
simply reflect larger shares of rural hous-
ing markets where owner-occupation is
more often related to self-help construction
activities, but supposedly also reveals acces-
sibility differences to home ownership and
different aspects of home ownership in the
system of household savings and welfare
provision. Accessibility to home ownership
can be judged using the two indicators
derived from EU-SILC, together with the
answer patterns for social groups. Altogeth-
er, the group mean share of owner occu-
pation in the above-60 %-median income
group is more than double that of the
below 60 % group, indicating that access
to home ownership in Group 1 is strongly
tied to income. This observation is reflected
in the questionnaire answers, where only
25 % of the country experts in this group
state that house ownership is accessible for
most social groups (compared with 80 % in
group 4). On the other hand, two thirds of
the experts noted that market-rate rental
tenure is a valid substitute for lifetime res-
idency for a large variety of social groups,
including the middle-income class. This
result can be confirmed by looking at the
housing-cost overburden rates.

8 EU-SILC data is based on population, not house-
holds, so values may differ from households/
dwelling units



The proportion of the population with a
housing-cost overburden (40 % or more
equivalent income® spent for housing) in
the market-rental sector is significantly
larger in all member states, but differenc-
es between owner-occupied tenures and
market-rate rental tenures is proportionally
lower in some of the member states from
Group 1. These findings allow the forma-
tion of three possible subgroups. Thus, the
following subgroups can be formed:

a. Access to home ownership tends to be
related to income levels. Large and dif-
ferentiated market-rate and social-rental
sectors with overlapping target groups,
housing choice and stability characteris-
tics, especially in urban housing markets,
offering permanent residency choices in
the rental sector too. Subsidised social or
cooperative rental sectors with broader
target groups and relatively high-quali-
ty standards compete with market-rate
rental housing. Overall, the tenure rela-
tionship patterns tend to be more inte-
grated. Member states with these charac-
teristics are Austria and Denmark.

b. Similar accessibility indicators as in sub-
group a), but rental housing provided
predominantly or completely by private,
corporate for-profit and public providers,
using the same regulatory framework for
rent regulation. Since both providers
operate under the same market condi-
tions, housing choice and target groups
in public and private/commercial rental
tenures may be fully overlapping. These
tenure systems can also be described
as tending to be more integrated, but

9 “Equivalent income is an income concept by
which incomes of households of different
types are made comparable by taking account
of shared consumption benefits” (defined by
Statistics Finland with reference to the OECD
and Eurostat https://www.stat.fi/meta/kas/
ekvivalentti_tu_en.html. Eurostat also specifies
that it is “used for the calculation of poverty
and social exclusion indicators” https://ec.eu-
ropa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.
php?title=Glossary:Equivalised_income.

different transformation path of parts
of the rental sector prevail. Members of
this subgroup are Germany and Sweden.

Slightly lower influence of income on
ability to access to the owner-occupied
sector as in a) and b), and a considerably
lower level of mortgage-financed homes.
Apparently stronger disparities between
social rental and private rental in terms
of target groups and qualities. This
pattern represents Finland and France,
while some of these subgroup character-
istics are also valid for member states in
subgroups a) and b).

. Relatively highest share of mortgaged

owner occupation and less significant
income sorting in the owner-occu-
pied tenures. Together with the tem-
porary role of private rental and the
lower relevance of corporate for-profit
providers, these member states exhibit
more of a dualist relationship between
private rental and owner occupation,
with stronger life cycle-related entry
into owner-occupation (“housing lad-
der”) and more pronounced differences
between target groups in private and
subsidised social-rental sectors. Ten-
ure systems in this group feature dis-
play some of the key characteristics of
Kemeny’s “dualist” classification of the
relationship between tenures, such as is
evident in the UK. But also, countries
like the Netherlands, in some respect
also Denmark with their increasing
adoption of housing wealth and “hous-
ing ladders” and stronger social seg-
mentation of the rental sector may be
assigned to this subgroup.


https://www.stat.fi/meta/kas/ekvivalentti_tu_en.html
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Equivalised_income

Group 2 represents medium diversified
tenure systems. Typical for this group is an
average share of owner-occupied tenures
between ca. 65 % to 75 % and a market rate
rental share of about 20-30 %, whereas sub-
sidised/social tenures do not exist or only
account for a very small proportion of ten-
ures. In no member of this group were com-
mercial for-profit providers mentioned as
playing a significant role in the market-rate
rental sector, so that this group represents a
dualistic owner-occupation—private-rental
pattern. On average, about 40 % of own-
er-occupied tenures include a mortgage,
with country-specific values ranging from
less than 20 % to 60 %. Accessibility to
home ownership measured by the share of
owner occupation in the above 60 % medi-
an income group compared with the share
in the below 60 % group is less restricted
than in the countries of Group 1 (group
mean ratio of 16:10), but within-group
variation is large. Two third of the country
experts in this group state that house own-
ership is accessible for most social groups,
while none of the experts regards private
rental as a valid option for permanent res-
idency for middle-income groups. Conse-
quently, the risk of housing cost overbur-
den in private rentals outweighs the risk in
owner-occupied property (category “with
mortgage” only, for comparability reasons)
by a factor of 10 in the group mean. In total,
the relationship between owner occupation
and private rental tends to be more dualist
due to stronger income-related accessibility
constraints on the owner-occupied sector
and different housing choices. The rela-
tively large, predominantly private rental
sector services several lower-income target
groups, due to the limited (or in some cases
non-existent) availability of formal socially
subsidised housing. Again, the differences
within this group that have been discussed
indicate the existence of several possible
subgroups. The categories chosen resulted
in the following groups:

a. Member states with a low level of subsi-
dised rental tenure and relatively strong-
er sorting effects between owner occu-
pation and market-rental tenure. Half
of the owner-occupied tenure is with
mortgage. This pattern represents Bel-
gium, Ireland, and Luxembourg.

b. Member states without a subsidised
social rental sector, and relatively bet-
ter access to home ownership (ratio by
income is 14:10 compared to 18:10 in
subgroup a). Under a third of owner-oc-
cupied tenures are mortgaged, which
also seems to reflect the role of property
in household savings. Members of this
subgroup are Cyprus and Greece.

Group 3 represents more concentrated ten-
ure systems. Typical for this group is an aver-
age share of owner-occupied tenures over
75 %, a market-rate rental share of about
15 %, and a subsidised/social tenure share
of about 5 %. On average, about one third of
owner-occupied tenures are with mortgage,
with country-specific values ranging from
about 20 % to 40 %. Accessibility to home
ownership measured by the share of owner
occupation within the above 60 % median
income group in comparison with the one
below 60 % is similar to group 2 (group
mean ratio of 14:10). Nevertheless, only
25 % of the country experts in this group
state that home ownership is accessible
for most social groups, while none of the
experts rate private rental as a valid option
for permanent residency for middle income
groups. In addition, social rental tenures
were regarded as appropriate for marginal-
ised or lowest income groups only, so the
overall tenure system can be described dual-
ist. Within-group variability is rather low, so
sub-group formation was not necessary to
explain particular characteristics. Members
of this group are Italy, Spain, and Portugal.
Given the similar rate of home ownership,
we decided to rate Malta as a special case
within this group, although its particularly
larger social rental sector does not fit in with
the general group characteristics.



Group 4 represents member states with a
strongly concentrated tenure system char-
acterised by the highest proportion of owner
occupation. Rental tenures are mostly small,
predominantly private rentals with a sig-
nificant level of informal letting/subletting
activity, a fact that renders estimates for
rental shares especially difficult. Typical for
this group is an average share of owner-oc-
cupied tenures of over 85 %, an average
market-rate rental share of about 5 %, and
similar subsidised/social tenure shares. On
average, only 12 % of owner-occupied ten-
ures are with mortgage, with country-spe-
cific values ranging from 1 % to about 25 %.
The high share of owner-occupation means
that accessibility to home ownership is open
to most social groups and income sorting in
the owner-occupied sector is not an issue
for middle income earners (ratio of 11:10,
that is, ownership is relatively independent
of income). Given the fact that these fig-
ures partly reflect privatisation policies of
former state-owned housing, these acces-
sibility figures may not be valid for more
recent household demand under actual
market conditions. The social-rental sec-
tor is still mostly tied to public/municipal
housing, and is governed by individual and
also locally diverse regulations. Supply in
the market-rate rental sector seems to be
increasing, and ranges from informal sub-
letting to commercial urban market-rate
rental housing. This group describes most of
the EU-transformation countries (Bulgaria,
Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia). In view of
the shared historical situation, we decided
to add the Czech Republic as a special case
with a lower proportion of owner-occu-
pation, a relatively higher level of private
and municipal-rental tenure, and stronger
income sorting indicators.
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Table 18: Tenure system groups

Group
1 2 3 4
a) a) a) a)
Austria Belgium Italy Bulgaria
Denmark Luxembourg Portugal Croatia
b) Ireland Spain Estonia
Germany b) b) Hungary
Sweden Cyprus (Malta*) Latvia
<) Greece Lithuania
Finland Poland
France Romania
d) Slovakia
Netherlands Slovenia
United Kingdom b)

(Czech Republic¥)

* Czech Republic and Malta represent singular cases in terms of their tenure composition. For comparison reasons, both countries
were assigned to their most appropriate regional group.

Table 19: Tenure system group mean indicators

Indicator Group
1 2 3 4

Owner-occupation (all types) 56 % 69 % 79 % 86 %
Private/commercial and public market rate rental tenures 25% 23 % 15 % 4%
Subsidised below market, privileged access, cooperative, and other 18% 30 300 30
rental
Ratio of rental tenures shares / owner-occupation 8:10 4:10 2:10 1:10
Ratio of non-market / market rate rental shares in group 7:10 1:10 2:10 6:10
Share of owner-occupation tenure with mortgage (EU-SILC) 64 % 42 % 37 % 12 %

. ) . o -
Ratio of owner occupation level above / below 60 % median income 21:10 16:10 14:10 11:10
(EU-SILC) in group
Ratio of overburden rates owner-occupation w. mortgage / market rent 210 1110 110 310

in group

Market rate rental sector: provision by corporate

for-profit providers yes/no 75 % 0% 67 % 10 %
Percentage of group members stating “yes”

Market rate rental sector: provision

by not-for-profit/public providers yes/no 25 % 0% 0% 0%

Percentage of group members stating “yes”
Subsidised/social rental sector: provision by non-state actors yes/no

. 88 % 60 % 33% 10 %
Percentage of group members stating “yes”

Private rental sector with permanent tenure scope for middle income
groups yes/no 63 % 0% 0% 10 %
Percentage of group members stating “yes”

* All values were calculated without the Czech Republic or Malta.



4 Drivers of housing
policy and problem
conditions




Housing markets and housing policy are
in an interdependent relationship to each
other. On the one hand, housing markets
can be understood as a result of housing
policy frameworks and long-term housing
policies. On the other hand, developments
in the housing market provoke new hous-
ing-policy action and cause the recalibra-
tion of existing housing-policy instruments.
This section will address the general chal-
lenges and specific problems of housing
provision in the EU member states. This
includes an overview and categorisation of
housing policy instruments as well as cur-
rent reform trends.

The survey yielded very heterogeneous
answers concerning the drivers of housing
policy and the prevalent problems sur-
rounding housing provision. Both reflect
long-established housing systems and
path-dependent developments. The follow-
ing illustrations refer to the housing policy
experts assessments of the most common
drivers and problem conditions. The survey
responses in Table 20 — Table 23 were sub-
jected to further expert and (in some cases)
focal point review and feedback.

Drivers of
housing policy

4.1

As regards the potential drivers of housing
policy, the experts were asked to assess the
extent to which the following drivers have
affected housing policy in their country
over the past ten years. Table 20 gives an
overview of these assessments.

On average, the most important drivers of
housing policy in the EU have been energy
efficiency requirements and urbanisation.
Only five countries reported that energy
efficiency requirements have affected their
housing policies to a small or lesser extent.
The vast majority acknowledged the impor-
tance of this driver. The situation is more
heterogeneous for urbanisation. In three

countries (Finland, Latvia, and Poland),
urbanisation has affected housing policy
to a very great extent, while in eight coun-
tries, primarily from eastern and southern
Europe (Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic,
Greece, Hungary, Malta, Slovakia, Slovenia),
urbanisation has not played a larger role.

Immigration has driven housing policy to
at least a great extent in Denmark, Ger-
many, Greece, Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg,
Malta, and Sweden. In the other countries,
immigration does not seem to have played
a major role, especially in eastern Europe.
Major concerns in relation to immigra-
tion include increasing pressure on social
housing systems and accelerating segre-
gation processes. However, only very few
countries report that the refugee crisis
has played a role in shaping their housing
policies. More precisely, only Denmark,
Latvia, and Sweden reported a very great
impact, whereas most countries reported
very small impacts or none at all.

Emigration is an important driver of hous-
ing policy only in Latvia and Lithuania,
and to some extent in Hungary, Poland and
Portugal. Overall, it seems that urbanisa-
tion processes and, to some extent, immi-
gration play a much larger role in driving
regional disparities in housing markets
such as rising rents and housing prices, as
well as a shortage of smaller units in met-
ropolitan areas.



Table 20: Drivers of housing policy

Member
State

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus
Czech
Republic
Denmark
Estonia

Finland

France
Germany
Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands
Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

UK

Immigration
Small extent

Very small
extent

Not at all

Not at all

Very small
extent

Not at all

Very great
extent

Very small
extent

Small extent

Some extent
Great extent
Great extent

Not at all

Great extent

Small extent

Great extent

Not at all

Great extent

Great extent

Some extent

Very small
extent

Some extent

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Some extent

Very great
extent

Some extent

Refugee crisis
Small extent

Very small
extent

Not at all

Not at all
Not at all

Not at all

Very great
extent

Very small
extent

Some extent

Small extent
Some extent
Small extent

Not at all

Some extent

Small extent

Very great
extent

Not at all

Very small
extent

Very small
extent

Some extent

Not at all

Not at all
Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Very small
extent

Very great
extent

Very small
extent

Emigration
Not at all

Very small
extent

Very small
extent

Not at all
Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Very small
extent

Small extent

Not at all
Not at all
Not at all

Some extent

Very small
extent

Not at all

Very great
extent

Great extent

Very small
extent

Not at all

Not at all

Some extent

Some extent

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Very small
extent

Small extent

Very small
extent

Urbanisation
Small extent

Very small
extent

Very small
extent

Some extent

Small extent

Very small
extent

Some extent

Some extent

Very great
extent

Great extent
Great extent
Not at all

Very small
extent

Great extent

Some extent

Very great
extent

Some extent

Great extent

Very small
extent

Some extent

Very great
extent

Some extent
Some extent
Very small
extent

Not at all

Great extent

Great extent

Small extent

Ageing society
Some extent

Some extent

Not at all

Some extent

Not at all
Small extent
Very small
extent
Some extent

Some extent

Small extent
Some extent
Some extent

Small extent

Some extent

Small extent

Great extent

Some extent

Small extent

Small extent

Some extent

Great extent

Great extent

Not at all
Very small
extent
Small extent

Great extent

Small extent

Some extent

Decreasing
household
size

Small extent

Small extent

Not at all

Some extent

Not at all

Small extent

Not at all

Some extent

Some extent

Some extent
Some extent
Small extent

Small extent

Some extent

Small extent

Very great
extent

Not at all

Very small
extent

Some extent

Some extent

Small extent

Some extent

Not at all

Very small
extent

Not at all
Not at all

Very small
extent

Great extent

The scale is: to a very great extent, to a great extent, to some extent, to a small extent, to a very small extent,

not at all, don't know / unclear

Energy
efficiency
requirements

Some extent

Great extent

Small extent

Some extent

Some extent

Some extent

Small extent

Great extent

Some extent

Great extent
Great extent
Some extent

Some extent

Great extent

Great extent

Some extent

Great extent

Some extent

Small extent

Great extent

Very small
extent

Great extent

Very small
extent
Great extent

Some extent

Great extent

Some extent

Great extent



Another set of important drivers of hous-
ing policy over the past ten years involves
the ageing society and decreasing house-
hold sizes. The former mainly relates to a
lack of barrier-free units suitable for the
elderly, whereas the latter adds to pres-
sures on urban housing markets and drives
demand for smaller units. However, it must
be kept in mind that an ageing society is
only considered a very important driver
in Latvia, Poland, Portugal, and Spain. In
the majority of member states, it seems to
play a minor role. Thus, while an ageing
society is already affecting housing policy
in a majority of member states to at least
some extent, as the trend continues there is
reason to believe that these pressures will
increase in the foreseeable future. Some-
thing similar can be said about decreasing
household size. While, in only very few
cases it is not a driver at all, it seems to be
having at least some effect in most member
states (even if the effect is not substantial).

4.2 Housing provision
problems

The following section summarises the spe-
cific problems reported with regard to the
accessibility, affordability, and availabili-
ty of owner-occupied and rental housing,
and concerning informal/temporary hous-
ing. To produce comparative results for all
member states, we focus on the existence
and the basic structures of problems as well
as their importance.

4.2.1 Owner-occupied housing

Table 21 reports on country-specific prob-
lems reported with regard to accessibility,
affordability, and availability in owner-oc-
cupied housing.

Price increases, especially in urban areas,
are by far the most serious problem as
regards owner-occupied housing. Overall,
26 member states report that these devel-
opments pose a serious or very serious hous-
ing provision problem. Only Belgium and
Estonia seem to be less affected. Interestingly,
of those member states which regard price
increases as at least a serious problem, only
about half report serious credit access prob-
lems and serious financial overburdens and
financial risks for homeowners. This sug-
gests that in many countries, price increases
still seem to be handled quite well by nation-
al housing systems and credit markets. More
unfavourable constellations of price increas-
es paired with financing issues tend to exist
in eastern and southern Europe.

At the same time, housing property mar-
kets in about half of the member states are
struggling with vacancies and decreasing
prices in rural areas. In almost all cases,
these are the same member states as the
ones reporting serious and very serious
problems with price increases in urban
areas. This suggests that regional disparities
on housing property markets are increasing
in many member states.

About half of the member states are marked
by experiencing a lack of barrier-free units
as at least a serious problem in owner-occu-
pied housing. In the face of an ageing socie-
ty, it can be expected that the need for bar-
rier-free units will increase. Finally, another
serious problem reported by more than half
of the member states is energy poverty. This
shows that energy poverty is very present in
ownership tenures. The problem also clus-
ters in Eastern and Southern Europe.



Table 21: Major housing provision problems in owner-occupied housing

Member
State

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria
Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia
Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal
Romania
Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden
UK

Price
increases
in certain
(urban)
areas

Serious

Neither/nor

Very serious
Very serious

Serious

Very serious

Serious

Not serious
Serious

Serious

Very serious

Serious

Very serious
Very serious
Serious
Serious
Serious

Very serious

Very serious

Very serious

Very serious

Very serious
Very serious
Serious

Very serious

Serious

Very serious

Very serious

Credit
access
difficulties

Not serious

Not serious

Serious
Serious

Serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious
Not serious

Not serious
atall

Not serious
atall

Serious

Neither/nor
Neither/nor
Serious
Very serious
Serious

Neither/nor

Not serious

Serious

Serious

Neither/nor
Serious
Not serious

Serious

Not serious

Serious

Serious

Financial
overburden,
high finan-
cial risks

Neither/nor

Not serious

Serious
Serious

Neither/nor

Neither/nor

Not serious
atall

Not serious
Serious

Not serious

Neither/nor

Very serious

Neither/nor
Serious
Neither/nor
Very serious
Serious

Serious

Not serious

Serious

Not serious

Serious
Not serious
Unclear

Not serious

Not serious

Serious

Neither/nor

Vacancies/
decreasing
prices in
certain
(rural) areas

Not serious

Not serious
atall

Serious
Very serious

Unclear

Serious

Serious

Serious
Very serious

Serious

Neither/nor

Not serious
atall

Serious
Not serious
Serious
Serious
Serious

Not serious
atall

Not serious
atall

Not serious
atall

Not serious
atall

Neither/nor
Serious
Serious

Not serious
atall

Neither/nor

Not serious

Neither/nor

Discrimina-
tion against
certain
(ethnic)
minorities

Not serious

Unclear

Neither/nor
Not serious

Not serious

Serious

Unclear

Neither/nor
Not serious

Unclear

Not serious

Neither/nor

Serious
Serious
Neither/nor
Neither/nor
Not serious

Not serious

Serious

Neither/nor

Not serious
atall

Serious
Not serious
Very serious

Not serious
atall

Not serious
atall

Not serious

Unclear

Lack of
barrier-free
housing

Serious

Serious

Unclear
Serious

Unclear

Neither/nor

Serious

Neither/nor
Not serious

Serious

Serious

Serious

Serious
Neither/nor
Unclear
Serious
Serious

Neither/nor

Not serious

Neither/nor

Not serious
atall

Very serious
Unclear
Unclear

Very serious

Not serious

Not serious

Serious

The scale is: very serious, serious, neither / nor, not serious, not serious at all, don't know / unclear

Lack of
specific unit
sizes (e. g.
small units)

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious
Very serious

Not serious
atall

Neither/nor

Not serious

Not serious
Neither/nor

Unclear

Not serious

Not serious
atall

Not serious
Neither/nor
Neither/nor
Serious

Neither/nor

Neither/nor

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious
atall

Serious
Serious
Unclear

Serious

Not serious
atall

Not serious

Serious

Energy
poverty

Not serious

Serious

Serious
Serious

Very serious

Not serious

Not serious
atall

Not serious
Not serious

Serious

Not serious

Very serious

Serious
Serious
Neither/nor
Very serious
Serious

Serious

Not serious

Not serious

Not serious

Serious
Serious
Unclear

Serious

Serious

Not serious

Neither/nor



4.2.2 Rental markets

Table 22 summarises the country-specific
problems reported with regard to accessi-
bility, affordability, and availability of rental
housing in the member states. By far most
common and most serious problems across

the EU’s member states are rent increases

in urban areas and lack of affordable and

social housing in urban areas. In fact, only
very few countries such as Austria, Belgium,
Cyprus and Sweden, have more differing
views. While the situation is more relaxed in

Austria, urban rents do not seem to be under
pressure in Belgium, while social housing is

stil