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About

The objective of Houselnc is to apply innovative methodology to deeply analyse interlinked
dimensions of housing inequalities in the context of marginalized communities.

Houselnc will empirically examine economic, social and ecologidaers and assess impacts of
various indicators on housing inequality to derive policy recommendations that foster the adoption
of effective measures addressing housing inequality across Europe. With a transdisciplinary dialogue,
the project develops innovativeocial, financial and digital solutions that can ine scaledand thus,
contribute to a better socieeconomic and sustainable integration of vulnerable groups in European
societies.

Houselnc takes a systemic view and assesses interlinkages of housing inequaditigzhasizing
energy and mobility poverty, digital dimensions, employment opportunities, family and socio
demographic conditions, energgfficiency,and health- on a micre, mese and macrolevel. The
interdisciplinary Houselnc consortiuatonsisting of research institutes and universities, policy think
tanks,NGOsand practitioners on the groundnvolves case studies to engage directly with members
of four marginalized ammunities in or from Eastern Europe.

Besides a mbmethod approach, including modelling and a @i&sed analysis depicting
geographical and future housing inequality, we implement a multinational survey to better
understand housing inequality in light of recent events such as C@¥lBnd Rusia's invasion in the
Ukraine. The research results will be assesseahped,and scaled up using Living Labs and various
stakeholder engagement activities to provide innovative solutions addressing housing inequalities
and translating them into valid lo¢aregional, national and EU policy recommendations impacting
EU and national funding programs and providing a comprehensive overview and guidance for
policymakers to mitigate housing inequalities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The goal of this report is to present the results from the project task T3.3, i.e., from testing the impact
of selected economic, policy (political) and demograpfaictorson housing inequality trendsn our

data analysis, we specifically focusedtbree domains of housing inequality) inequality in housing
affordability and precarity (also housing cost inequality§2) housing tenure inequality(also
homeownership stratificatiort) and (3)inequality in housing wealth. Wéested the association
between the trend in housing inequality in these three domains aixdoossible factar§l) household
income and income inequality; (2) inflation and the interest rate; (3) demographics; (4)
intergenerational housingelated resource transfers provided within the family; (5) housing benefit
policy; and (6) the institutionabnd political context. After conducting the indicative tests of
associations between housing inequalities and the first three factors (income, interest rate and
demographics), we focus on an analysis of the associations of housing inequalities with the ngmaini
three factors (resource transfers, benefit policy andtitutional contexy in detail. Therefore, in this
report we especially present the resuli®m an indepth analysis of theassociation(a) between
intergenerational resource transfers and housing wealth inequality; (b) between housing benefit
policy and housing precarity; and (c) between institutional context (housing regime and ruling political
ideology) and housing inequality in ttadfordability, tenure andwealth domains.

We employed a specific conceptual approach tihe interpretation of our resultscalled the
fragmentary mechanism of housing inequality evolutianless holistic, less critical and less radical
conceptual approach than the one followed by contemporary political economy. We justify it not only
by the complexity of inequality measurement but also by international comparisons of available data.
We empbyed amacrolevelof inequality measurement andsed macredata (time series) on country
statistics drawn from different sources (recently publicly available in the Data Overview of Houselnc
project), and micredata from three international comparative surveys: () Statistics on Income

and Living ConditionsHU-SILC) run in annual waves by Eurostat since 2004; (bHthwesehold
Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS) run in four waves by the European Central Bank since 2011;
and (c) the multinational otine survey Houseln2025 conducted specifically under the Houselnc
project in 2025.

Our results confirm thahousehold economic factors play a decisive role in housing inequality trends:
specifically, rising disposable household income (connected with an economic boom) associates with
rising inequality in housing affordability anldousing wealth domains.This relation may be an
outcome of low elasticity of housing supply that transforms increasing housing demand driven by
income(economiq growth into housing cost/rent/price hikes rather than into higher housing supply,
and of the unequatffect of suchcost/rent/pricegrowth on different householihcomegroups.In the

short term, the economic factors hawespeciallya strong effect on housing cost inequaliand a
weaker effect on housing wealth inequality.hd@ financial factors (interest rate, inflation) and
demographic factors (ageing ratio, share of singles) piaystly weak, variable and more context
sensitive roles in the mechanism of housing inequality evolution.

Similarly, housing precarity is not a uniform phenomenon but varies in both magnitude and trajectory
across national contexts. The affordability dimension emerges as the most influésatialr of overall
precarity trends, underscoring the central role of the housing cost burden in shaping household
vulnerability. The results show that while lotsigrm structural improvements have occurred in several
countries, recent shockg most notably the eergy crisisz have disrupted progress and widened
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crossnational disparities. While in Western and Northern European countries unaffordability is th
dominant challenge for lowncome renters, reflecting higltost housing markets, in postocialist
contexts overcrowding and inadequate dwelling conditioresnain highly prevalent, pointing to
slower improvements in the physical housing stock and persistent structural shortages.

Despite the important role of housing allowances in reducing the financial burden, they only partially
alleviate housing unaffordability. Moreover, an analysis of housing precarity among benefit recipients
shows that the housing allowance aloney not sufficiently address all dimensions of precagtthe

high prevalence of energy poverty, arrears and overcrowding in several countries reveals persistent
issues of poor dwelling quality, inadequate energy efficiency and insecdititgse patterns indicate

that households turn to benefits primarily once affordability challenges already arise and that benefits
alonemay notcompensate for structural constraints in housing supply or quality.

Our analysis of the association between intergenerational wittaimily housingrelated resource
transfers and housing wealth inequality confirmed that countries with a dualist/familial housing
regime and a high homeownership rate significantly differ fraountries with a unitary housing
regime and a low homeownership rate when it comes to the effect of resource transfers on different
housing wealth outcomes. In countries with dualist/familial regimes, resource transfebablyhave

a significant effecton tenure choice, the level of household housing wealth, its appreciation or
depreciation in time and the level of household pure residential investments. Here, the transigrs
often havean even more important impact on wealth outcomes than traditional factors of social
(wealth) stratification, such as household income. Conversely, in societies with a unitary housing
regime and a large segment of rental housing, the effect of transferg bwstatistically significant
only on some (fewer) housing wealtlutcomes.

We also found that if in the societies with a high homeownership rate (dualist/familial housing regime)
resource transfers are relatively equally distributed within society, then these transfers may decrease
the level of housing wealth inequality, i.e., vkoas awealth equaliserin the societies with a high
homeownership rate where, howeveresource transfers are unequally distributed within society,
transfers may not equalise the effect of housing price growth or the decreasing homeownership rate,
and nstead they may work aswealth catalyserFinally, in countries with a low homeownership rate
(unitary housing regime) the effect of resource transfers on housing wealth inequality cannot be
estimated. As the results from the Qualitative Comparative Analysis demonstrate, in countries with a
high homeownership rate, the association between housing wealth and income may be structurally
reshaped by the distribution of intergenerational resource transfers within society. In these countries,
the housing wealthinequality trend is determined by the distribution of intergenerational transfers
significantly more than in countries with a low homeownership rate.

In the final chapter, we documented that the level and trend of tenure inequality (homeownership
stratification) and the level and trend of housing wealth inequality reflect the categorisation of
housing regimes and thus confirm the relevance of the ingiihal context for explaining housing
inequality in these two domains. Specifically, unitary housing regimes are surprisingly characterised
by higher and increasing homeownership stratification and by reghnd increasing housing wealth
inequality, but they do not convincingly perform better when it comes to housing etusiscome
inequality and its trend. We also found thtitere is generally a weak link between changes in the
political orientation of the ruling political parties, expressed on the-tigjht political scale or the
state-market orientation scale, and changes in the levels of housing inequélieyfound only two
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stronger relationships: between a statearket orientation in governmental political ideology and the
housing costgo-income ratio inequality; and between the lefight orientation of governmental
political ideology and housing wealth inequality, alwayhen the impact of political stance on
inequality outcome hadveenlagged by eight yearsAleft-wing orientation in governmental politics
increases housing wealth inequality (probably due to higher support for rental housing saipgly
increasing share denancy) and a political orientation towards state support decreases inequality in
the housing costdo-income ratio (probably due to highefocus on vulnerable households and
housing cost equalityn a society.

Therefore, the possibilityf governmentsto quickly decrease housing inequalities, especially in the
short term, is exaggerated in some policy and critical studies, which do not sufficiently reflect the
inertia in the institutional settings that define a housing regime for a long time. Moreover, radical
systemic change of the housing regime may have negative unintended consequences and ultimately
contradictory results because of the complexity of the mechanism of housing inequality evolution.
We formulateda set of contextsensitive and socioeconomically balanced policy recommendations
that call for:

® conducting a deep and contexdensitive study of the reasons for the Idevel of price
elasticity of housing supply (land speculation, urban planning flexibility, housing market
failuresor oligopolies in housing production) because a higher elasticity of housing supply
could weaken the recent strong effect of incorf@mploymentrate, GDP)growth on the rise
in housing cost tenure- and wealth inequalities;

& carrying out contextsensitive partial revisions of housing benefits that would include a
housing quality parameter in some countries to increase the efficiency of housing benefits in
solving the quality dimension of housing precarity;

© improving the channels that inform people about the eligibility criteria for and the process of
how to apply for housing benefits (e.g., by usemgon-line application);

© designing policy tools that would motivate housing renovations, especially in the private
(market-rate) rental sector;

© introducing or strengthening progressive property taxation or progressive capital gains
taxation (with progression based on propewnd capital gain valus) thatwould also reflect
the intensity of investment dwelling usétaxing more vacantdwellings or shortterm
tenancies);

© when withinfamily resource transfers are distributed equally, especially in a society with a
high homeownership rate, these transfers should not be taxestead it would be beneficial
to implement measures that would make resource transfers amongilosme families less
burdensomeelsewhere

© adopting a more tenurebalanced housing policy, i.e., rebalancing public financial support
among different housing tenures and making different tenures more substitutable, which
mainly means increasing the security of tenancy and increasing state (EUpisdpppublic,
not-for-profit or co-op rental housing construction;
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© stabilising housing policy measures (status quo), developing participatory elements
decisiorrmaking and auditinchousingpolicy effectiveness and efficiency more in the long
rather than the short term.

15



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

1. CHAPTER 1: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, METHODOLOGY AN
MAIN CONCLUSIONS

MARTIN LUX, PETR SUNEGA

1.1.INTRODUCTION

This chapter outlines conceptual framework, datad methodology of our housing inequality
research,and it summarizes main conclusionabout the impact of selected economic, policy
(political) and demographic factors on housing inequality tremmdEuropean countrie®s outlined in

Report D2.1 of this proje¢teview of existing literaturd) OET OOET ¢ ET ANOAI EOU EO
reaching implications for social justice, economic stability, and public health. Adequate housing is a
fundamental human right and a cornerstone of individual weding and communy

AAOGAT 1 Pi AT 0851 AROOOAT AET ¢ OEA 1 01 OEEAAARAOAA AET A
developing effective policies and interventions to promote equitable access to housing and foster

ET Al OOEOA Oi AEAOHEAOGCSE | +A1T OAT AO Al 8 wowi

We used for this purpose data from the following international comparative surveyBUa&tatistics

on Income and Living Condition&€|(-SILC) run in annual waves by Eurostat since 2004; (b) the
Household Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS) run in four waves by European Central Bank
since 2011and (c) the multinational ofine survey Houselnc 2025 conducted specifically under this
project in 2025. In the data analysis, we mainly focused on nine European countries that represent
diverse population sizegieographies, climates and housing and welfare reginBdgium,the Czech

Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Italye Netherlands, Romania and the UKhe selection of

OAT OA CcOi 0P8 AT O1 OOEAO EO oa<elédide glalafandinidica®drdDl OO0 $ ¢
housing inequality studiesL(x et al. 2025). However, when data were available, we worked with

larger samples of countries to increase robustness of the results, but we also worked with smaller
samples when data was missing evedfo O1 | A AT 01 OOEAO &O0I i OEA OAI OA
Several recent reviews of literature show that there is no universally agreed definition of housing
inequality(Nasrabadi et al. 2024; James et al. 2024; Kantel et al. 2024). Researchers thus use a broad
set of perspectives and measures to demonstrate it. This conceptual and methodological openness
promotes originality in the search for hiddéactorsi £ ET ANOAT EOUR AOO EO Al Ol
around the results that may not be, in the end, fully consistent both within and between countries,
andtheir generalisability may be limited. Specifically, there are: (1) different domains where we can
study housing inequality, namelfiousing affordability, housing tenufgecurity, housing quality,

housing precarity, housing weatthlocation of housing?2) different geographic levels where housing
inequality can be surveyed, nameityicro, meo and macrolevels; and (3) different mearasnd

indicators how to measure housing inequality (for a list of the main possible indicators see Report
D3.1, Lux et al. 2025).

As a consequence, in one specific country the results from the rhéer@ of inequality assessment
(e.g., concerning the housing discrimination of one social or ethnic group in a particular city or
neighbourhood) may differ from the results of the maedevel of inequality assessment (e.g., when

W
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housing wealth distribution or the housing cost burden across income distribution is measured for t
whole country or region by macrimdicators, such as the coefficient of vaian or different kinds of
ratio). Similarly, the results for different domains of housing inequality may diverge within one
country: for example, Estonia is significantly above the European average when housing inequality is
measured by the housing costs-income ratio distribution across income quintiles but, at the same
time, ggnificantly below the European average when housing inequality is measured by housing
wealth distribution across income quintiles. The selection of geography, focus, scope and particular
measures of housing inequality all influence the results and coiweiaf inequality studiez and we
should consider this analytical vagueness and define conceptual framewonktéopretation of the
resultsappropriately.

As mentioned above, reviews of housing inequality literature (Nasrabadi et al. 2024; James et al. 2024)
demonstrate that housing inequality studies include different approaches, measures and concepts.
These reviews group previous studies into the followfivg distirct clusters that each refer to a
unique perspective and method: (1) discrimination and uneven choice of marginalised groups
(migrants, ethnic and minority groups); (2) housing inequality as an outcome of the housing price
boom, housing market yhamics (failure, investment) and housing financialisation; (3) housing
inequality as an unintentional outcome of policies (neoliberal policy, support for access to
homeownership) and social norms; (4) the housing inequality impact on broader inequéiitiaish,
education, environment); and (5) the intergenerational transmission of housing inequality (transfers,
young people)Very similar clusters were defined in the housing inequality literature review made by
Kantel et al. (2025) under this project. In this report, we will touch on only clusters (2), (3) and (5) and
this reduction (especially omission of discrimination segjicertainly limits the generalisability of our
results.

Therefore, we should acknowledge that housing inequality is a multidimensional concept and that in
this report we willspecifically(1) focus only on the (djousing affordabilityprecarity, (b) housing
tenure and (c) housing wealthdomains of inequality; (2) employ amacro levelof inequality
measurement; and (3) usdimited set of measurethat we perceive to be the most suitable for each
inequality domain and purpose of evaluation. Consequently, we will not address, for example; micro
level of housing inequalities (e.g., gentrification, neighbourhood quality, access to services, ethnic
discrimination, etc.) or inequalities outside of the three abestated domains (e.g., those that
concern health issues, energy poverty, location, spatgregation or detailed housing quality).

The three housing inequality domaing OAADAT AAT & OAOEAAI AO6

The first domain we will focus on concerhsusing affordabilityand, specificallyhousing precarity

where housing affordability represents only one, though crucial, dimension of inequality. The post

GFC housing price boom (as well as the rise in housing rents), whinbsnhEuropean countries

exceeded the rise in household incomes, caused wadled (urban) housing affordability crisis
(Wetzstein 2017), which especially affected the young generation. A growing number of academic
papers are arguing thathis affordability crisis has led to: (1) the-d&ndardised transition of the

ui 61 ¢ CcAT AOAGEITT O1F AAOI OEITA A O Al 1 OAOOGEA

1The geographic distribution of existing studies is also interesting: more than half of selected studies in Nasrabadi et al.
(2024) focus on three countries: China, the US, and the UK. Therefore, the continental European context and the Southern
and Easten Europe contexts especially are broadly lacking, which additionally limits the scope for generalisation.
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ET OAOCAT AOAGET T Al OAT OEIT 10O AilT £ EAO j7EII
homeownership rate among young people and, conversely, their increasing share in the less secur
private rental sector (see, e.g., McKee et al. 2@60urassa & Shi 201&colin et al. 2016Arundel &
Ronald 2021); and also (4) the rise in public movements against what many perceive as the main cause
of worsening affordabilityy housing financialisatioffalbers et al. 2020), e.g., in countries like Spain,
Ireland and the Netherlands (Wijburg & Waldron 2024).

In Chapters 2 and 5 of this report, we employ a sinlglesingcoststo-income ratio as an indicator

of housing affordability. However, this has been criticised for ignoring the complexity of the potential
housing problems that households face in reality. Therefore, in Chapter 3 we also workouihng
precarityas a more comprehensive concept that encompasses not only issues of affordability but also
inadequate housing quality to understand poor housing conditions in a broader sense (Clair et al.
2018 Waldron 2023 Debrunner et al. 2024)The advantage of housing precarity lies in its
multidimensionality, which best reflects the theoretical conceptanimulative housing disadvantage
proposed by Hochstenbach (2025) and Dewilde et al. (2@28%) framework emphasising the
intersection and accumulation of multiple housing problems across time. Specifically, we will work
with four dimensions of housing precarity: (1) housing affordabfbtyerburden), (2) housing security,

(3) housing quality and (4) neighbdwood quality.

The second domain we will focus on in this report concemssing wealth inequalibpfter World War

II, most Western countries saw a growth in real housing prices (OECD Analytical House Prices
Indicators 2024 Knoll et al. 2017 that contributed to a growth in the wealth of the pestar
generationz housing wealth has become the main form of household wealth (Doling & Ronald 2010
Rowlingson & McKay 201Riketty 2014) and its distribution a mirror of household wealth distribution
(Bonnet et al. 201AAllegré & Timbeau 2015). Housing wealth thus started to direct people's ability to
deal with various life risks (Adkins et al. 2021); it has become an important axis of broader social (class,
strata) inequalities (Hochstenbach et al. 20REx et al. 2013) and, according to some social scientists,
the cornerstone of the new welfare state (Groves et al. 200alpass 2008). Thiactorsof housing

wealth inequality are thus also tHactorsof social stratification in many contemporary societies.

Housing tenure structuréhe final domain of housing inequality we will focus on, is a pillar in the
categorisation of housing regimésand has a decisive impact on housing tenure choice and,

2The housing regime classification was defined by Swedish theorist Jim Kemeny (e.g., Kemeny, 1995). Kemeny (1995) views

the private and social housing sectors as a reflection of two separate and competing ideologies: privatism and collectivism.

Based on tfs ideological cleavage, he distinguished housing policy models as being either dualist (stigmatising tenancy and
unilaterally supporting ownepccupancy) or unitary (tenuraeutral) in nature. The dualist model is strongly associated with

policiesthat dOAT OOACA OT AEAI EIT OOET ¢ AT A AAOGAI I P EO 111U AO A OAE
I £ OEA x1 OEET CcO 1T &£ OEA POI £ZEO 1 AOEAOGS j +AT AT Uh XiivYd Q8 +°
allowing the public rentadector and the ownepccupied sector to compete. However, they also face many adaptations and

critique. For example, the original categorisation did not include housing regimes in Southern and Eastern European
countriesOACET AO OEAO AT KI BOG&AL 1 MARMOGLHD 10AO AOCET Al OT AEAT  OAT C
OEAOAR AOO OI i A AAAAAI EAO DPOAEAOOAA O AAI1 OEAI OEAIEIE
homeownership, i.e., the family (via intergenerational resource trarsfinheritance, caesidence) rather than the market

(mortgages) play the crucial role during housing acquisition. For exangtbwartz and Seabrooke (2008) argue that

housing systems can be categorised according to their exposure to global financial matkgthe homeownership rate

and mortgage debt to GDP. The group of countrdés Eastern and Southern Eurogehat rank inthe category of countries

xEOE A EECE EI T ATl xT AOOEED OAOA AT A 11 x AAAO AOA OAEAOOAA OI
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consequently, housing market operation. Moreover, tenure inequalities are broadly associated wi
inequalities inhousing securitypecause homeownershigespecially outright homeownershipis
associated with higher security than tenangyherefore, it is also perceived as ranking higher on the
1701 AGEOA OEI OOET C | AAAAOS | #1 AOHRekR ModreAlBER). Xi | QQ
Tenure inequalities will be measured in this report, for example, by the tenure income gap (which
compares the averag income of homeowners and tenants) or by homeownership stratification

across income distribution (which compares homeownership rates among different income groups).

Tenure inequality has become important especially in the last two decades, when the homeownership

rate started to decrease in many societies, especially in the young cohort, thus giving ebeue
mentioned@ AT AOAOGCEIT T OA1 088 &I O AgAi pi Ah OAOAAOAE EI
Italy, SpainNew Zealand odapan have confirmed that an increasing share of young households are
delaying the entry into homeownership, and an increasing share of young adults live in private renting

(see, eg., McKee et al. 2020 | OOAOOA QO 3EE WoXé(qs8 wIEOOEI ¢ OOO0OA
phenomenon with changing consumer patterns (Bruce & Kelly 2013), delayed family formation
(Mulder & Billari 2010), rising youth unemployment (McKee 2012), decreasing housing affiydabil

(Wetzstein 2017), the financialisation of housing (Aalbers et al. 2020) and other factors.
Housing inequalityfactors7OET AADPAT AAT O OAOEAAI AOS

The testing of impact of diverse factors on the level and trend in housing inequalitiesdls more
complex than the measurement of housing inequality itself. We can necessarily test the impacts of
only a few selected factors, @escribedbelow in more detail. In this report, specifically, we will test
the association between the trenioh housing inequality (in three domains defined above) aix
possible factors(1) income and income inequality; (2) inflation and interesimortgage) rate; (3)
demographics; (4) intergenerational housknglated resource transfers provided within the family;

(5) housing benefit policy; and (6) the institutional contegtiousing regime and governmental
political ideology).

In particular, we assumed that:

1. rising household income associates with rising/decreasing housing inequality and rising income
inequality associates with rising housing inequgtitgll three domains) because growing income
raisesdisproportionallyhousing pricegents/costsand thismay increasehousingcost, tenure
and wealthinequalites (but when rising income exceedsice/rent growth, itmay alsodecrease
these inequaliies); and because housing prices/rents are determined by the income of the
marginal and not the average buyer/tenant, which causes a discrepancy between income and
price/rent distribution trends;

2. rising inflationand interestrate associates with rising/decreasing housing ineqyaligil three
domains)because, on the one hand, a decreasinggrestrate tendsto increase housing prices
and thusmay increasehousingcost, tenure- and wealth inequalitesbut, on the other hand, an
increasing rate restricts the accessibility of mortgage finance for-land middleincome
householdsand thusmay alscincreasehousingtenure andwealth inequalites;

3. decreasing household size (and the ageing of society) leads to rising (declining) housindimequality
all three domainspecause a growinghareof (young) singles leads to the fact that housing costs
are not shared among a larger number of economically active household memivaish may
raise housingcost, tenure and wealth inequalitiesand because a growing number of elderly

19

W



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

affects housing prices negativelnd such housingorice declinemay decreasehousing cost,
tenure- and wealthinequalites,

4. intergenerational resource transf@usovided by parentsr grandparents to their adulthildren or
grandchildren) increase housingenure andwealth inequalies because such transferare
presumably unequally distributed in a societymay significantly facilitate access to
homeownership and wealttandthey thus contribute to rise in tenure and wealth inequalities

5. housing allowances decrease housing inequality in the housing affordatstifyrity domain
because they are targeted teulnerablehouseholds, who face the housing precarity the most;

6. a leftwing (stateinterventionist) political ideology of governmeansl so-called unitary housing
regime decrease housing inequality in the long terall three domainspecause this political
orientation and institutional context are ideologicaliyked tohigher housing (social) equality.

After the indicative tests of associations (1), (2) and (3), presented in Chapter 2 of this report, we focus
on an analysis adssociationg4), (5) and (6n much more detail in threéollowing chapters of this
report. Therefore in thisreport we concentratedespeciallyon the association(a) between resource
transfers and housing wealth inequality; (b) between housing benefit policy and housing precarity;
and (c) between housing regim@olitical ideology) and inequalites in the housing affordability,

tenure and wealth domains Although extensive on the surface, this is still a very small part of the
universe of possible housing inequality research.

1.2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMING: A FRAGMENTARY MECHANISM OF INEQUALITY
EVOLUTION

As mentioned above, analysing tfi@ctorsof housing inequality is difficuind very broad taskn this
section, we will demonstrate this complexity on an example of housing wealth inequality, in part also
because it is an increasingly important axis of overall housing (social) inequality.

The level of housing wealth inequality, as well as its development over time, is influenced by various
factors, which, as in path analysis, we could divide into aggregate factors (that are often complex and

I AGAOOGAAT A TT1T1 U OEOIT O qablesPand primnatyi faktdrd (thit e dbéed&D O 08
OEOI OCE OEI POOS6 OAOEAAI AO AAOGEAO O1 1 AAOGOOAQs8s
inequality is thefunctioning of the relevant (nationat local) housing markeespecially from the
perspective of the availability of the good that is allocated through this markbbusingz to different

OAcCi AT 0O 1T &£ O1 AEAOU8 4EAOA AOA OAOGAOAT O1 6ODPOOS
important ones arénousing prices, their variability (distributiandithe development of both over time

relative to theincome(or social status) of households aitsl distributiorandthe development of both

over time Since housing price growth increases the wealth of only homeowners and not tenants, and
capital gains during price booms are often unevenly distributed across income gregpsAllegré &

Timbeau 2015, Arundel 2017), any housing price change will necessarily impact the level of housing
wealth inequality.

The second aggregate factor is tiealture/tradition/norms regarding the perception of various forms of

housing tenures, and the specific conditions (regulation, tenure security) influencing this perception and
final tenure choice, i.e., the historically shaped institutional and legabkfrani2E &£ O OAOEOLAUE]
housingneed3 Ei BT OOAT O O1 6ODPOOSE OAOE A fehufe@hoideisuct®eE E O EA
and thehomeownership ratespecified again acrosscome/status distributiorSince tenats (if they

do not own any investment property) have zero housing wealth, changes in the housing tenure

w
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structure will logically influence the resulting distribution of residential wealth in society. Th
ACCOACAOA EAAOI OOh AT A OEIEI AOI U OEAEO ET AEA
tenure choice influences housing prices and hougiriges have an impact on tenure choice.

4EA ACCOAGCAOA EAAOTI OO AT A OE A Efacto3éf idequaklyORathéd A OE A Al

they mediate the impact of many primary factors in their background. For example, the
variability/trend in housing prices is influenced by fundamental and-fusrdamental primary factors

of market demand and supply studied by hougieconomists (Maclennan 198&hiller 2020).
Fundamentaprimaryfactors include, for example, the variability/trend in household income (income
thus plays a somewhat duable in the given scheme), unemployment, migration, demography,
interest rates, housing construction/output; they also include the liquidity of housing as a commodity
(availability of mortgages, sales opportunities) and housing (subsidies, regulation)remetary
policies (macroprudential policy, quantitative easing). Primary +fiondamental factors include, for
example, the irrational price expectations of ordinary buyers and investors, speculation, myopia,
endowment effect, in summary, the psychologicahd emotional aspects of homebuying causing
OEOOAOQEIT T Al A@OAAOAT AAS8 j3EEITAO woodqh E8AS8N
The second aggregate factor, revealed, for example, through tenure chb@gs{ng tenure structure,
homeownership rate), is also influenced by many primary factors. The most important primary factor
is the longterm institutional housing context, i.e., a type dfousing regime traditions, culture,
legislation, social norms, tenure security; in short, the institutionalised relative roles of the state,
market and family in housing production and allocation. However, primary factors include also recent
govemmental policies (benefits, subsidies, taxes and regulations); the level and development of rents;
the size, type and professional and qualitative standard of rental housing; the size and distribution of
intergenerational withinfamily resource transfersgnd, last but not least, the age, education, marital
status, attitudes and experience of those who actually make the tenure choice (for example, in Spain,
the recent distrust of young people towards mortgages has had a significant impact on their tenure
choice).

In the second phase of path analysis, all primary factors can be viewed as aggregate, determined again
by a set of primary factors at a lower level of structural mechanism. For example, recent housing
policies are influenced by the political ideology ofriies in the government but also by the number

of interests of different lobby groups (including, for example, thetential interest of housing
developers in inflating housing prices and preventing a housing price correction). Housing
construction, in addion to the restrictions resulting from urban planning and land zoning, is also
influenced by the degree of NIMBYism or by various market failures (a limited supply of land and its
concentration in the hands of a few landowners; monopolies or oligopatiethe production of
construction materials; or the coordination of developeos large construction firms). The
development and distribution of household income, which forms part of the first level of the path
analysis as an exogenous factor, could alsoviewed in the second phase as an aggregate factor,
because the influence of income inequality on housing inequalities can be significant but far from
unambiguous®

3Zhang et al. (2016) use the Chinese example to demonstrate that rising income inequality is also reflected in the rise in the
price-to-income ratio, since the equilibrium price of an apartment is not determined by the average but by the marginal, i.e.,
the incomerich, buyer (whose income increases with increasing inequality). The rise in thet@+iceome ratio, i.e., the

decline in the availability of homeownership, should be accompanied by a rise in housing wealth inequality because it crowds

W
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By describinga three-level structural mechanism to explain housing wealth inequality we wdi
demonstrate that it is impossible to capture the entire complex of relationshijpstdrs and
consequences) all at once, and that any path (structural) analysis of the factors of housing inequality
can only be concerned with a selection of them, a small fraction of the whole mechanism that
produces an inequality trendAs outlined above, housing wealth inequality trends are primarily
influenced by the two mosé | BT OOAT O O1 6OPOOE OA Ombudingh@esiiteE Ox 1
income)ks a proxy for the housing market and themeownership ratas a proxy for tenure choice.

In other words, increasing housing prices (house price boom) and a decreasing homeownership rate
cause a rise in housing wealth inequality. These effects, confirmed by previous studies (Dewilde et al.
2024" OUAUET OEE Q 3A¢AAE wowxgh AOAh EI xAOAOh OAOGOI
O1 60D 60 &thénareBwhdrdhid @Ate and housing priceare only mediators through which a

large number of real original factors in tteecondand the third tier of inequality-determining

mechanisms realise their power.

First, housing price growth leads logically to a rise in the home values (wealth) of only homeowners

and not tenants and thus must increase housing wealth inequality, especially in countries where the
homeownership rate is low; if the price growth exceedsome growth, it must also decrease the
affordability of homeownership for lowerand middleincome households and thus will necessarily

increase alstousingtenure inequality. Second, a decreasing homeownership rate means that more
households, especialllower or middleincome, remain tenants, which again must impact housing

wealth and tenure inequality though the latter in both a positive and negative way, because a higher

share of middleincome householdbeing tenantamay also cause lower tenure inequality than there

xAO AAEI OA OEA AEAT CA8 4EA Oxi O1 66pO0OE OAOEAA
decreasing homeownership rate may, for example, be caused by a housing price boom that crowds

out middle-income households from access to homeaership; and a housing price boom may be

caused by recovered demand for homeownership when supply is not sufficiently elastic to react to
suchdemand shock. In the end, we have a very complex mechanism, in which the homeownership

rate and housing prices are the most visible but, ultimately, the least relevant mutually dependent
AAAOT OO0 T £ ET OOET ¢ ET ANOAIT E Onginadfacio® beBindither. Ghel A A E A (
study of housing inequality is thus transformed into the study of the housiragket (prices) and

housing regimes (tenure choice), and ideally of both at the same time.

Analysing the mechanism of the evolution of housing inequality is even more complex when we test
it in more countries at once (from a comparative perspective) because the countries significantly differ
in contexts, institutions, traditions, market failuregtc. Consequently, any research on housing
inequality will necessarily grasp only a part of the mechanism that determines inequality; and this
conclusion applies all the more so to comparative research, which must also be sensitive to contextual
differences among countries. Therefore, any generalisation of results is significantly limited, and we
should be careful about possible theoretical explanations and policy implications that may follow from

out lower and middleincome groups from access to homeownership (e.g. Christophers 2021). However, Dewilde et al.
(2025), Keister & Moller (2000) or Sunega & Lux (2016) used national or international data to demonstrate that income and
housing wealth ineqalities are not correlated; i.e., the trend in income inequality is not associated with the trend in housing
wealth inequality. The solution may be in housing market segmentation (Dewilde & Lancee PTdB), in the uneven
distribution of capital gains (price appreciation) from residential investments, or in the equalising effect of intergeneatati
resource transfers (Lux et al. 2G81 Whatever the reason, it is clear that the impact of income inequalities on wealth
inequality may again be quite complex and highly contegnsitive.

22

W



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

the results. In view of this complexity, any holistic or radical judgements must seem dubious a
potentially false. In this report, we test six factors in indicative analysis and three factors (transfers,
benefit policy and political ideology) in-depth analyses, but when looking at the overall picture of
possible relations we must admit that our results represent only a very small piece of the pie.

Therefore, our conceptual approach to the theoretical generalisation of the results and formulation
of policy recommendationg that we call thefragmentary mechanism of inequality evolutiprs
especially cautious about any holistic (across different country contextsiadical (highly critical)
judgements concerning the functioning of housing markets and neoliberal housing policy (e.g.,
Clapham 2019Colenutt 2020 Fuller 2019 Wijburg 2021 Jacobs et al. 2024). Our scepticism also
stems from the exisince of benefits that the housing market bringsd failures in the case of its
absenceg for example, in former communist countries (in the extreme), but also in Western countries
(in a milder form); such public benefits and costs are often marginalised or ignored in critical studies.
The conceptual apprach we apply in this report therefore seeks interdisciplinary balance between
mainstream economics and sociology and takes a more cautious approach to the generalisation of
findings and (radical) policy cemmendations.

Dewilde & Waitkus (2024) interpret trends concerning changes in tenure structure (and thus housing
inequality) agenure restructurifnyg x EEAE OEEAO0O bPi xAO OAI AGET T O Of x
I £ OAT AT 0066 ET AT I A AU bDPOE Q@AGB the tArimduking Cetdduringil AE OO/
to refer to (1) homeownership polarisation, (2) socithtal residualisationand (3) privateaental

liberalisation. He refers, however, to a similar theoretical concept of power rebalancing in the
background. Both studies represent the increasingly popular perspective of critical political economy,

which interprets increasing hourgg inequalities as the joint outcome of structural changes in housing

markets (secalled housing financialisation, connected with the increasing role of the financial sector,
institutional landlordism and rentier capitalism) and neoliberal politics, whiahcording to this
perspective, increased the power of (global) financial and investment capital rather than made the
distribution of goods more efficient and meritocratic, as originally intended. These theoretical
generalisations are justified by an imasing amount of evidence. However, as mentioned above,

such evidence is based only on a few confirmed relationships in a network of hundreds of possible

paths to housing (wealth) inequality.

Let us demonstrate it on one commonly mentioned example. There were signs of increasing
investment activity on the housing markets after the GFC, i.e., a rise in demand for investment
properties that was driven both by smaltale and institutional invests (Frayne et al. 2022). This

gave rise to the following influential narrative (Hochstenbach & Aalbers 2024): A rising demand from
mostly equity-financed capitally unconstrained investors under inelastic housing supply (due to many
market specifics and fhires) caused sharp housing price growth that exceeded the (young)
household income growth and thus decreased the affordability of homeownership for (young)

Ol OOOEAAOS ET OOAET 1 AO8 4EAOA ET OOAET T AO xAOA AO
forcibly, continued to demand private tenancy. Finally, this transmittedusing demand shock

ET £l AOAA DPOEOAOA OAT 6Oh xEEAE ET AOAAOGAA ET OAOOI
demand and housing price growth a mechanism resembling a kind of via® circle, where
homeownership is gradually and permanently substituted by private renting. Consequently, the
declining homeownership rate and increasing rents and prices significantly worsened housing
affordability, and, similarly, significantly increasdmbusing cost, tenure- and wealth inequalities in

the years following the GFC.
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However, if wdook at the available data, in a large number of European countries average housi
affordability actually improved after the GFC, i.e., between 2008 and 2883ve will show in more
detail in Chapter 2, the average affordability of homeownership, measured as the-fordirecome
ratio, and average overall housing affordability, measured as the total housing-t@steome ratio
(which includes the costs of bottomeownership and renting) improved between 2008 and 2023 in

almost two thirds & European coutries (significantly, e.g., iDenmark,France, Finland, Italyreland

and Spain). The average affordability of homeownership that would also reflect the interest
(mortgage) OAOA j xEEAE [ AU AA 11 OA OAI AOATO A O | AAOGDO
that is computed by the annuityo-income ratio, improved 4% of European countriegbetween

2008 and 2022 in almo$8% of countries)

And while inequality in the housing costs-income worsened between 2008 and 2023 in three
NOAOOAOO 1T £ %OOI PAAT AT O1 OOEAOK ET ANOAI AU ET A
housing wealth inequalityn slightly less than halfof European countries surveyed by European
Central Bank between 2011 and 2023 (ECB 2(26jn 2012 to 2021half of European countries
experienced either a slight decrease or no significant change in the proportion of households in
housing precarity (for details see @pters 2 and 3 of this reporth other words, inmany European
countries the inequality trend has not been as dramatic as the simplified narrative outlined above
would assume. There are, of course, outliers from the overall trend, such as Austria, Germany,
Sweden, the UK and the Netherlands, i.e. five Eumpecountries where housing affordability
decreased and housing inequalities rose more strongly. Similarly, the period of the -Cévid
pandemic (due to sharp housing price growth) and the period of great inflation (due to the growth in
the interest rate anenergy costs) represent outlier periods from the letegm trend. However, given

that they are outliers, we should not exaggerate the implications these results hold for the social
structures or markets in general in these countrieperiods.

Moreover, causality between causes and consequences may not always be clear: changes in housing
(wealth) conditions (such as a decreasing homeownership rate or increasing housing prices in urban
centres) are interrelated, for example, with demographic cbas, such as the new consumption
priorities of the young generation, theew lifestyle preferringiving as singlelower fertility and

higher labour migration to cities. It is always very hard to distinguish what is the cause and what is the
outcome in tre mutual relation between housing and demographics. While the narrative about young
people being crowded out from access to homeownerdbypresidential investorsnay be true for

some contexts and for some groups of young people, the causality may also be the other way around
for other contexts and other groups of young peoplee., alternative narratives may also be relevant.
Accordingly, we may see residentialviestors asthose who rationally reacted to the increasing
demand for flexibleurban rental housing caused byincreasing number of young singles, childless
cohabitating partners, immigrants to urban centres or foreign immigrants. Residential investors may
also have recognised the declining power of the homeownership ideology, especially when associated
with long-term mortgage loan repayments, in the attitudes of an increasing part of the young
generation, at leasfor some groupge.g., urban migrants) and some European countries. Such an
alternative causality scenario could ber examplerelevant for thegroup of @untries where renting

offers relatively high stability and security (i.e., where it represents a viable substitute for
homeownership), which, by the way, largely overlaps with the group of outliers mentioned above.

Our conceptual approacto interpretation of results from inequality studiderefore seeks a greater
interdisciplinary balance between mainstream economics and sociology than new political economy.
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It acknowledges the fragmented knowledge about the inequadtiigtermining mechanism and is
more sensitive to specific contexts and betweeountry contextual differences. This does not mean
that no theoretical implications may be formulated: a middigngetheory that does not have the
ambition to grasp all the complex relations between markets and structures is still possible and would
even be beneficial for a deeper understanding of and further research on inequality dynamics. Instead
of formulating a stuctural (macro, holistic) explanation for the current rise in housing inequality, we
cangenerate micretheories that concern the micrfactors behind this trend and that also reflect
different perspectives, measures and contexts,,isefragmentary mechanism of inequality evolution.

1.3.DATA AND INDICATORS

For the data analysis, we used data from international comparative survey&Uaptatistics on
Income and Living Condition&-SILC) run by Eurostat, (b) théeousehold Finance and Consumption
Survey (HFCS) run by the European Central Bamdk (¢) the multinational quota survey Houselnc
2025 conducted specifically under this project. Brief information about each data source and its
limitations with respect to inequality measurement follows below.

EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (ESILC)

The European Uniog Statistics on Income and Living Conditions @SULC) is a household survey

that has been conducted since 2004. The survey is fielded in all 27 member countries of the European
Union, as well as ithe UK Norway, Switzerland, Macedonia, Serbia, Turkey and Iceland. The
methodology is harmonised in all the countries where the survey is conducted, and it is therefore
possible to make international comparisons of the social and living conditions of housefitld€&U

SILC projectwas laundhA ET WwoodQ 11 OEA AAOEO T £ A OCAT O1 Al A
(Belgium, Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Luxembourg, and Austria) and Norway. H&LELinstrument
started in 2004 for the EW5 (except Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kamgd plus
Estonia, Norway and Iceland. Bulgaria and Turkey started fully implementing th8IEQ instrument

in 2006, while Romania and Switzerland began to implement it in 2007. North Macedonia and Croatia
started in 2010, Montenegro and Serbia in 2013%afla in 2017, Kosovo in 2018 and Bosnia and
Herzegovina in 2022. The United Kingdom left the EU on 31 January 2020. In the absence of
agreement on the transmission of statistical information the country has ceased to transmit data for
the EUSILC. The last data available for the United Kingdom are for the-EILC 2018.

The goal of the ELBILC survey is to provide timely and comparable cigesstional and longitudinal
multidimensional microdata on income, poverty, social exclusion and living conditions across
European Union Member States and several other participatingntges. Nationally, the data from

the survey could serve as a basis for social and family gioth for creating policy and checking its
consequences in society. Information on social exclusion and housing conditions is collected primarily
at the houghold level, while information on employment, education and health is obtained from
individuals aged 16 and over.

Crosssectional data are the data related to a given time or a certain time period. The-secsi®nal

data may be extracted from a crosectional sample survey with a rotational sample. Such data may
be combined with register data (data on persons, hetuslds or dwellings compiled from a uével
administrative or statistical register). Longitudinal data are the data related to househahd
individuatlevel changes over time, observed periodically over a certain period. The longitudinal data

25

W



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

may come from a crossectional survey with a rotational sample, where individuals, once selecte
are followed up on. These data may be combined with register data as well. The sampling unit is a
dwelling. In the first wave all households and all the passwho have the dwelling as their usual place

of residence are surveyed. During wavegl 2nly those households that include a panel person (the
one surveyed in the first wave) are surveyed.

The sample is obtained by applying a tstage probability sampling scheme on each of the 14
administrative regions (NUTS 3 regions) independently. The total number of dwellings selected in
each region is proportional to the region's size. In the first glimg stage, small geographical areas
(CEUg census enumeration units) are selected by probability sampling. These CEUs serve as a basis
for the secondstage selection (a sample of 10 dwellings is drawn from each CEU). In the survey a four
year rotationalpanel was implemented, which means that the households are interviewed for four
consecutive years. Every year approximately doarth of the sample is newly introduced by
replacing the households that were surveyed four times with new ones. To keepathples size
approximately the same, the number of new households is chosen to reflect the number of
successfully interviewed households in the previous year.

In this report, we use crossectional data from the EA$ILC, either on all European countries that take
DAOO ET AAOA AT11AAOQGEIT T O AO 1 AAGO 11 OEA TETA
based on the criteria described above (somats without the UK, however, because it did not
participate in the last survey waves). We did not employ panel data because it is a rotation panel, in
which each household is present for only four years, and this is too short a period to test the main
factorsof housing inequality. Household sample for panel component of the survey forms only small

part of the total sample and therefore we would lose a lot of information/data on respondents that

are not part of it.

In Chapter 2, we used micidata from the EUSILC survey only for the purpose of computing time
series of the country averages on housing inequality indicators and computing the country averages
of indicators on diversdactors of housing inequality. These country averages, together with
additional country statistics provided by Eurostat or national statistical offices, were used to test
indicative associations between the treriil housing inequality and the trenih possible factors. In
Chapter 3, we empled the EUSILC annual survey waves from 2012 to 2023 to measure housing

(without the UK), and the EA$ILC 2023 survey wave to simulate eligibility for hongsenefits and
statistically test the effect of the housing benefit tak@ on housing precarity in three selected
European countries. We focused on the household level, but for some variables we aggregated
individual data on the household level (suchcasculating the number of adults and children in the
household or calculating average work intensity in the household). When constructing the- multi
dimensional precarity indicator, we used E3JLC data on housing costs and household incomes
(overburden ré&e), but also on housing size (overcrowding) and quality, and on the quality of the
neighbourhood.

In Chapter 5, we used the ERILC waves from 2007 to 2023, i.e. longer data series, and employed

data for all the European countries that participated in the survey. The number of countries varies
slightly each year, but in the most recent years data hagen available for around 30 countries. The

ET OAT OET 1T xAO AOPAAEAI 1 U Oherndidstadiond) eodtextihasBihd O 1 £
regime) and of the political orientation of the governmental ideolagyance on different housing
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inequality dimensions: as both regime and ideology may have only a lagged (assumably a lar
lagged) effect on inequality, we worked with longer data series. However, we did not use the first
waves of the ELSILC survey (2004, 2005, 2006) because ralptifew countries participated in the
surveyz typically countries from the CEE region did not participate in the survey, the initial waves
were very demanding for national statistical offices and the resulting indicators demonstrate a high
degree of instéility.

There aremany limitationsconnected to working with this data source:

1. Every random sample survey is affected by a relatibéjn nonresponse ratewvhich significantly
influences the results. The total response rate is around 85%, which is relatively high. However,
there are large differences between countries and survey waves (the highestesponse rate
was seen in the first survey waves). Moren nonresponse concerns especially specific
population groups, such as very rich or, conversely, very poor households. Uniesponse is
addressed through weighting adjustmés and calibration, so that the responding units represent
both respondents and nonespondents with similar characteristics (e.g. age, sex, region,
household size). We addressed these data limitations by excluding the first wavesz2004)
from the deeper data analysis (except for the illustrative time series), and by employing survey
crosssectional weights for households DB09O0.

2. The surveydoes not contain all the information necessary for computing housing bkgibflity
in many European countries, so we tested its impact on housing precarity only in the three
countries where data allowed this computation.

3. There may be a danger that respondents in different countnies/ not understand the questions
on costs and incomes in the same .\wever, survey questions are harmonised by Eurostat for
each country participating in the EBILC in order tanake housing costs and income data as
comparable as possible. The literature often discusses the difference between costs in housing
rented at market price and costs in housing rented at a reduced price, but it does not affect our
overall conclusions becge we do not compare these two housing tenures to each other (except
when describing housing precarity). However, a relatively large number of households in some
Al O1 OOEAO AOA E1 OEAZAZOCARDOAZERAOAG@AIODI AbidK Wi OE O,
may mean different housing form in different countries.

4. Incomes relate to an income reference period that is the year preceding tifetheaurvey
therefore, there could be a time mismatch between income and other variables in the dataset.
However, this is a weknown bias that concerns almost all surveys and despite this, incomes
reported from EUSILC are still extensively used for (housingpime) inequality analyses (also
because there is no other option to measure it).

5. In general,questions about income may be subject to a largeesponse ratebut because the
EUSILC focuses on an income survey the income data are more complete (and therefore less
biased) than in other comparable surveys. Moreover, the incomes of some households (low
income households with social benefits) are, in some coasfrimputed from external sources.

6. Item nonresponseis sometimes handled through imputation, which is mandatory for core
variables. The exact imputation methods are defined and implemented by national statistical
institutes, following Eurostat guidelines. For income variables, countries typically applplexm
multivariate, and sequential imputation strategies, rather than simple mean substitution. We did
not impute missing values for the remaining variables; instead, we used the listwise deletion of
missing values as the default methodu®to the large household sample size of-BULC surveys
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and the fact that we measured inequalities especially on the mdevel, the deletion of missing
values does not presumably have any significant effect on our results.

Household Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS)

The Household Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS) is a collabsratreginitiative involving

all national central banks within the Eurosystesamecentral banks of EU countries that have not

yet adopted the euro and several national statistical institutes. The HFCS offers comprehensive
householdlevel data on various elements of household balance sheets and associated economic and
demographic variates, such as income, private pensions, employment and consumption metrics
(ECB 2023).

The national central banks and/or national statistical institutes of the participating countries are
responsible for conducting the survey. The ECB coordinates the whole project, ensures that a
common methodology is followed, checks the quality of the cyrdatasets, and disseminates the
survey results and microdata. To date, four waves of the survey have been conducted; the
representation of countries in each wave and the sample size are shown in Table 1.

4AAS A#1T 61 OOU PAOOEAEDPAOGEIT E1T OEA xAOAO 1T &£ OEA (
7AOA0AO00EAEDPAOGET ¢ Al O1 OOEAO 3Ai b1 A OEUA
YWoXP XY %OOT UITA AT O1 OOEAO ) OAlI Al-1T OA OEAT 4
ET OOAET 1T A
YoxXi|Xxn %00l UITA Al 01 OOEAO 20 (01 c4nil hood EIT OC
Woxé| Xi %00l UTTA Al 01 OOEAO O #01T Adi Xhoodd EIT OC
YoWX[Xi %O0OT UITA AT O1 OOEAO O #O01 A(aQhodd ET OC
ol 1T ATA AEA 110 PAOOEAEDAOA

Source: ECB 2023, https://www.ecbh.europa.eu/stats/ecb_surveys/hfcs/html/index.en.html.

The survey covers private households that reside in the respective national territories, irrespective of
the citizenship of their members, at the time the data were collected. Persons living in collective
households and in institutions, as well as homelgssple, are excluded from the target population.

O(1 OOAETT1 A8 EO AAZET AA AO A PAOOGIT 1EOETC AITTTA
private dwelling and share expenditures, including the joint provision of living essentials.

In each country, household samples were designed to ensure representative results for both the euro
zone and the specific country involved. HFCS country surveys have a probabilistic sample design. This
means that each household in the population has a-zero probability of being part of the sample.
While all countries applied probability sampling in the fourth wave, the approaches adopted in their
sampling designs differ. The methodologies are largely dependent on the external data (population
registers,postal addresses, dwelling registers, etc.) available for building the sample. Units to be
interviewed can be selected in one or multiple stages. In a rstdtje design, the first stage (or
stages) involves selecting the geographical areas, from whiclvithaal households are then chosen
during the final stage. Region and the population size of the regional units were the most frequently
used stratification variables, and in several regions were further divided by the degree of urbanisation.
Lithuania, Lxembourg and Finland were the only countries that did not use any geographic
stratification. Other stratification criteria included personal or regional average income, labour status,
personal taxable wealth, and the size or value of dwellings.
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As for the EUSILC survey, the response rate in the HFCS survey varied significantly amo
participating countries (it ranged from 10% in Germany and Luxembourg to 79% in the Czech
Republic). In most of the countries, the main reason reported for unit-re@ponse is refusal to
participate. Eligibility rates indicate the quality of the sampling frames and are above 90% in most
countries and above 95% in more than half of the countries. Contact rates also vary significantly
across countries but are around%0or above in most cases.

Observations for which no valid response was received from the households are imputed. The set of
variables that were fully imputed in the 2021 wave included all the components of household income,
consumption, and wealth, so that the indicators on houskhibalance sheets could be based on the
observations of all the households that participated in the survey. The multiple imputation approach
and broadconditioning approach is used in the HFCS data editing to handle the problem of missing
values. HFCS dasets include five implicates (imputed sets of values) for each missing observation.
The variability across the five implicates accounts for the underlying level of uncertainty. The
imputation technique has an iterative and sequential structure. The moddsy a path in which all

the variables are filled in with a predefined sequence. The models are run iteratively several times,
and imputed values from each of the previous rounds are treated as observed values in the subsequent
iterations (ECB 2023).

In Chapters 2 and 5 we used only country averages on the overall level of housing (residential) wealth
inequality (by a ratio comparing the 90percentile of residential wealth distribution to the 80
percentile of residential wealth distributio®?90/P50n each year between 2010 and 2023 provided
directly by the ECB (202Bjstributional Wealth AccountdHowever, in Chapter 4 we also used micro
data on housing wealth in five European countries representing different housing regimes from the
HFCS 202%urvey wave to test the impact of intergenerational housiogrpose resource transfers
provided within the family orienure choicehousing wealth, residential capital gains aresidential
investments.

There are agaimany limitationsthat concern work with this data source:

1. The HFCS country surveys have a probabilistic sample design, buapgheaches that the
participating countries adopted in their sampling designs diffmrding to the external data
available for building the sample. The response rate (calculated as the ratio between the
interviews conducted and the eligible sample units) in the HFCS survey varied significantly among
participating countries. The problerof nonresponse is addressed by HFCS sampling weights
that have beeralsoapplied to our data analyses

2. As for the EUSILC survey, thelatasets have many missing values, i.e. valuesreqmorted by
respondents However, observations for which no valid response was received from the
households are often imputed. The set of variables that were fully imputed in the 2021 wave
included all the components of household income, consumption, and wealth, so that the
indicators on the household balance sheets could be based on the observations of all the
households that participated in the survey. Missing values areutegh using the multiple
imputation approach. HFCS datasets include five implicates (imputed sets of values) for each
missing observation.

3. Thenot-so-userfriendly handling of the datasemnainly caused by the method of imputation of
missing values described above. Using the HFCS datasets is not always straightforward, since it is
necessary to use statistical methods that reflect the multiple imputation of missing values.
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Another option we employed is to perform the analyses separately on each of the five datas
(implicates) with the imputed values, combining the results according to Rubin's rules, but it is
very time-consuming and computationally demanding.

4. Selfestimated housing valug¢assed for example for analysis of housing wealth inequakig
criticised as not being perfect substitutes for objective housing markdspeacesy., Tomal 2022).
However, for comparative research, there is no alternative than to work withreptirted home
values because there is no comparative survey in which household characteristics are
supplemented with an objective evaluation of résp AAT 008 EI I AO8

5. Many countries do not participate in the sufeey., Scandinavian countries, Romania or the UK),
the national surveys do not necessarily include a similar set of quekéatesta for some survey
answers are missing in the final comparative daf@getexample, data on resource transfers for
Italy, Czech Republiand Finland; regional dummies or the degree of urbanisation for many
countries), andsome important characteristics of respondents are also missingmunicipality
size of respondent residence). We could solve these problamhsby excluding these countries
or variables from the sample used for data analysis.

Notwithstanding the above shortcomings, the HFCS data remain the only comparative source that
provides detailed information on the structure and level of household assets, household liabilities and
claims, and intergenerational financial and nfinancialtransfers.

The Houselnc 2025 multinational survey

This online survey among individuals aged 18+ in eight core group countries (except for the
Netherlands due to budget reasops.e. in Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Gernitaty;,,

UK and Romaniavas conducted by the Houselnc project research team led by IMEC between March
and September 2025. The survey examines research and data gaps on housing inequalities and energy
poverty across the European countries. It also considers the wider contexedhapthe Coviel9
pandemic, the war in Ukrae and the resulting costf-living and housing pressures experienced in
many countries. In all the countries, oversampling was applied to ensure sufficient representation of
the lowest 20% income grouplhe survey was originally developed in English and subsequently
translated into national language3he final pooled dataset (see below) included 14,888 respondents
and the stratified representative sample, used in Chapter 3 of this report for an indicative analysis of
the perception of housing benefit takap, included 7,169 respondents. Further details the
methodology of the multinational survey are in report D4 e effects of energy poverty including an
analysis of the multinational survey.

There areagain limitationsthat concern work with this data source:

1. The most important limitation concerns sampling, because wrandom sampling (even
oversampling to achieve a higher share of lawome households) has been applied. However,
the survey leader used a controlled stratified sampling procedure that selesesda match the
external population margins for income, age and gender, while respecting feasibility constraints
within each country to approximate a representative sample within each country; to set quotas
on income, age and gender in each country, Etabpopulationandincome data were used. For
example, a special script compared income distribution in the survey dataset to Eurostat data,
and a stratified sampling function was used to select participants, ensuring the sample matches
the incomespecific targets for eachoeintry.
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2. The nonresponse rate is high especially for questions that concern household income, dwelli
floor area or the number of rooms in the house. In order to avoid losing participants who did not
provide any income data in this sample, missing data were irguising the Multiple Imputation
by Chained Equations (MICE) technique (for which details are provided in reporT Betdffects

D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

of energy poverty including an analysis of the multinational urvey

3. On-line questioning may lead to the random filling of the questionnaire by respondents. However,
the survey included two attention checks, which were embedded in two matrix questions, and

participants who failed these checks were removed from further analysis.
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Data Type and coverage Main characteristics Key limitations
) A Selective noaresponse among
©  Provides the primary vulnerable and higtincome
) ) empirical basis for households
International harmonised monitoring trends in A Panel component limited (4ear
EUSILC household microdata housing affordability, rotational panel)
survey, annual waves housing precarity and A Time mismatch: incomes refer
since 2004; most tenure inequality to the previous year
European countries ©  Long time series (approx. A |nsufficient information to
2007%2023) allow trend simulate housing benefit
analysis eligibility in in all countries
A Highly uneven response rates
©  Enables comparative across countries
analysis of housing wealth A Extensive multiple imputation of
International household inequality and assessment missing data (five implicates),
wealth microdata survey, of the distributional role of increasing analytical complexity
HFCS waves 2010, 2014, 2017, intergenerational transfers A Selfreported housing values

2021; mainly euro area
countries

in different housing

regimes

Detailed data on assets an A
housing wealth

rather than observed market
prices

Some countries not covered
(e.g. Nordic countries, UK,
Romania)

Houselnc 2025
Survey

)
=)

Projectspecific online
survey, 2025; 8 Europeal
countries

[S)
&

Complements official
statistics by addressing A
identified data gaps,
particularly regarding A
energy poverty and
perceived access to housir
support measures A
Oversampling of low

income groups

Non-probability sampling
(quota/stratified design)

High item nonresponse for
sensitive variables (income,
dwelling size)

Typical risks of online surveys
(selfreporting, attention issues)

Eurostat, ECB
and national
macro-statistics

[S)
e

Aggregated countrylevel
time series data

Provides contextual A
indicators (prices, income,
interest rates, demography A
necessary for interpreting
housing inequality trends
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intra-country disparities
Macro-level associations should
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effects
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Indicators used for housing inequality measurement

All major indicators potentially used for the measurement of housing inequality are described in
Report D3.1 of this project, i.e., in Lux et al. (2025). In this repontyamely employed:

1. S80/S20 for the housing coste-income ratiQ comparing averageaiousing costgo-
incomeratio in the highest income quintile to averag@using costgo-incomeratio in
the lowest income quintileaccording to theequaliseddisposable household income
distribution (for housingcost inequality);

2. the coefficient of variationfor the housing costgo-income ratio (forhousing cost
inequality);

3. S80/S20 for the residual incomeomparingaverageresidual household income in the
highest income quintile toaverageresidual household income in the lowest income
quintile, according to theequalised disposable household income distributio¢for
housing costnequality);

4. the share of households in housing precandtytotal number of householddor precarity
andhousingcost inequality);

5. S80/S20 for homeownership stratificatiooomparinghomeownership rate in the highest
income quintile to homeownership rate in the lowest income quintecording to the
equaliseddisposable household income distributigfor tenure inequality);

6. the tenure income gap, computed as tlaweragegrossequalisedhousehold income of
homeowners divided by thaveragegrossequalisedhousehold income of tenants (for
tenure inequality)

7. P90/P50 for housing wealthcomparing the 9¢ percentile of residential wealth
distribution to the 58' percentile of residential wealth distributiqguusingnet wealth(after
deduction of outstanding loan balancpgr capita(for housing wealth inequality)

Regardinghousing costs, for homeowners total housing costs include mortgage interest payments
(net of any tax relief), structural insurance, mandatory services and charges (sewage removal, refuse
removal, etc.), regular maintenance and repairs, taxes, and theafadilities (water, electricity, gas

and heating), net of the housing allowance. For tenants, they include rent payments, structural
insurance (if paid by the tenants), services and charges (sewage removal, refuse removal, etc., if paid
by tenants), taxe on the dwelling (if applicable), regular maintenance and repairs, and the cost of
utilities (water, electricity, gas and heating), net of the housing allowarntés standard definition of
housing costssimilar to definition used by Eurostatias employed in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report

but has been changed in Chapter 3, whewe do not subtract housing allowances from both
disposable income and housing costs, as this would not allow us to test our hypothesis about the
effect of housing benefits on pcarity level.

For computation of housing cost®-income ratio, we usecionthly housing costs and monthtptal
disposable (net) household incomelisposable income is defined as aftex disposable household
incomereported in EUSILC dataFor determination of housing quintile® measure inequalityin
coststo-income ratio, residual income, homeownershiate) across income distributionwe used
equalised disposable household incomee., total household income divided by number of
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consumption units in a householg for equalisationwe usedmodified OECD equivalence scdle.
Tenure income gap was calculates the HFCS 2021 wave dataset. Unfortunately, in HFCS data
disposable (net) incomeare not availabldand we could not compute them due to missing data on
taxes paid by the householdsp we useanly grosshousehold income for the computation of tenure
income gap

Residual income has been defined as annual total disposable household income minus annual total
housing coss, and we used EBILC survey for its calculatioAdditionally, forindicative description

of housing affordabilitytrends in Chapter 2we also usegrice-to-income and annuityto-income

ratios. For computation of pricgo-income ratio, we combine@&U-SILC and OECD sources: we first
determined the mean housing value as provided in a-asffessment of market housing value by
respondents in the EASILC 2020 survey wave, and then we established time series of this average
home value by using OECD price indices to get the housing prices for additional years. We then
divided these imputed mean prices by mean household disposable income reported in t#s¢LEU
2004-2023 survey waves~or computation of annuitgo-income ratio, we added to th@bove
describedprocedurethe mean mortgage raten particular year and countrgbtained from the
European Mortgage Federation (Hypostat 20@023) to computeegularannuity repayment for a
20-yearmortgageloan maturity.

To determine housing precarity, waefined overburdenrate as the share of households spending
more than 40% of their disposable income on housing cddtdike the official Eurostat definitioof
overburden ratewe did not subtract housing allowances from both disposable income and housing
costs(as stated above), angte alsochose the household as the unit of analysis rather than individual
persons. The reason for this is that members of a household share the housing expense burden and
decide jointly abat their level of housing consumptioklouseholds suffering from housing insecurity
were those that had arrears on mortgage or rent or arrears on utility bills in the past 12 months. For
housing quality, we used two measures: overcrowding and the ability to keep the dwelling \Wwarm.

this case, we used standarBurostat definition of overcrowding The neighbourhood quality
dimension included three variables that capture problems in the neighbourhood: crime, pollution and
noise. All four dimensionsf precaritywere then summarised together, having the same weight each.

&1 O ET OOET ¢ xAAIl OEh -assédssn@nd Af dhe Dakkéipricé (haluk) Of@neir o 1 £
dwelling, indicated in both the E$ILC survey (2020 wave) and the HFCS survey (all wleds)ls

on measurement of housing inequality indicators are also presented in each report chapter.

4 According to thenodified OECBcale the first household member aged 14 years or over counts as one person,
each other household member aged 14 years or over counts as 0.5 person, and each household member aged 13
years or less counts as 0.3 person.
5 A person is considered as living in an overcrowded household if the household does not have at its disposal a
minimum number of rooms equal to:

© one room for the household;

© one room per couple in the household;
© one room for each single person aged 18 or more;
© one room per pair of single people of the same gender between 12 and 17 years of age;
© one room for each single person between 12 and 17 years of age and not included in the previous category;
© one room per pair of (Ebrostat?026ahp under 12 years of a
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1.4. SELECTED MAIN CONCLUSIONS

The Chapter 2 provided an indicative examination of the associations between various socioeconomic
AFAAOT OO AT A ET OOET ¢ ET ANOAI EOUR £&£O01 AAT AT GAT 1T U O
ET ANOAT EOU AOT 1 O0OET T8 AT 1 Aiked OO dhker dE@#Aty & hdusmg 8 4 EA
affordability and housing price trajectories across Europe. It shows, for example, that housing price
growth and affordability trends are far from uniform. Furthermore, the chapter highlights how the

choice of measure such as the pric¢o-income ratio versus the annuiip-income ratioz can lead

to divergent conclusions relating to country rankings and trajectories. By investigating three distinct
domains of housing inequalighousing affordability, tenure inequayi andhousingwealth inequality

Z the chapter also demonstrates thahe evolution of inequality is not a uniform process but a

result of complex interactions between market fundamentals and institutional contexts.

TheChapter2 mainly focuses on indicative tests of the associations between trends in three different
domains of housing inequality (cost, tenure and wealth) and the trends in their three possible
socioeconomic factors: (1) incom@) interest rate and (3) demographi&pecifically, we indicatively
tested following main socioeconomic factors of housing inequallipuse priceand housing tenure
structure (the homeownership rate) as representing aggregate factors of housing inequality
i ET ANOAIT EOOS @tpskidold Aisposable incomeage household income inequalitye
interest rate on new residential loatie longterm interest ratginflation, the unemployment rat¢he
share of singlenember householdmd the ageing rati@s representing primary factors of housing
inequality.' EOAT OEA A@bi i OAOT OU 1T AOOOA T £ OEA OOOAU A
employed a multistep statistical approach, progressing from trend estimations and scatter plots to
tentative bivariate correlations and multivariate OLS fixeffect regression models.

Overall, our results confirm thahousehold economic factors play decisive role in housing
inequality trends in short term: specifically, rising disposable household income (connected with
economic boom) associates significantly with rising inequality in housing costs-income ratio,

rising inequality in residual income and less strongly with rising inequality in housing wealthThis
relation may be an outcome of unequal effect of rising housing costs/rents/prices drivesulsghold
income and economic gowth on different household income groupslousehold income growth
clearly associates with rise in housing cost inequality, especially in short term, when it affects mainly
immediate housing costs (rents, energies) while impact on housing prices may be more long term.
Similarly, the impact of income inequality on residual income inequality was significant and
strong but the impact of income inequalitwas weaker on housing wealth inequaligndneutral and

weak on housing tenure inequality.

The financial factors (interest rate, inflation) and demographic factors (ageing ratio, singles) play
weaker role in housing inequality evolutionz the first group of factors because of their inconclusive
effect on tenure choice and housing prices, the second group of factors because of their rather long
term effects on housing prices and tenure structure. In the end, interest rate showed to h#ive bo
positive and negative effects on inequality in housing affordability domain and the results are
inconclusie; and it had rather weak effect on housing tenure and wealth inequalities. The ageing ratio
showed a negative association with wealth inequality and positive association with tenure inequality,
but all effects were statistically insignificant.

In short term, the selected primary factorseffected especially housing cost inequality, less
housing wealth inequality and evenless housing tenure inequality. There were also large
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differences between countries in the sample when it concerns the associations between diverse
factors and diverse forms of housing inequality that point out to strong contextsensitive
character of these associations.

The findings from Chapter 3, which focused on an analysis of housing precarity and the effect of
housing allowances to mitigate precarity, demonstrate thabusing precarity is not a uniform
phenomenon but varies in both magnitude and trajectory across national contextsMoreover,
deeper forms of precaritg where households face multiple simultaneous challengegmained
relatively rare until recent years, but their resurgence signals the increasing intensity of housing
disadvantage, particularly in someountries. The affordability dimension emerges as the most
influential factor of overall precarity trends, underscoring the central role of energy prices and
housing cost burdens in shaping household vulnerabilityin contrast, insecurity and housing quality
indicators generally show gradual improvement or stability, with higher overcrowding persisting
mainly in postsocialist countries. Overall, the results suggest that whdeg-term structural
improvements have occurred in several countries, recent shksz most notably the energy crisis

Z have disrupted progress and widened croseational disparities.

In Western and Northern European countries suchFasand, Germany and the Netherlands,
unaffordability is the dominant challenge for leimcome renters, reflecting higitost housing
markets and strong dependence on monetary expenditure for housing access. By contrast,-n post
socialist contexts such a8zechia Estonia andRomania, overcrowding and inadequate dwelling
conditions remain highly prevalent, pointing to slower improvements in the physical housing stock
and persistent structural shortages. Nesurprisingly, lowetfincome households face substantially
higher odds of overall precariousness. Household composition and age also mugttenger
households and those formed by single adults or single parents are consistently more vulnerable.

In contrast, older householdsz particularly retirees z are substantially less likely to encounter
unaffordability or multidimensional hardship.

Tenure status is another major determinant, but it differs across national contexts, reflecting again
diverse housing market structures and hous{aglfare) regimes. In general, markette tenants and
owners with outstanding mortgages display a markedly higher likelihood of precarious housing
situations than outright homeowners, while tenants at reduced rent exhibit elevated probabilities
across all dimensits, pointing to persistent structural disadvantages within the rental sector.
However, differencedetween countries highlight the need for a contesénsitive policy design
rather than reliance on uniform EWide solutions.

Although dwelling characteristics play a comparatively modest role, recent renovations are
associated with improved housing quality, particularly regarding heating adequacyz an
increasingly relevant factor in the context of high energy pricesThe findings also indicate that
housing precarity is shaped primarily by socioeconomic position and the cost structure of national
housing systems rather than by dwelling attributes themselves. Policy responses therefore require a
dual approach: incom#ased supporto mitigate affordability pressures and targeted interventions

in rental housing to improve security and quality.

In recent yearg particularly since 202@ we have seen sharp increases in the receipt of housing
allowances in several countries, which is especially due to energy price sbeskste the important

role of housing allowances in reducing the financial burden, housing allowances only partially
alleviate unaffordability. This underscores the structural nature of high living costs and the limited
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purchasing power of existing benefitdloreover, analysis of housing precarity among benefit
recipients shows that the housing allowance alone does not sufficiently address all dimensions of
precarity. The high prevalence of energy poverty, arrears and overcrowding in several countries
reveals persistent issues of poor dwelling quality, inadequate energy efficiency and insegurity
particularly among households already identified as in need. These pettadicate that households

turn to benefits primarilyonce affordability challenges already arise and that benefits alone cannot
compensate for structural constraints in housing supply or qualityis callsfor context-sensitive
partial revisions of benefits that would include a housing quality parameter in some countries, as
well as for a discussion about how to design policy tools that would motivate housing renovation,
especially in the private (marketrate) rental sector.

Chapter 4 focuses on housing wealth inequali§pecifically, it analyses the impact of larger
intergenerational (housingelated) resource transfers provided within the family on different housing
wealth outcomes. Available data surprisingly showveak association between transfergiving
intensity (frequency) and the level of (outright) homeownership rate, and also between transfer
giving intensity and transfer-giving distribution. In other words, countries with high
homeownership rateslo notnecessarily also have a higher intensity (frequency) ofrgererational
transfer-giving than countries with a low homeownership rate; nor is it true that in countries where
transfers are common and frequent, dh they will necessarily be more equally distributed within
society than in countries where transfers déees common

The findings confirmed thatcountries with a dualist/familial housing regime and a higher
homeownership rate significantly differ from countries with a unitary housing regime and a low
homeownership rate, when it comes to the effect of transfers on different housing wealth
outcomes (probability of homeownership, probability of residential investment, levels ofhousing
wealth and housing capital gains) While the effects of intergenerational resource transfers on the
chance of homeownership and the chancatla homeowner will own another (investment) property
besides his/her home seestio be positive and significant in all countries regardless of the type of
housing regime, the positive effect of transfers on primary housing value (housing wealth) and on
mean annual capital gains acquired from price appreciation of primary housing ekensignificant

only in countries with dualist/familial housing regimes. In other words, countries with
dualist/familial housing regimes, intergenerational resource transérs probably have(with some
exemptions)a significant effect on tenure choice, the level of housing wealth, its appreciation or
depreciation in time and the level of residential investmentsConversely, in societies with a unitary
housing regime and a large segment of rental housing, the effect of transfers may be statistically
significant only on some (fewer) housing wealth outcomes.

Our results also indicated that the effect of transfers on tenure choice (homeownership) may not be
significant for the young generation in unitary housing regimes, while it is probably significant even
for this subgroup of the population in countries wighdualist/familial housing regime. Resource
transfers may thus play a different role in the reproduction of homeownership across generations in
dualist/familiar housing regimes than it does in unitary housing regim€&le impact of
intergenerational transfers on housing wealth distribution within European societies seems
therefore to be strong but again context sensitive. In countries with a dualist/familial housing
regime, the transfers sometimes had an even more important impact on wealth outcomes than
traditional factors of social stratification, such as household income.
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Similarly, if in the countries with a high homeownership rate (ith dualist/familial housing
regime) resource transfers are relatively equally distributed withirthe society, then they likely
decreasethe level of housing wealth inequality, i.e. work asvealth equaliser. Indeed, incountries
with a high homeownership rate whereresource transfers are unequally distributed within the
society, the transfers may not equalise an effect of housing price growth and/or decreasing
homeownership rate and transfers may instead work aswealth catalysers under such
circumstances.

Therefore, in countries witahigh homeownership rate, the association between wealth and income,
i.e., housing wealth inequality across income distribution, may be structurally reshapbedth
weakened and strengthened by the distribution of intergenerational resource transfers within
society.In these countries, the housing wealth inequality trend is determined by the distribution

of intergenerational transfers significantly more than in countries with a low homeownership
rate. The effect of intergeneational transfers in countries witalow homeownership rate cannot be
fully estimated. It is clear that themechanism of housing wealth evolution (and the role of
intergenerational transfers in it) is very complex and contsghsitive and far from the simple picture
sometimes drawn in previous studies of housing wealth inequality.

The final chapter of this report focuses on the undesearched relationship between political stances
and ideologies, as expressed in political parties' election manifestod the level and development

of housing inequality, measured by statistical indicators from a comparative longitudinal perspective.
The results show that thievel and trend of homeownership stratification and the level and trend

of housing wealth inequality largely reflect the categorisation of housing regimegand thus
confirm ther relevance)but inequality in the housing coststo-income ratio and its trend differ in

this respect. In other words, unitary housing regimes are characterised by high and increasing
homeownership stratification and by high and increasing housing wealth inequality, but they do not
convincingly perform better when it concerns housing cesisncome inequéty and its trend: while

high and increasing housing codiz-income inequality was present especially among countries with
a dualist/familial housingegime (especially in Southern Europe), it was high also, e.g., in the
Netherlands with ainitary housing regime, and low, e.g., in the Czech Repuldlieece Slovakiaand
Slovenia with a dualist/familial regime.

We also found thathere is generally a weak link between changes in the political orientation of
ruling political parties expressed on the leftright political scale (and state-market orientation
scale)and housing inequality trends. We found only twastrongerrelationships: between a state
market orientation in governmental political ideology and the housing cdstsncome ratio
inequality; and between the leftight orientation of governmental political ideology and housing
wealth inequality, always when thienpact has been lagged by eight years. Specificalligfawing
orientation in governmental politics increases housing wealth inequality(presumably because it
focuses on stable and affordable rental housing solutions iaedeasing share of tenangand the
political orientation towards state support decreases inequality in the housing cost$o-income
ratio (presumably because of the greater attention paid to policies for vulnerable househahds)
both cases, the effect is, however, only very long term, i.e., it takes around two election periods.
Apart from them, we foundho other robust link between the governmental political orientation
and resulting housing inequalities, which could be explained by strong patldependencyin the
institutional settingsof housing.
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Therefore, the possibility of governments to significantly decrease housing inequalities, especially
the short term, is probably exaggerated in some policy and critical studies, which do not sufficiently
reflect the inertia in the institutional settingthat also define a housing regime for a long time. While
radical systemic change of the whole housing regime could produce such a rapid decrease in
inequality, it may have not only many unintended consequences even outside of the housing domain,
but alsoultimately contradictory results because of the huge complexity of the mechanism of housing
inequality evolution.

We thus formulated a set of contesensitive and socioeconomically balanced policy
recommendations that reflect our conceptual approachinterpretation of the resultsa fragmentary
mechanism of housing inequality evolution. As these recommendations relate only to selected
countries (or groups of countries), and as they relate especially to specific associations between
concretefactorsand the concrete inequality domain (indicator), we present them separately at the
end of each report chapter.
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2. CHAPTER: INDICATIVE TESTS OF THE ASSOCIATIONS BETWE
SELECTED SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS AND HOUSING
INEQUALITY

0%42 35. % !'h -124). ,58h -)#(! %, £+620<+

2.1.INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, we intend to further justify the conceptual approach for our research outlined in the
Introduction and present the results of indicative tests of the associations between trends in three
different domains of housing inequality, i.e., inegjity in (a) housing affordability, (b) housing tenure
and (c) housing wealth, and the trends in their three possible socioeconomic factors, i.e., (1) income
and income inequality(2) inflation and theinterest (mortgage)rate and (3) demographics. We
indicatively hypothesise the following three main relations:

© rising household income associates with rising/decreasing housing inequality and rising income
inequality associates with rising housing inequtitall three domains) because, on the one
hand, rising income increases housing prices/rents and, moreover, housing prices/rents are
determined by the income of the marginal and not the average buyer/tenant, which causes a
discrepancy between income anast/price distribution trendsg (unequal) rise in housing
prices then causes rise in housing epsenure and wealth inequalities; on the other hand,
when rising income exceeds home price/rent growth, it increases affordability of housing, and
thus may ecrease housing costtenure and wealth inequalities;

© rising inflation(interest)rate associates with rising/decreasing housing ineqqaligil three
domains) because, on the one hand, a decreasing rateséméhcrease housing prices and
thus increaseost, tenure- andwealth inequalitesbut, on the other hand, an increasing rate
restrictsalsothe accessibility of mortgage finance for lewand middleincome households,
thus also supporting higher housing tenuemd wealth inequalites] OEOET ¢ EIT OOET ¢

ET £ AGET 1T AlI O ET AOAAOAO OEA EihdoeBhachighl 0008
income households and thus maiso lead to higher inequality in housing affordability
domain;

® decreasing household size (and the ageing of society) associates with rising (declining) housing
inequality(in all three domains) because (a) a growing number of singles leads to the fact that
housing costgkntsarelessshared among more economically active household members and
thus increass cost, tenure and wealthinequalities, and (b) because the growing share of
elderly households affects housing prices negatively andhprice correctionmay decrease
housing cost, tenure- and wealth inequalities.

We will employ macralata time series from country statistics created from different international

and national sources, available in Data Overview (in MS Excel) and accessible from the Houselnc
project web pageHowever there are not many observations in the dataset. We used data for all EU
countries, so we had a maximum of 28 observatibosusually fewer due to data unavailability.
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The analysis in this chapter was done in the following viFargt, given that we work with potentially
non-stationary time series, we estimated the tren{sverage annual change&)r each variablend
in each countryas the simple slope of the bivariate OLS regression méalethe particular country
and variable where the only explanatory variable was the time (in yeafd)e aim of this
transformation of the variables was to address the fact that we are working with time seriethasd

we eliminate theinfluence of time, seasonal and random components from the time series in the
simplestpossibleway. We then used the estimated trends (the avera@ualchanges)rom OLS
models to createa series of scatter plots to get an initial idea about the links between the dependent
(inequality)and independent{inequality factorsyariablesfor all countries

In the second step, we calculatéehtative country-specificbivariatecorrelations usingountry data

time seriesto see how strong the relationship might be between tlewel ofdependent and each
independent variableThe results of the correlation analysis should be treated with great caution. The
correlations were calculated on unadjusted data and without other variables being controlled for. The
aim wasjustto determine whether there could be any association between the developmettieof
levels ofdependent and independent variables over tinmeeachcountryand, by computing weighted
average correlation coefficient, indicatively also for all countries in our samplie third step we

used panel regressi@with fixed effects on the country and time in tiseries of bivariate models. We
used the resultof bivariate regressiongthe comparison obeta coefficients) to chooséhe most
important independent variableshat were, finally, includednto the OLS fixedeffect regression
model. While this final OLS model is a standard approach how reliably test the link between the
dependent and independent variablés panel data, ve admit that further deeper and more complex
data analysiss neededn the future, something we did only fantergenerational transfershousing
benefitsandgovernmental political stancédeology) in the next three chapters of this report.

22.(/53)."' 1 &&/12%$!"),)49 ! .$ 4(% #/ . #%04
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As briefly outlined in the Introduction to this report, our conceptual approaclnterpretation of
results fromdata analyss, called thefragmentary mechanism of housing inequality evolutien
justified not only by the complexity of inequality measurement but also by international comparisons
of available dataSpecifically, here is extensive diversity in the development of the aggregate factors
of housing inequality across European countries. We would like to demonstiatenore detail in this
chapter section, before we proceed to analyse the possible factors behind these thertde lower
tiers of mechanism of housing inequality evolution

To demonstrate diversity in the development afjgregate factors of housing inequality across
European countries, wean refer, for example, to one of the main indicative output variables of the
first aggregate factor of housing inequality evolutiothie housing price@n relation to household
income, i.e., the affordability of owneoccupied housing). Housing price growth (and tlecreasen
housing affordability) hasiot beenuniform across time and space. First, as the OECD time series
show (OECD Analigcal House Prices Indicators 2024), the sharp price growth that led to the
affordability crisis we are facing today is of relatively short duration, &sstsaround 15 years since

the end of the last global financial crisis (GFC), when housing prices in many countries significantly
corrected downwards. In addition, during the peSFC boom years there were two additional short
OCi 1T AA1 8 b OE AHkthed affecediédwdreduntr@handnere €harter and less intense than
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during the GFC: in 2013019 due to the implementation of macroprudential policies and in 2022
2023 due to inflation and interest rate increases. In both these periods, we noticed a temporary but
significant housing price decling®ECD Analytical House Prices Indicators 2Q##) an increase in
housing affordability (measured by the prit¢e-income ratio) in many countries of Northwest and
Southern Europe (Eastern Europe represented an outlier in this respect).

Moreover, nominal housing prices often only returned to their original vahefsere their correction
during the GFC: in Ireland, for exampt@mminalprices returned to 2007 levels only in 2020, in Spain

in 2022 and in Greece in 2024, while in Italy they have not yet returned to this level. In real terms, i.e.,
after deducting inflation, which is an even more appropriate measure from the point of vfew o
affordability and economic relevance, we find that average housing prices have to date not yet
returned to 2007 levels ifinland France, Greeceyreland Italy or Spain, i.e., many countries of
Southern Europe. Even in some countries in Northwistope,they returned to this level only a few
years ago: in the Netherlands in 2018 and in the United Kingdom and Norway in 2017.

Figure 1 demonstrates the trend in the prite-income ratio between 2010 and 2024 based on OECD

ET OOET ¢ 1 AOEAO ET AEAAO j/ %#$ !'T Al UOEAAT (1 O00A o0c
COil Ob6 AT O1 OOEAOY " Al CEOI h n@afRBnland,UNethdtlands A A1 E A h
Romania and the UK. While the prite-income ratio increased after 2010 for five countries of our

sample, four countries experienced instead a drop in the value of this ratio at the same time, i.e., they

experienced incrasing housing affordability: Romania, Italy, Finland and Estonia (after the cycle).
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Significant differences between countries are also observed in the development of housing prices
the affordability of owneroccupied housing over a longer period of time. If we fit the time series on
the development of the pricgo-income ratio in thoe OECD countries where longer time series are
available (since 1970) with a trend line, we find that at least in Finta@chany Italy and Switzerlard

this longterm priceto-income trend is decreasing, i.e., that the average nominal housing prices grew
more slowly than household incomes and, from a legegn perspective, housing affordability has
therefore increased rather than decreased in these coestrConversely, the sharpest growth of the
trend line (slope) for the prico-income ratio among European countries, i.e., the sharpest decline

in housing affordability in the given period is recorded, in that order, by the Netherlgrd9(0151),

the United Kingdom (0.0147), Sweden (0.0129) and Denmark (0.01@8)en the above, however,

we cannot consider trends in these countries as general, even though the developments in some of
these countries appear the most frequently in the literature.

Another reason for being careful about makita@p strongtheoretical generalisations of the results
from housing inequality studies is the fact that thiedingsmay be inconsistent owing to the choice

of measures. One possible example is the measurement of housing affordability: first by using the
price-to-income ratio, and second by using the anntiit/income ratio (see Figure Z)he first shows

the number of mean annual household incomes needed to purchase a-peezed dwelling’ the

latter also includes the impact of the mean mortgage rate (the accessibility of a mortgage loan) on
the affordability of a mearpriced dwelling (according to Hypostat 20023) under the assumption

of standard 2@year loan maturity? While this example does not address all possible methodological
issues (housing underand overconsumption, quality differences, maximum LTV, variability in
interest rates for different income groups, etc.), Figure 2 indicatively illustrates on a sahpight
European countries representing different housing regimes (the UK is excluded as it did not
participate in the most recent ESILC surveys) that these diverse measures may lead to diverse
conclusions about the relative country ranking and trends.

For a static comparison in the year 2020 (the upper part of Figure 2), the only wave of the survey in
which respondents of the ESILC made a seHssessment of the price of their own dwellings, we can
illustrate this instability on the examples of Romardad Finland. Romania had the third highest

5 Due to the growth of the pricg¢o-income ratio in these countries, the share of households living in their own dwellings,
EsAsh OEA OEIT I Al xT AOOEEDP OAOA8h EO AAAOAAOEI Ch AOPAAEAIIT U /
residentialwealth in these countries. According to Smith et al. (2022), for example, in 2017, the top 10% richest households
in the UK possessed 39% of the total net housing wealth; Hochstenbach & Aalbers (2024) indicate that the top 10% richest
households posses9% of the net housing wealth in the Netherlands. However, as we will show below, in many countries
(e.g., Southern or Eastern Europe), which are, however, much less represented in the literature (Nasrabadi et al. 2024),
residential wealth is more equallyaiributed among different income groups.

7OECD housing price statistics do not include the absolute levels of the-forizteome ratios but only their time indices,

i.e., the trend in time. Therefore, we had to compute illustrative levels of the gaeiacome ratio for the purpose of an
international comparison by ourselves using a combination of&HUC and OECD sources. However, we acknowledge that

this approach has many limitations (a possible sample selection biasesifiated home values made by survey
respondents and not transaction pes; priceto-income is computed for the whole stock of housing and not just for
transactions; and the sample of respondents changes with survey waves, which may influence even average price/income
levels, etc.). Nevertheless, we only adopted this approacbrder to illustrate the differences between different measures

of housing affordability. Specifically, we first determined the mean housing value as provided iresSedfisment of market
housing value by respondents themselves in thee HUC 2020 svey wave, and then we established time series of this
average home value by using OECD price indices to get the housing prices for additional years. We then divided these
imputed mean prices by mean household disposable income reported in thEIEC 20042023 survey waves.

8 Housing prices and incomes were taken from the ptizéncome ratio computation explained in the previous footnote,

and we added the mean mortgage rate from the European Mortgage Federation (HypostatZIXR) to compute annuity
repayment for a 26year ban maturity, assuming an annuity form of mortgage loan repayment.
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annuity-to-income ratio among selected countries, but, at the same time, the second lowest{arice
income ratio in this sample. Finland would be at the bottom of the country ranking with the lowest
relative value of the annuityo-income ratio, but its man priceto-income ratio is higher than that in
Romania and Estonia.

A dynamic comparison, i.e., comparing prite-income trends with annuitto-income trends,
revealed that the differences between ratios are more or less constant and relatively small in some
countries (Estoniataly, the NetherlandeandRomania) while in others the difference between ratios

is larger CzechiaGermany) or the paths of the ratios even diverge (for example, in Belgium, Finland
after 2019 or Italy after 2021). For example, in Belgium between 2013 and 2020, or in the Netherlands
between 2013and 2016, the pricéo-income rose, and the annuiip-income decreased. The
opposite trend appeared between 2021 and 2023 in most countries in the sample. The improvement
in housing affordability is also much stronger for annttityincome than priceto-income in recent
decade (see, for example, Italy, where the annudiyincome ratio halved between 2007 and 2020),
and for almost all countries housing affordability measured by anatatjncome worsened only after
2020, i.e., only during the last four yesaif at all.

Similarly, there is a discussion about the relevance of objectiveugective measures of housing
affordability (Sunega & Lux 2016). What is more relevant for housing inequality measurement? The
portion of households that spend on housing more than our normatively set income threshold (often

40% of household income iséhthreshold used) or the portion of households who declare that they

have a problem meeting their housing costs? Eurostat mostly uses the first approach as an indicator

of the cost overbuden, but the question, for example, is whether this measure sufficiently considers

the costs of other consumption (residual income after deducting housing costs), income uncertainty
(especially during crises), the quality of housing, undeclared incones,shadow economy and

hidden capital gains.

OECD 20t aqh & O AgAi bl Ah  OOAOA O-bedg dadbrityiaddibicdd®d OAO 1T ,
information not captured by standard objective measures; can help better understandritiersof

subjective weHbeing; can support policy evaluation and cdmnefit analysis; and can help in

EAAT OEZAUET ¢ bl OAT OEAI DIl EAU DOI Al Al Gddghe UK) OAOT 1 A
and international organisations (OECD, UN) are thus increasingly turning their attention to concepts
OEAO 1 AAQOUA AAEEIOS 1T O ONOAT EOU 1T £ 1 EEZA8 OOET ¢
OECD 2013). Significant disparities between objective and subjective indicators may result in the
ineffective allocation of public resources and in some countrieak&aing trust in official statistics

(Stiglitz et al. 2009). Sunega & Lux (2016) argue that combining objective indicators with a subjective
perception of housing problems may provide a more accurate way of measuring housing needs in a

way that reflects dferent institutional contexts between countries and may enable the more

effective targeting of public resources for use in programmes that not only have an objective goal but

also a subjectively identified legitimacy.
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version of 209-03, EU-SILCCrosdJDB20167 2023z version of 20209 AOOET 008 Al I POOAOET 1 0Qz«
Note: For computation of pricéo-income ratio, we combined ESILC and OECD sources: the mean housing

valuewas computedrom selfassessmerg madeby respondents in the EASILC 2020 survey wave, and then

we established time series of this average home value by using OECD price indices to get the housing prices for
additional years. We then divided these imputed mean prices by mean household didpdsabme reported

in the EUSILC 2004023 survey waves. For computation of annttitlyincome ratio, we addd the mean

mortgage rate obtained from the European Mortgage Federation (Hypostat 20023) to compute annuity

repayment for a 26/ear loan maturity, assuming an annuity form of mortgage loan repaymEeat.details, see

pp. 3233 of this report.

However, some argue that objective indicators should be favoured over subjective ones because
political decisions cannot be founded solely on the wishes and opinions of the population (Allardt
1976). Another reason is that subjective indicators may be eawt over time. Finally, subjective
indicators are, according to them, drawn from studies that are limited in terms of their frequency and
sample size. This limitation is also apparent in housing: while objective indicators are surveyed in
population censses or largescale representative studies, often narrower, qudtased studies of a
smaller sample of the population are used to survey subjective evaluations of housing attitudes. The
exception, however, is the EBILC survey, in which subjective opiniarshousing affordability are
examined together with objective cost and income measurement on a large and representative
sample of households; even though Eurostat did not collect subjective opinions concerning the
housing cost overburden in 2021 and 2022.

As an objective measure for this illustrative comparison, we employed the housing cost overburden
OAOAh AAEET AA AU %0OOI OOAO AO OOEA DPAOAAT OACA 1 E
housing costs (net of housing allowances) represent md@nt40% of disposable income (net of
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ET OOET ¢ A[ELrbstat’2028) AUdliRebthe official Eurostat definition, however, we chose the
household as the unit of analysis rather than individual persons. The reason for this is that members
of a household share the housing expense burden and decide jointly about their lekielisihg
consumption. Moreover, the wellbeing of individual household members is significantly affected by
shared household characteristics (e.g., marital status, the number of household members, the
presence of dependent children in the households, etc.).

The subjective perception of housing affordability is also reported for households, and not for
individuals. Since 2005, respondents of the-EULC survey are regularly asked the following question:

601 AAGA OEET E AAT OO UT O Gtgagd répdyinengihsGitént a@d itere€) OO E T A
or rent, insurance and service charges (sewage removal, refuse removal, regular maintenance, repairs

AT A T OEAO AEAOCAOQ8 41 xEAO A@OAT O AOA OEAOA AT ¢
are: a) a havy burden, b) a slight burden, and c¢) no burden at all. This question was not included in

the EUSILC surveys only in 2021 and 2022. The share of households who declare that housing costs
represent a heavy burden for them represents for us an indicatitgestive indicator of a housing

costs overburden in this illustrative comparison.

10O &ECOOA Q AAIT1T OOOAGAO 11 1060 OAIiPIA 1T &£ OAI O
international comparison of values in 2023 leads again to inconsistent results when it concerns
country rankings and trends: the countries are ranked accordimghie value of the objective
indicator, but the subjective indicator seems to have no association with it. In seven countries the
share of households who declare the serious problem with meeting housing costs outperforms the
share of households experiengna housing cost overburden (in Germany, however, only very
recently), but in the Netherlands the opposite is true; differences are in how large the gap between
values is (it is larger, for example, in Belgidfmlandandltaly than in other countries) and in trends

in time (see the bottom part of Figure 3). Specifically, both indicators follow a more or less similar path
in Belgium,CzechiaFinland the Netherlands and Romania but develop in a significantly different
way in Italy (where the objective ichtor remains constant but the subjective indicator significantly
decreases in time and thus converges with the objective indicator), Estonia (where a converging trend
is also clear but the subjective indicator has quite high volatility), and Germanyéwihe subjective
indicator was relatively low until 2020 and after that started to intensively grow).

It is likely that the value of the subjective indicator rises more substantially than the overburden rate

during a period of economic crisis (or decreasing housing affordability), and it therefore has a higher
volatility, the reasons for whichmay liei®@gJAET 1 T cU T £ PDAT Pl A6O0 PAOAADPOEI
of housing affordability that are not sufficiently captured in objective data. However, the fact whether

we should measure the housing cost overburden with an objective indicator that ignor@sahiems

with data collection and includes a highly normative judgement (the maximum overburden rate is set
universally to apply in all contexts) or whether we should employ a more volatile but potentially more
context-sensitive subjective evaluation renms an open methodological question.

i AATO OEAO OEA AiTO1O0 T A&# OEA E

Qu

°0. AO 1T &£ ET OOET ¢ Al11T xAT AA
disposable household income
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Note: unexpected peak in the Netherlands (2022) was caused by data collectimy did not includespecial
temporary housing benefit that reacted on energy inflationThe figures show the share of population
overburdened by housing costs. The methodology of computation of objective and subjective overburden rate
is described on pp. 486 of this report.

The final illustrative example concerns housing (tenure) security, which could be expected to be high

in countries with a unitary housing regime especially because renting is not marginalised and tenants

enjoy significantly higher tenure security than inuntries with a dualist (familial) housing regime.

However, because homeowners enjoy the highest tenure security in all housing regimes, and because

the outright homeownership rate is extremely high in some countries of Central and Eastern Europe
thanels« EAOARh A EET A 1T £ OEAT OACEAAT Oi AAT & 1 AOGAT 1,
rather it is in unitary housing regimes, although it is less equally distributed among different housing
tenures.

In conclusion, weemploy the concept of the fragmentary mechanism of inequality evolution to
interpret and explain results from analysessetected factorsof housing inequality. We understand
housing tenure and home prices as mediators of inequality rather than as its primary causes, and we
try to dive deeper into the mechanisms by which different forms of inequality emerge. By
acknowledging the complexity ofiousing inequality (as a dependent variable) and especially the
complexity of the impacts of pod#ide factors (as independent variables), we opted for a less holistic,
less critical, and less radical conceptual appraadhterpretation ofthe resultsthan the one followed

by contemporary political economy. Our approach respects the achievements of a free housing
market and neoliberal policies when compared to their alternativesalso reflects the fact that
different measures, perspectives and contexts may significantly influence the outcome of housing
(wealth) inequality research, and that the dhpicture of inequality levels and trends may not be
inherently consistent and uniform across countries.
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2.3.SELECTED FACTORS AND HOUSING INEQUALITY

This section will delineate the modus operandi of the selected independent varialale®rg) in
exerting their influence on the dependent variablas., inequality irhousing affordability(cost),
tenure (homeownershipand wealthdomains

Income and income inequality

Changes in the income of households determgteangesin housing tenure structure and housing
prices, i.e,in the values of the main indicative variables of both aggregate factors of housing tenure
and wealth inequality. Increasingouseholdincome increasesiousing demand and thubkousing
pricegrents/costs (because of the unity or abowenity income elasticity of housing pricksnts in

many markets)that may unequally burden different income groups of households and thus lead to
increasein housingcost, tenure- and wealth inequalies. A relatively high valusof income elasticity

of housing demand has been documented by economic studies, an overview of which is provided,
e.g., in Granelle (1998).

However, when income growth exceeds housing pfiieat growth, the housing affordability
improves, and this has the positive effect on resulting housiogt-, tenure- andwealth inequalites.
Similarly, if household income stagnates (and housing costs increase), this should affect inequality in
the housing costdo-income ratio, and decreasing housing affordability for laveome households

may increase housing precarity. Income should therefbe one of the most important factors that
shape housing ineclity in all three domains we are focusing on but its association with housing
inequality may be both positive and negative (depending on rate and distribution of income change
relative to housing costs/prices).

There may also be a link between income inequality and housing wesatémure inequalities. Zhang

et al. (2016) use the Chinese example to demonstrate that rising income inequality is reflected in the
rise in the priceo-income ratio, since the equilibrium price of an apartment is determined not by the
average but by the majinal, i.e., incomerich, buyer whose income increases with increasirapme
inequality. The rise in the prie®-income ratio, i.e., the decline in the affordability of
homeownershp, should be accompanied by a rise in hougamure andwealthinequalities because

it crowds lower and middleincome groups out of access to homeownership (e.g. Christophers 2021).
However, Dewilde et al. (2025), Keister & Moller (2000) and Sunega & LW (&84d national or
international data to demonstrate that income and housing wealth inequalities are not correlated,
i.e., the trend in income inequality is not associated with the trend in housing wealth inequality. The
explanation for this may lien housing market segmentation (Dewilde & Lancee 201191), the
uneven distribution of capital gains (price appreciation) from residential investments, or in the
equalising effect of intergenerational resource transfers (Lux et al. &02¥hatever the reason is,

the impact of income inequalities on wealth inequality may be quite complex and highly context
sensitive.

Demographics

Population ageing, changing family patternslecreasingfertility, increasing share ofingles),
increasing urban immigration and increasing foreign immigratioricUare all contributing to housing
inequalities. For example, foreign and urban immigration nraise housing demand similarly as
increasing household incomand thus drivehousingprices up and increasmst, tenure- and wealth
inequalies. Urbanisation moves people from rural areas, where the housing supply elasticity is high,
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to urban areas, where the housing supply elasticity is low (Gong & Yao 2022). As a result, the hou
prices increase more significantly in urban areas, causing especially the urban housing affordability
crisis (Wetzstein 2017) and rise in housing -¢dehure and wealth inequalities in the urban centres.

Another significant effect relates, for example, to the ageing of the population, which may decrease
overall housing demand and thus cause a decline in housing prices and a decrease in housing
especially intergenerationay inequalities. The underlyingssumption is that senior households
consume less housing than middéeged households. A drop in housing prices could decrease housing
costs (mortgage repayment costs) and could both increase the accessibility of homeownership for
lower-income young househds and mitigate inequality in capital gains from home price
appreciation amonghouseholdincome groups. In the end, it may influence all the dimensions of
inequalities that we focus on in this report, i.e., housing eosnure- and wealth inequalities. The
ageing of the population is present most European countries, and a potential mismatch between
the number of retiring baby boomers who wish to sell and the number of young people who wish to
buy may realistically cause housing price drops. The effégtopulation ageing on housing price
trends has been seen, for example, in Germany (12Q08, especially in the Eastern paftGermany

and ltaly (up to the present).

However, in general, any prediction based simply on population ageing has been subject to great
uncertainty, as the seminal work of Mankiw & Weil (1989) reminds us: using a demographic forecast
(population ageing) they predicted that real U.S. housing gsiwould fall by 47 percent between 1987

and 2007, which, however, has never happened. Critics of their study mentioned the different
methodological mistakes they made in their prediction, the key being a mistake in mixing cohort and
age effects in theiraggressions (Green & Hendershott 1996). However, a role in this wrong prediction
is certainly also played by the complexity of the cawstect mechanism behind the link between
housing prices and demographics. The association between demographics anchbdoseiuality
resembles a cycle, loop, or, at least, a kind of mutual interdependence, because housing inequality is
not just a consequence of demographics but also causes demographic changes. It is always very hard
to distinguish what is the cause and whs the outcome in the mutual relationship between housing

and demographics.

Inflation and the interest (mortgage) rate

The inflation rate, reflected in the interest (mortgage) rate and thus closely correlating with it, is
another market fundamental of the housing price trend (Maclennan 1982). Decreasing rates improve
access to a mortgage and the affordability of homeowrtgps and this, in the second phase, increases
housing demand, expands credit and, due to inelastic housing supply, pushes housing prices up
Therefore, at least partia)l, the improvement of affordability that results from an interest rate aut
short tem is offset by the worsening of housing affordability as a result of housing price griovitie

long term. However, the impact of the interest rate on housing prices in the long term is often smaller
than the impact of income or demographics; the coefficients for inflatiinterest rate) in
econometric models are frequently insignificant or of the wrong sign (McQuinn & O'Reilly 2008),
especially in countries where markbised housing finance tools are less importang., in countries

with a high sharef outright (debtfree) homeownership.

On the other hand, the impact of the interest rate on housing price trends seems to have increased in
the last 15 years (Frayne et al. 2022slan et al. 2020). This is linked to anprecedented cut in
interest rates, the extensive expansion of mortgage credit and unconventional monetary policy
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measures applied by central banks during the Cal@dpandemic. This conclusion is also confirmed
in a study by the European Central Bank (Diecelkmann et al. 2023) based on data from a panel of a
eurozone countries between 2010 and 2021: according tordiselts of this study, the relationship
between mortgage interest rates and haung price developments is nonlinear, at least when rates
are low. In other words, a cut of already low rate does not lead to linear but rather to exponential
growth inhousingdemand and prices.

Nsafoah & Dery (2024) revisited the unconventional monetary policy tools used during the-Tvid
pandemic, such as quantitative easing, and their effect on subsequent inflation and housing price
developments in Canada. They found that both conventionahetary tools and quantitative easing
have a significant and lonterm (permanent) influence on the development of apartment prices, but
the effect of unconventional instruments was twice as strong as that of conventional instruments.
Similarly, Hochstenbat & Aalbers (2024) attempt to demonstrate that housing financialisation (the
boom in the mortgage market and the reduction in mortgage rates especially) caused high price
appreciation and did not lead, as have been expected, to a significant increase@olmership rate.

2.4. THE RESULTS OF INDICATIVE TESTS OF THE IMPACT OF SELECTED
FACTORS ON HOUSING INEQUALITY

This section presents the indicative findings of data analyses that were conducted with the objective
of identifying the principal factors influencing the development of inequality in lf@using
affordability, (b) housing tenureand (c)housing wealthdomains. We selected the following main
socioeconomic factorshouse priceghe residential house price index) ahdusing tenure structure
(the homeownership rate) as representing aggregate factors of housing inequality (inequality
Oi A AE A Ohcuéedad] dispodabld incomeages household income inequalii@ini index) the
interest rate on new residential loati® longterm interest ratginflation, the unemployment rat¢he

share of singkenember householdandthe oldage dependency rat&s representing primary factors

of housing inequality.

Factors of inequality in the domain of housing affordability (housing cost
inequality)

First, we address inequality in housing affordabiliipmain, measured by two indicators: the
coefficient of variation of the housing costs-income ratio and residual income inequality measured

as the ratio of the mean residual income of households in the 5th quintile to the mean residual income
of households irthe 1st quintile. In both cases, the higher values indicate higher inequality. Figures 4
and 5 show the relationships between these two indicators and socioeconomic factors over the last
20 years. The figures use the average annual change of all the \eariabaccount for the time trends.
Figure 4 shows the relationship between the change in the coefficient of variation of the housing
coststo-income ratio and socioeconomic factors, Figure 5 shows the association between the change
in residual income inagplity and socioeconomic factors (Greece was omitted because data was only
available for the years 2007 and 2023).

Overall, increases in housing prices, household disposable income, wages, inflation and share of
singles are associated with an increase in housing emstacome inequality, which is in accordance

with our expectations. Conversely, increases in the unkyment rate, longterm interest rates and
income inequality are associated with a decrease in housing dositscome inequality the
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remainingassociatiors were weak. Theising unemployment rate and the rising interest rate may
negatively affect housing prices and thus decrease housing cost inequality, so even these association
are in accordance with our expectationRising unemployment isan attribute of aneconomic
recession, which causes a decline in housing prices and rents. The effect of the unemployment rate
on housing prices/rents isften as significant aghe effect of household incomeHowever, the
direction ofassociation tweenincome inequalityand housing cost inequalitig unexpectedIt may

be due to methodology of measurement (we use coefficient of variance but, e.g., using S80/S20
indicator for housing costso-income ratio may come up with different results) or due to omitted
factors discussed above.

Figure 5 shows analogically the association between a change in residual income inequality and
socioeconomic factors. It shows patterns roughly similar to those in Figure 4: rising housing prices,
inflation, share of singles, household disposable incomagesandthis time also income inequality

are associated with increases in residual income inequalitg increasing unemployment rate and
long-term interest rate are associated with decreasing residual income inequality. In contrast to
housing cos$-to-incomeinequality, demographic factorseem to bemore strongly associated with
residual incomenequality,but this conclusion has not been confirmed by final OLS mo8ghilarly,

in contrast to the housing cost®-incomeinequality, the increase in income inequality is strongly
associated with higher residual income inequality, which is this time in accordance with our
expectations and has been also confirmed by final OLS model

To explore the variation in the relationships between the housing inequality indicators and
socioeconomic factors, we calculated thime-seriescorrelations between these variables separately

for each country (Tables 2 and 3). The use of correlations is, however, tentative as it does not account
for time trends or the autocorrelation of time series daténe weighted averageorrelations(for the

whole sample of countriesveights were computed according to the population size of each colntry

are consistent with theresults from scatter plots and also with thesults from the following
regression analysis, with household disposable income, wag#éation and the unemployment rate

(and also income inequality in the case of residual income inequality) having the sameseffect
However,country-specific correlationshow large variation

For example, while for most countries the correlation coefficient betwéenisingprices and the
housing costgo-income inequality is positive, for Finland, France, Italy, Luxembourg and Slovenia it
is negative (Tabl@). Although the weightedl{y population size in 2023heancorrelation coefficient
between the homeownership rate antthe housing costgo-income variation is negative, in many
countries (15 out of 27) it is positive. The relationship between the interest rate on new residential
loans and hasing coststo-income variation is negative for most countries, but this does not apply to
Austria, Cyprus, France, Lithuania, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia and the UK. Household disposable
income hasthe strongest and the most general positive association with housing etmstacome
variation on average, but there are again several small countries where the opposite relationship has
been found: Cyprus, Luxembourg and Slovenia. The unemployment smigenerally negatively
associated withthe housing costgo-income inequality, but this does not apply to Austria, Italy,
Luxembourg and the UKThe association between the loagrm interest rate and housing costs-
incomeinequality isnegative for most of the countries monitored, though again this does not apply

to Finland, France, Ireland, Slovenia or Portugal. Slovenia in particular and Finland and France to some
extent repeatedly appear among the countries that often show the opjeadirection of dependence
compared to most other countries.
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Table 3 shows that, on average, residual income inequality has the strongest association with t
unemployment rate- in majority of countries, a higher unemployment rate is associated with lower
residual income inequality. However, there are again countries with the opposite relationship:
Belgium, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden. The
relationshp between the share of singlmember households and residual income inequality proved

to be positive in most countries, with thexceptions of Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Cyprus, Denmark,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Portugal, Slovenia and Spain. Income inequality and residual income
inequality were positively correlated in most countries (unlike in the case of housingtoesisome
variation), but this was not the case in Croatizechia Estonia, Italy and the Netherlands. Although

the relationship between the homeownership rate and residual income inequality was positive on
average, in almost half of the countries the correspondiagrelation coefficient was negative. The

link between residual income inequality and residential house prices was positive for most of the
countries monitored, with the exception of Belgium, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia and Spain.
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Note: Average annual change of the variable is a slope oétlienatedOLS regression model, where the only
explanatory variable is the time (year&ach point on the graph represents a combination of the average annual
change in costo-incomeinequality (y-axis) and the average annual change in the independent variatagi&)

for a specific country. The blue line shows the linear trbaded on the position dadll included countries.
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Note: Average annual change of the variable is a slope of the estimated OLS regression model, where the only
explanatory variable is the time (year&ach point on the graph represents a combination of the average annual
change irresidual income inequalitfy-axis) and the average annual change in the independent variatadgi&)

for a specific country. The blue line shows the linear trend based on the position of all included countries.
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Note: The values in the table are Pearson correlation coefficients. These show association betwetsricmstme inequality and the explanatory variable. The explanatory
variable is named at the top of the columiWeights for mean correlation coefficients (the last row in table) are based on the population size in 2023.

SourceEUSILC Cross UDB 20920157 version of 20193, EUSILC Cross UDB 2018023z version of 20249, and A O A
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Note: The values in the table are Pearson correlation coefficients. These show association betwetmninosime inequality and the explanatory variable. The explanatory

variable is named at the top of the column. Weights for mean correlation coefficigimslast row in table) are based on the population size in 2023.
SourceEUSILC Cross UDB 20920157 version of 20193, EUSILC Cross UDB 2018023z version of 20209, AT A AAOA
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Next, we report the results from the regression models that were intended to explain housing cos
to-income inequality (Tablet) and residual income inequality (Tabi. First, we regressed ten
socioeconomic factors individually in bivariate OLS fixeftect regression modelécolumns 110 in
Table 4)and then we used the factors that were statistically significant (at lea$t@& level}to run
final multivariate OLS fixeeeffect regressiongcolumn 11 in Table 4\Ve omitted the share of single
memberhouseholds due to the low number of observations. However, the effects of individual factors
would remain the same even if we used all available data. For residual income inequality, we did not
use disposable household income and wages together becausg &ne closely correlated. Both
tables show fairly similar results.
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Note: + p < 0.1, * p<0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.00ke values in the table are beta coefficients (with standard
errors in parentheses) estimateay a bivariate OLS regression model. The dependent variable in each model
was housing costo-income inequality, and the variable in the row was the only independent variable (models
1-10).Thevariablesthat were statistically significant (at least at 0.05 lewegre used fofinal multivariate OLS
fixed-effect regressiormodel (column 11).

SourceEUSILC Cross UDB 20920157 version of 20193, EUSILC Cross UDB 2048023z version of 2024
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Note: + p< 0.1, * p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.00ke values in the table are beta coefficients (with standard
errors in parentheses) estimatday a bivariate OLS regression model. The dependent variable in each model
was housing costo-income inequality, and the variable in the row was the only independent variable (models
1-10).Thevariablesthat were statistically significant (at least at 0.05 lewsgre used fofinal multivariate OLS
fixed-effect regressiormodel (column 11).

SourceEUSILC Cross UDB 2092015z version of 20193, EUSILC Cross UDB 2048023z version of 2024
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Household disposable income, wages and inflation are statistically significantly and positively
associated with housing cost®-income inequality while the unemployment rate is associated
negatively. The effect of these variables remains relatively stable even in the last model (Model 11),
with each of the variables having the same direction of effect but losing statistical significance.
Similarly,household disposable income, wages and inflation are positively associated with residual
income inequality, bt two other variablesz interest rates on new residential loans and income
inequality (Gini indexy also have a strong positive effect on residual income inequality (the positive
effect of interest rates is somewhat odd when compared with the resultsifocorrelation analysis).

The effect of all these variables remains stable when included in a model containing all of them. The
size of the effect decreases slightly but its direction remains the same. Overall, the results are
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consistent with the relationships shown in Figures 4 and 5: we see the strong positive effect
household disposable income on housing cost inequality, the strong positive effect of household
disposable income and income inequality on residual income uaéty, and the strong negative
effect of unemployment rate on housing cost inequality. Household disposable income has been
confirmed as the main factor of inequality in housing affordability domain.

In sum, rising household income, wages and income inequality, and decreasing unemployment rate
are significantlyassociated with increasing inequality in the domain of housing affordalzlityis is

in accordance with our expectations, i.e., with expected impact of these primary factors on housing
prices/rents/costs. Some variables had a substantial effect ongnerof the two measures of housing
inequality in this domain (for examplénterest rate on residual income inequality), some variables
demonstrate inconclusive effects. The difference between the effects of factors on housing-tmsts
income variation and residual income inequality may also be attributed to the fact that they
operationalise inequality differently the housing costgo-income varation coefficient summarises

the whole distribution, while residual income inequality is measured only as the ratio of average
residual income in the 5th income quintile to average residual income in the 1st income quintile. In
sum, the results show thatends in economic factors (income and the unemployment rate) are more
strongly associated with the trend in housing cost inequality than trends in financial factors (inflation,
interest rate) or demographic factors (cllje dependency ratio, share of sieg).

Factors of tenure inequality (homeownership stratification)

Tenure inequality was measured by calculating the ratio of the proportion of homeowners in the 5th
(highest) income quintile to the proportion of homeowners in the 1st (lowest) income quintile. The
values of the indicator were calculated from the4SLC @tasets for the period 2002023. Figure 6
shows the relationships between tenure inequality and socioeconomic factors over the last 20 years.
The figure uses again the average annual change of all the variables to account for the time trends.
Figures ardased on complete data, i.e., observations with missing values were omitted.

Overall, the effects of the selected factors on tenure inequality were much weaker than they were on
housing cost inequality. Increases in housing prigggrest rates on new residential loans, lotgym
interest rates, ageing ratio and income inequality are associated with an increase in tenure inequality,
while increases in household disposable income, wages and the share ofsgiegiber households

are asociated with decreasing tenure inequality. Some of the abmentioned associations
contradict ourexpectations. We expected a positive impact of income on housing tenure inequality,
due to their effect on housing price trends, but it seems that mechanism of inequality evolution works
in different way here. It seems that at least in the short term, éffect of rising income is stronger on
housing costs/rents rather than on housing priddswever, as the results from following correlation
and regression analyses demonstrated, the link between income and housing tenure inequality is very
weak to interpet it in any way

The increasing ageing ratio should result in an increased supply of apartments and houses and thus a
decrease in home prices and tenure inequality. However, the sieom effects seem to be mainly

the opposite (as for housing cost inequality), and thisymiae again because the effect of
demographics (as of income) on housing prices is rather -teng. In accordance with our
AobAAOAOGEI T h ET AOAAOGET ¢ OEAOA 1T &£ OEICIAO EO AOO]
incomes are lower than averagand therefore they cannot afford to become homeowners and

remain tenants. It is, however, necessary to acknowledge that the strength of the relationiships
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again veryweak (as confirmed by the average correlation coefficients in Table 3 below). Additional
the distribution of countries in the graphs usually does not follow a linear trend, so fitting a linear
regression line can be misleading. Lastly, the small numifecountries means that one or two
outliers can significantly affect the slope of the regression line.
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Note: Average annual change of the variable is a slope of the estimated OLS regression model, where the only
explanatory variable is the time (year&ach point on the graph represents a combination of the average annual
change intenure inequality(y-axis) and the average annual change in the independent variabdi§) for a
specific country. The blue line shows the linear trend based on the position of all included countries.

To explore thdink between the tenure inequality indicator and socioeconomic factingher, we
calculated the correlations between these variables separately for each country (Babléhe
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average weighted correlation coefficients in the last row of Td&dee close to zero, i.e., they show a
very weak (practically nceexistent) relationship between tenure inequality and all explanatory
factors used in our analysisMoreover, the countnlevel correlations show large variation. For
example, in more than half of the countries surveyed (12 out of 21) there was a negative association
between tenure inequality and the housing price trend. The association between intates on new
residentialloans and tenure inequality was positive in nine countries and negative in ten of them.

The conclusion about the weak effect of selected factors on tenure inequality was also confirmed by
the regression model (OLS regression with fixed effects for time and country), the results of which are
presented in Tablg. First, ten socioeconomifactors were regressed individually in bivariate OLS
fixed-effect regressions. Then, we selected four explanatory variables with the highest (standardised)
beta coefficients and included them in a multivariate fixeflect regression modepresented in
column 1L of Table 7The share of singlmember households was again omitted due to the low
number of observations. As the Tableshows, none of these effects was statistically significdnt.
conclusion, in the short term the selected factors have only weak and statistically insignificant
association witlthe trend in housing tenure inequality. Oeensequence of this is that the sign of the
dependence of some explanatory variables is opposite to what we would expect. The results of the
regression models confirrthat virtually all variability in tenure inequality is explained by the fixed
effects of time and country alone.
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Factors of housing wealth inequality

Housing wealth inequality was measured using the P90/P50 ratio of housing wealth. This ratio comes
from the European Central Bank Distributional Wealth Accounts (ECB 2025). It was calculated as the
ratio of the housing wealth of decile 10 based on the wealth concept per capita and the housing
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wealth of the bottom 50% based on the net wealth concept per capita. The higher the values of t
wealth inequality indicator, the higher the inequality. The values of the indicator were available for
selected countries participating in the HFCS surveythar period 2012023.Figure 7 shows the
relationships between housing wealth inequality and socioeconomic factors over the last
approximately 15 years. Overall, increases in housing prices, household disposable income and
income inequality are associated with an increase in housingltivénequality, and increases in the
homeownership rate, inflation and the ageing ratio are associated with decreasing housing wealth
inequality (the impact of other factors is weak on average).

To explorethe link between the housing wealth inequality indicator and socioeconomic factors, we
calculated the correlations separately for each country (Ta&)l&'he average weighted correlation
coefficients in the last row of Tabare higher than those presented in Tal@idor housing tenure
inequality. Theythusdemonstrate a stronger association between housing wealth inequality and the
explanatory factors. The highest in absolute terms are the correlations for housing prices and the
homeownershiprate (i.e., variables representing aggregate factors of housing wealth inequality, as
expected by theory), followed by disposable household income, the unemployment rate and the
ageing ratio. Specifically, in only 4 out of 18 countries surveyed was theegative association
between housing wealth inequality and the housing price treimdBelgium, Greece, Latviand
Luxembourg. Similarly, the association between the homeownership rate and wealth inequality was
positive in only five countries: Belgiumeland, the Netherlands, Portugal and Slovakia.

Table9 shows the results of the regression models (an OLS regression with fixed effects for time and
country) that explain housing wealth inequality. First, ten socioeconomic factors were regressed
individually in the bivariate OLS fixegfffect regressions. Thenwe selected the four explanatory
variables with the highest (standardised) beta coefficients and included them in a multivariate fixed
effect regression modgbresented in column 11 of Table Bhe share of singimember households

was again omittd due to the low number of observation¥he bivariate regression models
demonstrate that especially increaseén housing prices and disposable household incoraes
associated with higher housing wealth inequality and incresaehomeownership rate and ageing
ratio are associated with lower housing wealth inequaligyall of which is in accordance with our
expectations However, despite higher values of correlation coefficients than for tenure inequality,
none of the primary factors has again been stétiglly significantin OLS regressions'he last model
(Model 11) included the variables with the highstsindardizedbeta coefficients: housing prices, the
homeownership rate, disposable household incomes and the ageing ratio. The effect of these
variables remains stable, as in the bivariate regressions, with each variable having the same sign
(except for disposable hoesold incomes). However, this model again confirmed the statistically
significant effect ofonly aggregate factors: housing prices ancethomeownership rate.

In sum, the effects of selected factors on housing wealth inequality were stronger than on tenure
inequality, but they were still weaker than for housing inequality in the domain of housing
affordability. We confirmed especially that the housing price amdure structure trends, i.e.,
aggregate factors of housing wealth inequality, have the strong effect on the trend in housing wealth
inequality. Although the influence of other variables was not statistically significant, it is worth
mentioning the impacbf the ageing ratio (negative association) and income (positive association) on
housing wealth inequality.
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for a specific country. The blue line shows the linear trend based on the position of all included countries.
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2.5.CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

This chapter provided an indicative examination of the associations between various socioeconomic
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ET ANOAT EOU AOI 1 OOET T & AT 1kikhdeasidgeAnblistiecadse frineqGefity 2 AOE
the analysis understands housing tenure and prices as mediators of broader socioeconomic shifts
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rather than their primary causes. By investigating three distinct domaih$ousing inequalityz
housing affordability, tenure and wealththe research demonstrates that the evolution of inequality
is not a uniform process but a result of complex interactions between market fundamentals and
institutional contexts. This approach intentionally fo@son middlerange theoretical implications

and contextsensitive observations, acknowledging that different measures and perspectives can
significantly influene the outcome of research.

The empirical findings presented are derived from an exploratory analysis of ntkteotime series
covering EU countries, utilising data available up to 2023. Given the exploratory nature of the study
and the limitationsof the datasef the methodology employed a multep statistical approach,
progressing from trend estimations and scatter plots to tentative bivariate correlations and
multivariate OLS fixeeeffect regression models. This process allowed for the identification of
significant factors whileaccounting for the fixed effects of time and country, thereby providing
indicative results that pave the way for more complex future data analysis. The analysis specifically
captures the trajectories of housing markets following the global financialscrisi

This chapterjustifies the selected conceptual framewof&r interpretation of results in inequality
studiesandoutlines the sheer diversity of housing affordability and housing price trajectories across
Europe. It shows that housing price growth and affordability trends are far from unifetrie some
countries experienced sharp declines in affordability, others, such as Romania, Italy and Finland, saw
periods of increasing affordability. Furthermore, the chapter highlights how the choice of megsure
such as the pricgo-income ratio versus the annuiip-income ratioz can lead to divergent
conclusions relating to country rankings and trajectories. This demonstrates that while house prices
may rise, the accessibility of mortgage finance and interese fictuations can temporarily mitigate

or exacerbate the actual burden on households.

The primary empirical contribution of this chapter is its tentative identification of the key factors
associating with housing inequalities across three specific domains: housing affordability (measured

by the coefficient of variation of the housing costs-income ratio and residual income inequality),
housing tenure (measured by homeownership stratification) and housing wealth. By employing the
methodological framework described above, we sought to test the hypotheses formulated in the
AEAD OA O8itn adiwé &rivéd GtAhd following conclusions.

Hypothesis 1: Rising household income associates with rising/decreasing housing inequality and rising
income inequality associates with rising housing inequality.

The hypothesis concerning the association between household income and housing cost inequality
has been formulated in both directions because the final impact depends on whether income growth
exceeds housing price growth gice versaOur data analyses confirmed that household income is
the most significant primary factor behind trend in housing cost inequality. We found a strong positive
association between household disposable income and inequality in the housing affordability mlomai
measuredboth by housing coststo-income inequality and residual income inequal{fpr housing
wealth inequality the impact was also relatively high, but statistically insignificant, andefaure
inequality the impact was weak). Overall, household income growth clearly associates with rise in
housing cost inequality, especially ihe short run, when it affects immediate housing costs (rents,
energies) while impact on housing prices may be rather {@rg1. Similarly, the impact of income
inequality on residual income ineqlity was significant and strong but was weaker on housing wealth
inequality andveryx AAE T 1 ET OOET ¢ OAT OOA ET ANOAI EOQU8 4EEO

W
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AOGUAOS OEAT OU AAT OO AEOAOAD Arerid)andAfdrtBer Aedebrch Esi
needed to expand the knowledge about the mechanism of income inequality effects on housing
inequality.

Hypothesis 2: Rising inflation/mortgage rate associates with rising/decreasing housing inequality

This hypothesis has been also formulated in both directions, because the association depends on final
effect of interest rate on housing price trends. In the end, interest rate showed to have both positive
and negative effects on inequality in housing affability domain and the results are inconclusive;

and it hadonly weak effecs on housing tenure and wealth inequalitiesherefore, the hypothesis

could not be confirmed. In short term, an impact of interest rate growth on different domains of
housing irequality is weak and unstable. The findings illustrate a complex relationship where both low
and high rates contribute to housing inequality. While low rates inflate prices and widen wealth gaps,
rising rates disproportionately burden leimcome householddy restricting credit access. Further
research is needed to uncover complexity of mechanism how interest rate associates with different
domains of housing inequality.

Hypothesis 3: Decreasing household size (and the ageing of society) associates with rising (declining)
housing inequality.

The hypotheses that concerned the associations between demographic factors and housing
inequalities have not been also confirmed. Demographic factors generally showed much weaker
short-term associations with housing inequalities than economic ones. Howeremcreasing share

of singlemember households seems to be associated with higher residual income inequality, but
insufficient data did not enable to test this conclusion by OLS and thus this association remains
unconfirmed. Conversely, the ageing rasbowed a negative association with wealth inequality and
positive association with tenure inequality in bivariate models, but all effects were statistically
insignificant and therefore it would not be correct to interpret thgsradoxicalesultsz again, more
thoroughanalysis is needed in the future.

Overall, our results confirm that household economic factors (especially household income) play
decisive role in housing inequality trends in short tegnrising disposable household income
(connected with economic boom) associates significantly with irediqy in housing cost$o-income

ratio, inequality in residual income and less strongly with inequality in housing wealth. This relation
may be an outcome of unequal effect of rising housing costs/rents/prices driven by ifecoremiq
growth on different household income groupsas well as a consequencetioé low price elasticity of
housing supply due to which rise in housing demand leads to rimmis/prices rather thathe rise in
housing supply The financial factors (interest rate, inflation) and demographic factors (ageing ratio,
singles) play much weaker role in housing inequality evolutitime first group of factors because of
their inconclusive effect on tenure choice and housing prites second group of factors because of
their rather long-term effects on housing prices and tenure structure than, e.g., factors like income or
unemployment rate.

Second, inthe short run the selected primary factors have stroegf effects on housing cost
inequality, much less on housing wealth inequality and even less on housing tenure inequality. This
shows that we would need longer time series for deeper analysis of housing tamgrevealth
inequalities. Third, there are large differences between countries in the sample when it concerns the
associations between diverse factors and diverse forms of housing inequality that point out to strong
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context-sensitive character of associations and thus limited scope for generalisation. It confirms th
much more complex analysis of causffect mechanism of housing inequality evolution would be
needed before general theoretical implications and recommdations could be formulated for each
association studied. Due to complexity of this task, we were able to do it for three possible primary
factors of inequalityz intergenerational resource transfers, housing benefit policy and ruling political
ideologyz and present the results in following three chapters of this report.

Fourth, we robustly confirmed that the housing price and tenure structure trends, i.e., aggregate
factors of housing wealth inequality, have the strongest effect on the trend in housing wealth
inequality. However, the nature of impact of primary factordb&l these aggregate factors remained

still unknown, besides the fact that ageing ratio (negative association) and income (positive
association) seem to associate with housing wealth inequality in some countries. We have dived
deeper into mechanism of hourgy wealth inequality evolution in different European countries in
Chapter 4 of this report and not only show unknown effect of intergenerational transfers on housing
wealth inequality but also demonstrate complex and conteseinsitive relations in thislomain of
housing inequality
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3. CHAPTER 3: TRENDS IN HOUSING PRECARITY AND THE ROL
HOUSING BENEFITS IN MITIGATING HOUSING PRECIRITY
EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

MICHE £+620<+h -124).1 -)+%3:/6<

3.1.INTRODUCTION

Over the past few years, European households have faced multiple crises, including the pandemic,
inflation and war in Ukraine. Rising housing costs and difficulties covering them were undoubtedly

among the other problems facing many households, which thesses have further exacerbated.

(1T OOET ¢ A&EEI OAAAEI EOU EO OOAAEOQOEITTAIT U O1T AAOOOI I
standard of housing (or different standards) at a price or rent which does not impose, in the eyes of

some third paty DOOAT 1 U Ci OAOT i AT 6qh AT O OAAOI T AAT A ABO
& Williams 1990: 9). According to Eurostat's definition, households spending over 40% of their income

on housing are considered to be facing affordability issues. Indicators of housing affordability often

do not sufficiently control for household size anausing quality. On the one hand, housing
affordability (housing costdo-income ratio) for some specific households may be assessed as good

(below the normative ratio limit), buthis is only because such households live in overcrowded
apartments. On the other hand, the situation of households facing overcrowding and poor housing

quality in addition to overburdening is significantly worse. Issues such as overcrowding, insufficient

light, damp, and poor ventilation and amenities all have serious implications for health (Baker et al.

2016).

Housing affordability indicators (which only compare housing costs and income) may thus be
criticised for their oneactor approach that ignores the complexity of potential housing problems that
households face in reality. Therefore, in this Chapter of rdg@ort we will focus omousing precarity

(Beer et al. 201;6Clair et al. 201:9Waldron 2023Debrunner et al. 2024) as a more comprehensive

concept that encompasses not only issues of affordability but also inadequate housing quality, in

order to undersand poor housing conditions in a broader sense. Clair et al. (2019) define housing
DPOAAAOEOU AO OA OOAOA 1T &£ O1 AAOOAET OU xEEAE ETA
experiencing an adverse event, caused (at least in part) by their relatipngith their housing

bDOl OEAAOh OEA DPEUOEAAI NOAI EOEAOh A&£EEI OAAAEI EOUN
(Clair et al. 2019:16). Based on the existing literature (Beer et al. 2016, Clair et al. 2019, Waldron 2023,
Debrunner et al. 204), we propose four dimensions of housing precarity: (1) housing affordability
(overburden), (2) housing security, (3) housing quality and (4) quality of the neighbourhood. When
defining the individual dimensions of housing precarity, we tried as mucpassible to use the

established definitions used by Eurostat, and-BULC data were used for the analysis. Although these

data cannot fully capture individual dimensions, despite all their limitations, they are the only
international European data that law for comparisons between countries, enable the tracking of
developments over time, and at least partially map the various dimensions of housing precarity.
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However, the aim of this chapter is not only to map housing precarity in selected European countr
in recent years, but also to examine how the housing benefit, as a housing policy tool supporting
housing affordability, affects housing precarity. Theredpthe research questions we seek to answer

in this chapter are as follows:

© What are the levels of housing precarity in selected EU states? How did the levels of housing
precarity change in time (in selected countries and for selected social groups)?

©  Which households are more affected by housing precarity?

© What are the effects of housing benefits on the level of housing precarity in three selected
European countries? Do they effectively decrease the housing precarity there?

We hypothesise that (H1) levels of housing precarity vary substantially across EU countries due to
differences in housing and welfare regimes, market conditions and policy support. Second, we
assume that (H2) housing precarity has increased over time, aaibe since 2020, due to inflation

and energy price shocks. Third, we assume that (H3) countries with stronger social housing sectors
and housing benefit coverage exhibit lower overall housing precarity. We also assume, in accordance
with other publishedstudies, that (H4) housing precarity disproportionately affects some groups of
households, e.g., lovincome households, singlparent families, young people and private renters.
(H5) Households experiencing affordability issues are also more likely tersoffier forms of
deprivation (e.g,overcrowding and utility arrears), suggesting cumulative disadvantage. Finally, we
hypothesise that (H6) households that receive the housing benefit report a lower level of precarity in
all its dimensions than those heeholds who are entitled but do not apply for the benefit. In other
words, we assume that the housing benefit significantly decreases the household precarity level,
though possibly not in all countries and for all different benefit settings. H6 represietsmain
contribution to existing knowledge.

3.2. THE CONCEPT OF HOUSING PRECARITY

4EA OAOI ODPOAAAOEOUS 1 OECET AOAO ET 1 AAIT OO 1 AOEA
employment conditions (Standing 201Barbier 2011). The concept of precarity has undoubtedly

become the focus of an expanding body of scholarship across the social sciences and humanities, with

the concept being connected to all possible aspects of contemporary life, from housing and labour
conditions to citizenship status and identity. Housing precarity is commonly associated with
vulnerability, insecurity ad instability. As precarious housing is considered to be either the situation

of living in unsuitable, insecure, unaffordable or unsafe housing or the situation of not being housed

at all and living either as street homeless or in temporary accommodation.

Research focusing on precarity goes beyond narrow definitions of affordability and emphasises the
interconnection between housing insecurity, housing quality, neighbourhood dynamics and political
regimes. However, it should be noted that the concept obadfbility itself is evolving. Haffner and
Hulse (2021) trace the evolution affordabilityfrom its early conceptualisation of the nexus between
economic principles and social norms about housing and living standards to a reworking of housing
affordabilty in the twentyfirst century as an urban issue affecting lowend middleincome
households in cities as a consequence of the financialisation of housing and urban restructuring. In the
twenty-first century, the concept of housing affordability has aogd a far greater degree of
complexity and multidimensionality than it had in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
Contemporary understandings extend beyond the narrow economic relationship between income
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and housing expenditures to encompass the broader social, spatial and qualitative dimensions
housing access and adequacy.

When it comes to explaining and measuring housing affordability, it is inevitable that norms about
what is and is not acceptable will be involvedtablishing norms for affordable, decent, and adequate
housing ideally must recognise the bundle of attributes that housing provides, which include quality,
security and location in relation to jobs, transport, amenities, and services, with the lattendpa
become increasingly important in the 2000s, at least in large metropolitan areas. Haffner and Hulse
(2029 ¢ Xq AT 1T Al OAA OEAO OOOAT OPAOGAT O T AAOGOOAI AT O
OEA EEOOO OO0OAD O1 xAOAO OOAAT PI1TEAEAO xEEAE OAAI
affordability problems. If left unchecked, they not onlyweathe potential to undermine the economic
AEFEAEAT AU T £ AEOGEAOh AOO Al 01 OEA OOAT AAOA T £ 1
The advantage of the concept dfousing precarityies certainly in its multidimensionality. Early

research tended to equate precarious housing with homelessness or affordability problems,
neglecting other forms of insecurity and deprivation. Dorling (2014) highlighted the insecurity and
affordability di AT OET T O 1T £ EI OOET ¢ DOAAAOEOU8 (A OOAOAOK
Ai b1 T Ui AT dGn EO EO Al 0 AAT OO0 AAEI ¢ POAAAOET O0OI U
you want to butbecause you have to. Beer et al. (2016) further linked housing precarity to heightened

social risks, reflected in issues surrounding affordability, stability and private renting. Clair et al. (2018)

define housing precariousness astate of uncertaintyhat increases the likelihood of experiencing
AAOAOOA AOGAT OO OAI AOGAA OiF TTAB8O EIOOEIC OEOOA
precariousness from homelessness, emphasising that insecurity, overcrowding andgpality

housing constitute signi€ant forms of housing disadvantage even when people remain housed. Cox

AO Al 8 jwoxiq Al O £ AOCO 11 1 AB@ddéiréernstcs sbichAEAOA,
as safety and quality are not often thought of as directly housielgted; howeverthey are certainly

OEAA O EIT OOAET T AOGS8 AAEIT EOU O1 1 EOAARET CAEDAZEAT A
(2019: 100).

DelLuca and Rosen (2022) build upon this foundation, arguing from a sociological perspective that
housing insecurity should be understood not as a discrete egsath as evictiog but as adynamic
process embedded in social relatidieir work conceptualises housing insecurity as a continuum of
instability shaped by market structures, landigténant relations and policy regimes. Similarly,
Debrunner et al. (2024) extend the notion of precarity by integrating subjective perceptibns
affordability, tenure security, satisfaction, neighbourhood quality and community cohesion,
illustrating that perceived instability can be as socially consequential as objective measures. Hulse and
Milligan (2014) argue that althougthe juresecurity of tenure from a property rights perspective is
clearly important, this is too narrow a focus to understand to what extent tenants experience security,
and feel secure, in their housing; therefore, they investigate the interactions between alégal,
market, political and cliural factors that shape aspects of securgtye jurede factg and perceive@

for tenants.

Hochstenbach (2025) further develops the conceptual lineage by propasimgulative housing
disadvantagez a framework emphasising the intersection and accumulation of multiple housing
DOl Al AT O AAOI OO OEIi A8 4EEO AOGEI A0 11 Ahd&kd&AO ATl
Housing Insultswhich treats the interaction of affordability, security and quality deficits as
compounding health risks rather than isolated variables. Collectively, the studies on housing precarity
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scalar systems of disadvantage.
Operationalisation of housing precarity

As mentioned, homelessness can be considered an extreme form of housing precarity. There is no
universally accepted definition of homelessness, and statistical interpretations differ significantly
from one country to another. Within the European Union, rgazountries rely on the ETHOS Light
framework (FEANTSA.d.), which aims to provide a common language for assessing and comparing
homelessness. The typology categorises different types of experiences of homelessness, including
people living rough (e.g., mmle living in the streets or in public spaces, ETHOS 1), people staying in
emergency accommodation (e.g., overnight shelters, ETHOS 2), temporary accommodation for the
homeless (e.g., homeless hostels, temporary accommodation, ETHOS 3), as well as Ipgogle
temporarily in conventional housing with family and friends (ETHOS 6). Even when statistical
definitions are similar across countries, variations in data collection methods, the extent of
accommodation types that are surveyed, the type of count ugedint-in-time versus flow}° and
differences in collection frequency and geographic coverage all make -camsgstry comparisons
challenging.

Based on the OECD (2024a), in nearly all countries less than 1% of the population is reported to
experience homelessness. Among countries with pémtime data (Figure8), Czechia, France,
Germany, Ireland, and UK (Englarefjch report more than 25 people per 10,000 (or households, in
the case of England) living rough or residing in emergency or homeless accommodation. In contrast,
Finland, Greece, and Norway record fewer than five people per 10,000 in such conditions. For
countries reporting flow data, atvia records approximately 32 people per 10,000 living rough or in
emergency or temporary accommodation, whereas Croatia and Cyprus report fewer than five.

Although the situation of people experiencing homelessness who are living rough or staying in
emergency accommodation or accommodation for the homeless is undoubtedly precarious, we focus
on mapping the housing precarity of households that are housed. §lage various definitions of
housing precarity (e.g., Clair et al. 2Q¥9aldron 2023Debrunner et al. 20240ng ViforJ et al. 2022),

but all of them to some extent focus on similar aspects. The rfresfuently considered dimensions

are four: (a) affordaltity of housing; (b) (tenure) security, which is related to the extent of tenure
rights and the risk of eviction or displacement; (c) the quality of housing, which includes the physical
condition of the dwelling; and (d) the quality of neighbourhood.

10Pointin-time count Data are collected at a single poiim-time, generally through a coordinated street count

and/or an enumeration of people staying in shelters for people experiencing homelessness on a given night.
Pointin-OET A AT O1 00 OEOO b OALnrkssatahingld thie Arl PlaEdo® douniDaa &id | A1 A
collected over a given period of time, such as the enumeration of all people who have stayed in a shelter over
the course of the year. Poifib-time and flow data are not comparable (OECD 2bp4
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1. Data for Germany and Norway also include some people living in unconventional dwellingte(és). 2. Data for the

United Kingdom (England) refer to the number of households experiencing homelessness per 10,000 households for ETHOS
Light 2 and 3; data also include people enumerated in the Rough Sleeping Snapshot (ETHOS 1). 3. Data fordfudace ex
people staying in temporary accommodation for asylum seekers (under ETHOS 2 and 3) to facilitateatnaisy
comparison. 4. Data refer to 2023, excépt Czechia, Denmark, France, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Portugal,
Slovenia, and Spain (2022); Croatia, Estonia, Iceland, Italy, and the Slovak Republic (2021); Norway (2020); Poland (2019);
Cyprus and Sweden (2017).

Source: OECD Questionnaire on Affordable and Social Housing (O&EgQD 202
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A comparison of the operationalisation of precarity concepts used by earlier studies is presented in
Table 10. The discrepancy between various definitions of housing precarity stems from two main
sources. First, the definitions differ in the number and extent of the dimensions they include. For
example, Debrunner et al. (2024) include two dimensions related tghtmurhood characteristicg
neighbourhood quality, which includes access to amenities in the neighbourhood and perception of
safety from crime, ad also community cohesion, which includes the extent of social ties and trust in
the neighbourhood. Similarly, Ong Viford et al. (2022) also include two dimensions related to
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neighbourhood characteristcg OEA T AECEAT OOET T A6 O O1 AET AAT 1
crime and hostility. Second, the definitions differ in the particular measures they use to operationalise
the dimensions, which is related to the data they use. @iference between the definitions is due

to a tendency to use objective or subjective measures. For instance, regarding affordability, Clair et
al. (2019) and Waldron (2023) use a subjective measure (the declaration by respondents of whether
housing costsire a heavy burden), while Ong ViforJ et al. (2022) and Debrunner et al. (2024) use an
objective measure, as they consider the share of income spent on housing costs when evaluating
affordability.

In our operationalisation of housing precarity, we prefer indicators that are objective and included in
more EUSILC waves, which allows us to analyse trends. However, due to the data limitations, we do
not include neighbourhood quality in the analysidm@inds as the questions related to neighbourhood
quality are not included in the EBILC survey every year. Data are especially missing in the years in
which housing affordability has been reduced by rising energy costs, which is the focus of our study.
The indicator of housing precarity, which includes also neighbourhood quality, will therefore be used
only in the initial descriptive phase to compare precarity across countries.

The affordability dimensiowf housing precarity is operationalised as housing overburden, which is
defined as the share of households spending more than 40% of their disposable income on housing
costs. Unlike Eurostat, we do not subtract housing allowances from both disposablsnénead
housing costs when calculating housing overburden, as this approach would not allow us to test our
hypothesis H6 about the effect of housing benefits on precarity level. Our approach thus perceives
the housing benefit moreas a kind of income support. Figu® compares the proportion of
households spending more than 40% of their disposable income on housing costs, i.e., the overburden
rate according to our definition, and the proportion of households where total housing costs (net of
housing allowances) repreae more than 40% of the total disposable household income (net of
housing allowances), i.e., the overburden rate according to the Eurostat definition. The difference in
results between two definitions is slightly highenly in countries where housing benefits represent
more significant policy tools, i.e., in Finlajile Netherlandsand to some extent Germanyvhere the
overburden rate according to our definition is slightly higher), but trends in time are the same for all
countries. In the Netherlands, there was a significant increase in the overburden rate in 2022, which
relates to inconsistencies in the datthey do not include the special energy allowance received by
households, which has not been included in hdusld income either.

The threshold of 30% of household disposable income spent on housing costs is often used to measure
housing unaffordability (e.g., Debrunner et al. 2024). But since we want to capture the truly precarious
situation of households, we have chosen a higheesinold (40%), one that is also used by Eurostat

to compute the housing cost overburden rate. Another possible approach is to monitor household
residual income (e.g., Stone 2006), i.e., income after the deduction of housing costs. However, since
this is na a proportional indicator and income levels vary from country to country, it can be difficult

to set a universally applied threshold that would allow for international comparison. A residual income
standard involves using a conservative, socially definedimum standard of adequacy for nen
housing items. However, such a standard is not universal, but it is socially grounded in space and time
(Stone 2006).

82

W



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

Note: Our definition: the proportion of households spending more than 40% of their disposable income (with
housing allowances) on housing costs. Eurostat definition: the proportion of households where total housing
costs (net of housing allowances) represenore than 40% of the total disposable household income (net of
housing allowances).

SourceEUSILCCrosdJDB2012z 20157 version of 209-03, EU-SILCCrosdJDB2016z 2023z version of 2024

09

Regardinginsecurity we consider households suffering from housing insecurity to be those that had
arrears on mortgage, rent or utility bills in the past 12 months, i.e., the household has been unable to
pay on time its rent or mortgage repayment for the malwelling** or its utility bill$? (e.g. heating,
electricity, gas, water, waste disposal, etc.) for the main dwelling. Although this indicator does not, in
fact, measure tenure security, it relates to the likelihood that a household will face eviction from its
current housing in the futw due to arrears. Thad hocmodule of EUSILC that focused on housing

(in 2007 and 2012 waves) included alsecalted forced moves, but as they were not present in all
survey waves, we did not include them in the insecurity measurememSEQ also does not contain
information abaut the length of tenancy contract or other contract conditions, so we worked only

11The variable records whether the household has been in arrears in the past 12 months, that is, was unable to pay on time
(as scheduled) the rent and/or the mortgage payment for the main dwelling. Only the situation when households were
unable to cover theosts due to financial difficulties should be recorded. If a household was late with a payment, e.g., forgot
to pay the bill but had the required amount of money, that should not be recorded. If a household managed to pay by
borrowing (from a bank, relatas, or friends) that is considered the same as if the household had managed to pay using its
own resources. Under these circumstances, the focus is put on the risk for the household of losing its main dwelling (being
evicted) (Eurostat 2023).

12The variable records whether the household has been in arrears in the past 12 months, that is, unable to pay on time (as
scheduled) utility bills (heating, electricity, gas, water, etc.) for the main dwelling. The question refers to finafficialtis,
therefore, for example, if the household was unable to pay on time once/twice or more as a result of a lack of money. Only
the situation when households were unable to cover the costs due to financial difficulties should be recorded. If a household
was hte with a payment, e.g., forgot to pay the bill but had the required amount of money, that should not be recorded
(Eurostat 2023).
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with data on arrears when measuring housing insecurity (which certainly represents a limitation
our research results).

The third dimension of precarity concernisousing quality We used two measures for the
measurement of quality: overcrowding and the ability to keep the dwelling warm. We will consider
households suffering from poor housing quality to be those that either live in an overcrowded dwelling
(according to the Eurostat definition of overcrowding) declare that they are unable to keep their
dwelling warm. Additional data on housing quality were missing in some survey waves (2021 and
2022) because the questions were included only every third year since 2020. Moreover, from 2023
onwards, questiongibout indoor toilet and bathroom are included as optional, and data on access to

a flushing toilet connected to a sewage system or septic tank were missing for most countries.

Finally, we measured theeighbourhood qualitgimension using three variables that capture
problems in the neighbourhood: crime, pollution and noise (respondents report crime, violence, or
vandalism or environmental problems or too much noise in their neighbourh&ddere we consider
poor neighbourhood quality as having problems at least in one of the three indicators. Like the data
on housing quality, the data on neighbourhood quality for 2021 and 2022 are missing.

Most indices rely on crossectional survey data, limiting causal inference about trajectories of
precarity. As comparable panel data are unavailable, we use -s@d#onal data, and this again
partially limits our research results these data do not abiw us to track the improvement or
deterioration of a given household's situation over time. However, we can observe changes in the
proportion of households experiencing precarity overall, as well as trends for different dimensions of
precarity and differen social groups; we can also test, at least partially, varitactorsof housing
precarity. Additionally, most comparative research on housing precarity is descriptive (it focuses on
defining precarity and measuring its dimensions) and only ssimelies integrate a quantitative and
comparative analysis of how housing policy tools mitigate the housing precarity level.

3.3.HOUSING BENEFIT AND HOUSING PRECARITY

The right to adequate housing is recognised in the United Nations International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and the European Social Charttve Council of Europe.
Housing benefits are financial support provided by governments to help individuals and families
afford housing costs. They are viewed as a policy enabling households to live in decent housing
conditions at a level that is affortiée to them. In contrast to supplyide interventions in the housing
market, housing benefits & designed as demanside subsidies, as they are distributed directly to
households so that they can use them to pay for housing costs. However, thec&ld Russian
invasion of Ukraine and the energy crisisvhdighlighted that besides housing affordability, other

ET OOET ¢ Ai 1 AEOCEIT O OOAE AO OEA AAEI EOU O EAAO i
Using EUSILC data, Griggs & Kemp (2012) found that housing benefits are important from an income
support perspective, as they decrease the rotincome ratio and increase residual income after

13Questions: Do you have any of the following problems related to the place where you live: crime, violence and vandalism
in the local area? Do you have any of the following problems related to the place where you live: pollution, grime or other
environmentd problems such as smoke, dust, unpleasant smells or polluted water? Do you have any of the following

problems related to the place where you live: too much noise in your dwelling from neighbours or from outside (traffic, a

business, a factory, etc.)? (Ewstat 2023).
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housing costs, thus making housing more affordable for recipients. However, the effects of housi
benefits vary across countrig&holodilin 202%. Griggs & Kemp (2012) found that the effects vary
depending on the welfare regime, but the variation is greater within welfare regimes than between
them. Besides the welfare regime, the effects depend on the particular design of housing benefits.
Furthermore, even when the benefit is generous, it will not improve housing conditions if households
do not apply fort.

Previous research that examined the effect of housing benefits on the housing situation of households

has focused mainly on one country. While research in the US confirms the impact of housing benefits
(vouchers) on housing quality and, consequently, or tiealth status of benefit recipients (e.g.,

Fenelon et al. 2018, Schapiro 2022), European studies point to a very limited or no effect on housing
quality (e.g., Nordvik 2015 or Eerola & Lyytikdinen 2021). The reasons for this can be found in the
structurel £ OEA AAT AZEO EOOAI £&94 2AAEDPEAT 6O T £ A O3AAQ
housing that meets the federal Housing Quality Standards, which are verified by the local public
housing authority through initial and annual inspections; otivese, they lose their vouchers and must

reapply.

Woods et al. (2008) examine how housing vouchers affecteditmame families eligible for or
receiving Temporary Assistance for Needy Families. Using a random assignment across six US sites,
the study tracked 8,731 families over about five years to agbessnpact of vouchers on housing
stability, neighbourhood quality, employment, income, family structure and child wellbeing. They
conclude that families with vouchers were substantially less likely to be homeless, to dopbigth

friends or family, oto live in overcrowded housing than their counterparts without vouchers. The in
depth interviews also indicated that voucher assistance substantially reduced the anxiety among
welfare recipients about being able to pay the rent and keep aroof overteeii t AOAT 6 O EAAAOS
same time, voucher assistance alone, without constraints on location or supplemental counselling or
search assistance, does not result in substantial improvements in neighbourhood characteristics.
Families that used vouchers made lpnmodest improvements in their neighbourhood quality
compared to families that did not.

Using a panel dataset (1922003) from the American Housing Survey, Kole (2022) examines whether
expanding the Housing Choice Voucher programme in the US reduces housing overcrowding. A panel
regression provides evidence for a reduction in overcrowdingsponse to an increase in the supply

of housing vouchers. The effect was strong even for higheome households, i.e., vouchers
eliminate overcrowding by decreasing the frequency ofresidence. In other words, thanks to the
housing allowance recipiestmoved out and into their own dwelling, and by moving out of the
dwellings of their parents or relatives, overcrowding decreased in both the recipient and the host
household, so the policy ended up improving the living conditions of battéhouseholdsas well.
Using qualitative and quantitative data from the Health, Housing and Human Needs (H3N) study,
Schapiro et al. (2022) find that rental assistance programmes offer substantial benefits beyond
affordability, promoting housing stability, better qualitand greater autonomy. However, barriers
such as landlord discrimination, bureaucratic complexity and limited programme availability
constrain these benefits.

3xAAAT 80 ET OOET lond tohsiderellla fddel Gf 5o0id) deinocratic housing welfare
Z has produced both protective and paradoxical effects. Westerlund (1988) traced the evolution of
Swedish family housing allowances, arguing that while thejuezd rent burdens and helped families

85

W



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

with children maintain adequate housing, they also created dependency and rigidity. Later, Enstro
Ost (2012) examined the 1988997 reform that imposed size limits on eligible dwellings. Using
administrative data, she found that the reform unintentionaihcreased overcrowding among single
parent households. The Swedish evidence suggests that tying allowances to dwelling size or cost
ceilings can generate loek effects, where households remain in cramped or substandard housing to
retain eligibility. De® EOA 3 xAAAT 60 CAT AOT OO xAl £ZAOA ET £OAO(
prevented overcrowding among loimcome familiesz a phenomenon that reveals the limits of

monetary subsidies in the absence of affordable, highality housing supply. According tonaudit

by the Swedish National Audit Office (2024), the housing allowance has lifted a large number of
households out of absolute poverty, but the proportion of overcrowded households is increasing, so

the recommendation for the government is to reviewetllesign of the housing allowance to make it

more effective.

AOIT 1T A AT A , UUOEERET AT jwowxq AT AT UOGAA KETI AT A
experimental design that exploited discontinuities in subsidy calculation. They found that variations

in the generosity of the Finnish allowance (administered by Khknational social insurance agency)

did not translate into higher rents, meaning landlords did not capture the benefits. However, the
additional subsidies did not improve housing quality either. Their results suggest that while Finnish
allowances succefidly insulated tenants from rent inflation, they did little to promote mobility into
better-NOAT EOU EI OOET ¢8 4EEO OA&EI AAOO OEA Al 11T xAlT AA
catalyst for quality improvement.

. T OAOEE jwoxYq OOAA AAI ET EOOOAOEOA OACEOOAO AAOA
mobility and crowded living conditions. He found that recipients whose benefit amount was sensitive

to changes in housing costs were 14% more likely to enout of crowded dwellings compared to

those whose benefits were capped. This indicates that flexible allowance structures can encourage
mobility toward better housing. Nevertheless, the Norwegian case demonstrates that incremental

quality gains depend hedly on market conditions. Where affordable units are scarce, even mobility

I OEAT OAA A1 11T xAT AAOG AAT1TT O A£O011 U I EOECAOA POAAAC
with broader welfare protectiong such as child benefits and municipal howgpoliciesz appears to

yield better quality outcomes than purely markéased schemes.

Boelhouwer (1990) analysed the Dutch housing allowance system, which by the late 1980s had
become one of the main instruments of housing policy. The programme significantly reduced the
rent-to-income ratio for lowincome households and was widely considiiccessful in promoting
affordability. Yet, Boelhouwer noted that its impact on choice of dwelling was modest. Many
households remained in older or smaller dwellings, reflecting a structural shortage of affordable, high
quality rental housing. Based oroBlhouwer's analyses, there is a strong correlation between the
amount a household receives monthly in a housing allowance and the influence of the subsidy on the
choice of dwelling. Only tenants receiving significantly higher subsidies stated that thsirp
allowance had influenced their choice of housing. It therefore appears that the allowance primarily
served to stabilise existing tenancies rather than to upgrade living standards.

Flambard (2018) conducted one of the most comprehensive analyses of the French housing allowance
system, using National Housing Survey data and a double sample selection model. Her findings reveal
that while allowances helped recipients manage temporamaficial shockg such as unemployment

or family transitionsz recipients remained more exposed to financial hardship and-dpality
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housing than comparable nerecipients. The persistence of hardship suggests that allowance
provide shortterm relief but limited structural protection. Moreover, differences between
households with and without children widened, contradicting the prograk® O C1 Al 1T £ E
equity. The French evidence underscores that the interaction of allowances with other social benefits
and tax systems can blunt their redistributive power, leaving recipients vulnerable to recurring
precarity.

In the UK, the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) reform of 2008 and subsequent benefit cutsgn 2011
woxw xAOA ET OAT AAA O OAAOAA DOAI EA AgbAT AEOOOA
Sanderson and Wilson (2017) used a longitudinal survey dai@®rds to assess how these reforms

affected the private rental sector. They found that landlords across all regions were equally affected

by the cuts, suggesting that tenants, not landlords, absorbed most of the loss. The UK case illustrates

how retrenciment policies can exacerbate precarity. Tenants faced rising rent shortfalls, increased
arrears, and heightened insecurity, while quality improvements were virtually absent. The findings

align with Brewer et al. (2019), who found that 90% of benefit dets on tenants rather than

landlords. Thus, while housing allowances in liberal regimes mitigate extreme poverty, they often
perpetuate housing precarity through insufficient generosity and market exposure.

Han et al. (2023) provided a rare qualitative exploration of housing allowances in East Asia, focusing

i1 37 O0E +1 OAANGMOATT & ACEMOGRIO®DT AO OCAT AOAGETT 0
wages, and limited welfare provisions have left igagyoung Koreans trapped in recurrent precarity.

Local governments introduced housing allowances in 2019, offering disom rent subsidies to low

and middleincome renters aged ¥84. Using irdepth interviews, the authors found that allowances
temporarily reduced financial stress but did not resolve structural housing insecurity. Participants
AAOAOEAAA OAI AETET ¢ 11T A OEI OOET C OOAAAIEI18h A
AAAT T TTAAQGETTO T1TAA OOAOGEAEAO AwdEI|inAell 8ovedageA D OT C
undermined its transformative potential. The Korean case highlights how allowances in emerging
welfare states may soften but not dismantle precarity, especially when broader labour and housing

market inequalities persist. The studysa emphasises the multidimensional nature of precagty
encompassing not just financial strain but also psychological and social instability.

A report on the relationship between housing precarity and wellbeing across populations and over
time in Australia (Ong Viford 2022) found that the gap in wellbeing between precariously housed and
non-precariously housed people has widened over time, lnattthe housingassistance policy for
renters in Australia appears to be ineffective in enhancing the wellbeing of those in precarious housing
situations. There is, therefore, both significant scope and a pressing need for comprehensive housing
policy refam to address these shortcomings and reduce the wellbeing gap between Australians living
in housing precarity and those with stable housing (Ong ViforJ 2022).

(T O0ET ¢ AAT AEEOO E1 OEA OAT OA CcOI OP8 1T £ 9
The literature review shows that in order to research the impact of housing benefits on housing
precarity, it is necessary to properly understand how housing benefits work in a given country.
Although the goal of the housing benefit is the same, i.e.nimréase housing affordability, there are

significant differences between countries in terms of who is eligible and how the amount of the

housing benefit is calculated. In many countries, the benefit varies considerably at the local level; in
some countries it is a separate benefit for housing only, while in others it is included in a
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Table1100i | AOEOAO AAOEA EIT &£ Oi AGET1T AAT OO EIT OO
represent different housing regimes in 2023, based on the OECD Descriptions of Tax and Benefi
Systems (OECD 2025) and on information available through the govArhn©0 06 x AAOEOA 08
there is no housing benefit, only a contribution towards energy costs. In Belgium, there is no uniform
concept of the housing benefit, but it is applied at the regional level in various forms. In Estonia, the
housing bewfit is part of social benefits, and the caps are set regionally. In Germany, there is a
uniform concept across the federal state, but different normative caps are used in the different
municipalities. Regional diversity can also be found in the UK. Iy, ltge can find very different
concepts within one country tax deductions for tenants, housing supplements for social assistance
recipients, and local subsidies. Mapping the housing benefit not only provides context for subsequent
analysis of housing poarity but also gathers baseline information for simulating eligibility for the
housing benefit to estimate the effect of housing benefits on housing precarity. In Appendix 1 we
present details about housing benefit eligibility and how it is calculated A OAT OA COi OPG& /

3.4.DATA AND METHODOLOGY

We use ELSILC data to measure housing precarity and simulate eligibility for housing benefits and

Oi 1T AAOOOA OEA AAT AEEOOG AEEAAOO 11 ET OOET C DOAA
we use data on households and for some variables vgeegpte the individual data to the household

level (such as the number of adults/children in a household or average work intensity in the
household). We use annual ERILC waves from 2012 to 2023 to show the time trends in housing
precarity in eight EuropdT OAT OA CcOi 686 Al 01 OOEAOG OEAO OADPOA
housing regimes: Belgium, Czechia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Romania.

We do not include the UK as it stopped participating in-&UC after Brexit and no owparable

national dataset with sufficient granularity and variables for calculating precarity has desitable'*

In order to estimate the effects of housing benefits on housing precarity, we use data from the EU

SILC 2023 wave. All descriptive statistics are weighted using SILGs&otsnal household weights.

Our analysis is limited by the quality of the BBILC data, which is affected by errors affecting all
survey data, such as specification error, frame error, nonresponse error, measurement error, and
processing error. For instance, the EBBILC excludes songroups such as the homeless (Bajgar et al.
2018). The highesincome households are also likely to be underrepresented. Additionally,
respondents may report imprecise amounts of income or expenses due to poor memory and the fact
that they need to reportricome for a reference period that is usually the previous year. There is also
the probability that they do not report receiving (some) benefits out of a sense of shame. Finally, some
measures we constructed (such as housing affordability) are affectedhéydct that they rely on
income and housing costs, where income is recorded for the reference period, while the amount spent
on housing costs is reported as current at the time of data collection. This time inconsistency may lead
to some imprecision. Welso encountered discrepancies in the reporting of gross and net housing
allowances'® Ideally, we would use the net housing allowance; however, these data are missing for

14 We attempted to analyse data from the English Housing Suryetps$://www.gov.uk/government/collections/english
housingsurvey); however, this survey only includes data for England. In addition, the variable data cannot be compared with
the EUSILC survey, and some of the indicators needed to determine housing precarity cannot be calculated.

15The available EXSILC documentation does not directly describe the difference between net (HY070N) and gross (HY070G)
housing allowances, only referring to the fact that 'the net income series corresponds to the gross income components, but
tax at sourcesocial insurance contributions, or both, are deducted'. As HYO70N reflects income after the deduction of taxes
and compulsory social insurance contributions, it represents the financial resources actually available to households for
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Germany (2020 and 2021) and Finland and the Netherlands ¢202P). There was also an
inconsistent difference between gross and net benefits in Finland in 2021 and 2022. For this reason,
we used gross housing benefit data, white available for the entire period.

Using the same data but limited to the last available-EIL.C wave (2023), we estimated logit models
with country fixed effects to explain housing precarity and its dimensions. The aim of the models is to
find out which household and housing characteristiare more associated with precarity
(unaffordability, insecurity and low housing quality). The models use data on the level of households.
In the models, we used only complete cases, all households with missing data in any of the used
variables were omittd from the analysis.

To estimate the effect of housing benefits on housing precarity, we simulated the eligibility for
housing benefits. In essence, we exploit the fact that not all households eligible for housing benefits
apply for them, which enables us to compare househadtigible for the benefit that are actually

benefit recipients with those households that are eligible for the benefit but are not benefit recipients.

This comparison gives us an opportunity to estimate the effect of housing benefits on the level of
housirg precarity. The details on eligibility for housing benefits and the calculation of housing benefits

were sourced from EUROMOD country reports, the OECD Descriptions of Tax and Benefit Systems

il %#t$ wowvygh AT A ET & Of ACGET T waiife€ IMApAihgAhouding O OCE
benefits in individual countries in the previous part reveals considerable differences within regions,
which limits the usability of EA$ILC data for the simulation. Firstly, there is a lack of detailed regional

level data to simlate eligibility for housing benefits in Germany. Secondly, data on some parameters
necessary for determining eligibility are missing, such as data on the type of heating in Romania and

a detailed breakdown of energy expenditure in Estonia. If a courdisyvarious local concepts of the

housing benefit, it is also impossible to simulate eligibility for housing benefits in that country.
AEAOAAEI OAh A&OI I OEA 1T EOO 1 &£ AECEO OAI OA CcOI ObPB

limits the generalisability of our results, they still represent three different housing regimes.

Based on the simulation, we can compare the households that are eligible for the housing benefit and
receive it with those that are eligible but do not receive it. Then we match the recipients with non
recipients based on the amount of housing benefit theuseholds are eligible for. The matching is
done using Matchlt R package (Ho et al. 2011), using the take up of housing benefits as the treatment,
and the amount the household is eligible for, the composition of the household, disposable income
before howsing benefits, and region and tenure status as covariates. The purpose of matching is to
produce a dataset of similar households who differ in the receipt of housing benefits, so that we can
estimate the effect of housing benefits, while adjusting othersebvable variables to minimise the
difference between treatment (receiving benefits) and the control group (not receiving benefits).

In addition, we used a multinational survey to analyse the perception of receiving housing benefits,
collected in eighD AT O A cogriries@EeIGiumthe Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germahg,

UK Italy and Romania) in 2025. In the analysis, we used a representative sample from a multinational
survey that included 7,169 respondents who are representative in terms of gender, age and income

consumption and housingelated expenses. Therefore, it seems more suitable for our analyses. However, the differences
between HY070N and HYQ70G, if data were available for both, were very small.
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j /I O £AOOOEAO AAOAEI O 11 OEA 1 AOETAII
bl OAoOuU ET Al OAET ¢ AT AT AT UOEO 1 £ OEA

3.5.ATTITUDES TOWARDS HOUSING BENEFITS AND STIGMATISATION

In this section, we present frequencies from the multinational survey Houselnc 2025 that show the
OOA 1T &£ EI OOET ¢ AAT AZEOORh OEA DPAOAAPOEITT 1 &£ OEA
countries. First, we report descriptive statistics regaglihe takeup of housing benefits and then we

proceed with an analysis of the stigmatisation and stigma. Following previous studies, we distinguish
between personal stigma (perceived by the respondent), stigmatisation (perception of other people),

and clams stigma (related to the process of claiming benefits). Finally, we analyse the declared
reasons for delaying the use of benefits or not taking benefits.

The take-up of benefits

Tablel2shows the share of respondents indicating which type of benefit they take. The share ranges
between 5% and 20%, with the UK having the most housielgted benefit recipients and Italy the
least. However, it is necessary to take the figures with a grdisadt. While policymakers and
stakeholders are able to differentiate various social benefits according to their purpose, the
respondents tend to lump all benefits together and indicate that their housing costs are covered by
benefits that are notdistributed to cover housing costs and housing costs are not reflected in the
amount claimants receive. For instance, in the Czech social welfare system, unemployment benefits
do not consider housing costs, yet some respondents declare that they recenefitsethat cover
housing costs as part of their unemployment benefits. Although there is no housing benefit in
Romania that is specifically intended to cover housing costs, households can apply for a heating
benefit. However, some households report redeiy the housing benefit for purposes other than
energy costs in this country.

4ANgA $1T AO UI OO0 Ei OOAETT A OAAAEOA DPOAT EA AAT AEOCO
ADDPI U

"% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/

2A1 0 ¥ Ei T A OPEAAD OODP| o8| ¢8| 18 Q8| i 8 i 8 X8 X8
F'AAT T T TAAGETT AT 06O AO

OT Ai i T Ui AT & AAT AAOD o8| Q8 18 wgl 18 Y8 X8 w8
F'AAT T T TAAGETT AT 06O AO

AAT AEOO w8l wgl 18 Q8 Q8 a8 X8 X8
30pDP1 OO0 &£ O AT AoOcU Al O] ws8| wg| wg| wg| ®8| Q8 X8 a8
| OEAO OODPDPI OO A O EI 00 o8 o8| X8 &8 X8 »8 ®8 @8
$T A0 11T 0 OAAREOA AATAAi ognwinodgnagei 61 ¢ni §n Q¢
$1 170 ETIT x Q8 w8l Q8 Q8 X8| w8 Q8 Q8
00AZEAO 110 061 OAU X8 @®8 X8 X8 X8 X8 X8 X8
'Tu AAT AEO Y8 XQ{XT § 8 Xé{Wwdg Y8 Xb¢

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country.
Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 2085 7,169 respondents.
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Stigmatisation

As we are going to show in other parts of this report, not all households eligible to receive benefits
apply for them. One of the reasons may be the stigma connected with receiving benefits. Academic
literature differentiates between personal stigma, stigfOE OAOET T h AT A Al AEIi O O
OOECIi A6 EO A DPAOOITB80 1T x1 EAAIETC AO Al AEI ET C
OOOECIi AOGEOCAOGETI T 6 EO OEA PAOAAPOEI T AO 1T OEAO pPA
&ET AIEHIUh GOOEHQ A8 OAEAOO O OOOECiIi A Ei OEA DPOI AAO
lack of privacy involved (particularly in means tests and cohabitation tests), to the demeaning

experience of long waits, and the feeling of being looked downon bOOODPEAET OO OOA £AS

OE
OE

In the survey, we used the battery of questions that measures all three types of stigmatisation, used

by Baumberg (2016) for social transfers in the UK, and adapted it so that it refers to benefits that
specifically cover housing costs. The respondentdcai® whether they agree or disagree with a

statement on a fivepoint Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In the first two
NOAOGOGEI T O 11 OPAOOIT Al OOECi A6 AT A OOOECi AOGEOAOE
lastquesti T T 1T OAlI AEI O OOECIi A8 EO AOEAA ET OAOAOOA 1

the statement. The responses to the battery are reported in Tab®&s5below.

The tables do not show any clear overlap between welfare/housing regime categorisation and
AOOEOOAAO O1I xAOAO OPAOOIT AT OOECi A8 xEAT EO AT 1.
claim that stigma relating to benefits should be more pronouncelibieral welfare regimes (see, e.g.,

Bolton et al. 2022) than in social democratic welfare regimes (Lundberg & Syltevik 2024). Overall,
Finland (social democratic welfare regime) scores lower on personal stigma followed by Germany and

Italy (conservative wlfare system), whereas Belgium (also conservative welfare system) scores last

and the postsocialist countriesGzechia Estonia, and Romania) and the UK (liberal welfare system)

rank in the middle.

4AANIGA 0AOOT T Al OOECIH A
| think that people should feel ashamed to claim a social (housing) benefit that helps them to cover
housing costs.

"% #: $% %% &) 5+ Y4 2
3001 1T Cl U AEOACOAL WwWe¢d Q& 1T Yq QWg YX{ QY{ Qi ¢ QI ¢
2A0EAO AEOACOAA QWY OX{ Wag Qi § Wagd QOX{ QQi Wa:
. AEOEAO ACOAARh 11 Qo WQg Xnig Xi ¢ XQi WX{ Wby Wac¢
2A0EAO ACOAA £8 48 ¢8 VY8 €8 ¢8 18 a8
30011 ClU ACOAA w8l X8 w8 X8 w8 Q8 X8 V8

w8y{ wa8d¢ Xx8i wsd x8| w8] X8i ws
I OAOACZ PRRAI XKQ j W8|j X8|j X8|j X8|j X8|j W8|j X8|j w8
j xEOE AT 1 OOOOADPD/A WwW8( W8X W8d W8X X8i| wa8X wWsd Wsy

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each coulverage (%5 scale, bootstrapped 95%
Cl):Mean rating on a Isfrongly disagregto 5 étrongly agreé scale, with uncertainty shown by a bootstrapped
95% confidence interval.

Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 2005 7,169 respondents.
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Most people in my country of residence think that people should feel ashamed if they claim a soci
(housing) benefit that helps them to cover housing costs.

"% #: $% %% &) 5+ Y4 2]
3001 T Cl U AEOACOA XQif Xn{ X&éi{ Xa§ X&e{ XQf WX{ Wi ¢
2A0EAO AEOACOAA OX{ Wwig wng Qi Wi g Wig Qdy Wy

. AEOEAO ACOAAR 1| T Q¢ Ql ¢ Qi OX{ QX{ QI ¢ Qag QX
2A0EAO ACOAA Xdyd XI ¢ Xé XY{ Xn¢g Xng Xog (8
30011 ClU ACOAA X8 w8 w8 w8 Q8 18 X8 VY8

w8y w8y wsd ws w8d ws{ wsl ws
I OAOACA pPARRAI XQ P wali wal|i wg|j wa|i wa|i wa(j w3|j veg
i xEOE Al Il OOOOADPPH W84 W84 W8a W8da W8d W8¢ Wsl| wWal
Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each couAtverage (%5 scale, bootstrapped 95%
Cl):Mean rating on a Isfrongly disagregto 5 étrongly agreé scale, with uncertainty shown by a bootstrapped
95% confidence interval.

Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 205 7,169 respondents.
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People are generally treated with respect when they claim benefits.

"% #: $% %% &) 5+ Y4 2]
3001 1T CclU AEOACOA| X8 i8 Xof a8 XX{ xwg £8 Xi
2A0EAO AEOACOAA Xd§ WOq Wéi Xi¢ Wag Wég Xng wWQ
. AEOEAO ACOAAR 1| YId Yog T Xq§ Ydg T Wwg QR¢ YXi{ 1T Q
2A0EAO ACOAA wReg XY{ XE| wodd Xng§ Xé X i XY
30011 ClU ACOAA I8 X8 Q8 Q8 w8 18 vs Q8
Q8| W8 WwW8{ wW8i wW8¢ wWs{ wsi ws
' OAOACA pARAI Xq P Q8| W3 | W8 |i W81} WR(j Wg (i W8 |i W8
i xEOE Al T OOOOADPD| Q8Y w8 wsn Q8d W8é¢ wWsn W8i| ws:é

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each couAtverage (%5 scale, bootstrapped 95%

Cl):Mean rating on a Isfrongly disagregto 5 étrongly agreé scale, with uncertainty shown by a bootstrapped

95% confidence interval.

Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 2085 7,169 respondents.

O30ECI ACEOCKODEAT AOj UWIABT AET x OEA OAIl Eable i3fHerd, 01 AO
stigmatisation was the lowest in Romania, which was AExtast in the country ranking when it

AT 1T AAOT AA Ob Ane pdstisokidlist Colnfri€sifafedskghtly better (average of 2.48) than

the countries with a conservative welfare system (mean 2.52), but Italy scored better than all the post
socialist countries except for Romania. The pestialist countries and the catries with a
conservative welfare system are followed by Finland (2.60) and UK (2.71). However, the level of
OPAOOCECIAAG OBO CAT AOAT 1 U 1 1,wvkral péppdithink déa Gdeigty iA OE OA O
harsher than they individually arg they prefer not to reveal their own opinion and are more sincere

when they are responding in the name of t@ecietydand not in their own nameNevertheless, the

countries differ in this regard: the largest difference of average scores is in Finland with a difference

of 0.77 (on a-h scale) and the lowest is in Romania with 0.16.
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&ET AT 1T URh QfabldB) DAICOEQI ABA OAT AGAA O1 OPAOOI
For instance, people in Belgium tend to agree that claimants are treated with respect (in comparison
O 1T OEAO Al O1 OOEAOQqh AOO OACAOAET ¢ Obdammel T Al
Conversely, people in Finland were more likely to state that people are not treated with respect when
they claim benefits, but at the same time they were more likely to declare that they should not feel
ashamedof claiming them. However, there are exceptions when it concerns the relationship between
these two types of stigma (see Romania as an example). Welfare regime categorisation does not offer
much help in explaining differences between countries. In gendralcountries with liberal and social
democratic welfare regimes (both with an average of 2.74) have only slightly better results than the
post-socialist countries (2.72.95, an average of 2.81) and the countries with a conservative welfare
regime are lat (2.753.23, an average of 2.96). These puzzling results may be an effect of the
difference between expectations about how the welfare system should operate and the reality felt by
claimants.

Stigma between claimants and nowlaimants

The stigma may differ between claimants and nrolaimants (Tablel6 - 18). Here, we report the
results from the same three questions but divided between claimants (of any of the benefits from
Tablel]) and nonclaimants. One would expect that people would hotihsistent attitudes, and that
stigma would not be more prevalent among benefit claimants. However, that is not always the case.

4 AN 0AOOT T Al OOECIi A AU Al AEI
To what extent do you agree with the following statements? | think that people should feel ashamed to
claim a social (housing) benefit that helps them to cover housing costs.

#1 AEI A1 00O "% #: $ % %% &) 5 + ) 4 2/

3001 T cl U AEOAC(C 1T X{ YX¢ Qi wYqg £0Q YX§ QQi QX
2A0EAO AEOACOA) wwg X¢ Ywg Qg XYY{ Wog XéE{ Wa e
. AEOEAO ACOAAR | wwg Xn X & N Y 8 i 8] QQi wQ
2A0EAO ACOAA XX{ ¢€38 X & X We Q8 i 8/ XQi XQ
30011 Ccl U ACOAA w8l as8 i 8 n 8 ) ns8l w8l Y8
I OAOACZAK pPRAAI Xq| w8] wsd w8 wgl| X8I WwW8{( W8( W8
I OAOPIT AAT OO Q4 v XY ay X W YX €0
. T RA1 AET AT 60

3001 1T ClU AEOAC( wWag QI lTag QQ Tag QX{ 1 df QY
2A0EAO AEOACOA/ QQ{ QQ We o wig QI ¢ QT § Wae
. AEOEAO ACOAAN QOX{ wQf Xn§g Xi XY wYq Wog Wé

2A0EAO ACOAA ¢£8 a8 Y 8 Y 8 N8 ¢8 18/ Y8
30011 ClU ACOAA wgl X8 X 8 X 8 F:) wg| X8 VY8
I OAOACZAK pPARAI Xq| w8y w8d¢ X81 WwW8q X8 wg8) X8i w8

T OAOPI T AAT OO aX| YX i1 an RYl Xod i & aX
$EA&A8 | AAT ZjiAl AF

Al AET AT 60Q 28] 08¢ ®8Q >8I | a8 | 28 X 8| d8

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each couAverage (5 scal¢ Mean rating on a 1
(strongly disagreg to 5 étrongly agre¢ scale Difference between claimants and neslaimants tested by
Mann-Whitney U test, *=p<0.05

Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 2085 7,169 respondents.
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2ACAOAET ¢ ObA Oap),iinkalf ofth® Eoqniridsdn thie dakkpie (Bermany, Estonia, Italy,
and Romania) people who receive benefits are more likely to hold stigmatising attitudes than non
recipients of benefits. Tentatively, this may indicate that the benefit system in thesatcies fosters
competition over resources between claimants, so other claimants are perceived as undeserving, and
thus they should feel ashamed. Relatedly, the difference may be caused by the type of benefits people
in these countries receive. While in Rind and the UK, approximately half of the claimants receive
benefits in the form of rent support, in other countries other forms of benefits are more prevalent,
distributed according to a different logic than rent support. For instance, unemployment litsreek
contributory welfare benefits, so the claimants of unemployment benefits may perceive themselves
differently from claimants of other benefits that are not contributory and may thus feel a stigma
towards them. However, given the small sample ofmlants in the selected countries, this remains a
tentative explanation.

4 ANGA 30ECI AOEOAOGETT AU Al AEI
To what extent do you agree with the following statements? Most people in my country of residence think
that people should feel ashamed if they claim a social (housing) benefit that helps them to cover housing

costs.

#1 AET AT 00O "% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/
3001 1T Ccl U AEOACOAA WYqd WOy X XT ¢ XE{ Xi §d Xi § Q@
2A0EAO AEOACOAA Xi ¢ YWy Wi g QW{ WQ{ Wdd WwXg ¥Q
. AEOEAO ACOAAh 1T 0| Q&¢ Waqd Qd{ Qb QWY WQf Q& | WY¢
2A0EAO ACOAA XQ{ WO¢ WOI{ X&| WWg We{ X&{ XI
30011 ClU ACOAA Y8l ¢8 €8 18 18 Xdg Q8 48
I OAOACAK PARI XQ wgYy ws{ w8y Ww8(d W8¢ W8il w8( W8I
T OAODPI T AAT OO Q4 Y XY| a9y Xn| wa Y €0
. T RA1 AEI AT 60

3001 1T ci U AEOACOAA XW{ Xéi§ X Xagd Xé{ XWi WXy Wn ¢
2A0EAO AEOACOAA QW{ OX{ wneg QT § QX{ QX{ Qdg YV ¢
. AEOEAO ACOAAR TTO| 1T Q¢ QY{ QI ¢ QWy Qd{ Q¢ | Qaqg QX
2A0EAO ACOAA Xdg XQf Xa§ XY{ XR¢ Xa{ i 8 n8
3001 1T Cl U ACOAA X8 W8 w8 X8 w8 Q8 X8 VY8
I OAOACAK pPARI XQ w8y wgl w8y w8) w8 wW8( Ww8( W8 !
T OAOPI T AAT OO aX| YX iT| an| avY| Xog i o aX
$EaA8 | AAT ZGJIANIAEHEITAMIC @8 d8Y d8Q P8 d8 X ®8YW d8W 8

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each couAgrage (5 scalg: Mean rating on a 1
(strongly disagreg to 5 §trongly agre@ scale Difference between claimants and neslaimants tested by
Mann-Whitney U test+=p<0.1F=p<0.05.

Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 2085 7,169 respondents.

YT AT 1T OOA OO (TaD® Drpiteis A @dmpldtalyEdifférént picture: in all countries but
Belgium the claimants perceive higher stigmatisation than rdaimants, which may indicate that
recipients of benefits come across negative reactions from other people that as a result affect the
perception of stigmatisation. Again, the countries vary in the value of difference between claimants
and nonclaimants, but welfare regime categorisation does not help to explain the differences again.
Countrieswith a conservative welfare regime have the highest (Germany, 0.31), the second highest
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Finally, TablelSs OET x O sOBEBEAS Al 11 C Kilaiddnts Afloédéits Actods the T 1
countries in our sample. In all the countries except for Finland and Italy, claimants were more likely to

agree with the statement that people are treated with respect when claiming bendfitsvever, the

situation is not clear cut in all the countries. For instance, in Belgium and the Czech Republic, both the

share of people disagreeing with the statement (sum of strongly disagree and rather disagree) and

the share of people agreeing withehstatement (sum of strongly agree and rather agree) are larger

among claimants than among necaimants. In general, in all countries the share of respondents

xET OA AT OxAO EO ET OEA TEAATA PTETO 11 adA OAAI A
claimants, indicating that noftlaimants do not have clear expectations. And when people claim the

benefits their personal experience may shape their attitudigpending on how they personally were

treated.

AAMIHA #1 AET O OOECGI A AU Al AEI]

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? People are generally treated with respect
when they claim benefits.

#1 AET A1 60 "% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/
3001 1T ClU AEOACOAA Y8 XY{ Xd{ 18 Xn{ Wog XVY{ XI
2A0EAO AEOACOAA N8l wWwyg wwyd XI Wigdg Xn{ XX{ wQ
. AEOEAO ACOAAR 11 Qa{Qay Qi QW QQ¢ WwYq 1 Qf QY
2A0EAO ACOAA Qaf{ Yoy Qi QO Xa{ wQ§ WY§ Xn ¢
30011 ClU ACOAA XQy 1 8 ¢£8 XX X8 XW{ Q8| ¢38
I OAOACZEK pPRRAI XQ Q81 w8{ Q8¢( Q8 w8y W8i wW8il w8
I OAOPI T AAT OO Q4 nY XY ay Xn| wa YX €0
.11 AEI AT 00

3001 1T Cl U AEOACOAA X8 N8 Xdbg 48 i 8] Xdg €8] XTI ¢
2A0EAO AEOACOAA XOiWoy Wégd Xig WYg Wig Xi{ wQe
. AEOEAO ACOAARh TT1T( YYgYWg T Qf YX T8 1T Xqg Yxeglie
2A0EAO ACOAA whRd XT ¢ XYq Xi g Xng Xag Xi{ XIT ¢
30011 ClU ACOAA Q8 X8 w8l w8 wgl wg| wg| 08
I OAOACAK PARI XQ Q8| W8{ W84¢ wW8i W8y W84 W8Il w8t
T OAODPI T AAT OO XY YX| il an RY| Xog i & ax
$EA8 | AAT ZjIANIAEE A o8 d8( ©d8Q ®8Q A28 YW d8 Y A8 ( ®8

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each couAverage (5 scal® Mean rating on a 1
(strongly disagreg to 5 §trongly agre@ scale Difference between claimants and neslaimants tested by
Mann-Whitney U test+=p<0.1¥=p<0.05.

Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 2085 7,169 respondents.

Overall, the results indicate that welfare regime categorisation cannot explain the variability of views
on the stigma of claiming (housing) benefits. In contrast to studies that theorise about the link
between welfare regimes and attitudes on support feelfare policy (e.g., Larsen 2008), our results
indicate that welfare regime categorisation probably does not explain much of the variance related to
the stigma of housing benefits. In fact, the differences between countries regarding stigmatisation
were ather small, even when all types of welfare and housing regimes were examined. There are

96

W



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

several possible explanations. First, this may be caused by a shift in welfare policy after year
austerity following the 2008 economic crisis: welfare policies converged to some extent because
meanstesting, once thought of as typical for liberal wealdaregimes, is now normal elsewhere.
Second, there is a possibility that na@ontributory types of housing benefits differ from contributory
types of benefits, such as unemployment benefits, so that people claiming housing benefits are
judged as undeservg) which drives the stigma.

Reasons for delaying/not claiming benefits

Next, we investigate what reasons made respondents less likely to claim or delay claiming the
(housing) benefit. Here we rely on two similar batteries of questions: we ask claimants about their
past experiences and netlaimants about a hypothetical clainiThe respondents were offered
multiple options and were asked to select all that apply. The options offered can be categorised into
four categories (cf. Baumberg 2016: i8)7 personal shame (how they would feel about themselves
for claiming benefits, thiking benefits are for other people, not people like them), social shaming
(how family, friends, and neighbours would react), claims shaming (having to provide personal
information, how they would be treated by officials while applying), and information/adstrative
burden (too hard to figure out if they are entitled to benefits, too much hassle to apply for them). The
reasons declared by respondents are shown below in Tdble 1

In Finland, more than half of respondents declared that none of the (offered) reasons would make
them not claim benefits. Other countries were significantly worse in this respect, especially among
benefit recipientsg for example, the difference betweenrifand and Czechia (with the second highest
share of claimants declaring that none of the reasons would stop them) is more than 20 percentage
points. In general, the most common reasons mentioned by claimants related to administrative
burdens, but in Germanand the Czech Republic the most common reasons among claimants were
OA1T AGAA O1 DAOOI T AT OEAI A jOEI x UT O x1 01 A EAAI
terms of the distribution of reasons. In some countries some reasons were almostrason as the
reasons related to the administrative and information costs of claiming benefits. For instance, in Italy
27.5% declared that they did not claim or delayed claiming due to their feeling of pride, which is only
two percentage points below the ast common reasor that it is too much hassle. The distribution

of reasons among noglaimants is similar to that among claimants. Again, in all countries but Czechia
and Germany, the most common reasons for not claiming were related to the costs ofiradg({tno

hard to figure out the entitlement criteria, too much hassle to claim). However, in some countries non
claimants are more likely to declare that there are no reasons that would make them less likely to
claim. That is a somewhat counterintuitives@t as one would expect that nezlaimants (especially
those eligible but not claiming) perceive some hurdles more significantly.
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Which of the following reasons, if any, have made you delay or not claim housing benefits in the pas

from the point you needed and thought you might be entitled to them?
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Which of the following reasons, if any, would make you |

you needed and might be entitled to tifem

ess likely to claim housing benefits, if you thought

.1 ZA1 AEI AT OO j EUPIOE "% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/
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Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country.
Source: Multinational Survey Houselnc 2085 7,169 respondents.
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insecurity, poor housing quality or poor neighbourhood quality. Dataneighbourhood quality are,

however, unavailable for 2021 and 2022. Therefore, we traced the trend in precarity only for the three
remaining dmensions in Figurdl, and Figurel?2 shows separately the trends for neighbourhood
quality alone. Clearly, the proportion of households reporting problems in this dimension alone
remained relatively stable in most countries between 2012 and 2020. However, in the Netherlands,

98

W

2/ 500
I AGAI
Figure 10 shows the proportion of households experiencing housing precarity, which is defined as
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Belgium, Germany and the UK, households experience low neighbourhood quality significantly mo
frequently than households i€zechia,Estonia, Finland, Italy and Romania. Given that this is a
subjective indicator, this does not necessarily mean that neighbourhood quality is lower in a given
country; it simply means that people perceive it as a greater problem. Looking at the whole
population's perception of neighbourhood quality (Figufd, we can see that many Romanian
households experience low neighbdwwod quality, but most of these households are in housing
precarity due to factors such as unaffordability, poor housing quality and housing insecurity.
Generally, fewer problems in neighbourhood quality are reported by households in Estonia, Finland,
and the Czech Republic. Belgium and Estonia are unique in that most households affected by
neighbourhood problems do not experience other dimensions of housing precarity.

In 2022, the proportion of households experiencing housing precarity increased in all countries except
for Italy. While the financial affordability of housing decreased in most countries between 2021 and
2023 due to the energy crisis, in Italy it remairstdble. However, the proportion of households
unable to heat their apartments increased in Italy. The most significant improvements in other
housing precarity indicators in Italy were seen in arrears and overcrowding. In Romania, precarity
increased only btween 2021 and 2022, after which it decreased again but did not yet return to the
2021 level.

Due to our focus on truly vulnerable households, it is perhaps even more important to monitor the

trend in the proportion of households at risk of precarity across all three dimensions, as shown in
Figurel4. Romania had a share of households at risk of precarity in all three dimensions at once more
than four times higher than other countries in 2012, but then it decreased significantly. In 2021, the

proportion of households at risk of precarity across atehdimensions was approximately 0.5% in

all courtries. From 2022 onwards, except for Italy, this proportion has increased, and the differences

between countries have grown. Clearly, the energy crisis and its impact on housing costs have
significantly disrupted the longerm trend of decreasing housinggcarity.

If we look at the three dimensions of precarity (excluding neighbourhood quality), Belgium shows the
lowest share of households at risk of housing precarity in the entire period (Figure 11). At the other
end of the scale are Romania and Italy, which hénedargest share of households in housing precarity
according to the monitored indicators. However, in both countries, we can observe a positive trend of
decreasing housing precarity. From 2012 to 2021, most countries experienced either a slight decrease
or no significant change in the proportion of households in precarity, except for the Netherlands. In
the Netherlands, there was a sharp fluctuation in 2021 and 2022, mainly due to a significant increase
in housing costs. This fluctuation was probably atsoised by the noiinclusion of special benefits,
compensating for increased energy costs, in the-&UC survey. In 2023, the level of housing
precarity in the Netherlands returned to a level similar to that in countries with which it had previously
coincided.
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Decomposed trends in housing precarity are presented in Figugewhich shows the share of
households in housing precarity by its depth. By depth is meant whether a household is affected by
precarity in only one of the three dimensions, two of the three dimensions or in all three dimensions.
Again, there is not a singltrend in housing precarity across the selected countries. Instead, the
countries vary in their trajectories, with the pesbmmunist countries (Czechia, Romania, and partly
also Estonia) eperiencing a decrease in housing precarity in the 201s, which reversed in 2022. In
Finland, housing precarity also slightly increased in 2022 and 2023. The Netherlands recorded a sharp
increase in housing precarity in 2022 due to the rise in energy castaje already mentioned. In
contrast, Belgium and Germany have a stable level of housing precarity, while Italy experienced a
steady decrease in housing precarity. The increase in the share of households in housing precarity is
also associated with an inease in the depth of housing precarity. As the share of households in
precarity increased in a given country, the share of households affected by precarity in more than one
dimension also increased, and vice versa.

103



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

SECD®A AOGATI O 1T £ ET OOET ¢ POAAAOEOU E OEI A

Housing precarity dimensions [JJij o [ll + I 2 [ s
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Note: Bylevelis meant whether a household is affected by precarity in only one of the three dimensions, two of
the three dimensions or in all three dimensiodsscore of zero means that the household is not affected by
precarty at all. The EUSILC does not contain information on the number of available rooms for Germany-(2015
2019), and thus it is not possible to calculate the overcrowding rate.

SourceEUSILC Cross UDB 22y 2015z version of 20193, EUSILC Cross UDB 2048023z version of 2024
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Figurel6shows the development of housing affordability according to various indicators. The graph
illustrates the proportion of households spending over 40% of their income on housing, as well as how
households subjectively perceive housing costs as a heavy butdalso tracks changes in the price
to-income (P/1) and rento-income (R/1) ratios. Belgium and Finland have stable development in all
monitored indicators. Compared to other countries, Finland has a very low proportion of households
spendingmore than 40% of their income on housing. The proportion of households that feel their
housing costs are a heavy burden is also the lowest in Finland. There are no fluctuations in the
development of P/I and R/I, which has been decreasing in recent yedsldium, the development

of affordability indicators is very balanced, but there is a relatively large difference between the share
of households that are in precarity in terms of affordability of rental housing (over 30%) compared to
owner-occupied houmg (only around 2%). The subjective perception of unaffordability is also much
higher in Belgium than in Finland.
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The postcommunist countries, together with Italy, are characterised by a relatively high proportio
of households that perceive housing expenses as a heavy burden. In Italy, this proportion was aroun
60% in 2012 and 2013, but it has improved signifigaintlrecent years. In Romania and ltaly, the
reduction in the share of households experiencing housing precarity is related to a decrease in both
the P/I and R/I indicators. However, fluctuations in the share of households in precarity in rental
housing inRomania cannot be assessed, given that rental housing is minimally represented (around
5%). In the Czech RepublEstonia,Germany and the Netherlands, the P/I increased, while the R/I
decreased. Precarity declined consistently until 2021, when it increased again. In Germany and the
Netherlands, this occurred a year earlier. The development of housing affordability indicators
suggests that precarity in this dimension is strongly related to the overall level of housing precarity.

_—
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—— Housing insecurity —— Arrears on mortgage/rent —— Arrears on utilities
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Note: We consider households suffering from housing insecurity to be those that had arrears on mortgage, rent
or utility bills in the past 12 months.
SourceEUSILC Cross UDB 22y 2015z version of 20193, EUSILC Cross UDB 2048023z version of 2024
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Figure Zshows the share of households in housing insecurity, that is, households who had arrears on
mortgage or rent or arrears on utility bills. Besides overall insecurity, the figure also shows the
constituent parts of this precarity dimension. The chart indésathat arrears on mortgage or rent are
correlated with arrears on utility bills, except in Romania. One might expect arrears to follow changes
in housing affordability, but this is not the case. In all countries, arrears on utilities are higher than
arrears on mortgages or rent. In all countries except Germany, the proportion of households with
arrears is decreasing or remaining stable. In Germany, however, arrears have increased slightly in
recent years. There has been a more significant decrease iartlears rate on utilities in Italy and
Estonia. The fluctuations in the proportion of Romanian households reporting utility arrears are

w
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difficult to assess, and they appear random. However, the overall level of utility arrears in Romani
high compared to other countries. The level of arrears on mortgages/rent is approximately the same
in all countries. The slightly higher proportion leduseholds in arrears in Finland compared to other
countries may seem surprising given that Finland shows a very low level of financial precarity.

SECDHHA(T OOEIZGENOAT EAUET OOAET T A0 ET AT 1T OAOAOQI xAA
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—— Poor housing quality —— Overcrowded dwelling —— Unable to keep dwelling warm
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Note: We consider a household to be experiencing poor housing quality if it lives in an overcrowded dwelling, as
defined by Eurostat, or if its members report being unable to keep their dwelling warm.
SourceEUSILC Cross UDB 22y 20157 version of 20193, EUSILC Cross UDB 2048023z version of 2024

o%h AOOET 0086 AAI AOI AOET T 8

Finally, Figure 8 shows the quality dimension of housing precarity. It shows the share of households
with a poor quality of housing, which are households living in overcrowded dwellings or unable to
keep the dwelling warm. It also shows the constituent parts of the qudiihension: dimensions have

a different trend over time. Romania and Italy have a significantly higher share of households living in
both overcrowded apartments and in apartments that households are unable to heat, but this share
consistently decreased in these countries. The share of households in a precarious situation in terms
of overcrowding is also relatively high in the Czech Republic and Estonia. Conversely, in Finland, the
Netherlands, and Belgium the housing quality is higher &ad not changed much in time, until a
recent increase in the share of households in overcrowding and the inability to heatwibiing.
Germany is somewhere in between and, unfortunately, data on overcrowding for the years 2015 to
2019 are missing.

The overall development of precarity in individual countries is most strongly reflected in the housing
affordability dimension. Italy and Romania are unique in that they both recorded significant
improvements in all dimensions of precarity. Finland andgeh have shown a relatively stable level
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of precarity in most indicators over the monitored period. Italy, Romania, the Czech Republic, a
Estonia are struggling with overcrowding. The Netherlands, Belgium, and Finland perform best in all
indicators except the affordability dimension. Germanycapies a somewhat specific position: from

the perspective of housing affordability, the proportion of households experiencing precarity is
relatively high; conversely, the level of arrears is one of the lowest; and in terms of housing quality,
Germany isisilar to the Czech Republic and Estonia.

Housing precarity among selected social groups

In this section, we map housing precarity trends for different social groups. Figushdws the

proportion of households in housing precarity in one, two, or three and more dimensions among both

the highestincome (5th quintile)f and lowestET AT i A j X000 NOET OEI AQq cOl Ob
countries. InCzechia, BelgiunEstonia Finland Germany, the NetherlandandRomania, the lowest

income households form more than half of households experiencing at least one precarity dimension.
Multiple (simultaneous) deprivations are also more common among-iloweme households,

especially in Romania, Finland, the Netherlandsr@any and Estonia. Surprisingly, a relatively large
percentage of households with the highest income face precarity in Italy and Romania, compared to

other countries, even if only in one marity dimension. This raises the question of how appropriate

it is to use the same indicators of housing precarity in different contexts/countries.

Figure20illustrates disparities between the lowestcome households (1st income quintile) and the
highestincome households (5th quintile) across countries when it comes to different forms of
precarity. In the Netherlands (and Finland), 74% (50% respectivelgyveihcome households spend

an excessive proportion of their income on housing, compared to less than 1% amonrmbighe
households. Similar disparities are observed in Estonia, Germany, and Czechia, where argh@ih40
of households in the bottom quiile are overburdened by housing costs. Overcrowding is another
issue that disproportionately affects loimcome groups, especially in Romania, Italy, Estonia, and
Czechia. Furthermore, arrears on utility bills and mortgage or rent payments are consisteoitdy
prevalent among the poorest households, highlighting elevated financial vulnerability. Romania
stands out as a country where housing deprivation extends beyond the Ieiesime group. Even
among highincome households, a notable proportion reporffaiulty keeping their homes warm and
falling behind on utility bills, pointing to broader issues in housing quality and energy efficiency.

In summary, Western and Northern European states (Finl@ermanyand theNetherland9 show

very high levels of housing unaffordability for lemcome groups, resulting in multiple experiences of
hardship. Romania demonstrates systemic housing deprivation, even among wealthier households,
and is grappling with significant housing qualitgugs. Overcrowding is much more common in post
communist countries, even among the highesicome households. Figur2l highlights trends in
housing precarity across income groups from 2018 to 2023. In most countries, precarity among the
lowestincome hougholds shows either a steady increase or pronounced fluctuations, with
noticeable rises after 2020 that coincide with the broader eofstiving and energy crises. Countries
such as Czechia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands and Romania displayd up
trajectories among the firs and in some cases also the secapdncome quintiles, indicating
worsening affordability pressures over time. The Netherlands saw particularly sharp spikes in 2021

16lncome quintile groups are computed from total equivalised disposable income.
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2022, while Belgium and Italy show comparatively stable patterns with only minor changes across
years.

As previously demonstrated, there is a higher proportion of households in precarious situations
among renters than among homeowners, primarily due to the higher housing ¢osiiscome ratio.
Figure22shows that only 42% of renters paying market rent in Germany are at risk of precarity, while
in Estonia, Italy and the Netherlands this figure is around 65%, and in Romania it is as high as 79%.
There are more tenant households in precarity than homeowmauseholds in Belgium, Germany,
Finlandand the Nethedands, while the opposite is true in Estonléaly andRomania. This finding,
reflecting the diversity of housing regimes, is especially important for formulating corterisitive

policy measures to reduce precarity. In other words, in some countries, a relatively large proportion
of homeowners are also aisk of housing precarity.
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Table 20 shows marked differences in housing precarity across household types, wittpersen
households and longarent households consistently exhibiting the highest levels of precarious
housing conditions. In Belgium, Estonia, Germany, Finland, the Netherlamds Romania, one
person households face precarity rates of aroung53bpercent, reflecting their greater exposure to
unaffordability and insecurity. Lone parerggarticularly those with at least one child under2&lso
experience high levels of predty across nearly all countries. Their exposure often spans multiple
dimensions: for instance, in Czechigstonia,Germany and Romania, between 10 and 18 percent of
lone-parent households face precarity in two or more dimensions.

Quality-related problems, including overcrowding and poor thermal comfort, stand out especially for

lone parents in the Netherlands and Romania. Households of couples without children consistently
exhibit the lowest precarity rates, underscoring the praige role of dual incomes and lower
dependency ratios. Couples with young children show slightly highaut still moderatez levels of
DOAAAOEOUh AOEOAT DOEI AOEI U AU T OAOAOIpwhAidhi ¢8 )1
often include multgenerational families, shared living arrangements, or rgiandard household
structures z tend to experience high precarity levels, particularly in CzecHstonia, Finland,

Germany and Romania. These households frequently face compounding disadvantages across
affordability and quality dimensions.
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What factors predict housing precarity?

The goal of this section is to indicatively find out which households are especially affected by housing
precarity and to compare the different factors involved. We examine which household characteristics
are associated with housing precarity and its dirsems according to 2023 ESILC data. The results
shown in Table2l indicate that the effects of characteristics may vary when considering overall
housing precarity or only a single dimension of precarity such as unaffordability, insecurity or poor
housingquality. The first two columns report the results for overall housing precarity, and the other
columns report the results for individual dimensions of precarity.
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Equivalised income has the same effect on all dimensions of housing precarity, as well as on overall
housing precarity, i.e., higher income is associated with a lower probability of housing precarity,
unaffordability, insecurity, and poor housing qualifyenure status also has mostly consistent effects
across all dimensions of precarity, with homeowners with an outstanding mortgage and tenants
paying market or reduced rent having a higher probability of housing precarity in all its three
dimensions (unaffodability, insecurity, poor housing quality) than outright homeowners. The only
exception is formed by tenants whose accommodation is provided-fesg who are slightly more

likely to be in housing precarity than homeowners without mortgage. At the same tthey are less

likely to suffer from housing unaffordability and more likely to live in poor housing conditions.
Concerning the age of the head of the household, a younger age is associated with a higher probability
of housing precarity, but it varies different precarity dimensions. Younger households are more
likely to live in unaffordable and poajuality housing, but less likely to live in insecure housing,
compared to households with middlaged heads. The position of younger households may also
complicate the fact that the households whose head is neither employed nor retired (Economic
status: Other, that is students, unemployed, etc.) are more likely to be precariousontrast, older
households are less likely to be in precarious housinglitioms. Also, being retired is associated with

a lower probability of unaffordability.

The composition of household also affects housing precarity. The type of household least affected by
housing precarity is a household composed of several adults; all other types of households (adults
with children, lone parent or lone adult) are more likéb be precarious. Curiously, adults with
children are less likely to suffer from unaffordability, but they are more likely to live in insecure and
poor-quality housing, possibly due to the overcrowding of their households. The same applies to
householddiving in flatsz they are more likely to be precarious and live in pgaality housing, but

less likely to live in an unaffordable dwelling than households living in detached houses. Households
living in semidetached houses are also less likely to livenaffordable housing, but their housing is
more likely to be of poor quality. However, their housing precarity is not statistically distinguishable
from households living in detached houses.
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To investigate the variability of the effects across the selected countries, we estimated the sa
model separately for each country. The models are shown in the Appendix 2. The effects of the
variables are largely consistent with the model reported abpweost of the variables work the same
way in most of the countries. There is, however, some variability of the effects and the size of the
effects across countries. To make interpretation easier, we plotted the predicted probabilities of
housing precarityn Figures in the Appendix 3, which are based on the full model. For example, there
is some variance in the effect of tenure status across countries. In Belgium and the Netherlands, the
highest probability of housing precarity is among tenants paying mareat. In Czechia, Estonia,
Finland, and Italy, tenants paying market rent and tenants paying reduced rent have similar levels of
housing precarity. In Germany, homeowners with outstanding mortgage have similar level of housing
precarity as tenants. Finlgl in Romania, tenants renting for free have high levels of housing precarity,
but interpreting the effects of tenure is complicated by the large confident intervals for all tenures.

Additionally, there are differences in the sizes of the effects across countries. It concerns, for example,
equivalised income: although quintiles with lower income are associated with a higher probability of
housing precarity in general, the values diffanong countries. Specifically, the predicted probability

of housing precarity for thesiquintile (lowest income) is above 60% in Germany but only 40% in
Finland, while the difference in the predicted probability of housing precarity between these two
countries for the % quintile is much lower (10% V5%).

Finally, the models also include a variable capturing whether the dwelling was renovated in the past
five years. The results show that renovation is associated with slightly lower housing precarity.
Renovation has a statistically significant effect onlytlie model explaining poor housing quality,
where renovation is associated with a lower probability of poor housing quality, indicating that
households were more likely to keep their dwelling warm after its renovation. In the public policy
debates, it is pgued that there is a tradeff regarding renovations. They can improve the insulation

of the dwelling and reduce energy costs, but at the same time they may contribute to rising rents and
thus unaffordability. To test whether the effect of renovati@m housing precaritgiffers between
homeowners and tenants, we estimated models with an interaction between tenure status and
renovation. The results are presented in Figu&3- 26: they do not indicate that renovations increase
unaffordability among tenang, and their main effect instead is that they improve housing quality
(including a better ability to keep the dwelling warm). However, we acknowledge that the effects of
renovation vary across countries (see Appendix 2); for example, in Czechia and Gegliniagyin a
renovated dwelling is associated with a higher probability of housing unaffordability.
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In general, household income had the largest effect on housing precarity and especially on hous
Ol AEAI OAAAE]I EOUh xEEAE EO 110 OOOPOEOEI C8 4E
precarity among Irish renters, despite his differeneasurement of housing precarity. Debrunner et

al. (2024) emphasise the role of household composition on insecurity and tenure status on
affordability; we also found these effects in our data analysis, but they were relatively smaller than
that of income. kbwever, Debrunner et al. (2024) distinguished only between homeowners, renters,
and other, while we considered mortgaged and outright homeownership and type of rent paid by
tenants (market, reducednd rent-free). On the other hand, characteristics of the dwelling (such as
dwelling type) had limited effect on precarity, indicating that there is little difference in housing
precarity between inhabitants of detached houses and apartments.

3.7.IMPACT OF HOUSING BENEFITS ON HOUSING PRECARITY

Figure Z compares the shares of households receiving housing benefits across countries and shows
the housing tenure structure in these countries too. The role of housing benefits varies considerably
between countries. Belgium shows the highest reliance on houkamgfits, with more than 80% of
households receiving housing allowance support. However, this is due to a special benefit intended
for increased energy expenses caused by the energy crisis because of the war in Ukraine, a benefit
that was paid in 2022 an2023. This benefit was not targeted exclusively at-fioaome households.

In contrast, Romania displays almost no use of housing benefits. The Netherlands also shows a high
share of supported tenants, particularly those paying reduced rent, indicatingbatantial social
housing sector coupled with housing benefits. Germany stands out with nearly 50% of tenants renting
at market prices, suggesting a strong private rental market with comparatively less housing cost
support. Finland also shows a sizeablerghaf tenants renting at market prices but combined with a
relatively high proportion receiving allowances (over 20%), indicating that there are housing support
mechanisms embedded within the private rental sector. Italy and Czechia exhibit moderate sfiares
tenants paying market rent but comparatively limited allowance coverage, suggesting more targeted
housing support systems. Estonia falls somewhere in the middle, with moderate shares in most
categories but relatively lower use of the housing allowance.

Figure Billustrates the proportion of households receiving housing benefits between 2018 and 2023.
Finland and the Netherlands consistently demonstrate high and stable coverage, suggesting that
housing benefits form a fundamental part of their welfare systemstn@my also shows moderate

and relatively stable participation, with a slight increase towards the end of the period. By contrast,
housing allowances remain low in the Czech Republic, Italy, and Romania, where only a small
proportion of householdgeceived support throughout the period. Italy shows a modest upward

OOAT Anh xEEIA 211 ATEAGO AT OAOACA OAI AET O AlITOA O

recipients in the Czech Republic increased significantly from 2022 to 2023 (with the prapoftio
recipients rising by almost 30%), the proportion of households receiving housing benefits remains
below 5% and appears to be marginal compared to countries such as Finland and the Netherlands.
Following several years of minimal coverage, Belgium shawisamatic increase in 2023, with over
80% of households receiving housing benefits. Estonia displays a similar, albeit less pronounced, rise
in the same year. Such sudden shifts are unlikely to reflect gradual socioeconomic change but rather
point to reent interventions related to the energy crisis.
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If we look at the targeting of the housing allowance in terms of income groups (income quintiles), th
except for Belgium the share of households receiving housing allowances is highest among low
income groups and declines sharply as income riseable 22and Figure B). As previously
mentioned,almost the entire population received housing benefits in Belgium in 2023, and these were
not targeted at lowincome households. However, in previous years, the distribution of benefits in
Belgium appears to haveeen universal and similar across income quintiles. Romania has virtually no
housing allowance provision for any income group. Germany has the highest reliance among the
bottom quintile (34%), which declines consistently to just 1.5% in the highest quiktibderate levels

are found among the lower quintiles (25% in Q1 and 21% in Q2), dropping to near zero for the highest
quintile in Estonia. Finland and the Netherlands have high targeting: over half of the lanashe
households receive housing allowass; but almost none in the top quintile.

~ ~
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To assess the financial impact of housing benefits, median housing-t@stecome ratios for tenant

households receiving support were examined across counffiable 23)Romania is missing because
there is practically no housing benefit and the rental sector is minimal. The results provide insight into
how effectively benefits reduce housing cost burdens among those who qualify for assistance. In

Germany, the effect isarticularly strong: the median housing costis-income ratio falls from 0.43

before the allowance to 0.06 after support, indicating that housing costs become highly affordable
once the subsidy is applied. Czechia also shows a substantial reduction, from a severe burden of 0.67

to a postallowance level of 0.36. Finland and the Netherladdsnonstrate sizeable improvements

as well, with reductions of around 453%. In Belgium, Estonia, and lItaly, the reductions are more
modest 7 typically below 10 percentage pointgsuggesting lower individual benefit amounts or

weaker targeting of severelgostburdened households.

AAAMPAAEAT ET QIFEN K IAA ODOOET O Al 11 ¢ OAAMAIN OBOET
"% #: $% %% &) )4 .,

-AAEAT EI D@EHIAG iAAl 000 | o8 ( d8( @8] d8( d8| d8Y d8

AAEI OA ET OOET ¢ AAT A A(C

-AAEAT EI D@EHIAG iAAl 000 | o8 ( d8( d8( d8 P8y 8| ©8 ¢

AEOAO EIT OOET ¢ AAT A&£O

SourceEU-SILCCros4JDB2023z version of 2024%

Figure30presents the extent and nature of housing precarity among households receiving housing
benefits. The figure shows that benefit recipients still face substantial housing precarity. High levels
of energy poverty and overcrowding persist, such as severecoseding in Czechia (35%) and Italy
(37%) or difficulty keeping warm common in Czechia (26%), the Netherlands (26%), and Germany
(17%). These issues reflect poor housing quality and high energy costs, particularly among subsidy

AOOET 006

AAlT AOI ACET T 08

recipients, indicating thathe benefits mainly address affordability, not quality.
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We estimated the effect of housing benefits on precarity levels and trends in three countries: the
Czech Republig D Gp O b i O A, khe NetherlAndghuudoegtaghnd Finlandyleinen asumistuki)

The results of the regression models, reported in FigBteand Tables24z26, show the effect of
receiving benefits on precarity. To estimate the effect of receiving benefits on precarity, we use
matched data to ensure that households receiving and not receiving benefits are similar. This
similarity is measwrd by the covariance balance between households receiving and not receiving
benefits. In the case of the Czech Republic and Finland, however, the required level of covariance
balance was not achieved for two variables: the amount of housing benefits fehvilouseholds are
eligible and disposable income. Therefore, these variables were included in the models to statistically
control for their effect, and the tables reporting the results of the models also include these variables.
In the Netherlands, all mahing variables reached a covariate balance, so the models report only the
effect of receiving housing benefits. In essence, including these variables should statistically control
for the difference between these two groups of households.
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Overall, in all three countries, receiving housing benefits has a positive effect only on affordability.
particular, receiving housing benefits is associated with higher affordability. In other dimensions, we
do not observe any statistically significaaffect of housing benefits on dimensions of precarity, or
we observe an effect in a direction other than expected. That is the case of the Netherlands, where
receiving benefits is associated with poorer housing quality. This can be explained by the ¢hompos

of the housing quality dimension, which consists of two indicators: overcrowding and the inability to
keep the dwelling warm. The association between receiving benefits and poor housing quality in the
Netherlands is driven by the inability to keepetidwelling warm. In addition, the positive relationship
between receiving benefits and the inability to keep the dwelling warm is statistically significant also
in the Czech Republic. This may indicate that the subjective perception of households thartey
unable to afford to heat their dwelling drives the takg of the benefits.

CSECOHDA%AAAOO T £ OAAAEOET ¢ AAT AEOO 11 AEI AT OEITO
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In effect, these results indicate that housing benefits improve the financial situation of households by
subsidising rent, but they are not sufficient for households to improve other dimensions of precarity.
For example, to improve overcrowding a househoidy need to move into a bigger fl&sincesome
households may experience a sudden decline in their financial situation, which may affect its
precarity, we estimated separate models on a subset of data for households whose financial situation
(measured byquintile of equivalised income) did not change from the last year. The results of this
robustness check are reported in Appendix 4; however, they do not substantially differ from the
results reported here.

These results are, however, limited by several aspects of the data described above. Furthermore, the
eligibility for housing benefits may change over time, but we estimate the eligibility based on the
reported income and housing costs. In some situatioms had to simplify the calculation of eligibility
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data used to calculate eligibility for housing benefits.
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3.8. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In thischapter, we attempted tcanalysehousing precarity in eight European countries between 2012

and 2023. Unlike previous research on precarity, which usually focuses on a single year, we examined

the development of precarity over a longer period of time. We also considered the impact siinigou
allowances, a housing policy tool designed to reduce precarity. Studies that monitor the effect of

ET OOET ¢ All1T xATAAO 11 EI OOCAEIT 1 AOGS6 EIT OOET ¢ OEOOA
data to monitor the behag i OO 1T £ OPAAEAZEA EI OOAET 1 AO 1T OAO OEI A
to be analysed. However, such data are exclusively national and only available in some countries, so

it is not possible to make international comparisons. We attempted an inteomali comparison

based on ELBILC survey data. This analysis is unique in that it uncovers contradictions in the
monitoring of various indicators and focuses on comparisons between countries, as well as

monitoring the development of housing precarity ovéme.

Due to missing data on neighbourhood quality, we only included this dimension in the initial mapping.
Neverthelessit revealed how sensitive the definition of housing precarity is and how important it is
to be aware of these limitations when drawing conclusions. It might seem that the development of
the proportion of households reporting neighbourhood problems does nwange dramatically
between countries and remains relatively stable over time. Omitting this dimension reduces overall
level of precarityn the Netherlands by 24 percentage points (from 53% to 29% in 2023), in Romania
by 10 percentage points (from 58% to 48%) and in Italy by only 8 percentage points (from 41% to
33%). The more indicators we include, particularly those identifying precarity wider group of
households, the more the differences between countries disappear. Therefore, it is crucial to closely
monitor not only the overall index, but also its individual components. The initial level of the indicator
also appears to be importanReducing precarity in countries with a high level of precarity appears to
be easier, with a significant shift observed over time in Romania (from 65% in 2012 to 48% in 2023)
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and Italy (from 42% to 33%), and to a lesser extent in the Czech Republic (from 33% to 29%
contrast, countries with a low proportion of households in housing precarity did not change much
for example, by just one percentage point in Belgium (frorfo2® 22%).

Our findings demonstrate that housing precarity is not a uniform phenomenon but varies in both
magnitude and trajectory across national contexksl) Belgium and Finland consistently exhibit the
lowest levels of housing precarity, supported by stable affordability indicators and low insecurity. By
contrast, Romania and Italy began the observation period with the highest rates of precarity. Yet,
both countries saw notable longerm improvements until the energy crisis reversed these trends in
most countriesfrom 2022 onwards. The Netherlands also stands out for the sharp increase recently
observed in precarity that was driven by rising housing and energy costs. However, data for 2022 in
the Netherlands show discrepancies and cannot be included in the arsalyse

Deeper forms of precaritfH5)z where households face multiple simultaneous challengesmained
relatively rare until recent years, but their resurgence signals the increasing intensity of housing
disadvantage, particularly in Romania. The affordability emerges as the most infaldattor of
overall precarity trends, underscoring the central role of energy prices and the housing cost burden in
shaping household vulnerability. In contrast, insecurity and housing quality indicators generally show
a gradial improvement or stability, with overcrowding persisting mainly in psstialist countries

and Italy. Neighbourhood problems amplify precarity in some Western European countries, yet often
without overlapping with other vulnerabilities. These patternghlight that the depth of the
precarity, and not just its presence, is essential for understanding the concentration of risk. Overall,
the results suggest that while lorggrm structural improvements have occurred in several countries,
recent shockg most notably the energy crisig have disrupted progress and widened craosgtional
disparities (H2). Continued monitoring and targeted policy responses are therefore crucial,
particularly to support households exposed to the most severe, multidimensional forms of housing
precarity.

With reference to our concept fragmentary mechanism of housing inequality evolutigmve found

that there are relatively significant differences between European countries when it concerns
individual dimensions ohousing precarity. In Western and Northern European countries such as
Finland Germanyand the Netherlands, unaffordability is the dominant challenge for limcome
renters, reflecting higkcostrentalhousing markets. By contrast, in pasbcialist countriesGzechia
Estonia andRomania), overrowding and inadequate dwelling conditioase mainlyhighly prevalent,
pointing to slower improvements in the physical housing stock and persistent structural shortages.
Romania stands out as a case where housing deprivation appears to be systemic: eveinapper
groups report difficulties heating thelromes and falling into arrears, suggesting constraints in energy
affordability and dwelling quality that transcend income status. Italy also has a notable share of
precarious highincome households, raing questions about whether current indicators appropriately
capture countryspecific living norms and cultural practices, such as smaller average dwelling sizes.
Rough measures and normative caps (such as for overcrowding) applieersally across country
contexts may produce distorted picturgbout real housing challengegprecarity leveland needed
policy reactions. However, the definition of more contesénsitivetools (that may, e.g., combine
objective measures with subjective perceptions) is outside of the scope of this chapter.

Not surprisingly, loweiincome households face substantially higher odds of overall precariousness
and all individual dimensiorgunaffordability, insecurity and poor qualigyunderscoring the central
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role of economic resources in housing outcongelg). Household composition and age also matter:
younger households and those formed by single adults or single parents are consistently more
vulnerable. In contrast, older householdsparticularly retireesz are substantially less likely to
encounter unaffodability or multidimensional hardship. Tenure status is another major determinant.
Market-rate tenants andhomeowners with outstanding mortgages display a markedly higher
likelihood of precarious housingtgations than outright homeowners, while tenants paying reduced
rent exhibit elevated probabilities across all dimensions, pointing to persistent structural
disadvantages within the rental sector. Although dwelling characteristics play a comparatively
modest role, recent renovations are associated with improved housing quality, particularly in terms
of being able to adequately heat a dwelliggan increasingly relevant factor in the context of high
energy prices.

However, he strength of income effects and the relative risks associated with tenagaindiffer
across national contexts, reflecting diverse housing market structures and welfare regimes. Romania,
for example, exhibits extremely high baseline vulnerability, whereas Finland and Belgium show
notably lower predicted probabilities even among lamcome groups. The findings indicate that
housing precarity is shaped primarily by socioeconomic position and welfare regime rather than by
dwelling attributes thenselves. Policy responses therefore require a dual approach: indmased
support to mitigate affordability pressures, and targeted interventions in rental housing to improve
security and qualityln accordance with our conceptual approach to the interpretation of the results,
differences between countries highlight the need for contesansitive policy design rather than
reliance on uniform Elvide solutions.

In recent yearg particularly since 202@there have been sharp increases in benefit talgein several
countries due to energy price shockld3) Belgium stands out for its exceptionally high benefit
coverage, driven by temporary, broadly distributed enengjated subsidies rather than targeted

ET OOET ¢ OODPDPI 008 ) I-AROAICOM OiCk RAI AEEGSOOA AGDHAEI AA
small rental sector and limited housing policy measures to offset rise in housing costs. Targeting
patterns sugyest that in most countries housing benefits are allocated among leiweome
households, which is consistent with the design of social policy. Finland and the Netherlands
demonstrate particularly high targeting accuracy, with over half of the lowiasbme households
receiving support. Germany also demonstrates substantial targeting, v@ulechia Estoniaandtaly

show more modest, yet still incomfcused distributions. Belgium is an exception due to its
universal, crisigelated benefit in 2023. Romamiagain shows minimal uptake across all income
quintiles. These differences indicate that the capacity of housing benefits to address distributional
inequalities varies considerably across welfare regimes.

Despite their important role in reducing the financial burden, housing allowances only partially
alleviate unaffordability. They are particularly effective in Germany and, to a lesser extent, in Finland.
However, in some countries, such as Czechia, sulbisiareductions in the costo-income ratio are

also experienced (25 percentage points). Nevertheless, the-tmaegicome ratio remains high (35%)
even afterthis support This underscores the structural nature of high living costs and the limited
purchasng power of existing benefits. Moreover, analysis of housing precarity among benefit
recipients shows that affordability support alone does not sufficiently address other dimensions of
vulnerability(H6). The high prevalence of energy poverty, housietated arrears and overcrowding

in several countries reveal persistent issues of poor dwelling quality, inadequate energy efficiency,
and insecurityz particularly among households already identified anéed.
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The detailed analysis of the effect of the housing benefit demonstrates that housing benefits
CzechiaFinlandand the Netherlands contribute meaningfully to reducing housing unaffordability,
but it also shows their limited effectiveness in alleviating other aspects of housing pre¢&6ly
Across all three countries, the receipt of benefits is associated with significantly lower cost burdens,
confirming that financial transfers function as intended in easing rent pressures. However, the
benefits do na translate into improvements in housing insecurity or dwelling conditions, and in some
instances are even linked to poorer subjective heating outcomes. These patterns indicate that
households turn to benefits primarily once affordability challenges halveaaly arisen, and that
benefits alone cannot compensate for structural constraints in housing supply or qualiyg.
conclusioncontradicts the results from someearlier studies thatconfirmed a positive effect of
benefits on housing qualityand, once agin, it shows the need forcontext-sensitive policy
recommendations. Ouresults must be interpreted within the limitations of survegased eligibility
simulations and temporal mismatches between income and cost reporting (see th&8IEU data
limitation). However, they show thatwhile housing benefits serve as an essential safety net against
acute affordability problems, theymay be insufficient to resolve multidimensional housing
vulnerability, suggesting that there is a need for integrated policy approaches that combine financial
support with measures aimed at securing adequate and enefigient housingn some countries

Our analysis of the reasons for delaying or not claiming benefits highlights that administrative and
informational burdens are central obstacles across countries, for both claimants (in retrospect) and
non-claimants (in hypothetical scenarios). The moseduently cited reasons for netake-up
consistently include difficulties understanding eligibility and the perception that claiming benefits is
0011 1 OAE EAOOI A8 0AOOIT Al AT A O1I AEAT OEAI A AOA
role in sane contexts, particularly in Germany and the Czech Republic among claimants, and in Italy
where pride is almost as salient as administrative reasons. Finland stands out with a comparatively
high share of respondents reporting no relevant barriers, esplgc@hong claimants, although even

in this country administrative reasons remain the most common obstacle among those who do
perceive hurdles. The findings suggest that welfare regime theory alone cannot fully explain attitudes
towards claiming housing berfigs. Our data highlight the importance of more specific institutional
and interactional factors, such as the design of eligibility rules, the organisation of claiming processes
and the dayto-day behaviour of welfare officials, for understanding claimgrsa and, indirectly,
shaping personal and perceived social stigma.

Several limitations, however, must be considered when interpreting these conclusions. The analysis
relies on crossectional survey data on the selfported receipt of benefits, which is subject to
misclassification and recall bias, and on adapted stigmeasures originally developed in a single
country context. Small claimant subsamples in some countries constrain the robustness of country
specific comparisons, and we cannot systematically distinguish between contributory and non
contributory benefits obetween different administrative practices. Nor can we adjudicate whether
the weakening link between welfare regimes and stigma is due to genuine policy convergence,
shifting public discourses, or the distinctive nature of housiatated benefits.

Overall, the results emphasise that, although housing benefits play a vital role in addressing housing
cost pressures, they do not offer a complete solution to housing insecurity. Their effectiveness
depends ontheir design,housing market structures, coverage levels and the adequacy of benefit
amounts. Policies that improve housing quality, expand secure and affordable rental options and
better align support with local housing conditions are necessary additions.

129

W



¥ D3.2n Report ordriversof financial levels of housing inequality

3.9.POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of this study showed that the housing situation of households needs to be monitored
comprehensively; the focus should be not just on the financial situation, but also on the quality of
housing, basic comfort, the risk of debt and overcrowdi@ur analyses demonstrate that housing
benefits are very effective at addressing the affordability of housing, but that they do not necessarily
contribute to improving the quality of housing or solving overcrowding. Given that the context of each
country isvery important and the concept of housing benefits itself varies from country to country, it
is not possible to find a single solution. Rather, it is necessary to sensitively seek appropriate solutions
relating to the specific mechanism of precarity evolutionthe given context. From a contextual
perspective, it isalsoimportant to define goals sensitively. For example, what is perceived as a
precarious housing situation in one country may be considered normal in another. Similarly, support
for low-income households in this regard may be seen as undeserved by those who are not entitled to
it.

It is essential to continuously monitor the impacts of policy measures, as improvements in one
dimension may inadvertently produce deterioration in another, or even exacerbate overall conditions
through unintended consequencé®&cause the mechanism of inequality or precarity evolution is very
complex.At the same time, a critical stance towards the indicators used to measure housing precarity
iS necessary. As our analyses demonstrate, the selection of indicators substantially shapes empirical
outcomes; relince onone single measure risks producing a partial or misleading pictdine.
accordance with our conceptual framing,i$ therefore important to employ multiple indicators, to
interpret results with caution, and to critically assess the underlying data, while also remaining aware
of their methodological limitations and the constraints they impose on analysis.

Our recommendations focus on three areas. Firstly, we recommend introducing measures to improve
housing benefits. Secondly, in addition to supporting vulnerable households through housing
allowances, we recommend seeking other forms of support to imprawesing quality and security

and reduce overcrowding. Finally, to develop ddtased recommendations, we recommend
supplementing existing data sources.

Recommendations for housing benefits

Although academic literature often claims that stigma is one of the most common reasons why
people do not claim benefits, this study shows that countries substantially differ in the perception of
stigma and its consideration when claiming benefits. Oumutesshow that among the claimants, the
most common reasons why people delay or do not claim their benefits are related to administrative
and information costg claiming benefits is complicated and people do not know what the criteria are
for receiving baefits. Thus, policymakers should invest in informing people about the eligibility
criteria and the process of how to apply for (housing) benefits. This may include creatiirgednols
where people can check whether they are eligible for benefits @enat based on their characteristics
such as income. Alternatively, social welfare systems can incentivise people to check their eligibility
status for housing benefits when they come into contact with public administration following a
decline in their fimncial situation, such as becoming unemployed, etc.

While our analyses have shown that housing benefits do not improve housing quality or reduce
overcrowding, they significantly increase affordability, and the housing benefit plays an important
role in housing policy. In this case, it is possible to comsiohking housing quality measures
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(conditiong with the housing allowance (in part also to avoid exacerbating poverty). However, it |
necessary to proceed with particular care to ensure that vulnerable households are not discriminate
against in the housing market.

Linking the payment of the allowance to quality standagd<e., if certain basic standards are not met,

the allowance cannot be pagmay improve quality. However, it is necessary to monitor whether the
allowance recipients still have access to housamgl whether there is a sufficient supply of housing
for them. For example, landlords should receive some additional incentives to rent apartments to
vulnerable households, and the rent should not exceed what tenants with the allowance can afford.
There isa risk that landlords may lose interest or offer housing at unaffordable rents. One way to
address this risk would be to link it to subsidies for housing reconstruction. The reconstruction of the
apartments in which recipients of the allowance live coulidii@ss the issue of poor housing quality
and high energy consumption. However, if the reconstruction subsidy is conditional on the apartment
being rented to a target household, difficulties may arise regarding the amount of adequate rent.

The subsidisation of the reconstruction of rental housing is recommended also for other reasons. It is
not in the owner's interest to invest in renovations to improve the quality of housing that they can
rent out at a lower price, as it would take a vamd time for the investment to be paid back (if at all)

in increased rent. Linking the subsidy to the renovation of housing for target households could be a
solution. However, in each country, it is necessary to analyse the specific situation and manitor a
unintended negative effects, as well as to ensure that these subsidies do not disproportionately
contribute to increasing wealth inequalities in society.

Other forms of support to improve housing quality and security and reduce
overcrowding

The housing benefit is not a universal cure and should thus be accompanied by support for building
new socia(affordable) rental housing or housing renovations. The results of the analyses showed that
living in a renovated dwelling was associated with a lower risk of precarity due to better housing
quality, but no negative effect on affordability has been fouthwever, it is still necessary to take
into account that the increase in quality will be reflected in higher rents and thus in an increased
burden or increased expenditure on housing benefits. Another risk of supporting vulnerable
households with supported housing that is of significantly better quality than the standard in a given
country is the feeling of injustice among the part of society tligtnot entitled to this support.
Therefore, it is appropriate to combine various instruments and to more broadly support the
improvement of housing quality. Strengthening the security dimension requires debt prevention and
a clear definition of the obligadns of tenants and landlords. In some countries, a large proportion of
households are owneoccupied and in precarious housing. Tools to reduce this should therefore be
directed at these households, especially towards dmwome households, and support @lld be
provided for renovations that lead to reduced energy costs.

Recommendations for data collection

To monitor the different dimensions of housing precarity in different countries and over time, it is
necessary to improve the database. The-BULC is the most comprehensive dataset for crosantry
comparisons of the household financial and housing gitra Yet, the data are far from ideal, and

our analysis is limited by this. Here, we propose several recommendations that would improve future
analyses regarding housing.
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Collect as much data as possible from administrative sources, especially those that may
subject to underreporting (due to social stigma) or misreporting (respondents declaring
imprecise figures). These measurement errors may typically influence theatathe take

up of housing benefits as the respondents may not declare that they are receiving benefits or
may underreport the financial amount they receive from housing benefits due to shame and
social stigma.

Data from administrative sources would also add to the granularity of the data, by providing
information such as the number of months households receive benefits, etc. Currently, the
data are reported for the whole year, which may bias the results of tiadyses if a household
began receiving benefits during the year.

Relatedly, there is inconsistency in what time frame is used for variables. Income is reported
for the whole year but rent and housing costs are reported as a monthly cost. This leads to
discrepancies in the data and measurement errors as total housirtg owey vary during the

year due to volatility in energy prices and a higher consumption of energy in winter months.

Our results indicate that a reported inability to keep the dwelling warm affects the-tgkef

El OOET ¢ AAT AEEOO8 (1 xAOGAOh xA AATT1 O AA OOOA
the objective condition of their dwelling. It would be beneficial farther research to include
NOAOOET T O OAI AGAA O1T OEA AT Aocu AEsEAEAT AU |
insulation, the quality of the windows, etc.) to disentangle subjective perceptions from
objective conditions.

EU-SILC documentation needs to be improved as it does not contain information on which
benefits are included in the variables. Currently, there is no definitive source of information
on which benefits are included in the variables. This has become a pgessue, especially

in recent years as European states reacted to the energy crisis by distributing new types of
benefits.
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4. CHAPTER 4: THE IMPACT OF INTERGENERATIONAL HGUSING
RELATED WITHHRAMILY TRANSFERS ON HOUSING WEALTH
OUTCOMES AND INEQUALITY

MARTIN LUX, PETR SUNEGA

4.1.INTRODUCTION

After World War Il, most Western countries saw growth in real housing prices (OECD Analytical House
Prices Indicators 2024Knoll et al. 20Q)7that contributed to the growth of wealth of the postar
generationz housing wealth has become the main form of household wealth (Doling & Ronald 2010
Rowlingson & McKay 201Riketty 2014) and itsidtribution a mirror of household wealth distribution
(Bonnet et al. 2014Allegré & Timbeau 2015)n recent decades, people have started to use it to
mitigate the riks they face over their lifetime within an increasingly uncertain economic environment
and declining public welfare (Dewild&Ronald 2017). Housing wealth thus startediteect people's
ability to deal with various life risks (Adkins et al. 2021); it has become an important axis of broader
social (class, strata) inequalities (Hochstenbach et al. 20@% et al. 2013) andceording to some
social scientists, the cornerstone of the new welfare state (Groves & Murie Rg0Fass 2008). The
factors of housng wealth inequality thus represent also tlfi@ctors of social stratification in many
contemporary societies.

Household wealth inequalities are higher than income inequalities (see, e.g., Causa et al. 2019). They
often increase more quickly (Saez & Zucman 2Miéni & Horioka 2016), and home price trends and
their spatial variance are specifically the cause of it (Allegré & Timbeau; 20LBdel 2017).
Consequently, increasing housing price volatility (Claessens et al. 2011), illustrated by the recent (after
2010) sharp rise in urban housing prices (Wetzstein ;20ELCD Analytical House Prices Indicators
2024) wih capital gains unequally distributed within society (Eggum & Larsen 2CPistophers

202 Sunega & Lux 2018), have significantly contributed to cleavages between homeowners and
tenants, low and highincome households, old and young generations, urban and rural areas, and
centre and periphery, to name just a few (Hochstenbach et al. 2025).

However, the picture is far from uniform across all European countries. For example, household
(housing) wealth inequality, measured as a simple distribution withcoefficient of variance, or by

comparing the household wealth of the upper and bottom quintiles of the household income
AEOOOEAOOEITh EO OECI EEZEAAT O U AT A PAOOEOOAT OiI U
OFAI El EAIT 8 E Thigronermegwn@shig iate fespdciallk in Central and Eastern Europe)
thanitisincounth O xEOE A OOT EOAOUS ET OOET ¢ OACEI A AT A ]
the Netherlands (e.g.Cohen Raviv & LewiEpstein 2021).

Different measures of wealth inequality may also end up with inconsistent conclusions. For example,
despite the more equal distribution of household wealth in countries with a dualist or familial housing

regime measured by theoefficient of varianceOEA OOAT OOA xAAlI OE CAPG&h 1A
wealth of homeowners divided by the median wealth of renters, is lower in countries with a unitary
housing regime than in many Western and Southern European countries with a dualist/familial
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housing regime, such as Belgium or Spain (W&ridewilde 2019; Dewilde et al. 2025). This is becaus
tenants in unitary housing regimes tend to have higher fiesidential wealth than tenants in dualist
housing regimes. Therefore, the selection of indicators and the societal (institutional) context
determine the research results and their implications. This justifies our conceptual fraofing
interpretation of resulth xEEAE E@OAGI ARRAAMEAI OAEAT EOI 1T £ EI
described in Chaptet of this report.

In this chapter, we will specifically examine the relationship between intergenerational \wiinirily
housingrelated (wealth, financial) transfers and housing wealth inequality. Despite the large diversity

among Western European countries (for detailg €2ohen Raviv & LewiBpstein 2021 or Lux et al.

2021), many studies argue that resource transfers tend to reproduce or even increase housing wealth
inequalities (e.g., Szydlik 2004sengrad et al. 201 Killewald et al. 2017)ntergenerational within

family financial (wealth) transfers are usually regarded as the main channel that determines the
reproduction of homeownership status between parents and their adult children (Blaauboer 2010
Mulder & Smits 2013) and they may influence the extent of additional residential investments, i.e.,

that adult children buy additional property for rent or speculation.

However, we demonstrated on a microsimulation model earlier that a major factor explaining the
relatively low level of housing wealth inequality in the pasicialist Czech Republis the chain of
intergenerational transfers (Lux et al. 2025); therefore, the effect of transfers on wealth inequality
may be relatively complex, dubious and far from universal across different contexts. Research on the
impact of intergenerational assistae on housing wealth inequality in different housing regimes is
rarez comparative studies often remain descriptive and most studies in this domain concern only one
or a few countries (Nasrabadi et al. 2024). This chapter aims to fill this knowledge gap.

4.2. CONTEXTUAL AND METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES IN HOUSING WEALTH
STUDIES

The illustrative description of the complex mechanism driving housing wealth inequality provided in
Chapter1 showed that it is impossible to capture the entire complex of relationshipstgrs and
consequences) all at once, and any path (structural) analysis of factors of housing wealth inequality
must necessarily concern only a section of them. In this chapter, we will focus on intergenerational
transfers that represent only one of the manyrmary factors behind one of the two aggregate factors

of housing wealth inequality, that, moreover, closely interact with each other. Additionally, the
analysis will be carried out only two tiers: transfers, incomes and other primary factors will be
assumed to be exogenous, i.e., we will not examine thHaators; and we will work only with some but
TT0 A1l O1I 6O6POOE OAOEAAT AO T £ ACCOACAOA EAAOQT 08
in view of the above, relativise our conclusions in a certain way and be careful about making a
theoretical ganeralisation about the mechanism determining the inequality trend.

The second important methodological issue justifying our choice of conceptual approach is that
housing (residential) wealth (asset) inequalities started to be surveyed and analysed only a short time
ago, and the first reliable comparative studies appearden the data from the representative
Household Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS, European Central Bank) became available (the
first wave of this survey was in 2011). The methodological discussion for residential wealth inequalities
is thus even youngeand even more unsettled than it is for measuring housing affordability and
inequality inthis domain, as described in Chapter 2
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Housing wealth inequality can be measured by: (a) different measures of distribution/variance (Gl
coefficient of variance); (b) comparing wealth between different househladlth percentile@using,
e.g., indicators like P80/20 or P90/P50); (c) comparing wealth held by different houselcoltie
quantiles i.e. by comparing wealth levels between incomeh and incomepoor households (using,
e.g., indicators like S80/20 or S90/50); or (d) by computhf OOET ¢ xAAT OE OAAOI O
total of all wealth, as employed by Dewilde et al. (2025). We can compute inequality for total or
equalised housing wealth (equalised wealth is total wealth adjusted acaptdihousehold size using

an equalised OECD scale similar to that used for the purpose of household income equalisation); and

we can use gross or net housing wealth (net housing wealth is a gross housing wealth, i.e., the market
value of owned residentigbroperties, decreased by outstanding housing household debts). Each
measure and approach will end up with different results prebablydifferent country rankings and

may thus cause inconsistencies in the conclusions.

Moreover, as the second aggregate factor of housing wealth inequality concerns housing tenure
choice (homeownership rate), housing wealth inequality is also measured bigg&nure income

gap (median gross household income of homeowners divided by the median gross household income
of tenants); (f) the tenure wealth gap (the median gross total wealth of homeowners divided by the
median gross total wealth of tenants); or (g) theratification of homeownership (homeownership
rates for different income delds/terciles). However, the results may be again largely inconsistent
with the results obtained when we apply measuresgz&)l). For example, the tenure wealth gap is
mostly higher in countries with a dualist or familial housing regime than in countrigssavunitary
housing regime because tenants have a comparatively higher level ofhpasing wealth there
(Dewilde et al. 2025). The simple household wealth variance as well as the distribution of household
wealth across income distribution shows the oggite picture: wealth is significantly less equally
distributed and is significantly more concentrated among higicome households, in countries with

a unitary housing regime than in countries with a dualist/familial housing regime. Consequently,
homeowneiship may be linked both to higher wealth equality and higher wealth inequality, and the
context (institutions, housing regime), distributions (of income, transfers, age), and choice of
measure itself determine the results, i.e., whether homeownership draresource transfers that
facilitate access to it work as wealth equalisers or inequdlityers?’

The choice of measure has especially an impact on country ranking. For example, according to HFCS
data of European Central Bank from 2023, Austria ranks among the countries with the highest wealth
inequality when measured by the incorsdratification of haneownership, but when we, instead, use

the tenure income gap indicator, which practically measures the same thing, i.e., it compares the
average household equalised income of homeowners to the average household equalised income of
tenants, the inequalitydvel would be below the sample average, i.e., Austria would be somewhere in
the middle of the country ranking. Thidoes not mean that no generalisations or theoretical

17For example, e results of housing inequality research presented in Lux et al. (2013) demonstrate that (1) the traditional
relationship between housing tenure and social stratification (based on the concept of housing classes) was relatively weak
in the postsocialistCzech Republic (logically, in a sug@meownership society most poor families are also homeowners),

but (2) the housing inequalities that are traditionally present in tenure differences have been replaced by residenttal wealt
inequalities. In other wordshese are residential wealth inequalities that emerged as the main axis of housing and general
social inequality. Tenure inequality in pesbcialist societies has been transformed into residential wealth inequality, a
factor that has been shown to haweevery strong link with social stratification.
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implications may be formulated: a middienge theory that does not seek to grasp all the complex
relations between markets and structure is possible and would even be beneficial for a deeper
understanding of inequality dynamics and its further reseagdh accordance with théragmentary
mechanism of inequality evolutioonceptfor interpretation of the resultsve apply in this report.

In this chapter, we will mainly use measures of the distribution of housing wealth rather than income
or wealth gap. According to these measures, countries with a higher homeownership rate and a
dualist/familial housing regime report significantly lower uging wealth inequality than countries
with a lower homeownership rate and a unitary housing regime, which is logical and partially also
tautological as it is an outcome of the measurement methodology. Therefore, we will search for
inequality factorsin lower tier of mechanism of inequality evolutiomith primary factorssuch as
intergenerational transfers, but also income, income inequality, interest rate, etc.) in our data
analyses. Second, we will not analyse just the impact of trangii@ng on overall wealth inequality
(using macredata, country statistics) but alsts impact on micro wealth outcomes (using miedata

from the HCFS survey itself). Specifically, we will use mitata to analyse the impact of transfers on

(1) tenure choice (i.e., therobability of becoming a homeowner), (2) the level of housing wealth, (3)
the level of annual wealth appreciation (capital gains from owning a home) and even (4) the level of
housing investments (i.e., the probability of investing into additional housargent). All that clearly

and significantly influences housing wealth inequality.

We can assume, for example, that people with financial transfers may buy significantly more
expensive housing than those without these transfers. We can also assume that resource transfers
give rise to permanent excess demand in the highgced segment bthe housing market, and this
excess demand may be permanently capitalised into prices, creating aheeeage capital gains for
transferrecipients. Finally, people who get large transfers may save their spare income to buy a
second property, somethinghiat homeowners burdened with a mortgage cannot afford to do.
Transferrecipients who received a netnivial resource transfer (cash or-kind) from the family may

thus hypothetically (H1) have a significantly higher chance of becoming a homeowner, (H2) have a
significantly higher chance of entering a higher residahtvealth class because of the higher value
(price) of their home, (H3) achieve significantly higher capital gains following from the price
appreciation of their home and (H4) even have a significantly higher chance of entering the group of
pure residental investors, i.e., a higher chance of owning another investment residential property,
than those (homeowners) who do not receive an intergenerational transfer. We are going to test these
four hypotheses on micralata from the HCFS 2021 data.

Moreover, the fact that housing wealth inequality is not only smaller in the group of countries with a
dualist/familial housing regime than in countries with a unitary housing regime, but that it also
remainspermanently lowthere, is much less tautological than differences in the level of inequality
among countries themselves. The trend rather than level requires more thorough data analysis.
Specifically, despite a strong housing price boom and decreasing homeownershigpisatehere, the
highest growth inhousing wealth inequality during the past 15 years has been noticed again in
countries with a unitary housing regime and a low homeownership rate. FBRsbows a comparison

of the development of housing wealth inequality in countries surveyed by the HFCS between 2010
and 2023, using the P90/P50 indicator, published by the European Central Bank (ECB 2025): the
sharpest increase in housing wealth inequabypeared in Germany, Austria and the Netherlands,
while it remained relatively stable in many couiets with a dualist housing/familial regime and a high
homeownership rate.
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Consequently, we will partially test the hypothesis (H5) that the distribution of trangi@ng in
countries with a high homeownership rate is significantly associated with a housing wealth inequality
trend in these countries. In other words, if intergarational transfers are equally distributed within

the society, they may maintain or even decrease the overall housing wealth inequality, despite their
potentially positive effect on housing values, gains, and investments, and also despite the existence
of a housing price boom and a decrease in the homeownership rate in this society. This hypothesis
will be tested on macro datg country statisticsz by correlations and means of a Qualitative
Comparative Analysis (QCA) only indicatively because the QCA doe®nable the testing of
hypotheses in the same way as regression modelling. The average size of transfers and their
distribution have been computed from HCFS 2021 survey data and imputed to the country statistics
dataset.

-
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Source: ECB 2025, Distributional Wealth Accounts (DWA)
https://data.ecb.europa.eu/data/datasets/DWA/DWA.Q.AT.S14.A.LE.NUN.B50.EUR_R_POP.S.N
https://data.ecb.europa.eu/data/datasets/DWA?dataset%5B0%5D=Distributional+Wealth+Accounts+%28DW
A%29&advFilterDataset%5B0%5D=Distributional+Wealth+Accounts+%28DWA%29&resetAllFilters=false&fil
terType=basic&tags_array%5B0%5D=Housingé&filtersReset=false&shoade#Viodal=false

4.3.INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSFERS

Previous studies found that the likelihood of young people obtaining owseaupied housing is
linked to the housing tenure of their parents. If the parents own their home, it is significantly more
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likely that their children will also become homeowners, and this is true even after controlling f
education, income and other factors (e.g., Smits & Mulder 2008). The literature suggests two main
channels through which parents can influence the housihgices of their adult children: resource
transfers (Blaauboer 2010ulder & Smits 2013) or socialisation. Our previous qualitative study
among 63 Czech firdime buyers (conducted in 2015) showed, however, that these two channels are,
in fact, interconneted; it also confirmed that the role of parents as consultants was found to be much
more significant if their children also received (would receive) a resource transfer than if they did not
(Lux et al. 2018). Resource transfers thus play a dominantirdheitransmission of homeownership
across generations and transform the entry to homeownership into a kind of familial project/miorm
societies with less developed mortgage borrowing the acquisition of secure housing depends strongly
on within-family sdidarity.

Multigenerational ceresidence may even have a stronger effect: it may produce uneven power

OAT AGETT O AAOxAAT EZATEI U 1 AT AROO AT A O0O0BDPI 00 1 0OC
(2020 1117), who analysed the influence of parents on the housing outcomes of their adult children in
#EET Ah OOAOAOG OEAO AAAAOOA 61100 Ui 061 ¢ PAI BPI A AA
Beijing], their house purchasing behaviour is highly contaireg OEET OEAEO DPAOAT 003 1/
Roberts et al. (2088 XY XQq DHOT OEAAA AOEAAT AA OEAO ET OEA 31
£l O ACETT OANOAT AR xAO AAET ¢ EAT A ET DI AAA DPAOC
)y T AOAAOGET ¢ ZAI EI EAT EOI ET EI OOET ¢ DOdcindbddwdri OEOC
how and when young people made their own housing life stage transitions, and their family
OOAT OEOQOEIT158). Al OI 6 j} EAEAS

Especially in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), the majority of homeowners are what

is called outright homeowners, which means that they (already) are not repaying a mortgage loan.
Schwartz & Seabrooke (2008) argue that housing regimes lmarcategorised according to how

exposed they are to global financial market®y the homeownership rate and by mortgage debt to

GDP. Postsocialist CEE countries rank among the countries with a high rate of ownership and low
mortgage deby OAOT AR T EE A ADA OACEI Ah E8A8h OEA EAITEI U j C
inheritance, ceresidence), rather than the market (mortgages), plays a crucial role in housing
acquisition.

The development of housing wealth (homeownership) distribution in society impacts also
developments in public welfare (Castles 19B®ling & Horsewood 2011), through a kind of tracofé

between welfare generated by family residential wealth and welfare provided by the state. Increasing

levels of homeownership, and outright homeownership especially, have created what has started to
beAAT 1 AA OEI-AAOCAA AODEEAOAS j 21T AT A AO Al 8 woxvyq 1
(Stephens et al. 2015)hé&refore, there is also good reason to believe that the effect of transfers on
housing wealth inequality in these countries will differ to this effect in other societies where renting

and/or mortgaged homeownership are more common.

Past research on housiaglated transfers has mainly focused on: (1) the diverse motivations of
transferorsz which may be altruistic (Kohli & Kiinemund 2003), impurely altruistic (Zhang & Bian
2021), reciprocal (Izuhara 2010), indirectly reciprocal (Ltued.€202R) or complex (Druta & Ronald
2017, Cook 2021); (2) cultural differentiation in the typical amount and type of transfers (e.g., Albertini
& Kohli 2013 from large, less frequent, #kind transfers in Southern and Eastern Europe to relatively
low but more frequent financial support in Nordic countries (Kolodziejczyk & {Rstersen 2013),
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often explained as due to public welfare differences (Albertini et al. 2007); and (3) the effect
transfers on the reproduction of homeownership (e.g., Blaauboer 2008 et al. 2024; Yu 2021
Woodman et al. 2024Cigdem & Whelan 2017). Gerber et al. (2022) analysed the features of market
and nonmarket (via transfers) pathways to homeownership and demonstrated the heterogeneity in
the stratifying role of homeownership. Lux & Sunega (2025) showed that the soutfieaoting a
home may have a significant effect on the welfare attitudes of homeownsittin-family housing
related transfers strengthen the liberal attitudes of homeowners in the Czech Repubbaldition,

Lux & Sunega (2024) demonstrated tHatge ntergenerational housingelated transfers work also

as catalysts for increasing the certainty and confidence with which Czech millennials form their
housing, work and family aspirations. Where these transfers are small or where there is no transfer at
all, the aspirations are found to be vaguer, more uncertain, or unknown.

As shown in an extensive literature review by Wang & Squires (2023), studies on this topic have mainly
£l AOOAA 11 EI x DPAOAT OA1 0OOBPBI OO ET £ OAT AAO AEEI |
time and location). The first cluster of studies demamsé that parental support works as a
transmitter of homeownership, including research on the diverse impact of different forms of
transfers the second cluster consist of understanding parental motivations, and the third cluster of
studies analyse how tresfers support children housing outcomes. Our research belongs partially to
the first and to the third cluster of these studies, but we combine migsearch on the impact of
transfers on wealth outcomes with macresearch on the impact of transfejiving on overall levels

of housing inequality. Moreover, previous mieresearch was limited to outcomes such as the
housing tenure or housing wealth (value of home) of transémeivers, but we added the impact of
transfers on residential capital gains or rpuresidential investments. The main contribution to
existing knowledge comes from (1) research on the impact of transfers on various areas in which
housing wealth inequality may emerge (tenure, wealth, capital gains, residential investmé&gjs)
methodology that employs different scales of data analysis (micro and macro) at the samgatitie

(3) in systemic international comparison missing until now. This approach may deepen our
understanding of the mechanism in which transfers catalyse or mitigate Ingusiealth inequality.

4.4, METHODOLOGY

We conducted regression analyses (O&u&d logit) to measure the micrampact of transfers on
different household housing wealth outcomes using mictata from the HFCS 2021 survey wave and
correlations and a structural Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) to measure the -imacro
association betwer the housing wealth inequality trend and different factors using madata
(country statistics) from different international and national statistical sources.

Definitions and data

Gross housing wealth will be defined as the recent market value (price) of the household main
residence (HMR) se#istimated by the respondent (reference person in a household) in the HCFS 2021
survey wave, and net housing wealth will be computed as ghossing wealth minus outstanding
mortgage debt used for acquisition of HMR. The average annual capital gains from housing
appreciation will be computed as the difference between the-sstimated value of HMR at the time

of purchase/acquisition and the Iéestimated recent market value of HMR divided by the number of
years since HMR acquisition. We calculated the average annual price appreciation (APA) as follows:
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6006 — p)*100, where

CP - current market price/value,

AP - acquisition price/value,

n - number of years since purchasing/acquiring HMR.

Selfestimated values are criticised as not being perfect substitutes for objective market prices in
housing wealth inequality studies (see, e.g., Tomal 2022). There is a danger that respondents tend to
overestimate their properties, especially some grougfsrespondents or respondents from some
cultures / locations / social or income groups (Haurin et al. 2018). As Tomal (2022) demonstrates,
objective housing wealth inequality may be significantly lower than one computed on subjective data.
However, for canparative research, there is no alternative than to work with -sefforted home

values because there is no comparative survey in which household characteristics are accompanied
by an objective evaluation of their homes.

In our previous study in the Czech Republic, we used a hedonic price imputation of home values into
Czech survey data (Lux et al. 2013), but for this application in an international comparison (1) we would
need a dataset of market transactions that contsietailed housing characteristics and home
transaction prices for each country included in the international comparison and (2) HFCS survey
would have to contain detailed information about housing characteristics to impute home prices
properly. These coritlons are not realistic and, therefore, an approach based onesgtlmated home

values is commonly applied also by other researchers who analyse housing wealth inequality from
comparative perspective (e.g., Dewilde et al. 2025). However, we acknowldugeas another
important limitation for the generalisation of our results.

We will define an intergenerational transfer as a transfer of resources (inheritance, gifts and other
financial transfers or kkind help) across generations in a family reported by respondents in the HFCS
survey. In this chapter, we will especially fooumslarger resource transfers, i.e., transfers that in total
are higher than 10% of the sadftimated (purchase, market) price of HMR, because smaller transfers
are not likely to really help transferees to acquire their own housing. However, we do nodeénod
residence (multigenerational living) in the analysis, even thoughesidence with parents is also an
important part of intergenerational solidarity and may be unequally present among countries. We will
measure the effect of larger transfers on fodifferent housing wealth outcomes of a respondent
household: their probability of homeownership, their housing wealth level, their housing capital gains
and their probability of housing investment (see hypotheses H4 above). We will also measure this
effect only among young adults, i.e., respondentsférence person inlousehold) aged 184 years,
because young people have been the most affected by the recent affordability crisis in some European
countries and, therefore, the impact of transfers on housing wealth outcomes in this cohort should be
the strongest from all ge categories.

In the second phase of our analysis, we will work with matata. We will define housing wealth
inequality as housing wealth distribution in a particular country (using indicator P90/P50 computed
by ECB 202and presented in Figure 32 abgyand we will indicatively test (H5) whether thasa
strong association between the mean annual change efttbusingvealth distribution between 2010
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and 2023 and the distribution of transfgiving in selected countries in 2021 (using indicator S80/S6
computed on HFCS 20021 data). We should acknowledge here that we did not employ other possibl
perspectives or indicators of housing wealth inequalttatt may potentially give us different results.

For example, the most recent studies have pointed out that multidimensional measures of inequality
(such as housing precarity) may better reflect cumulative housing disadvantage (Hochstenbagh 2025
Dewilde etal. 2025). The concept of housing precarity is used in Chapter 3 of this report but not in
combination with housing wealth inequality. We will also not employ the income (wealth) gap in our
main macroedata analysis, and we will not work with a distributiohwealth across income groups,
which means that our wealth inequality indicator for maatata analysis does not reflect household
income in any way. This is because the ECB computed the values of P90/P50 on housing wealth
distribution for each year, i.ealso for the years between the HFCS survey waves, and such a detailed
and unique time series enabled us to compute the mean annual clsingeealth inequality forll

years andall selected countries. We admit that indicators that would consider wealth levels across
income distribution may produce different results, although presumably this difference would not be
very high.

For both macredata and micredata analyses we used a set of control variables that are specified
below for each model separately. The HFCS variable dataset is described in Chapter 1 of this report.
The data for country statistics are drawn from very diffiat statistical sources and most of them are
available in a summarised Data Overview (in MS Excel), one of the outcomes from the Houselnc
project. For micredata analyses we employed OLS (for continuous dependent variables) and logit
regressions (for dummdependent variables) and for maedata analyses we employed correlations

and a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA). QCA is a method used in comparative qualitative
sociology or comparative politics. In both disciplines there is a strong traditicasdoriented work
alongside a growing body of quantitative cresational research. QCA attempts to bridge the worlds

of quantitative and qualitative (caseriented) research and allows causal conditions to be studied
even if the causality is very complard involves different combinations of causal conditions capable

of generating the same outcome. It is a powerful tool for thetegting and allows the elaboration of

new assumptions or theories (Rihoux 2006).

QCA can be applied to research designs of small or intermediate size, such as samples between 5 and
50 cases. It is therefore more suitable for our madata analysis of théactors of housing wealth
inequality than (panel) regression modelling because we are working with a very limited sample size.
A possible disadvantage of using a QCA is that for a small sample research design the number of
logically possible combinations and catidns quickly overwhelms the number empirically observed
combinations (Rioux 2006). Moreover, there could be many combinations of independent variables
entering into the model, for which the value of the dependent variable is not known (outcome value).
Such combinations are then omitted. As a result, the number of independaniables must be
limited.

7TEQOE OBMOB# AEAOD j AO1#! qh OEA 1T OECET Al AbPbPiI EAAQEI
values: zero or one (a binary variable). Unfortunately, in its original form the technique cannot be used
to assess the effect of the relative strengths bétindependent variables (as they can only have two
values). To overcome the issue of binary variables and enable use of continuous variables (but not,
however, categorised variables), extended (or generalised) forms of QCA were developed: Multi
Value QCAmMvQCA) and Fuzzy Set QCA (fsQCA).
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QCA tries to overcome the small sample problem by analysing all logically possible combinations
independent variables. The independent variables should be defined according to the theory being
examined. Possible combinations of independent variablescargrasted with empirically observed
outcomes (the values of the dependent variable) and the number of combinations leading to the same
output is then reduced using the rules of Boolean algebra. QCA rests on combinatorial rather than
additive logic. Combiatorial logic focuses on the contribution of unique combinations of variables
OET OCEO T £#/ AO OAAOOAT Al T EOI AOOOAGSE 1T O OOAAT AOEIT
are crucial for distinguishing one outcome from another (Soulliere 2005¢. tO the limited number

of cases (surveyed countries), we decided to apply €3ispQCA analysis (csQCA). However, it is
important to stress that QCA is not designed to statistically test a hypothesis (or at least not in the

form familiar in other quantative methods, such as OLS analysis). However, it can uncover possible
combinations of independent variables and the relationships between them that would result in the

expected state of the dependent variable.
A detailed specification of hypotheses for micredata analyses

We first tested the diverse effects of transfers on housing wealth outcomes using -aéte i.e.,
individual survey data from the fourth wave of the HFCS collected in 2021. The first possible direct
effect of transfers on housing wealth, which we arergpto test, may be that transferees with larger
financial transfers have a higher chance of becoming homeowners and thus have a higher chance of
having at least some housing wealth than those without such transfers. Second, we can assume that
homeownerstransfereesmay acquire more expensive housing, measured by the price of the
EI OOAET 1 A0 | AET OAOEAATAA | (-2qh AT A OEOO 1 AU |
without transfers. Third, we can assume that resource transfers give rise to permanent exoeescle

in the higherpriced segment of the housing market, and this excess demand is permanently
capitalised into prices, creating abovaerage capital gains in this market segment. Therefore,
homeownerstransferees could achieve higher capital ggirom the appreciation of their HMR than
homeowners without transfers. Finally, we can assume that people who get large financial or wealth
transfers may save their spare income to buy a second property, something that a household
burdened with a mortgag cannot afford to do. Therefore, homeownetsnsferees may have a
higher probability of owning investment property than homeowners without transfers. Consequently,
we tested the following four hypotheses:

(H1) (Young)ransferees who received (large) resource transfer(s) from their family, i-&inéhor

cash transfers that in total exceeded 10% of the (purchase) value of the HMR (if the price of the HMR
is known, otherwise any resource transfer), have a significahtther chance of becoming
homeowners than those who did not receive such a transfer, after controlling for other household
characteristics that may have an effect on tenure choice.

(H2)(Young) Homeownergransferees who received a large resource transfer from their family have
significantly higher gross (net) housing wealth than those homeowners who did not receive this
transfer, after controlling for other household and housing charaist&cs that may have an effect on
housing value.

(H3) (Young) Homeowneisansferees who received a large resource transfer from their family
achieve statistically significantly higher average annual capital gains from their HMR than (young)
homeowners who did not receive this transfer, after controllifiog other household and housing
characteristics that may have an effect on capital gains.
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(H4)(Young) Homeownersransferees who received a large resource transfer from their family hav
a significantly higher likelihood of owning another investmdsécondary residential property than
(young) homeowners who did not receive this transfer, again after controlling for other
household/housing characteristics.

If we assume an unequal distribution of transfers across income groups, all tested effects of resource
transfers should increase housing wealth inequality, both in the form of a tenure gap (people without
a transfer would have more limited access to homeanship) and, especially, in the form of the
distribution of housing wealth (homeowners without transfers would have wealth of lower value,
would achieve lower capital gains from owned property and also would have lower residential
investment wealth). If onfirmed, the transferees should have higher housing wealth, capital gains
and investment residential wealth than those who were left without any significant help from the
family. We tested our hypotheses among the whole population and on a subsample uoigyo
respondents (reference person up to the age of 44); the latter being affected by recent housing
affordability crisis the most.

We conducted our micrglata analysis only on a subsample of five countrigslgium, Estonia,
Germanythe Netherlandand3 PAET 8 4EEO OAIBPI A EO 116 A A£O6i1 OA
reasons: Romania does not take part in the HFCS, the UK did not participate in the last 2021 HFCS
survey wave, and the surveys in the Czech Republic, Finland and Italy did not iqukst®ns on
transfergiving. Despite these data limitations, we have one country representing a familial housing
regime from Eastem Europe (Estonia), one country representing a dualist housing regime from
Western Europe (Belgium), one country representing corporatist welfare and unitary housing regimes
(Germany), and one country representing a sedamocratic welfare and unitary hsing regime

(the Netherlands) in the sample. In order to have also a country representing a familial housing regime
from Southern Europe, we additionally included Spain in our sample, even though it is not a country
AOT T 100 OAT OA C®daripkdudficiehtfy refleEtEthe vari€yfduingi@dimes in
Europe, but this selection as well as rexistent data for many European countries represent another
important research limitation.

Data for macro-data analysis

Figure 33shows the tenure structure in selected countries that participate in the HFCS 2021 (last
wave). The countries with a high homeownership rate and dualist/familial housing regime (Eastern
and Southern Europe) are slightly overrepresented at the expense oohtdes with lower
homeownership rate and unitary housing regime; specifically, Scandinavian countries and Denmark
are missing from the sample. However, the sample still sufficiently reflects variance in tenure
structure and includes even courdgs with a unitary housing regime and more balanced tenure
structure, such agwustria, Germany and the Netherlands.
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Source: HFCECBWaveW o WX h AOOET 008 AAI AOI AGET 1 8

SECODQA4EA OAT OOA ETATI A CAD

Note: Tenure income gap is computed as theeragegross equalised household income of homeowners
divided by theaveragegrossequalised household income of tenants.
Source: HFCECB) Wavw o WX h AOOET 008 AAlI AOI AGEIT T 8
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Figure34 shows a comparison of the ratio of the average equalised income of homeowners to t
average equalised income of tenants, i.e., the-catled tenure income gap, among European
countries that participated in the 2021 HFCS wave. Similarly, Fi@sshows homeownership
stratification across income distribution, using the indicator S80/S20 computed on equalised
household income. Once again, different measures lead to different country rankings (see, for
example, the position of Austria in the rankinggde byboth measures). However, if we compare
Figure 33with Figure35 homeownership income stratification reflects to a large extent country
tenure structure: the lower the homeownership rate, the higher the income stratification of
homeownership. In countries with a dualist/familial housing regime, homeownership is noualg
distributed across income groups (and housing wealth is also more equally distributed in society) than
in countries with a unitary housing regime and low homeownership rateis is awell-known and
partially tautological conclusion present in previous housing wealth studies. However, as stated
above, we will not use these two indicators of inequality in our matata analysis and instead will
employ the distribution of housing wealthy indicator P90/P50 computed directly by the ECB (see
Figure32in the previous section of this chapter).

Note: S80/S20 for homeownership stratificatias computed ashhomeownership rate in the highest income
quintile divided byhomeownership rate in the lowest income quintile, according to the equalised disposable
household income distribution

Source: HFCECB) Wavw o WX h AOOET 008 AAlI AOI AGEIT T 8

Figure36 shows the share of respondents in the particular country that received resource transfers
from their family: (1) regardless of type, purpose and amount; (Kirid housing (land, apartment,
house) or cash regardless of purpose (for cash transfers thgoparcould not be determined from
data), both regardless of the amount; (3)kind housing or cash regardless of purpose that, however,
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in total exceeded 10% of the sedktimated (purchase) price of the HMR for homeowners; and (4) tha
exceeded in total 10% of the sadbtimated (purchase) price of the HMR for homeowners, regardless
of type and purpose. The countries in Fig8&are ranked according to the value of series (4) because
we will use this minimunsize limited transfergiving, regardless of its type and purpose, to testzH1
H4 in our micredata analyses. As the purpose of the transfexs reportedonly for inkind (and not
cad) transfers in the HFCS survey, and even fddind transfers ivas relativelyague, we ultimately
opted to use larger resource transfers regardless of their purpose and type in our analysis.

Surprisingly, the highest scope of intergenerational assistance has been reported by respondents in
the countries of Western Europe rather than in the countries of Eastern or Southern Europe; the
highest intensity of intergenerational resource transferssMaund in France, Austria, Belgium and
Ireland. These countries are then followed by Slovakia and Southern European countries (Spain,
Portugal) and it is only after them that we find most countries of Eastern Europe (Lithuania, Hungary,
Estonia or Slovem)). The countries of Western Europe with a unitary housing regime and low
homeownership rate rank after this group, but the lowest intensity of resource trargiféng was
recorded again in possocialist countries, i.e., in Latvia and Croatia, which atréhe bottom of the
country ranking.

The surprisingly weak association between transfigring intensity and the (outright)
homeownership rate may be caused by data limitations (the question on traigglng may be
perceived as sensitive in some cultures, and it may have a very differesé $e different contexts)

but it may also be partially explained by the fact that in Southern European countries,
intergenerational housingelated assistance often has the form of-oesidence with parents rather
than resourcegiving (Albertini et al. 203). Ceresidence is not, however, present in the HFCS data,
and even if it was, we would hardly estimate its value to measure its distribution. The result may also
be explained by the patidependent evolution of housing regimes in the countries of Easkarrope,
where many homeowners could have taken advantage of preferential home financing during
socialism and/or, especially, could have taken advantage of the giveaway privatisation of public
housing after socialism collapsed. This development allowed ynagople to become homeowners
without any financial help from the family.

However, young cohorts in postocialist countries can no longer rely on public financing or giveaway

housing privatisation, and therefore the intensity of intergenerational resource trangii@ng may

be changing now. Figurg7shows the share of young households (with a household head under 44
years of age) in the country that received an intergenerational transfer, following the same structure
of transfers as in Figurd6, and we can see that some countries from Central and Eastern Europe
(especially Haogary and Estonia, but partially also Lithuania or Slovakia) moved up in the country
ranking; however, Austria and France (together with Cyprus) still remained at the top of the hierarchy.
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Figure 38 shows the distribution of larger resource transfers (exceeding 10% of the HMR val
regardless of the purpose and type for homeowners) within each country using indicator P80/P60 for
equalised household income. Higher equality of transféring across icome distribution has been
found in Slovakia, Croatia, Austria, Lithuania, Greece, Belgium and Hungary, while higher inequality
is, on the other hand, observed in Slovenia, the Netherlands, Ireland, Estoniaeapécially,
Portugal, Latvia, SpainGermany and France. It is again surprisingly not true that higher intensity
(share) of transfegiving corelates with its more equal distribution within society. By combining
information from Figure37(the share of transferees among young people), Figesdthe share of
transferees among all respondents) and Fig@&ythe distribution of transfers), and after excluding
very small European states, we can categorise the countries into four major groups: countries with (1)
high intensityand equally distibuted resource transfers (Austria, Belgium, Slovakia, Hungary and
Lithuania); (2) countries witthigh intensitybut unequally distributedesource transfers (Ireland,
Estonia, France, Spain and Portugal); (3) countries lwithintensityand equally distributed transfers
(Croatia, Greece, Slovenia and the Netherlands); and (4) countrieslavittintensityand unequally
distributedtransfers (Germany and Latvia).

0.

o

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

m

m S80/S60

Note: S80/%0 for distribution of transfersis computed agtotal amount of resource transfers received by
households irthe highest income quintilelivided bytotal amount of resource transfers received by the lowest
three income quintilesaccording to the equalised disposable household income distribution

Source: HFCECB) Wavw o WX h AOOET 008 AAlI AOI AGEIT T 8
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4.5.FINDINGS FROM THE MICR®ATA (HFCS SURVEY) ANALYSIS

In order to test hypotheses Hli4 (micrelevel of our data analyses), we ran full regression models
with the following dependent variables: the chance of having a homeownership status (H1); total
housing (residential) wealth (H2); average annual capit@ahgy@an the main residence (H3); and (H4)
the chance of having anothefsecondary,investmeni residential property(apartment, house,
building plot) The main explanatory variable was the fact of whether the household received or not a
significant resourcdransfer from the family (exceeding 10% of the HMR value); and we controlled for
the effect of other relevant factors, such as the size of the dwelling, the size of the household, the
OAODPI T AAT 660 ET OOAET T A ET AT i Ah eegféctwas aiso Orrdl@OOh A C
by running a separate model on a subsample of respondents agdd j@ars.

Specifically, the chance to become a homeowner (H1) may be influenced also by household income,
education, age and marital status of its head because richer, more educated, older and married
(cohabitating) respondents have a traditionally higher chancbaihg homeowners than poorer, less

educated, younger and single (divorced) people. Similarly, respondents living in larger households
(especially with children) have traditionally also a higher chance of being a homeowner. The actual

level of housing weallt within the group of homeowners (H2) may also be influenced, next to the

income, age, and education of the homeowner, by dwelling and household size, because larger (and
therefore more expensive) dwellings are purchased by households with a larger nafinembers

(again especially those with children). Spatial/local factors (such as regional dummy or urban/rural
neighbourhood) have traditionally an important impact on mean annual housing price appreciation

(capital gains), i.e., for testing H3. Howevere could not include them among the controls for all

country models due to missing data in the HFCS for some countries in our sample. Therefore, as a
default for testing H3 we worked with the same control variables as for H2, but, when available, we
specifed changes in the parameter value for the variable measuring trargféng even after

controlling for these additional locational housing attributes. Finally, to test H4 we also used the same

list of control variables but excluded primary home resideotlaracteristics that have no reasonable

impact on probability of household residential investments. All the hypotheses were tested on a
sample of all households and on a subsample of young households (with a head of household aged
1844 years).

Table27shows the results from the logit regression model that tested hypothesis H1 on the whole
sample and included several household and housing characteristics as controls. It confirms that the
age of the head of the household (especially in Spain and Germhisyfier marital status (except for
Estonia), education, size of household (an especially strong association wittpésson households

was observed) and household income all had a statistically significant impact on the chance of being
a homeowrer in all five countries of our sample. It also shows that even after controlling for these
factors, larger resource transfers have a significant impact on the probability of homeownership in
four out of five countries (the only exception being Germanyergfore, it seems that transfegiving
strongly influences tenure choice in many European countries, including tenure choice in countries
with a unitary housing regime (Netherlands).

However, when we run a similar model on the subsample of young people under the age of 44 (Table
28), the impact of resource transfers on the probability of homeownership status remained significant
only in two countries that have a high homeownership rate and a dualist/familial housing regime:
Belgium and Estonia (the model fit statistics for Spain &&w, which could also cause weak effect

of transfers on tenure choice there). A comparison of results from both models inditetedespite

W
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transfers may have a significant impact on homeownership status also in countries with a unita
housing regime, this effect may be stronger only at a higher age, when people might, for example,
inherit some property, than among young people for theirtfiusing. Consequently, the transfers
may play different roles in different housing regimes: in familial regimes they may represent a means
to acquire housing security for young adults (in homeownership), while in unitary regimes they may
work rather as a occasional wealth accelerator at a higher age because young adults may get
sufficient housing security also in tenancy.

Table29 shows the OLS results from testing hypothesis H2 on all homeowners and 3@ble the
subsample of young homeowners. The results show that household income and/or education of
household head statistically significantly affect the level of gross housing wealth (home value) of
homeowners in all countries (in Spain, the effect of edicawas stronger than the effect of income,
while in the remaining countries the opposite was true). They also demonstrate that the effect of
larger intergenerationaltransfers on the level of gross residential wealth of homeowners is
statistically significant only in Belgium, Estonia and Spain, i.e., in three countries with dualist/familial
housing regimes and a high homeownership rate. As Tabihows, the same conclusion applies also
for young homeowners, though the impact of transfers on the level of housing wealth in Belgium
became narrowly insignificant (Sig. = 0.053). Conversely, the impact of transfers on the level of gross
housing wealth 6homeowners is stastically insignificant in countries with a unitary housing regime
and a higher share of rental housing: the Netherlands and Germany.

We run similar OLS models wittet housing (residential) wealth as a dependent variable, i.e., we
deducted any outstanding mortgage (housing) debt from gross household housing wealth to
compute its net value. This time, as TaBlikdemonstrates, the transfers have a narrowly significant
impact on housing wealth also in the Netherlands (but not within the subsample of young
homeowners, see Tabl82). However, the impact of transfers amet housing wealth is partially
endogenous because intergenerational tifers often substitute debts, and therefore it is not
surprising that transfers have a higher impact on the net wealth value (after debt deduction) than on
the gross wealth value (before debt deduction) of homeowners.
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6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands
#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&asg #1 Aas #1 Aas j
40AT OEAO AAT OA X 1.918%* 1.069 1.660* 1.486%* 1,583+
AANOGEOEOGEIT T Al O¢ j ©8) j ©8 j 84 j ©8d j ©8 X
'!'CA T £ OAE8 DPAOC
, AGO OGEAT QY UAA 2 A, 2 A 2 A 2 A 2 A
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f P8WYW(O| d8WI Y(j d8WI Wdj d8XYXAj #8Xn/nRJ
i 2.654%* 6.255"* | 3.766"* 5.038* 2796
f p8WOR |j P8XEVYA] P8WI £ df P8XYDPAj P8 Xi |
Vi 2.686™* 10.085%** 6.387%* | 8.667 2.734%x
f d8WYW(O| o8WWDJj d8QdT j d8XYi dj 98X QQ
&V o 5.111%* | 11.591%* 5.580%** 14.245%+* 2.087%+x
f P8WYY(j o8WQR |j P8WaEdj P8XaRdj P8XE N
(ECEAOO AABOAAOQEI
0O0EI AOU j1T O 11 Ao0601 0.159** 0.668 0.468** 0.249%*
(0.281) (0.691) (0.514) (0.101) (0.222)
T xAO OAATT AAOU | 0.501* 0.221 %+ 0.474** 0.693**+ 0.490%**
(0.221) (0.326) (0.236) (0.095) (0.148)
5DDAO OAATT AAOU | 0.577% 0.795 0.820 0.627%+* 0.630***
(0.165) (0.124) (0.168) (0.092) (0.119)
4A00EAQU Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
%NOEOAT EOAA COI g 1.036% 1.010%** 1.037%* 1.0002 1.014%*+
(0.006) (0.002) (0.008) (0.0003) (0.003)
- AOEOAT OOAOGOO 1|
3ET CI A 0.886 1.223 0.888 1.234* 0.739*
(0.206) (0.179 (0.220) (0.106) (0.144)
-AOOEAA O AT 1 08 | 2530% 2.337%*+ 1.520 1.797**+ 2.357%**
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(1T OOAET 1T A OEUA
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Note: Dependent variable: homeownership (1) or other tenure (0). For tenants, the size of the transfer is not
limited by any minimum amount. Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.
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Note: Dependent variable: homeownership (1) or other tenure F@) tenants, the size of the transfer is not
limited by any minimum amountRef. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.
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#1171 OOAT O 126.198* 583.547*+* 2.554 107.501 88.424*

(58.530) (65.721) (13.802) (58.691) (34.560)
30ADPI BDOI AOGET 1 | 1,496 2,423 1,837 5,001 1,492
I OAOACA 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0016 0.0230
, AOCAOO &-) 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0093 0.1155
& 21.05 113.00 45,58 45.10 29.16
00T A I & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
2y 0.1673 0.1436 0.3586 0.2333 0.1455
00T A I & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
00AOAT 2w 0.2819 0.2055 0.2103 0.1020 0.2290

Note: Dependent variablegross residential property wealth in thousands EURRf. = reference category. *
p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

Source( & # 3

j %#" qQ 7AO0A wowxh
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AAMBAET AAO A QAR ERATGD GOOA CHAMGHERT GO ¢ AET ORI x1
I £ OAEZAOAT AA PAOOIT Ec od UAAOOQ

6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands
#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&asg #1 Aasg j

4 0AT OEAO AAT O/ 61.253 80.131 43.242%+* 57.277* 1.643

(-2 AANOEOEOET|; QX8aYXj YaB8XEE | XP8QWE | Xi 81 Ydj wigwni

(ECEAOO AADAA(

OAAE8 PAOOI I

0OEI AOU {1 O 11 -109.603*** | -133.019 -7.594 AX81 o | Bl 81 dQ
FWA8YXEiiwsYi Vi Xns8l &ddj WX8dWXj 1 Q8Yel

, I xAO OAAT T AA(-73.941* -108.612 -21.228 Kn8oaw|é d8XQa
f Qa8ni qdf nW8Qaé i wasindj Xi 8Qnijlj Xoo8Qo

5PDAO OAAT T AA(Xé 8d¢ & | -190.589%* | -25.374* 3.935 4 X871 XQ
F AOXB8OWX | YW8AYE | Xp8YaXi XQ8i QY j Wi s8oal

4AO00EAQU 2 A E8 2 A ES8 2 AES 2 A E8 2 AES

WNOEOAT EQAA C( 2.155%* 3.384%** 2.914%+* 4,884%* 1.269*

OET OOAT AO f d8YYi dj #8i 1 Xdj ®8avwadj o8YWddj o8Y Qi

(T OOAETT A OEU,

XBDAOOT T EIT OOAE Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

WwWAOOI T ET OOAE 55581 16.422 6.964 -9.060 2.901
(33.032) (63.574) (13.539) (19.104) (27.189)

MDAOOTT EIT OOAFH 77.762* 42,583 14.232 18.453 60.608
(37.886) (46.294) (13.597) (18.320) (44.388)

IBAOOT T ET OOAFH 114.259* 225.783* 14.964 33.998 44.416
(43.113) (110.986) (13.312) (18.317) (28.740)

Y T ODIAIO®A T ET | 134.419*% 196.721* 35.604* 76.172% 93.731 (85.737
(40.726) (89.559) (16.785) (28.694)

(-2 AOAA

ami 1w Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

@i i w -117.475 26.238 -76.002 129.396%**
(84.676) i (17.499) (52.762) (33.387)

adi W -14.964 -158.884 55.641%** -31.414 138.590%**
(74.443) (198.792) (17.914) (53.027) (25.270)

Xaol {1 W 4.996 -54.697 112.613%+* -17.669 188.086%+*
(72.112) (203.216) (21.789) (52.251) (26.104)

XYo AT A 11T OA | 91847 97.440 195.218%* 91.130 321.412%*
(74.072) (201.823) (27.086) (54.689) (39.235)

#1171 O0AT O 105.865 263.621 -14.608 67.580 82.484%+*
(82.423) (216.445) (27.205) (51.170) (18.064)

30ADPT DOl AGET T | 316 283 565 685 328

I OAOACA 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0023 0.0263

, AOCAOO &-) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0189 0.0608

& 11.68 5.55 17.95 15.14 46.57

00T A I & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2y 0.2703 0.1315 0.4902 0.3730 0.2409

Note: Dependent variablegross residential property wealth in thousands EURRf. = reference category. *

p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

Source( & # 3

j %#" qQ 7AOA wowxh
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6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands
#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&asg #1 Aasg j
4 0AT OEAO AAT O/ 50.791% 4.245 20.637** 31.496%+* 52.517*
(-2 AANOEOEOETj Xi 8i @i|j Xa8Wi Xji8noQdja8aéi qj wXxa8Vi Y
(ECEAOO AADAA(
OAAE8 PAOOIT I
OOEI AOU 1T O TIZxHABYRY|XY8i 1 &|ZXYB8YHRY|-58924% 3.699
P Xi8T T Yjaaséeadji s8wYeédj Xo8xX1 dj wwsVYi Q
, I xAO OAATT AA( 7688 -122.416* A8aQ¢ -49.087*+* i ¢ 8wax
P Xa8YYYiinaslailj XWsaXYdj Xo8WXy
5PPDAO OAAT T AA KWV W -68.252+*+ -10.782** -26.023** X881 i
P Xa8YYYjQ8iilnAndji saQoadj Xagodaté
4AO00EAOQU 2 A E8 2 A A8 2 A ES8 2 A E8 2 A E8
%NOEOAT EOAA C( 0575+ 1.223%** 0.779%+* 0.928 0.472*
OET 6OAT AO P P8WWXA} P8OXadj »8WYWW | d8T i ddj o8 WXA
(T OOAETT A OEU,
XBAOOTT EIT OOAE Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
WAOOT T ET OOAFH 13.254 -8.473 0.163 30.300%+* 23.925
(13.710) (15.488) (5.225) (8.424) (19.595)
BDAOOTT ET OOAE -20.119 -43.156* 4.920 -8.315 -14.424
(28.815) (21.062) (6.970) (8.254) (20.733)
iZAOOT T EI OOAH -18.284 -9.400 -10.463 -15.493 -20.913
(15.839) (40.518) (7.515) (9.199) (21.856)
Y T ODIAIO®A T ET|1.838 25.387 7.064 17.892 -23.336
(21.735) (64.085) (9.919) (16.153) (37.868)
(-2 AOAA
ammi T W Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
i 1w -20.616 -218.175%* | 12.325%* 3.097 67.043*
(66.833) (39.665) (4.511) (17.959) (21.951)
adi Tw 3.006 -170.037% | 35,152%*+ 32.543 74.507%+*
(42.824) (15.537) (5.062) (17.191) (18.405)
Xaol {1 W 46.265 -108.760%* | 81.751%** 59.049** 121.808***
(42.886) (14.727) (11.778) (17.744) (22.274)
XYod AT A 1T OA 1 129.871* 21.759 134.696%** 166.290%* 220.168%+*
(42.068) (24.847) (11.402) (20.601) (30.163)
#1171 OOAT O 136.259** 383.042%+* 22.326%** 69.423** 42.945
(43.326) (28.7086) (5.479) (21.405) (28.219)
30ADPT BDOI AGET 1T | 1,496 2,423 1,837 5,001 1,492
I OAOACA 26) 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0004 0.0174
, AOCAOO &-) 0.0012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0023 0.1125
& 12.93 31.59 33.69 32.32 8.03
00T A I & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
2y 0.1085 0.0952 0.2883 0.1860 0.0570

Note: Dependent variablenet

Source( & # 3

residential property wealth in thousands EURef. = reference category. *
p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

i %#" qQ 7AO0A wWowxh
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4AAMTAET AAO A GGRBARO RATAITADD CEAGFOENIQAOKN EAEDOE AT x1 A
OAEZAOAT AA PAOOIT EC oo UAAOOQ

6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands
#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&asg #1 Aasg j

4 OA1T Q{E{\ Q ] A A I O/ 52.165% 28.380 27.291%* 32.750%* KEB8aQQ

(-2 AANOEOEOEIl|] Xé8nndij Qi 8XXéijée¢8QYXQj XX8aXdj WyYs8ai o

(ECEAOO AADAA(

OAE8 PAOOI I

OOEI AOU 10 114 Y8¢ Q| 130.644* D8YT Y |[Wé8odWYW |[ADBAYQ
P wsQnRé il é8XwWdij Xn8YIl Xjwasi Yi|j Qagi o

, T xAO OAAT T AA(Z X8i oY | -92560 -0.866 # 8 X X X é'I'SlPX\"("
P Wi 8ai|lj £€Q8Qd(j Xa8adg P XX D8 Wi

5PPAO OAAT T AA(Z 8XIn -105.611* -3.559 2.701 wysnQQ
PXTE 8T WA T Y8SXWYjée8YAXAj XP8EEY| WYBDYi

4A0OO6EAQU 2 A /8 2 A /S8 2 A AES8 2 A AES8 2 A E8

wWNOEOAT EOAA C( 1.193* 1.652* 0.997* 1.675%+* 0.739

OET OOAT AO P 81 1 Qdj 8¢ Wi j @81 Yé(dj d8Qdeédj d8Y £ QQ

(T OOAETT A OEU,

XBDAOOT T EIT OOAE Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

WwAOOTT ET OOAE 3550 -28.690 -8.145 -35.701
(22.338) (40.499) "17.017.9.073 15 637) (24.097)

BDAOOTT ET OOAE 17.715 -12.763 -4.850 -9.662
(27.247) (42.565) (10.709) (12.408) 87.132 (36.723

I2AOOT T ET OOAF 73.082* 53.965 -5.415 -27.370* 2.083
(24.962) (111.108) (9.870) (12.481) (26.287)

Y T ODIAIO®A T ET | 59.220* 5.042 15.358 7.946 60.748
(28.853) (54.200) (12.789) (21.810) (91.601)

(-2 AOAA

i W Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

i 1w -61.153 10.789 -29.501 95.848**
(66.588) ) (13.283) (29.305) (29.448)

adi W -13.525 25.148 23.156 -16.070 106.357+*
(60.664) (47.346) (13.139) (27.628) (19.759)

Xdzol § | w 4.499 82.056 64.594*+* 129.007*+*
(60.194) (58.148) (17.317) -3.154 (27,673 (22.647)

XYoo AT A 11T OA 113509 236.705%** 124.463%+* 66.507* 169.101%+*
(60.509) (48.406) (18.683) (30.830) (32.030)

#1171 O0AT O 83.250 78.276 11.078 55.612* -14.746
(64.228) (56.550) (19.792) (27.389) (19.205)

30ADPI bOI AGET 1 | 316 283 565 685 328

I OAOACA 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0002 0.0035

, AOCAOO &-) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0022 0.0279

& 4.73 12.96 12.37 7.14 20.25

00T A I & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

2y 0.1764 0.0639 0.3406 0.2274 0.0699

Note: Dependent variablenet

residential property wealth in thousands EURef. = reference category. *

p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

Source( &# 3 | %# "

7A0A wowxh AOOEI O0O86 AAiI ADOI AGEI T 8

Table33shows the results from the test of hypothesis H3 on househblisieowners and Tabld4
on the subsample of young householiemeowners. Receiving a large intergenerational transfer
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significantly increases the level of the mean annual capital gain acquired from the appreciation
ET 1T AT xT AOOGS (-2h AAEOAO AT 1 OOTITTETC A O 1T OEAO
with a dualist/familial regime and a high homeownershite. Estonia left this group, but the whole
model for this country was not significant (Prob > F = 0.0970) and therefore it is hard to interpret the
results for this country® Therefore, we can causally say that in countries with a dualist/familial
housing regime and a high homeownership rate the impact of intergenerational transfers on the level
of the mean annual capital gain from the primary residence may be significamther words, in
these countries the prices of the properties of homeowners who received an intergenerational
transfer likely appreciate more than the prices of the properties of those who did not receive one.

Conversely, in countries with a unitary housing regime and a higher share of renting, like Germany

and the Netherlands, the main factor that determines the level of average annual capital gain from

OEA ET OOET ¢ POEAA AbPDPOAAE Asdhdldiincdméand®tBeleduedtidn Afl x T A O«
OEA EI OOAEI 1T A EAAA8 3DPAET OADPOAOGAT 6O AT ET OAOAO
education on capital gains is significant but in the opposite direction than expected (the lower the
education, the highethe capital gainy this additionally confirms the role of resource transfers in this

country, which has a positive, expected and significant impact.

As discussed above, the degree of urbanisation (size of municipality) and regional dummies can also
theoretically have a significant impact on housing capital gains, but the data included the degree of
urbanisation only for Belgium and Estonia, and regibtiammies only for Germany, while both were
missing for remaining countries in the sample. The parameter for the transfer variable remained
statistically significant in Belgium even when the degree of urbanisation was included in the model (B
= 0.582*) andhe R2 increased to 0.0374. However, the overall fit statistics of the models used to test
the impact of transfers on capital gains was low, especially when compared to the fit statistics of the
models used to test H2.

For young respondents (Tab8), the impact of transfers on the level of the average annual capital
gain was not statistically significant in any country in our sample; however, this result may be due to
the low sample size, which made the models in Belgium and Germany insignificeois ¢PF for
Belgium = 0.3896 and Prob > F for Germany = 0.0838). The model is surprisingly significant for Estonia,
which has a high share of young people in the population, and thus the subsample of young
respondents is largr in this country than, for example, Belgium Germanyandthe Netherlands. We

may, however, conclude that the impact of transfers on the level of average annual capital gain from
the HMR will probably be weak (if it exists at all) among young homeowners.

18|n Estonia, transfers play a less important role than in Belgium or Spain, so this could be a factor of the lower impact of
transfers on capital gains. But because the country model as a whole was not significant, this interpretation remains
unfounded.
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4AAMMBET AAO A GRGRDBARO AT O OA OEAIAD GA BAGAKOAEGAAA T AN Al
i (-2q APEWORREBODEAT xT AOO
6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands

#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&as #1 Aasg j
40A1 OEAO AAT 60517 0.071 -0.326 0.812%** -0.193
(-2 AANOEOEOE]j o8WYadj ®8Qd¢é dj ®81 ¢ Qd j 8 XY X(j ®8WWI Q
(ECEAOO AADAA(

OAAE8 PAOOI I
0O0EI AOU T 0O 110676 -7.010%** -1.627 1.565 *** -0.276

f 8T aé(j P8aYQ( | X8adé(j d8WYWQQ j ©81T i i d
, I xAO OAATT AA(-0.202 0.739 1.358 0.391 -1.049%**

F P8QRE( | P8I Xi (j X8XYE(| P8WYWX( | P8WRA YC
5DDA0O OAAT 1T AA(0.048 -0.451 1.152%* 0.265 -0.746%**

F P8WI Y(j o8WIi a0 j @81 Wi (j d8WAX( | P8WWX(
4AO00EAOQOU 2 A E8 2 A A8 2 A ES8 2 A A8 2 A E8
%WNOEOAT EOAA ClZ208 0D Q{ P8 DDA QE d8ddNA Xi| PS8 PDOXY | P8 dDOWi
OETI 608Q P PEDDQI| ] PEDPDPQC | PEDPDAE | PEPDOPYY | P8 PDPQY
(1T OOAET 1T A OEU,

XBAOOTT EIT OOAE Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
WwAOOTT ET OOAEH 0.083 -0.190 -0.191 0.685** 0.179

(0.285) (0.261) (0.532) (0.222) (0.220)
BDAOOTT ET OOAE 0.285 0.934* -0.918 -0.688** -0.079

(0.389) (0.456) (0.682) (0.249) (0.344)
IDA0OOT T EIT OOAH 0503 1.204* -0.914 -1.049%** 0.260

(0.309) (0.489) (0.691) (0.270) (0.312)

Y 1T ODIAIO®A T ET|0.765 1.889** -0.425 -0.920* -0.504

(0.405) (0.655) (0.889) (0.438) (0.485)
(-2 AOAA
ami 1w Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Tayi 1w 0.430 0.327 0.835 0.387 2.266**

(0.720) (1.024) (0.888) (1.018) (0.736)
adi W 0.491 -0.423 1.736 0.807 2.285%+*

(0.543) (0.261) (0.891) (0.953) (0.643)
Xaol § | w 0.891** -0.592** 1.916% 1.111 2.531 %

(0.340) (0.207) (0.946) (0.951) (0.643)

XYod AT A 1T OA | 1.204% -0.801*** 1.065 1.873* 2.369%*+

(0.314) (0.242) (1.052) (0.951) (0.667)

#1171 O0AT O 3.142%* 3.824%* 3.957%* 1.539 2.210%

(0.380) (0.377) (0.859) (0.953) (0.670)
30APT BDOI AGET T | 1,395 2,279 814 4,841 1,375
! OAOACA 26) 0.0663 0.0000 0.0000 0.0423 0.0790
, AOCAOO &-) 0.1955 0.0000 0.0000 0.0883 0.1913
& 3.10 41032.90 1.53 18.22 3.47
00T A I & 0.0001 0.0000 0.0970 0.0000 0.0000
2y 0,0290 0.0528 0.0357 0,0920 0,0317

Note: Dependent variableaverage annual appreciation rate (%) of the household main residence (HMR). Since the
annual increase in the value of a household's main residence may be higher in attractive locations, we wanted to
include an additional variable in the model indicatingetdegree of urbanisation or the size of the municipality.
Unfortunately, the size of the municipality is not available in the HFCS data. The degree of urbanisation variable
(DHDEGURBA) is available, but the values for DE, ES, and NL are missing. Weréhigied to reestimate at least

the models for BE and EE with this variable, and the results did not change significantly. Most importantly, impact of
the variable indicating whether or not the household received a larger transfer remained statiss@iificant in
Belgium. Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

Source( &#3 | w#" qQ 7A0A wowxh AOOEI AAl AOI ACET 1 8

W
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AAMAEET AAO
APDOA AEBAOERL

GA QADAG ATATT O OA OEAIAD A B @ROA@AR 1 ATAT
A1 ARG A T £ OAEAOAT AA PAOOIT EC o0

6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands
#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&sg #1 Ads j
40A1T 6OEAO AAT O/ 0.087 0.321 -0.090 0.501 0.314

(-2 AANOEOEOEI|j o8adi j ®8¢énRni (j ®8aaXdj ®8Ydddj ®8dai X
(ECEAOO AAOAA!
OAmE8 PAOOI I

0OEI AOU {1 0O 112577 -0.523 0.554 1.390
i Xx8ii od? i x8vnédj ®8ii adj X800Qaq
, T xAO OAAT T AA{(-0.809 3.263 2.094 -0.403 -0.020
f P8énadi Q8di A (j X8adQdj ®8Yi adj w8wQil
5DDA0O OAAT 1T AA( -0.464 -0.889 2.098** -0.128 -1.060
P O8YXDAj P81 X(j P8aYXAj ®P8Yai dj P8YVYE Q
4AO00EAQU 2 A E8 2 A ES8 2 AES 2 A E8 2 AES
wNOEOAIT EOAA C{-0.0114 0.00989 0.0278* 0.00668 0.00468
OET 608 Q P P8 OXWY | PEDOXXYj P8DOXWE | d8PXi Yj d8ddi (
(T OOAETT A OEU,
XBAOOTT EIT OOAE Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
WwAOOTI T ET OOAH -2.160* 1.187 0.190 0.989 0.599
(0.954) (1.162) (0.878) (0.703) (0.708)
MDAOOTT ET OOAH -1.218 0.754 -0.844 0.154 -1.053
(1.050) (1.193) (1.012) (0.694) (1.082)
I2AOOT T ET OOAFE -1.287 0.857 0.254 -0.356 -0.572
(0.870) (0.972) (0.976) (0.725) (0.700)
Y 1T ODIAIO®A T ET | -1.068 2.260 -0.519 -0.531 -2.288*
(1.032) (1.371) (1.361) (0.881) (1.152)
(-2 AOAA
ami 1w Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Tavi 1w 1.201 1.361 0.255 5.778%*
(1.390) i (1.438) (2.400) (1.637)
adi W 0.678 1.193 2.329 1.025 4. 555%%*
(1.230) (2.197) (1.352) (2.288) (0.638)
Xaol {1 W 1.004 2.869 2.771 1.569 5.256%*
(0.817) (2.115) (1.482) (2.294) (0.673)
XYo® AT A 11T OA 11116 0.576 1.644 3.843 5.731%**
(0.803) (2.108) (1.624) (2.383) (0.850)
#1171 O0AT O 4,654+ 2.439 1.168 0.300 1.080%*
(1.102) (2.114) (1.453 (2.280) (0.302)
30ADPI DOI AOET 1 | 288 241 335 642 273
I OAOACA 26) 0.0477 0.0000 0.0000 0.0229 0.0799
, AOCAOO &-) 0.2739 0.0000 0.0000 0.0361 0.1727
& 1.06 1.63 2.02 2.72 28.37
00T A I & 0.3896 0.0838 0.0157 0.0007 0.0000
2y 0.0748 0.1278 0.0872 0.0824 0.0635

Note: Dependent variableaverage annual appreciation rate (%) of the household main residence (HMR). Since
the annual increase in the value of a household's main residence may be higher in attractive locations, we
wanted to include an additional variable in the model indicatihg degree of urbanisation or the size of the
municipality. Unfortunately, the size of the municipality is not available in the HFCS data. The degree of
urbanisation variable (DHDEGURBA) is available, but the values for DE, ES, and NL are missing. \bte theref
tried to re-estimate at least the models for BE and EE with this variable, and the results did not change
significantly.Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

Source( &#3 | %#" qQ 7AO0A wowxh AOOEI 008 AAI AOI AGET T 8
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7TEEI A OOAT OEZAOO OECI EZEAAT O1 U ET & OAT AAA A
change via capital gains only in countries with a dualist/familial housing regime, their impact on pure
residential investments, i.e., the chance that a homaer-transferee will acquire another residential
property besides the main home residence, seems to have wider validity. With one exception, the
Netherlands, the effect of transfers on the chance that a homeowner has an additional residential
(investment)property was statistically significant in all the countries in our sample, and this was true
even after controlling for other relevant factors (Tabd®). The highest impact of transfers on
investment activity was in Spain, where a resource transfer increases the chance of a homeowner
acquiring another residential investment property by seven times (!).

This effect is often larger than the impact of transfers on the probability of homeownership itself.
Therefore, it seems that the positive effect of transfers on household residential investments (and

thus also total household housing wealth) is the masbust and the most general result following

from HFCS data analyses: it was statistically significant also in Germany, indicating that even

AT 01 OOEAO xEOE A 1 AOCAO AT A OAAOOA OAT OAI OAAOT O
residentialinvesting. The results indicate that a relatively laggeeialrental sector and/or stricter rent

control, both characteristic for the Netherlands, may weaken the relation between transfers and
investments, but this would need further research to be confirmed.

Table 35shows that such residential investment activity is statistically significantly and positively
influenced also by household income (and sometimes the completed education level of the household
head) and in some countries also by household size: the ldngelhhousehold, the higher the chance

that respondents own an investment property in Belgium, Estonia and Spain, i.e., countries with a
dualist/familial housing regime. Therefore, in these countries residential investments probably play
the role moe of securing homeownership (and thus housing wealth and security) for all household
members (including children) rather than facilitating the purchase of a home primarily for speculation
or renting. In other words, it may be a family need rather than ptbft motivates a household to
make these transfeA OE OAT O&ZAT El1 EA1 8 OAOEAAT OEAIT ET OAOOI A
housing regime. However, this interpretation would again need more data to be confirmed.

In these countries (especially in Spain), the effect of transfers on residential investments remained
statistically significant even for the young generation, i.e., respondents under the age of 44 years (see
Table36), but the effect of the size of the household was insignificant this time. This may indicate that
speculative (wealth) motives behind transfdriven residential investments play a more important
role for younger than older respondents. The models forr@any and the Netherlands were not,
however, statistically significant for the subsample of young households, so it is not possible to make
any final conclusions in this respect.
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4AAMYRT CEOOEAROABOADABRE] AAOEAAEAVETI ¢ A
DOl PAOOU 1 OEAO EIT OOCATHAADY AD & IAA KT @ ORI |
6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands
#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&asg #1 Aasg j
4 0AT OEAO AAT O/ 2.632% 1.589%++ 2.266%* 7.537%* 1.424
(-2 AANOEOEOET] ©#8XVYNRQj ®8XXXJj ®8XQndj ®8dé adj ®8 Wi QQ
(ECEAOO AADAA(
OAAE8 PAOOI I
0OEI AOU {10 110763 0.299 0.741* 1.195
i d8Voi d % i d8évadj o8 di £dj d81i ¢ q
, T xAO OAATT AA( 1591 0.657 0.524* 0.574%* 0.599
P P8QdI df »8Qaa(j P8Wi adj P8di adj P8QYW(
5DDA0O OAAT T AA(0.848 0.633*** 0.532%*+ 0.778** 0.826
f P8XAadj P8di a(j P8XQEQ| P8P QCj P8WY X
4AO00EAOQOU 2 A E8 2 A A8 2 A ES8 2 A E8 2 A E8
wWNOEOAT EOAA C( 1.015%* 1.009%** 1.021 %% 1.015%+* 1.007**
OET 608 Q j P8PdQd} P8PDOX(j P8DPI (j P8 PPWA | P8 PDQJ
(T OOAETT A OEU,
XBDAOOT T EIT OOAE Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
WwAOOT T ET OOAEH 1.716% 1.388* 1.809%** 1.782%*+ 0.931
(0.219) (0.129) (0.173) (0.094) (0.247)
BDAOOTT ET OOAEH 1.454 1.091 1.615* 1.290* 1.437
(0.277) (0.167) (0.203) (0.106) (0.352)
I2AOOT 1T ET OOAFE 1.443 1.146 1.507 1.282* 1.351
(0.277) (0.170) (0.212) (0.110) (0.326)
Y T ODIAIO®A T ET | 1678 1.581* 2.640%*+ 1.516%** 0.931
(0.325) (0.232) (0.230) (0.154) (1.037)
#1171 OOAT O 0.065%+* 0.247** 0.223%* 0.436*** 0.045%**
(0.254) (0.139) (0.186) (0.1086) (0.276)
30ADPT DOI AGET 1T | 1,537 2,426 1,844 5,071 1,750
I OAOACA 26) 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0129
, AOCAOO &-) 0.0004 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0319
& 8.53 5.02 14.04 18.44 2.07
00T A I & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0,000 0.0281
00ABAT 2w 0.1040 0.0589 0.0907 0.2010 0.0199
Note: Dependent variabletOE A ET OOAETT A T x1 0 TTA T0O0 11 OA OAOEAAT OEAI

main residencgl), the household does not own any other residential property apart from the main residence in
which it liveg0). Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

Source( &#3 | %#" q 7A0A wowxh AOOEI 006 AAI AOI AGET 1T 8
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4AAAYHR T CEOOEA hOARAOAD GRAI BATOMOEIAAL EA@ETQ
POl PAOOU 1 OEAO ET OOATRAOYAEOET AAT €1 BAIDD
EC oo UAAOOQ
6 AOEAAT A Belgium Germany Estonia Spain Netherlands
#1 Aas #1 Aas #1 Aas #1 A&asg #1 Aasg j
4 0AT OEAO AAT O/ 2.645% 1.366 2.209%* 11.088*** 0.316
(-2 AANOEOEOEI|j ©o8Q1 X(j ®8Q¢ d(j ®8WYVY(dj ®8QYédj X8daQQ
(ECEAOO AADAA(
OAAE8 PAOOIT I
0OEI AOU {10 11 1.473 0.200 2.784
z Z i x8xVadj o8naxdj X8Xéaq
, T xAO OAATT AA 3.135 0.745 0.551 1.442
4 P X8dl T (j @81 Wodj ®8Qi ndj X8Xi i Q
5pPAO OAAT 1T AA(0.960 0.809 0.431* 0.993 1.176
P P8QREd| P8QWW( | P8Waédj @8Qi ndj P8awWi q
4AO00EAOQOU 2 A E8 2 A A8 2 A ES8 2 A E8 2 A E8
wNOEOAT EOAA C( 1.018* 1.006 1.014* 1.036%+* 1.011
OET 608 Q j P8 PDEd} P8DDQ(j P8 dPad| PB8PPi dj P8 DPDa
(T OOAETT A OEU,
XBDAOOT T EIT OOAE Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
WwAOOTT ET OOAE 1.340 1.204 1.624 1.441 0.680
(0.600) (0.558) (0.404) (0.432) (1.170)
BDAOOTT ET OOAE 0.786 0.799 1.399 1.564 3.552
(0.690) (0.584) (0.444) (0.402) (0.825)
IZ2AOOT T ET OOAE 1.363 0.994 1.758 2.827* 2.577
(0.570) (0.530) (0.397) (0.411) (0.751)
Y T ODIAIO®A 1T ET | 1675 1.908 2.278 2.702 1.446
(0.675) (0.600) (0.457) (0.609) (1.201)
#1171 OOAT O 0.040%** 0.168*** 0.215%* 0.082%* 0.017#**
(0.643) (0.525) (0.452) (0.429) (0.781)
30ADPI BDOI AGET T | 308 283 568 693 374
I OAOACA 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0007 0.0000
, AOCAOO &-) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0023 0.0000
& 5.68 1.74 3.25 7.08 0.83
00T A I & 0.0024 0.312 0.0006 0.0000 0.366
00ABAT 2w 0.0864 0.032 0.0796 0.2162 0.080
Note: Dependent variabletOE A ET OOAETT A T x1 0 TTA T0O 11 OA OAOEAAT OEAI

main residencgl), the household does not own any other residential property apart from the main residence in
which it liveg0). Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.

Source( &#3 | %#" q 7A0A wowxh AOOEI 008 AAI AOI AOGET T 8

4.6.FINDINGS FROM THE MACRATA ANALYSIS

The main purpose of macrdata analysis was to partially test H5, i.e., the strength of the association
between the housing wealth inequality trend (change) and the distribution of intergenerational
resource transfers, compared to the strength of the asabons between the inequality trend and
trends in other possible factors. We computed the mean irgenual change for both housing wealth
inequality and its factors in the 20%42023 period for 13 European countries participating in the HFCS
(MT, LXand CY were excluded due to small size; FI, HR and IT were not included because the HFCS
dataset did not include data on resource transfers; and LT and LV were excluded because they did not
have values for housing wealth inequality up until 2017), excepthferdistribution of resource
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transfers that has been assumed to be constant throughout the whole period. We used time ser
since 2014 (and not 2011) because otherwise we would have had to cut the country sample size eve
more. The distribution of transfegiving entered the analysias a constant, computed only for the
year 2021 because (1) we would only work with three values for the whole period from 2014 to 2023
to compute the mean inteannual change (the first HFCS survey wave in 2011 did not include many
countries or did not iolude questions on transfegiving for all of them), and (2) because we believe
that transfergiving cultural patterns change only marginally in such a short term (ten years).

Our hypothesis (H5) is that theermanentdistribution of transfergiving itself affects thetrend in
wealth inequality because, for example, even a constantly equal distribution of transfers in a society
should hypothetically mitigate the wealth inequality rise provoked by other factors (such as income
or income inequality growth, a rise in the intaterate or changes in demographics). However, we
admit this fact as a research limitation, and future research, when longer and more detailed data time
serieson transfer distribution will be available, should include also changes in the transfer distribution
into analysis. Besides the distribution of transfers, among the factors that may have a significant
association with the housing wealth inequality treritb (mean interannual change) we included also
the mean interannual change in: (a) average disposable household income; (b) income inequality
(measured by Gini coefficient); (c) the average ldagn interest rate; and (d) the share of single
householdsn population.

As Table37shows, significant mean inteannual housing wealth inequality growth between 2014 and
2023 appeared in Austria, Germany and the Netherlands, but it was high also in Spain and Ireland.
Conversely, housing wealth inequality decreased in the same peri@eligium and Estonia, and it
remained quite stable in Slovakia and Hungary. The highest mean-artaual increase in average
household disposable income was recorded in two countries with a unitary housing regihe
Netherlands and Germany and Slovenia. A moderate mean intannual increase in income
inequality was found only in Austria (it stagnated also in the Netherlands), while in all the remaining
European countries in the sample there was a decrease in income inequality (the mo§taigni
decline was in Greece, Ireland and Spain). The highest meanantaral rise in the interest rate was

in Estonia and Hungary, while in the same period the interest rate decreased in Greece, Portugal and
Slovenia. An increase in the share of singd@seholds in the population happened in all the countries

in the sample except for Slovakia, with the most intensive mean #atamual growth in Estonia,
Greece and Portugal.

We could not employ the same approach for correlation analysis as the one used in Chapter 2 (time
series correlations) because we are working with constant intergenerational transfer inequality and
the nature of our hypothesis H5 itself differs: it does mssume that arnincreasen the equality of
transfers would decrease housing wealth inequality (because it could only be measured for the long
term and only in the future when data are available), but it assumes that eeenstant distribution

of resouce transfers itself affects housing wealth trends across countries. Therefore, to indicatively
OAOO OEA 1 OOOAI AOOT AEAOGET 1T O AAOxAAT OEA OOAT A
that was assumed to be constant) and the housing wealtlyuadity trend, we computed correlation
coefficients across countries, i.e., we tested, for example, whether a mean-ameual change in
income inequality correlates with a mean intannual change in housing wealth inequality across
selected countries.
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Due to data limitations the correlation coefficients are only indicative as they are computed only
13 cases (13 countries) and on irdenual changes over a relatively short time (ten years). However,
they may give us indicative information about howet mechanism of housing wealth inequality
evolution probably works. Specifically, the correlations for all the countries in the sample indicate that
the housing wealth inequality trend (the mean intannual change between 2014 and 2023) is mainly
associaed with the trend in income inequality (which corresponds to the findings of Zhang 2024) and
with development of average disposable household income. In accordance with theory, this means
that higher income inequality and higher income growth are assocdiatéh higher housing wealth
inequality. Associations between the interest rate and wealth inequality trends and between the share
of singles in the population and wealth inequality trends are much weaker and unstable (see below).
Similarly, the associatio between the distribution of intergenerational resource transfers and the
housing wealth inequality trend is positive, i.e. in accordance with our assumptions, but for the whole
sample of countries weak.

If we exclude the two main outliers in the intensity of transfgving (AT and FR) due to the high
probability that transfers in these countries may be intensive but small, i.e., especially for purposes
other than housing (as some previous studies on $fangiving indicate, e.g., Albertini & Kohli 2013),
and if we recompute correlation coefficients on the sample of the remaining 11 countries, the
correlation coefficient between the distribution of transfers and the housing wealth inequality trend
would significantly increase (= 0.623). Similarly, when we compute correlations on the subsample of
countries with a high homeownership rate (excluding AT, DE, FR and NL), the association between
the distribution of transfers and the wealth inequality trend @sfgive (i.e., in accordance with theory)

and strong € 0.613, this time even stronger than the associations between income or the income
inequality trend and thehousingwealth inequality trend). In the group of countries with a high
homeownership rate,lterefore, the distribution of transfers may play a significantly more important
role in determining the housing wealth inequality trend than it does in the case in the group of
countries with a lower homeownership rate. However, due to the high sensitiitiye results on the
changing sample size, we cannot make a robust generalisation.
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Note: P90/P50 for housing wealth inequality compatles 90" percentile of residential wealth distribution to

the 50" percentile of residential wealth distribution, using net wealth (after deduction of outstanding loan
balance).S80/S60 for transfers inequality is computed as total amount of resource transfers received by
households in the highest income quintile divided by total amount of resource transfers received by the lowest

three income quintiles, according to the equalisgidposable household immne distribution.

Source: Data Overview (Income, Income inequality, Interest rate, Inflation), Eurostat (share of single households),
ECB 2025 (housing wealth inequality) BfCS (ECB) Wave 22D O0OOAU AAOAh AOOET 008 AT It
inequality).

Finally, we used QCA to test all the possible factors that may have an association with the housing
wealth inequality trend on a subsample of nine countries with a high homeownership rate at once,
i.e., in one model. The results should, however, be agderpreted with caution. QCA is designed to
identify configurational patterns rather than net effects and is sensitive to case selection, calibration
choices and threshold settings. In particular, the identification of necessary and sufficient conditions
depends on the quality of the calibration and the limited diversity of observed configurations.
Moreover, the analysis is based on a relatively small sample of nine countries, which increases the risk
that the identified solution reflects casspecific paterns rather than generalisable mechanisms.
While QCA is well suited for smdll comparative research, the limited number of cases constrains
the robustness of the findings and underscores their exploratory character. The results should
therefore be understod as indicative of plausible causal pathways rather than as definitive evidence
of the universafactorsof wealth inequality.

Table38 shows the input data for the QCA for the subset of countries with a high homeownership
rate. The output variable is the increase in residential wealth inequality (1 if true, O = false), while the
input variables include the increase in household dispasaidomes (1 if true, 0 = false), the increase
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in income inequality (1 if true, O = false), the increase in-kengn interest rates (1 if true, 0 = false),
the increase in the share of singleember households (1 if true, 0 = false) and the unequal distribution
of resource transfers (1 if true, 0 #si&). We examined whether any of the conditions included in the
analysis are necessary for an increase in wealth inequality. B&lkeports the consistency (incIN),
relevance of necessity (RoN), and coverage (covN) for each condition.
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Source: Data Overview (Income, Income inequality, Interest rate, Inflation), Eurostat (share of single households),

ECB 2025 (housing wealth inequality) BfCS (ECB) Wave 2@2000AU AAOAh AOOEI 008 Al
inequality).
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Note: Consistency (incIN§howsif the condition is truly@ecessard A score of 1.0 means that every time the
outcome happened, this condition was also present. If the score is low (e.g., below 0.9), the condition is likely
not necessary for the resulRelevance of Necessity (Robhecks if a necessary condition is too common to be

useful. Sometimes a condition appears necessary simply because it is present in almost every case (universal
presence). High values of RoN mean that the condition is necessary and specific to the otcoetevant
discovery). Low values meahat the condition is technically necessary, but practically useless because nearly
everyone has it regardless of the outcon@overage (covNpdicates how much of the condition @veredby

the outcome. If the condition is very broad (many cases have it) but the outcome is rare, coverage will be low. If
the condition and the outcome occur with similar frequency, coverage will be high.

Source: Data Overview (Income, Income inequality, Interest rate, Inflation), Eurostat (share of single households),
ECB 2025 (housing wealth inequality) BfCS (ECB) Wave 22D OOAU AAOAh AOOET 008 AT It
inequality).
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The analysis of necessary conditions indicates that an increase in wealth inequality occurs only u
a limited set of structural conditions. Two factors stand out as clearly necessary for the observed
growth in wealth inequality: growth in disposable omes and an unequal distribution of
intergenerational transfers. Both conditions display perfect consistency (incIN = 1.000), indicating
that these conditions are present in all the observed cases of increasing wealth inequality. Their
relatively high coveage further suggests that these are not marginal or rare features of the data but
that they characterise a substantial share of the relevant cases.

Substantively, this finding suggests that rising housing wealth inequality does not emerge in contexts
of stagnant or declining disposable incomes, nor in settings where intergenerational transfers are
distributed relatively evenly. Rather than acting agegt causes, income growth and unequal
transfers appear to constitute a necessary structural environment within which wealth inequality can
increase. In policy terms, this points to the importance of the distributional mechanisms associated
with income gowth and wealth transmission, rather than income dynamics alone. By contrast,
increases in income inequality do not qualify as a necessary condition for rising wealth inequality. The
relatively low consistency indicates that wealth inequality can increass in contexts where income
inequality remains stable or declines. This finding challenges the assumption of a tight and universal
link between income and wealth inequality and suggests that policies targeting income dispersion
alone may be insufficiertb curb wealth concentration.

Similarly, changes in household structure, as proxied by the rising share of-giagien households,

are not necessary for wealth inequality growth. While demographic shifts may interact with wealth
accumulation processes in certain contexts, they do mepresent a universal prerequisite for
increasing wealth inequality across cases. Finally, changes in interest rates show no evidence of
necessity. The growth of wealth inequality occurs independently of whether interest rates are rising,
indicating thatmacro-financial conditions of this type do not constitute a common enabling condition
across the observed cases.

Overall, the necessary condition analysis highlights that housing wealth inequality growth is
embedded in broader structural contexts related to income expansion and distribution of
intergenerational resource transfer. At the same time, it underscoresthsence of a single universal
economic or demographidactor, reinforcing the relevance of a configurational perspective for
understanding wealth inequality dynamics. The analysis of sufficient conditions provides further
insight into the mechanisms through which wealth inequality increases by identifying specific
combinations of factors that are jointly associated with this outcome. Unlike the analysis of necessary
conditions, which highlights structural prerequisites common to all cases, the sufficiency analysis
reveals that rising wealth inequality can emerge ahgh multiple distinct causal pathways. This
finding underscores the configurational nature of wealth inequality dynamics and suggests that no
single factor, taken in isolation, is sufficient to generate the observed outcome.

Across the identified solution terms, the growth of wealth inequality is consistently associated with
configurations that combine income dynamics with structural distributional mechanisms. In
particular, income growth appears as a recurring element in shaifficient configurations, but only

in conjunction with other conditions, such as unequal intergenerational transfers or rising income
inequality. The unequal distribution of intergenerational transfers features prominently in the
sufficient configuraions, reinforcing their role as a central channel through which wealth inequality
increases. However, the sufficiency analysis also shows that unequal transfers are not universally
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required on their own; rather, they contribute to housing wealth inequality growth only when
combined with favourable income conditions. This highlights the importance of interaction effects
that are not captured by additive statistical models.

By contrast, macredinancial and demographic factors, such as changes in interest rates or household
composition, tend to appear only in specific configurations or play a secondary role. Their presence in
some sufficient pathways suggests that these fastanay amplify wealth inequality under certain
circumstances, but they do not constitute dominant or standaldfaetors across cases. Taken
together, the sufficiency analysis complements the findings from the necessary condition analysis by
demonstrating that wealth inequality growth is not driven by a single universal mechanism but can
arise from multiple, contextlependent combinations of economic and structural factors. From a
policy perspective, this implies that effective responses to rising wealthuakty are likely to require
tailored policy mixes rather than ongizefits-all solutions.

To better understand how an increase in wealth inequality arises, we examine the sufficient
combinations of conditions identified by the intermediate solution. The pathway can be described as
follows:

income_change * ~IR * unequal_transfefrs wealth inequality

The intermediate solution identifies a single sufficient configuration associated with increases in
housing wealth inequality. Specifically, the conjunction of income growihcome_change
decreasing or noiincreasing interest rateglR), and an unequal distribution of intergenerational
transfers (unequal_transfepsis sufficient for the outcome. This configuration exhibits perfect
consistency (inclS = 1.000) and perfect proportional reduction in inconsistency (PRI = 1.000),
indicating that whenever thisombination of conditions is present, an increase in wealth inequality is
observed, and that the configuration is not simultaneously associated with the absence of the
outcome. The solution also achieves full coverage (covS = 1.000), suggesting thattimeap
accounts for all observed instances of rising housing wealth inequality in the sample of nine European
countries with a high homeownership rate.

Substantively, this configuration points to a mechanism in which income growth translates into rising
housing wealth inequality primarily in environments characterised by declining interest rates and an
unequal distribution of intergenerational resourceatrsfers. Declining interest rates may facilitate
asset price appreciation and reduce borrowing costs, thereby amplifying wealth accumulation for
households that already possess assets. At the same time, unequal intergenerational transfers
reinforce existilg wealth advantages, allowing income gains to be converted into wealth more
effectively by certain groups. Income growth alone, therefore, does not appear sufficient to drive
wealth inequality; rather, its impact depends on the broader financial and Higirie context. And

the distribution of resource transfers especially appears to play a significant role in the mechanism of
housing inequality evolution; their equal distribution may significantly mitigate wealth inequality
growth driven by income growtim countries with a high homeownership rate.

Importantly, the appearance of this configuration in the intermediate solution aligns closely with the
results from the necessary condition analysis. While income growth and unequal intergenerational
transfers were identified as necessary conditions, titeimediate solution shows how these factors
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combine with a specific macrbinancial environment to form a sufficient pathway to rising housing
wealth inequality. The absence of increasing interest rates (~IR) emerges here not as a universa
prerequisite, but as a contextual condition that enablesame and transferelated mechanisms to
translate into wealth concentration. From a policy perspective, the intermediate solution suggests
that housing wealth inequality growth in countries with a high homeownership rate is most likely in
contexts where inome expansion coincides with accommodative financial conditions and
entrenched inequalities in transfegiving. This implies that policies aimed at mitigating wealth
inequality may need to address not only income dynamics, but also the distributionakqaeaces

of intergenerational transfers. Focusing on any single element in isolation is unlikely to be sufficient,
given the configurational nature of the identified pathway.

4.7.DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Many (but not all) European countries noticed an increase in housing wealth inequality, especially the
countries in Northwestern and Southern Europe. A decreasing homeownership rate (especially
among young people) and a housing price boom, sometimes cardewith an unequal distribution

of capital gains, lead necessarily in these countries to growing housing wealth inequality. These trends
are often interpreted as outcomes of increasing housing financialisation (Aalbers et al. 2020). Dewilde
et al. (2025all themtenurerestructuringand Hochstenbach (202%)ousingrestructuring but both
studies refer to a similar theoretical concept of power rebalancing caused by increasing housing
financialisation. They interpret trends in housing wealth inequality as the outcome of profound
structural changes in housing markets and a neolibarat in politics and housing policy. These are
relatively holistic (structural) and ambitious generalisations, substantiated by an increasing amount
of evidence. However, such evidence is still based only on a very few confirmed relgifista
network of hundreds of possible paths to housing (wealth) inequality. Macjors of the recent
housing price boom (fundamental and ndandamental market factors) and thdactors of a
decreasing homeownership rate (demographic factors) are not fully accounted for in these theories.
Moreover, a housing price boom or a change in the homeownership rate, factors often mentioned as
primary causes of inequality growth, are nmtimary factorsbut rather onlyaggregatemediators of

the impact of a largemumber ofprimary factors in their background, many of them, however, often
omitted from earlierhousing inequality analyses.

We tried to go beyond these conclusions and searcHdotors of inequality in the lower tiers of the
mechanism about how inequality evolves. Because there is a large number of diverse socioeconomic
factors there, our interpretation of the results seeks a greater interdisciplinary balance between
economics and soclogy and is more cautious about making holistied radicabeneralisations and
recommendations; ouinterpretationis framed by thdragmentary mechanism in inequality evolution
concept describd and justified in Chapterl and 2of this report. Specifically, in this chapter we
studied the impact of one mickfactor z intergenerational withinrfamily resource transferg on
housing wealth inequality in different European countries representing different housing regimes.

Our micredata analysis showed that countries representing a dualist/familial housing regime and
with a higher homeownership rate may differ from countries that represent a unitary housing regime
and have a low homeownership rate in terms of what effeensfers have on housing wealth
outcomes. We used data on five countri®&e(gium,Estonia,Germany, the Netherlands an8pain)

from the HFCS 2021 survey wave to study this mlekel divide. While the effect of intergenerational
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resource transfers on the chance that the respondent household will be a homeowner and that t
respondenthomeowner will own another (investment) property besides his/her home was positive
and statistically significant in almost all the countries in tlaenple, the positive effect of transfers on
the market value of the HMR (housing wealth) and the mean annual capital gains acquired from the
price appreciation of the HMR was statistically significant only in (some) countries with dualist/familial
housing egimes.

In other words, in countries with dualist/familial housing regimes and a high homeownership rate
intergenerational resource transfers may have (with some exemptions) a significant effect on tenure
choice, the level of housing wealth, its appreciation opiation in time (though this is the weakest
impact) and the level of residential investments. We should, however, again admit that this conclusion
is largely limited by the selection of countries and overall data availability. Moreover, there were
excepions from the rule: in Estonia, for example, the effect of transfers on annual capital gains was
not statistically significant. However, we were the first to show that these impacts remain strong even
when we control for other different factors that maysa have an impact on dependent variables.
Conversely, in societies with a unitary housing regime and a large segment of rental housing, the
effect of transfers may be statistically significant only on some (a few) housing wealth outcomes: in
our sample, w found transfers to have a statistically significant impact only on tenure choice (except
for Germany) and on the residential investments of homeowners (except for the Netherlands).

Our results also indicated that the effect of transfers on tenure choice (homeownership) may not be
significant for the young generation in unitary housing regimes, while it is probably significant even
for this subgroup of population in countries with aaist/familial housing regime. The resource
transfers may thus play a different (a more occasional than significant) role in the reproduction of
homeownership across generations in unitary housing regimes. Similarly, a relatively danjs
rental secta and/or stricter rent control, characteristic for the Netherlands, may weaken the relation
between transfers and investment activity. However, these indicative findings would need further
research to be confirmed.

The role of intergenerational transfers in housing wealth distribution within European societies and
its trend seem to be therefore crucial but also strongly consextsitive. The homeowners who got a
larger transfer from their family in countries that represented a dualist/familial housing regime
probably also have significantly (1) higher housing wealth (residence value), (2) a higher chance of
having another residatial property and (3) higher capital gains from home price appreciation than
homeowners wvno did not get these transfers. All that means that transfers are imporfaators of
housing wealth outcomes, and thus of the housing wealth inequality trend, in these countries. Here,
the transfers sometimes had an even more important impact on wealth outcomes than traditional
factors of social (wealth) stratification, such as houskehiocome. To put it differently, in countries
with a high homeownership rate (dualist/familial housing regime), the housing wealth inequality
trend should be determined biphe distribution of intergenerational transfers significantly more than

in countries with a low homeownership rate (unitary housing regime). Therefore, in countries with a
high homeownership rate, the association between wealth and income, i.e., housirgtiwe
inequality across income distribution, may be structurally reshaped by the distribution of
intergenerational resource transfers within the society.

Indeed, in the second section of this chapter we used maata and showed that the distribution of
intergenerational resource transfers is likely closely associated with the trend in housing wealth
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inequality particularly in this group of countries; and this correlation was preserved even when
controlled for some other possible factors of housing wealth inequality trends in the Qualitative
Comparative Analysis. The macdata showed a surprisinglweak association between transfer
giving intensity and (outright) homeownership rate, and alsstweentransfer-giving intensity and

its distribution (equality) within society. In other words, countries with high homeownership rates will
not necessarily hve a higher intensity (frequency) of transfgiving than countries with a low
homeownership rateand countries where transfers are common and frequent wit necessarily
have more equally distributedtransfers within society than countries where transfers aless
common

Therefore, we categorised European countries participating in the HFCS survey into four major
groups: countries with (igh intensityand equally distributedesource transfers (Austria, Belgium,
Slovakia, Hungary and Lithuania,); (2) countries vhithph intensityout unequally distributetesource
transfers (Ireland, Estonia, France, Spain and Portugal); (3) countriedomitmtensityand equally
distributed transferg¢Croatia, Greece, Slovenia and the Netherlands); and (4) countries louth
intensityandunequally distributettansfers (Germany and Latvia). For the sample of all countries, the
distribution of intergenerational transfers had only a weak correlation with housing wealth inequality
trends. However, when we tested this association on a subgroup of countries witigta
homeownership rate, the distribution of transfers was strongly associated with the housing wealth
inequality trend.

The housing wealth inequality level is influenced especially by two major variables of two major
aggregate factorshousing prices (to inconas)a proxy for the housing market and themeownership
rateas a proxy for tenure choiggthis has also been confirmed by previous studies. Inequality trend

is also determined by the trend in the homeownership rate (the correlation coefficieh69 across

13 countries in our sample is negative and high, wisia@maccordance with theory) but less by changes

in housing prices (the correlation coefficient-8.063 across 13 countries is negative and weak).
However, changes in house prices and housing tenure structure are not sufficient to explain the
variability in the trends in housing wealth inequality acrossdpean countries. For example, in
Estonia, a country with a high and stable homeownership rate and where housing prices appreciated
the most among the countries in our sample, the level of housing wealth inequality slightly decreased;
a small decrease imousing wealth inequality was also observed in Belgium, where a high and stable
homeownership rate is accompanied also by housing price growth, though not as intense as in
Estonia.

Therefore, weanalysedprimary factors on the lower tier of the mechanism of inequality evolution
We especially tested the association between wealth inequality and one important primary factor that
may have an impact on both aggregate factors (mainly on tenure choice, but ultimately also housing
prices)z intergenerational resource transfer§he results of the micralata analysis confirmed that
resource transfers significantly influence housing wealth outcomes in countries with a high
homeownership rate: tenure choice, level of housing wealth, its appreciation and even residential
investments This wold lead to the conclusion that, in these countries, resource transfers contribute
to a rise in housing wealth inequality more than in countries with a low homeownership rate, but
apparently this is not the case.

Correlation coefficients and QCA run on maatata showedthat the operation of intergenerational
familial resource transfer chains may interrupt the traditional interrelation between social
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(socioeconomic) inequality and housing wealth inequality and may substitute income, education a
professional status as the determinant of housing (and thus total household) wealth trends. In
countries with a high homeownership rate, the housing wealtbqgunality trend may be determined

by the distribution of transfewgiving significantly more than in countries with a low homeownership
rate. This may explain the puzzle we found in what at first glance were inconsistent results from the
micro-data analysi®f housing inequality.

In other words, transfers alwayend to increase housing wealth inequality in countries with a high
homeownership rate because in these countries they have a significant effect on more housing wealth
outcomes than in countries with a low homeownership rate. However, their final effect depend

their distribution: if they are unequally distributed, transfers may presumably increase housing wealth
inequality very strongly there (even more strongly than in countries with a low homeownership rate),
but if they are equally distributed, they may effectively mitigate the effect of a price boom on housing
inequality and may thus work, instead, as a wealth equaliser there. Even though more data analysis is
needed to finally confirm this conclusion, it is clearttii@e mechanism of housing wealth evolution

(and the role of intergenerational transfers in it) may be very complex and far from the simple picture
of it that has sometimes been presented in previous studies.

In sum the results of the macralata analysis demonstrated that if isocieties with a high
homeownership rateesource transfers are relatively equally distributed within sottiety probably
decrease the level of housing wealth inequality, i.e., they work agath equaliserand may even
equalise the effect of housing price growth (the case of Slovakighereffect of decline in the
homeownership rate (the case of Belgium) on housing wealth inequality. In these countries, the equal
distribution ofintergenerational resource transfers is reflected in the distribution of homeownership,
housing wealth, wealth appreciation and residential investment wealth. Policies that would make
resource transfers less equally distributed or that would completeigrinpt all transfers (e.g., via
taxes) will probably lead to the exclusion of kimcome households from access to homeownership
and housing wealth (capital gains) and will thus result in higher housing wealth inequality.

Indeed, in societies with a high homeownership rate whesource transfers are unequally distributed
within society transfers may not equalise the effect of housing price growth or a decreasing
homeownership rate, especially if one of them is substantially changing (the case of Spain, where the
homeownership rate has decreased by abdive percentage pointsince 2008). Instead, there is a
danger that this high inequality in transfeyiving may lead to higher housing wealth growth than
what would occuif all transfers were interrupted, so under such circumstances transfers may instead
work aswealth catalysers this group of countries.

The effect of intergenerational transfers in countries with a low homeownership rate cannot be fully
estimated. When they are low and unequally distributed, they may contribute to a rise in housing
wealth inequality (the case of Germany), jwork as avealth catalyserbut a significant rise in wealth
inequality has been observed also in a country with frequent trangi@ng and a relatively equal
distribution of transfers (the case of Austria). In the countries with a unitary housing regime, transfers
probably cannot equalise the effect of housing price growth because a large number of tenants have
zero benefit from them. Moreover, housing wealth inequality outcomes are, as rtata analysis
confirmed, primarily driven by socioeconomic household e&tather than by transfers there.

The fact that resource transfers may have a different effect in different contexts is very important for
any policy recommendations. Here, the policy solutions may hardly be transferable between different
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housing regimes. Moreover, the policies may have diverse goals and different-trifslenay arise.
For example, while flat and high taxes on witffamily transfers/gifts in a country with unequal
transfergiving (like Germany) may decrease housing weatdgqguality, a similar policy may instead
increase wealth inequality in a country with frequent and equally distributed intergenerational
resource transfers (like Belgium).

A more equal distribution of transfers in some societies may reflect specific traditional patterns of
gift-giving as well as recent policies or housing conditions. For example, it may be an outcome of the
traditional and relatively universally felt duty teelp the next generation in acquiring housing in some
societies: this imperative concerns everyone, rich or poor. This sense of obligation may also be
who received some resource transfer in the past feel obliged to provide a resource transfer also to
their children. This indirect reciprocity again applies to everyone, whatever their income or
professional status. Finally, many lewcome homeowners in passocialist countries received
housing wealth for no or for a deeply underarket price through the giveaway privatisation of public
housing, and in these countries specifically parents may feel the obligation to pass on part or all their
gifted wealth tothe next generation because they know that privatisation cannot occur again.

However, there is another structural factor that may explain the differences in the impact of resource
transfer distribution on housing wealth inequality across countgesamely, the diverse tenure
security of tenancy: the more secure, professional afidrdable a tenancy is, the less urgent it is for
young adults to secure homeownership via intergenerational transfers. Higher security of tenancy
would then logically lead to a lower need for loand middleincome parents to provide transfers to
their adult children. In the end, this would lead to higher inequality in the distribution of transfers and
higher housing wealth inequality, but tenancy may represent albfeg housing tenure even for a
significant part of the middle class. This outcome shotes tcomplexity of housing inequality studies:
improvement in one measure of inequality performance may, at the same time, worsen another
measure of inequality performance.

As Dewilde (2025) noted, several peasicialist countries, such as Eston&ipvakia andlovenia, are

now showing signs of increasing homeownership stratification like in Western or Northern European
countries. Housing systems are therefore still on move, and there is no reason to think that the current
level and/or distribution of intergenational assistance in countries with a dualist (familial) housing
regime will persist into the future. Although housing systems exhibit relatively strong inertia, global
processes (global crises, global capital flows, inflation pressurespuashing them increasingly
towards convergence. Therefore, transfers may lose their equalising impact in the future even in
countries with a high homeownership rate. The lower intensity of intergenerational transfers may, for
example, be caused by the agginf society, which creates a need for the next generations to finance
their consumption in retirement (and thus maintain the existing living standard) also by extracting
their household wealth. Finally, the housing preferences of the young generation@avechanging:

in at least some countries with a dualist regime and a high homeownership rate (Portugal, Spain)
young people do not share as strong a homeownership preference with the previous generation.

4.8.POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Clapham (2019) or Marcuse & Madden (2024) blame neoliberal policies based on privatisation,
marketisation, commodificationand financialisation as being responsible for growing housing
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inequality and decreasing housing accessibility, and they have called for the revival of public hous
provision, rent regulation and a profound change of housing systems. Similar calls for a change in
policy in the direction of more social housing constion are found in Fuller (2019), Moos (2019) and
Waldron (2024), but with more moderate suggestions. These experts argue that the main reason for
policy reform is the increasing financialisation of housing (e.g., the overview in Aalbers et al. 2020),
andit is this that, intentionally or unintentionally, has led to the housing affordability crisis (McKee et
al. 2020; Bourassa & Shi 2017; Fikse & Aalbers 2021), and that is thereby also responsible for the fact
that the housing market is becoming an engioksocial inequality (Arundel & Ronald 2021).

The academic discussion on policy reforms is far from presenting a-blagkvhite picture (i.e., of

either calling for fully statecontrolled housing provision or pure market solutions). The debate is
much more nuanced and includes a range of differemtl(iding innovative) suggestions as well as
different levels and forms of state interventions. However, the amount of academic criticism directed
at the 1990 neoliberal turn in housing policy has significantly increased since the GFC (and the
recovered hosing boom) and the requests for more radical policy change and more public housing
provision are being voiced more loudly in studies now. People in some Western countries have also
organised to put these proposals into practice. Lima (20f#)example, describes how civil society
groups and social movements have emerged in Ireland, Spain and the United States with the aim of
preventing the further financialisation of housing, and she especially notes the pressure activities
(including illegdly occupyinghouses) that have been engaged in by movements such as Take Back
the City (TBTC) and the Irish Housing Network (IHN) in Ireland.

Based on our conceptual approach (described and justified in Chaptet Chapter Pand on middle
range rather than holistic generalisations, we cannot support any radical policy turn advocated in
these critical studies. We have seen, for example, that homeownership (and intergenerational
resource transfers) may work as both a wealthualiser and a wealth catalyser, depending on the
context. Moreover, unitary housing regimes that are characterised by higher interference by the state
in the housing markethigher public housing production, higher security of tenancy and therefore a
more balanced tenure structure and a less liberal housing policy also did not avoid the shaHiDst
housing price boom, and some of them even belong to the group of couniiibsthe highest long

term decrease in the affordability of homeownership (e.g., the Netherlands or Sweden) and the
highest increase in housing wealéimd tenureinequality (e.g. Austria,Germanyor the Netherlands).

This result shows that the recommendations following from critical studies are not necessarily
effective everywhere, and that recommendations should, first, be conwtsitive and, second,
reflect the analytical problems we face during any analysis efrtiechanism of housing inequality
evolution. For example, higher housing wealth inequality in a particular country may also be explained
by the existence of a large segment of secure and affordable rental housing in that country: there,
many middleclass louseholds may opt to live in tenancy rather than to repay ay&ar maturity
mortgage loan to become homeowners, and they may invest their savings in more productive and
even more profitable domains than housing. In other words, higher housing wealth atiggin
unitary housing regimes may be due to the existence of stable, secure and affordable renting in these
regimes z something that does not exist in countries where wealth inequality is, instead, low.
Therefore, decreasing housing wealth equality sltboot be a goal per se, but should be integrated
into more complex housing policy targets. As stated by Nasrabadi et al. (ZD2din their large

I EOAOAOOOA OAOEAxh OEI OOET ¢ EOOOAOG AOA 1 EOAT AA,
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yield unintended consequences due to their limited focus and failure to consider the housing syst
A0 A xETI1Ad8

Finally, the call of people for greater involvement of the state in housing provision and allocation is
not uniform across all countries. Lux et al. (2024), for example, showed that young people in post
socialist Czech Republic are sceptical about incrdgagblic housing provision as a solution, and on
the whole their views align more with neoliberal ideas. There are several cultural, historical and
contextual factors that may explain this. Czech millennials are, for example, concerned about
problems of aliseof public expensesunequal access, inefficient spending or increased public debt.

There are several policy options that may address housing wealth inequality trends and many of them
are in the field of housing taxes. Progressive property taxing or progressive capital gains taxing (with
progression based on property/capital gain valuegynboth react to the widening gap in household
wealth in some countries, but progression is an important prerequisite of their effect. These policies
would not decrease wealth inequality per se but would make tawingdistribution fairer and more
justified by recent trends. As wealth inequality is now rising faster than income inequality, a tax policy
aiming to increase social cohesion should move its focus from (work) income to wealth. Property taxes
in many European countries are still extremely lowdaiten insufficiently associated with property
value.

Housing wealth inequality is increasingly influenced by the size and distribution of pure (non
homeownership) residential investments. Our results confirmed that intergenerational transfers may
play a very significant roli@ this processHousing demand from investors, assuming inelastic housing
supply, may inflate housing prices and push potential lovaard middleincome young adults into
long-term tenancies. As described in Hochstenbach & Aalbers (2024), increased demand for renting
may then lead to higer rents and investment yields, making residential investments again attractive,
and thus lead to a repeated flow of new investors into the housing market. This process of tenure
restructuring may end up sharply increasing housing wealth inequality becawany potential
homeowners will remain tenants, with zero housing wealth.

As we mentioned above, while this mechanism may be true, it may also work differently if we
acknowledge that structural and individual factors in diverse relevant domains (demographics,
investments) interplay in a much more complex wags was the case th resource transfers. The
demand for renting may be enhanced, for example, by recent demographic trends and the changing
consumption preferences of young people. If so, then increasing residential investments may be
viewed as a reaction to the increasidgmand for renting and increasing supply of stable and long
term renting would be beneficial for society.

However, some private investments end up as pure speculation when investors leave housing empty
(buy-to-leave). Other properties are used for shoerm renting, recreation, businesses, etc., which
decreases the supply of lortgrm renting in the same wayl-herefore, reform of property taxes that
would also reflect the intensity of investment dwelling use (taxing more vadavellingsor short

term tenancies) is a reasonable option for how to address investment demand properly. A special
guestion, howeverconcerns the taxing of resource transfers within the family. When withmily
resource transfers are distributed equally in a society, they should not be taxed at all because, as we
demonstrated, they work as wealth equalisers.
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In general, our results showed that familial housing regimes may produce less wealth inequality th
unitary housing regimes. Therefore, intergenerational transfer chains and the familial character of
home acquisition in countries with dualist/familial h&ing regimes should not be challenged, and
instead the implementation of measures that make resource transfers amongrocame families

less burdensome would be beneficial: for example, the possibility of deducting at least a part of
transfers from incomeax declarations or the possibility to not pay an inheritance tax for these
households.

However, familialism has its dark side in the form of the high dependence of adult children on parental
help and, especially, in the obvious fact that some children cannot count on it, such as young adults
without any parents. Transfeled wealth stratifiation may be more equal than incoed wealth
stratification, but it will still exclude many losmcome people, who cannot objectively participate in
historical withinfamily transfergiving chains. Familialism may thus create a strong ingidetsider

divide and because the insiders outweigh the outsiders in number, it may be difficult to find political
support for the implementation of any housing programme designed to tackle the specific housing
situation of outsidersz this fact has been confirmed, foexample, for postsocialist super
homeownership countries by Lux & Sunega (2020). Policy makers and planners therefore need to take
this trade-off into account and should try to strengthen or weaken familialism (e.g., by means of
different tax measures) AAT OAET ¢ OI OEA DAOOEAODI Agingdd mtE AOUS O
something that people can influence much by their own effort, and it would be hard to defend
familialism in housing provision if the prevailing political ideology in the societistabout
meritocracy. In other words, transfegiving lies largely outside the control of young adults, and this
makes it always partially unfair. Familialism may be beneficial for curbing housing wealth inequality,
but it is hardly a sufficient solution.

Other policies that may curb housing wealth inequality concern interventions that may influence
housing price trends. The most recent housing price booms that excluded many households from
access to homeownership, and probably additionally contributednieguality among homeowners
themselves due to unequal capital gains, were caused by many different factors. Among them, we
selected the following factors that we feel are crucial: an increasing supply of credit (also thanks to a
decreasing mortgage rate),reincreasing demand from both professional and lay investors, inelastic
El OOET ¢ OODPDPI Uh OEA 1T OAOI POEIi EOOEA ET OOET ¢ DPOEAA
adherence to the norm about the superiority of homeownership and inefficient houysatigies that
sought to alleviate the symptoms of the disease (boom) rather than cure the disease itself. Each of
these factors should be addressed in policy reform: for example, by the more extensive application of
macroprudential policies (to regulateedit supply), by increasing the supply of land and making land
regulations and urban planning more flexible (to increase the elasticity of housing supply), by
increasing investment literacy in the education system (to decrease heuristics, herding andaniyop
homebuying behaviour) and, especially, by turning to a more terhatanced housing policy, i.e.,
rebalancing public financial support among different housing tersusnd make them more
substitutable, which mainly means increasing the security ofisry.

The reform that concerns turning to a more balanced housing regime may weaken strong preference
for homeownership and, especially, may help to prevent the public losses that occur when politicians
try to help vulnerable (young) households gain access tmémwnershipz for example, by giving

them various grants, subsidies, preferential credits, interest subsidies, etc. Such support may end up
in increasing the systemic risks (vulnerability) of the financial sector and, what is even more important
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from a housing wealth perspective, may end up in increasing housing price inflation. The housi
demand produced by these subsidies under a mostly inelastic housing supply (at least in the shor
term) causes higher housing prices rather than more housiqply. In the end, the main beneficiary

of such subsidies is not the person who got the help (aifm@me norowner, i.e, outsider) but the
person who already had property (a higicome owner, i.e.insider), especially when he/she plans to
sell it. Thee are studies that have robustly demonstrated the pervasive effects of such subsidies
directed at supporting homeownership (e.g., Christophers 2021).

Instead, increasing security in rental housing may decrease the dependence of many young adults on
parental help, and by balancing tenure structure it may make housing price trends less volatile. In
societies where the housing tenure structure is more bakd, housing prices do not increase as

sharply during a boom as they do in societies where housing tenure is skewed towards
homeownership (Lux & Sunega 2022). Increasing the security of tenancy may also decrease the effect

of financialisation on housing iANOAT EOU ET CAT AOAI 8 06000 AEAZEAOAIT
asset, housing functions effectively as an engine for inequality. When it prioritises housing as home,
housing meets a range of socially beneficial needs and wants. In sum, the@nére AT 008 OECEO
DOEI OEOEOAAh OEA 11 O0OA ET OOET ¢80 4&£O01 AOEielatedAO A1l
OO01 T AOAAEI EOEAO AOA OAI:pHiyAek fatej(HU) shgpadt@ApublicAndtE A O A
for-profit or co-op rental housig construction may also significantly help to balance the housing

tenure structure (in favour of rental housing), though in the long rather than the short term. However,

the goal of increasing the security of tenancy should not end up as interventionscthéd cause

serious market distortions or could ineffectively crowd out private investments. For example, a form

I £ CAEBOAOETT OAT O AiT10601T18h A £ A0 AAD 11 OATO
on housing supply, quality, and, inghend, allocation and equity in most European countries after

WWII. Any regulations aimed at increasing the security of tenancy should therefore reflect the
institutional context and be subject to careful cesenefit considerations.

Policies designed to balance the tenure structure may paradoxically lead to higher housing wealth
inequality, as the current situation in unitary housing regimes shows. Therefore, any reform should
be careful and gradual, instead of radical and immedid@ally, any reforms that make land
regulations and urban planning more flexible should always be accompanied by measures that would
address the most critical housing market failures in the field of new housing construgsoch as
oligopolies in the prduction of construction materials and capital concentration in the construction
sector and in land ownership. Without these important prerequisites, the interventions may only
ineffectively increase the profits of the capitally concentrated (oligopoly) edepers, large
construction firms and material producers and may in the end make things even worse. If the
concentration of capital in a particular segment of the production chain is confirmed by evidence, any
state intervention or subsidy that would inBce the profits in this segment, including the reform of
urban planning to make it more flexible, should be accompanied by apreiared deal with private
industry. A blind public housing policy that assumes the -nealistic functioning of a free housj
market, e.g., that it functions as described in basic economic textbooks, may not help to tackle
housing inequalities but may instead actually increase them.
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5. CHAPTER 5: THE IMPACT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT O
HOUSING REGIMES AND GOVERNMENT POLITICAL ORIENTATIO
ON HOUSING INEQUALITIES

4] - <£ (/ ~%. "~ 3! -%#h 0%42 3/ 5+50

5.1.INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, we analyse the impact of the broader institutional context and concrete governmental
political orientations on the housing inequality trend/change in European countries. We make two
contributions to the research on housing inequalitiessEiwe compare the results of an analysis of

housing inequality indicators with housing and welfare regime typologies (Kemeny; E¥5ng

Andersen 1990), updated to include also psstialist countries (Lux et al. 2025). Second, we focus

on the undefresearched relationship between the political stances and ideologies, as expressed in

Pbi 1 EOEAAI DPAOOEAOGSE AlI AAOGEITT 1 AT EZAOOT Oh AT A ETO
longitudinal perspective. While there are various studies that haveudsed the effect of housing

tenure, stratification, and/or inequality on politics, political preferences, and voting behaviour (Ansell

2019 Waldron 2021Dancygier & Wiedemann 2024 | GAT p 3 Al AA ;FQrtado@A&Ppnh A Yo wi
2025), studies that, in turnfocus on the effect of governmental political ideology on housing
inequality are very rare (cf. Kohl 2020). This represents the main contribution of our research to

existing knowledge.

In fact, several studies have focused on assessing the role of housing policies in the reproduction or
mitigation of housing inequalities (Hochstenbach 2Q0J8mes et al. 2022\asrabadi et al. 2024), or

on testing the effects of concrete housing policy tool(s) on housing inequalities (e.g., Owens 2015).
311 A OOOAEAO Aobi i OAA OEA OAI AGET T OEEDP AAOxAAI
and the adoption of specifihousing policies, such as social housing policy (Tjoe & Min 2024), support
for homeownership (Kohl 2020) and support for public housing production (Grander & Sjoland
Kozlovic 2025). However, there is a lack of research focusing on the links between declared political
stances and the ideology of political parties in government (ascag in party manifestos) and
housing inequalities, as measured by robust, standardised statistical indicators. More frequently,
research deals with the causal influence of housing conditions (e.g., tenure) on political and
ideological stances and/or befs (Ansell 201.9Valdron 2021Dancygier & Wiedemann 202Burtado

& Flynn 2025) thawice versaln this chapter, we thus aim to address this research gap by investigating
the potential impact of political stances and ideologies, as reflected in election manifestos, on housing
inequalities from a longerm comparative perspective.

We will provide a review of literature on the relations between housing inequalities and housing and
welfare regimes and on the relationship between politics, political ideology and housing inequality.
Then we describe the data and methods used for oudgiitsubsequently, we present the trends in
housing inequalities between 2007 and 2023 based on (1$IEO data for the housing costs-
income ratio and (2) HFCS data for housing wealth inequality. We use these datasets to develop a
graphic visualisatiorof the categorisation of countries according to the average level of housing
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inequality and its growth. Finally, we present the results from regression analysis about an impact
Cl OAOT 1 AT OA1 PAOOEAOGSE A1 AAOGETT 1T ATEEAAROGOT O 11
relationship between political stance/ideology (lefght; state/marketoriented) and housing
inequality trends. We interpret this as illustrating the strong palpendence of housing
regimes/systems and as reflecting the specificity of political party election manifestos that are often
confronted with the eality where political parties in the government need to find an agreement with
coalition partners.

5.2.LITERATURE REVIEW

One of the goals of this chapter is to present the results of an analysis of statistical indicators of
housing inequality (which we describe in detail in the next section) as intersecting with typologies of
housing and welfare state regimes (Kemeny 19BSpingAndersen 1990). These categorisations
were explained in Report D3.1 of this project (Lux et al. 2025). The underlying argument of the
typologies of housing regimes and welfare state regimes is the assumption that certain policies
profoundly shape he character of housing/welfare systems. These typologies have, however, been
subject to critique, as being rather static (Ruonavaara 2020) and as capturing a certain historically
determined timeframe that does not consider recent political and economic tigraents (Stephens
2020). Nethercote (2019) extends the critique of the obsolescence of the typologies and discusses the
changing politicaleconomic context following the onset of a financialised assased housing
regime on the macro level (Doling Rondd 2010 Ronald et al. 2017) and the Foucauldian
OOAT O&I Of AGETT 1T &£ OEA OOAEAAOEOE OB®mArdikeindestdrs, OAET AO
which are formed by the specific techniques of governance, on micro level (see also Watson 2010
Samec 2018Gorter &Jacobs 2020).

We regard the typologies as a relevant starting reference point for further refinement, such as the
addition of other (postsocialist) countries (Lux et al. 2025) that had originally been omitted. However,
the aforementioned critiques influence our work ithe sense that, in our analysis and its
interpretation, we were more sensitive to the recent transformation of housing systems in response
to processes conceptualised as assetisation and rentierisation (Adkins et al BIa21& Ward 2024
Burrows & Howrd 2025 Langley 2020 Hochstenbach &rundel 202%Hochstenbach et al. 2025
Smith & Wood 2025Wijburg 2025) or financialisation and neoliberalisation (Aalbers & Christophers
2014 Aalbers 201;Byrne & Norris 2022Madden 2025). These processes can be seen both as a result
I £/ OEA PI xAO T £ AAOOAET DPOEOAOA AAOI OO AT A AO A
In this sense, there is an underlying assumption that public (housing) policies indeed influence the
character of housing systems and trends in housing inequalities, as documented also in recent
literature reviews of studies focusing on housing inequdliigmes et al. 2022 asrabadi et al. 2024

Barry et al. 2025Kholodilin 2025). Specifically, James et al. (2022, 13) have categorised frames of
housing inequality studies as: (1) the outcome of a market society; (2) a situation experienced
unevenly acrospopulations; (3) an unintentional product of public policy; and (4) a cultural construct.
James et al. (2023rovide an overview of studies that document theintentionaleffects of both
specific policies and projects on increasing housing inequality &ugjes likeArthurson et al. 2015
Nelson et al. 2024) and that show how the policy framework that supports the homeownership (as a
way to reduce inequality) may actually exclude certain subjects and thus increase housing inequality
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in the end €.9., studies likeCarr 2011Arundel & Ronald 202Deluca & Rosen 202Biochstenbach
2025).

In addition to documenting the unintentional effects of housing policies that have contributed to the
increase in housing inequality, there are also studies that have provided some evidence of policies
that have worked to decrease (housing) inequalitiese3e studies refer to specific policy examples,
such asHousing Firsprogrammes designed to reduce homelessness (Plea&retherton 2013
Kubala et al. 2023), specific institutional arrangements, such as rental market regulation and housing
allowances (Bwilde 2022), and the broader and intezlated sets of housing policies, where housing
inequality is either effectively mitigated or not so burdensome due to the fact that households may
find long-term, quality and affordable options in tenures other thhameownership (Scanlon et al.
2014). However, another contribution we aim to make in this chapter is to offer a novel perspective
and findings that go beyond the broad and complex discussion of the effects of specific and complex
sets of housing policie@wens 2015). We aim to discuss an issue that has not yet been adequately
studied: the question whether we can trace any links between the explicit political stance and ideology
inscribed in the political party election manifestos and the level of (hoysmegualities measured in

a longterm perspective. To date, there has been surprisingly limited research on the links between
political ideology and housing outcomes.

I 17171 O0AAT A AgAADPOEIT EO 3AAAOOEAT +TEIGO0 j wowo(Q
parties in the postl945 period and especially on policies supporting homeownership. While
exceptionally robust in analytical breadth and depth, it also ragdtions in that it does not explicitly
discuss housing inequalities and geographically omits Eastern European countries. Surprisingly and
for our case significantly, Kohl (2020) argues that homeownership tenure is not supported only by
conservative oriberal political parties, but (even though to a smaller extent) by social democrats. The
ideological orientations of politicians and/or policymakers and housing outcomes were recently
scrutinised also by Tjoe & Min (2024) and Grander & Sjéland Kozlowa6)(20joe & Min (2024)
analysed whether there is any relationship between the election results in Queensland State,
Australia, and the production of social housing. They indeed found such a relationship between the
election of the Australian Labour Partyhd an increase in social housing production, especially for
vulnerable (indigenous) communities. Also, in Japan Winkler & Hijino (2018) examined whether party
ideologies are transcribed into their policies in relation to regional development and regional
inequalities. These findings tend to support the assumption that political stances and ideologies
(although in this case not related directly to the party manifestos) influence empirical (housing)
reality.

Grander & Sjoland Kozlovic (2025) chose a different methodological framework and dived into
complex housing politics as performed on an everyday basis and through less formal discourses than
DAOOEAOGS | AT EAAOOI 08 ) i BT OO Ayiirda clddicut Caiedodsatidrdaf T T OO O/
certain models as more/less inclusive and suggested certain contradictions even in the unitary
3xAAAT 1T AAT h OOAE AO TATI1 EAAOCAT -BABAOADAOOAT AD
Such qualitativebased reseech reveals that the cleagut categories used in quantitative analysis can

often be cumbersome in everyday lived reality and in the interplay between (local) housing politics

and outcomes when it concerns various expressions of housing inequality.

We use aggregate housing inequality indicators as described more thoroughly in the next section of
the chapter and focus on the primary textual data (i.e., party election manifestos) which were coded
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so we could conceptualise political orientation as state marketoriented orientation and left vs
right political orientation. Such analyses have certain underlying theoretical and methodological
assumptions. We assumed, for example, that certain texts have not only a descriptive but also a
performative function, which means that using language iparticularway has the potential to
transform the lived material reality (Austin 1978 Goede 2005Unal et al. 2025). Thus, in our
analysis and in its terpretation, we implicitly took for granted that the certain political stance and
ideology represented by election manifestos must (or should) somehow translate into empirical
reality and practice. However, our assumption that election manifestos arepsgormativeproved

to be not so straightforward, and in the concluding discussion we deal with the results of models
indicating a rather weak relationship between the explicitly manifested political stances and the
subsequent trend in housing inequality.

5.3.DATA AND METHODS

For the analyses presented here we utilised three different data sources: (1) the EU Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions survey (BLLC){(2) the Household Finance and Consumption Survey
(HFSC); and (3) the Parliaments and Governments Database (ParlGov Pft@amtrerning the EU

SILC, we used data from annual waves from 2007 to 2023. The first waves are not used for the
following reasons: (a) in 2002006, relatively few countries participated in the survey, and countries
from Central and Eastern Europe typigadid not participate in the survey, and (b) the initial waves
were very demanding for national statistical offices and, as a result, the values of indicators were not
very stable in the first years. The number of countries varies slightly each yean, iegeint years data

have been available for around 30 countries (mostly from the EU).

In particular, ve useddata on housing costs, household income, the number of household members,
and housing tenure and we calculated dozens of different inequality indicators for individual years and
countries. We used two of them for further analysisifi) S80/S20 housing coste-income ratio (to
measure cost inequality) and (2) homeownership stratification S80/S20 computed as the ratio of the
share of households of homeowners (the homeownership rate) in the highest income quintile to the
share of hoseholds of homeowners in the lowest income quintile (to measure tenure inequality). In
addition, we used an indicator for housing wealth inequality, computed by the ECB through the self
assessment of residential properties owned by respondents of the H&@®&y. Specifically, a
P90/P50 ratio of housing wealth inequality, comparing theé"qfercentile of residential wealth
distribution to the 50" percentile of residential wealth distribution.

From the Parliaments and Governments Database (ParlGov project) we obtained information on
governmental parties in individual countries and their {gffht alignment (tleft, 10-right)>°and their
state-market inclination, i.e., an inclination either towards state intervention or towards the free
market (Lstate, 10market). This information, based on political party manifestos in elections, is
available every individual year. As politicalitions were often formed, it was necessary to create
coalition scores. Based on the values individual coalition parties, we computed an average score
on the leftright and statemarket scales for each year and country, and this score was then used as a
predictor of the development of housing inequality. Data from the ParlGov project ardadaifor

19Doring & Manow (2024), https://www.parlgov.org/
20 Assignment is based on the electoral programmes of individual parties.
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the period 19062023. For the purposes of our analytical models (see description below), we used d
from 1990 to 2023.

We excluded some countries (typically small countries, which also had a small number of respondents)
because the calculated housing inequality indicators were very unstable for these countries. For other
countries, we checked the development of the indioe for the entire monitored period (2062023

for EUSILC and 2032022 for HFSC) and in the case of significant fluctuations, we set some data as
missing values. We present the time series graphs of the main indicators of housing inequality
separately fo each group of countries representing distinct types of housing regimes. In the second
step, we tried to inductively create typologies of countries according to various criteria: (a) housing
inequality level and (b) righieft or statemarket orientation.In both cases, we always plotted the
average absolute values of indicatdr®., the average housing inequality, averageefiht or state
market orientation) on the horizontal axis of the scatter graph and the change of these indicators
(increase/sability) during the monitored period on the vertical axis.

Therefore, we drew four quadrants of imaginary maps (see Fi@9ras an example for inequality
indicator): Quadrant Istable, low inequality)s situated in the lower left corner and indicates a low
level of inequality and at the same time the stability of inequality (no change) during the monitored
period. Quadrant Zstable, high inequality)s situated in the lower right corner and indicates a high
but stable level of inequality during the monitored period. QuadrarfiBstable, high inequalityis
situated in the upper right corner and indicates a high level of inequality and at the same time an
increase in the inequality level during the monitored period. Finally, Quadratungtable, low
inequality)is in the upper left corner and indicates a low level of inequality and at the same time an
increase in the inequality level during the monitored period. Thus, all the countries are always divided
into four groups, and these groups were compared with thipologies of housing and welfare
regimes.
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As the last step of our analyses, we implemented regression models that try to explain the
development of housing inequality indicators over time. The following independent variables were
chosen:

a) the value of housing inequality indicator in the respective country in the previous year;

b) the statemarket or leftright orientation of government in preceding years (one to ten
years lag);

¢) dummy variable whether the country is a p@stcialist country or not.

The dummy variable distinguishing pesbcialist countries from other countries has been included
due a structural gap present in data: some housing inequalities are persistently and significantly lower
in these countries, mainly owing to a shared legaéyeconomic transformation and mass public
housing privatisation after 1990.

The models are based on the idea that the effect of the ideology of certain political parties and
coalitions needs some time to be transmitted into policies and ultimately implemented in practice, so
we chose a lag between the political setting of the goveent and the measurement of the inequality
level/trend as being between one and ten yeaite tested all models with different lags£1L0) and

the results show thathe most promising lag is eight years, i.e., typically about two election terms.

At this stage, two European countries, Belgium and Germany, were not included in the analyses
becauseunlike in other European countries, housing policy in these two is predominantly formed at

the regional rather than the national level. Therefore, it would not be analytically correct to look for

OEA Ei PAAO OEA 1T AOQEIT T Al ¢k hakiighkqdites. BWAIOERE] ET C
possible to conduct analyses for Belgium and Germany at the regional level, but this runs into certain
pitfalls: (a)in the ParlGov project, ideologies are coded only for the parties that participate in national

W
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elections; (b) in the HFSC research survey it is not possible to obtain data for regions; and (c) in
EU-SILC survey, a regional breakdown exists, but some regions have responses from a relatively smal
number of respondents.

The limits of the data and analysis

It is necessary to mention the possible limitations of our data analysis. The models examined track
developments over time, i.e., they answer the question of how changes in political ideology can
explain changes in housing inequality. Given the use of flata&ach year, it is possible to monitor
even smaller changes. On the other hand, models cannot be used to explain different levels of
inequality in individual countries. For this purpose, it would be necessary to monitor the average level
of inequality over a longer period) and use various predictors to explain it (including-tkmng
political settings, their stability or volatility, etc.).

Both EUSILC and HFSC data are sample data, and bias is always present in the form of sampling
error. We know that ELBILC data are affected by a high nogsponse rate, which can bias sample
demographics and requires complex adjustments. Methodologicalés also exist, such as missing
data for certain variables. Data collection may not be fully harmonised between countries and may
omit certain population subgroups or age groups. ParlGov data alse thaee key limitations. First,

the data do not indicat the real policy actions of the government, but rather an indication of the
ideology that is written in the political programmes of the parties in the governing coalition.
Declarations in election programmes and real policy measures may differ from e¢heh &econd,
although the ParlGov project aims to objectively evaluate the election programmes of political
parties, there is always a subjective element in the coding of ideology. As a result, comparability
across countries cannot be fully ensurdihird, it is worth noting that political parties can change
duringan election period (change of leaders, ideological shift, etc.), but the ParlGov project does not
capture these shifts as it focuses on the (pre)election period and captures the content of election
manifestos.

5.4.HOUSING INEQUALITY TRENDS (2@023) AND HOUSING REGIME
CATEGORISATION

In this section, we compare the housing/welfare regime categorisation of European countries with the
long-term trend in housing inequalities measured by three indicat¢t¥the S80/S20 housing costs
to-income ratio (to measure cost inequality); (2) homeownership stratification S80/S20 (for
measurement of tenure inequality); and (3) the P90/P50 ratio of housing wealth inequality (to measure
housing wealth inequality) for diffent European countries. We grouped European countries
according to the categorisation used in Lux et al. (2025: 69), i.e., according to the updated housing
regime typology of Kemeny (1995) and the welfare state regime typology of Esfintiprsen (1990).

This framework both acknowledges certain recent shifts in the country categorisation and
importantly incorporates Central and Eastern European psstialist countries into this integrative
typology. We developed eight country groups:

© Group 1: Dualist housing regime and liberal/social democratic welfare regifimland,
Ireland, Norway and United Kingdom

© Group 2: Unitary housing regime and conservative/sed&hocratic welfare regimeg
Austria, DenmarkFrance, the Netherlands and Sweden
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© Group 3: Familial housing regingeCzech Republic, Greece, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Sloveni
andSpain

© Group 4: Familial supgromeownership housing regineBulgaria, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romaniand Slovakia

The S80/S20 housing cost#o-income ratio inequality

Firstly, we focus on housing inequality measured by the housing ¢ositiscome ratio of the highest
(fifth) quintile to the lowest (first) quintile of household income distribution. In the first subgroup of
countries with a dualist housing regime (Figut@), we can see stable cost inequality in Finland and
Norway but increasing in UK (from 3.0 in 2007 to 4.5 in 2017, data are unfortunately available only
until 2018) and fluctuating in Ireland (with the level of inequality in 2023 returning to the samle lev
as in 2007). In countries with a unitary housing regime (Fidglixewe can observe a gradual increase

in housing inequality in all countries, the highest being in the Netherlands, where the ratio increased
from 2.0 to almost 4.0, which means that households in the lowest income quintile spend on average
a four times higper share of their income on housing than households in the highest income quintile.
This corresponds to recent studies dealing with the question of housing disadvantage in the context
of the Netherlands (Hochstenbach 2025).

Figure 42 shows the countries characterised by the familial housing regime. The most significant
increase in the cost inequality in this group was observed in Italy; in the years aroun@@Dd 5he

ratio reached a value of 5.0, which now makes Italy the most uakgountry according to this
inequality indicator. Figuret3 displays the results for the familial suppomeownership countries;

even here the indicator gradually increased, most notably in Bulgaria and Latvia, where the peaks
occurred around 208-2019.

The highest inequality between higtand lowincome households in terms of what share of their
income they spend on housing was in Italy. This may reflect the marginality of the public or social
housing sector, which could function as a way of mitigatihig kind of inequality. However, even the
relatively robust sector of public/social housing in countries with a unitary housing regime does not
necessarily mean that cost inequality is significantly smaller, since the indicator for this group of
countries(Figure41) reaches value of almost 4dh average, like in most other countries across the
various housing regimes. It seems that housing regime categorisation is not strongly associated with
housing cost inequality levels and trends. When we compare the trends across the various country
groups,we see a gradual increase of housing cost inequality among all country groups. However, the
most prominent rise in this form of inequality has been surprisingly among countries with the unitary
housing regime.
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Homeownership stratification: the S80/S20 for the homeownership rate

Another indicator employed for the purpose of measuring housing inequality was the S80/S20
homeownership stratification computed as the ratio of the share of households of homeowners
(homeownership rate) in the highest income quintile to the share of hbokis of homeowners in

the lowest income quintile. In the case of this indicator, tenure structure (and thus partially also
housing regime categorisation) exerts a substantial influence on the observed outcomes. Specifically,
in postsocialist countries wvtih a familial housing regime (Figurd§ and47) and with a legacy of mass
privatisation of housing stock (Lux & Sunega 20Idenkova & Polanska 2014), homeownership is
(still) distributed relatively equally across various income groups (the ratios range between 1.0 and
1.5).

In contrast, in countries with a unitary housing regime, such as Austria, France and the Netherlands
(see Figureth), the indicator has a higher value and (together with Finland and Norway) it is even
increasing in time. For instance, in Austria, the homeownership stratification ratio increased from 1.75
in 2007 to about 2.5 in 2023, meaning that the share of homeosvasTong the highest income group

is now 2.5 times higher than this share among the lowest income group. Like for housing costs
inequality, itis the Netherlands that reported the highest increase of inequality according to this
indicatorz possibly hinting at the relevance of a strong social housing segment, which, however, may
be seen as problematic in the face of the gradual dismantling efpthiblic housing sector (Aalbers &
Christophers 2014Aalbers 201;Byrne & Norris 2022Vladden 2025Dewilde 2022Hochstenbach et

al. 2025Hochstenbach 2025). The comparison of the trends across the country groups indicates that
it is again the group otountries with unitary housing regime where the inequality in the form of
homeownership stratification is increasing, while the other country groups paint a more fragmented
picture with rather stable rates of inequality.
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Note: S80/S20 for homeownership stratification compares homeownership rate in the highest income quintile
to homeownership rate in the lowest income quintile, according to the equalised disposable household income
distribution.

SourceEUSILCCrosdJDB2007z 2015z version of 209-03, EU-SILCCrosdJDB2016z 2023z version of 2024
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Housing wealth inequality: the P90/P50 for residential wealth distribution

In the preceding section, we presented the homeownership stratification as the indicator of housing
tenure and housing wealth inequality. Here we use the P90/P50 ratio of housing wealth inequality,
comparing the 9¢ percentile of housing wealth distribution to the B@ercentile of housing wealth
distribution. In this analysis, HFCS data have been utilised. Given that these data are not available for
all countries in the same way as £l C data, we had to adjust our country grouping in the following
way:

@

Group 1: Dualist housing regiméreland and Finland

®

Group 2: Unitary housing regimeAustria, France anthe Netherlands

®

Group 3: Familial housing regimé&reece, Italy, PortugaBlovenia and Spain

@

Group 4: Familial supdromeownership housing regimeEstonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania
and Slovakia

We used the housing wealth indicator as a metric that quantifies the proportion of housing assets
possessed by the top decile and median income group. In other words, if the ratio is, for instance,
equal to 10, then the top decile income group possesseassimg assets of 10 times the value of the
housing assets of median income group. As demonstrated in Fig@réhe highest levels of housing
wealth inequality are observed in the unitary housing regime countries, namely Austria, France, and
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the Netherlands. In these countries, median income households are more likely to be tenants, a
consequently, they do not possess any housing assets.

Within the group of countries with a dualist housing regime, a gradual escalation in housing wealth
inequality levels was observed, particularly in Ireland, where the ratio increased from 6 in 2013 to 10
in 2023 (see FigudB). As illustrated in Figurd9, an increase from 30 to 50 was observed in Austria.
This increase appeared rather swiftly between the years 2019 and 2021. As illustrated inF8igure
Spain saw the rise in housing wealth inequality within the group of countries with a dualist housing
regime, with an increase in the ratio from 9 in 2011 to almost 16 in 2023. Conversely, Italy, along with
Latvia and Estonia in the supdiomeownership goup of countries (Figur&l), exhibited a rather
surprising decline in housing wealth inequality, whi@dntasts with the fact that Italy recorded the
highest housing cost inequality. Similarly to the previous indicators, in the comparison ctéomg
trends between the country groups we observe the most prominent increase of inequality in countries
with the unitary housing regime (Austria and the Netherlands), while it is not possible to find any
strong trend for other country groups where the inequalities are either more stable or only slightly
increasing (e.g., Ireland, Spain) or decreasing (e.g., Lakizby).
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Comparing the original housing regime and welfare regime typologies with an
inductive categorisation of countries

In this section, we finalise the comparison of country groupings according to the levels and growth
rates of three housing inequality indicators between 2007 and 2023 with the housing and welfare
regime typologies (Kemeny 199&spingAndersen 1990), updated by Lux et al. (2025). For each
indicator, an inductive categorisation was developed referring to countries with (a) high (average)
inequality and relatively high growth between 2007 and 2023 in the upigét quadrant, (b)high
inequality and relativsf low growth in the lowerright quadrant, (c) low inequality and relatively high
growth in the uppetleft quadrant, and (d) low inequality and relatively low growth in the lovefr
quadrant.

First, we analysed the S80/S20 for the housing costgrcome ratio (Figuré2). The horizontal axis
represents the average value of ratio, i.e., value 4.00 means that the lewesine households spend

on average a four times higher share of their income on housing when compared to the highest
income quintile group. Foaverage growth rate we used sample mean and for average level a value
of 3.75 as thresholds fquadrant differentiation. Relatively high average level and, at the same time,
the high growth of inequality in the housing cost®-income ratio were found in Luxembourg, Latvia,
Italy and Spain (upperight quadrant). However, we see no overlap with the housing/welfare regime
typologies, despite the fact that both Italy and Spain (which apptsyether in the uppeiright
quadrant) represent a familial housing regime.
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Note: S80/S20 for the housing costs-income ratio compares average housing cesisincome ratio in the
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In contrast to the possocialist countries where homeownership is spread more evenly due to the
privatisation of the housing stock during and after the 1990s (Lux & Sunega; 2B8khkova &
Polanska 2014), in Spain and lItaly {ewome households spend a significantly higher (and rising)
share of their incomes on housing. Furthermore, in these two countries there is no robust system of
social or affordable public housing. Such ddions may help to partially explain why significant
housing discontent andtsiggles against housing financialisation appeared particularly in Spain
(Martinez & Gil 2024Gil & Palomera 2024). In contrast, many pgsfialist countries, such as
Czechia, Estonia andungary, also experienced a significant increase in housing prices between 2010
and 2025 (Eurostat 202} but there were nonajorcollective actions related to the issue of increasing
ET OOET ¢ AT 06O j1 AOT L AO Al 8 wvwowQoQs

Another indicator, homeownership stratification expressed by the ratio of homeownership rate in the
fifth and the first income quintiles, contrasts with the inequality in the housing-tosthcome ratio

when it comes to the grouping of countries, becauke inductive grouping strongly overlaps with
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the housing and welfare regime typologigSorboth average growth rateand average levele used
samplemean valusas thresholds for quadrant differentiatiofand we applied this approach also for
all remaining schemes belowGountries with high homeownership stratification and with the highest
increase in this inequality indicator (uppeght quadrant in Figur&3 aremainlythose with a unitary
housing regime: the Netherlands, Germany, Austria and Sweden. This malsbbecause lowand
middle-income groups can find decent, stable and affordable alternative also in the public, social and
limited-profit rental segments.
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Note: S80/S20 for homeownership stratification compares homeownership rate in the highest income quintile
to homeownership rate in the lowest income quintile, according to the equalised disposable household income

distribution.
SourceEUSILCCrosdJDB2007z 2015z version of 209-03, EU-SILCCrosdJDB2016z 2023z version of 2024
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However, various research studies conducted in these countries have shown a watering down of the
principles of unitary housing regimes and the gradual advance of neoliberalism, financialisation and
the relevance of assdbased welfare in the Netherland®¢wilde 2022Hochstenbach 2025), Austria,

and specifically Vienna (Kadi 202%Volfgring & Peverini 2024), and Sweden (Grander 2021
Gustafsson 2024). These studies have argued that housing sulgectsviduals and households
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