
 

 
This project has received funding from the European Unionќs Horizon Europe research and innovation programme under 

Grant Agreement no. 101132513. The responsibility for the information and the views set out in this document lies entirely with 

the authors. The European Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information it contains.  

 

 

 

D3.2 Report on drivers of financial 

levels of housing inequality 

January 2026 
   



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

2 
 

0ÒÏÊÅÃÔ ÁÃÒÏÎÙÍ (ÏÕÓÅ)ÎÃ 

0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ (ÏÒÉÚÏÎ 

4ÏÐÉÃ (/2):/.Ȥ#,ΨȤΨΦΨΩȤ42!.3&/2-!4)/.3ȤΦΧ 

'ÒÁÎÔ !ÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ΧΦΧΧΩΨΫΧΩ 

3ÔÁÒÔ ÄÁÙ &ÅÂÒÕÁÒÙ Χȟ ΨΦΨΪ 

$ÕÒÁÔÉÏÎ Ωά ÍÏÎÔÈÓ 

#ÏÎÔÁÃÔ   

Document information 

$ÏÃÕÍÅÎÔ ÆÁÃÔ ÓÈÅÅÔ 

&ÕÌÌ ÔÉÔÌÅ $ΩȢΨ ɀ 2ÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÄÒÉÖÅÒÓ ÏÆ ǢÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÌÅÖÅÌÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

7ÏÒË ÐÁÃËÁÇÅ 70Ω 

4ÁÓËɉÓɊ 4ΩȢΩȡ !ÎÁÌÙÓÉÎÇ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÇÒÁÐÈÉÃ ÄÒÉÖÅÒÓ ÏÆ 
ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÔÒÅÎÄÓ 

!ÕÔÈÏÒ ɉÏÒÇÁÎÉÚÁÔÉÏÎɊ -ÁÒÔÉÎ ,ÕØȟ 0ÅÔÒ 3ÕÎÅÇÁȟ -ÉÃÈÁÅÌ £ËÖÒĐÜËȟ -ÁÒÔÉÎÁ 
-ÉËÅÓÚÏÖÜȟ 4ÏÍÜĤ (ÏĠÅÎþ 3ÁÍÅÃȟ 0ÅÔÒ 3ÏÕËÕÐ ɉ)3!3 #2Ɋ 

2ÅÖÉÅ×ÅÒÓ $)7ȟ 5.)"/ 

$ÁÔÅ *ÁÎÕÁÒÙ ΨΦΨά 

Document Dissemination level 

$ÉÓÓÅÍÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ 

Ø 05 ɀ 0ÕÂÌÉÃ 

 %5 #,!33)&)%$ Ȥ 2Ȥ5%Ⱦ%5Ȥ2 ɀ %5 2%342)#4%$ȟ #Ȥ5%Ⱦ%5Ȥ# ɀ %5 
#/.&)$%.4)!,ȟ 3Ȥ5%Ⱦ%5Ȥ3 ɀ %5 3%#2%4 ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ $ÅÃÉÓÉÏÎ 
.ÏΨΦΧΫȾΪΪΪ 

 3%. ɀ 3ÅÎÓÉÔÉÖÅȟ ÏÎÌÙ ÆÏÒ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÓÏÒÔÉÕÍ ɉÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ %#Ɋ  

Document history 

6ÅÒÓÉÏÎ $ÁÔÅ -ÁÉÎ ÍÏÄÉǢÃÁÔÉÏÎ )ÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎ 

6ΦȢΧ ΧΩȢΦΧȢΨΦΨά $ÒÁÆÔ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÒÅÖÉÅ× )3!3 #2 

6ÏȢΨ ΨΩȢΦΧȢΨΦΨά &ÉÎÁÌ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ )3!3 #2 

6ΦȢΩ ΩΧȢΦΩȢΨΦΨά 5ÐÄÁÔÅ )3!3 #2 

    

 

  



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

3 
 

Legal Notice 

4ÈÅ ÓÏÌÅ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȢ )Ô ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ 

ÎÅÃÅÓÓÁÒÉÌÙ ÒÅǨÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÉÎÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ 5ÎÉÏÎȢ .ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÅ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÎÏÒ ÁÎÙ 

ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÁÃÔÉÎÇ ÏÎ ÂÅÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ #ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÁÎÙ ÕÓÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÄ ÔÈÅÒÅÉÎȢ  

Έ (ÏÕÓÅ)ÎÃ #ÏÎÓÏÒÔÉÕÍȟ ΨΦΨΪ Ȥ !ÌÌ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÒÅÓÅÒÖÅÄȠ ÎÏ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÕÂÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÌÁÔÅÄȟ 

ÒÅÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÄȟ ÓÔÏÒÅÄ ÉÎ Á ÒÅÔÒÉÅÖÁÌ ÓÙÓÔÅÍȟ ÏÒ ÔÒÁÎÓÍÉÔÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÁÎÙ ÆÏÒÍ ÏÒ ÂÙ ÁÎÙ ÍÅÁÎÓȟ ÅÌÅÃÔÒÏÎÉÃȟ 

ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÃÁÌȟ ÐÈÏÔÏÃÏÐÙÉÎÇȟ ÒÅÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒ×ÉÓÅȟ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ×ÒÉÔÔÅÎ ÐÅÒÍÉÓÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÓÈÅÒ 

ÏÒ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÉÓ ÁÃËÎÏ×ÌÅÄÇÅÄȢ 

Find the Project  

7ÅÂȡ ÈÔÔÐȡȾȾÈÏÕÓÅÉÎÃȢÅÕ 

,ÉÎËÅÄ)Îȡ ÈÔÔÐÓȡȾȾ×××ȢÌÉÎËÅÄÉÎȢÃÏÍȾÓÈÏ×ÃÁÓÅȾÈÏÕÓÅÉÎÃȾ   

  

http://houseinc.eu/
https://www.linkedin.com/showcase/houseinc/


D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

4 
 

About 

The objective of HouseInc is to apply innovative methodology to deeply analyse interlinked 

dimensions of housing inequalities in the context of marginalized communities.  

HouseInc will empirically examine economic, social and ecological drivers 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 innovative social, financial and digital solutions that can be up scaled and thus, 

contribute to a better socio-economic and sustainable integration of vulnerable groups in European 

societies.  

HouseInc takes a systemic view and assesses interlinkages of housing inequalities - emphasizing 

energy and mobility poverty, digital dimensions, employment opportunities, family and socio-

demographic conditions, energy-efficiency, and health - on a micro-, meso- and macro-level. The 

interdisciplinary HouseInc consortium - consisting of research institutes and universities, policy think 

tanks, NGOs, and practitioners on the ground - involves case studies to engage directly with members 

of four marginalized communities in or from Eastern Europe.  

Besides a mix-method approach, including modelling and a GIS-based analysis depicting 

geographical and future housing inequality, we implement a multinational survey to better 

understand housing inequality in light of recent events such as COVID-19 and Russia's invasion in the 

Ukraine. The research results will be assessed, mapped, and scaled up using Living Labs and various 

stakeholder engagement activities to provide innovative solutions addressing housing inequalities 

and translating them into valid local, regional, national and EU policy recommendations impacting 

EU and national funding programs and providing a comprehensive overview and guidance for 

policymakers to mitigate housing inequalities. 

Project partners 
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0ήΦȾ0ΨΦ 2ÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ήΦÔÈ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ΨΦÔÈ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅ 

0ίΦȾ0ΫΦ 2ÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ίΦÔÈ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ΫΦÔÈ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÉÌÅ ɉÍÅÄÉÁÎɊ 

0, 0ÏÌÁÎÄ 

04 0ÏÒÔÕÇÁÌ 

1#! 1ÕÁÌÉÔÁÔÉÖÅ #ÏÍÐÁÒÁÔÉÖÅ !ÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ  

2/ 2ÏÍÁÎÉÁ 

3ήΦȾ3ΨΦ 
2ÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÐ ΨΦϻ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÔÔÏÍ ΨΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 
ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ 

3ίΦȾ3ΧΦ 
2ÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÐ ΧΦϻ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÔÔÏÍ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 
ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ 

3% 3×ÅÄÅÎ 

3) 3ÌÏÖÅÎÉÁ 

3+ 3ÌÏÖÁËÉÁ 

5+ 5ÎÉÔÅÄ +ÉÎÇÄÏÍ 

53 5ÎÉÔÅÄ 3ÔÁÔÅÓ 
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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 demographic factors on housing inequality trends. In our 

data analysis, we specifically focused on three domains of housing inequality: (1) inequality in housing 

affordability and precarity (also housing cost inequality); (2) housing tenure inequality (also 

homeownership stratification); and (3) inequality in housing wealth. We tested the association 

between the trend in housing inequality in these three domains and six possible factors: (1) household 

income and income inequality; (2) inflation and the interest rate; (3) demographics; (4) 

intergenerational housing-related resource transfers provided within the family; (5) housing benefit 

policy; and (6) the institutional and 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 remaining 

three factors (resource transfers, benefit policy and institutional context) in detail. Therefore, in this 

report we especially present the results from an in-depth analysis of the association (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 the affordability, tenure and wealth domains. 

We employed a specific conceptual approach to the interpretation of our results, called the 

fragmentary mechanism of housing inequality evolution ɀ a less 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 employed a macro level of inequality measurement and used macro-data (time series) on country 

statistics drawn from different sources (recently publicly available in the Data Overview of HouseInc 

project), and micro-data from three international comparative surveys: (a) EU Statistics on Income 

and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) run in annual waves by Eurostat since 2004; (b) the Household 

Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS) run in four waves by the European Central Bank since 2011; 

and (c) the multinational on-line survey HouseInc 2025 conducted specifically under the HouseInc 

project in 2025. 

Our results confirm that household 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 and housing wealth domains. This relation may be an 

outcome of low elasticity of housing supply that transforms increasing housing demand driven by 

income (economic) growth into housing cost/rent/price hikes rather than into higher housing supply, 

and of the unequal effect of such cost/rent/price growth on different household income groups. In the 

short term, the economic factors have especially a strong effect on housing cost inequality and a 

weaker effect on housing wealth inequality. The financial factors (interest rate, inflation) and 

demographic factors (ageing ratio, share of singles) play mostly 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 influential factor of overall 

precarity trends, underscoring the central role of the housing cost burden in shaping household 

vulnerability. The results show that while long-term structural improvements have occurred in several 

countries, recent shocks ɀ most notably the energy crisis ɀ have disrupted progress and widened 
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cross-national disparities. While in Western and Northern European countries unaffordability is the 

dominant challenge for low-income renters, reflecting high-cost housing markets, in post-socialist 

contexts overcrowding and inadequate dwelling conditions remain 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 alone may not sufficiently address all dimensions of precarity ɀ the 

high prevalence of energy poverty, arrears and overcrowding in several countries reveals persistent 

issues of poor dwelling quality, inadequate energy efficiency and insecurity. These patterns indicate 

that households turn to benefits primarily once affordability challenges already arise and that benefits 

alone may not compensate for structural constraints in housing supply or quality. 

Our analysis of the association between intergenerational within-family housing-related resource 

transfers and housing wealth inequality confirmed that countries with a dualist/familial housing 

regime and a high homeownership rate significantly differ from countries 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 transfers probably have 

a significant effect on tenure choice, the level of household housing wealth, its appreciation or 

depreciation in time and the level of household pure residential investments. Here, the transfers may  

often have an 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 transfers may be statistically significant 

only on some (fewer) housing wealth outcomes.  

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., work as a wealth equaliser. In the societies with a high 

homeownership rate where, however, resource transfers are unequally distributed within society, 

transfers may not equalise the effect of housing price growth or the decreasing homeownership rate, 

and instead they may work as a wealth catalyser. Finally, 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 wealth inequality 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 institutional context for explaining housing 

inequality in these two domains. Specifically, unitary housing regimes are surprisingly characterised 

by higher and increasing homeownership stratification and by higher and increasing housing wealth 

inequality, but they do not convincingly perform better when it comes to housing costs-to-income 

inequality and its trend. We also found that there is generally a weak link between changes in the 

political orientation of the ruling political parties, expressed on the left-right political scale or the 

state-market orientation scale, and changes in the levels of housing inequality. We found only two 
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stronger relationships: between a state-market orientation in governmental political ideology and the 

housing costs-to-income ratio inequality; and between the left-right orientation of governmental 

political ideology and housing wealth inequality, always when the impact of political stance on 

inequality outcome has been lagged by eight years. A left-wing orientation in governmental politics 

increases housing wealth inequality (probably due to higher support for rental housing supply and 

increasing share of tenancy) and a political orientation towards state support decreases inequality in 

the housing costs-to-income ratio (probably due to higher focus on vulnerable households and 

housing cost equality in a society).  

Therefore, the possibility of governments to 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 formulated a set of context-sensitive and socioeconomically balanced policy recommendations 

that call for: 

 conducting a deep and context-sensitive study of the reasons for the low level of price 

elasticity of housing supply (land speculation, urban planning flexibility, housing market 

failures or oligopolies in housing production) because a higher elasticity of housing supply 

could weaken the recent strong effect of income (employment rate, GDP) growth on the rise 

in housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities; 

 carrying out context-sensitive 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 using an on-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 property and capital gain values) that would also reflect 

the intensity of investment dwelling use (taxing more vacant dwellings or short-term 

tenancies); 

 when within-family resource transfers are distributed equally, especially in a society with a 

high homeownership rate, these transfers should not be taxed; instead, it would be beneficial 

to implement measures that would make resource transfers among low-income families less 

burdensome elsewhere; 

 adopting a more tenure-balanced 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 (EU) support for public, 

not-for-profit or co-op rental housing construction; 
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 stabilising housing policy measures (status quo), developing participatory elements of 

decision-making and auditing housing policy effectiveness and efficiency more in the long 

rather than the short term.  
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1. CHAPTER 1: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, METHODOLOGY AND 

MAIN CONCLUSIONS 

 

MARTIN LUX, PETR SUNEGA 

 

1.1. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter outlines conceptual framework, data and methodology of our housing inequality 

research, and it summarizes main conclusions about the impact of selected economic, policy 

(political) and demographic factors on housing inequality trends in European countries. As outlined in 

Report D2.1 of this project (review of existing literature)ȟ ȬÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ Á ÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÉÓÓÕÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÆÁÒ-

reaching implications for social justice, economic stability, and public health. Adequate housing is a 

fundamental human right and a cornerstone of individual well-being and community 

ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȣ5ÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÍÕÌÔÉÆÁÃÅÔÅÄ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÆÏÒ 

developing effective policies and interventions to promote equitable access to housing and foster 

ÉÎÃÌÕÓÉÖÅ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÉÅÓȭ ɉ+ÁÎÔÅÌ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΨΪ: 9). 

We used for this purpose data from the following international comparative surveys: (a) EU Statistics 

on Income and Living Conditions (EU-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 2011; and (c) the multinational on-line survey HouseInc 2025 conducted specifically under this 

project in 2025. In the data analysis, we mainly focused on nine European countries that represent 

diverse population sizes, geographies, climates and housing and welfare regimes: Belgium, the Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Romania and the UK. The selection of 

ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÉÓ ÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÉÎ 2ÅÐÏÒÔ $ΩȢΧ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔ on selection of data and indicators for 

housing inequality studies (Lux 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 even foÒ ÓÏÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭȢ  

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 hidden factors ÏÆ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÃÒÅÁÔÅÓ Á ȬÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌ ÆÏÇȭ 

around the results that may not be, in the end, fully consistent both within and between countries, 

and their generalisability may be limited. Specifically, there are: (1) different domains where we can 

study housing inequality, namely housing affordability, housing tenure (security), housing quality, 

housing precarity, housing wealth or location of housing; (2) different geographic levels where housing 

inequality can be surveyed, namely micro, meso and macro levels; and (3) different means and 

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 micro-level 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 macro-level of inequality assessment (e.g., when 
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housing wealth distribution or the housing cost burden across income distribution is measured for the 

whole country or region by macro-indicators, such as the coefficient of variation 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-to-income ratio distribution across income quintiles but, at the same 

time, significantly 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 conclusions of inequality studies ɀ and we 

should consider this analytical vagueness and define conceptual framework for interpretation of the 

results appropriately.  

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 following five distinct 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 dynamics (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 inequalities (health, 

education, environment); and (5) the intergenerational transmission of housing inequality (transfers, 

young people).1 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 studies) certainly limits the generalisability of our 

results.  

Therefore, we should acknowledge that housing inequality is a multidimensional concept and that in 

this report we will specifically (1) focus only on the (a) housing affordability (precarity), (b) housing 

tenure and (c) housing wealth domains of inequality; (2) employ a macro level of inequality 

measurement; and (3) use a limited set of measures that 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 above-stated domains (e.g., those that 

concern health issues, energy poverty, location, spatial segregation or detailed housing quality). 

The three housing inequality domains ɀ ȬÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓȭ 

The first domain we will focus on concerns housing affordability and, specifically, housing 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), which in most European countries 

exceeded the rise in household incomes, caused a so-called (urban) housing affordability crisis 

(Wetzstein 2017), which especially affected the young generation. A growing number of academic 

papers are arguing that this affordability crisis has led to: (1) the de-standardised transition of the 

ÙÏÕÎÇ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÁÄÕÌÔÈÏÏÄ ɉÆÏÒ ÁÎ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ÓÅÅ +ÕÂÁÌÁ Ǫ (ÏĠÅÎþ 3ÁÍÅÃ ΨΦΨΧɊȠ ɉΨɊ 

 
1 The 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 Eastern Europe contexts especially are broadly lacking, which additionally limits the scope for generalisation. 
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ÉÎÔÅÒÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÅÎÓÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÃÏÎÆÌÉÃÔ ɉ7ÉÌÌÅÔÓ ΨΦΧΦɊȠ ɉΩɊ ÔÈÅ ÒÉÓÅ ÏÆ ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÎÔȭȟ ÉȢÅȢ Á ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ 

homeownership rate among young people and, conversely, their increasing share in the less secure 

private rental sector (see, e.g., McKee et al. 2020; Bourassa & Shi 2017; Acolin et al. 2016; Arundel & 

Ronald 2021); and also (4) the rise in public movements against what many perceive as the main cause 

of worsening affordability ɀ housing financialisation (Aalbers 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 simple housing costs-to-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 work with housing 

precarity as 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 concept of cumulative housing disadvantage 

proposed by Hochstenbach (2025) and Dewilde et al. (2025) ɀ a framework emphasising the 

intersection and accumulation of multiple housing problems across time. Specifically, we will work 

with four dimensions of housing precarity: (1) housing affordability (overburden), (2) housing security, 

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

The second domain we will focus on in this report concerns housing wealth inequality. After 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 post-war 

generation ɀ housing wealth has become the main form of household wealth (Doling & Ronald 2010; 

Rowlingson & McKay 2011; Piketty 2014) and its distribution a mirror of household wealth distribution 

(Bonnet et al. 2014; Allegré & 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. 2025; Lux et al. 2013) and, according to some social scientists, 

the cornerstone of the new welfare state (Groves et al. 2007; Malpass 2008). The factors of housing 

wealth inequality are thus also the factors of social stratification in many contemporary societies.  

Housing tenure structure, the final domain of housing inequality we will focus on, is a pillar in the 

categorisation of housing regimes2 and has a decisive impact on housing tenure choice and, 

 
2 The 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 this ideological cleavage, he distinguished housing policy models as being either dualist (stigmatising tenancy and 

unilaterally supporting owner-occupancy) or unitary (tenure-neutral) in nature. The dualist model is strongly associated with 

policies that diÓÃÏÕÒÁÇÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐ ÉÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÁÓ Á ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ÎÅÔ ȬÔÏ ÔÁËÅ ÃÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÈÏ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÓÕÁÌÔÉÅÓ 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ×ÏÒËÉÎÇÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÆÉÔ ÍÁÒËÅÔȭ ɉ+ÅÍÅÎÙȟ ΧίίΫȡ ίɊȢ 5ÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÍÏÄÅÌÓȟ ÉÎ ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔȟ ÅÎÃÏÕÒÁÇÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ÔÈÅÒÅÂÙ 

allowing the public rental sector and the owner-occupied 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 

countries ɀ ÒÅÇÉÍÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÎÁÍÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÄÕÁÌÉÓÔȭȟ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÍÁÒÇÉÎÁÌ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÒÅÎÔÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÈÉÇÈ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÒÁÔÅ 

ÔÈÅÒÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÓÏÍÅ ÁÃÁÄÅÍÉÃÓ ÐÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÈÅÍ ȬÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌȭ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÉÓ ÍÁÉÎÌÙ ÆÏÒÍÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÕÔÒÉÇÈÔ 

homeownership, i.e., the family (via intergenerational resource transfers, inheritance, co-residence) rather than the market 

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

housing systems can be categorised according to their exposure to global financial markets ɀ by the homeownership rate 

and mortgage debt to GDP. The group of countries ɀ in Eastern and Southern Europe ɀ that rank in the category of countries 

×ÉÔÈ Á ÈÉÇÈ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÒÁÔÅ ÁÎÄ ÌÏ× ÄÅÂÔ ÁÒÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ Á ȬÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌȭ ÒÅÇÉÍÅȢ 

 



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

19 
 

consequently, housing market operation. Moreover, tenure inequalities are broadly associated with 

inequalities in housing security because homeownership (especially outright homeownership) is 

associated with higher security than tenancy ɀ therefore, it is also perceived as ranking higher on the 

ÎÏÒÍÁÔÉÖÅ ȬÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÌÁÄÄÅÒȭ ɉ#ÌÁÒË Ǫ /ÎÁËÁ ΧίίΩɊ ÏÒ ÁÓ Á ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ȬÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÌÁÓÓȭ (Rex & Moore 1967). 

Tenure inequalities will be measured in this report, for example, by the tenure income gap (which 

compares the average 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 rise to above 

mentioned ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÎÔȭȢ &ÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÒÅÓÅÁÒÃÈ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 5+ȟ .ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓȟ !ÕÓÔÒÁÌÉÁȟ ÔÈÅ 53ȟ )ÒÅÌÁÎÄȟ 

Italy, Spain, New Zealand or Japan 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, e.g., McKee et al. 2020; "ÏÕÒÁÓÓÁ Ǫ 3ÈÉ ΨΦΧέɊȢ %ØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÎÔȭ 

phenomenon with changing consumer patterns (Bruce & Kelly 2013), delayed family formation 

(Mulder & Billari 2010), rising youth unemployment (McKee 2012), decreasing housing affordability 

(Wetzstein 2017), the financialisation of housing (Aalbers et al. 2020) and other factors. 

Housing inequality factors ɀ ȬÉÎÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓȭ 

The testing of impact of diverse factors on the level and trend in housing inequalities is much more 

complex than the measurement of housing inequality itself. We can necessarily test the impacts of 

only a few selected factors, as described below in more detail. In this report, specifically, we will test 

the association between the trend in housing inequality (in three domains defined above) and six 

possible factors: (1) income and income inequality; (2) inflation and interest (mortgage) rate; (3) 

demographics; (4) intergenerational housing-related resource transfers provided within the family; 

(5) housing benefit policy; and (6) the institutional context (housing 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 inequality (in all three domains) because growing income 

raises disproportionally housing prices/rents/costs and this may increase housing cost-, tenure- 

and wealth inequalities (but when rising income exceeds price/rent growth, it may also decrease 

these inequalities); 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 inflation and interest rate associates with rising/decreasing housing inequality (in all three 

domains) because, on the one hand, a decreasing interest rate tends to increase housing prices 

and thus may increase housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities but, on the other hand, an 

increasing rate restricts the accessibility of mortgage finance for low- and middle-income 

households and thus may also increase housing tenure and wealth inequalities; 

3. decreasing household size (and the ageing of society) leads to rising (declining) housing inequality (in 

all three domains) because a growing share of (young) singles leads to the fact that housing costs 

are not shared among a larger number of economically active household members, which may 

raise housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities; and because a growing number of elderly 
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affects housing prices negatively and such housing price decline may decrease housing cost-, 

tenure- and wealth inequalities; 

4. intergenerational resource transfers (provided by parents or grandparents to their adult children or 

grandchildren) increase housing tenure and wealth inequalities because such transfers are 

presumably unequally distributed in a society, may significantly facilitate access to 

homeownership and wealth, and they thus contribute to rise in tenure and wealth inequalities;  

5. housing allowances decrease housing inequality in the housing affordability (precarity) domain 

because they are targeted to vulnerable households, who face the housing precarity the most;  

6. a left-wing (state-interventionist) political ideology of governments and so-called unitary housing 

regime decrease housing inequality in the long term (in all three domains) because this political 

orientation and institutional context are ideologically linked to higher 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 of associations (4), (5) and (6) in much more detail in three following chapters of this 

report. Therefore, in this report we concentrated especially on the association (a) between resource 

transfers and housing wealth inequality; (b) between housing benefit policy and housing precarity; 

and (c) between housing regime (political ideology) and inequalities 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 the factors of housing inequality is difficult and very broad task. In 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 

ÏÂÓÅÒÖÁÂÌÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁriables) and primary factors (that are observed 

ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ȬÉÎÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÅÁÓÉÅÒ ÔÏ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÇÇÒÅÇÁÔÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ 

inequality is the functioning of the relevant (national or local) housing market, especially from the 

perspective of the availability of the good that is allocated through this market ɀ housing ɀ to different 

ÓÅÇÍÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȢ 4ÈÅÒÅ ÁÒÅ ÓÅÖÅÒÁÌ ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÁÇÇÒÅÇÁÔÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒȠ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÓÔ 

important ones are housing prices, their variability (distribution) and the development of both over time, 

relative to the income (or social status) of households and its distribution and the 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 groups (e.g., Allegré & 

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

wealth inequality.  

The second aggregate factor is the culture/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 legal frame×ÏÒË ÆÏÒ ÓÁÔÉÓÆÙÉÎÇ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ 

housing needsȠ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ÁÒÅȟ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÏÔÈÅÒÓȟ tenure choice/structure 

and the homeownership rate, specified again across income/status distribution. Since tenants (if they 

do not own any investment property) have zero housing wealth, changes in the housing tenure 
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structure will logically influence the resulting distribution of residential wealth in society. The 

ÁÇÇÒÅÇÁÔÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÓÉÍÉÌÁÒÌÙ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÉÖÅ ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓȟ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒȡ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ 

tenure choice influences housing prices and housing prices have an impact on tenure choice. 

4ÈÅ ÁÇÇÒÅÇÁÔÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅÉÒ ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔȟ ÉÎ ÆÁÃÔȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÁÌ factors of inequality. Rather, 

they mediate the impact of many primary factors in their background. For example, the 

variability/trend in housing prices is influenced by fundamental and non-fundamental primary factors 

of market demand and supply studied by housing economists (Maclennan 1982; Shiller 2020). 

Fundamental primary factors include, for example, the variability/trend in household income (income 

thus plays a somewhat dual role 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) and monetary 

policies (macroprudential policy, quantitative easing). Primary non-fundamental factors include, for 

example, the irrational price expectations of ordinary buyers and investors, speculation, myopia, 

endowment effect, in summary, the psychological and emotional aspects of homebuying causing 

ȬÉÒÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÅØÕÂÅÒÁÎÃÅȭ ɉ3ÈÉÌÌÅÒ ΨΦΦΦɊȟ ÉȢÅȢȟ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ ÕÎÊÕÓÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÄÅÍÁÎÄȢ 

The second aggregate factor, revealed, for example, through tenure choice (housing tenure structure, 

homeownership rate), is also influenced by many primary factors. The most important primary factor 

is the long-term institutional housing context, i.e., a type of housing 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 

governmental 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 within-family resource transfers; and, 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 of parties in the government but also by the number 

of interests of different lobby groups (including, for example, the potential interest of housing 

developers in inflating housing prices and preventing a housing price correction). Housing 

construction, in addition 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 oligopolies in the production of 

construction materials; or the coordination of developers or 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 also be viewed in the second phase as an aggregate factor, 

because the influence of income inequality on housing inequalities can be significant but far from 

unambiguous.3  

 
3 Zhang 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 income-rich, buyer (whose income increases with increasing inequality). The rise in the price-to-income ratio, i.e., the 

decline in the availability of homeownership, should be accompanied by a rise in housing wealth inequality because it crowds 
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By describing a three-level structural mechanism to explain housing wealth inequality we wanted to 

demonstrate that it is impossible to capture the entire complex of relationships (factors 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 trend. As outlined above, housing wealth inequality trends are primarily 

influenced by the two most ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔ ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÏÆ Ô×Ï ÁÇÇÒÅÇÁÔÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓȡ housing prices (to 

income) as a proxy for the housing market and the homeownership rate as 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; "ÒÚÅÚÉÎÓËÉ Ǫ 3ÁčÁÃÈ ΨΦΨΧɊȟ ÁÒÅȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÁÕÔÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅȟ ÉÎ ÆÁÃÔȟ ÉÎÅÖÉÔÁÂÌÅȡ ÔÈÅÓÅ 

ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ɀ the homeownership rate and housing prices ɀ are only mediators through which a 

large number of real original factors in the second and 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 exceeds income growth, it must also decrease the 

affordability of homeownership for lower- and middle-income households and thus will necessarily 

increase also housing tenure inequality. Second, a decreasing homeownership rate means that more 

households, especially lower- or middle-income, remain tenants, which again must impact housing 

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

share of middle-income households being tenants may also cause lower tenure inequality than there 

×ÁÓ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÅȢ 4ÈÅ Ô×Ï ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓȟ ÍÏÒÅÏÖÅÒȟ ÃÌÏÓÅÌÙ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅ ÅÁÃÈ ÏÔÈÅÒȡ Á 

decreasing homeownership rate may, for example, be caused by a housing price boom that crowds 

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

caused by recovered demand for homeownership when supply is not sufficiently elastic to react to 

such demand 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 

ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÏÎÌÙȭ ÍÅÄÉÁÔÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ Ïriginal factors behind them. The 

study of housing inequality is thus transformed into the study of the housing market (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 failures, etc. 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 middle-income 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 inequalities 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 2013: 1191), in the uneven 

distribution of capital gains (price appreciation) from residential investments, or in the equalising effect of intergenerational 

resource transfers (Lux et al. 2021a). Whatever the reason, it is clear that the impact of income inequalities on wealth 

inequality may again be quite complex and highly context-sensitive. 
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the results. In view of this complexity, any holistic or radical judgements must seem dubious and 

potentially false. In this report, we test six factors in indicative analysis and three factors (transfers, 

benefit policy and political ideology) in 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 recommendations ɀ that we call the fragmentary mechanism of inequality evolution ɀ is  

especially cautious about any holistic (across different country contexts) or radical (highly critical) 

judgements concerning the functioning of housing markets and neoliberal housing policy (e.g., 

Clapham 2019; Colenutt 2020; Fuller 2019; Wijburg 2021; Jacobs et al. 2024). Our scepticism also 

stems from the existence of benefits that the housing market brings and failures in the case of its 

absence ɀ 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 approach 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 recommendations. 

Dewilde & Waitkus (2024) interpret trends concerning changes in tenure structure (and thus housing 

inequality) as tenure restructuringȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÓÈÉÆÔÓ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ÅØÐÌÏÉÔÁÔÉÏÎȭ 

ÏÆ ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓȭ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÂÙ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÌÁÎÄÌÏÒÄÓȢ (ÏÃÈÓÔÅÎÂÁÃÈ ɉΨΦΨΫ: 2) uses the term housing restructuring 

to refer to (1) homeownership polarisation, (2) social-rental residualisation and (3) private-rental 

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 housing inequalities as the joint outcome of structural changes in housing 

markets (so-called housing financialisation, connected with the increasing role of the financial sector, 

institutional landlordism and rentier capitalism) and neoliberal politics, which, according 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 increasing 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 small-scale and institutional investors (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 failures) caused sharp housing price growth that exceeded the (young) 

household income growth and thus decreased the affordability of homeownership for (young) 

ȬÏÕÔÓÉÄÅÒȭ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓȢ 4ÈÅÓÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÃÒÏ×ÄÅÄ ÏÕÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÁÎÄȟ 

forcibly, continued to demand private tenancy. Finally, this transmitted housing demand shock 

ÉÎÆÌÁÔÅÄ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÒÅÎÔÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÄ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÏÒÓȭ ÙÉÅÌÄÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÕÓ ÐÅÒÐÅÔÕÁÔÅÄ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ 

demand and housing price growth ɀ a mechanism resembling a kind of vicious 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 increased housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities in 

the years following the GFC.  
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However, if we look at the available data, in a large number of European countries average housing 

affordability actually improved after the GFC, i.e., between 2008 and 2023. As we will show in more 

detail in Chapter 2, the average affordability of homeownership, measured as the price-to-income 

ratio, and average overall housing affordability, measured as the total housing costs-to-income ratio 

(which includes the costs of both homeownership and renting) improved between 2008 and 2023 in 

almost two thirds of European countries (significantly, e.g., in Denmark, France, Finland, Italy, Ireland 

and Spain). The average affordability of homeownership that would also reflect the interest 

(mortgage) ÒÁÔÅ ɉ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÁÙ ÂÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÒÅÌÅÖÁÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÉÎÇ ÏÕÔÓÉÄÅÒÓȭ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐɊȟ 

that is computed by the annuity-to-income ratio, improved in 64% of European countries (between 

2008 and 2022 in almost 68% of countries).  

And while inequality in the housing costs-to-income worsened between 2008 and 2023 in three-

ÑÕÁÒÔÅÒÓ ÏÆ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȟ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ȰÏÎÌÙȱ ÉÎ ÈÁÌÆ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÍ and 

housing wealth inequality in slightly less than half of European countries surveyed by European 

Central Bank between 2011 and 2023 (ECB 2025). From 2012 to 2021, half of European countries 

experienced either a slight decrease or no significant change in the proportion of households in 

housing precarity (for details see Chapters 2 and 3 of this report). In other words, in many 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 European countries where housing affordability 

decreased and housing inequalities rose more strongly. Similarly, the period of the Covid-19 

pandemic (due to sharp housing price growth) and the period of great inflation (due to the growth in 

the interest rate and energy costs) represent outlier periods from the long-term 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 countries or periods. 

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 changes, such as the new consumption 

priorities of the young generation, the new lifestyle preferring living as single, lower fertility and 

higher labour migration to cities. It is always very hard to distinguish what is the cause and what is the 

outcome in the mutual relation between housing and demographics. While the narrative about young 

people being crowded out from access to homeownership by residential investors may 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 people ɀ i.e., alternative narratives may also be relevant. 

Accordingly, we may see residential investors as those who rationally reacted to the increasing 

demand for flexible urban rental housing caused by increasing 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 least for some groups (e.g., urban migrants) and some European countries. Such an 

alternative causality scenario could be, for example, relevant for the group of countries 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 approach to interpretation of results from inequality studies therefore 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 inequality-determining mechanism and is 

more sensitive to specific contexts and between-country contextual differences. This does not mean 

that no theoretical implications may be formulated: a middle-range theory 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 structural (macro, holistic) explanation for the current rise in housing inequality, we 

can generate micro-theories that concern the micro-factors behind this trend and that also reflect 

different perspectives, measures and contexts, i.e., a fragmentary mechanism of inequality evolution. 

1.3. DATA AND INDICATORS 

For the data analysis, we used data from international comparative surveys: (a) EU Statistics on 

Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) run by Eurostat, (b) the Household Finance and Consumption 

Survey (HFCS) run by the European Central Bank and (c) the multinational quota survey HouseInc 

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 (EU-SILC) 

The European Union ɀ Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) 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 in the 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 households. The EU-

SILC project was launchÅÄ ÉÎ ΨΦΦΩ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÏÆ Á ȬÇÅÎÔÌÅÍÅÎ΄Ó ÁÇÒÅÅÍÅÎÔȭ ÉÎ ÓÉØ %5 -ÅÍÂÅÒ 3ÔÁÔÅÓ 

(Belgium, Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Luxembourg, and Austria) and Norway. The EU-SILC instrument 

started in 2004 for the EU-15 (except Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom) plus 

Estonia, Norway and Iceland. Bulgaria and Turkey started fully implementing the EU-SILC 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, Albania 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 EU-SILC. The latest data available for the United Kingdom are for the EU-SILC 2018. 

The goal of the EU-SILC survey is to provide timely and comparable cross-sectional and longitudinal 

multidimensional microdata on income, poverty, social exclusion and living conditions across 

European Union Member States and several other participating countries. Nationally, the data from 

the survey could serve as a basis for social and family policy ɀ both for creating policy and checking its 

consequences in society. Information on social exclusion and housing conditions is collected primarily 

at the household level, while information on employment, education and health is obtained from 

individuals aged 16 and over. 

Cross-sectional data are the data related to a given time or a certain time period. The cross-sectional 

data may be extracted from a cross-sectional sample survey with a rotational sample. Such data may 

be combined with register data (data on persons, households or dwellings compiled from a unit-level 

administrative or statistical register). Longitudinal data are the data related to household- and 

individual-level changes over time, observed periodically over a certain period. The longitudinal data 
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may come from a cross-sectional survey with a rotational sample, where individuals, once selected, 

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 persons who have the dwelling as their usual place 

of residence are surveyed. During waves 2ɀ4 only those households that include a panel person (the 

one surveyed in the first wave) are surveyed. 

The sample is obtained by applying a two-stage 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 sampling stage, small geographical areas 

(CEUs ɀ census enumeration units) are selected by probability sampling. These CEUs serve as a basis 

for the second-stage selection (a sample of 10 dwellings is drawn from each CEU). In the survey a four-

year rotational panel was implemented, which means that the households are interviewed for four 

consecutive years. Every year approximately one-fourth of the sample is newly introduced by 

replacing the households that were surveyed four times with new ones. To keep the sample 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 cross-sectional data from the EU-SILC, either on all European countries that take 

ÐÁÒÔ ÉÎ ÄÁÔÁ ÃÏÌÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÉÎÅ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ 

based on the criteria described above (sometimes 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 

factors of 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 micro-data from the EU-SILC 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 diverse factors 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 trend in housing inequality and the trend in possible factors. In 

Chapter 3, we employed the EU-SILC annual survey waves from 2012 to 2023 to measure housing 

ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅ ÉÔÓ ÔÒÅÎÄ ÄÕÒÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÓÔ ÄÅÃÁÄÅ ÉÎ ÅÉÇÈÔ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ 

(without the UK), and the EU-SILC 2023 survey wave to simulate eligibility for housing benefits and 

statistically test the effect of the housing benefit take-up 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 (such as calculating 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 EU-SILC data on housing costs and household incomes 

(overburden rate), but also on housing size (overcrowding) and quality, and on the quality of the 

neighbourhood.  

In Chapter 5, we used the EU-SILC 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 have been available for around 30 countries. The 

ÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎ ×ÁÓ ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÔÏ ÔÅÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÌÏÎÇ-term institutional context (housing 

regime) and of the political orientation of the governmental ideology (stance) on different housing 
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inequality dimensions: as both regime and ideology may have only a lagged (assumably a largely 

lagged) effect on inequality, we worked with longer data series. However, we did not use the first 

waves of the EU-SILC survey (2004, 2005, 2006) because relatively few countries participated in the 

survey ɀ 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 instability.  

There are many limitations connected to working with this data source: 

1. Every random sample survey is affected by a relatively high non-response rate, which 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 highest non-response rate 

was seen in the first survey waves). Moreover, non-response concerns especially specific 

population groups, such as very rich or, conversely, very poor households. Unit non-response is 

addressed through weighting adjustments and calibration, so that the responding units represent 

both respondents and non-respondents with similar characteristics (e.g. age, sex, region, 

household size). We addressed these data limitations by excluding the first waves (2004 ɀ 2006) 

from the deeper data analysis (except for the illustrative time series), and by employing survey 

cross-sectional weights for households DB090.  

2. The survey does not contain all the information necessary for computing housing benefit eligibility 

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 countries may not understand the questions 

on costs and incomes in the same way. However, survey questions are harmonised by Eurostat for 

each country participating in the EU-SILC in order to make 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 because 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 

ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÙ ȬÔÅÎÁÎÔ ÒÅÎÔ-ÆÒÅÅȭ ɉÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ΧΨϻ ÉÎ %ÓÔÏÎÉÁ ÉÎ ΨΦΨΩɊ, which 

may mean different housing form in different countries.  

4. Incomes relate to an income reference period that is the year preceding the year of the survey ɀ 

therefore, there could be a time mismatch between income and other variables in the dataset. 

However, this is a well-known bias that concerns almost all surveys and despite this, incomes 

reported from EU-SILC are still extensively used for (housing, income) inequality analyses (also 

because there is no other option to measure it).  

5. In general, questions about income may be subject to a large non-response rate, but because the 

EU-SILC 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 countries, imputed from external sources.  

6. Item non-response is 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 apply complex, 

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 method. Due to the large household sample size of EU-SILC surveys 
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and the fact that we measured inequalities especially on the macro-level, 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 collaborative survey initiative involving 

all national central banks within the Eurosystem, some central banks of EU countries that have not 

yet adopted the euro and several national statistical institutes. The HFCS offers comprehensive 

household-level data on various elements of household balance sheets and associated economic and 

demographic variables, 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 country datasets, 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. 

4ÁÂÌÅ Σȡ #ÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ×ÁÖÅÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ (&#3 ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÓÉÚÅÓ 

7ÁÖÅ 0ÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÎÇ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ 3ÁÍÐÌÅ ÓÉÚÅ 

ΨΦΧΦ ΧΫ %ÕÒÏ ÚÏÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɉ)ÒÅÌÁÎÄ ÁÎÄ %ÓÔÏÎÉÁ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅɊ -ÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ άΨȟΦΦΦ 
ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 

ΨΦΧΪ Χή %ÕÒÏ ÚÏÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ Ͻ (ÕÎÇÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ 0ÏÌÁÎÄ ήΪȟΦΦΦ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ 

ΨΦΧέ Χί %ÕÒÏ ÚÏÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ Ͻ #ÒÏÁÔÉÁȟ (ÕÎÇÁÒÙ ÁÎÄ 0ÏÌÁÎÄ ίΧȟΦΦΦ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ 

ΨΦΨΧ Χί %ÕÒÏ ÚÏÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ Ͻ #ÒÏÁÔÉÁȟ #ÚÅÃÈ 2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÁÎÄ (ÕÎÇÁÒÙȟ 
0ÏÌÁÎÄ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÅ 

ήΩȟΦΦΦ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ 

Source: ECB 2023, https://www.ecb.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 homeless people, are excluded from the target population. 

Ȭ(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄȭ ÉÓ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÁÓ Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÁÌÏÎÅ ÏÒ Á ÇÒÏÕÐ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÈÏ ÌÉÖÅ ÔÏÇÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ 

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 non-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 multi-stage design, the first stage (or 

stages) involves selecting the geographical areas, from which individual 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, Luxembourg 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 EU-SILC survey, the response rate in the HFCS survey varied significantly among 

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 non-response 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 90% or 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 household balance sheets could be based on the 

observations of all the households that participated in the survey. The multiple imputation approach 

and broad-conditioning approach is used in the HFCS data editing to handle the problem of missing 

values. HFCS datasets 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 models follow 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 90th percentile of residential wealth distribution to the 50th 

percentile of residential wealth distribution, P90/P50) on each year between 2010 and 2023 provided 

directly by the ECB (2025, Distributional Wealth Accounts). However, in Chapter 4 we also used micro-

data on housing wealth in five European countries representing different housing regimes from the 

HFCS 2021 survey wave to test the impact of intergenerational housing-purpose resource transfers 

provided within the family on tenure choice, housing wealth, residential capital gains and residential 

investments.    

There are again many limitations that concern work with this data source: 

1. The HFCS country surveys have a probabilistic sample design, but the approaches that the 

participating countries adopted in their sampling designs differ according 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 problem of non-response is addressed by HFCS sampling weights 

that have been also applied to our data analyses. 

2. As for the EU-SILC survey, the datasets have many missing values, i.e. values non-reported 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 are imputed using the multiple 

imputation approach. HFCS datasets include five implicates (imputed sets of values) for each 

missing observation.  

3. The not-so-user-friendly handling of the datasets, mainly 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 datasets 

(implicates) with the imputed values, combining the results according to Rubin's rules, but it is 

very time-consuming and computationally demanding.  

4. Self-estimated housing values (used for example for analysis of housing wealth inequality) are 

criticised as not being perfect substitutes for objective housing market prices (see, e.g., Tomal 2022). 

However, for comparative research, there is no alternative than to work with self-reported home 

values because there is no comparative survey in which household characteristics are 

supplemented with an objective evaluation of respÏÎÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÈÏÍÅÓȢ 

5. Many countries do not participate in the survey (e.g., Scandinavian countries, Romania or the UK), 

the national surveys do not necessarily include a similar set of questions, the data for some survey 

answers are missing in the final comparative dataset (for example, data on resource transfers for 

Italy, Czech Republic and Finland; regional dummies or the degree of urbanisation for many 

countries), and some important characteristics of respondents are also missing (e.g., municipality 

size of respondent residence). We could solve these problems only by 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 non-financial transfers.  

The HouseInc 2025 multinational survey  

This on-line survey among individuals aged 18+ in eight core group countries (except for the 

Netherlands due to budget reasons), i.e. in Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Italy, 

UK and Romania, was conducted by the HouseInc 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 context shaped by the Covid-19 

pandemic, the war in Ukraine and the resulting cost-of-living and housing pressures experienced in 

many countries. In all the countries, oversampling was applied to ensure sufficient representation of 

the lowest 20% income group. The survey was originally developed in English and subsequently 

translated into national languages. The 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 take-up, included 7,169 respondents. Further details on the 

methodology of the multinational survey are in report D4.1 The effects of energy poverty including an 

analysis of the multinational survey. 

There are again limitations that concern work with this data source: 

1. The most important limitation concerns sampling, because non-random sampling (even 

oversampling to achieve a higher share of low-income households) has been applied. However, 

the survey leader used a controlled stratified sampling procedure that selects cases to 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, Eurostat population and income 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 income-specific targets for each country.   
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2. The non-response rate is high especially for questions that concern household income, dwelling 

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 imputed using the Multiple Imputation 

by Chained Equations (MICE) technique (for which details are provided in report D4.1 The effects 

of energy poverty including an analysis of the multinational survey). 

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. 
 

 
3ÃÈÅÍÁ Σȡ /ÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÄÁÔÁ ÓÏÕÒÃÅÓ ÕÓÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ 

 
Data Type and coverage Main characteristics  Key limitations 

EU-SILC 

International harmonised 

household microdata 

survey, annual waves 

since 2004; most 

European countries 

 Provides the primary 
empirical basis for 
monitoring trends in 
housing affordability, 
housing precarity and 
tenure inequality 

 Long time series (approx. 
2007ɀ2023) allow trend 
analysis 

Á Selective non-response among 
vulnerable and high-income 
households 

Á Panel component limited (4-year 
rotational panel) 

Á Time mismatch: incomes refer 
to the previous year 

Á Insufficient information to 
simulate housing benefit 
eligibility in in all countries 

HFCS 

International household 
wealth microdata survey, 
waves 2010, 2014, 2017, 
2021; mainly euro area 
countries 

 Enables comparative 
analysis of housing wealth 
inequality and assessment 
of the distributional role of 
intergenerational transfers 
in different housing 
regimes  

 Detailed data on assets and 
housing wealth 

Á Highly uneven response rates 
across countries 

Á Extensive multiple imputation of 
missing data (five implicates), 
increasing analytical complexity 

Á Self-reported housing values 
rather than observed market 
prices 

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

HouseInc 2025 
Survey 

Project-specific online 
survey, 2025; 8 European 
countries 

 Complements official 
statistics by addressing 
identified data gaps, 
particularly regarding 
energy poverty and 
perceived access to housing 
support measures 

 Oversampling of low-
income groups 

Á Non-probability sampling 
(quota/stratified design) 

Á High item non-response for 
sensitive variables (income, 
dwelling size) 

Á Typical risks of online surveys 
(self-reporting, attention issues) 

Eurostat, ECB 
and national 
macro-statistics 

Aggregated country-level 
time series data 

 Provides contextual 
indicators (prices, income, 
interest rates, demography) 
necessary for interpreting 
housing inequality trends 

Á Limited capacity to capture 
intra-country disparities 

Á Macro-level associations should 
not be interpreted as causal 
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 report, we mainly employed: 

1. S80/S20 for the housing costs-to-income ratio, comparing average housing costs-to-

income ratio in the highest income quintile to average housing costs-to-income ratio in 

the lowest income quintile, according to the equalised disposable household income 

distribution (for housing cost inequality); 

2. the coefficient of variation for the housing costs-to-income ratio (for housing cost 

inequality); 

3. S80/S20 for the residual income, comparing average residual household income in the 

highest income quintile to average residual household income in the lowest income 

quintile, according to the equalised disposable household income distribution (for 

housing cost inequality); 

4. the share of households in housing precarity on total number of households (for precarity 

and housing cost inequality); 

5. S80/S20 for homeownership stratification, comparing homeownership rate in the highest 

income quintile to homeownership rate in the lowest income quintile, according to the 

equalised disposable household income distribution (for tenure inequality); 

6. the tenure income gap, computed as the average gross equalised household income of 

homeowners divided by the average gross equalised household income of tenants (for 

tenure inequality); 

7. P90/P50 for housing wealth, comparing the 90th percentile of residential wealth 

distribution to the 50th percentile of residential wealth distribution, using net wealth (after 

deduction of outstanding loan balance) per capita (for housing wealth inequality). 

Regarding housing 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 the cost of utilities (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), taxes on the dwelling (if applicable), regular maintenance and repairs, and the cost of 

utilities (water, electricity, gas and heating), net of the housing allowance. This standard definition of 

housing costs, similar to definition used by Eurostat, was employed in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report 

but has been changed in Chapter 3, where we 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 precarity level.  

For computation of housing costs-to-income ratio, we used monthly housing costs and monthly total 

disposable (net) household income - disposable income is defined as after-tax disposable household 

income reported in EU-SILC data. For determination of housing quintiles to measure inequality (in 

costs-to-income ratio, residual income, homeownership rate) across income distribution, we used 

equalised disposable household income, i.e., total household income divided by number of 
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consumption units in a household ɀ for equalisation we used modified OECD equivalence scale.4 

Tenure income gap was calculated on the HFCS 2021 wave dataset. Unfortunately, in HFCS data 

disposable (net) incomes are not available (and we could not compute them due to missing data on 

taxes paid by the households), so we used only gross household income for the computation of tenure 

income gap.  

Residual income has been defined as annual total disposable household income minus annual total 

housing costs, and we used EU-SILC survey for its calculation. Additionally, for indicative description 

of housing affordability trends in Chapter 2, we also used price-to-income and annuity-to-income 

ratios. For computation of price-to-income ratio, we combined EU-SILC and OECD sources: we first 

determined the mean housing value as provided in a self-assessment of market housing value by 

respondents in the EU-SILC 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 the EU-SILC 

2004-2023 survey waves. For computation of annuity-to-income ratio, we added to the above-

described procedure the mean mortgage rate in particular year and country obtained from the 

European Mortgage Federation (Hypostat 2004-2023) to compute regular annuity repayment for a 

20-year mortgage loan maturity.  

To determine housing precarity, we defined overburden rate as the share of households spending 

more than 40% of their disposable income on housing costs. Unlike the official Eurostat definition of 

overburden rate, we did not subtract housing allowances from both disposable income and housing 

costs (as stated above), and we also 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 level of housing consumption. Households 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 warm. In 

this case, we used standard Eurostat definition of overcrowding.5 The neighbourhood quality 

dimension included three variables that capture problems in the neighbourhood: crime, pollution and 

noise. All four dimensions of precarity were then summarised together, having the same weight each.  

&ÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈȟ ×Å ÕÓÅÄ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÅÌÆ-assessment of the market price (value) of their own 

dwelling, indicated in both the EU-SILC survey (2020 wave) and the HFCS survey (all waves). Details 

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

 
4 According to the modified OECD scale, 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 children under 12 years of age.ɸ (Eurostat 2025a) 
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1.4. SELECTED MAIN CONCLUSIONS 

The Chapter 2 provided an indicative examination of the associations between various socioeconomic 

ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȟ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÒÁÇÍÅÎÔÁÒÙ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 

ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎȭ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÈÁÐÔÅÒ ÏÕtlines the sheer diversity of housing 

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 ɀ such as the price-to-income ratio versus the annuity-to-income ratio ɀ can lead 

to divergent conclusions relating to country rankings and trajectories. By investigating three distinct 

domains of housing inequality ɀ housing affordability, tenure inequality and housing wealth inequality 

ɀ the chapter also demonstrates that the evolution of inequality is not a uniform process but a 

result of complex interactions between market fundamentals and institutional contexts.  

The Chapter 2 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) income, (2) interest rate and (3) demographics. Specifically, we indicatively 

tested following main socioeconomic factors of housing inequality: house prices and housing tenure 

structure (the homeownership rate) as representing aggregate factors of housing inequality 

ɉÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ȬÍÅÄÉÁÔÏÒÓȭɊȠ ÁÎÄ household disposable income, wage, household income inequality, the 

interest rate on new residential loans, the long-term interest rate, inflation, the unemployment rate, the 

share of single-member households and the ageing ratio as representing primary factors of housing 

inequality. 'ÉÖÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÅØÐÌÏÒÁÔÏÒÙ ÎÁÔÕÒÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÁÔÁÓÅÔȭÓ ÌÉÍÉÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÙ 

employed a multi-step statistical approach, progressing from trend estimations and scatter plots to 

tentative bivariate correlations and multivariate OLS fixed-effect regression models. 

Overall, our results confirm that household 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-to-income ratio, 

rising inequality in residual income and less strongly with rising inequality in housing wealth. This 

relation may be an outcome of unequal effect of rising housing costs/rents/prices driven by household 

income and economic growth on different household income groups. Household 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 inequality was weaker on housing wealth inequality, and neutral and 

weak on housing tenure inequality. 

The financial factors (interest rate, inflation) and demographic factors (ageing ratio, singles) play 

weaker role in housing inequality evolution ɀ 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 have both 

positive and negative effects on inequality in housing affordability domain and the results are 

inconclusive; 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 factors effected especially housing cost inequality, less 

housing wealth inequality and even less 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 context-sensitive 

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 that housing precarity is not a uniform 

phenomenon but varies in both magnitude and trajectory across national contexts. Moreover, 

deeper forms of precarity ɀ where households face multiple simultaneous challenges ɀ remained 

relatively rare until recent years, but their resurgence signals the increasing intensity of housing 

disadvantage, particularly in some countries. 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 vulnerability. In contrast, insecurity and housing quality 

indicators generally show gradual improvement or stability, with higher overcrowding persisting 

mainly in post-socialist countries. Overall, the results suggest that while long-term structural 

improvements have occurred in several countries, recent shocks ɀ most notably the energy crisis 

ɀ have disrupted progress and widened cross-national disparities.  

In Western and Northern European countries such as Finland, Germany and the Netherlands, 

unaffordability is the dominant challenge for low-income renters, reflecting high-cost housing 

markets and strong dependence on monetary expenditure for housing access. By contrast, in post-

socialist contexts such as Czechia, Estonia and Romania, overcrowding and inadequate dwelling 

conditions remain highly prevalent, pointing to slower improvements in the physical housing stock 

and persistent structural shortages. Not surprisingly, lower-income households face substantially 

higher odds of overall precariousness. Household composition and age also matter: younger 

households and those formed by single adults or single parents are consistently more vulnerable. 

In contrast, older households ɀ particularly retirees ɀ 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 housing (welfare) regimes. In general, market-rate 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 dimensions, pointing to persistent structural disadvantages within the rental sector. 

However, differences between countries highlight the need for a context-sensitive policy design 

rather than reliance on uniform EU-wide solutions. 

Although dwelling characteristics play a comparatively modest role, recent renovations are 

associated with improved housing quality, particularly regarding heating adequacy ɀ an 

increasingly relevant factor in the context of high energy prices. The 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: income-based support to mitigate affordability pressures and targeted interventions 

in rental housing to improve security and quality.  

In recent years ɀ particularly since 2020 ɀ we have seen sharp increases in the receipt of housing 

allowances in several countries, which is especially due to energy price shocks. Despite 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 benefits. Moreover, 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 insecurity ɀ 

particularly among households already identified as in need. These patterns indicate that households 

turn to benefits primarily once affordability challenges already arise and that benefits alone cannot 

compensate for structural constraints in housing supply or quality. This calls for 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 (market-rate) rental sector.  

Chapter 4 focuses on housing wealth inequality. Specifically, it analyses the impact of larger 

intergenerational (housing-related) resource transfers provided within the family on different housing 

wealth outcomes. Available data surprisingly show a weak association between transfer-giving 

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 rates do not necessarily also have a higher intensity (frequency) of intergenerational 

transfer-giving than countries with a low homeownership rate; nor is it true that in countries where 

transfers are common and frequent, that they will necessarily be more equally distributed within 

society than in countries where transfers are less common.  

The findings confirmed that countries 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 of housing 

wealth and housing capital gains). While the effects of intergenerational resource transfers on the 

chance of homeownership and the chance that a homeowner will own another (investment) property 

besides his/her home seems to 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 seem to be significant 

only in countries with dualist/familial housing regimes. In other words, in countries with 

dualist/familial housing regimes, intergenerational resource transfers 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 investments. 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 (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 with a dualist/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 regimes. The 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 (with dualist/familial housing 

regime) resource transfers are relatively equally distributed within the society, then they likely 

decrease the level of housing wealth inequality, i.e. work as wealth equaliser. Indeed, in countries 

with a high homeownership rate where resource 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 as wealth catalysers under such 

circumstances.   

Therefore, in countries with a high homeownership rate, the association between wealth and income, 

i.e., housing wealth inequality across income distribution, may be structurally reshaped ɀ both 

weakened and strengthened ɀ 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 intergenerational transfers in countries with a low homeownership rate cannot be 

fully estimated. It is clear that the mechanism of housing wealth evolution (and the role of 

intergenerational transfers in it) is very complex and context-sensitive and far from the simple picture 

sometimes drawn in previous studies of housing wealth inequality.  

The final chapter of this report focuses on the under-researched relationship between political stances 

and ideologies, as expressed in political parties' election manifestos, and the level and development 

of housing inequality, measured by statistical indicators from a comparative longitudinal perspective. 

The results show that the level and trend of homeownership stratification and the level and trend 

of housing wealth inequality largely reflect the categorisation of housing regimes (and thus 

confirm their relevance), but inequality in the housing costs-to-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 costs-to-income inequality and its trend: while 

high and increasing housing costs-to-income inequality was present especially among countries with 

a dualist/familial housing regime (especially in Southern Europe), it was high also, e.g., in the 

Netherlands with a unitary housing regime, and low, e.g., in the Czech Republic, Greece, Slovakia and 

Slovenia with a dualist/familial regime. 

We also found that there is generally a weak link between changes in the political orientation of 

ruling political parties expressed on the left-right political scale (and state-market orientation  

scale) and housing inequality trends. We found only two stronger relationships: between a state-

market orientation in governmental political ideology and the housing costs-to-income ratio 

inequality; and between the left-right orientation of governmental political ideology and housing 

wealth inequality, always when the impact has been lagged by eight years. Specifically, a left -wing 

orientation in governmental politics increases housing wealth inequality (presumably because it 

focuses on stable and affordable rental housing solutions and increasing share of tenancy) and the 

political orientation towards state support decreases inequality in the housing costs-to-income 

ratio (presumably because of the greater attention paid to policies for vulnerable households). In 

both cases, the effect is, however, only very long term, i.e., it takes around two election periods. 

Apart from them, we found no other robust link between the governmental political orientation 

and resulting housing inequalities, which could be explained by strong path-dependency in the 

institutional settings of housing.  
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Therefore, the possibility of governments to significantly decrease housing inequalities, especially in 

the short term, is probably exaggerated in some policy and critical studies, which do not sufficiently 

reflect the inertia in the institutional settings that 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 also ultimately contradictory results because of the huge complexity of the mechanism of housing 

inequality evolution.  

We thus formulated a set of context-sensitive and socioeconomically balanced policy 

recommendations that reflect our conceptual approach to interpretation of the results: a 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 

concrete factors and the concrete inequality domain (indicator), we present them separately at the 

end of each report chapter.  
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2. CHAPTER 2: INDICATIVE TESTS OF THE ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN 

SELECTED SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS AND HOUSING 

INEQUALITY 

 

0%42 35.%'!ȟ -!24). ,58ȟ -)#(!%, £+62o<+ 

 

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., inequality 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 the interest (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 inequality (in all 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 and cost/price distribution trends ɀ (unequal) rise in housing 

prices then causes rise in housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities; on the other hand, 

when rising income exceeds home price/rent growth, it increases affordability of housing, and 

thus may decrease housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities; 

 rising inflation (interest) rate associates with rising/decreasing housing inequality (in all three 

domains) because, on the one hand, a decreasing rate tends to increase housing prices and 

thus increase cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities but, on the other hand, an increasing rate 

restricts also the accessibility of mortgage finance for low- and middle-income households, 

thus also supporting higher housing tenure and wealth inequalitiesȠ ÒÉÓÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȭ 

ÉÎÆÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȭ ÂÕÒÄÅÎ ÍÏÒÅ ÓÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÆÏÒ ÌÏ×-income than high-

income households and thus may also 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 costs/rents are less shared among more economically active household members and 

thus increases cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities; and (b) because the growing share of 

elderly households affects housing prices negatively and such price correction may decrease 

housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities. 

We will employ macro-data time series from country statistics created from different international 

and national sources, available in Data Overview (in MS Excel) and accessible from the HouseInc 

project web page. However, there are not many observations in the dataset. We used data for all EU 

countries, so we had a maximum of 28 observations but usually fewer due to data unavailability.  
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The analysis in this chapter was done in the following way. First, given that we work with potentially 

non-stationary time series, we estimated the trends (average annual changes) for each variable and 

in each country as the simple slope of the bivariate OLS regression model for the particular country 

and variable, where the only explanatory variable was the time (in years). The aim of this 

transformation of the variables was to address the fact that we are working with time series and thus 

we eliminate the influence of time, seasonal and random components from the time series in the 

simplest possible way.  We then used the estimated trends (the average annual changes) from OLS 

models to create a series of scatter plots to get an initial idea about the links between the dependent 

(inequality) and independent (inequality factors) variables for all countries.  

In the second step, we calculated tentative country-specific bivariate correlations using country data 

time series to see how strong the relationship might be between the level of dependent and each 

independent variable. The 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 was just to determine whether there could be any association between the development of the 

levels of dependent and independent variables over time in each country and, by computing weighted 

average correlation coefficient, indicatively also for all countries in our sample. In the third step, we 

used panel regressions with fixed effects on the country and time in the series of bivariate models. We 

used the results of bivariate regressions (the comparison of beta coefficients) to choose the most 

important independent variables that were, finally, included into the OLS fixed-effect regression 

model. While this final OLS model is a standard approach how reliably test the link between the 

dependent and independent variables for panel data, we admit that further deeper and more complex 

data analysis is needed in the future, something we did only for intergenerational transfers, housing 

benefits and governmental political stance (ideology) in the next three chapters of this report. 

2.2. (/53).' !&&/2$!"),)49 !.$ 4(% #/.#%04 /& 4(% Ȭ&2!'-%.4!29 

-%#(!.)3- /& (/53).' ).%15!,)49 %6/,54)/.ȭ 

As briefly outlined in the Introduction to this report, our conceptual approach to interpretation of 

results from data analyses, called the fragmentary mechanism of housing inequality evolution, is 

justified not only by the complexity of inequality measurement but also by international comparisons 

of available data. Specifically, there is extensive diversity in the development of the aggregate factors 

of housing inequality across European countries. We would like to demonstrate it in more detail in this 

chapter section, before we proceed to analyse the possible factors behind these trends in the lower 

tiers of mechanism of housing inequality evolution. 

To demonstrate diversity in the development of aggregate factors of housing inequality across 

European countries, we can refer, for example, to one of the main indicative output variables of the 

first aggregate factor of housing inequality evolution: the housing prices (in relation to household 

income, i.e., the affordability of owner-occupied housing). Housing price growth (and the decrease in 

housing affordability) has not been uniform across time and space. First, as the OECD time series 

show (OECD Analytical House Prices Indicators 2024), the sharp price growth that led to the 

affordability crisis we are facing today is of relatively short duration, as it lasts around 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 post-GFC boom years there were two additional short 

ȬÇÌÏÂÁÌȭ ÐÒÉÃÅ ÃÏÒÒÅÃÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÔÈÏÕÇh they affected fewer countries and were shorter and less intense than 
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during the GFC: in 2018-2019 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 decline (OECD Analytical House Prices Indicators 2024) and an increase in 

housing affordability (measured by the price-to-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 values before their correction 

during the GFC: in Ireland, for example, nominal prices 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 view of 

affordability and economic relevance, we find that average housing prices have to date not yet 

returned to 2007 levels in Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy or Spain, i.e., many countries of 

Southern Europe. Even in some countries in Northwest Europe, 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 price-to-income ratio between 2010 and 2024 based on OECD 

ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÉÎÄÉÃÅÓ ɉ/%#$ !ÎÁÌÙÔÉÃÁÌ (ÏÕÓÅ 0ÒÉÃÅÓ )ÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ ΨΦΨΪɊ ÆÏÒ ÏÕÒ ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÎÉÎÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ 

ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȡ "ÅÌÇÉÕÍȟ ÔÈÅ #ÚÅÃÈ 2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃȟ 'ÅÒÍÁÎÙȟ %ÓÔÏnia, Finland, Netherlands, Italy, 

Romania and the UK. While the price-to-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 increasing housing affordability: Romania, Italy, Finland and Estonia (after the cycle). 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ Σȡ 0ÒÉÃÅȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÔÒÅÎÄÓ ÉÎ ÎÉÎÅ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉǟÅÒÅÎÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÒÅÇÉÍÅÓ 

 

Source: OECD Analytical House Prices Indicators 2024 
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Significant differences between countries are also observed in the development of housing prices and 

the affordability of owner-occupied housing over a longer period of time. If we fit the time series on 

the development of the price-to-income ratio in those OECD countries where longer time series are 

available (since 1970) with a trend line, we find that at least in Finland, Germany, Italy and Switzerland 

this long-term price-to-income trend is decreasing, i.e., that the average nominal housing prices grew 

more slowly than household incomes and, from a long-term perspective, housing affordability has 

therefore increased rather than decreased in these countries. Conversely, the sharpest growth of the 

trend line (slope) for the price-to-income ratio among European countries, i.e., the sharpest decline 

in housing affordability in the given period is recorded, in that order, by the Netherlands (ɼ = 0.0151), 

the United Kingdom (0.0147), Sweden (0.0129) and Denmark (0.0129).6 Given 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 making too strong theoretical generalisations of the results 

from housing inequality studies is the fact that the findings may 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 annuity-to-income ratio (see Figure 2). The first shows 

the number of mean annual household incomes needed to purchase a mean-priced dwelling,7 the 

latter also includes the impact of the mean mortgage rate (the accessibility of a mortgage loan) on 

the affordability of a mean-priced dwelling (according to Hypostat 2004-2023) under the assumption 

of standard 20-year loan maturity.8 While this example does not address all possible methodological 

issues (housing under- and over-consumption, quality differences, maximum LTV, variability in 

interest rates for different income groups, etc.), Figure 2 indicatively illustrates on a sample of eight 

European countries representing different housing regimes (the UK is excluded as it did not 

participate in the most recent EU-SILC 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 EU-SILC made a self-assessment of the price of their own dwellings, we can 

illustrate this instability on the examples of Romania and Finland. Romania had the third highest 

 
6 Due to the growth of the price-to-income ratio in these countries, the share of households living in their own dwellings, 
ÉȢÅȢȟ ÔÈÅ ȬÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÒÁÔÅȭȟ ÉÓ ÄÅÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇȟ ÅÓÐÅÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÍÁÙ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÁÎ ÕÎÅÑÕÁÌ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
residential wealth 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 possess 40% 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 equally distributed among different income groups. 
7 OECD housing price statistics do not include the absolute levels of the price-to-income ratios but only their time indices, 
i.e., the trend in time. Therefore, we had to compute illustrative levels of the price-to-income ratio for the purpose of an 
international comparison by ourselves using a combination of EU-SILC and OECD sources. However, we acknowledge that 
this approach has many limitations (a possible sample selection bias; self-estimated home values made by survey 
respondents and not transaction prices; price-to-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 approach in order to illustrate the differences between different measures 
of housing affordability. Specifically, we first determined the mean housing value as provided in a self-assessment of market 
housing value by respondents themselves in the EU-SILC 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 the EU-SILC 2004-2023 survey waves.   
8 Housing prices and incomes were taken from the price-to-income ratio computation explained in the previous footnote, 
and we added the mean mortgage rate from the European Mortgage Federation (Hypostat 2004-2023) to compute annuity 
repayment for a 20-year loan 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 price-to-

income ratio in this sample. Finland would be at the bottom of the country ranking with the lowest 

relative value of the annuity-to-income ratio, but its mean price-to-income ratio is higher than that in 

Romania and Estonia.  

A dynamic comparison, i.e., comparing price-to-income trends with annuity-to-income trends, 

revealed that the differences between ratios are more or less constant and relatively small in some 

countries (Estonia, Italy, the Netherlands and Romania) while in others the difference between ratios 

is larger (Czechia, Germany) 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 2013 and 2016, the price-to-income rose, and the annuity-to-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 annuity-to-income than price-to-income in recent 

decade (see, for example, Italy, where the annuity-to-income ratio halved between 2007 and 2020), 

and for almost all countries housing affordability measured by annuity-to-income worsened only after 

2020, i.e., only during the last four years, if at all. 

Similarly, there is a discussion about the relevance of objective vs. subjective 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 is the threshold 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 overburden, 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 incomes, the shadow economy and 

hidden capital gains.  

OECD (2013: ΩάɊȟ ÆÏÒ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȟ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÏÆ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ×ÅÌÌ-being can bring additional 

information not captured by standard objective measures; can help better understand the drivers of 

subjective well-being; can support policy evaluation and cost-benefit analysis; and can help in 

ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙÉÎÇ ÐÏÔÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓȭȢ 'ÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÓÏÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɉ&ÒÁÎÃÅȟ 'ÅÒÍÁÎÙ and the UK) 

and international organisations (OECD, UN) are thus increasingly turning their attention to concepts 

ÔÈÁÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ȬÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓȭ ÏÒ ȬÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅȭ ÕÓÉÎÇ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ ɉÅȢÇȢȟ 2ÁÎÄÁÌÌ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΧΪȠ 

OECD 2013). Significant disparities between objective and subjective indicators may result in the 

ineffective allocation of public resources and in some countries weakening 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 different 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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&ÉÇÕÒÅ Τȡ ! ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÏÆ ÐÒÉÃÅȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÁÎÎÕÉÔÙȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÌÅÖÅÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÅÎÄÓ ÉÎ ÅÉÇÈÔ 
ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ %5 ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉǟÅÒÅÎÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅÓ 
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Source: OECD Analytical House Prices Indicators 2024, Hypostat 2004-2023, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ 

version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09 ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓɊȢ 

Note: For computation of price-to-income ratio, we combined EU-SILC and OECD sources: the mean housing 

value was computed from self-assessments made by respondents in the EU-SILC 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 the EU-SILC 2004-2023 survey waves. For computation of annuity-to-income ratio, we added the mean 

mortgage rate obtained from the European Mortgage Federation (Hypostat 2004-2023) to compute annuity 

repayment for a 20-year loan maturity, assuming an annuity form of mortgage loan repayment. For details, see 

pp. 32-33 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 unsteady 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 censuses or large-scale representative studies, often narrower, quota-based studies of a 

smaller sample of the population are used to survey subjective evaluations of housing attitudes. The 

exception, however, is the EU-SILC survey, in which subjective opinions on housing 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 

ÒÁÔÅȟ ÄÅÆÉÎÅÄ ÂÙ %ÕÒÏÓÔÁÔ ÁÓ ȬÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÏÔÁÌ 

housing costs (net of housing allowances) represent more than 40% of disposable income (net of 
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ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅÓɊȭ9 (Eurostat 2025b). Unlike the 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 level of housing 

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 EU-SILC survey are regularly asked the following question: 

Ȭ0ÌÅÁÓÅ ÔÈÉÎË ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕÒ ÔÏÔÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÍÏrtgage repayment (instalment and interest) 

or rent, insurance and service charges (sewage removal, refuse removal, regular maintenance, repairs 

ÁÎÄ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÃÈÁÒÇÅÓɊȢ 4Ï ×ÈÁÔ ÅØÔÅÎÔ ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÃÏÓÔÓ Á ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÂÕÒÄÅÎ ÔÏ ÙÏÕȩȭ 4ÈÅ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒÓ 

are: a) a heavy burden, b) a slight burden, and c) no burden at all. This question was not included in 

the EU-SILC 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 indicative subjective indicator of a housing 

costs overburden in this illustrative comparison.  

!Ó &ÉÇÕÒÅ Ω ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÓ ÏÎ ÏÕÒ ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÏÆ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȭ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅÓȟ ÔÈÅ 

international comparison of values in 2023 leads again to inconsistent results when it concerns 

country rankings and trends: the countries are ranked according to the 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 experiencing a 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 Belgium, Finland and Italy 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, Czechia, Finland, the Netherlands and Romania but develop in a significantly different 

way in Italy (where the objective indicator 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 Germany (where the 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 which may lie in pÓÙÃÈÏÌÏÇÙ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȭÓ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÎ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ 

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 ignores the problems 

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 remains an open methodological question. 

 
9 Ȭ.ÅÔ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅȭ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ ÉÓ ÄÅÄÕÃÔÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ÂÏÔÈ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÎÄ 
disposable household income. 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ Υȡ ! ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÖÅÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÅÎÄÓ ÏÆ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÁÎÄ ÏÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÅÉÇÈÔ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ %5 ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÄÉǟÅÒÅÎÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅÓ 
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Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 

Note: unexpected peak in the Netherlands (2022) was caused by data collection ɀ they did not include special 

temporary housing benefit that reacted on energy inflation. The figures show the share of population 

overburdened by housing costs. The methodology of computation of objective and subjective overburden rate 

is described on pp. 45-46 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 in countries 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 

than else×ÈÅÒÅȟ Á ËÉÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÏÒÅÔÉÃÁÌ ȬÍÅÁÎȭ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ %ÕÒÏÐÅ 

rather it is in unitary housing regimes, although it is less equally distributed among different housing 

tenures.     

In conclusion, we employ the concept of the fragmentary mechanism of inequality evolution to 

interpret and explain results from analyses of selected factors of 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 of housing inequality (as a dependent variable) and especially the 

complexity of the impacts of possible factors (as independent variables), we opted for a less holistic, 

less critical, and less radical conceptual approach in interpretation of the results than the one followed 

by contemporary political economy. Our approach respects the achievements of a free housing 

market and neoliberal policies when compared to their alternatives. It also reflects the fact that 

different measures, perspectives and contexts may significantly influence the outcome of housing 

(wealth) inequality research, and that the final picture 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 variables (factors) in 

exerting their influence on the dependent variables, i.e., inequality in housing affordability (cost), 

tenure (homeownership) and wealth domains. 

Income and income inequality  

Changes in the income of households determine changes in 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. Increasing household income increases housing demand and thus housing 

prices/rents/costs (because of the unity or above-unity income elasticity of housing prices/rents in 

many markets) that may unequally burden different income groups of households and thus lead to 

increase in housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities. A relatively high values of 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 price/rent growth, the housing affordability 

improves, and this has the positive effect on resulting housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities. 

Similarly, if household income stagnates (and housing costs increase), this should affect inequality in 

the housing costs-to-income ratio, and decreasing housing affordability for low-income households 

may increase housing precarity. Income should therefore be one of the most important factors that 

shape housing inequality 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 wealth or tenure inequalities. Zhang 

et al. (2016) use the Chinese example to demonstrate that rising income inequality is reflected in the 

rise in the price-to-income ratio, since the equilibrium price of an apartment is determined not by the 

average but by the marginal, i.e., income-rich, buyer whose income increases with increasing income 

inequality. The rise in the price-to-income ratio, i.e., the decline in the affordability of 

homeownership, should be accompanied by a rise in housing tenure and wealth inequalities because 

it crowds lower- and middle-income groups out of access to homeownership (e.g. Christophers 2021). 

However, Dewilde et al. (2025), Keister & Moller (2000) and Sunega & Lux (2018) used 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 lie in housing market segmentation (Dewilde & Lancee 2013: 1191), the 

uneven distribution of capital gains (price appreciation) from residential investments, or in the 

equalising effect of intergenerational resource transfers (Lux et al. 2021a). Whatever the reason is, 

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

sensitive. 

Demographics  

Population ageing, changing family patterns (decreasing fertility, increasing share of singles), 

increasing urban immigration and increasing foreign immigration to EU are all contributing to housing 

inequalities. For example, foreign and urban immigration may raise housing demand, similarly as 

increasing household income, and thus drive housing prices up and increase cost-, tenure- and wealth 

inequalities. 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 housing 

prices increase more significantly in urban areas, causing especially the urban housing affordability 

crisis (Wetzstein 2017) and rise in housing cost-, tenure- 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 ɀ 

especially intergenerational ɀ inequalities. The underlying assumption is that senior households 

consume less housing than middle-aged 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 households and mitigate inequality in capital gains from home price 

appreciation among household income groups. In the end, it may influence all the dimensions of 

inequalities that we focus on in this report, i.e., housing cost-, tenure- and wealth inequalities. The 

ageing of the population is present in 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 effect of population ageing on housing price 

trends has been seen, for example, in Germany (1990-2008, especially in the Eastern part of Germany) 

and Italy (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 prices would 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 their regressions (Green & Hendershott 1996). However, a role in this wrong prediction 

is certainly also played by the complexity of the cause-effect mechanism behind the link between 

housing prices and demographics. The association between demographics and housing inequality 

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 what is 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 homeownership, and this, in the second phase, increases 

housing demand, expands credit and, due to inelastic housing supply, pushes housing prices up. 

Therefore, at least partially, the improvement of affordability that results from an interest rate cut in 

short term is offset by the worsening of housing affordability as a result of housing price growth in the 

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 inflation (interest rate) in 

econometric models are frequently insignificant or of the wrong sign (McQuinn & O'Reilly 2008), 

especially in countries where market-based housing finance tools are less important, e.g., in countries 

with a high share of outright (debt-free) 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. 2022; Arslan et al. 2020). This is linked to an unprecedented 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 Covid-19 pandemic. This conclusion is also confirmed 

in a study by the European Central Bank (Diecelkmann et al. 2023) based on data from a panel of all 

eurozone countries between 2010 and 2021: according to the results of this study, the relationship 

between mortgage interest rates and housing 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 in housing demand and prices. 

Nsafoah & Dery (2024) revisited the unconventional monetary policy tools used during the Covid-19 

pandemic, such as quantitative easing, and their effect on subsequent inflation and housing price 

developments in Canada. They found that both conventional monetary tools and quantitative easing 

have a significant and long-term (permanent) influence on the development of apartment prices, but 

the effect of unconventional instruments was twice as strong as that of conventional instruments. 

Similarly, Hochstenbach & 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 in homeownership 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 (a) housing 

affordability, (b) housing tenure and (c) housing wealth domains. We selected the following main 

socioeconomic factors: house prices (the residential house price index) and housing tenure structure 

(the homeownership rate) as representing aggregate factors of housing inequality (inequality 

ȬÍÅÄÉÁÔÏÒÓȭɊȠ ÁÎÄ household disposable income, wages, household income inequality (Gini index), the 

interest rate on new residential loans, the long-term interest rate, inflation, the unemployment rate, the 

share of single-member households, and the old-age dependency ratio as representing primary factors 

of housing inequality. 

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

inequality) 

First, we address inequality in housing affordability domain, measured by two indicators: the 

coefficient of variation of the housing costs-to-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 in the 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 variables to account for the time trends. 

Figure 4 shows the relationship between the change in the coefficient of variation of the housing 

costs-to-income ratio and socioeconomic factors, Figure 5 shows the association between the change 

in residual income inequality 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 costs-to-income inequality, which is in accordance 

with our expectations. Conversely, increases in the unemployment rate, long-term interest rates and 

income inequality are associated with a decrease in housing costs-to-income inequality; the 
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remaining associations were weak. The rising unemployment rate and the rising interest rate may 

negatively affect housing prices and thus decrease housing cost inequality, so even these associations 

are in accordance with our expectations. Rising unemployment is an attribute of an economic 

recession, which causes a decline in housing prices and rents. The effect of the unemployment rate 

on housing prices/rents is often as significant as the effect of household income. However, the 

direction of association between income inequality and housing cost inequality is unexpected. It may 

be due to methodology of measurement (we use coefficient of variance but, e.g., using S80/S20 

indicator for housing costs-to-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 income, wages and this time also income inequality 

are associated with increases in residual income inequality; and increasing unemployment rate and 

long-term interest rate are associated with decreasing residual income inequality. In contrast to 

housing costs-to-income inequality, demographic factors seem to be more strongly associated with 

residual income inequality, but this conclusion has not been confirmed by final OLS model. Similarly, 

in contrast to the housing costs-to-income inequality, 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 the time-series correlations 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 data. The weighted average correlations (for the 

whole sample of countries; weights were computed according to the population size of each country) 

are consistent with the results from scatter plots and also with the results from the following 

regression analysis, with household disposable income, wages, inflation and the unemployment rate 

(and also income inequality in the case of residual income inequality) having the same effects. 

However, country-specific correlations show large variation. 

For example, while for most countries the correlation coefficient between housing prices and the 

housing costs-to-income inequality is positive, for Finland, France, Italy, Luxembourg and Slovenia it 

is negative (Table 2). Although the weighted (by population size in 2023) mean correlation coefficient 

between the homeownership rate and the housing costs-to-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 housing costs-to-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 has the strongest and the most general positive association with housing costs-to-income 

variation on average, but there are again several small countries where the opposite relationship has 

been found: Cyprus, Luxembourg and Slovenia. The unemployment rate is generally negatively 

associated with the housing costs-to-income inequality, but this does not apply to Austria, Italy, 

Luxembourg and the UK. The association between the long-term interest rate and housing costs-to-

income inequality is negative 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 opposite direction 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 the 

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 

relationship between the share of single-member households and residual income inequality proved 

to be positive in most countries, with the exceptions 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 housing costs-to-income 

variation), but this was not the case in Croatia, Czechia, 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 corresponding correlation 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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&ÉÇÕÒÅ Φȡ 2ÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÖÁÒÉÁÔÉÏÎ 
ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 

Note: Average annual change of the variable is a slope of the estimated OLS regression model, where the only 

explanatory variable is the time (years). Each point on the graph represents a combination of the average annual 

change in cost-to-income inequality (y-axis) and the average annual change in the independent variable (x-axis) 

for a specific country. The blue line shows the linear trend based on the position of all included countries. 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ Χȡ 2ÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÎ ÒÅÓÉÄÕÁÌ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ 
ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 

Note: Average annual change of the variable is a slope of the estimated OLS regression model, where the only 

explanatory variable is the time (years). Each point on the graph represents a combination of the average annual 

change in residual income inequality (y-axis) and the average annual change in the independent variable (x-axis) 

for a specific country. The blue line shows the linear trend based on the position of all included countries. 
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4ÁÂÌÅ Τȡ #ÏÒÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÃÏÓÔȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
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!4  ΡȢΨΪ  ȤΡȢΥΫ  ΡȢΤΥ  ΡȢΦΡ  ΡȢΩΦ  ΡȢΤΣ  ΡȢΡΥ  ȤΡȢΦΨ  ΡȢΩΥ  ΡȢΦΣ  ΦȢΨΨ  

"%  ΡȢΪΡ  ȤΡȢΦΧ  ȤΡȢΪΪ  ΡȢΪΧ  ΡȢΦΪ  ȤΡȢΩΫ  ΡȢΣΧ  ȤΡȢΩΦ  ΡȢΪΤ  ΡȢΫΩ  ȤΦȢέί  

"'  ΡȢΨΦ  ΡȢΣΫ  ȤΡȢΨΨ  ΡȢΨΦ  .!  ȤΡȢΩΡ  ΡȢΨΡ  .!  ΡȢΡΦ  ΡȢΪΩ  ȤΦȢΧή  

(2  ΡȢΦΨ  ΡȢΧΡ  ȤΡȢΥΡ  .!  .!  ȤΡȢΣΡ  ΡȢΣΫ  .!  ΡȢΥΤ  ȤΡȢΣΣ  ȤΦȢΨΦ  

#9  .!  ΡȢΨΧ  ΡȢΨΦ  ȤΡȢΥΥ  .!  ȤΡȢΣΩ  ΡȢΣΧ  .!  ȤΡȢΧΫ  ȤΡȢΫΤ  .! 

#:  ΡȢΪΣ  ΡȢΥΥ  ȤΡȢΡΦ  ΡȢΪΦ  ΡȢΩΫ  ȤΡȢΩΡ  ΡȢΦΦ  ȤΡȢΤΨ  ΡȢΩΫ  ΡȢΪΣ  ȤΦȢΩΨ  

$+  ΡȢΧΩ  ȤΡȢΪΡ  ȤΡȢΡΪ  ΡȢΦΫ  ΡȢΩΥ  .!  ȤΡȢΣΣ  ȤΡȢΩΣ  ΡȢΪΡ  ȤΡȢΪΨ  ΦȢέΩ  

%%  ΡȢΧΩ  ȤΡȢΧΨ  ȤΡȢΤΦ  ΡȢΪΥ  ΡȢΩΨ  ȤΡȢΦΫ  ȤΡȢΡΦ  ȤΡȢΫΨ  ΡȢΩΣ  ΡȢΪΪ  ȤΦȢΫΨ  

&)  ȤΡȢΤΨ  ȤΡȢΡΧ  ȤΡȢΡΣ  ΡȢΨΫ  ȤΡȢΣΩ  ȤΡȢΥΫ  ΡȢΤΧ  ΡȢΥΥ  ȤΡȢΣΩ  ΡȢΩΦ  ΦȢάί  

&2  ȤΡȢΥΤ  ȤΡȢΩΩ  ΡȢΤΫ  ΡȢΡΨ  ȤΡȢΨΪ  ȤΡȢΤΩ  ΡȢΤΩ  ΡȢΧΪ  ȤΡȢΦΨ  ȤΡȢΥΡ  ȤΦȢΩή  

$%  ΡȢΪΣ  ȤΡȢΨΨ  ȤΡȢΦΩ  ΡȢΩΡ  ΡȢΪΥ  ȤΡȢΩΧ  ΡȢΣΥ  ȤΡȢΪΣ  ΡȢΩΫ  ΡȢΫΣ  ΦȢΫέ  

'2  .! .! .!  .!  .!  .!  .!  .!  .!  .!  .! 

(5  ΡȢΨΫ  ΡȢΤΩ  ȤΡȢΨΣ  ΡȢΨΦ  ΡȢΩΤ  ȤΡȢΩΨ  ΡȢΣΧ  ȤΡȢΧΣ  ΡȢΨΪ  ΡȢΥΤ  ΦȢΧΨ  

)%  ΡȢΥΨ  ΡȢΤΨ  ȤΡȢΤΩ  ΡȢΧΦ  ȤΡȢΡΪ  ȤΡȢΣΣ  ΡȢΥΫ  ΡȢΤΥ  ȤΡȢΡΣ  ȤΡȢΩΥ  ȤΦȢΧΦ  

)4  ȤΡȢΪΡ  ΡȢΡΫ  ȤΡȢΧΥ  ΡȢΣΧ  ȤΡȢΧΥ  ΡȢΧΡ  ȤΡȢΤΥ  ȤΡȢΧΩ  ΡȢΨΦ  ΡȢΦΧ  ΦȢάά  

,6  ΡȢΦΥ  ΡȢΡΫ  ȤΡȢΥΪ  ΡȢΨΡ  ΡȢΨΦ  ȤΡȢΤΨ  ΡȢΡΥ  ȤΡȢΤΪ  ΡȢΦΩ  ΡȢΨΣ  ȤΦȢΨί  

,4  ΡȢΩΥ  ȤΡȢΦΦ  ΡȢΡΣ  ΡȢΫΣ  ΡȢΪΩ  ȤΡȢΥΡ  ΡȢΥΣ  ȤΡȢΦΨ  ΡȢΩΩ  ΡȢΩΨ  ΦȢΨά  

,5  ȤΡȢΦΦ  ΡȢΤΧ  ȤΡȢΧΫ  ȤΡȢΨΦ  ȤΡȢΡΦ  ΡȢΩΡ  ȤΡȢΨΫ  ȤΡȢΦΩ  ȤΡȢΩΧ  ȤΡȢΩΥ  ΦȢΦΩ  

-4  .!  ȤΡȢΣΣ  ȤΡȢΥΪ  .!  .!  ȤΡȢΡΧ  ΡȢΤΡ  .!  ȤΡȢΡΫ  ȤΡȢΣΧ  ΦȢΦΧ  

.,  ΡȢΧΦ  ΡȢΩΥ  ȤΡȢΨΩ  ΡȢΧΥ  ΡȢΦΡ  ȤΡȢΦΦ  ΡȢΡΦ  ȤΡȢΨΪ  ΡȢΪΧ  ΡȢΩΥ  ȤΦȢΪή  

0,  ΡȢΧΤ  ΡȢΦΨ  ȤΡȢΤΩ  ΡȢΨΨ  ΡȢΨΪ  ȤΡȢΦΪ  ΡȢΤΨ  ȤΡȢΦΧ  ΡȢΩΦ  ȤΡȢΧΧ  ȤΦȢάέ  

04  ΡȢΧΡ  ΡȢΥΪ  ΡȢΦΡ  ΡȢΥΡ  ΡȢΥΩ  ȤΡȢΡΫ  ΡȢΥΧ  ΡȢΡΤ  ΡȢΤΦ  ΡȢΣΫ  ΦȢΦέ  

2/  ΡȢΡΩ  ȤΡȢΣΣ  ΡȢΦΧ  .!  .!  ȤΡȢΡΦ  ΡȢΤΡ  .!  ΡȢΣΫ  ȤΡȢΥΧ  ȤΦȢΨή  

3+  ΡȢΥΤ  ΡȢΤΧ  ȤΡȢΤΪ  ΡȢΤΥ  ΡȢΤΦ  ȤΡȢΤΩ  ȤΡȢΣΨ  ȤΡȢΥΡ  ΡȢΥΦ  ȤΡȢΥΨ  ȤΦȢΨί  

3)  ȤΡȢΣΣ  ΡȢΩΨ  ΡȢΥΦ  ȤΡȢΣΪ  ȤΡȢΨΩ  ȤΡȢΤΡ  ΡȢΤΦ  ΡȢΥΦ  ȤΡȢΧΩ  ΡȢΤΫ  ȤΦȢΨΩ  
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%3  ΡȢΣΪ  ȤΡȢΣΤ  ȤΡȢΨΡ  ΡȢΥΫ  ȤΡȢΤΫ  ȤΡȢΧΥ  ȤΡȢΡΣ  ȤΡȢΤΣ  ȤΡȢΤΦ  ΡȢΥΥ  ȤΦȢΩΧ  

3%  ΡȢΥΤ  ΡȢΣΣ  ȤΡȢΧΡ  ΡȢΪΨ  .!  ȤΡȢΣΦ  ΡȢΤΦ  ȤΡȢΣΦ  ΡȢΣΫ  ΡȢΪΩ  ΦȢΧΪ  

5+  .!  ȤΡȢΨΪ  ΡȢΡΫ  .!  ȤΡȢΤΣ  ΡȢΤΤ  ȤΡȢΤΪ  ȤΡȢΨΧ  ΡȢΧΥ  .!  ȤΦȢάΪ  

-ÅÁÎ 
ɉ×ÅÉÇÈÔÅÄɊ  

ΡȢΣΪ  ȤΡȢΤΨ  ȤΡȢΤΤ  ΡȢΦΦ  ΡȢΡΩ  ȤΡȢΤΧ  ΡȢΡΨ  ȤΡȢΥΩ  ΡȢΥΪ  ΡȢΣΣ  ȤΦȢΧΦ  

Note: The values in the table are Pearson correlation coefficients. These show association between cost-to-income inequality and the explanatory variable. The explanatory 

variable is named at the top of the column. Weights for mean correlation coefficients (the last row in table) are based on the population size in 2023. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09, and dÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ Υȡ #ÏÒÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÒÅÓÉÄÕÁÌ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
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3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ 
ÓÉÎÇÌÅȤ
ÍÅÍÂÅÒ 
ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ 

)ÎÃÏÍÅ 
ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ɉ'ÉÎÉɊ 

!4  ΦȢΩΧ  ȤΦȢΦΧ  ΦȢΫΧ  ȤΦȢΦί  ΦȢΪέ  ȤΦȢΪή  ΦȢΧΫ  ȤΦȢΧΫ  ΦȢΪΫ  ȤΦȢάΪ  ΦȢΩά  

"%  ȤΦȢΫί  ΦȢΫΦ  ΦȢΧέ  ȤΦȢέΦ  ȤΦȢΫΨ  ΦȢΪέ  ȤΦȢΦΫ  ΦȢΩά  ȤΦȢάά  ȤΦȢάΧ  ΦȢΩΨ  

"'  ΦȢΨά  ȤΦȢάά  ȤΦȢέΫ  ΦȢήΧ  .!  ȤΦȢάή  ΦȢΦή  .!  ΦȢέΩ  ΦȢέέ  ΦȢέΩ  

(2  ΦȢέΪ  ΦȢΨΪ  ȤΦȢΪΩ  ΦȢήή  .!  ȤΦȢέή  ΦȢΩή  .!  ΦȢάΦ  ȤΦȢΧΨ  ȤΦȢΪή  

#9  .!  ΦȢέά  ΦȢάί  ȤΦȢέΪ  .!  .!  ȤΦȢΧά  .!  ȤΦȢέά  ȤΦȢέΩ  ΦȢΧΧ  

#:  ΦȢΫή  ΦȢΨά  ȤΦȢΩΧ  ΦȢέΨ  ΦȢήΨ  ȤΦȢήΩ  ΦȢΨά  ȤΦȢΫΨ  ΦȢήΫ  ΦȢίΪ  ȤΦȢέΨ  

$+  ΦȢήΩ  ȤΦȢίΧ  ΦȢΦέ  ΦȢίά  ΦȢίΧ  ȤΦȢΦά  ΦȢΧΪ  ȤΦȢέΧ  ΦȢίά  ȤΦȢΪί  ΦȢήΩ  

%%  ΦȢέΧ  ȤΦȢΪΧ  ȤΦȢΦΫ  ΦȢάΦ  ΦȢΪΨ  ȤΦȢέέ  ΦȢΨί  ΦȢέΦ  ΦȢΫί  ΦȢάΩ  ȤΦȢΦΫ  

&)  ΦȢΫέ  ȤΦȢΫΦ  ΦȢΫΦ  ΦȢήΪ  ΦȢάΦ  ȤΦȢέί  ΦȢάή  ȤΦȢΧά  ΦȢΫή  ΦȢέΪ  ΦȢΧΩ  

&2  ΦȢΩά  ΦȢΦά  ΦȢΪΫ  ΦȢΧΨ  ΦȢΧί  ȤΦȢΧΦ  ΦȢΩΪ  ΦȢΦΧ  ΦȢΦέ  ȤΦȢΨΪ  ΦȢΩά  

$%  ΦȢΦέ  ΦȢΨΩ  ȤΦȢΩά  ȤΦȢΫΦ  ΦȢΪά  ȤΦȢάέ  ȤΦȢΩΨ  ȤΦȢΫά  ΦȢΨΪ  ȤΦȢΩΦ  ΦȢΧΪ  

'2  ΦȢΧέ  ΦȢΩΦ  ΦȢΦΩ  ȤΦȢΫέ  ΦȢΫΦ  ΦȢΧά  ȤΦȢΧΨ  ΦȢΩΪ  ȤΦȢάΨ  ȤΦȢΫΧ  ΦȢάή  

(5  ΦȢέΪ  ΦȢΦΫ  ȤΦȢΧΩ  ΦȢάΨ  ΦȢΩέ  ȤΦȢΪΫ  ΦȢΦΩ  ȤΦȢΧΦ  ΦȢΩί  ΦȢΪέ  ΦȢΨέ  

)%  ΦȢΫΨ  ΦȢάΪ  ȤΦȢΦΫ  ΦȢΩή  ȤΦȢέί  ΦȢΦί  ΦȢΫΨ  ȤΦȢΧή  ȤΦȢΧέ  ΦȢΪί  ΦȢΧΨ  

)4  .! ΦȢΧή  ΦȢΧά  ΦȢέή  ȤΦȢΦΫ  ȤΦȢΫΩ  ΦȢΪΧ  ΦȢΨΦ  ȤΦȢΨί  ΦȢέΧ  ȤΦȢΫΨ  

,6  ΦȢΫΦ  ΦȢΩΩ  ȤΦȢΫΨ  ΦȢήΫ  ΦȢΪέ  ȤΦȢΫΫ  ΦȢΪΩ  ȤΦȢΧΧ  ΦȢΨΩ  ΦȢήΪ  ΦȢΦΩ  

,4  ΦȢΩή  ȤΦȢΫΩ  ȤΦȢΪΨ  ΦȢΫί  ΦȢέΦ  ȤΦȢΫΩ  ΦȢΦΩ  ȤΦȢάΦ  ΦȢάΨ  ΦȢήΦ  ΦȢΫΫ  

,5  ΦȢΨί  ΦȢΦΪ  ΦȢΧΪ  ΦȢΫΧ  ΦȢΧΪ  ΦȢΦΫ  ȤΦȢΦί  ΦȢΦΧ  ΦȢΩί  ΦȢΩΩ  ΦȢΩί  

-4  .!  ȤΦȢήΧ  ȤΦȢΩά  .!  .!  ȤΦȢΩΧ  ΦȢΪΩ  .!  ΦȢΨί  ΦȢήΨ  ΦȢΧΫ  

.,  ΦȢήΨ  ΦȢήά  ȤΦȢάί  ΦȢίΦ  ΦȢΨΪ  ȤΦȢΪή  ΦȢΪέ  ȤΦȢάΩ  ΦȢίΨ  ΦȢίΨ  ȤΦȢΫί  

0,  ȤΦȢΩΧ  ȤΦȢΩΦ  ΦȢΧά  ȤΦȢΦΧ  ȤΦȢΨέ  ΦȢΪΦ  ȤΦȢΦΩ  ΦȢΨέ  ȤΦȢΨέ  ΦȢέά  ΦȢΨί  

04  ȤΦȢΪέ  ȤΦȢΪΧ  ΦȢΨά  ȤΦȢέΩ  ȤΦȢΧά  ȤΦȢΧέ  ΦȢΦΫ  ΦȢΧΩ  ȤΦȢέί  ȤΦȢάΫ  ΦȢέά  

2/  ΦȢΦΧ  ȤΦȢΦΩ  ȤΦȢΪή  .!  .!  ȤΦȢΨΩ  ȤΦȢΦΨ  .!  ȤΦȢΨή  ΦȢΪΪ  ΦȢΪή  

3+  ȤΦȢήΩ  ȤΦȢάΪ  ΦȢάά  ȤΦȢέέ  ȤΦȢήά  ΦȢέή  ȤΦȢΨΪ  ΦȢάΫ  ȤΦȢήέ  ΦȢήά  ΦȢΫί  

3)  ΦȢΦί  ȤΦȢίΩ  ȤΦȢΧΦ  ΦȢΧΨ  ΦȢάΧ  ΦȢΨΪ  ȤΦȢΨΧ  ȤΦȢΪή  ΦȢέΦ  ȤΦȢΧά  ΦȢΨΪ  
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#ÏÕÎÔÒÙ 2ÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÈÏÕÓÅ 
ÐÒÉÃÅÓ 
ɉÎÏÍÉÎÁÌɊ 

(ÏÍÅȤ
Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ 
ÒÁÔÅ 

2ÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÁÔÉÖÅ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅÓ 
ÏÎ ÎÅ× 
ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÌÏÁÎÓ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 
ÄÉÓÐÏÓÁÂÌÅ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 

7ÁÇÅÓ 5ÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ 
ÒÁÔÅ 

)ÎǨÁÔÉÏÎ 
ÒÁÔÅ 

,ÏÎÇȤ
ÔÅÒÍ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ 
ÒÁÔÅ 

!ÇÅÉÎÇ 
ÒÁÔÉÏ 

3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ 
ÓÉÎÇÌÅȤ
ÍÅÍÂÅÒ 
ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ 

)ÎÃÏÍÅ 
ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ɉ'ÉÎÉɊ 

%3  ȤΦȢΦΧ  ΦȢΩά  ȤΦȢΧΩ  ΦȢΦΫ  ΦȢΪΦ  ΦȢΧΪ  ΦȢΨέ  ΦȢΧΩ  ȤΦȢΨΨ  ȤΦȢΪί  ΦȢΧΨ  

3%  ΦȢήΫ  ȤΦȢήΫ  ȤΦȢΦέ  ΦȢΪέ  .!  ΦȢΧά  ΦȢΧΪ  ȤΦȢέΫ  ΦȢίΦ  ΦȢήί  ΦȢέή  

5+  .!  ΦȢάά  ȤΦȢΦί  .!  ΦȢΧΫ  ȤΦȢΨΩ  ΦȢΩΫ  ΦȢάΧ  ȤΦȢΫΦ  ΦȢίή  ΦȢάά  

-ÅÁÎ 
ɉ×ÅÉÇÈÔÅÄɊ  

ΦȢΧΪ  ΦȢΧά  ȤΦȢΦΩ  ΦȢΧΧ  ΦȢΧί  ȤΦȢΨΪ  ΦȢΧΫ  ΦȢΦΦ  ȤΦȢΦΩ  ΦȢΨΨ  ΦȢΨΦ  

Note: The values in the table are Pearson correlation coefficients. These show association between cost-to-income inequality and the explanatory variable. The explanatory 

variable is named at the top of the column. Weights for mean correlation coefficients (the last row in table) are based on the population size in 2023. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09, ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 
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Next, we report the results from the regression models that were intended to explain housing costs-

to-income inequality (Table 4) and residual income inequality (Table 5). First, we regressed ten 

socioeconomic factors individually in bivariate OLS fixed-effect regression models (columns 1-10 in 

Table 4) and then we used the factors that were statistically significant (at least at 0.05 level) to run 

final multivariate OLS fixed-effect regressions (column 11 in Table 4). We omitted the share of single-

member households 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 because they are closely correlated. Both 

tables show fairly similar results.  

4ÁÂÌÅ Φȡ 2ÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ǢØÅÄȤÅǟÅÃÔÓ /,3 ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ɉΧɊ ɉΨɊ ɉΩɊ ɉΪɊ ɉΫɊ ɉάɊ ɉέɊ ɉήɊ ɉίɊ ɉΧΦɊ ɉΧΧɊ 

2ÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÈÏÕÓÅ ÐÒÉÃÅÓ 
ɉÎÏÍÉÎÁÌɊ 

ΡȢΡΡΡ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΣɊ 

          

(ÏÍÅȤ
Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ 
ÒÁÔÅ 

 
ΡȢΡΡΧ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΧɊ 

         

2ÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔȢ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅÓ 
ÏÎ ÎÅ× 
ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÌÏÁÎÓ 

  
ϺΡȢΡΡΧ 
ɉΡȢΡΣΡɊ 

        

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 
ÄÉÓÐÏÓÁÂÌÅ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉΧΦΦΦ 
%52Ɋ 

   
ΡȢΡΤΨɕ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΫɊ  

      
ΡȢΡΤΤɕ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΫɊ 

7ÁÇÅÓ ɉΧΦΦΦ 
53$Ɋ 

    
ΡȢΡΡΫϹ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΧɊ 

      

5ÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅ
ÎÔ ÒÁÔÅ 

     
ϺΡȢΡΡΦɕ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΤɊ 

    
ϺΡȢΡΡΥϹ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΣɊ 

)ÎǨÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÅ       
ΡȢΡΡΪϹ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΦɊ 

   
ΡȢΡΡΨ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΦɊ 

,ÏÎÇȤÔÅÒÍ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅ 

       
ΡȢΡΡΧ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΨɊ 

   

!ÇÅÉÎÇ ÒÁÔÉÏ         
ΡȢΡΡΪ 
ɉΡȢΡΣΡɊ 

  

)ÎÃÏÍÅ 
ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ɉ'ÉÎÉɊ 

         
ΡȢΡΡΣ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΩɊ 

 

. ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ 

2Ψ ΡȢΪΧΥ ΡȢΪΧΦ ΡȢΪΧΥ ΡȢΪΨΣ ΡȢΪΨΤ ΡȢΪΧΨ ΡȢΪΧΨ ΡȢΪΧΥ ΡȢΪΧΦ ΡȢΪΧΤ ΡȢΪΨΧ 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. The values in the table are beta coefficients (with standard 

errors in parentheses) estimated by a bivariate OLS regression model. The dependent variable in each model 

was housing cost-to-income inequality, and the variable in the row was the only independent variable (models 

1-10). The variables that were statistically significant (at least at 0.05 level) were used for final multivariate OLS 

fixed-effect regression model (column 11). 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ Χȡ 2ÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ǢØÅÄȤÅǟÅÃÔÓ /,3 ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÒÅÓÉÄÕÁÌ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ɉΧɊ ɉΨɊ ɉΩɊ ɉΪɊ ɉΫɊ ɉάɊ ɉέɊ ɉήɊ ɉίɊ ɉΧΦɊ ɉΧΧɊ 

2ÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÈÏÕÓÅ ÐÒÉÃÅÓ 
ɉÎÏÍÉÎÁÌɊ 

ΡȢΡΡΨ 
ɉΡȢΡΡΨɊ 

          

(ÏÍÅȤ
Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ 
ÒÁÔÅ 

 
ϺΡȢΡΦΦ 
ɉΡȢΡΦΩɊ 

         

2ÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔȢ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅÓ 
ÏÎ ÎÅ× 
ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÌÏÁÎÓ 

  
ΡȢΤΩΪɕ 
ɉΡȢΣΤΦɊ 

       
ΡȢΣΩΦɕ 
ɉΡȢΡΨΧɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 
ÄÉÓÐÏÓÁÂÌÅ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉΧΦΦΦ 
%52Ɋ 

   
ΡȢΦΡΤɕɕ
ɉΡȢΣΥΦɊ 

      
ΡȢΥΤΫɕ 
ɉΡȢΣΤΥɊ 

7ÁÇÅÓ ɉΧΦΦΦ 
53$Ɋ 

    
ΡȢΣΣΧɕ 
ɉΡȢΡΧΦɊ 

      

5ÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅ
ÎÔ ÒÁÔÅ 

     
ϺΡȢΡΤΩ 
ɉΡȢΡΥΪɊ 

     

)ÎǨÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÅ       
ΡȢΡΧΫϹ 
ɉΡȢΡΥΡɊ 

    

,ÏÎÇȤÔÅÒÍ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅ 

       
ϺΡȢΡΣΪ 
ɉΡȢΡΫΦɊ 

   

!ÇÅÉÎÇ ÒÁÔÉÏ         
ϺΡȢΡΦΧ 
ɉΡȢΡΨΦɊ 

  

)ÎÃÏÍÅ 
ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ɉ'ÉÎÉɊ 

         
ΡȢΣΧΤɕ 
ɉΡȢΡΩΣɊ 

ΡȢΡΫΨϹ 
ɉΡȢΡΧΣɊ 

. ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ ΤΤΣ 

2Ψ ΡȢΪΪΨ ΡȢΪΪΨ ΡȢΪΫΥ ΡȢΫΡΧ ΡȢΫΡΣ ΡȢΪΪΨ ΡȢΪΪΩ ΡȢΪΪΧ ΡȢΪΪΧ ΡȢΪΫΤ ΡȢΫΣΣ 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. The values in the table are beta coefficients (with standard 

errors in parentheses) estimated by a bivariate OLS regression model. The dependent variable in each model 

was housing cost-to-income inequality, and the variable in the row was the only independent variable (models 

1-10). The variables that were statistically significant (at least at 0.05 level) were used for final multivariate OLS 

fixed-effect regression model (column 11). 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 

Household disposable income, wages and inflation are statistically significantly and positively 

associated with housing costs-to-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, but two other variables ɀ interest rates on new residential loans and income 

inequality (Gini index) ɀ also have a strong positive effect on residual income inequality (the positive 

effect of interest rates is somewhat odd when compared with the results from correlation 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 of 

household disposable income on housing cost inequality, the strong positive effect of household 

disposable income and income inequality on residual income inequality, 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 significantly associated with increasing inequality in the domain of housing affordability ɀ this 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 only on one of the two measures of housing 

inequality in this domain (for example, interest rate on residual income inequality), some variables 

demonstrate inconclusive effects. The difference between the effects of factors on housing costs-to-

income variation and residual income inequality may also be attributed to the fact that they 

operationalise inequality differently ɀ the housing costs-to-income variation 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 that trends 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 (old-age dependency ratio, share of singles). 

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 the EU-SILC datasets for the period 2004-2023. 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 are based 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 prices, interest rates on new residential loans, long-term 

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 of single-member households 

are associated with decreasing tenure inequality. Some of the above-mentioned associations 

contradict our expectations. 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, the effect of rising income is stronger on 

housing costs/rents rather than on housing prices. However, as the results from following correlation 

and regression analyses demonstrated, the link between income and housing tenure inequality is very 

weak to interpret 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 short-term effects seem to be mainly 

the opposite (as for housing cost inequality), and this may be again because the effect of 

demographics (as of income) on housing prices is rather long-term. In accordance with our 

ÅØÐÅÃÔÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÓÉÎÇÌÅÓ ÉÓ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ÓÉÎÇÌÅÓȭ 

incomes are lower than average, and therefore they cannot afford to become homeowners and 

remain tenants. It is, however, necessary to acknowledge that the strength of the relationships is 
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again very weak (as confirmed by the average correlation coefficients in Table 3 below). Additionally, 

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 number of countries means that one or two 

outliers can significantly affect the slope of the regression line. 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ Ψȡ 2ÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÎ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ 
ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
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Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 

Note: Average annual change of the variable is a slope of the estimated OLS regression model, where the only 

explanatory variable is the time (years). Each point on the graph represents a combination of the average annual 

change in tenure inequality (y-axis) and the average annual change in the independent variable (x-axis) for a 

specific country. The blue line shows the linear trend based on the position of all included countries. 

To explore the link between the tenure inequality indicator and socioeconomic factors further, we 

calculated the correlations between these variables separately for each country (Table 6). The 
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average weighted correlation coefficients in the last row of Table 6 are close to zero, i.e., they show a 

very weak (practically non-existent) relationship between tenure inequality and all explanatory 

factors used in our analysis. Moreover, the country-level 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 interest rates on new 

residential loans 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 Table 7. First, ten socioeconomic factors 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 fixed-effect regression model presented in 

column 11 of Table 7. The share of single-member households was again omitted due to the low 

number of observations. As the Table 7 shows, none of these effects was statistically significant. In 

conclusion, in the short term the selected factors have only weak and statistically insignificant 

association with the trend in housing tenure inequality. One consequence 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 confirm that virtually all variability in tenure inequality is explained by the fixed 

effects of time and country alone.
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4ÁÂÌÅ Ψȡ #ÏÒÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
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$+ ȤΡȢΣΪ ȤΡȢΡΪ ȤΡȢΣΩ ȤΡȢΣΧ ȤΡȢΤΡ ȤΡȢΡΧ ȤΡȢΣΤ ΡȢΡΨ ȤΡȢΡΦ ΡȢΦΣ 

%% .! .! .! .! .! .! .! .! .! .! 

%3 ȤΡȢΥΦ ȤΡȢΣΧ ΡȢΡΧ ȤΡȢΣΤ ȤΡȢΥΧ ΡȢΤΣ ȤΡȢΤΡ ȤΡȢΡΥ ΡȢΡΩ ΡȢΡΤ 

&) ȤΡȢΡΥ ȤΡȢΤΪ ȤΡȢΦΡ ΡȢΡΤ ȤΡȢΤΣ ΡȢΥΧ ȤΡȢΦΦ ȤΡȢΦΧ ΡȢΤΪ ȤΡȢΤΨ 

&2 ΡȢΨΧ ȤΡȢΤΧ ȤΡȢΨΫ ΡȢΩΦ ΡȢΧΩ ȤΡȢΪΥ ΡȢΥΨ ȤΡȢΧΣ ΡȢΩΧ ȤΡȢΩΩ 

'2 ΡȢΧΣ ΡȢΧΦ ΡȢΦΪ ȤΡȢΥΡ ΡȢΨΫ ΡȢΦΩ ΡȢΡΨ ΡȢΩΥ ȤΡȢΩΧ ΡȢΩΡ 

(5 .! .! .! .! .! .! ȤΡȢΧΤ .! .! .! 

)% ȤΡȢΥΩ ȤΡȢΣΦ ΡȢΤΡ ȤΡȢΣΫ ΡȢΤΥ ȤΡȢΦΦ ΡȢΡΨ ΡȢΨΡ ȤΡȢΦΧ ΡȢΤΫ 

)4 ȤΡȢΧΩ ȤΡȢΧΨ ȤΡȢΦΨ ȤΡȢΥΨ ΡȢΦΣ ΡȢΦΪ ȤΡȢΩΥ ȤΡȢΧΥ ȤΡȢΡΣ ΡȢΨΨ 

,4 ȤΡȢΤΦ ΡȢΡΡ ȤΡȢΣΦ ȤΡȢΤΡ ȤΡȢΣΡ ȤΡȢΣΩ ȤΡȢΤΦ ȤΡȢΣΪ ȤΡȢΣΡ ΡȢΡΣ 
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., ΡȢΨΨ ΡȢΪΩ ȤΡȢΨΪ ΡȢΨΣ ΡȢΥΤ ȤΡȢΧΡ ȤΡȢΡΩ ȤΡȢΨΫ ΡȢΨΧ ȤΡȢΦΤ 

0, ȤΡȢΨΡ ȤΡȢΦΪ ΡȢΣΣ ȤΡȢΧΨ ȤΡȢΨΪ ΡȢΧΨ ȤΡȢΦΥ ΡȢΤΡ ȤΡȢΧΩ ΡȢΨΨ 

04 ȤΡȢΦΨ ȤΡȢΩΫ ΡȢΤΧ ȤΡȢΥΨ ȤΡȢΦΫ ΡȢΥΤ ȤΡȢΥΧ ΡȢΡΪ ȤΡȢΤΫ ȤΡȢΤΧ 

3) ȤΡȢΪΩ ΡȢΣΩ ΡȢΣΨ ȤΡȢΪΦ ȤΡȢΩΨ ΡȢΨΧ ȤΡȢΦΫ ΡȢΥΦ ȤΡȢΨΫ ΡȢΧΡ 
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-ÅÁÎ 
ɉ×ÅÉÇÈÔÅÄɊ  

ȤΡȢΣΧ ȤΡȢΡΧ ȤΡȢΣΤ ȤΡȢΡΩ ΡȢΡΣ ΡȢΡΨ ȤΡȢΡΣ ȤΡȢΡΫ ȤΡȢΡΣ ȤΡȢΡΫ 

Note: The values in the table are Pearson correlation coefficients. These show association between cost-to-income inequality and the explanatory variable. The explanatory 

variable is named at the top of the column. Weights for mean correlation coefficients (the last row in table) are based on the population size in 2023. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09 ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ
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!ÇÅÉÎÇ ÒÁÔÉÏ         
ΡȢΤΡΫ 
ɉΡȢΣΩΣɊ 

 
ΡȢΤΦΩ 
ɉΡȢΣΦΫɊ 
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ȤΡȢΡΣΦ 
ɉΡȢΡΦΤɊ 

#ÏÕÎÔÒÙ &% 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 

9ÅÁÒ &% 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 

. ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ ΤΥΦ 

2Ψ ΡȢΫΩΥ ΡȢΫΩΤ ΡȢΫΩΤ ΡȢΫΩΥ ΡȢΫΩΤ ΡȢΫΩΤ ΡȢΫΩΥ ΡȢΫΩΥ ΡȢΫΩΥ ΡȢΫΩΤ ΡȢΫΩΡ 

7ÉÔÈÉÎ 2Ψ ΡȢΡΣΤ ΡȢΡΡΦ ΡȢΡΡΣ ΡȢΡΤΣ ΡȢΡΡΣ ΡȢΡΡΣ ΡȢΡΣΦ ΡȢΡΦΦ ΡȢΡΣΤ ΡȢΡΡΣ ΡȢΡΪΣ 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. The values in the table are beta coefficients (with standard 

errors in parentheses) estimated by a bivariate OLS regression model. The dependent variable in each model 

was housing cost-to-income inequality, and the variable in the row was the only independent variable (models 

1-10). The variables that were statistically significant (at least at 0.05 level) were used for final multivariate OLS 

fixed-effect regression model (column 11). 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2004 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 

 

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 net 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 the 

wealth inequality indicator, the higher the inequality. The values of the indicator were available for 

selected countries participating in the HFCS survey for the period 2010-2023. 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 housing wealth inequality, 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 explore the link between the housing wealth inequality indicator and socioeconomic factors, we 

calculated the correlations separately for each country (Table 8). The average weighted correlation 

coefficients in the last row of Table 8 are higher than those presented in Table 6 for housing tenure 

inequality. They thus demonstrate a stronger association between housing wealth inequality and the 

explanatory factors. The highest in absolute terms are the correlations for housing prices and the 

homeownership rate (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 there a negative association 

between housing wealth inequality and the housing price trend: in Belgium, Greece, Latvia and 

Luxembourg. Similarly, the association between the homeownership rate and wealth inequality was 

positive in only five countries: Belgium, Ireland, the Netherlands, Portugal and Slovakia. 

Table 9 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 fixed-effect regressions. Then, we selected the four explanatory 

variables with the highest (standardised) beta coefficients and included them in a multivariate fixed-

effect regression model presented in column 11 of Table 9. The share of single-member households 

was again omitted due to the low number of observations. The bivariate regression models 

demonstrate that especially increases in housing prices and disposable household incomes are 

associated with higher housing wealth inequality and increases in homeownership rate and ageing 

ratio are associated with lower housing wealth inequality ɀ all 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 statistically significant in OLS regressions. The last model 

(Model 11) included the variables with the highest standardized beta 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 household incomes). However, this model again confirmed the statistically 

significant effect of only aggregate factors: housing prices and the homeownership 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 and tenure 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 impact of the ageing ratio (negative association) and income (positive association) on 

housing wealth inequality. 
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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 (years). Each point on the graph represents a combination of the average annual 

change in housing wealth inequality (y-axis) and the average annual change in the independent variable (x-axis) 

for a specific country. The blue line shows the linear trend based on the position of all included countries. 

Source: ECB (P90/P50 for wealth inequality) ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 
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,4 ΡȢΪΦ ȤΡȢΨΪ ΡȢΩΦ ΡȢΫΥ ΡȢΫΦ ȤΡȢΥΩ ΡȢΧΡ ȤΡȢΨΣ ΡȢΫΦ ȤΡȢΨΪ 

,5 ȤΡȢΣΥ ȤΡȢΥΨ ΡȢΨΣ ȤΡȢΤΫ ȤΡȢΣΨ ȤΡȢΦΡ ΡȢΦΨ ΡȢΨΪ ȤΡȢΣΡ ȤΡȢΧΡ 

,6 ȤΡȢΩΣ ȤΡȢΤΦ ΡȢΦΣ ȤΡȢΩΥ ȤΡȢΪΥ ΡȢΦΦ ȤΡȢΣΦ ΡȢΣΫ ȤΡȢΪΨ ΡȢΥΪ 

., ΡȢΫΣ ΡȢΪΤ ȤΡȢΫΣ ΡȢΫΡ ȤΡȢΥΣ ȤΡȢΫΤ ΡȢΪΨ ȤΡȢΩΨ ΡȢΫΧ ȤΡȢΧΣ 

04 ΡȢΫΧ ΡȢΨΩ ȤΡȢΪΩ ΡȢΫΧ ΡȢΩΨ ȤΡȢΫΩ ΡȢΥΣ ȤΡȢΩΦ ΡȢΫΧ ȤΡȢΧΡ 

3) ΡȢΩΡ ȤΡȢΪΡ ȤΡȢΨΡ ΡȢΪΪ ΡȢΫΤ ȤΡȢΫΦ ΡȢΥΡ ȤΡȢΪΪ ΡȢΫΨ ȤΡȢΪΫ 

3+ ΡȢΦΩ ΡȢΤΧ ȤΡȢΦΩ ΡȢΤΧ ΡȢΧΨ ȤΡȢΧΪ ΡȢΥΣ ȤΡȢΥΤ ΡȢΦΩ ȤΡȢΨΫ 

-ÅÁÎ 
ɉ×ÅÉÇÈÔÅÄɊ 

ΡȢΧΩ ȤΡȢΧΦ ȤΡȢΤΫ ΡȢΦΣ ΡȢΣΪ ȤΡȢΦΣ ΡȢΡΩ ȤΡȢΤΫ ΡȢΥΩ ΡȢΣΥ 

Note: The values in the table are Pearson correlation coefficients. These show association between cost-to-income inequality and the explanatory variable. The explanatory 

variable is named at the top of the column. Weights for mean correlation coefficients (the last row in table) are based on the population size in 2023. 

Source: ECB (P90/P50 for wealth inequality) ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ
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4ÁÂÌÅ Ϋȡ 2ÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ǢØÅÄȤÅǟÅÃÔÓ /,3 ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ɉΧɊ ɉΨɊ ɉΩɊ ɉΪɊ ɉΫɊ ɉάɊ ɉέɊ ɉήɊ ɉίɊ ɉΧΦɊ ɉΧΧɊ 

2ÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÈÏÕÓÅ ÐÒÉÃÅÓ 
ɉÎÏÍÉÎÁÌɊ 

ΡȢΦΪΦ 
ɉΡȢΥΣΪɊ 

         
ΡȢΨΤΩɕ 
ɉΡȢΤΫΦɊ 

(ÏÍÅȤ
Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ 
ÒÁÔÅ 

 
ȤΡȢΧΨΨ 
ɉΡȢΤΪΥɊ 

        
ȤΡȢΩΥΧɕ 
ɉΡȢΤΫΦɊ 

2ÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔȢ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅÓ 
ÏÎ ÎÅ× 
ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÌÏÁÎÓ 

  
ΡȢΡΣΩ 
ɉΡȢΡΧΨɊ 

        

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 
ÄÉÓÐÏÓÁÂÌÅ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉΧΦΦΦ 
%52Ɋ 

   
ΡȢΥΣΩ 
ɉΡȢΥΡΪɊ 

      
ȤΡȢΡΣΨ 
ɉΡȢΤΨΩɊ 

7ÁÇÅÓ ɉΧΦΦΦ 
53$Ɋ 

    
ΡȢΡΧΤ 
ɉΡȢΥΦΣɊ 

      

5ÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅ
ÎÔ ÒÁÔÅ 

     
ΡȢΡΥΫ 
ɉΡȢΡΪΡɊ 

     

)ÎǨÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÅ       
ȤΡȢΡΤΣ 
ɉΡȢΡΥΥɊ 

    

,ÏÎÇȤÔÅÒÍ 
ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔ ÒÁÔÅ 

       
ΡȢΡΦΤ 
ɉΡȢΡΧΡɊ 

   

!ÇÅÉÎÇ ÒÁÔÉÏ         
ȤΡȢΤΥΨ 
ɉΡȢΥΦΥɊ 

 
ȤΡȢΣΡΥ 
ɉΡȢΤΫΥɊ 

)ÎÃÏÍÅ 
ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ɉ'ÉÎÉɊ 

         
ΡȢΣΤΥ 
ɉΡȢΣΫΫɊ 

 

#ÏÕÎÔÒÙ &% 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 

9ÅÁÒ &% 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 9ÅÓ 

. ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ ΣΩΫ 

2Ψ 0.955 0.959 0.956 0.955 0.955 0.955 0.956 0.957 0.956 0.959 0.958 

7ÉÔÈÉÎ 2Ψ 0.001 0.076 0.022 0.001 0.006 0.001 0.010 0.032 0.015 0.092 0.231 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. The values in the table are beta coefficients (with standard 

errors in parentheses) estimated by a bivariate OLS regression model. The dependent variable in each model 

was housing cost-to-income inequality, and the variable in the row was the only independent variable (models 

1-10). The variables that were statistically significant (at least at 0.05 level) were used for final multivariate OLS 

fixed-effect regression model (column 11). 

Source: ECB (P90/P50 for wealth inequality) ÁÎÄ ÄÁÔÁ ÏÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ɉÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎɊȢ 

2.5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter provided an indicative examination of the associations between various socioeconomic 

ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȟ ÆÕÎÄÁÍÅÎÔÁÌÌÙ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÔÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÒÁÇÍÅÎÔÁÒÙ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 

ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎȭ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌ ÆÒÁÍÅ×ÏÒËȢ 2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ÓÅÅking a single, holistic cause for inequality, 

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 domains of housing inequality ɀ 

housing affordability, tenure and wealth ɀ the 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 focuses on middle-range theoretical implications 

and context-sensitive observations, acknowledging that different measures and perspectives can 

significantly influence the outcome of research. 

The empirical findings presented are derived from an exploratory analysis of macro-data time series 

covering EU countries, utilising data available up to 2023. Given the exploratory nature of the study 

and the limitations of the dataset, the methodology employed a multi-step statistical approach, 

progressing from trend estimations and scatter plots to tentative bivariate correlations and 

multivariate OLS fixed-effect regression models. This process allowed for the identification of 

significant factors while accounting 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 financial crisis. 

This chapter justifies the selected conceptual framework for interpretation of results in inequality 

studies and outlines the sheer diversity of housing affordability and housing price trajectories across 

Europe. It shows that housing price growth and affordability trends are far from uniform: while 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 measure ɀ 

such as the price-to-income ratio versus the annuity-to-income ratio ɀ 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 interest rate fluctuations 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-to-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 

ÃÈÁÐÔÅÒȭÓ ÉÎÔÒÏÄÕÃÔion and we arrived at the 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 or vice versa. Our 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 domain, 

measured both by housing costs-to-income inequality and residual income inequality (for housing 

wealth inequality the impact was also relatively high, but statistically insignificant, and for tenure 

inequality the impact was weak). Overall, household income growth clearly associates with rise in 

housing cost inequality, especially in the short run, when it affects immediate housing costs (rents, 

energies) while impact on housing prices may be rather long-term. Similarly, the impact of income 

inequality on residual income inequality was significant and strong but was weaker on housing wealth 

inequality and very ×ÅÁË ÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÍÁÙ ÏÎÌÙ ÐÁÒÔÉÁÌÌÙ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÅ ȬÍÁÒÇÉÎÁÌ 
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ÂÕÙÅÒȭ ÔÈÅÏÒÙ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÄÉÓÃÒÅÐÁÎÃÙ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÉÃÅȾÒÅÎÔ trends, and further research is 

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 affordability domain and the results are inconclusive; 

and it had only weak effects on housing tenure and wealth inequalities. Therefore, the hypothesis 

could not be confirmed. In short term, an impact of interest rate growth on different domains of 

housing inequality 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 low-income households by 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. However, an increasing share 

of single-member 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 ratio showed 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 these paradoxical results ɀ again, more 

thorough analysis 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 term ɀ rising disposable household income 

(connected with economic boom) associates significantly with inequality in housing costs-to-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 income (economic) 

growth on different household income groups, as well as a consequence of the low price elasticity of 

housing supply due to which rise in housing demand leads to rise in rents/prices rather than the rise in 

housing supply. The financial factors (interest rate, inflation) and demographic factors (ageing ratio, 

singles) play much weaker role in housing inequality evolution ɀ 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 than, e.g., factors like income or 

unemployment rate.  

Second, in the short run, the selected primary factors have strongest 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 tenure and wealth 

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 that 

much more complex analysis of cause-effect mechanism of housing inequality evolution would be 

needed before general theoretical implications and recommendations 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 inequality ɀ intergenerational resource transfers, housing benefit policy and ruling political 

ideology ɀ 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 factors behind 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 housing 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 context-sensitive relations in this domain of 

housing inequality. 
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3. CHAPTER 3: TRENDS IN HOUSING PRECARITY AND THE ROLE OF 

HOUSING BENEFITS IN MITIGATING HOUSING PRECARITY IN 

EUROPEAN COUNTRIES  

 

MICHAE, £+62o<+ȟ -!24).! -)+%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 these crises have further exacerbated. 

(ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ ÔÒÁÄÉÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙ ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÏÏÄ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ Á ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÔÏ ÓÅÃÕÒÅ ȬÓÏÍÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ 

standard of housing (or different standards) at a price or rent which does not impose, in the eyes of 

some third party (ÕÓÕÁÌÌÙ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔɊȟ ÁÎ ÕÎÒÅÁÓÏÎÁÂÌÅ ÂÕÒÄÅÎ ÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅÓȭ ɉ-ÁÃÌÅÎÎÁÎ 

& 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 and housing quality. On the one hand, housing 

affordability (housing costs-to-income ratio) for some specific households may be assessed as good 

(below the normative ratio limit), but this 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 one-factor approach that ignores the complexity of potential housing problems that 

households face in reality. Therefore, in this Chapter of the report we will focus on housing precarity 

(Beer et al. 2016; Clair et al. 2019; Waldron 2023; Debrunner et al. 2024) as a more comprehensive 

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

order to understand poor housing conditions in a broader sense. Clair et al. (2019) define housing 

ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÁÓ ȬÁ ÓÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÕÎÃÅÒÔÁÉÎÔÙ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ ÒÅÁÌ ÏÒ ÐÅÒÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÌÉËÅÌÉÈÏÏÄ ÏÆ 

experiencing an adverse event, caused (at least in part) by their relationship with their housing 

ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÒȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÈÙÓÉÃÁÌ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÉÅÓȟ ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȟ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÈÏÍÅȟ ÁÎÄ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÅÓÓÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȭ 

(Clair et al. 2019:16). Based on the existing literature (Beer et al. 2016, Clair et al. 2019, Waldron 2023, 

Debrunner et al. 2024), 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 much as possible to use the 

established definitions used by Eurostat, and EU-SILC 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 allow 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 countries 

in recent years, but also to examine how the housing benefit, as a housing policy tool supporting 

housing affordability, affects housing precarity. Therefore, the 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, especially 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 published studies, that (H4) housing precarity disproportionately affects some groups of 

households, e.g., low-income households, single-parent families, young people and private renters. 

(H5) Households experiencing affordability issues are also more likely to suffer other 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 households 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 represents the main 

contribution to existing knowledge.  

3.2. THE CONCEPT OF HOUSING PRECARITY 

4ÈÅ ÔÅÒÍ ȬÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȭ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÔÅÓ ÉÎ ÌÁÂÏÕÒ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓȟ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÉÔ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÓ ÉÎÓÅÃÕÒÅ ÁÎÄ ÕÎÓÔÁÂÌÅ 

employment conditions (Standing 2011; Barbier 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 and 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 of affordability itself is evolving. Haffner and 

Hulse (2021) trace the evolution of affordability from its early conceptualisation of the nexus between 

economic principles and social norms about housing and living standards to a reworking of housing 

affordability in the twenty-first century as an urban issue affecting lower- and middle-income 

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 acquired 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 of 

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 involved. Establishing 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 latter having 

become increasingly important in the 2000s, at least in large metropolitan areas. Haffner and Hulse 

(2021ȡ έΧɊ ÃÏÎÃÌÕÄÅ ÔÈÁÔ ȬÔÒÁÎÓÐÁÒÅÎÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÍÕÌÔÉÐÌÅ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÓ 

ÔÈÅ ÆÉÒÓÔ ÓÔÅÐ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ÕÒÂÁÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÉÅÓ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÒÅÃÏÇÎÉÚÅ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÁÒÔ ÔÏ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ ÔÈÅ ȬÏÌÄȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÎÅ×ȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 

affordability problems. If left unchecked, they not only have the potential to undermine the economic 

ÅÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÏÆ ÃÉÔÉÅÓȟ ÂÕÔ ÁÌÓÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÏÆ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÁÎÄ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÌÉÆÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȭȢ 

The advantage of the concept of housing precarity lies 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 diÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȢ (Å ÓÔÁÔÅÓȟ ȬÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÊÕÓÔ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÏÕÓ 

ÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔȠ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÏÕÓÌÙ ÈÏÕÓÅÄȭ ɉΨΦΧΪȡ ΨΩɊȟ ÉȢÅȢ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÍÏÖÅȟ ÎÏÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ 

you want to but because 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 as a state of uncertainty that increases the likelihood of experiencing 

ÁÄÖÅÒÓÅ ÅÖÅÎÔÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÏÎÅȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎȢ 4ÈÅÉÒ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÅØÐÌÉÃÉÔÌÙ ÄÉÓÔÉÎÇÕÉÓÈÅÓ 

precariousness from homelessness, emphasising that insecurity, overcrowding and poor-quality 

housing constitute significant forms of housing disadvantage even when people remain housed. Cox 

ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ɉΨΦΧίɊ ÁÌÓÏ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓȠ ȬÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ-level characteristics such 

as safety and quality are not often thought of as directly housing-related; however, they are certainly 

ÔÉÅÄ ÔÏ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓȭ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÌÉÖÅ ÉÎ Á ÓÁÆÅ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔ ÉÎ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÁÎÄ ÔÏ ÉÔÓ ×ÅÌÌ-ÂÅÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌȭ 

(2019: 100). 

DeLuca and Rosen (2022) build upon this foundation, arguing from a sociological perspective that 

housing insecurity should be understood not as a discrete event ɀ such as eviction ɀ but as a dynamic 

process embedded in social relations. Their work conceptualises housing insecurity as a continuum of 

instability shaped by market structures, landlordɀtenant relations and policy regimes. Similarly, 

Debrunner et al. (2024) extend the notion of precarity by integrating subjective perceptions of 

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 although de jure security 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 various legal, 

market, political and cultural factors that shape aspects of security ɀ de jure, de facto, and perceived ɀ 

for tenants. 

Hochstenbach (2025) further develops the conceptual lineage by proposing cumulative housing 

disadvantage ɀ a framework emphasising the intersection and accumulation of multiple housing 

ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÔÉÍÅȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÂÕÉÌÄÓ ÏÎ ÅÁÒÌÉÅÒ ÃÏÎÃÅÐÔÕÁÌÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÓȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ "ÁËÅÒ ÅÔ ÁÌȢȭÓ ɉΨΦΧέɊ Index of 

Housing Insults, which 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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ÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÔÅ Á ÐÁÒÁÄÉÇÍ ÓÈÉÆÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÂÉÎÁÒÙ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÅÓ ÏÆ ȬÓÅÃÕÒÅȾÉÎÓÅÃÕÒÅȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÄÙÎÁÍÉÃȟ ÍÕÌÔÉ-

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, many countries rely on the ETHOS Light 

framework (FEANTSA n.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., people 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 people living 

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 used (point-in-time versus flow)10 and 

differences in collection frequency and geographic coverage all make cross-country 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 point-in-time data (Figure 8), Czechia, France, 

Germany, Ireland, and UK (England) each 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, Latvia 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. There are various definitions of 

housing precarity (e.g., Clair et al. 2019; Waldron 2023; Debrunner et al. 2024; Ong ViforJ et al. 2022), 

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

are four: (a) affordability 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. 

 

 

 

 

 
10 Point-in-time count: Data are collected at a single point-in-time, generally through a coordinated street count 
and/or an enumeration of people staying in shelters for people experiencing homelessness on a given night. 
Point-in-ÔÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÓ ÔÈÕÓ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ Á ȬÓÎÁÐÓÈÏÔȭ ÏÆ ÈÏÍÅÌÅssness at a single time and place. Flow count: Data are 
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. Point-in-time and flow data are not comparable (OECD 2024b). 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ Ϊȡ  0ÅÏÐÌÅ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÉÎÇ ÈÏÍÅÌÅÓÓÎÅÓÓ ×ÈÏ ÁÒÅ ÌÉÖÉÎÇ ÒÏÕÇÈ ÏÒ ÓÔÁÙÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÅÍÅÒÇÅÎÃÙ 
ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÒ ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÍÅÌÅÓÓȟ ÐÅÒ ΣΡȟΡΡΡ ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ΤΡΤΥ ÏÒ ÌÁÔÅÓÔ ÙÅÁÒ  

Point-in-time data 

 

Flow data 

 

Notes: 

1. Data for Germany and Norway also include some people living in unconventional dwellings (e.g., tents). 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 for France exclude 

people staying in temporary accommodation for asylum seekers (under ETHOS 2 and 3) to facilitate cross-country 

comparison. 4. Data refer to 2023, except for 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 (OECD 2024a). 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΡȡ )ÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÂÙ ÖÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ 

 #ÌÁÉÒ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΧί 7ÁÌÄÒÏÎ ΨΦΨΩ $ÅÂÒÕÎÎÅÒ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΨΪ /ÎÇ 6ÉÆÏÒ* ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΨΨ 
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ÅÖÉÃÔÉÏÎȟ ÌÁÎÄÌÏÒÄ ÎÏÔ 
ÒÅÎÅ×ÉÎÇ Á ÔÅÎÁÎÃÙɊ ɉÁÄ 
ÈÏÃ ÍÏÄÕÌÅɊ 

ɉΧɊ ÒÅÎÔ ÁÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÉÎ 
ÌÁÓÔ ΧΨ ÍÏÎÔÈÓȟ ɉΨɊ 
ÃÒÉÍÅȟ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅȟ ÏÒ 
ÖÁÎÄÁÌÉÓÍ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
ÁÒÅÁ 

ÐÅÒÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎ ÏÆ ÉÎÖÏÌÕÎÔÁÒÙ ÒÅÌÏÃÁÔÉÏÎ 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÅØÔ Ϋ ÙÅÁÒÓ ɉΪȤÐÏÉÎÔ ,ÉËÅÒÔ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ 

ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÎ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓ 
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ɉΧɊ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ËÅÅÐ ÔÈÅ 
ÈÏÍÅ ÁÄÅÑÕÁÔÅÌÙ 
ÃÏÏÌȾ×ÁÒÍȟ ɉΨɊ ÂÁÔÈȾ 
ÓÈÏ×ÅÒȟ ɉΩɊ ÔÏÉÌÅÔȟ ɉΪɊ ÌÅÁËÓȾ 
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ɉÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ Χȟ Ϊ ÁÎÄ Ϋ ÁÒÅ 
ÃÏÒÅ 3),#ȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ 
Ψ ÁÎÄ Ω ÁÒÅ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅÄ ÕÎÔÉÌ 
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 ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓȡ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 
ÔÏ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÂÁÎËÉÎÇȟ ÐÏÓÔÁÌȟ 
ÔÒÁÎÓÐÏÒÔȟ ÇÒÏÃÅÒÙȟ ÁÎÄ 
ÈÅÁÌÔÈÃÁÒÅ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ɉÁÄ 
ÈÏÃ ÍÏÄÕÌÅɊ 

ǢÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÃÁÐÁÃÉÔÙȡ 
ɉΧɊ ÍÁËÉÎÇ ÅÎÄÓ 
ÍÅÅÔ ÉÓ ÄÉǣÃÕÌÔȾÖÅÒÙ 
ÄÉǣÃÕÌÔȟ ɉΨɊ ÕÎÁÂÌÅ 
ÔÏ ÁǟÏÒÄ  
ÕÎÅØÐÅÃÔÅÄ 
ÅØÐÅÎÓÅÓ 

ΫȤÐÏÉÎÔ ,ÉËÅÒÔ ÓÃÁÌÅ ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓȡ ɉΧɊ ÁÃÃÅÓÓ ÔÏ 
ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÁÍÅÎÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÉÎ 
ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉΨɊ ÓÁÆÅÔÙ ×ÈÅÎ ×ÁÌËÉÎÇ ÏÎ 
ÔÈÅ ÓÔÒÅÅÔȟ ɉΩɊ ÔÒÕÓÔ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÉÎ 
ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉΪɊ ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇ ÏÆ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÁÔ 
ÈÏÍÅȟ ɉΫɊ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÃÒÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅ 
ÌÅÖÅÌÓ ÉÎ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉάɊ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
ÐÏÌÉÃÅ ÐÒÏÔÅÃÔÉÏÎ 

ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ 
ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ 

     

ÃÏÍÍÕÎÉÔÙ ÃÏÈÅÓÉÏÎȡ ɉΧɊ ÓÐÅÎÄÉÎÇ ÆÒÅÅ ÔÉÍÅ 
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ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÉÎ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉέɊ ÇÅÔÔÉÎÇ ÈÅÌÐ 
ÆÒÏÍ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÁÎÄȾÏÒ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ɉήɊ ÈÅÌÐ ×ÉÔÈ 
ÏÃÃÁÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÃÁÒÅȟ ɉίɊ ÖÉÓÉÔÉÎÇ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉΧΦɊ ÍÅÅÔÉÎÇ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ 
ÁÎÄ ÁÃÑÕÁÉÎÔÁÎÃÅÓ ×ÈÅÎ ÓÈÏÐÐÉÎÇȟ ɉΧΧɊ 
ÈÁÖÅ ÄÏÎÅ Á ÆÁÖÏÕÒ ÆÏÒ ÓÏÍÅÏÎÅ ÉÎ 
ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉΧΨɊ ÐÅÒÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÃÏÎÎÅÃÔÉÏÎ 
ÔÏ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉΧΩɊ ÐÅÒÃÅÉÖÅÄ 
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ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȟ ɉΧΫɊ ÙÅÁÒÓ ÌÉÖÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
ÁÐÁÒÔȢȾÈÏÕÓÅ 
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3),# ΨΦΧΨ ɉÁÄ ÈÏÃ ÍÏÄÕÌÅ 
ÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇɊ 

3),# ΨΦΦήȟ ΨΦΧΨȟ 
ΨΦΧά 

!Ä ÈÏÃ ÓÕÒÖÅÙÓ ÉÎ ά ÃÉÔÉÅÓ (),$! ɉ!ÕÓÔÒÁÌÉÁÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÓÕÒÖÅÙɊ 

 

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 to neighbourhood characteristics ɀ 

neighbourhood quality, which includes access to amenities in the neighbourhood and perception of 

safety from crime, and also community cohesion, which includes the extent of social ties and trust in 

the neighbourhood. Similarly, Ong ViforJ et al. (2022) also include two dimensions related to 
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neighbourhood characteristics ɀ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄȭÓ ÓÏÃÉÏÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ ÁÎÄ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ 

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. One difference 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 costs are 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 EU-SILC waves, which allows us to analyse trends. However, due to the data limitations, we do 

not include neighbourhood quality in the analysis of trends as the questions related to neighbourhood 

quality are not included in the EU-SILC 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 dimension of 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 disposable income and 

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 more as a kind of income support. Figure 9 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) represent 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 higher only in countries where housing benefits represent 

more significant policy tools, i.e., in Finland, the Netherlands and to some extent Germany (where 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 data: they do not include the special energy allowance received by 

households, which has not been included in household 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 higher threshold (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 not 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 defined minimum standard of adequacy for non-

housing items. However, such a standard is not universal, but it is socially grounded in space and time 

(Stone 2006). 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ Ϋȡ ! ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÏÆ ÄÉǟÅÒÅÎÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÖÅÒÂÕÒÄÅÎ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ɉÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÏÖÅÒÂÕÒÄÅÎÅÄ ÂÙ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓɊ 

    

    

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) represent more than 40% of the total disposable household income (net of 

housing allowances). 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09 

Regarding insecurity, 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 main dwelling11 or its utility bills12 (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 future due to arrears. The ad hoc module of EU-SILC that focused on housing 

(in 2007 and 2012 waves) included also so-called forced moves, but as they were not present in all 

survey waves, we did not include them in the insecurity measurement. EU-SILC also does not contain 

information about the length of tenancy contract or other contract conditions, so we worked only 

 
11 The 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 the costs 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, relatives, 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). 
12 The 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 financial difficulties; 
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 late 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 to 

our research results). 

The third dimension of precarity concerns housing 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) or 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, questions about 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 the neighbourhood quality dimension 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 neighbourhood).13 Here 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 cross-sectional survey data, limiting causal inference about trajectories of 

precarity. As comparable panel data are unavailable, we use cross-sectional data, and this again 

partially limits our research results ɀ these data do not allow 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 different social groups; we can also test, at least partially, various factors of housing 

precarity. Additionally, most comparative research on housing precarity is descriptive (it focuses on 

defining precarity and measuring its dimensions) and only some studies 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 Charter of the 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 affordable to them. In contrast to supply-side interventions in the housing 

market, housing benefits are designed as demand-side subsidies, as they are distributed directly to 

households so that they can use them to pay for housing costs. However, the full-scale Russian 

invasion of Ukraine and the energy crisis have highlighted that besides housing affordability, other 

ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÎÄÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÔÏ ÈÅÁÔ ÏÎÅȭÓ Ä×ÅÌÌÉÎÇ ÁÒÅ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔȢ 

Using EU-SILC data, Griggs & Kemp (2012) found that housing benefits are important from an income 

support perspective, as they decrease the rent-to-income ratio and increase residual income after 

 
13 Questions: 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 

environmental 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.)? (Eurostat 2023). 
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housing costs, thus making housing more affordable for recipients. However, the effects of housing 

benefits vary across countries (Kholodilin 2025). 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 for it. 

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, on the health 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 & Lyytikäinen 2021). The reasons for this can be found in the 

structure ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÉÔÓÅÌÆȡ 2ÅÃÉÐÉÅÎÔÓ ÏÆ Á Ȭ3ÅÃÔÉÏÎ ή ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÈÏÉÃÅ ÖÏÕÃÈÅÒȭ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÍÕÓÔ ÓÅÃÕÒÅ 

housing that meets the federal Housing Quality Standards, which are verified by the local public 

housing authority through initial and annual inspections; otherwise, they lose their vouchers and must 

reapply. 

Woods et al. (2008) examine how housing vouchers affected low-income 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 assess the impact 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 double-up with 

friends or family, or to 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 a roof over their cÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÈÅÁÄÓȢ !Ô ÔÈÅ 

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 only modest improvements in their neighbourhood quality 

compared to families that did not.  

Using a panel dataset (1997ɀ2003) 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 overcrowding in response to an increase in the supply 

of housing vouchers. The effect was strong even for higher-income households, i.e., vouchers 

eliminate overcrowding by decreasing the frequency of co-residence. In other words, thanks to the 

housing allowance recipients moved 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 better-off households as 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 quality and greater autonomy. However, barriers 

such as landlord discrimination, bureaucratic complexity and limited programme availability 

constrain these benefits.  

3×ÅÄÅÎȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ɀ long considered a model of social democratic housing welfare 

ɀ has produced both protective and paradoxical effects. Westerlund (1988) traced the evolution of 

Swedish family housing allowances, arguing that while they reduced rent burdens and helped families 
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with children maintain adequate housing, they also created dependency and rigidity. Later, Enström 

Öst (2012) examined the 1996ɀ1997 reform that imposed size limits on eligible dwellings. Using 

administrative data, she found that the reform unintentionally increased overcrowding among single-

parent households. The Swedish evidence suggests that tying allowances to dwelling size or cost 

ceilings can generate lock-in effects, where households remain in cramped or substandard housing to 

retain eligibility. DesÐÉÔÅ 3×ÅÄÅÎȭÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÏÕÓ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅ ÉÎÆÒÁÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅȟ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÎÏÔ ÆÕÌÌÙ 

prevented overcrowding among low-income families ɀ a phenomenon that reveals the limits of 

monetary subsidies in the absence of affordable, high-quality housing supply. According to an audit 

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 review the design of the housing allowance to make it 

more effective.  

%ÅÒÏÌÁ ÁÎÄ ,ÙÙÔÉËßÉÎÅÎ ɉΨΦΨΧɊ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÅÄ &ÉÎÌÁÎÄȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÕÓÉÎÇ Á ÑÕÁÓÉ-

experimental design that exploited discontinuities in subsidy calculation. They found that variations 

in the generosity of the Finnish allowance (administered by Kela, the national 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 successfully insulated tenants from rent inflation, they did little to promote mobility into 

better-ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅȭÓ ÒÏÌÅ ÁÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÃÏÍÐÅÎÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ Á 

catalyst for quality improvement. 

.ÏÒÄÖÉË ɉΨΦΧΫɊ ÕÓÅÄ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ ÒÅÇÉÓÔÅÒ ÄÁÔÁ ÔÏ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÅ ÈÏ× .ÏÒ×ÁÙȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÁÆÆÅÃÔÓ 

mobility and crowded living conditions. He found that recipients whose benefit amount was sensitive 

to changes in housing costs were 14% more likely to move out 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 heavily on market conditions. Where affordable units are scarce, even mobility-

ÏÒÉÅÎÔÅÄ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅÓ ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÆÕÌÌÙ ÍÉÔÉÇÁÔÅ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȢ 3ÔÉÌÌȟ .ÏÒ×ÁÙȭÓ ÉÎÔÅÇÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅÓ 

with broader welfare protections ɀ such as child benefits and municipal housing policies ɀ appears to 

yield better quality outcomes than purely market-based 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 low-income households and was widely considered successful 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 on Boelhouwer'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 the housing 

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 temporary financial shocks ɀ such as unemployment 

or family transitions ɀ recipients remained more exposed to financial hardship and low-quality 
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housing than comparable non-recipients. The persistence of hardship suggests that allowances 

provide short-term relief but limited structural protection. Moreover, differences between 

households with and without children widened, contradicting the programmÅȭÓ ÇÏÁÌ ÏÆ ÈÏÒÉÚÏÎÔÁÌ 

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 cuts in 2011ɀ

ΨΦΧΨ ×ÅÒÅ ÉÎÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÒÅÄÕÃÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÅØÐÅÎÄÉÔÕÒÅÓ ÁÎÄ ȬÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌÉÓÅȭ ÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÒÅÎÔÅÒÓȢ 

Sanderson and Wilson (2017) used a longitudinal survey of 788 landlords 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 retrenchment 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 cuts fell 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 

ÏÎ 3ÏÕÔÈ +ÏÒÅÁȭÓ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÁÄÕÌÔÓ ɀ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÒÅÆÅÒÒÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÓ ȬÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÎÔȭȢ 2ÉÓÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÅ ÐÒÉÃÅÓȟ ÓÔÁÇÎÁÎÔ 

wages, and limited welfare provisions have left many young Koreans trapped in recurrent precarity. 

Local governments introduced housing allowances in 2019, offering short-term rent subsidies to low- 

and middle-income renters aged 18ɀ34. Using in-depth interviews, the authors found that allowances 

temporarily reduced financial stress but did not resolve structural housing insecurity. Participants 

ÄÅÓÃÒÉÂÅÄ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÏÎ Á ȬÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÒÅÁÄÍÉÌÌȭȟ ÃÙÃÌÉÎÇ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÏÕÓ ÌÅÁÓÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ 

ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎÃÅ ÓÕÂÓÉÄÉÅÓ ÅØÐÉÒÅÄȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȭÓ ÓÈÏÒÔ ÄÕÒÁÔÉÏn and limited coverage 

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 study also emphasises the multidimensional nature of precarity ɀ 

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 ViforJ 2022) found that the gap in wellbeing between precariously housed and 

non-precariously housed people has widened over time, but that the housing-assistance 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 reform to address these shortcomings and reduce the wellbeing gap between Australians living 

in housing precarity and those with stable housing (Ong ViforJ 2022). 

(ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÏÆ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ 

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., to increase 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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comprehensive social benefit package. In some countries, both approaches are used: some 
households receive a comprehensive benefit, while others receive only a housing benefit.  
 
4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΣȡ /ÖÅÒÖÉÅ× ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÒÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ 
 
#ÏÕÎÔÒÙ 0ÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅ 

ÎÁÍÅ 
3ÈÏÒÔ ÄÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÕÌÁÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 

(ÏÕÓÉÎÇȤÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ 
ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

"ÅÌÇÉÕÍ .Ï ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 

  4ÈÅÒÅ ÅØÉÓÔ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓ ÔÏ 
ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÃÅÓÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÓÏȤ
ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÓÏÃÉÁÌȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȟ ×ÉÔÈ 
ÒÅÎÔÓ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ ÁÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓȢ 

#ÚÅÃÈÉÁ 0ĠþÓÐñÖÅË ÎÁ ÂÙÄÌÅÎþ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ Ђ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ ɀ 
ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅɕÃÏÅǣÃÉÅÎÔȢ  
2ÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ Ђ ÍÉÎ ɉÁÃÔÕÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÃÏÓÔÓȟ ΄ÐÒÅÓÃÒÉÐÔÉÖÅ΄ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓɊ 
2ÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ Ђ ÍÉÎ ɉ,ÉÖÉÎÇ -ÉÎÉÍÕÍȟ 
ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅɊ  
#ÏÅǣÃÉÅÎÔ Ђ ΦȢΩΦ ɉΦȢΩΫ ÉÎ 0ÒÁÇÕÅɊȢ  

2ÅÎÔ ÓÕÐÐÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ 
ÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÒÅÃÉÐÉÅÎÔÓ 

%ÓÔÏÎÉÁ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 
ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 
ÓÕÂÓÉÓÔÅÎÃÅ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 
ɉ4ÏÉÍÅÔÕÌÅËÕÔÏÅÔÕÓɊ 

#ÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒ ΧήÍΨ ÐÅÒ ÅÁÃÈ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ 
ÍÅÍÂÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ΧΫÍΨ ÐÅÒ ÆÁÍÉÌÙȢ 
(ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÁËÅÎ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ ÕÐ ÔÏ 
ÓÐÅÃÉǢÅÄ ÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÌÉÍÉÔÓȢ 

  

&ÉÎÌÁÎÄ  9ÌÅÉÎÅÎ ÁÓÕÍÉÓÔÕËÉ ήΦϻ ÏÆ ɉÌÉÍÉÔÅÄɊ ÒÅÎÔ ÁÂÏÖÅ Á ȬÄÅÄÕÃÔÉÂÌÅ 
ÁÍÏÕÎÔȭȠ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÅÓȟ ÃÏÕÐÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ 
ÓÉÎÇÌÅ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÏÆ ÌÉÍÉÔÅÄ ÍÅÁÎÓ 

2ÅÎÔ ÓÕÐÐÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÆÏÒ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ 
ÁÓÓÉÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÒÅÃÉÐÉÅÎÔÓȠ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ ÆÏÒ 
ÐÅÎÓÉÏÎÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÕÄÅÎÔÓ 

'ÅÒÍÁÎÙ  7ÏÈÎÇÅÌÄ "ÅÎÅǢÔ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÅÑÕÁÌÓ ΧȢΧΫ ÔÉÍÅÓ ÄÉǟÅÒÅÎÃÅ 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÒÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ Á ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÖÁÒÉÅÓ ÂÙ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ 
ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ 

(ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ Ô×Ï 
ÍÉÎÉÍÕÍ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ 
ɉ"ÅÄÁÒÆÅ ÆİÒ 5ÎÔÅÒËÕÎÆÔ ÕÎÄ 
(ÅÉÚÕÎÇɊȠ ÕÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÄ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ 
ÇÅÔ ÈÅÌÐ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 
ÕÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 
ɉ+ÏÓÔÅÎ ÄÅÒ 5ÎÔÅÒËÕÎÆÔɊ 

)ÔÁÌÙ 2ÅÆÕÎÄÁÂÌÅ ÔÁØ 
ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ÆÏÒ ÒÅÎÔÅÄ 
ÁÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎÓ 

4ÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄȭÓ ÇÒÏÓÓ 
ÔÁØÁÂÌÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅȢ 4×Ï ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÔÈÒÅÓÈÏÌÄÓ ÁÒÅ 
ÕÓÅÄȡ ÙΧ ÁÎÄ ÙΨȢ 4ÈÅ ÍÁØÉÍÕÍ ÔÁØ ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ÉÓ ÆÏÒ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅÓ ÂÅÌÏ× ÙΧȢ 4ÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÉÓ ÈÁÌÖÅÄ ÆÏÒ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÙΧ ÁÎÄ ÙΨȢ .Ï ÔÁØ ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ÆÏÒ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅÓ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÙΨȢ 4ÈÅ ÔÁØ ÃÒÅÄÉÔ ÉÓ ÒÅÆÕÎÄÁÂÌÅ 
ÆÏÒ ÔÈÏÓÅ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÐÏÓÉÔÉÖÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÔÁØ ÌÉÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 
ÁÆÔÅÒ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÓÕÂÔÒÁÃÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÂÁÓÉÃȭ ÔÁØ ÃÒÅÄÉÔÓȢ 

(ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÉÎ )ÔÁÌÙ ÉÓ 
ÍÁÎÁÇÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÌÅÖÅÌȢ 
2ÅÇÉÏÎÁÌ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅÓ ÁÒÅ 
ÆÕÎÄÅÄ ÍÁÉÎÌÙ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ .ÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ 
&ÕÎÄ ÆÏÒ 2ÅÎÔÁÌ 3ÕÐÐÏÒÔȢ 
2ÅÃÉÐÉÅÎÔÓ ÍÁÙ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ Á ÒÅÎÔ 
ÓÕÐÐÌÅÍÅÎÔ ÕÐ ÔÏ %52 ΩΩάΦ Ⱦ 
ÙÅÁÒȢ 

.ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓ (ÕÕÒÔÏÅÓÌÁÇ "ÅÎÅǢÔ ÆÏÒ ÌÏ×ȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ 
ÃÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÒÅÎÔ ÌÅÖÅÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÁØÁÂÌÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅȢ 
(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÐÁÙ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÎÔ 
ɉȬÓÔÁÎÄÁÒÄ ÒÅÎÔȭɊ ÔÈÅÍÓÅÌÖÅÓȠ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 
ÃÏÖÅÒÓ ΧΦΦϻ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÕÐ ÔÏ Á ȬÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ ÌÉÍÉÔȭȟ ÐÌÕÓ άΫϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÄÅÒ ÕÐ 
ÔÏ Á ÃÅÉÌÉÎÇȾÃÁÐȢ 3ÉÎÇÌÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ 
ΪΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÍÏÕÎÔ ÁÂÏÖÅ ÔÈÅ ÃÁÐ ÕÐ ÔÏ Á 
ÍÁØÉÍÕÍ ÃÁÐȢ 

  

2ÏÍÁÎÉÁ .Ï ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 

  (ÅÁÔÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÖÕÌÎÅÒÁÂÌÅ 
ÅÎÅÒÇÙ ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒÓ 

5ÎÉÔÅÄ 
+ÉÎÇÄÏÍ 

,ÏÃÁÌ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ 
!ÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ 

4ÈÅ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ ÃÏÖÅÒÓ ȬÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÒÅÎÔȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ 
ÃÁÐÐÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ,ÏÃÁÌ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ !ÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅ ÒÁÔÅȢ 
4ÈÉÓ ÒÁÔÅ ÄÅÔÅÒÍÉÎÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÁÐÐÒÏÐÒÉÁÔÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ 
ÏÆ ÂÅÄÒÏÏÍÓ ÆÏÒ Á ÇÉÖÅÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÁÎÄ ÖÁÒÉÅÓ 
ÂÙ ÁÒÅÁȢ  
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Table 11 ÓÕÍÍÁÒÉÓÅÓ ÂÁÓÉÃ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÉÎÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ 

represent different housing regimes in 2023, based on the OECD Descriptions of Tax and Benefit 

Systems (OECD 2025) and on information available through the governmÅÎÔÓȭ ×ÅÂÓÉÔÅÓȢ )Î 2ÏÍÁÎÉÁȟ 

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 benefit 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. In Italy, we can find very different 

concepts within one country ɀ 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 precarity 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 in ÔÈÅ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȢ  

3.4. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

We use EU-SILC data to measure housing precarity and simulate eligibility for housing benefits and 

ÔÏ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȭ ÅÆÆÅÃÔÓ ÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȢ /ÕÒ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÌÅÖÅÌȟ ÓÏ 

we use data on households and for some variables we aggregate 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 EU-SILC waves from 2012 to 2023 to show the time trends in housing 

precarity in eight EuropeÁÎ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅ ÒÅÇÉÍÅÓ ÁÎÄ 

housing regimes: Belgium, Czechia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Romania. 

We do not include the UK as it stopped participating in EU-SILC after Brexit and no comparable 

national dataset with sufficient granularity and variables for calculating precarity has been available.14 

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 SILC cross-sectional household weights.  

Our analysis is limited by the quality of the EU-SILC 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 EU-SILC excludes some groups such as the homeless (Bajgar et al. 

2018). The highest-income 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 report income 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 affected by the fact 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. We also encountered discrepancies in the reporting of gross and net housing 

allowances.15 Ideally, we would use the net housing allowance; however, these data are missing for 

 
14 We attempted to analyse data from the English Housing Survey (https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/english-
housing-survey); however, this survey only includes data for England. In addition, the variable data cannot be compared with 
the EU-SILC survey, and some of the indicators needed to determine housing precarity cannot be calculated. 
15 The available EU-SILC 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 source, social insurance contributions, or both, are deducted'. As HY070N reflects income after the deduction of taxes 
and compulsory social insurance contributions, it represents the financial resources actually available to households for 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/english-housing-survey
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/english-housing-survey
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Germany (2020 and 2021) and Finland and the Netherlands (2012ɀ2020). 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, which are available for the entire period. 

Using the same data but limited to the last available EU-SILC 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 characteristics are 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 omitted 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 households eligible 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 

housing 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 

ɉ/%#$ ΨΦΨΫɊȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔÓȭ websites. Mapping housing 

benefits in individual countries in the previous part reveals considerable differences within regions, 

which limits the usability of EU-SILC data for the simulation. Firstly, there is a lack of detailed regional-

level data to simulate 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 country has various local concepts of the 

housing benefit, it is also impossible to simulate eligibility for housing benefits in that country. 

4ÈÅÒÅÆÏÒÅȟ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÓÔ ÏÆ ÅÉÇÈÔ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÏÎÌÙ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ 

analysis of the benefiÔȭÓ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÎ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȡ Czechia, Finland and the Netherlands. While it largely 

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 the households are eligible for. The matching is 

done using MatchIt 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 housing 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 other observable 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 eight ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ countries (Belgium, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, the 

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 housing-related expenses. Therefore, it seems more suitable for our analyses. However, the differences 
between HY070N and HY070G, if data were available for both, were very small. 
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ɉÆÏÒ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÔÈÏÄÏÌÏÇÙ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÕÌÔÉÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÓÅÅ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ $ΪȢΧ Ȭ%ÆÆÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÅÎÅÒÇÙ 

ÐÏÖÅÒÔÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÕÌÔÉÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÓÕÒÖÅÙȭɊȢ  

3.5. ATTITUDES TOWARDS HOUSING BENEFITS AND STIGMATISATION 

In this section, we present frequencies from the multinational survey HouseInc 2025 that show the 

ÕÓÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȟ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÅÉÇÈÔ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ 

countries. First, we report descriptive statistics regarding the take-up 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 claims 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 

Table 12 shows the share of respondents indicating which type of benefit they take. The share ranges 

between 5% and 20%, with the UK having the most housing-related benefit recipients and Italy the 

least. However, it is necessary to take the figures with a grain of salt. 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 not distributed 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 receive benefits that 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 receiving the housing benefit for purposes other than 

energy costs in this country. 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΤȡ $ÏÅÓ ÙÏÕÒ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȩ 0ÌÅÁÓÅ ÓÅÌÅÃÔ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÁÔ 
ÁÐÐÌÙ 

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

2ÅÎÔ Ⱦ ÈÏÍÅ ÕÐËÅÅÐ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ  ΦȢή  έȢά  ΪȢέ  ΩȢά ίȢά  ίȢΩ  ΧȢά  ΧȢί 

!ÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÕÎÅÍÐÌÏÙÍÅÎÔ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ ΦȢή ΩȢέ ΪȢΪ ΨȢΦ ΪȢί ΫȢί ΧȢΪ ΨȢΩ 

!ÃÃÏÍÍÏÄÁÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÓ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ΨȢΨ ΨȢΩ ΪȢΨ ΩȢΧ ΩȢΫ άȢί ΧȢΧ ΧȢί 

3ÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÆÏÒ ÅÎÅÒÇÙ ÃÏÓÔÓ ΨȢΩ ΨȢΨ ΨȢΨ ΨȢΦ ΦȢί ΩȢέ ΧȢέ άȢΨ 

/ÔÈÅÒ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÆÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ ΦȢΫ ΦȢΨ ΧȢΧ ΦȢΧ ΧȢΩ ΦȢά ΦȢΨ ΦȢΧ 

$ÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ίΦȢΦ ήΨȢέ ήΦȢί ήάȢά έίȢΪ έΪȢή ήίȢή ήΩȢί 

$ÏÎ΄Ô ËÎÏ× ΩȢΧ ΨȢί ΩȢέ ΩȢί ΧȢί ΨȢή ΩȢΨ ΩȢέ 

0ÒÅÆÅÒ ÎÏÔ ÔÏ ÓÁÙ ΧȢΧ ΦȢΫ ΧȢΦ ΧȢΧ ΧȢΦ ΧȢί ΧȢέ ΧȢΦ 

!ÎÙ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ  ΫȢά ΧΩȢή ΧΪȢΨ  ήȢΩ ΧέȢΩ ΨΦȢΧ  ΫȢΪ ΧΦȢί 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. 

Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 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, stigmÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÎÄ ÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȢ ȬȰ0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ 

ÓÔÉÇÍÁȱ ÉÓ Á ÐÅÒÓÏÎȭÓ Ï×Î ÆÅÅÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÁÔ ÃÌÁÉÍÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓ ÃÏÎÖÅÙÓ Á ÄÅÖÁÌÕÅÄ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȢ )Î ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔȟ 

ȰÓÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȱ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ×ÉÌÌ ÄÅÖÁÌÕÅ ÙÏÕÒ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÔÙȭ ɉ"ÁÕÍÂÅÒÇ ΨΦΧάȡ ΧήΩɊȢ 

&ÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ ȬÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ÒÅÆÅÒÓ ÔÏ ȬÓÔÉÇÍÁ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÏÆ ÃÌÁÉÍÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȟ ÆÒÏÍ Á ÃÏÍÂÉÎÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

lack of privacy involved (particularly in means tests and cohabitation tests), to the demeaning 

experience of long waits, and the feeling of being looked down on bÙ ÓÕÓÐÉÃÉÏÕÓ ÓÔÁÆÆȭ ɉÉÂÉÄȢȡ ΧήΩɊȢ  

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 respondents indicate whether they agree or disagree with a 

statement on a five-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In the first two 

ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÎ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ÁÎÄ ȬÓÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭȟ ÁÇÒÅÅÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅÍÅÎÔ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȟ ÔÈÅ 

last questiÏÎ ÏÎ ȬÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ÉÓ ÁÓËÅÄ ÉÎ ÒÅÖÅÒÓÅ ÏÒÄÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÓÔÉÇÍÁ ÉÓ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ 

the statement. The responses to the battery are reported in Tables 13-15 below.  

The tables do not show any clear overlap between welfare/housing regime categorisation and 

ÁÔÔÉÔÕÄÅÓ ÔÏ×ÁÒÄÓ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ×ÈÅÎ ÉÔ ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓ ÔÈÅ ɉÈÏÕÓÉÎÇɊ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔȟ ÁÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÓÏÍÅ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓ 

claim that stigma relating to benefits should be more pronounced in liberal 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 welfare system), whereas Belgium (also conservative welfare system) scores last 

and the post-socialist countries (Czechia, Estonia, and Romania) and the UK (liberal welfare system) 

rank in the middle. 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΥȡ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁ 

I think that people should feel ashamed to claim a social (housing) benefit that helps them to cover 

housing costs. 

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

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΨέȢΨ ΩέȢΦ ΪΫȢΩ ΩΨȢί ΫΧȢΧ ΩΫȢΫ ΩίȢί ΩΪȢή 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩΨȢΪ ΩΧȢά ΨάȢά ΩίȢί ΨάȢΦ ΩΧȢΨ ΩΩȢΩ ΨάȢέ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩΦȢή ΨΩȢΦ ΧήȢά ΧίȢΪ ΧΩȢΩ ΨΧȢί ΨΦȢί ΨάȢί 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ έȢΪ άȢά έȢΩ ΫȢί έȢΪ έȢή ΪȢΫ άȢΨ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΨȢΨ ΧȢή ΨȢΨ ΧȢί ΨȢΧ ΩȢά ΧȢΪ ΫȢΩ 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ 
ɉ×ÉÔÈ ÂÏÏÔÓÔÒÁÐÐÅÄ ίΫϻ #)Ɋ 

ΨȢΨΫ 
ɉΨȢΧέɀ
ΨȢΩΩɊ 

ΨȢΦΫ 
ɉΧȢίέɀ
ΨȢΧΨɊ 

ΧȢίΪ 
ɉΧȢήήɀ
ΨȢΦΧɊ 

ΨȢΦΪ 
ɉΧȢίέɀ
ΨȢΧΧɊ 

ΧȢήΩ 
ɉΧȢέέɀ
ΧȢίΦɊ 

ΨȢΧΩ 
ɉΨȢΦέɀ
ΨȢΧίɊ 

ΧȢίΪ 
ɉΧȢήήɀ
ΨȢΦΧɊ 

ΨȢΨΧ 
ɉΨȢΧΨɀ
ΨȢΨίɊ 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. Average (1ɀ5 scale, bootstrapped 95% 

CI): Mean rating on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale, with uncertainty shown by a bootstrapped 

95% confidence interval. 

Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 7,169 respondents. 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΦȡ 3ÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ 

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. 

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

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΧΩȢΦ ΧήȢΩ ΧέȢΧ ΧάȢΪ ΧέȢΪ ΧΩȢά ΨΧȢέ ΨίȢΦ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩΧȢά ΨίȢέ ΨήȢέ ΩΪȢΩ ΨίȢή ΨίȢΧ ΩΦȢΧ ΨΫȢΩ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΪΩȢΫ ΩΪȢΩ ΩΪȢΧ ΩΧȢί ΩΧȢΦ ΩΪȢΪ ΩάȢά ΩΧȢΧ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΧΦȢΪ ΧΪȢή ΧέȢΨ ΧΫȢΫ ΧήȢί ΧήȢΪ ΧΦȢΨ ίȢΦ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΧȢΫ ΨȢί ΨȢή ΨȢΦ ΩȢΦ ΪȢά ΧȢΫ ΫȢά 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ 
ɉ×ÉÔÈ ÂÏÏÔÓÔÒÁÐÐÅÄ ίΫϻ #)Ɋ 

ΨȢΫά 
ɉΨȢΪίɀ
ΨȢάΩɊ 

ΨȢΫΪ 
ɉΨȢΪάɀ
ΨȢάΨɊ 

ΨȢάΦ 
ɉΨȢΫΪɀ
ΨȢάάɊ 

ΨȢΫΨ 
ɉΨȢΪΫɀ
ΨȢάΦɊ 

ΨȢάΦ 
ɉΨȢΫΪɀ
ΨȢάέɊ 

ΨȢέΧ 
ɉΨȢάάɀ
ΨȢέέɊ 

ΨȢΪΦ 
ɉΨȢΩΩɀ
ΨȢΪάɊ 

ΨȢΩέ 
ɉΨȢΨήɀ
ΨȢΪάɊ 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. Average (1ɀ5 scale, bootstrapped 95% 

CI): Mean rating on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale, with uncertainty shown by a bootstrapped 

95% confidence interval. 

Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 7,169 respondents. 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΧȡ #ÌÁÉÍÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁ 

People are generally treated with respect when they claim benefits. 

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

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΧȢέ  ίȢΨ ΧΦȢά  άȢΫ ΧΧȢΧ ΧΨȢά  έȢέ ΧΪȢΫ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΧΦȢΫ ΨΩȢΨ ΨέȢΧ ΧίȢΫ ΨάȢΨ ΨέȢΨ ΧήȢί ΨΩȢΩ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΫΪȢή ΫΦȢΪ ΪΧȢή ΫΦȢΧ ΪΨȢΪ ΩήȢΦ ΫΧȢΧ ΪΩȢΧ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΨήȢή ΧΫȢά ΧέȢΩ ΨΦȢή ΧήȢΨ ΧέȢά ΧίȢέ ΧΫȢΩ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΪȢΨ ΧȢΫ ΩȢΨ ΩȢΧ ΨȢΦ ΪȢά ΨȢά ΩȢί 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ 
ɉ×ÉÔÈ ÂÏÏÔÓÔÒÁÐÐÅÄ ίΫϻ #)Ɋ 

ΩȢΨΩ 
ɉΩȢΧέɀ
ΩȢΨίɊ 

ΨȢέέ 
ɉΨȢέΦɀ
ΨȢήΪɊ 

ΨȢέΫ 
ɉΨȢέΦɀ
ΨȢήΧɊ 

ΨȢίΫ 
ɉΨȢήήɀ
ΩȢΦΧɊ 

ΨȢέΪ 
ɉΨȢάήɀ
ΨȢέίɊ 

ΨȢέΪ 
ɉΨȢάίɀ
ΨȢήΦɊ 

ΨȢίΧ 
ɉΨȢήΫɀ
ΨȢίάɊ 

ΨȢέΧ 
ɉΨȢάΪɀ
ΨȢέήɊ 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. Average (1ɀ5 scale, bootstrapped 95% 

CI): Mean rating on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale, with uncertainty shown by a bootstrapped 

95% confidence interval. 

Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 7,169 respondents. 

Ȭ3ÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭ ɉ4ÁÂÌÅ 14Ɋ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÓÈÏ× ÔÈÅ ÓÁÍÅ ÐÁÔÔÅÒÎ ÁÓ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ (Table 13). Here, 

stigmatisation was the lowest in Romania, which was next-to-last in the country ranking when it 

ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÅÄ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭȢ The post-socialist countries fare slightly 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 post-socialist countries and the countries with a 

conservative welfare system are followed by Finland (2.60) and UK (2.71). However, the level of 

ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ÉÓ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙ ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÔÈÁÎ ȬÓÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭȟ ÉȢÅȢ, overall people think that society is 

harsher than they individually are or they prefer not to reveal their own opinion and are more sincere 

when they are responding in the name of the Ȭsocietyȭ and not in their own name. Nevertheless, the 

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

of 0.77 (on a 1-5 scale) and the lowest is in Romania with 0.16. 
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&ÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ ȬÃÌÁÉÍÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ (Table 15) ÓÅÅÍÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÏÐÐÏÓÉÔÅ ÄÉÒÅÃÔÉÏÎȢ 

For instance, people in Belgium tend to agree that claimants are treated with respect (in comparison 

ÔÏ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓɊȟ ÂÕÔ ÒÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ "ÅÌÇÉÕÍ ÓÃÏÒÅÄ ÌÁÓÔ ÉÎ ÏÕÒ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ sample. 

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 

ashamed of 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 general, the countries with liberal and social 

democratic welfare regimes (both with an average of 2.74) have only slightly better results than the 

post-socialist countries (2.71-2.95, an average of 2.81) and the countries with a conservative welfare 

regime are last (2.75-3.23, 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 non-claimants  

The stigma may differ between claimants and non-claimants (Table 16 - 18). Here, we report the 

results from the same three questions but divided between claimants (of any of the benefits from 

Table 11) and non-claimants. One would expect that people would hold consistent attitudes, and that 

stigma would not be more prevalent among benefit claimants. However, that is not always the case.  

4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΨȡ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁ ÂÙ ÃÌÁÉÍ 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? I think that people should feel ashamed to 

claim a social (housing) benefit that helps them to cover housing costs. 

#ÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ "% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΪΧȢέ ΫΧȢΨ ΩίȢΧ ΨΫȢή έΩȢΩ ΫΧȢί ΩΩȢΩ ΩΧȢά 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΨΨȢΨ ΧέȢΧ ΨΨȢΪ ΩΦȢά ΧΫȢά ΨΦȢΦ ΧέȢά ΨάȢΩ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΨΨȢΨ ΧήȢΩ ΧέȢΩ ΨΨȢά  ΫȢΦ ίȢά ΩΩȢΩ ΨΩȢέ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ  ΧΧȢΧ  έȢΩ ΧάȢέ ΧΨȢί  ΩȢί  ίȢά ΧΩȢέ ΧΩȢΨ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΨȢή άȢΧ ΪȢΫ ήȢΧ ΨȢΨ ήȢή ΨȢΦ ΫȢΩ 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ ΨȢΧΧ ΨȢΦΦ ΨȢΨΫ ΨȢΪέ ΧȢΪά ΨȢΦΩ ΨȢΩΩ ΨȢΩΪ 

Î ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ Ωά ήΨ ΧΫά άΨ ΧήΦ ΨάΦ ΫΧ έά 

.ÏÎȤÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ         

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΨάȢΪ ΩΪȢέ ΪάȢΪ ΩΩȢά ΪάȢΪ ΩΧȢΪ ΪΦȢΨ ΩΫȢΨ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩΩȢΦ ΩΩȢί ΨέȢΨ ΪΦȢή ΨήȢΨ ΩΪȢΦ ΩΪȢΨ ΨάȢή 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩΧȢΩ ΨΩȢή ΧήȢή ΧίȢΧ ΧΫȢΧ ΨΫȢΦ ΨΦȢΨ ΨέȢΩ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ έȢΨ άȢΪ ΫȢέ ΫȢΩ ήȢΨ έȢΩ ΪȢΦ ΫȢΪ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΨȢΧ ΧȢΨ ΧȢή ΧȢΩ ΨȢΧ ΨȢΩ ΧȢΩ ΫȢΪ 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ ΨȢΨά ΨȢΦΫ ΧȢήί ΨȢΦΦ ΧȢίΧ ΨȢΧΫ ΧȢίΨ ΨȢΧί 

Î ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ άΧΦ ΫΧΩ ίΪΦ άήΨ ήΫέ ΧΦΩΦ ίΦΦ άΧά 

$ÉǟȢ ÍÅÁÎ ɉÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ Ȥ ÎÏÎȤ
ÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓɊ ȤΦȢΧΫ ȤΦȢΦΫ ΦȢΩάɕ ΦȢΪέɕ ȤΦȢΪΫɕ ȤΦȢΧΨɕ ΦȢΪΧɕ ΦȢΧΫ 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. Average (1ɀ5 scale): Mean rating on a 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. Difference between claimants and non-claimants tested by 
Mann-Whitney U test, *=p<0.05. 
 Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 7,169 respondents. 
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2ÅÇÁÒÄÉÎÇ ȬÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ɉ4ÁÂÌÅ 16), in half of the countries in the sample (Germany, 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 these countries 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 Finland 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 benefits are 

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 of claimants in the selected countries, this remains a 

tentative explanation.  

4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΩȡ 3ÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎ ÂÙ ÃÌÁÉÍ 

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. 

#ÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ "% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΨΫȢΦ ΨΦȢέ ΧΦȢΩ ΧΪȢΫ ΧέȢΨ ΧίȢΨ ΧίȢά ΩΦȢΩ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΧίȢΪ ΨΨȢΦ ΨίȢΫ ΩΨȢΩ ΨΩȢΩ ΨΦȢΦ ΨΧȢά ΨΩȢέ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩάȢΧ ΨάȢή ΩΦȢΧ ΩΦȢά ΩΨȢΨ ΨΩȢΧ ΩέȢΩ ΨΫȢΦ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΧΩȢί ΨΩȢΨ ΨΩȢΧ ΧέȢέ ΨΨȢή ΨέȢΩ ΧέȢά ΧΪȢΫ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΫȢά έȢΩ έȢΧ ΪȢή ΪȢΪ ΧΦȢΪ ΩȢί άȢά 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ ΨȢΫά ΨȢέΪ ΨȢήέ ΨȢάά ΨȢέΪ ΨȢίΦ ΨȢάΫ ΨȢΪΩ 

Î ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ Ωά ήΨ ΧΫά άΨ ΧήΦ ΨάΦ ΫΧ έά 

.ÏÎȤÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ         

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΧΨȢΩ ΧέȢί ΧήȢΨ ΧάȢά ΧέȢΪ ΧΨȢΧ ΨΧȢή ΨήȢί 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩΨȢΩ ΩΧȢΦ ΨήȢά ΩΪȢΫ ΩΧȢΨ ΩΧȢΪ ΩΦȢά ΨΫȢΫ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΪΩȢί ΩΫȢΫ ΩΪȢή ΩΨȢΦ ΩΦȢέ ΩέȢΩ ΩάȢά ΩΧȢή 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΧΦȢΨ ΧΩȢΫ ΧάȢΩ ΧΫȢΨ ΧήȢΧ ΧάȢΧ  ίȢή ήȢΩ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΧȢΩ ΨȢΧ ΨȢΧ ΧȢή ΨȢέ ΩȢΧ ΧȢΩ ΫȢΫ 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ ΨȢΫά ΨȢΫΧ ΨȢΫά ΨȢΫΧ ΨȢΫή ΨȢάέ ΨȢΩή ΨȢΩΩ 

Î ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ άΧΦ ΫΧΩ ίΪΦ άήΨ ήΫέ ΧΦΩΦ ίΦΦ άΧά 

$ÉǟȢ ÍÅÁÎ ɉÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ Ȥ ÎÏÎȤÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓɊ ΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΨΩϽ ΦȢΩΧɕ ΦȢΧΫ ΦȢΧάϽ ΦȢΨΩɕ ΦȢΨέϽ ΦȢΦέ 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. Average (1ɀ5 scale): Mean rating on a 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. Difference between claimants and non-claimants tested by 
Mann-Whitney U test, +=p<0.1, *=p<0.05. 
 Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 7,169 respondents. 

)Î ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔȟ ȬÓÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭ (Table 17) offers a completely different picture: in all countries but 

Belgium the claimants perceive higher stigmatisation than non-claimants, which may indicate that 

recipients of benefits come across negative reactions from other people that as a result affect their 

perception of stigmatisation. Again, the countries vary in the value of difference between claimants 

and non-claimants, but welfare regime categorisation does not help to explain the differences again. 

Countries with a conservative welfare regime have the highest (Germany, 0.31), the second highest 
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(Italy, 0.27), and the lowest difference (Belgium, 0.00) between claimants and non-claimants when it 

ÃÏÎÃÅÒÎÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ȬÓÔÉÇÍÁÔÉÓÁÔÉÏÎȭȢ  

Finally, Table 18 ÓÈÏ×Ó ȬÃÌÁÉÍs ÓÔÉÇÍÁȭ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ ÁÎÄ ÎÏÎ-claimants of benefits across the 

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 benefits. However, 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 with the statement (sum of strongly agree and rather agree) are larger 

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

×ÈÏÓÅ ÁÎÓ×ÅÒ ÉÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÐÏÉÎÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÃÁÌÅ ɉȬÎÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÔ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅȭɊ ÉÓ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÁÍÏÎÇ non-

claimants, indicating that non-claimants do not have clear expectations. And when people claim the 

benefits their personal experience may shape their attitudes, depending on how they personally were 

treated.  

4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΪȡ #ÌÁÉÍÓ ÓÔÉÇÍÁ ÂÙ ÃÌÁÉÍ 

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? People are generally treated with respect 

when they claim benefits. 

#ÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ "% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΫȢά ΧΫȢί ΧΦȢΩ  ήȢΧ ΧήȢΩ ΨΦȢΦ  ΧΫȢέ ΧΪȢΫ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ήȢΩ ΨΨȢΦ ΨΨȢΪ ΧΪȢΫ ΨίȢΪ ΧήȢΧ ΧΧȢή ΨΩȢέ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΩάȢΧ ΩάȢά ΩΦȢΧ ΩΨȢΩ ΩΩȢί ΨΫȢΪ ΪΩȢΧ ΩΫȢΫ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΩάȢΧ ΨΦȢέ ΩΦȢΧ ΩΩȢί ΧάȢέ ΨΩȢή ΨΫȢΫ ΧήȢΪ 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΧΩȢί  ΪȢί  έȢΧ  ΧΧȢΩ  ΧȢέ ΧΨȢέ  ΩȢί έȢί 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ ΩȢΪΪ ΨȢέέ ΩȢΦΧ ΩȢΨά ΨȢΫΪ ΨȢίΧ ΨȢίΦ ΨȢήΨ 

Î ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ Ωά ήΨ ΧΫά άΨ ΧήΦ ΨάΦ ΫΧ έά 

.ÏÎȤÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ         

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ  ΧȢΫ  ήȢΨ ΧΦȢά  άȢΩ  ίȢά ΧΦȢή  έȢΨ ΧΪȢΪ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ  ΧΦȢέ ΨΩȢΪ ΨέȢί ΧίȢί ΨΫȢά ΨίȢΫ ΧίȢΩ ΨΩȢΨ 

.ÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅȟ ÎÏÒ ÄÉÓÁÇÒÅÅ ΫΫȢί ΫΨȢά ΪΩȢέ ΫΧȢή ΪΪȢΨ ΪΧȢΨ ΫΧȢά ΪΪȢΦ 

2ÁÔÈÅÒ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΨήȢΪ ΧΪȢή ΧΫȢΨ ΧίȢά ΧήȢά ΧάȢί ΧίȢΩ ΧΪȢί 

3ÔÒÏÎÇÌÙ ÁÇÒÅÅ ΩȢά ΧȢΦ ΨȢά ΨȢΩ ΨȢΧ ΨȢΫ ΨȢά ΩȢΪ 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ɉÏÎ ΧȤΫ ÓÃÁÌÅɊ ΩȢΨΨ ΨȢέέ ΨȢέΧ ΨȢίΨ ΨȢέή ΨȢέΦ ΨȢίΧ ΨȢέΦ 

Î ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ ΧΫΧί ΫΧΩ ίΪΦ άήΨ ήΫέ ΧΦΩΦ ίΦΦ άΧά 

$ÉǟȢ ÍÅÁÎ ɉÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ Ȥ ÎÏÎȤÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓɊ ΦȢΨΨϽ ΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΩΦɕ ΦȢΩΪɕ ȤΦȢΨΪɕ ΦȢΨΧɕ ȤΦȢΦΧ ΦȢΧΨ 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. Average (1ɀ5 scale): Mean rating on a 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. Difference between claimants and non-claimants tested by 
Mann-Whitney U test, +=p<0.1, *=p<0.05. 
 Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 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 for welfare 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 rather small, even when all types of welfare and housing regimes were examined. There are 
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several possible explanations. First, this may be caused by a shift in welfare policy after years of 

austerity following the 2008 economic crisis: welfare policies converged to some extent because 

means-testing, once thought of as typical for liberal welfare regimes, is now normal elsewhere. 

Second, there is a possibility that non-contributory types of housing benefits differ from contributory 

types of benefits, such as unemployment benefits, so that people claiming housing benefits are 

judged as undeserving, 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 non-claimants about a hypothetical claim. The 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: 187-8): personal shame (how they would feel about themselves 

for claiming benefits, thinking 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/administrative 

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 Table 19.  

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 recipients ɀ for example, the difference between Finland 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 Germany and the Czech Republic the most common reasons among claimants were 

ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÓÈÁÍÅ ɉȬÈÏ× ÙÏÕ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÆÅÅÌ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕÒÓÅÌÆȭɊȢ )Î ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÄÉÆÆÅÒ ÉÎ 

terms of the distribution of reasons. In some countries some reasons were almost as common 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 most common reason ɀ that it is too much hassle. The distribution 

of reasons among non-claimants 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 of claiming (too 

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 counterintuitive result as one would expect that non-claimants (especially 

those eligible but not claiming) perceive some hurdles more significantly. 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΣΫȡ 2ÅÁÓÏÎÓ ÆÏÒ ÄÅÌÁÙÉÎÇȾÎÏÔ ÃÌÁÉÍÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

Which of the following reasons, if any, have made you delay or not claim housing benefits in the past, 

from the point you needed and thought you might be entitled to them? 

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

(ÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
ɉÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÏÒ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒɊ  ΫȢά ήȢΫ ΧΫȢΪ ΪΧȢί  ΩȢί ΨΦȢΪ ίȢή ΧΫȢή 

4ÏÏ ÈÁÒÄ ÔÏ ǢÇÕÒÅ ÏÕÔ ÉÆ )ȭÍ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄ ΨΫȢΦ ΧΫȢί ΨΧȢΨ ΩΩȢί  ΧίȢΪ ΨΫȢΦ ΨΩȢΫ ΨΧȢΧ 

4ÏÏ ÍÕÃÈ ÏÆ Á ÈÁÓÓÌÅ ÔÏ ÁÐÐÌÙ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÍ ΧίȢΪ ΧέȢΧ ΧίȢΨ ΩΨȢΩ  ΧΩȢί ΨΩȢή ΨίȢΪ ΩΪȢΨ 

(Ï× ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÏÒ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÓ ×ÏÕÌÄ 
ÒÅÁÃÔ ΧΩȢί ΧΨȢΨ ΧάȢΦ ίȢέ ΩȢΩ ΧάȢΨ ΨΧȢά ΧΪȢΫ 

(Ï× ÙÏÕ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÆÅÅÌ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕÒÓÅÌÆ ɉÅȢÇȢȟ 
΄ÐÒÉÄÅ΄Ɋ ΧΩȢί ΧήȢΩ ΨΫȢά ΩΨȢΩ ΪȢΪ ΧέȢέ ΨέȢΫ ΧΪȢΫ 

4ÈÉÎËÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÆÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒ 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ÎÏÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÌÉËÅ ÍÅ ΧίȢΪ  ήȢΫ ΧάȢΦ ΨΧȢΦ ΧΦȢά ΧΨȢέ  ίȢή ΧήȢΪ 

(Ï× ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÏǣÃÉÁÌÓ ×ÈÉÌÅ 
ÁÐÐÌÙÉÎÇ ήȢΩ  ήȢΫ ίȢά ΧάȢΧ ίȢΪ ΨΦȢΦ  ΩȢί ΧΪȢΫ 

 .ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΩήȢί ΪΫȢΧ ΨίȢΫ ίȢέ άΫȢά ΩάȢί ΨΫȢΫ ΧήȢΪ 

 

Which of the following reasons, if any, would make you less likely to claim housing benefits, if you thought 

you needed and might be entitled to them? 

.ÏÎȤÃÌÁÉÍÁÎÔÓ ɉÈÙÐÏÔÈÅÔÉÃÁÌ ÃÌÁÉÍɊ "% #: $% %% &) 5+ )4 2/ 

(ÁÖÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ 
ɉÁÂÏÕÔ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÏÒ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒɊ 

 έȢΫ ίȢά ΧΦȢί ΨΩȢΧ  ίȢΦ ΧΧȢά ΧΦȢί  ήȢή 

4ÏÏ ÈÁÒÄ ÔÏ ǢÇÕÒÅ ÏÕÔ ÉÆ )ȭÍ ÅÎÔÉÔÌÅÄ ΨΫȢέ ΨΦȢΫ ΧέȢΧ ΩΪȢΪ ΨΨȢΦ ΨΫȢΧ ΨΩȢά ΨΧȢά 

4ÏÏ ÍÕÃÈ ÏÆ Á ÈÁÓÓÌÅ ÔÏ ÁÐÐÌÙ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅÍ ΨΫȢέ ΩΦȢή ΧήȢέ ΩΦȢΧ ΧήȢΧ ΨΩȢά ΨΧȢή ΩΨȢά 

(Ï× ÆÁÍÉÌÙȟ ÆÒÉÅÎÄÓ ÏÒ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÓ ×ÏÕÌÄ 
ÒÅÁÃÔ 

ΩȢΩ άȢΪ άȢΧ ΩȢέ ΩȢί ήȢΩ ΪȢΦ ήȢΩ 

(Ï× ÙÏÕ ×ÏÕÌÄ ÆÅÅÌ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÙÏÕÒÓÅÌÆ ɉÅȢÇȢȟ 
΄ÐÒÉÄÅ΄Ɋ 

ΧΩȢΦ ΧέȢί ΧΫȢΨ ΧΧȢά ΧΧȢΦ ΨΧȢέ ΧΫȢΨ ήȢΦ 

4ÈÉÎËÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÆÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒ 
ÐÅÏÐÌÅȟ ÎÏÔ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÌÉËÅ ÍÅ 

ΨΫȢΧ ΩΩȢέ ΨΩȢΫ ΩΧȢή ΧΩȢά ΧήȢά ΧίȢΪ ΧίȢΩ 

(Ï× ) ×ÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÔÒÅÁÔÅÄ ÂÙ ÏǣÃÉÁÌÓ ×ÈÉÌÅ 
ÁÐÐÌÙÉÎÇ 

 ήȢΫ ΧΪȢΨ ΧΪȢΩ ίȢΧ  άȢέ ΧήȢΧ  άȢΦ ΧήȢΫ 

 .ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΪΩȢί ΨάȢέ ΪΩȢί ΨίȢέ ΫΫȢΦ ΪΩȢΧ ΪΨȢΩ ΨίȢΪ 

Note: The table shows the percentage of respondents in each country. 

Source: Multinational Survey HouseInc 2025, N = 7,169 respondents. 

3.6. (/53).' 02%#!2)49 ). 4(% Ȭ#/2% '2/50ȭ #/5.42)%3  

)Î ÔÈÉÓ ÓÅÃÔÉÏÎȟ ×Å ÁÔÔÅÍÐÔ ÔÏ ÍÁÐ ÔÈÅ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓȢ 

Figure 10 shows the proportion of households experiencing housing precarity, which is defined as 

facing problems in at least one of four dimensions of precarity: affordability of housing, housing 

insecurity, poor housing quality or poor neighbourhood quality. Data on neighbourhood quality are, 

however, unavailable for 2021 and 2022. Therefore, we traced the trend in precarity only for the three 

remaining dimensions in Figure 11, and Figure 12 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, 
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Belgium, Germany and the UK, households experience low neighbourhood quality significantly more 

frequently than households in Czechia, 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 (Figure 13), we can see that many Romanian 

households experience low neighbourhood 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 remained stable. 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 between 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 

Figure 14. 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 all three dimensions was approximately 0.5% in 

all countries. 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 long-term trend of decreasing housing precarity.  

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 have the largest 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 also caused by the non-inclusion of special benefits, 

compensating for increased energy costs, in the EU-SILC 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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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΡȡ  4ÈÅ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ɉ×ÉÔÈ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙɊ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΣȡ 4ÈÅ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ɉ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙɊ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΤȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÊÕÓÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎ ɉÃÒÉÍÅȟ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅȟ ÖÁÎÄÁÌÉÓÍȟ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÏÒ ÅØÃÅÓÓÉÖÅ ÎÏÉÓÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ 
ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄɊ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΥȡ ,Ï× ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ɀ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÅÄ ÃÒÉÍÅȟ ÖÉÏÌÅÎÃÅȟ ÖÁÎÄÁÌÉÓÍȟ ÏÒ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍÓ ÏÒ ÔÏÏ ÍÕÃÈ ÎÏÉÓÅ 
ÉÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÎÅÉÇÈÂÏÕÒÈÏÏÄ 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉon.

    

 

    

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

Belgium

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

Czechia

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

Germany

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

Estonia

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

Finland

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

Italy

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3
Netherlands

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

Romania

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

2
0
1

2
2

0
1

3
2

0
1

4
2

0
1

5
2

0
1

6
2

0
1

7
2

0
1

8
2

0
1

9
2

0
2

0
2

0
2

1
2

0
2

2
2

0
2

3

UK
Share of households
reporting problems with
crime, violence or vandalism
in the local area (%)
Share of households
reporting pollution, grime or
other environmental
problems (%)
Share of households
reporting noise from
neighbours or from the
street (%)
Share of households that
reported problems just in
neighbourhood quality
dimension (%)



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

103 
 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΦȡ 4ÈÅ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÅØÐÅÒÉÅÎÃÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

Decomposed trends in housing precarity are presented in Figure 15, which 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 single trend in housing precarity across the selected countries. Instead, the 

countries vary in their trajectories, with the post-communist countries (Czechia, Romania, and partly 

also Estonia) experiencing 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 costs, as we 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 increase 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.  
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΧȡ ,ÅÖÅÌÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÔÉÍÅ  

 

Note: By level 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. A score of zero means that the household is not affected by 

precarity at all. The EU-SILC 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. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

Figure 16 shows 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 burden. It also tracks changes in the price-

to-income (P/I) and rent-to-income (R/I) ratios. Belgium and Finland have stable development in all 

monitored indicators. Compared to other countries, Finland has a very low proportion of households 

spending more 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 years. In Belgium, 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 housing (only around 2%). The subjective perception of unaffordability is also much 

higher in Belgium than in Finland.  
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΨȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÕÎÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ɀ Á ÃÏÍÐÁÒÉÓÏÎ ÏÆ ÄÉǟÅÒÅÎÔ ÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ 

   

  

 

  

Note: A comparison of different affordability indicators from 2012 to 2023 is presented for each country.  
The share of households (total, living in owner-occupied housing or rental housing) with a housing cost-to-
income ratio exceeding 40% is shown as a percentage, as is the share of households reporting total housing 
costs as a heavy burden. The price-to-income (P/I) and rent-to-income (R/I) indicators in 2015 are set at 100.  
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȟ /%#$ !ÎÁÌÙÔÉÃÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÅ ÐÒÉÃÅÓ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓȟ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 0Ⱦ) ÁÎÄ R/I indicators, index based in 

2015. 
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The post-communist countries, together with Italy, are characterised by a relatively high proportion 

of households that perceive housing expenses as a heavy burden. In Italy, this proportion was around 

60% in 2012 and 2013, but it has improved significantly in recent years. In Romania and Italy, 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 in Romania cannot be assessed, given that rental housing is minimally represented (around 

5%). In the Czech Republic, Estonia, 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.  

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΩȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ Ȥ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÏÎ ÍÏÒÔÇÁÇÅȟ ÒÅÎÔ ÏÒ ÕÔÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ  

 

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. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ  

Figure 17 shows 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 indicates that 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 in the arrears rate on utilities in Italy and 

Estonia. The fluctuations in the proportion of Romanian households reporting utility arrears are 
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difficult to assess, and they appear random. However, the overall level of utility arrears in Romania is 

high compared to other countries. The level of arrears on mortgages/rent is approximately the same 

in all countries. The slightly higher proportion of households in arrears in Finland compared to other 

countries may seem surprising given that Finland shows a very low level of financial precarity. 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΪȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ Ȥ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÉÎ ÁÎ ÏÖÅÒÃÒÏ×ÄÅÄ Ä×ÅÌÌÉÎÇȟ ÕÎÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ËÅÅÐ ÔÈÅ 
Ä×ÅÌÌÉÎÇ ×ÁÒÍ  

 

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. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2012 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

Finally, Figure 18 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 quality dimension: 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 and has not changed much in time, until a 

recent increase in the share of households in overcrowding and the inability to heat the dwelling. 

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 and Belgium have shown a relatively stable level 
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of precarity in most indicators over the monitored period. Italy, Romania, the Czech Republic, and 

Estonia are struggling with overcrowding. The Netherlands, Belgium, and Finland perform best in all 

indicators except the affordability dimension. Germany occupies 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 is similar to the Czech Republic and Estonia. 

Housing precarity among selected social groups 

In this section, we map housing precarity trends for different social groups. Figure 19 shows the 

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

the highest-income (5th quintile)16 and lowest-ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉΧÓÔ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅɊ ÇÒÏÕÐÓ ÉÎ ÅÉÇÈÔ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭ 

countries. In Czechia, Belgium, Estonia, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands and Romania, the lowest-

income households form more than half of households experiencing at least one precarity dimension. 

Multiple (simultaneous) deprivations are also more common among low-income households, 

especially in Romania, Finland, the Netherlands, Germany 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 precarity dimension. This raises the question of how appropriate 

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

Figure 20 illustrates disparities between the lowest-income households (1st income quintile) and the 

highest-income households (5th quintile) across countries when it comes to different forms of 

precarity. In the Netherlands (and Finland), 74% (50% respectively) of low-income households spend 

an excessive proportion of their income on housing, compared to less than 1% among high-income 

households. Similar disparities are observed in Estonia, Germany, and Czechia, where around 40ɀ53% 

of households in the bottom quintile are overburdened by housing costs. Overcrowding is another 

issue that disproportionately affects low-income groups, especially in Romania, Italy, Estonia, and 

Czechia. Furthermore, arrears on utility bills and mortgage or rent payments are consistently more 

prevalent among the poorest households, highlighting elevated financial vulnerability. Romania 

stands out as a country where housing deprivation extends beyond the lowest-income group. Even 

among high-income households, a notable proportion report difficulty 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 (Finland, Germany and the Netherlands) show 

very high levels of housing unaffordability for low-income groups, resulting in multiple experiences of 

hardship. Romania demonstrates systemic housing deprivation, even among wealthier households, 

and is grappling with significant housing quality issues. Overcrowding is much more common in post-

communist countries, even among the highest-income households. Figure 21 highlights trends in 

housing precarity across income groups from 2018 to 2023. In most countries, precarity among the 

lowest-income households shows either a steady increase or pronounced fluctuations, with 

noticeable rises after 2020 that coincide with the broader cost-of-living and energy crises. Countries 

such as Czechia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, the Netherlands and Romania display upward 

trajectories among the first ɀ and in some cases also the second ɀ income quintiles, indicating 

worsening affordability pressures over time. The Netherlands saw particularly sharp spikes in 2021ɀ

 
16 Income 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 the 

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 costs-to-income ratio. 

Figure 22 shows 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 homeowner households in Belgium, Germany, 

Finland and the Netherlands, while the opposite is true in Estonia, Italy and Romania. This finding, 

reflecting the diversity of housing regimes, is especially important for formulating context-sensitive 

policy measures to reduce precarity. In other words, in some countries, a relatively large proportion 

of homeowners are also at risk of housing precarity. 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΣΫȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÂÙ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅÓ 

 

Note: The share of households affected by precarity in one, two or all three dimensions. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΡȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ ÂÙ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅÓ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

42.1%

0.2%

42.1%

0.5%

53.4%

2.8%

38.4%

0.3%

49.9%

0.6%

33.9%

0.0%

73.7%

0.4%

38.4%

0.7%

3.7%

0.4%

3.6%

0.3%

3.8%

1.5%

1.1%

0.6%

8.9%

1.2%

2.9%

0.2%

5.0%

0.2%

1.0%

0.6%

5.7%

1.6%

3.3%

0.1%

7.0%

3.0%

4.4%

2.2%

9.4%

3.3%

6.2%

1.7%

2.5%

0.1%

24.8%

4.6%

7.3%

3.1%

16.4%

12.0%

19.5%

4.5%

17.3%

11.3%

27.9%

2.9%

13.6%

20.5%

10.5%

1.2%

18.1%

37.5%

12.3%

1.8%

14.9%

2.6%

13.3%

3.8%

8.8%

2.2%

5.1%

1.0%

21.0%

3.2%

19.6%

1.8%

24.4%

5.3%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65% 70% 75%

Belgium - 1st quintile (lowest)

Belgium - 5th quintile (highest)

Czechia - 1st quintile (lowest)

Czechia - 5th quintile (highest)

Germany - 1st quintile (lowest)

Germany - 5th quintile (highest)

Estonia - 1st quintile (lowest)

Estonia - 5th quintile (highest)

Finland - 1st quintile (lowest)

Finland - 5th quintile (highest)

Italy - 1st quintile (lowest)

Italy - 5th quintile (highest)

Netherlands - 1st quintile (lowest)

Netherlands - 5th quintile (highest)

Romania - 1st quintile (lowest)

Romania - 5th quintile (highest)

% households unable to keep their home warm

% overcrowded households

% households with arrears on utility

% households with arrears on mortgage/rent

% households with housing cost-to-income ratio exceeding 40%



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

111 
 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΣȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÂÙ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅÓ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÉÍÅ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2018 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΤȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÂÙ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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Table 20 shows marked differences in housing precarity across household types, with one-person 

households and lone-parent households consistently exhibiting the highest levels of precarious 

housing conditions. In Belgium, Estonia, Germany, Finland, the Netherlands and Romania, one-

person households face precarity rates of around 35ɀ55 percent, reflecting their greater exposure to 

unaffordability and insecurity. Lone parents ɀ particularly those with at least one child under 25 ɀ also 

experience high levels of precarity across nearly all countries. Their exposure often spans multiple 

dimensions: for instance, in Czechia, Estonia, 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 protective role of dual incomes and lower 

dependency ratios. Couples with young children show slightly higher ɀ but still moderate ɀ levels of 

ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȟ ÄÒÉÖÅÎ ÐÒÉÍÁÒÉÌÙ ÂÙ ÏÖÅÒÃÒÏ×ÄÉÎÇȢ )Î ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔȟ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÓÅÄ ÁÓ ȬÏÔÈÅÒȭ ɀ which 

often include multigenerational families, shared living arrangements, or non-standard household 

structures ɀ tend to experience high precarity levels, particularly in Czechia, Estonia, Finland, 

Germany and Romania. These households frequently face compounding disadvantages across 

affordability and quality dimensions.  

4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΡȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÂÙ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÔÙÐÅ 
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#: /ÔÈÅÒ ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΩέȢΨ ΩΩȢήΫ ΨȢΪά ΦȢήί ίȢάΩ ΩȢΩΪ ΨήȢΪή 

$% /ÎÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΪΩȢΩΫ ΩΩȢΩή ήȢέΫ ΧȢΨΩ ΨέȢΪί άȢΩΫ ΨΦȢέΨ 

$% 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ 
ÃÈÉÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 

ΫΩȢΨΧ ΪΧ ΧΦȢίί ΧȢΨΨ ΨΧȢΦΨ ΧΦȢΨΪ ΩΫȢΩί 

$% 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ 

ÁÇÅÄ ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ΩΪȢΧΧ ΨίȢΨί ΪȢΪΫ ΦȢΩή ίȢίή ΪȢή ΨΪȢΫΪ 

$% #ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÁÎÙ ÃÈÉÌÄɉÒÅÎɊ ΧήȢΪ ΧΫȢήΫ ΨȢΨί ΦȢΨά ΧΦȢέ ΩȢίΨ άȢά 

$% 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ 

ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 
ΨήȢΧΨ ΨΨȢΩά ΫȢΧέ ΦȢά ίȢΪί έȢΩΪ ΧέȢάΫ 

$% 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÇÅÄ 

ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ΧάȢΪΩ ΧΪȢΧ ΨȢΦί ΦȢΨΪ ΫȢΫΩ ΩȢάί ίȢέί 

$% /ÔÈÅÒ ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΪΪȢΫΨ ΩΩȢΫ ΧΦȢΫ ΦȢΫΨ ΧΦȢέΫ ίȢΩά ΩΫȢίΫ 

%% /ÎÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΩάȢΨά ΩΦȢέΫ ΪȢίΩ ΦȢΫή ΧίȢΦί ΩȢάΧ ΧίȢάΫ 
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(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÔÙÐÅ 
ϻ (( ÉÎ 
ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ 

ϻ (( ÉÎ 
ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ 
ɉÏÎÌÙ Χ 
ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎɊ 

ϻ (( ÉÎ 
ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ɉΨ 
ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓɊ 

ϻ (( ÉÎ 
ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ɉΩ 
ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓɊ 

ϻ (( ÉÎ 
ÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 
ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎ 

ϻ (( ÉÎ 
ÉÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 
ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎ 

ϻ (( ÉÎ 
ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎ 

%% 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ 
ÃÈÉÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 

ΫΦȢΦΩ ΩΪȢάή ΧΧȢήΨ ΩȢΫΩ ΨΦȢίί ΧΨȢΩέ ΩΫȢΫΪ 

%% 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ 

ÁÇÅÄ ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ΨΩȢέΪ ΨΦ ΩȢέΫ Φ ΨȢίΩ ΪȢέά ΧίȢή 

%% #ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÁÎÙ ÃÈÉÌÄɉÒÅÎɊ ΧΧȢήή ΧΦȢΩί ΧȢΩά ΦȢΧΨ ΫȢΨ ΨȢΪΧ ΫȢήή 

%% 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ 

ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 
ΨΫȢΨΫ ΨΧȢάΨ ΩȢΪί ΦȢΧΩ ΩȢΨΨ ΫȢΨή ΨΦȢΫ 

%% 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÇÅÄ 

ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ΧΫȢήΫ ΧΪȢάΫ ΧȢΧί Φ ΦȢΫέ ΦȢίί ΧΫȢΪί 

%% /ÔÈÅÒ ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΪΪȢήΩ ΩάȢά ήȢΦΧ ΦȢΨΨ έȢΫή άȢΫΨ ΩίȢΧή 

&) /ÎÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΪΩȢΫΧ ΨίȢΧί ΧΨȢΨά ΨȢΦέ ΨάȢάά ΧΦȢΩΫ ΨΨȢήί 

&) 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ 
ÃÈÉÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 

ΪΧȢΨ ΨήȢΨ ΧΧȢήέ ΧȢΧΩ ΧΪȢΪί ΨΧ ΧίȢήΫ 

&) 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ 

ÁÇÅÄ ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ΧΩȢΩή ΧΧȢΩά ΨȢΦΨ Φ έȢΧΫ ΫȢΨή ΨȢίέ 

&) #ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÁÎÙ ÃÈÉÌÄɉÒÅÎɊ ΧΦȢΩΪ ίȢΨΫ ΧȢΦΪ ΦȢΦΫ ΪȢΩΧ ΪȢΪΪ ΨȢέΩ 

&) 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ 

ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 
ΧέȢΦΨ ΧΫȢίΧ ΧȢΧΧ Φ ΨȢή ήȢΨΩ έȢΧ 

&) 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÇÅÄ 

ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ήȢΧΨ ήȢΧΨ Φ Φ ΧȢΨΪ ΫȢήΩ ΧȢΦΪ 

&) /ÔÈÅÒ ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΪΩȢάά ΪΩȢάά Φ Φ ΪȢάή έȢάέ ΩΧȢΩΧ 

., /ÎÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΫΫȢΩΩ ΪΦȢέΪ ΧΩȢΪί ΧȢΧ ΪάȢίΧ ΩȢίί ΨΦȢΧΨ 

., 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ 
ÃÈÉÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 

ΩΨȢέΪ ΨάȢΩί ΫȢΫΪ ΦȢήΨ ήȢΫά άȢΧΪ ΨΫȢΨΧ 

., #ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÁÎÙ ÃÈÉÌÄɉÒÅÎɊ ΧΧȢήΪ ΧΦȢάέ ΧȢΧΪ ΦȢΦΩ έȢάΧ ΦȢάΫ ΪȢέή 

., 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ 

ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 
έȢίΨ έȢΨή ΦȢΫΪ ΦȢΧ ΧȢέΫ ΧȢΨΫ ΫȢάΫ 

., /ÔÈÅÒ ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΨίȢίΫ ΨήȢΩί ΦȢίΫ ΦȢάΧ ΨΦȢΦί ΧȢΨά ΧΦȢέέ 

2/ /ÎÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ΪΫȢΩΩ ΩΧȢΨΪ ΧΧȢΫΨ ΨȢΫά ΨΧȢήί ΧΫȢή ΨΪȢΨή 

2/ 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ 
ÃÈÉÌÄ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 

έΩȢΫΪ ΫΨȢΦΪ ΧάȢΫ ΪȢίί ΧέȢΩί ΧίȢΨΧ άΩȢΪΩ 

2/ 
,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ 

ÁÇÅÄ ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ΫΫȢΧΫ ΪΦȢΨί ΧΩȢΪΨ ΧȢΪΪ ίȢΦΩ ΧΫȢάΨ ΪάȢήΧ 

2/ #ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÁÎÙ ÃÈÉÌÄɉÒÅÎɊ ΨΩȢΨή ΧέȢΪ ΫȢΨΨ ΦȢάά άȢΩΨ ΧΧ ΧΨȢΫ 

2/ 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÔ ÌÅÁÓÔ ÏÎÅ ÃÈÉÌÄ 

ÕÎÄÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÁÇÅ ÏÆ ΨΫ 
ΫΨȢίΨ ΪΧȢάΨ ΧΦȢΧά ΧȢΧΪ έȢΫΪ ΧΨȢΩΨ ΪΫȢΪί 

2/ 
#ÏÕÐÌÅ ×ÉÔÈ ÁÌÌ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÁÇÅÄ 

ΨΫ ÏÒ ÏÖÅÒ 
ΩΩȢήΧ ΨήȢΩΪ ΪȢΫ ΦȢίέ ΪȢΫ ήȢάΧ ΨέȢΧά 

2/ /ÔÈÅÒ ÔÙÐÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ άήȢΪΩ ΫΩȢΦέ ΧΩȢΦΫ ΨȢΩΧ έȢάά ΧΪȢΫΨ άΩȢίΩ 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

 

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 dimensions according to 2023 EU-SILC data. The results 
shown in Table 21 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 
housing quality. 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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4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΣȡ -ÏÄÅÌÓ ÅØÐÌÁÉÎÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓ 

 0ÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ 5ÎÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ )ÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 0ÏÏÒ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
 ɉΧɊ ɉΨɊ ɉΩɊ ɉΪɊ ɉΫɊ ɉάɊ ɉέɊ ɉήɊ 

!ÇÅ ɉÒÅÆȢ ΨάȤάΪɊ 

5ÎÄÅÒ ÁÇÅ ΨΫ ΦȢΨέɕɕɕ ΦȢΨάɕɕɕ ΦȢΧέɕɕ ΦȢΧήɕɕ ϾΦȢΩΧɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΩΩɕɕɕ ΦȢΩΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΨήɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ 

/ÖÅÒ ÁÇÅ άΫ ϾΦȢΩάɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΩάɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΧΪɕɕ ϾΦȢΧΪɕɕ ϾΦȢΩίɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΩίɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΦɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΦɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ 

4ÅÎÕÒÅ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ ɉÒÅÆȢ Ï×ÎÅÒ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ Á ÍÏÒÔÇÁÇÅɊ 

/×ÎÅÒ ×ÉÔÈ Á 
ÍÏÒÔÇÁÇÅ 

ΦȢΫΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΫΫɕɕɕ ΧȢΧέɕɕɕ ΧȢΧάɕɕɕ ΦȢίίɕɕɕ ΦȢίίɕɕɕ ΦȢΧΧɕɕ ΦȢΧΩɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

4ÅÎÁÎÔȟ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÒÅÎÔ ΧȢΪΪɕɕɕ ΧȢΪΨɕɕɕ ΨȢΧΩɕɕɕ ΨȢΧΪɕɕɕ ΧȢΨΩɕɕɕ ΧȢΨΨɕɕɕ ΦȢίΦɕɕɕ ΦȢήήɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

4ÅÎÁÎÔȟ ÒÅÄÕÃÅÄ 
ÒÅÎÔ 

ΧȢάΩɕɕɕ ΧȢάΨɕɕɕ ΧȢήΦɕɕɕ ΧȢήΦɕɕɕ ΧȢΪέɕɕɕ ΧȢΪάɕɕɕ ΧȢΧέɕɕɕ ΧȢΧΪɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ 

4ÅÎÁÎÔȟ ÒÅÎÔȤÆÒÅÅ ΦȢΧΨɕɕ ΦȢΧΨɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΧɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΧɕɕɕ ΦȢΧΩ ΦȢΧΩ ΦȢΪΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΪΦɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦίɊ ɉΦȢΦίɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÔÙÐÅ ɉÒÅÆȢ ÁÄÕÌÔÓ ×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎɊ 

!ÄÕÌÔÓ ×ÉÔÈ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ΦȢΪΩɕɕɕ ΦȢΪΩɕɕɕ ϾΦȢάΨɕɕɕ ϾΦȢάΨɕɕɕ ΦȢΦίɕ ΦȢΦίɕ ΦȢέΦɕɕɕ ΦȢέΦɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

,ÏÎÅ ÁÄÕÌÔ ΦȢΪήɕɕɕ ΦȢΪέɕɕɕ ΧȢΧέɕɕɕ ΧȢΧήɕɕɕ ΦȢΦΨ ΦȢΦΧ ΦȢΦήɕɕɕ ΦȢΦάɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΨɊ 

,ÏÎÅ ÐÁÒÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ 
ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ 

ΦȢάήɕɕɕ ΦȢάήɕɕɕ ΦȢΩΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΩΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΨΪɕɕɕ ΦȢΨΪɕɕɕ ΦȢέάɕɕɕ ΦȢέΫɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÅÑÕÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉÒÅÆȢ ΧÓÔ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅȟ ÌÏ×ÅÓÔɊ 

ΨÎÄ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ϾΧȢΦΧɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΦΦɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΫΩɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΫΪɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΩήɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΩήɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΩάɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΩάɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

         

ΩÒÄ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ϾΧȢΫΧɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΫΦɕɕɕ ϾΨȢΪάɕɕɕ ϾΨȢΪέɕɕɕ ϾΦȢάάɕɕɕ ϾΦȢάάɕɕɕ ϾΦȢάΫɕɕɕ ϾΦȢάΪɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

ΪÔÈ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ϾΧȢίΨɕɕɕ ϾΧȢίΧɕɕɕ ϾΩȢΨΦɕɕɕ ϾΩȢΨΧɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΦίɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΦίɕɕɕ ϾΦȢίΪɕɕɕ ϾΦȢίΨɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

ΫÔÈ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ 
ɉÈÉÇÈÅÓÔɊ 

ϾΨȢΩίɕɕɕ ϾΨȢΩίɕɕɕ ϾΪȢΦΪɕɕɕ ϾΪȢΦΪɕɕɕ ϾΧȢάίɕɕɕ ϾΧȢάίɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΩΩɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΩΨɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

$×ÅÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÙÐÅ ɉÒÅÆȢ ÄÅÔÁÃÈÅÄ ÈÏÕÓÅɊ 

3ÅÍÉȤÄÅÔÁÃÈÅÄ 
ÈÏÕÓÅ 

ϾΦȢΦΨ ϾΦȢΦΨ ϾΦȢΪΫɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪάɕɕɕ ΦȢΦΧ ΦȢΦΨ ΦȢΨΨɕɕɕ ΦȢΨΨɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

!ÐÁÒÔÍÅÎÔȾǨÁÔ ΦȢΨΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΧίɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΧɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΧɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΧΦɕ ϾΦȢΧΦɕ ΦȢΪήɕɕɕ ΦȢΪέɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÈÅÁÄ ÅÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ ɉÒÅÆȢ ÅÍÐÌÏÙÅÄɊ 

2ÅÔÉÒÅÄ ϾΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΦΦ ϾΦȢΧΨɕ ϾΦȢΧΩɕɕ ϾΦȢΧΨϽ ϾΦȢΧΧϽ ϾΦȢΦΫ ϾΦȢΦΪ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ 

         

/ÔÈÅÒ ΦȢΩΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΩΪɕɕɕ ΦȢΧΦɕɕ ΦȢΧΦɕɕ ΦȢΫΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΫΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΪΧɕɕɕ ΦȢΪΧɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΨɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

2ÅÎÏÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÎ ÐÁÓÔ Ϋ ÙÅÁÒÓ ɉÒÅÆȢ ÄÉÄ ÎÏÔ ÒÅÎÏÖÁÔÅɊ 

2ÅÎÏÖÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 
ÐÁÓÔ Ϋ ÙÅÁÒÓ 

 ϾΦȢΦήɕɕɕ  ΦȢΦΫ  ΦȢΦΨ  ϾΦȢΨΦɕɕɕ 

  ɉΦȢΦΨɊ  ɉΦȢΦΩɊ  ɉΦȢΦΪɊ  ɉΦȢΦΩɊ 

$ÏÎ΄Ô ËÎÏ× ÉÆ 
ÒÅÎÏÖÁÔÅÄ 

 ΦȢΧέɕɕɕ  ϾΦȢΧΧɕ  ΦȢΩΦɕɕɕ  ΦȢΩΦɕɕɕ 

  ɉΦȢΦΩɊ  ɉΦȢΦΪɊ  ɉΦȢΦάɊ  ɉΦȢΦΪɊ 

#ÏÕÎÔÒÙ &% ɉÒÅÆȢ "ÅÌÇÉÕÍɊ 

#ÚÅÃÈÉÁ ΦȢάέɕɕɕ ΦȢάέɕɕɕ ΦȢΫάɕɕɕ ΦȢΫάɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΧΫ ϾΦȢΧΪ ΦȢήΫɕɕɕ ΦȢήΪɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΧΦɊ ɉΦȢΧΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ 

'ÅÒÍÁÎÙ ΦȢΨΩɕɕɕ ΦȢΨΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΧΨɕ ΦȢΧΫɕɕ ΦȢΪΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΩΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΧέɕɕɕ ΦȢΧΦɕ 
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 0ÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ 5ÎÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ )ÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 0ÏÏÒ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 
 ɉΧɊ ɉΨɊ ɉΩɊ ɉΪɊ ɉΫɊ ɉάɊ ɉέɊ ɉήɊ 
 ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ 

%ÓÔÏÎÉÁ ΦȢάίɕɕɕ ΦȢέΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΫΨɕɕɕ ΦȢΫΧɕɕɕ ΦȢΫΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΫΫɕɕɕ ΦȢέΪɕɕɕ ΦȢέήɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΧΦɊ ɉΦȢΧΦɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ 

&ÉÎÌÁÎÄ ΦȢΦά ΦȢΦά ϾΦȢΧάɕ ϾΦȢΧάɕ ΦȢήΩɕɕɕ ΦȢήΩɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΧΪɕ ϾΦȢΧΪɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦήɊ ɉΦȢΦήɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ 

)ÔÁÌÙ ΦȢίΦɕɕɕ ΦȢήήɕɕɕ ΦȢΧΪɕɕ ΦȢΧΫɕɕ ΦȢΫήɕɕɕ ΦȢΫήɕɕɕ ΧȢΧάɕɕɕ ΧȢΧΩɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΪɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦήɊ ɉΦȢΦήɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ 

.ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓ ϾΦȢΧΫɕɕ ϾΦȢΧάɕɕɕ ΦȢΪΨɕɕɕ ΦȢΪΩɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΨήɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΩΪɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΦɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΪΧɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΧΧɊ ɉΦȢΧΧɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ 

2ÏÍÁÎÉÁ ΨȢΦήɕɕɕ ΨȢΦήɕɕɕ ΦȢίΪɕɕɕ ΦȢίΪɕɕɕ ΨȢΪΦɕɕɕ ΨȢΩίɕɕɕ ΨȢΧήɕɕɕ ΨȢΧάɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦίɊ ɉΦȢΦίɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ 

)ÎÔÅÒÃÅÐÔ ϾΧȢΧήɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΧΫɕɕɕ ϾΧȢέήɕɕɕ ϾΧȢέίɕɕɕ ϾΩȢΪήɕɕɕ ϾΩȢΪήɕɕɕ ϾΨȢΫΨɕɕɕ ϾΨȢΪάɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦΫɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦέɊ ɉΦȢΦίɊ ɉΦȢΦίɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ ɉΦȢΦάɊ 

. ΧΦΧ ήΩί ΧΦΧ ήΩί ΧΦΧ ήΩί ΧΦΧ ήΩί ΧΦΧ ήΩί ΧΦΧ ήΩί ΧΦΧ ήΩί ΧΦΧ ήΩί 

0ÓÅÕÄÏȤ2Ψ ΦȢΨΧ ΦȢΨΧ ΦȢΩΫ ΦȢΩΫ ΦȢΧΩ ΦȢΧΩ ΦȢΧΪ ΦȢΧΫ 

Note: Logit coefficients, standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, 

*** p < 0.001.  

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

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 quality. Tenure 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 (unaffordability, insecurity, poor housing quality) than outright homeowners. The only 

exception is formed by tenants whose accommodation is provided rent-free who are slightly more 

likely to be in housing precarity than homeowners without mortgage. At the same time, they 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 in different precarity dimensions. Younger households are more 

likely to live in unaffordable and poor-quality housing, but less likely to live in insecure housing, 

compared to households with middle-aged 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 precarious.  In contrast, older 

households are less likely to be in precarious housing conditions. 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 likely to 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 

households living in flats ɀ they are more likely to be precarious and live in poor-quality housing, but 

less likely to live in an unaffordable dwelling than households living in detached houses. Households 

living in semi-detached houses are also less likely to live in unaffordable 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 same 

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 above ɀ most 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 precarity in 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 market rent. 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. Finally, 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 differ among countries. Specifically, the predicted probability 

of housing precarity for the 1st quintile (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 5th quintile is much lower (10% vs. 5%).  

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 only in the 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 argued that there is a trade-off 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 renovation on housing precarity differs between 

homeowners and tenants, we estimated models with an interaction between tenure status and 

renovation. The results are presented in Figures 23 - 26: they do not indicate that renovations increase 

unaffordability among tenants, 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 Germany, living in a 

renovated dwelling is associated with a higher probability of housing unaffordability. 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΥȡ 0ÒÅÄÉÃÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΦȡ 0ÒÅÄÉÃÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÕÎÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΧȡ 0ÒÅÄÉÃÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΨȡ 0ÒÅÄÉÃÔÅÄ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÏÆ ÌÏ× ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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In general, household income had the largest effect on housing precarity and especially on housing 

ÕÎÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÓÕÒÐÒÉÓÉÎÇȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÓÔÅÎÔ ×ÉÔÈ 7ÁÌÄÒÏÎȭÓ ɉΨΦΨΩɊ ÁÎÁÌÙÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 

precarity among Irish renters, despite his different measurement 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. However, 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, reduced and 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 27 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 housing benefits, 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 and 2023. This benefit was not targeted exclusively at low-income 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, indicating a substantial 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 sizeable share of 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 shares of 

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 28 illustrates 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 systems. Germany 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 households received support throughout the period. Italy shows a modest upward 

ÔÒÅÎÄȟ ×ÈÉÌÅ 2ÏÍÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÃÏÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÓ ÃÌÏÓÅ ÔÏ ÚÅÒÏȢ !ÌÔÈÏÕÇÈ ÔÈÅ ÎÕÍÂÅÒ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ 

recipients in the Czech Republic increased significantly from 2022 to 2023 (with the proportion of 

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 shows a dramatic 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 recent interventions related to the energy crisis. 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΩȡ (ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΪȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÉÍÅ ɉϷɊ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2018 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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If we look at the targeting of the housing allowance in terms of income groups (income quintiles), then 

except for Belgium the share of households receiving housing allowances is highest among low-

income groups and declines sharply as income rises (Table 22 and Figure 29). As previously 

mentioned, almost the entire population received housing benefits in Belgium in 2023, and these were 

not targeted at low-income households. However, in previous years, the distribution of benefits in 

Belgium appears to have been 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 quintile. Moderate 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 lowest-income 

households receive housing allowances, but almost none in the top quintile. 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΤΫȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÂÙ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ɉÉÎ ϷɊ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÉÍÅ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

 

 

 

 



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

122 
 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΤȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÂÙ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ɉÉÎ ϷɊ ÉÎ ΤΡΤΥ 

 ΧÓÔ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ 
ɉÌÏ×ÅÓÔɊ 

ΨÎÄ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ΩÒÄ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ΪÔÈ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ ΫÔÈ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅ 
ɉÈÉÇÈÅÓÔɊ 

"ÅÌÇÉÕÍ ΫΦȢΧέ έΫȢήΩ ήίȢέΧ ίΩȢέΦ ίέȢΫΪ 

#ÚÅÃÈÉÁ ΧάȢΪά ΧȢΩΩ ΦȢίΨ ΦȢΧά ΦȢΦά 

'ÅÒÍÁÎÙ ΩΪȢΩΩ ίȢάά ΪȢΫέ ΨȢΪΧ ΧȢΪί 

%ÓÔÏÎÉÁ ΨΪȢάΫ ΨΧȢΨί ΧΪȢέή ΫȢάά ΨȢΦά 

&ÉÎÌÁÎÄ  έΧȢΩί ΨΪȢάΪ ήȢΨΦ ΨȢίΧ ΧȢΫΫ 

)ÔÁÌÙ ΫȢίΫ ΩȢΨΩ ΨȢΧΦ ΧȢΩί ΧȢΩΧ 

.ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓ ΫΩȢήΪ ΨήȢήή ΫȢΪΪ ΧȢΨΦ ΦȢΧΧ 

2ÏÍÁÎÉÁ ΦȢΩή ΦȢΦά ΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΦΦ 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

To assess the financial impact of housing benefits, median housing costs-to-income ratios for tenant 

households receiving support were examined across countries (Table 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 is particularly strong: the median housing costs-to-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 post-allowance level of 0.36. Finland and the Netherlands demonstrate sizeable improvements 

as well, with reductions of around 15ɀ23%. In Belgium, Estonia, and Italy, the reductions are more 

modest ɀ typically below 10 percentage points ɀ suggesting lower individual benefit amounts or 

weaker targeting of severely cost-burdened households. 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΥȡ -ÅÄÉÁÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÒÁÔÉÏÓ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÒÅÃÅÉÐÔ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

 "% #: $% %% &) )4 ., 

-ÅÄÉÁÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ  
ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 

ΦȢΩΪ ΦȢάέ ΦȢΪΩ ΦȢΩΨ ΦȢΫΧ ΦȢΨά ΦȢΪή 

-ÅÄÉÁÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ  
ÁÆÔÅÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 

ΦȢΩΨ ΦȢΩά ΦȢΦά ΦȢΨή ΦȢΨή ΦȢΨ ΦȢΩΪ 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

Figure 30 presents 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 severe overcrowding 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 

recipients, indicating that the benefits mainly address affordability, not quality. 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΡȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

Note: Share of benefit-receiving households experiencing housing precarity, overall and by precarity dimension 

(unaffordability, insecurity and low housing quality) with selected underlying indicators, by country. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

We estimated the effect of housing benefits on precarity levels and trends in three countries: the 

Czech Republic ɉÐĠþÓÐñÖÅË ÎÁ ÂÙÄÌÅÎþɊ, the Netherlands (huurtoeslag) and Finland (yleinen asumistuki). 

The results of the regression models, reported in Figure 31 and Tables 24ɀ26, 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 measured 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 for which households 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 matching 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. In 

particular, receiving housing benefits is associated with higher affordability. In other dimensions, we 

do not observe any statistically significant effect 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 composition 

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 keep the dwelling 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 that they are 

unable to afford to heat their dwelling drives the take-up of the benefits.  

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΣȡ %ǟÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÏÎ ÄÉÍÅÎÓÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙ 

 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

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 household may need to move into a bigger flat. Since some 

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 by quintile 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 situations, we had to simplify the calculation of eligibility 
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(by using EUROMOD models) because the EU-SILC does not contain the kind of sufficiently granular 

data used to calculate eligibility for housing benefits.  

4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΦȡ %ǟÅÃÔ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÏÎ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȟ #ÚÅÃÈÉÁ 

 5ÎÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ )ÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 
0ÏÏÒ 
ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

!ÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÏÎ 
ÍÏÒÔÇÁÇÅȾÒÅÎÔ 

!ÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÏÎ 
ÕÔÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ 

/ÖÅÒÃÒÏ×ÄÅÄ 
5ÎÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ 
ËÅÅÐ ×ÁÒÍ 

ɉ)ÎÔÅÒÃÅÐÔɊ ΧȢΦΩɕ ϾΩȢέΦɕɕɕ ϾΧȢΪίɕɕɕ ϾΪȢΧέɕɕɕ ϾΩȢέΩɕɕɕ ϾΩȢΦΨɕɕɕ ϾΦȢίΦɕ 

 ɉΦȢΫΧɊ ɉΦȢΪήɊ ɉΦȢΨίɊ ɉΦȢΫΨɊ ɉΦȢΪίɊ ɉΦȢΩΫɊ ɉΦȢΩάɊ 

2ÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

ϾΦȢήΪɕ ΦȢΦΨ ΦȢΨΪ ΦȢΦΫ ϾΦȢΧΩ ϾΦȢΧΫ ΦȢάΧɕ 

 ɉΦȢΩΫɊ ɉΦȢΩΧɊ ɉΦȢΧίɊ ɉΦȢΩΩɊ ɉΦȢΩΨɊ ɉΦȢΨΨɊ ɉΦȢΨΪɊ 

!ÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 
ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ 

ΦȢΨίɕɕɕ ΦȢΦήɕɕɕ ΦȢΦΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΦήɕɕɕ ΦȢΦήɕɕɕ ΦȢΦήɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΦ 

 ɉΦȢΦΩɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ 

$ÉÓÐÏÓÁÂÌÅ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 
×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

ϾΦȢΦΦɕɕɕ ΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΦΦɕ ΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΦΦɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΦɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ 

.ÕÍȢ/ÂÓȢ Ϊίί Ϊίί Ϊίί Ϊίί Ϊίί Ϊίί Ϊίί 

& ΨίȢήΧΩ ΧΩȢΨΪί ίȢΨήΦ ΧΩȢέίί ΧΨȢΪΧΩ ΧήȢήΩΩ άȢΨΦέ 

2-3% ΦȢΩΧ ΦȢΨί ΦȢΪή ΦȢΨά ΦȢΨή ΦȢΪΧ ΦȢΪΦ 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΧȡ %ǟÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÏÎ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȟ ÔÈÅ .ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓ 

 5ÎÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ )ÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 
0ÏÏÒ 
ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

!ÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÏÎ 
ÍÏÒÔÇÁÇÅȾÒÅÎÔ 

!ÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÏÎ 
ÕÔÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ 

/ÖÅÒÃÒÏ×ÄÅÄ 
5ÎÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ 
ËÅÅÐ ×ÁÒÍ 

ɉ)ÎÔÅÒÃÅÐÔɊ ΧȢΧήɕɕɕ ϾΩȢΩΪɕɕɕ ϾΧȢέΪɕɕɕ ϾΩȢάάɕɕɕ ϾΩȢίίɕɕɕ ϾΨȢήΧɕɕɕ ϾΨȢΨάɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΧΧɊ ɉΦȢΨΫɊ ɉΦȢΧΩɊ ɉΦȢΨίɊ ɉΦȢΩΪɊ ɉΦȢΨΦɊ ɉΦȢΧάɊ 

2ÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

ϾΦȢίίɕɕɕ ΦȢΨή ΦȢΫήɕɕɕ ΦȢΨΫ ΦȢΩΦ ϾΦȢΨέ ΦȢίΨɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΧΨɊ ɉΦȢΨήɊ ɉΦȢΧΪɊ ɉΦȢΩΨɊ ɉΦȢΩέɊ ɉΦȢΨΩɊ ɉΦȢΧέɊ 

.ÕÍȢ/ÂÓȢ ΨΦίΫ ΨΦίΫ Χίήέ ΨΦίΫ ΨΦίΫ ΨΦΫί ΨΦΧΧ 

& έΦȢΩίΫ ΧȢΦΩέ ΧάȢΧΫΫ ΦȢάΦΩ ΦȢάΫΨ ΧȢΩάΦ ΨίȢΩΨΩ 

2-3% ΦȢΫΦ ΦȢΨΦ ΦȢΪΧ ΦȢΧέ ΦȢΧΪ ΦȢΨΧ ΦȢΩή 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΨȡ %ǟÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ ÏÎ ÐÒÅÃÁÒÉÔÙȟ &ÉÎÌÁÎÄ 

 5ÎÁǟÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ )ÎÓÅÃÕÒÉÔÙ 
0ÏÏÒ 
ÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ 

!ÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÏÎ 
ÍÏÒÔÇÁÇÅȾÒÅÎÔ 

!ÒÒÅÁÒÓ ÏÎ 
ÕÔÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ 

/ÖÅÒÃÒÏ×ÄÅÄ 
5ÎÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ 
ËÅÅÐ ×ÁÒÍ 

ɉ)ÎÔÅÒÃÅÐÔɊ ϾΧȢΧΪɕ ϾΧȢΨΫɕɕɕ ΦȢΨΧ ϾΨȢΦΪɕɕɕ ϾΧȢήέɕɕɕ ΦȢΨή ϾΩȢΧήɕɕɕ 

 ɉΦȢΪΫɊ ɉΦȢΩΧɊ ɉΦȢΩΨɊ ɉΦȢΩΪɊ ɉΦȢΩήɊ ɉΦȢΩΨɊ ɉΦȢάΧɊ 

2ÅÃÅÉÖÉÎÇ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

ϾΧȢέΩɕɕɕ ΦȢΫΫɕ ΦȢΫίɕɕ ΦȢΫίɕ ΦȢήέɕɕ ΦȢΫάɕɕ ΦȢάΧ 

 ɉΦȢΨήɊ ɉΦȢΨΨɊ ɉΦȢΨΦɊ ɉΦȢΨΫɊ ɉΦȢΨήɊ ɉΦȢΨΦɊ ɉΦȢΪΪɊ 

!ÍÏÕÎÔ ÏÆ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔ 
ÅÌÉÇÉÂÌÅ ÆÏÒ 

ΦȢΧΪɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΧ ϾΦȢΦΦ ΦȢΦΦ ϾΦȢΦΧϽ ϾΦȢΦΧ ΦȢΦΦ 

 ɉΦȢΦΧɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΧɊ 

$ÉÓÐÏÓÁÂÌÅ 
ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 
×ÉÔÈÏÕÔ 
ÂÅÎÅǢÔÓ 

ϾΦȢΦΦɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΦɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΦɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΦɕ ϾΦȢΦΦɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΦɕɕɕ ϾΦȢΦΦ 

 ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ ɉΦȢΦΦɊ 

.ÕÍȢ/ÂÓȢ ίΫΦ ίΫΦ ίΪί ίΫΦ ίΫΦ ίΫΦ ίΪΫ 

& έέȢίΨή άȢήΦέ ΨΦȢέΦΫ άȢΧΨΧ άȢΧΪΦ ΨΨȢΫΨί ΨȢΨΨΪ 

2-3% ΦȢΨέ ΦȢΩέ ΦȢΪΨ ΦȢΩΩ ΦȢΩΩ ΦȢΪΧ ΦȢΨΧ 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2023 ɀ version of 2024-09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

3.8. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

In this chapter, we attempted to analyse housing 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 of housing 

allowances, a housing policy tool designed to reduce precarity. Studies that monitor the effect of 

ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅÓ ÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÓÉÔÕÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÕÓÕÁÌÌÙ ÆÏÃÕÓ ÏÎ ÏÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÕÓÅ ÐÁÎÅÌ 

data to monitor the behavÉÏÕÒ ÏÆ ÓÐÅÃÉÆÉÃ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÏÖÅÒ ÔÉÍÅȟ ÔÈÕÓ ÅÎÁÂÌÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÁÌÌÏ×ÁÎÃÅȭÓ ÅÆÆÅÃÔ 

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 international comparison 

based on EU-SILC 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 over time. 

Due to missing data on neighbourhood quality, we only included this dimension in the initial mapping. 

Nevertheless, it 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 not change dramatically 

between countries and remains relatively stable over time. Omitting this dimension reduces overall 

level of precarity in 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 in a 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 important. Reducing 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%). In 

contrast, countries with a low proportion of households in housing precarity did not change much ɀ 

for example, by just one percentage point in Belgium (from 23% to 22%). 

Our findings demonstrate that housing precarity is not a uniform phenomenon but varies in both 

magnitude and trajectory across national contexts (H1). 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 long-term improvements until the energy crisis reversed these trends in 

most countries from 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 analyses. 

Deeper forms of precarity (H5) ɀ where households face multiple simultaneous challenges ɀ remained 

relatively rare until recent years, but their resurgence signals the increasing intensity of housing 

disadvantage, particularly in Romania. The affordability emerges as the most influential factor 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 gradual improvement or stability, with overcrowding persisting mainly in post-socialist countries 

and Italy. Neighbourhood problems amplify precarity in some Western European countries, yet often 

without overlapping with other vulnerabilities. These patterns highlight 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 long-term structural improvements have occurred in several countries, 

recent shocks ɀ most notably the energy crisis ɀ have disrupted progress and widened cross-national 

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 ɀ fragmentary mechanism of housing inequality evolution ɀ we found 

that there are relatively significant differences between European countries when it concerns 

individual dimensions of housing precarity. In Western and Northern European countries such as 

Finland, Germany and the Netherlands, unaffordability is the dominant challenge for low-income 

renters, reflecting high-cost rental housing markets. By contrast, in post-socialist countries (Czechia, 

Estonia and Romania), overcrowding and inadequate dwelling conditions are mainly highly 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: even upper-income 

groups report difficulties heating their homes and falling into arrears, suggesting constraints in energy 

affordability and dwelling quality that transcend income status. Italy also has a notable share of 

precarious high-income households, raising questions about whether current indicators appropriately 

capture country-specific living norms and cultural practices, such as smaller average dwelling sizes. 

Rough measures and normative caps (such as for overcrowding) applied universally across country 

contexts may produce distorted picture about real housing challenges, precarity levels and needed 

policy reactions. However, the definition of more context-sensitive tools (that may, e.g., combine 

objective measures with subjective perceptions) is outside of the scope of this chapter.    

Not surprisingly, lower-income households face substantially higher odds of overall precariousness 

and all individual dimensions ɀ unaffordability, insecurity and poor quality ɀ underscoring the central 
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role of economic resources in housing outcomes (H4). Household composition and age also matter: 

younger households and those formed by single adults or single parents are consistently more 

vulnerable. In contrast, older households ɀ particularly retirees ɀ are substantially less likely to 

encounter unaffordability or multidimensional hardship. Tenure status is another major determinant. 

Market-rate tenants and homeowners with outstanding mortgages display a markedly higher 

likelihood of precarious housing situations 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 dwelling ɀ an increasingly relevant factor in the context of high 

energy prices. 

However, the strength of income effects and the relative risks associated with tenures again differ 

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 low-income groups. The findings indicate that 

housing precarity is shaped primarily by socioeconomic position and welfare regime rather than by 

dwelling attributes themselves. Policy responses therefore require a dual approach: income-based 

support to mitigate affordability pressures, and targeted interventions in rental housing to improve 

security and quality. In accordance with our conceptual approach to the interpretation of the results, 

differences between countries highlight the need for context-sensitive policy design rather than 

reliance on uniform EU-wide solutions.  

In recent years ɀ particularly since 2020 ɀ there have been sharp increases in benefit take-up in several 

countries due to energy price shocks (H3). Belgium stands out for its exceptionally high benefit 

coverage, driven by temporary, broadly distributed energy-related subsidies rather than targeted 

ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔȢ )Î ÃÏÎÔÒÁÓÔȟ 2ÏÍÁÎÉÁȭÓ ÎÅÁÒ-ÁÂÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔ ÕÓÅ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÓ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭÓ ÖÅÒÙ 

small rental sector and limited housing policy measures to offset rise in housing costs. Targeting 

patterns suggest that in most countries housing benefits are allocated among lower-income 

households, which is consistent with the design of social policy. Finland and the Netherlands 

demonstrate particularly high targeting accuracy, with over half of the lowest-income households 

receiving support. Germany also demonstrates substantial targeting, while Czechia, Estonia and Italy 

show more modest, yet still income-focused distributions. Belgium is an exception due to its 

universal, crisis-related benefit in 2023. Romania again 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, substantial reductions in the cost-to-income ratio are 

also experienced (25 percentage points). Nevertheless, the cost-to-income ratio remains high (35%) 

even after this support. This underscores the structural nature of high living costs and the limited 

purchasing 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, housing-related arrears and overcrowding 

in several countries reveal persistent issues of poor dwelling quality, inadequate energy efficiency, 

and insecurity ɀ particularly among households already identified as in need. 
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The detailed analysis of the effect of the housing benefit demonstrates that housing benefits in 

Czechia, Finland and the Netherlands contribute meaningfully to reducing housing unaffordability, 

but it also shows their limited effectiveness in alleviating other aspects of housing precarity (H6). 

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 not 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 have already arisen, and that 

benefits alone cannot compensate for structural constraints in housing supply or quality. This 

conclusion contradicts the results from some earlier studies that confirmed a positive effect of 

benefits on housing quality and, once again, it shows the need for context-sensitive policy 

recommendations. Our results must be interpreted within the limitations of survey-based eligibility 

simulations and temporal mismatches between income and cost reporting (see the EU-SILC data 

limitation). However, they show that while housing benefits serve as an essential safety net against 

acute affordability problems, they may 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 energy-efficient housing in 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 most frequently cited reasons for non-take-up 

consistently include difficulties understanding eligibility and the perception that claiming benefits is 

ȬÔÏÏ ÍÕÃÈ ÈÁÓÓÌÅȭȢ 0ÅÒÓÏÎÁÌ ÁÎÄ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ ÓÈÁÍÅ ÁÒÅ ÌÅÓÓ ÆÒÅÑÕÅÎÔÌÙ ÍÅÎÔÉÏÎÅÄ ÏÖÅÒÁÌÌ ÂÕÔ ÐÌÁÙ Á ÎÏÔÁÂÌÅ 

role in some 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, especially among 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 benefits. 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 day-to-day behaviour of welfare officials, for understanding claims stigma and, indirectly, 

shaping personal and perceived social stigma. 

Several limitations, however, must be considered when interpreting these conclusions. The analysis 

relies on cross-sectional survey data on the self-reported receipt of benefits, which is subject to 

misclassification and recall bias, and on adapted stigma measures 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 or between 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 housing-related 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 on their 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. 
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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 overcrowding. Our 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 is very 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 evolution in the given context. From a contextual 

perspective, it is also important 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 consequences because 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; reliance on one single measure risks producing a partial or misleading picture. In 

accordance with our conceptual framing, it is 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 improve housing quality and security 

and reduce overcrowding. Finally, to develop data-based 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. Our results show that among the claimants, the 

most common reasons why people delay or do not claim their benefits are related to administrative 

and information costs ɀ claiming benefits is complicated and people do not know what the criteria are 

for receiving benefits. Thus, policy-makers should invest in informing people about the eligibility 

criteria and the process of how to apply for (housing) benefits. This may include creating on-line tools 

where people can check whether they are eligible for benefits or are not 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 financial 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 consider linking housing quality measures 



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

131 
 

(conditions) with the housing allowance (in part also to avoid exacerbating poverty). However, it is 

necessary to proceed with particular care to ensure that vulnerable households are not discriminated 

against in the housing market. 

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

the allowance cannot be paid ɀ may improve quality. However, it is necessary to monitor whether the 

allowance recipients still have access to housing and 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 is a 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 could address 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 very long 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 monitor any 

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 social (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 found. However, 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 that is not 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 obligations of tenants and landlords. In some countries, a large proportion of 

households are owner-occupied and in precarious housing. Tools to reduce this should therefore be 

directed at these households, especially towards low-income households, and support should 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 EU-SILC is the most comprehensive dataset for cross-country 

comparisons of the household financial and housing situation. 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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1. Collect as much data as possible from administrative sources, especially those that may be 

subject to underreporting (due to social stigma) or misreporting (respondents declaring 

imprecise figures). These measurement errors may typically influence the data on the 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.  

2. 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 the analyses if a household 

began receiving benefits during the year.  

3. 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 housing costs may vary during the 

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

4. Our results indicate that a reported inability to keep the dwelling warm affects the take-up of 

ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÂÅÎÅÆÉÔÓȢ (Ï×ÅÖÅÒȟ ×Å ÃÁÎÎÏÔ ÂÅ ÓÕÒÅ ÉÆ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÅ ÐÅÒÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔÓ 

the objective condition of their dwelling. It would be beneficial for further research to include 

ÑÕÅÓÔÉÏÎÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÅÒÇÙ ÅÆÆÉÃÉÅÎÃÙ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓȭ Ä×ÅÌÌÉÎÇ ɉÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÅÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ 

insulation, the quality of the windows, etc.) to disentangle subjective perceptions from 

objective conditions. 

5. 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 pressing issue, 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 HOUSING-

RELATED WITHIN-FAMILY TRANSFERS ON HOUSING WEALTH 

OUTCOMES AND INEQUALITY 

 

MARTIN LUX, PETR SUNEGA 

 

4.1. INTRODUCTION 

After World War II, most Western countries saw growth in real housing prices (OECD Analytical House 

Prices Indicators 2024; Knoll et al. 2017) that contributed to the growth of wealth of the post-war 

generation ɀ housing wealth has become the main form of household wealth (Doling & Ronald 2010; 

Rowlingson & McKay 2011; Piketty 2014) and its distribution a mirror of household wealth distribution 

(Bonnet et al. 2014; Allegré & Timbeau 2015). In recent decades, people have started to use it to 

mitigate the risks they face over their lifetime within an increasingly uncertain economic environment 

and declining public welfare (Dewilde & Ronald 2017). 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. 2025; Lux et al. 2013) and, according to some 

social scientists, the cornerstone of the new welfare state (Groves & Murie 2007; Malpass 2008). The 

factors of housing wealth inequality thus represent also the factors 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 2016; Niimi & Horioka 2016), and home price trends and 

their spatial variance are specifically the cause of it (Allegré & Timbeau 2015; Arundel 2017). 

Consequently, increasing housing price volatility (Claessens et al. 2011), illustrated by the recent (after 

2010) sharp rise in urban housing prices (Wetzstein 2017; OECD Analytical House Prices Indicators 

2024) with capital gains unequally distributed within society (Eggum & Larsen 2024; Christophers 

2021; Sunega & Lux 2018), have significantly contributed to cleavages between homeowners and 

tenants, low- and high-income 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 with the coefficient of variance, or by 

comparing the household wealth of the upper and bottom quintiles of the household income 

ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎȟ ÉÓ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔÌÙ ÁÎÄ ÐÅÒÓÉÓÔÅÎÔÌÙ ÌÏ×ÅÒ ÉÎ ÔÈÏÓÅ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÈÁÖÅ Á ȬÄÕÁÌÉÓÔȭ ÏÒ 

ȬÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ high homeownership rate (especially in Central and Eastern Europe) 

than it is in countriÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ Á ȬÕÎÉÔÁÒÙȭ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÁÎÄ ÌÁÒÇÅ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÓÅÇÍÅÎÔȟ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ 'ÅÒÍÁÎÙ ÏÒ 

the Netherlands (e.g., Cohen Raviv & Lewin-Epstein 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 the coefficient of variance, ÔÈÅ ȬÔÅÎÕÒÅ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÇÁÐȭȟ ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÄ ÁÓ ÔÈÅ ÍÅÄÉÁÎ 

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 (Wind & Dewilde 2019; Dewilde et al. 2025). This is because 

tenants in unitary housing regimes tend to have higher non-residential 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 framing of 

interpretation of resultsȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÒÁÇÍÅÎÔÁÒÙ ÍÅÃÈÁÎÉÓÍ ÏÆ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÅÖÏÌÕÔÉÏÎȭȟ 

described in Chapter 1 of this report.  

In this chapter, we will specifically examine the relationship between intergenerational within-family 

housing-related (wealth, financial) transfers and housing wealth inequality. Despite the large diversity 

among Western European countries (for details see Cohen Raviv & Lewin-Epstein 2021 or Lux et al. 

2021b), many studies argue that resource transfers tend to reproduce or even increase housing wealth 

inequalities (e.g., Szydlik 2004; Isengrad et al. 2017; Killewald et al. 2017). Intergenerational 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 post-socialist Czech Republic is 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 assistance on housing wealth inequality in different housing regimes is 

rare ɀ 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 

Chapter 1 showed that it is impossible to capture the entire complex of relationships (factors 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 many primary 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 in two tiers: transfers, incomes and other primary factors will be 

assumed to be exogenous, i.e., we will not examine their factors; and we will work only with some but 

ÎÏÔ ÁÌÌ ȬÏÕÔÐÕÔȭ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÏÆ ÁÇÇÒÅÇÁÔÅ ÆÁÃÔÏÒȢ %ÖÅÎ ÉÆ Á ÃÏÒÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÃÏÎÆÉÒÍÅÄ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌÓȟ ×Å ÍÕÓÔȟ 

in view of the above, relativise our conclusions in a certain way and be careful about making a 

theoretical generalisation 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 appeared when 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 younger and even more unsettled than it is for measuring housing affordability and 

inequality in this domain, as described in Chapter 2.  
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Housing wealth inequality can be measured by: (a) different measures of distribution/variance (Gini, 

coefficient of variance); (b) comparing wealth between different household wealth percentiles (using, 

e.g., indicators like P80/20 or P90/P50); (c) comparing wealth held by different household income 

quantiles, i.e. by comparing wealth levels between income-rich and income-poor households (using, 

e.g., indicators like S80/20 or S90/50); or (d) by computing ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ȬÁÃÒÏÓÓ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ 

ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎȭȟ ÉȢÅ. computing the amount of wealth each income quintile holds as a share of the sum 

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 according to household 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 residential properties, decreased by outstanding housing household debts). Each 

measure and approach will end up with different results and probably different 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 by (e) the tenure 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) the stratification of homeownership (homeownership 

rates for different income deciles/terciles). However, the results may be again largely inconsistent 

with the results obtained when we apply measures (a) ɀ (d). For example, the tenure wealth gap is 

mostly higher in countries with a dualist or familial housing regime than in countries with a unitary 

housing regime because tenants have a comparatively higher level of non-housing wealth there 

(Dewilde et al. 2025). The simple household wealth variance as well as the distribution of household 

wealth across income distribution shows the opposite picture: wealth is significantly less equally 

distributed and is significantly more concentrated among high-income households, in countries with 

a unitary housing regime than in countries with a dualist/familial housing regime. Consequently, 

homeownership 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 and the resource transfers that 

facilitate access to it work as wealth equalisers or inequality drivers.17  

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 income-stratification of homeownership, 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 inequality level would be below the sample average, i.e., Austria would be somewhere in 

the middle of the country ranking. This does not mean that no generalisations or theoretical 

 
17 For example, the 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 post-socialist Czech Republic (logically, in a super-homeownership society most poor families are also homeowners), 
but (2) the housing inequalities that are traditionally present in tenure differences have been replaced by residential wealth 
inequalities. In other words, these are residential wealth inequalities that emerged as the main axis of housing and general 
social inequality. Tenure inequality in post-socialist societies has been transformed into residential wealth inequality, a 
factor that has been shown to have a very strong link with social stratification.  
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implications may be formulated: a middle-range 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 research ɀ in accordance with the fragmentary 

mechanism of inequality evolution concept for interpretation of the results we 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 housing 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 factors in lower tier of mechanism of inequality evolution (with primary factors such as 

intergenerational transfers, but also income, income inequality, interest rate, etc.) in our data 

analyses. Second, we will not analyse just the impact of transfer-giving on overall wealth inequality 

(using macro-data, country statistics) but also its impact on micro wealth outcomes (using micro-data 

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

(1) tenure choice (i.e., the probability 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 housing for rent). 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 higher-priced segment of the housing market, and this 

excess demand may be permanently capitalised into prices, creating above-average capital gains for 

transfer-recipients. Finally, people who get large transfers may save their spare income to buy a 

second property, something that homeowners burdened with a mortgage cannot afford to do. 

Transfer-recipients who received a non-trivial resource transfer (cash or in-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 residential wealth 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 residential 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 micro-data 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 

remains permanently low there, 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 homeownership rate elsewhere, the 

highest growth in housing wealth inequality during the past 15 years has been noticed again in 

countries with a unitary housing regime and a low homeownership rate. Figure 32 shows 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 inequality appeared in Germany, Austria and the Netherlands, 

while it remained relatively stable in many countries 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 transfer-giving in 

countries with a high homeownership rate is significantly associated with a housing wealth inequality 

trend in these countries. In other words, if intergenerational 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 data ɀ country statistics ɀ by correlations and means of a Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis (QCA) only indicatively because the QCA does not enable 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. 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΤȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ %ÕÒÏÐÅÁÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÕÓÉÎÇ 0ΫΡȾ0ΧΡȟ ΤΡΣΡȤΤΡΤΥȟ 
%#" ɉ(&#3Ɋ 

 

Note: P90/P50 compares the 90th percentile of residential wealth distribution to the 50th percentile of residential 
wealth distribution, using per capita net wealth (after deduction of outstanding loan balance). 
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=Housing&filtersReset=false&showDatasetModal=false 

4.3. INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSFERS 

Previous studies found that the likelihood of young people obtaining owner-occupied housing is 

linked to the housing tenure of their parents. If the parents own their home, it is significantly more 

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+%28DWA%29&advFilterDataset%5B0%5D=Distributional+Wealth+Accounts+%28DWA%29&resetAllFilters=false&filterType=basic&tags_array%5B0%5D=Housing&filtersReset=false&showDatasetModal=false
https://data.ecb.europa.eu/data/datasets/DWA?dataset%5B0%5D=Distributional+Wealth+Accounts+%28DWA%29&advFilterDataset%5B0%5D=Distributional+Wealth+Accounts+%28DWA%29&resetAllFilters=false&filterType=basic&tags_array%5B0%5D=Housing&filtersReset=false&showDatasetModal=false
https://data.ecb.europa.eu/data/datasets/DWA?dataset%5B0%5D=Distributional+Wealth+Accounts+%28DWA%29&advFilterDataset%5B0%5D=Distributional+Wealth+Accounts+%28DWA%29&resetAllFilters=false&filterType=basic&tags_array%5B0%5D=Housing&filtersReset=false&showDatasetModal=false
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likely that their children will also become homeowners, and this is true even after controlling for 

education, income and other factors (e.g., Smits & Mulder 2008). The literature suggests two main 

channels through which parents can influence the housing choices of their adult children: resource 

transfers (Blaauboer 2010; Mulder & Smits 2013) or socialisation. Our previous qualitative study 

among 63 Czech first-time buyers (conducted in 2015) showed, however, that these two channels are, 

in fact, interconnected; 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 dominant role in the transmission of homeownership 

across generations and transform the entry to homeownership into a kind of familial project/norm. In 

societies with less developed mortgage borrowing the acquisition of secure housing depends strongly 

on within-family solidarity. 

Multigenerational co-residence may even have a stronger effect: it may produce uneven power 

ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÍÅÍÂÅÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÍÕÔÕÁÌ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÃÙ ɉ3ÏÕÒÁÌÏÖÜ Ǫ ¼ÜËÏÖÜ ΨΦΨΨɊȢ ,ÉÁÎ 

(2020: 1117), who analysed the influence of parents on the housing outcomes of their adult children in 

#ÈÉÎÁȟ ÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÂÅÃÁÕÓÅ ȬÍÏÓÔ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ɍÉÎ 

Beijing], their house purchasing behaviour is highly contained ×ÉÔÈÉÎ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÐÁÒÅÎÔÓȭ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌȭȢ 3ÉÍÉÌÁÒÌÙȟ 

Roberts et al. (2009: ΧΫΧɊ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÄ ÅÖÉÄÅÎÃÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 3ÏÕÔÈ #ÁÕÃÁÓÕÓ ȬÔÈÅ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÎÔ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ 

ÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅ ×ÁÓ ÂÅÉÎÇ ÈÅÌÄ ÉÎ ÐÌÁÃÅ ÐÁÒÔÌÙ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȭȢ 

)ÎÃÒÅÁÓÉÎÇ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌÉÓÍ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÏÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÔÈÕÓ ÇÁÖÅ ȬÔÈÅ ÏÌÄÅÒ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÏÎÓÉÄÅÒÁÂÌe control over 

how and when young people made their own housing life stage transitions, and their family 

ÔÒÁÎÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÁÌÓÏȭ ɉÉÂÉÄȢ:158).  

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 can be categorised according to how 

exposed they are to global financial markets ɀ by the homeownership rate and by mortgage debt to 

GDP. Post-socialist CEE countries rank among the countries with a high rate of ownership and low 

mortgage debt ɀ ÔÅÒÍÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌȭ ÒÅÇÉÍÅȟ ÉȢÅȢȟ ÔÈÅ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ɉÖÉÁ ÉÎÔÅÒÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓȟ 

inheritance, co-residence), 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 1998; Doling & Horsewood 2011), through a kind of trade-off 

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 

be ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ-ÂÁÓÅÄ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅȭ ɉ2ÏÎÁÌÄ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΧΫɊ ÏÒ Á ȬÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÌÆÁÒÅ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÂÙ ÄÅÆÁÕÌÔȭ 

(Stephens et al. 2015). Therefore, 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 housing-related transfers has mainly focused on: (1) the diverse motivations of 

transferors ɀ which may be altruistic (Kohli & Künemund 2003), impurely altruistic (Zhang & Bian 

2021), reciprocal (Izuhara 2010), indirectly reciprocal (Lux et al. 2021a) or complex (Druta & Ronald 

2017, Cook 2021); (2) cultural differentiation in the typical amount and type of transfers (e.g., Albertini 

& Kohli 2013) ɀ from large, less frequent, in-kind transfers in Southern and Eastern Europe to relatively 

low but more frequent financial support in Nordic countries (Kolodziejczyk & Leth-Petersen 2013), 
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often explained as due to public welfare differences (Albertini et al. 2007); and (3) the effect of 

transfers on the reproduction of homeownership (e.g., Blaauboer 2010; Lux et al. 2021a; Yu 2021; 

Woodman et al. 2024; Cigdem & Whelan 2017). Gerber et al. (2022) analysed the features of market 

and non-market (via transfers) pathways to homeownership and demonstrated the heterogeneity in 

the stratifying role of homeownership. Lux & Sunega (2025) showed that the source of financing a 

home may have a significant effect on the welfare attitudes of homeowners: within-family housing-

related transfers strengthen the liberal attitudes of homeowners in the Czech Republic. In addition, 

Lux & Sunega (2024) demonstrated that large intergenerational housing-related 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 

ÆÏÃÕÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÈÏ× ÐÁÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÓÕÐÐÏÒÔ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅÓ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÏÕÔÃÏÍÅÓ ɉÔÅÎÕÒÅȟ ×ÅÁÌÔÈȟ ÐÕÒÃÈÁÓÅ 

time and location). The first cluster of studies demonstrate 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 transfers support children housing outcomes. Our research belongs partially to 

the first and to the third cluster of these studies, but we combine micro-research on the impact of 

transfers on wealth outcomes with macro-research on the impact of transfer-giving on overall levels 

of housing inequality. Moreover, previous micro-research was limited to outcomes such as the 

housing tenure or housing wealth (value of home) of transfer-receivers, but we added the impact of 

transfers on residential capital gains or pure residential 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 investments), (2) 

methodology that employs different scales of data analysis (micro and macro) at the same time, and 

(3) in systemic international comparison missing until now. This approach may deepen our 

understanding of the mechanism in which transfers catalyse or mitigate housing wealth inequality.  

4.4. METHODOLOGY 

We conducted regression analyses (OLS and logit) to measure the micro-impact of transfers on 

different household housing wealth outcomes using micro-data from the HFCS 2021 survey wave and 

correlations and a structural Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) to measure the macro-

association between the housing wealth inequality trend and different factors using macro-data 

(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) self-estimated by the respondent (reference person in a household) in the HCFS 2021 

survey wave, and net housing wealth will be computed as gross housing 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 self-estimated value of HMR at the time 

of purchase/acquisition and the self-estimated 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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ὃὖὃ ρ) *100, where 

CP - current market price/value, 

AP - acquisition price/value, 

n - number of years since purchasing/acquiring HMR. 

Self-estimated 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 groups of respondents 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 comparative research, there is no alternative than to work with self-reported 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 contains detailed 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 conditions are not realistic and, therefore, an approach based on self-estimated 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 acknowledge this as 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 in-kind help) across generations in a family reported by respondents in the HFCS 

survey. In this chapter, we will especially focus on larger resource transfers, i.e., transfers that in total 

are higher than 10% of the self-estimated (purchase, market) price of HMR, because smaller transfers 

are not likely to really help transferees to acquire their own housing. However, we do not include co-

residence (multigenerational living) in the analysis, even though co-residence 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 four different 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 H1 - H4 above). We will also measure this 

effect only among young adults, i.e., respondents (reference person in a household) aged 18-44 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 age categories.  

In the second phase of our analysis, we will work with macro-data. We will define housing wealth 

inequality as housing wealth distribution in a particular country (using indicator P90/P50 computed 

by ECB 2025 and presented in Figure 32 above), and we will indicatively test (H5) whether there is a 

strong association between the mean annual change of the housing wealth distribution between 2010 
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and 2023 and the distribution of transfer-giving in selected countries in 2021 (using indicator S80/S60 

computed on HFCS 20021 data). We should acknowledge here that we did not employ other possible 

perspectives or indicators of housing wealth inequality that 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 (Hochstenbach 2025; 

Dewilde et al. 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 macro-data analysis, and we will not work with a distribution of wealth across income groups, 

which means that our wealth inequality indicator for macro-data 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.e., also for the years between the HFCS survey waves, and such a detailed 

and unique time series enabled us to compute the mean annual changes in wealth inequality for all 

years and all 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 macro-data and micro-data 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 different statistical sources and most of them are 

available in a summarised Data Overview (in MS Excel), one of the outcomes from the HouseInc 

project. For micro-data analyses we employed OLS (for continuous dependent variables) and logit 

regressions (for dummy dependent variables) and for macro-data 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 tradition of case-oriented work 

alongside a growing body of quantitative cross-national research. QCA attempts to bridge the worlds 

of quantitative and qualitative (case-oriented) research and allows causal conditions to be studied 

even if the causality is very complex and involves different combinations of causal conditions capable 

of generating the same outcome. It is a powerful tool for theory-testing 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 macro-data analysis of the factors 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 conditions quickly overwhelms the number empirically observed 

combinations (Rihoux 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 independent variables must be 

limited. 

7ÉÔÈ ÔÈÅ Ȭ#ÒÉÓÐ-3ÅÔȭ 1#! ɉÃÓ1#!Ɋȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÒÉÇÉÎÁÌ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ 1#!ȟ ÔÈÅ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅÓ ÃÁÎ ÏÎÌÙ ÈÁÖÅ Ô×Ï 

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 of the independent 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 QCA (mvQCA) and Fuzzy Set QCA (fsQCA).  
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QCA tries to overcome the small sample problem by analysing all logically possible combinations of 

independent variables. The independent variables should be defined according to the theory being 

examined. Possible combinations of independent variables are contrasted 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. Combinatorial logic focuses on the contribution of unique combinations of variables 

ÔÈÏÕÇÈÔ ÏÆ ÁÓ ȬÃÁÕÓÁÌ ÃÏÎÊÕÎÃÔÕÒÅÓȭ ÏÒ ȬÓÃÅÎÁÒÉÏÓȭȢ 4ÈÅ ÇÏÁÌ ÏÆ 1#! ÉÓ ÔÏ ÉÄÅÎÔÉÆÙ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÃÏÍÂÉÎÁÔÉÏÎÓ 

are crucial for distinguishing one outcome from another (Soulliere 2005). Due to the limited number 

of cases (surveyed countries), we decided to apply Crisp-Set QCA 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 quantitative 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 micro-data analyses 

We first tested the diverse effects of transfers on housing wealth outcomes using micro-data, 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 are going to 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 

homeowners-transferees may acquire more expensive housing, measured by the price of the 

ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄȭÓ ÍÁÉÎ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÃÅ ɉ(-2Ɋȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÕÓ ÍÁÙ ÈÁÖÅ ÈÉÇÈÅÒ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÔÈÁÎ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ 

without transfers. Third, we can assume that resource transfers give rise to permanent excess demand 

in the higher-priced segment of the housing market, and this excess demand is permanently 

capitalised into prices, creating above-average capital gains in this market segment. Therefore, 

homeowners-transferees could achieve higher capital gains from 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 mortgage cannot afford to do. Therefore, homeowners-transferees may have a 

higher probability of owning investment property than homeowners without transfers. Consequently, 

we tested the following four hypotheses:  

(H1) (Young) Transferees who received (large) resource transfer(s) from their family, i.e., in-kind or 

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 significantly higher 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) Homeowners-transferees 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 characteristics that may have an effect on 

housing value.  

(H3) (Young) Homeowners-transferees 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 controlling for other household and housing 

characteristics that may have an effect on capital gains.  
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(H4) (Young) Homeowners-transferees who received a large resource transfer from their family have 

a significantly higher likelihood of owning another investment (secondary) 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 homeownership) 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 confirmed, 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 of young 

respondents (reference person up to the age of 44); the latter being affected by recent housing 

affordability crisis the most. 

We conducted our micro-data analysis only on a subsample of five countries: Belgium, Estonia, 

Germany, the Netherlands and 3ÐÁÉÎȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ Á ÆÕÌÌ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙȭ ÓÁÍÐÌÅ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÉÎÇ 

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 include questions on 

transfer-giving. Despite these data limitations, we have one country representing a familial housing 

regime from Eastern 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 social-democratic welfare and unitary housing 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 

ÆÒÏÍ ÏÕÒ ȬÃÏÒÅ ÇÒÏÕÐȭȢ 7Å ÔÈÉÎË ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈe sample sufficiently reflects the variety of housing regimes in 

Europe, but this selection as well as non-existent data for many European countries represent another 

important research limitation.  

Data for macro-data analysis 

Figure 33 shows 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 of countries 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 countries with a unitary housing regime and more balanced tenure 

structure, such as Austria, Germany and the Netherlands.  
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΥȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÓÔÒÕÃÔÕÒÅ ÉÎ ÓÅÌÅÃÔÅÄ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÉÐÁÔÉÎÇ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ (&#3 

 

Source: HFCS (ECB) Wave ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΦȡ 4ÈÅ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÇÁÐ  

 

Note: Tenure income gap is computed as the average gross equalised household income of homeowners 
divided by the average gross equalised household income of tenants. 
Source: HFCS (ECB) Wave ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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Figure 34 shows a comparison of the ratio of the average equalised income of homeowners to the 

average equalised income of tenants, i.e., the so-called tenure income gap, among European 

countries that participated in the 2021 HFCS wave. Similarly, Figure 35 shows 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 rankings made by both measures). However, if we compare 

Figure 33 with Figure 35, 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 more equally 

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 rate ɀ this is a well-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 macro-data analysis and instead will 

employ the distribution of housing wealth by indicator P90/P50 computed directly by the ECB (see 

Figure 32 in the previous section of this chapter). 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΧȡ (ÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÓÔÒÁÔÉǢÃÁÔÉÏÎ ɉ3ΪΡȾ3ΤΡɊ  

 

Note: S80/S20 for homeownership stratification is computed as homeownership rate in the highest income 
quintile divided by homeownership rate in the lowest income quintile, according to the equalised disposable 
household income distribution.  
Source: HFCS (ECB) Wave ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

 

Figure 36 shows the share of respondents in the particular country that received resource transfers 

from their family: (1) regardless of type, purpose and amount; (2) in-kind housing (land, apartment, 

house) or cash regardless of purpose (for cash transfers the purpose could not be determined from 

data), both regardless of the amount; (3) in-kind housing or cash regardless of  purpose that, however, 
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in total exceeded 10% of the self-estimated (purchase) price of the HMR for homeowners; and (4) that 

exceeded in total 10% of the self-estimated (purchase) price of the HMR for homeowners, regardless 

of type and purpose. The countries in Figure 36 are ranked according to the value of series (4) because 

we will use this minimum-size limited transfer-giving, regardless of its type and purpose, to test H1 ɀ 

H4 in our micro-data analyses. As the purpose of the transfer was reported only for in-kind (and not 

cash) transfers in the HFCS survey, and even for in-kind transfers it was relatively vague, 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 transfers was found 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 Slovenia). The countries of Western Europe with a unitary housing regime and low 

homeownership rate rank after this group, but the lowest intensity of resource transfer-giving was 

recorded again in post-socialist countries, i.e., in Latvia and Croatia, which are at the bottom of the 

country ranking.  

The surprisingly weak association between transfer-giving intensity and the (outright) 

homeownership rate may be caused by data limitations (the question on transfer-giving may be 

perceived as sensitive in some cultures, and it may have a very different sense in different contexts) 

but it may also be partially explained by the fact that in Southern European countries, 

intergenerational housing-related assistance often has the form of co-residence with parents rather 

than resource-giving (Albertini et al. 2013). Co-residence 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 path-dependent evolution of housing regimes in the countries of Eastern Europe, 

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 many people to become homeowners 

without any financial help from the family.  

However, young cohorts in post-socialist countries can no longer rely on public financing or giveaway 

housing privatisation, and therefore the intensity of intergenerational resource transfer-giving may 

be changing now. Figure 37 shows 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 Figure 36, and we can see that some countries from Central and Eastern Europe 

(especially Hungary 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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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΨȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÒÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒȟ ΤΡΤΣ  

 

Source: HFCS (ECB) Wave ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΩȡ 3ÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÒÅÃÅÉÖÅÄ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÒÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒȟ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 
ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÁÇÅÄ ΣΪȤΦΦ ÙÅÁÒÓȟ ΤΡΤΣ  

 

Source: HFCS (ECB) Wave ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0

FR

CY

AT

BE

IE

SK

ES

PT

LT

HU

MT

EE

SI

NL

GR

DE

LV

HR

Share of households that received a transfer regardless of
its type, purpose and amount

Share of households that received in-kind housing transfer
(apartment/house, land) or cash regardless of its purpose,
both regardless of its amount

Share of households that received in-kind housing or cash
transfer regardless of its purpose that exceeds in total 10%
of (purchase) price of household main residence

Share of households that received transfer regardless of its
type and purpose that exceeds in total 10% of (purchase)
price of household main residence

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 25.0 30.0 35.0 40.0 45.0

CY

AT

FR

HU

SK

BE

LT

IE

EE

MT

DE

GR

ES

NL

SI

PT

LV

HR

Share of young households that received a transfer
regardless of its type, purpose and amount

Share of young households that received in-kind housing
transfer (apartment/house, land) or cash regardless of its
purpose, both regardless of its amount

Share of young households that received in-kind housing
or cash transfer regardless of its purpose that exceeds in
total 10% of (purchase) price of household main
residence
Share of young households that received transfer
regardless of its type and purpose that exceeds in total
10% of (purchase) price of household main residence



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

148 
 

Figure 38 shows the distribution of larger resource transfers (exceeding 10% of the HMR value 

regardless of the purpose and type for homeowners) within each country using indicator P80/P60 for 

equalised household income. Higher equality of transfer-giving across income 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, Estonia and, especially, 

Portugal, Latvia, Spain, Germany and France. It is again surprisingly not true that higher intensity 

(share) of transfer-giving corelates with its more equal distribution within society. By combining 

information from Figure 37 (the share of transferees among young people), Figure 36 (the share of 

transferees among all respondents) and Figure 38 (the distribution of transfers), and after excluding 

very small European states, we can categorise the countries into four major groups: countries with (1) 

high intensity and equally distributed resource transfers (Austria, Belgium, Slovakia, Hungary and 

Lithuania); (2) countries with high intensity but unequally distributed resource transfers (Ireland, 

Estonia, France, Spain and Portugal); (3) countries with low intensity and equally distributed transfers 

(Croatia, Greece, Slovenia and the Netherlands); and (4) countries with low intensity and unequally 

distributed transfers (Germany and Latvia).  

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΪȡ $ÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÏÕÒÃÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓ ɉ3ΪΡȾ3ΨΡɊȟ ΤΡΤΣ 

 

Note: S80/S60 for distribution of transfers 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 equalised disposable household income distribution.  
Source: HFCS (ECB) Wave ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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4.5. FINDINGS FROM THE MICRO-DATA (HFCS SURVEY) ANALYSIS 

In order to test hypotheses H1-H4 (micro-level 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 capital gains on the main residence (H3); and (H4) 

the chance of having another (secondary, investment) residential property (apartment, house, 

building plot). The main explanatory variable was the fact of whether the household received or not a 

significant resource transfer 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 

ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÉÎÃÏÍÅȟ ÆÁÍÉÌÙ ÓÔÁÔÕÓȟ ÁÇÅ ÁÎÄ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎȠ ÔÈÅ ÁÇe effect was also controlled 

by running a separate model on a subsample of respondents aged 18-44 years.  

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 chance of being 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 wealth 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 number of members 

(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. However, we 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 

specified changes in the parameter value for the variable measuring transfer-giving 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 residence characteristics 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 

18-44 years). 

Table 27 shows 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 Germany), his/her marital status (except for 

Estonia), education, size of household (an especially strong association with four-person households 

was observed) and household income all had a statistically significant impact on the chance of being 

a homeowner 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 Germany). Therefore, it seems that transfer-giving 

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 were low, which could also cause weak effect 

of transfers on tenure choice there). A comparison of results from both models indicates that despite 
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transfers may have a significant impact on homeownership status also in countries with a unitary 

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 their first housing. 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 an occasional wealth accelerator at a higher age because young adults may get 

sufficient housing security also in tenancy. 

Table 29 shows the OLS results from testing hypothesis H2 on all homeowners and Table 30 on 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 education was stronger than the effect of income, 

while in the remaining countries the opposite was true). They also demonstrate that the effect of 

larger intergenerational transfers 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 Table 30 shows, 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 of homeowners is statistically insignificant in countries with a unitary housing regime 

and a higher share of rental housing: the Netherlands and Germany.  

We run similar OLS models with net 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 Table 31 demonstrates, the transfers have a narrowly significant 

impact on housing wealth also in the Netherlands (but not within the subsample of young 

homeowners, see Table 32). However, the impact of transfers on net housing wealth is partially 

endogenous because intergenerational transfers 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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4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΩȡ ,ÏÇÉÓÔÉÃ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÔÅÎÕÒÅȟ ÁÌÌ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ  

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ (-2 
ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

1.918***  

ɉΦȢΧΫΫɊ 

1.069 

ɉΦȢΧΫΦɊ 

1.660* 

ɉΦȢΨΦίɊ 

1.486***  

ɉΦȢΦέήɊ 

1.583*** 

ɉΦȢΧΨίɊ 

!ÇÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ      

,ÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÎ ΩΫ ÙÅÁÒÓ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

ΩΫȤΪΪ 
3.167*** 

ɉΦȢΨΫΨɊ 

2.872***  

ɉΦȢΨΪΫɊ 

1.891** 

ɉΦȢΨΪΨɊ 

2.958***  

ɉΦȢΧΫΧɊ 

2.202***  

ɉΦȢΧήήɊ 

ΪΫȤΫΪ 
2.654***  

ɉΦȢΨΩή 

6.255***  

ɉΦȢΧέΫɊ 

3.766***  

ɉΦȢΨΪέɊ 

5.038***  

ɉΦȢΧΫΦɊ 

2.796***  

ɉΦȢΧίΪɊ 

ΫΫȤάΪ 
2.686***  

ɉΦȢΨΫΨɊ 

10.085***  

ɉΦȢΨΨΦɊ 

6.387***  

ɉΦȢΩΦΪɊ 

8.667***  

ɉΦȢΧΫίɊ 

2.734***  

ɉΦȢΧήΩɊ 

άΫϽ 
5.111*** 

ɉΦȢΨΫΫɊ 

11.591*** 

ɉΦȢΨΩή 

5.580***  

ɉΦȢΨάέɊ 

14.245***  

ɉΦȢΧάήɊ 

2.087***  

ɉΦȢΧέή 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ      

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ 0.601 

(0.281) 

0.159** 

(0.691) 

0.668 

(0.514) 

0.468***  

(0.101) 

0.249***  

(0.222) 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 0.501** 

(0.221) 

0.221***  

(0.326) 

0.474** 

(0.236) 

0.693***  

(0.095) 

0.490***  

(0.148) 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 0.577*** 

(0.165) 

0.795 

(0.124) 

0.820 

(0.168) 

0.627***  

(0.092) 

0.630***  

(0.119) 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉÉÎ ÔÈÏÕÓȢɊ 1.036***  

(0.006) 

1.010***  

(0.002) 

1.037*** 

(0.008) 

1.0002 

(0.0003) 

1.014***  

(0.003) 

-ÁÒÉÔÁÌ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ ÏÆ ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ      

3ÉÎÇÌÅ 0.886 

(0.206) 

1.223 

(0.179 

0.888 

(0.220) 

1.234* 

(0.106) 

0.739* 

(0.144) 

-ÁÒÒÉÅÄ Ͻ ÃÏÎÓȢ ÕÎÉÏÎ 2.530***  

(0.223) 

2.337*** 

(0.171) 

1.520 

(0.236) 

1.797*** 

(0.103) 

2.357*** 

(0.161) 

/ÔÈÅÒ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.326 

(0.230) 

1.175 

(0.180) 

1.564* 

(0.186) 

1.608***  

(0.106) 

1.657*** 

(0.143) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.469 

(0.362) 

2.227* 

(0.365) 

3.626** 

(0.433) 

2.316***  

(0.155) 

2.654***  

(0.291) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 2.485* 

(0.441) 

2.536** 

(0.352) 

4.127** 

(0.436) 

2.634***  

(0.183) 

4.942***  

(0.332) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.818 

(0.473) 

2.341* 

(0.427) 

4.599**  

(0.535) 

1.593* 

(0.206) 

2.903** 

(0.354) 

$ÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.982 

(0.307) 

0.982 

(0.289) 

0.862 

(0.339) 

0.754* 

(0.128) 

0.644 

(0.239) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 0.194***  

(0.354) 

0.058***  

(0.279 

0.471* 

(0.325) 

0.351*** 

(0.177) 

0.303***  

(0.204) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 2,130 4,109 2,247 6,310 2,690 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0024 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0027 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0297 

& 14.58 19.72 10.68 6.28 25.28 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0ÓÅÕÄÏ 2Ψ 0.1953 0.1693 0.1613 0.1231 0.1827 

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.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΪȡ ,ÏÇÉÓÔÉÃ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÔÅÎÕÒÅȟ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÄÅÎÔÓ ÙÏÕÎÇÅÒ 
ÔÈÁÎ ΦΦ ÙÅÁÒÓ  

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ 
ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ (-2 
ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

2.688* 

ɉΦȢΪΦέɊ 

0.927 

ɉΦȢΩΫΨɊ 

2.424* 

ɉΦȢΩΫίɊ 

1.141 

ɉΦȢΨΪάɊ 

1.341 

ɉΦȢΨΫάɊ 

!ÇÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ      

,ÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÎ ΩΫ ÙÅÁÒÓ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

ΩΫȤΪΪ 
2.991***  

ɉΦȢΩΦΧɊ 

3.110*** 

ɉΦȢΨέΫɊ 

2.049**  

ɉΦȢΨάΧɊ 

2.468***  

ɉΦȢΨΩέɊ 

2.277*** 

ɉΦȢΨΨΧɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÆȢ 
ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ 1.752 

ɉΦȢήάέɊ 

0.417 

ɉΦȢέήΪɊ 

0.790 

ɉΦȢήΪΧɊ 

0.489 

ɉΦȢΪΧάɊ 

0.187* 

ɉΦȢήΦΫɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 0.183** 

ɉΦȢΫΩάɊ 

0.458 

ɉΧȢΦΦέɊ 

0.786 

ɉΦȢΩήΨɊ 

0.674 

ɉΦȢΨΪΦɊ 

0.621 

ɉΦȢΫΨΩɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 0.645 

(0.305) 

0.736 

(0.271) 

1.147 

(0.268) 

0.617* 

(0.212) 

0.705 

(0.219) 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

-ÁÒÉÔÁÌ ÓÔÁÔÕÓ      

3ÉÎÇÌÅ 0.492 

(0.614) 

1.919 

(0.922) 

1.126 

(0.432) 

0.767 

(0.328) 

1.913 

(0.409) 

-ÁÒÒÉÅÄ Ͻ ÃÏÎÓȢ ÕÎÉÏÎ 2.089 

(0.587) 

4.337 

(0.935) 

3.193* 

(0.502) 

1.051 

(0.370) 

6.293***  

(0.453) 

/ÔÈÅÒ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓȢɊ 

1.071*** 

(0.014) 

1.012***  

(0.004) 

1.039***  

(0.012) 

1.011 

(0.010) 

1.017** 

(0.005) 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.654 

(0.496) 

2.191* 

(0.359) 

1.888* 

(0.305) 

1.549 

(0.290) 

1.693* 

(0.240) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.321 

(0.808) 

3.987 

(0.868) 

6.411** 

(0.602) 

2.901* 

(0.525) 

3.540* 

(0.552) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.086 

(0.916) 

2.960 

(0.784) 

7.063** 

(0.621) 

3.976** 

(0.513) 

6.347***  

(0.564) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.271 

(0.879) 

2.607 

(0.884) 

6.496**  

(0.714) 

2.581 

(0.585) 

3.476 

(0.639) 

$ÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÃÈÉÌÄÒÅÎ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 4.298* 

(0.634) 

0.996 

(0.790) 

0.519 

(0.520) 

0.720 

(0.418) 

0.681 

(0.461) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 0.104** 

(0.826) 

0.023***  

(0.906) 

0.238** 

(0.551) 

0.454 

(0.517) 

0.099***  

(0.479) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 538 845 781 1,147 684 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0008 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0013 0.0089 

& 7.52 8.08 7.31 4.69 8.71 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0ÓÅÕÄÏ 2Ψ 0.2819 0.2055 0.2103 0.1020 0.2290 

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.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΤΫȡ ,ÉÎÅÁÒ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈȟ ÁÌÌ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

58.803** 

 ɉΧίȢΪΦΪɊ 

23.749 

ɉΨήȢΫίΩɊ 

37.876*** 

 ɉάȢήΨΩɊ 

90.172*** 

ɉΧΧȢάΦΨɊ 

43.066 

ɉΨΩȢΨΧΫɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ -88.026***  

 ɉΨΩȢΫάίɊ 

-201.348* 

ɉίΧȢΪΫΩɊ 

-19.821 

ɉΧΨȢΩΨΩɊ 

-119.151*** 

ɉΨΩȢΨΪΦɊ 

-45.146 

ɉΨέȢΩΨΫɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ -23.697 

ɉΨΩȢάίέɊ 

-149.828* 

 ɉΫίȢΨΦΪɊ 

-17.126 

 ɉΧΫȢΪέέɊ 

-94.953***  

ɉΨΦȢίάΧɊ 

ȤΧΧȢΩίά 
ɉΩΨȢήίίɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ -0.317 

 ɉΨΩȢΨΦΫɊ 

-95.813**  

ɉΨέȢίΦΩɊ 

-19.077* 

ɉήȢήΧΪɊ 

-43.031* 

ɉΧέȢήέήɊ 

-35.894*  

ɉΧΫȢέΫΩɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓÁÎÄÓ 

2.219***  

 ɉΦȢΪΨήɊ 

3.665***  

 ɉΦȢίέΫɊ 

2.654***  

 ɉΦȢάΪΫɊ 

2.514 

ɉΧȢΨίάɊ 

1.554***  

ɉΦȢΨήΨɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 58.973** 

 (18.725) 

31.292 

 (26.496) 

16.857*  

(7.309) 

54.680** 

(12.012) 

41.479* 

 (19.433) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 36.383 

 (30.295) 

-49.445 

(30.321) 

15.988 

 (9.375) 

5.957 

(11.567) 

30.050 

(23.727) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 38.130 

(23.886) 

80.840 

(49.648) 

16.378 

(10.709) 

24.095 
(14.063) 

51.165* 

(22.163) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 140.758*** 

 (36.609) 

137.008 

(79.592) 

33.718** 

(12.851) 

99.510** 

(29.175) 

40.764 

(36.025) 

(-2 ÁÒÅÁ      

ΦȤΩί ÍΨ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΪΦȤΫί ÍΨ -21.550 

(91.436) 

-244.348 
(155.702) 

13.915 

(7.148) 

-12.303 
(48.625) 

104.605*** 

 (27.466) 

άΦȤίί ÍΨ 15.694 

(57.600) 

-423.401*** 

 (25.721) 

43.588***  

 (8.019) 

28.830 

(48.500) 

126.482***  

(25.294) 

ΧΦΦȤΧΪί ÍΨ 34.622 

(55.513) 

-289.353***  

(27.573) 

106.504*** 

(15.002) 

81.561 
(49.023) 

182.754*** 

(27.804) 

ΧΫΦ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÍΨ 168.000** 

(55.431) 

-121.559* 

(49.958) 

186.860***  

(18.914) 

242.974***  

(51.068) 

333.051*** 

(34.071) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 126.198* 
(58.530) 

583.547*** 
(65.721) 

2.554  

(13.802) 

107.501 
(58.691) 

88.424* 
(34.560) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 1,496 2,423 1,837 5,001 1,492 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0016 0.0230 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0093 0.1155 

& 21.05 113.00 45.58 45.10 29.16 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

2Ψ 0.1673 0.1436 0.3586 0.2333 0.1455 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

0ÓÅÕÄÏ 2Ψ 0.2819 0.2055 0.2103 0.1020 0.2290 

Note: Dependent variable: gross residential property wealth in thousands EUR. Ref. = reference category. * 

p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΡȡ ,ÉÎÅÁÒ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈȟ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ ɉÁÇÅ 
ÏÆ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ЁϾ ΦΦ ÙÅÁÒÓɊ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

61.253 

ɉΩΧȢάΫΧɊ 

80.131 

ɉΫάȢΧέέɊ 

43.242***  

ɉΧΦȢΩΨέɊ 

57.277** 

ɉΧίȢΪΫΦɊ 

1.643 

ɉΨΪȢΨήΪɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ -109.603*** 

ɉΨήȢΫΧάɊ 

-133.019 

ɉίΨȢΫίΫɊ 

-7.594 

ɉΧήȢΪΦΦɊ 

ȤΨΧȢΪΦή 
ɉΨΧȢΦΨΧɊ 

ȤάΪȢήΦΩ 
ɉΪΩȢΫέΪɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ -73.941* 

ɉΩάȢήίάɊ 

-108.612 

ɉήΨȢΩάέɊ 

-21.228 

ɉΨΩȢΪήάɊ 

ȤΧήȢΦάΨ 
ɉΧΪȢΩήίɊ 

έΦȢΧΩά 
ɉΧΦΦȢΩΦέɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ΧέȢΦέά 
ɉΩΧȢΦΨΧɊ 

-190.589*** 

ɉΫΨȢήΫέɊ 

-25.374* 

ɉΧΦȢΫάΧɊ 

3.935 

ɉΧΩȢΪΩΫɊ 

ȤΪΧȢΪΧΩ 
ɉΨΪȢΦάΪɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓÁÎÄÓ 

2.155***  

ɉΦȢΫΫίɊ 

3.384***  

ɉΦȢίΪΧɊ 

2.914***  

ɉΦȢάΨάɊ 

4.884***  

ɉΦȢΫΨΦɊ 

1.269* 

ɉΦȢΫΩίɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 55.581 

(33.032) 

16.422 

(63.574) 

6.964 

(13.539) 

-9.060 
(19.104) 

2.901 

(27.189) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 77.762* 

(37.886) 

42.583 

(46.294) 

14.232 
(13.597) 

18.453 
(18.320) 

60.608 
(44.388) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 114.259** 

(43.113) 

225.783* 

(110.986) 

14.964 
(13.312) 

33.998 
(18.317) 

44.416 
(28.740) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 134.419** 

(40.726) 

196.721* 

(89.559) 

35.604* 

(16.785) 

76.172** 

(28.694) 
93.731 (85.737) 

(-2 ÁÒÅÁ      

ΦȤΩί ÍΨ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΪΦȤΫί ÍΨ -117.475 

(84.676) 
- 

26.238 
(17.499) 

-76.002 

(52.762) 

129.396*** 

(33.387) 

άΦȤίί ÍΨ -14.964 
(74.443) 

-158.884 

(198.792) 

55.641** 

(17.914) 

-31.414 
(53.027) 

138.590*** 

(25.270) 

ΧΦΦȤΧΪί ÍΨ 4.996 

(72.112) 

-54.697 
(203.216) 

112.613*** 

(21.789) 

-17.669 
(52.251) 

188.086***  

(26.104) 

ΧΫΦ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÍΨ 91.847 
(74.072) 

97.440 
(201.823) 

195.218*** 

(27.086) 

91.130 
(54.689) 

321.412*** 

(39.235) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 105.865 
(82.423) 

263.621 
(216.445) 

-14.608 
(27.205) 

67.580 
(51.170) 

82.484***  

(18.064) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 316 283 565 685 328 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0023 0.0263 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0189 0.0608 

& 11.68 5.55 17.95 15.14 46.57 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

2Ψ 0.2703 0.1315 0.4902 0.3730 0.2409 

Note: Dependent variable: gross residential property wealth in thousands EUR. Ref. = reference category. * 

p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

  



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

155 
 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΣȡ ,ÉÎÅÁÒ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÎÅÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈȟ ÁÌÌ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

50.791*** 

ɉΧΪȢίΦίɊ 

4.245 

ɉΧάȢΨίΧɊ 

20.637*** 

ɉΪȢήΦΩɊ 

31.496***  

ɉάȢάέίɊ 

52.517* 

ɉΨΧȢΫΪΫɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ ȤΧήȢΫήΫ 
ɉΧίȢΪΪΫɊ 

ȤΧΫȢίΪΦ 
ɉάάȢέάΩɊ 

ȤΧΫȢΫήΫ 
ɉίȢΨΫέɊ 

-58.924***  

ɉΧΦȢΧΪΦɊ 

3.699 

ɉΨΨȢΫίΩɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 7.688 

ɉΧάȢΫΫΫɊ 

-122.416* 

ɉΪήȢΪάίɊ 

ȤΫȢάΩέ 
ɉΧΨȢΧΫΦɊ 

-49.087***  

ɉΧΦȢΨΧΨɊ 
ΪέȢΨΩΧ ɉΩΧȢΫΫΦɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 
ȤΧȢΨΫΨ ɉΧέȢΦΩέɊ 

-68.252***  

ɉΧάȢΫΫΫɊ 

-10.782** 

ɉΩȢίΪήɊ 

-26.023** 

ɉίȢΩΦάɊ 

ΧΦȢΪήί 
ɉΧάȢΦάέɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓÁÎÄÓ 

0.575** 

ɉΦȢΨΨΧɊ 

1.223***  

ɉΦȢΩΧάɊ 

0.779***  

ɉΦȢΨΨΨɊ 

0.928 

ɉΦȢΪίΦɊ 

0.472* 

ɉΦȢΨΧήɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 13.254 

(13.710) 

-8.473 
(15.488) 

0.163 

(5.225) 

30.300*** 

(8.424) 

23.925 
(19.595) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -20.119 
(28.815) 

-43.156* 

(21.062) 

4.920 

(6.970) 

-8.315 

(8.254) 

-14.424 
(20.733) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -18.284 
(15.839) 

-9.400 

(40.518) 

-10.463 
(7.515) 

-15.493 
(9.199) 

-20.913 
(21.856) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.838 

(21.735) 

25.387 
(64.085) 

7.064 

(9.919) 

17.892 
(16.153) 

-23.336 
(37.868) 

(-2 ÁÒÅÁ      

ΦȤΩί ÍΨ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΪΦȤΫί ÍΨ -20.616 
(66.833) 

-218.175*** 

(39.665) 

12.325** 

(4.511) 

3.097 

(17.959) 

67.043** 

(21.951) 

άΦȤίί ÍΨ 3.006 

(42.824) 

-170.037*** 

(15.537) 

35.152*** 

(5.062) 

32.543 
(17.191) 

74.507*** 

(18.405) 

ΧΦΦȤΧΪί ÍΨ 46.265 
(42.886) 

-108.760*** 

(14.727) 

81.751*** 

(11.778) 

59.049** 
(17.744) 

121.808*** 

(22.274) 

ΧΫΦ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÍΨ 129.871** 

(42.068) 

21.759 

(24.847) 

134.696*** 

(11.402) 

166.290***  

(20.601) 

220.168***  

(30.163) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 136.259** 
(43.326) 

383.042*** 

(28.706) 

22.326***  

(5.479) 

69.423** 

(21.405) 

42.945 
(28.219) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 1,496 2,423 1,837 5,001 1,492 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0004 0.0174 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0012 0.0000 0.0000 0.0023 0.1125 

& 12.93 31.59 33.69 32.32 8.03 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

2Ψ 0.1085 0.0952 0.2883 0.1860 0.0570 

Note: Dependent variable: net residential property wealth in thousands EUR. Ref. = reference category. * 

p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΤȡ ,ÉÎÅÁÒ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÎÅÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈȟ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ ɉÁÇÅ ÏÆ 
ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ЁϾ ΦΦ ÙÅÁÒÓɊ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

52.165** 
ɉΧέȢήήΩɊ 

28.380 
ɉΩίȢΧΧέɊ 

27.291*** 
ɉέȢΩΫΧɊ 

32.750** 
ɉΧΧȢάΧΦɊ 

ȤΧέȢάΩΩ 
ɉΨΫȢάίΦɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ ȤΪΫȢέΦΩ 
ɉΪΨȢΩήέɊ 

130.644** 
ɉΪέȢΧΨΦɊ 

ȤΩȢΫΪΫ 
ɉΧήȢΫΪΧɊ 

ΨέȢΦΨΨ 
ɉΨΩȢίΫίɊ 

ȤΨΦȢήΫΩ 
ɉΩάȢίΦΦɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ȤΪΧȢίΦΫ 
ɉΨίȢέάίɊ 

-92.560 
ɉέΩȢΩΦΩɊ 

-0.866 
ɉΧάȢάΦάɊ 

ȤΫȢΧΧΧ ɉΧΧȢίΩΩɊ 
έΪȢΨΧΫ 
ɉΧΧΦȢΨΪέɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ ȤίȢΧΪή 
ɉΧίȢΪΨΩɊ 

-105.611* 
ɉΪΫȢΧΨΫɊ 

-3.559 
ɉέȢΫήΧɊ 

2.701 
ɉΧΦȢέέΫɊ 

ΨΫȢήΩΩ 
ɉΨΫȢΦΫίɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓÁÎÄÓ 

1.193** 
ɉΦȢΪΪΩɊ 

1.652* 
ɉΦȢέΨΪɊ 

0.997* 
ɉΦȢΪΫέɊ 

1.675*** 
ɉΦȢΩΦέɊ 

0.739 
ɉΦȢΫέΩɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 3.550 
(22.338) 

-28.690 
(40.499) 

-17.017 (9.073) 
-8.145 
(12.637) 

-35.701 
(24.097) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 17.715 
(27.247) 

-12.763 
(42.565) 

-4.850 
(10.709) 

-9.662 
(12.408) 

37.132 (36.723) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 73.082** 
(24.962) 

53.965 
(111.108) 

-5.415 
(9.870) 

-27.370* 
(12.481) 

2.083 
(26.287) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 59.220* 
(28.853) 

5.042 
(54.200) 

15.358 
(12.789) 

7.946 
(21.810) 

60.748 
(91.601) 

(-2 ÁÒÅÁ      

ΦȤΩί ÍΨ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΪΦȤΫί ÍΨ -61.153 
(66.588) 

- 
10.789 
(13.283) 

-29.501 
(29.305) 

95.848** 
(29.448) 

άΦȤίί ÍΨ -13.525 
(60.664) 

25.148 
(47.346) 

23.156 
(13.139) 

-16.070 
(27.628) 

106.357*** 
(19.759) 

ΧΦΦȤΧΪί ÍΨ 4.499 
(60.194) 

82.056 
(58.148) 

64.594***  
(17.317) 

-3.154 (27.673) 
129.007*** 
(22.647) 

ΧΫΦ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÍΨ 13.509 
(60.509) 

236.705*** 
(48.406) 

124.463*** 
(18.683) 

66.507* 
(30.830) 

169.101*** 
(32.030) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 83.250 
(64.228) 

78.276 
(56.550) 

11.078 
(19.792) 

55.612* 
(27.389) 

-14.746 
(19.205) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 316 283 565 685 328 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0002 0.0035 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0022 0.0279 

& 4.73 12.96 12.37 7.14 20.25 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

2Ψ 0.1764 0.0639 0.3406 0.2274 0.0699 

Note: Dependent variable: net residential property wealth in thousands EUR. Ref. = reference category. * 

p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

Table 33 shows the results from the test of hypothesis H3 on households-homeowners and Table 34 

on the subsample of young households-homeowners. Receiving a large intergenerational transfer 
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significantly increases the level of the mean annual capital gain acquired from the appreciation of 

ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓȭ (-2ȟ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌÌÉÎÇ ÆÏÒ ÏÔÈÅÒ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓȟ ÉÎ "ÅÌÇÉÕÍ ÁÎÄ 3ÐÁÉÎȟ ÉȢÅȢȟ ÁÇÁÉÎ ÉÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ 

with a dualist/familial regime and a high homeownership rate. 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.18 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 significant. In other 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 

ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÉÃÅ ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓȭ (-2 ÉÓ Èousehold income and the education of 

ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÈÅÁÄȢ 3ÐÁÉÎ ÒÅÐÒÅÓÅÎÔÓ ÁÎ ÉÎÔÅÒÅÓÔÉÎÇ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅȡ ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÈÅÁÄȭÓ 

education on capital gains is significant but in the opposite direction than expected (the lower the 

education, the higher the capital gain) ɀ 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 regional dummies 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*) and the 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 (Table 34), 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 insignificant (Prob > F 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 larger in this country than, for example, in Belgium, Germany and the 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 In 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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4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΥȡ ,ÉÎÅÁÒ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ (ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -ÁÉÎ 2ÅÓÉÄÅÎÃÅ 
ɉ(-2Ɋ ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÁÌÌ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

0.517*  

ɉΦȢΨΫάɊ 

0.071 

ɉΦȢΩΦέɊ 

-0.326  

ɉΦȢΪέΩɊ 

0.812***  

 ɉΦȢΧΫΧɊ 

-0.193 

 ɉΦȢΨΨΪɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ 0.676 

 ɉΦȢΪάέɊ 

-7.010*** 

 ɉΦȢάΫΩɊ 

-1.627 

 ɉΧȢάΦέɊ 

1.565 *** 

 ɉΦȢΨΨΩɊ 

-0.276 

 ɉΦȢΪίίɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ -0.202 

 ɉΦȢΩήέɊ 

0.739 

 ɉΦȢίΧίɊ 

1.358 

 ɉΧȢΧΫέɊ 

0.391 

 ɉΦȢΨΨΧɊ 

-1.049***  

 ɉΦȢΨήΫɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 0.048 

 ɉΦȢΨΪΫɊ 

-0.451 

ɉΦȢΨΪάɊ 

1.152** 

 ɉΦȢΪΨίɊ 

0.265 

 ɉΦȢΨΩΧɊ 

-0.746***  

 ɉΦȢΨΨΧɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓȢɊ 

ȤΦȢΦΦήΩέɕ 
ɉΦȢΦΦΩίɊ 

ΦȢΦΦάΩέ 
ɉΦȢΦΦΩΩίɊ 

ΦȢΦΦήΧί 
ɉΦȢΦΦήέɊ 

ΦȢΦΦΧΫ 
ɉΦȢΦΦΨΨɊ 

ΦȢΦΦΨί 
ɉΦȢΦΦΩΨɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.083 

(0.285) 

-0.190 

(0.261) 

-0.191 

(0.532) 

0.685** 

(0.222) 

0.179 

(0.220) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.285 

(0.389) 

0.934* 

(0.456) 

-0.918 

(0.682) 

-0.688**  

(0.249) 

-0.079 

(0.344) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.503 

(0.309) 

1.204* 

(0.489) 

-0.914 

(0.691) 

-1.049***  

(0.270) 

0.260 

(0.312) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.765 

(0.405) 

1.889** 

(0.655) 

-0.425 

(0.889) 

-0.920* 

(0.438) 

-0.504 

(0.485) 

(-2 ÁÒÅÁ      

ΦȤΩί ÍΨ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΪΦȤΫί ÍΨ 0.430 

(0.720) 

0.327 

(1.024) 

0.835 

(0.888) 

0.387 

(1.018) 

2.266**  

 (0.736) 

άΦȤίί ÍΨ 0.491 

 (0.543) 

-0.423 

(0.261) 

1.736 

(0.891) 

0.807 

(0.953) 

2.285***  

 (0.643) 

ΧΦΦȤΧΪί ÍΨ 0.891** 

 (0.340) 

-0.592** 

(0.207) 

1.916* 

(0.946) 

1.111 

(0.951) 

2.531***  

 (0.643) 

ΧΫΦ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÍΨ 1.204***  

(0.314) 

-0.801***  

(0.242) 

1.065 

(1.052) 

1.873* 

(0.951) 

2.369***  

(0.667) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 3.142***  

 (0.380) 

3.824***  

 (0.377) 

3.957***  

 (0.859) 

1.539 

 (0.953) 

2.210***  

 (0.670) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 1,395 2,279 814 4,841 1,375 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0663 0.0000 0.0000 0.0423 0.0790 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.1955 0.0000 0.0000 0.0883 0.1913 

& 3.10 41032.90 1.53 18.22 3.47 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0001 0.0000 0.0970 0.0000 0.0000 

2Ψ 0,0290 0.0528 0.0357 0,0920 0,0317 

Note: Dependent variable: average 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 indicating the 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. We therefore tried to re-estimate 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 statistically significant in 

Belgium. Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΦȡ ,ÉÎÅÁÒ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ (ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -ÁÉÎ 2ÅÓÉÄÅÎÃÅ ɉ(-2Ɋ 
ÁÐÐÒÅÃÉÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ ɉÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ ЁϾ ΦΦ ÙÅÁÒÓɊ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

0.087 

ɉΦȢάΦΪɊ 

0.321 

ɉΦȢέήίɊ 

-0.090 

ɉΦȢάάΧɊ 

0.501 

ɉΦȢΫΦΦɊ 

0.314 

ɉΦȢάίΧɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ 2.577 

ɉΧȢήΪΦɊ 
Ȥ 

-0.523 

ɉΧȢΫήέɊ 

0.554 

ɉΦȢίίάɊ 

1.390 

ɉΧȢΩΩάɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ -0.809 

ɉΦȢέήάɊ 

3.263 

ɉΩȢΦίήɊ 

2.094 

ɉΧȢάΦΩɊ 

-0.403 

ɉΦȢΫίάɊ 

-0.020 

ɉΨȢΨΩΪɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ -0.464 

ɉΦȢΫΧΦɊ 

-0.889 

ɉΦȢέΪΧɊ 

2.098**  

ɉΦȢάΫΧɊ 

-0.128 

ɉΦȢΫάΪɊ 

-1.060 

ɉΦȢΫΫέɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓȢɊ 

-0.0114 

ɉΦȢΦΧΨΫɊ 

0.00989 

ɉΦȢΦΧΧΨɊ 

0.0278* 

ɉΦȢΦΧΨέɊ 

0.00668 

ɉΦȢΦΧίΨɊ 

0.00468 

ɉΦȢΦΦίɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -2.160* 

(0.954) 

1.187 

(1.162) 

0.190 

(0.878) 

0.989 

(0.703) 

0.599 

(0.708) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -1.218 

(1.050) 

0.754 

(1.193) 

-0.844 

(1.012) 

0.154 

(0.694) 

-1.053 

(1.082) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -1.287 

(0.870) 

0.857 

(0.972) 

0.254 

(0.976) 

-0.356 

(0.725) 

-0.572 

(0.700) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ -1.068 

(1.032) 

2.260 

(1.371) 

-0.519 

(1.361) 

-0.531 

(0.881) 

-2.288* 

(1.152) 

(-2 ÁÒÅÁ      

ΦȤΩί ÍΨ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΪΦȤΫί ÍΨ 1.201 

(1.390) 
- 

1.361 

(1.438) 

0.255 

(2.400) 

5.778*** 

(1.637) 

άΦȤίί ÍΨ 0.678 

(1.230) 

1.193 

(2.197) 

2.329 

(1.352) 

1.025 

(2.288) 

4.555***  

(0.638) 

ΧΦΦȤΧΪί ÍΨ 1.004 

(0.817) 

2.869 

(2.115) 

2.771 

(1.482) 

1.569 

(2.294) 

5.256***  

(0.673) 

ΧΫΦ ÁÎÄ ÍÏÒÅ ÍΨ 1.116 

(0.803) 

0.576 

(2.108) 

1.644 

(1.624) 

3.843 

(2.383) 

5.731*** 

(0.850) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 4.654***  

(1.102) 

2.439 

(2.114) 

1.168 

(1.453 

0.300 

(2.280) 

1.080***  

(0.302) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 288 241 335 642 273 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0477 0.0000 0.0000 0.0229 0.0799 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.2739 0.0000 0.0000 0.0361 0.1727 

& 1.06 1.63 2.02 2.72 28.37 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.3896 0.0838 0.0157 0.0007 0.0000 

2Ψ 0.0748 0.1278 0.0872 0.0824 0.0635 

Note: Dependent variable: average 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 indicating the 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. We therefore 

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 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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7ÈÉÌÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓ ÓÉÇÎÉÆÉÃÁÎÔÌÙ ÉÎÆÌÕÅÎÃÅÄ Á ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÂÁÂÌÙ ÁÌÓÏ ÉÔÓ 

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 homeowner-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 (Table 35). 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 most robust and the most general result following 

from HFCS data analyses: it was statistically significant also in Germany, indicating that even 

ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÌÁÒÇÅÒ ÁÎÄ ÓÅÃÕÒÅ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÓÅÃÔÏÒ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔ ÉÍÍÕÎÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÇÒÏ×ÉÎÇ ÉÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ȬÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌȭ 

residential investing. The results indicate that a relatively large social rental 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 35 shows 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 larger the household, 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 more 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 profit that motivates a household to 

make these transfer-ÄÒÉÖÅÎ ȬÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌȭ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔÓ ÉÎ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ×ÉÔÈ Á ÄÕÁÌÉÓÔȾÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌ 

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 

Table 36), but the effect of the size of the household was insignificant this time. This may indicate that 

speculative (wealth) motives behind transfer-driven residential investments play a more important 

role for younger than older respondents. The models for Germany 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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4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΧȡ ,ÏÇÉÓÔÉÃ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÃÈÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ɉÏÔÈÅÒ ÈÏÕÓÅȾǨÁÔȾÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÐÌÏÔ ÔÈÁÎ (-2Ɋȟ ÁÌÌ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

2.632***  

ɉΦȢΧΫήɊ 

1.589***  

ɉΦȢΧΧΧɊ 

2.266***  

ɉΦȢΧΩήɊ 

7.537*** 

ɉΦȢΦέάɊ 

1.424 

ɉΦȢΨΪΩɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ 0.763 

ɉΦȢΫΦίɊ 
Ȥ 

0.299 

ɉΦȢέΫΩɊ 

0.741** 

ɉΦȢΦίέɊ 

1.195 

ɉΦȢήίέɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 1.591 

ɉΦȢΩΦΪɊ 

0.657 

ɉΦȢΩάάɊ 

0.524* 

ɉΦȢΨίάɊ 

0.574***  

ɉΦȢΦίάɊ 

0.599 

ɉΦȢΩΫΨɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 0.848 

ɉΦȢΧήάɊ 

0.633***  

ɉΦȢΦίάɊ 

0.532***  

ɉΦȢΧΩέɊ 

0.778** 

ɉΦȢΦίΩɊ 

0.826 

ɉΦȢΨΫΧɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓȢɊ 

1.015*** 

ɉΦȢΦΦΩɊ 

1.009***  

ɉΦȢΦΦΧɊ 

1.021***  

ɉΦȢΦΦΪɊ 

1.015*** 

ɉΦȢΦΦΨɊ 

1.007** 

ɉΦȢΦΦΩɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.716* 

(0.219) 

1.388* 

(0.129) 

1.809***  

(0.173) 

1.782***  

(0.094) 

0.931 

(0.247) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.454 

(0.277) 

1.091 

(0.167) 

1.615* 

(0.203) 

1.290* 

(0.106) 

1.437 

(0.352) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.443 

(0.277) 

1.146 

(0.170) 

1.507 

(0.212) 

1.282* 

(0.110) 

1.351 

(0.326) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.678 

(0.325) 

1.581* 

(0.232) 

2.640***  

(0.230) 

1.516** 

(0.154) 

0.931 

(1.037) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 0.065***  

(0.254) 

0.247***  

(0.139) 

0.223***  

(0.186) 

0.436***  

(0.106) 

0.045***  

(0.276) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 1,537 2,426 1,844 5,071 1,750 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0129 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0004 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0319 

& 8.53 5.02 14.04 18.44 2.07 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0,000 0.0281 

0ÓÅÕÄÏ 2Ψ 0.1040 0.0589 0.0907 0.2010 0.0199 

Note: Dependent variable: ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ï×ÎÓ ÏÎÅ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄȭÓ 

main residence (1), the household does not own any other residential property apart from the main residence in 

which it lives (0). Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 
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4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΨȡ ,ÏÇÉÓÔÉÃ ÒÅÇÒÅÓÓÉÏÎȟ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÔ ÖÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ ÃÈÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÁÎ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ɉÏÔÈÅÒ ÈÏÕÓÅȾǨÁÔȾÂÕÉÌÄÉÎÇ ÐÌÏÔ ÔÈÁÎ (-2Ɋȟ ÙÏÕÎÇ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓ ɉÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÆÅÒÅÎÃÅ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 
ЁϾ ΦΦ ÙÅÁÒÓɊ 

6ÁÒÉÁÂÌÅ Belgium 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Germany 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Estonia 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Spain 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

Netherlands 

#ÏÅǟȢ ɉ3Ȣ%ȢɊ 

4ÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ ÁÂÏÖÅ ΧΦϻ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
(-2 ÁÃÑÕÉÓÉÔÉÏÎ ÃÏÓÔ 

2.645** 

ɉΦȢΩΪΧɊ 

1.366 

ɉΦȢΩέΦɊ 

2.209**  

ɉΦȢΨΫΫɊ 

11.088*** 

ɉΦȢΩΫέɊ 

0.316 

ɉΧȢΦάΩɊ 

(ÉÇÈÅÓÔ ÅÄÕÃÁÔÉÏÎ ÌÅÖÅÌ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 
ÒÅÆȢ ÐÅÒÓÏÎ 

     

0ÒÉÍÁÒÙ ɉÏÒ ÎÏ ÆÏÒÍÁÌɊ 
Ȥ Ȥ 

1.473 

ɉΧȢΧΫάɊ 

0.200 

ɉΦȢήάΧɊ 

2.784 

ɉΧȢΧέάɊ 

,Ï×ÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 
Ȥ 

3.135 

ɉΧȢΦΪΪɊ 

0.745 

ɉΦȢΪΨΦɊ 

0.551 

ɉΦȢΩΪήɊ 

1.442 

ɉΧȢΧΪΪɊ 

5ÐÐÅÒ ÓÅÃÏÎÄÁÒÙ 0.960 

ɉΦȢΩήέɊ 

0.809 

ɉΦȢΩΨΨɊ 

0.431** 

ɉΦȢΨάέɊ 

0.993 

ɉΦȢΩΪήɊ 

1.176 

ɉΦȢάΨίɊ 

4ÅÒÔÉÁÒÙ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 2ÅÆȢ 

%ÑÕÉÖÁÌÉÓÅÄ ÇÒÏÓÓ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ɉÉÎ 
ÔÈÏÕÓȢɊ 

1.018** 

ɉΦȢΦΦέɊ 

1.006 

ɉΦȢΦΦΩɊ 

1.014* 

ɉΦȢΦΦάɊ 

1.036***  

ɉΦȢΦΦίɊ 

1.011 

ɉΦȢΦΦάɊ 

(ÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ ÓÉÚÅ      

ΧȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

ΨȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.340 

(0.600) 

1.204 

(0.558) 

1.624 

(0.404) 

1.441 

(0.432) 

0.680 

(1.170) 

ΩȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 0.786 

(0.690) 

0.799 

(0.584) 

1.399 

(0.444) 

1.564 

(0.402) 

3.552 

(0.825) 

ΪȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.363 

(0.570) 

0.994 

(0.530) 

1.758 

(0.397) 

2.827* 

(0.411) 

2.577 

(0.751) 

Ϋ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅȤÐÅÒÓÏÎ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ 1.675 

(0.675) 

1.908 

(0.600) 

2.278 

(0.457) 

2.702 

(0.609) 

1.446 

(1.201) 

#ÏÎÓÔÁÎÔ 0.040***  

(0.643) 

0.168***  

(0.525) 

0.215***  

(0.452) 

0.082***  

(0.429) 

0.017***  

(0.781) 

3ÕÂÐÏÐÕÌÁÔÉÏÎ ÎÏȢ ÏÆ ÏÂÓȢ 308 283 568 693 374 

!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ 26) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0007 0.0000 

,ÁÒÇÅÓÔ &-) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0023 0.0000 

& 5.68 1.74 3.25 7.08 0.83 

0ÒÏÂ І & 0.0024 0.312 0.0006 0.0000 0.366 

0ÓÅÕÄÏ 2Ψ 0.0864 0.032 0.0796 0.2162 0.080 

Note: Dependent variable: ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄ Ï×ÎÓ ÏÎÅ ÏÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÉÁÌ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄȭÓ 

main residence (1), the household does not own any other residential property apart from the main residence in 

which it lives (0). Ref. = reference category. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. S.E. in brackets.  

Source: (&#3 ɉ%#"Ɋ 7ÁÖÅ ΨΦΨΧȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÁÌÃÕÌÁÔÉÏÎȢ 

4.6. FINDINGS FROM THE MACRO-DATA ANALYSIS 

The main purpose of macro-data 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 associations between the inequality trend and 

trends in other possible factors. We computed the mean inter-annual change for both housing wealth 

inequality and its factors in the 2014 ɀ 2023 period for 13 European countries participating in the HFCS 

(MT, LX and 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), except for the distribution of resource 
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transfers that has been assumed to be constant throughout the whole period. We used time series 

since 2014 (and not 2011) because otherwise we would have had to cut the country sample size even 

more. The distribution of transfer-giving entered the analysis as 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 inter-annual change (the first HFCS survey wave in 2011 did not include many 

countries or did not include questions on transfer-giving for all of them), and (2) because we believe 

that transfer-giving cultural patterns change only marginally in such a short term (ten years).  

Our hypothesis (H5) is that the permanent distribution of transfer-giving itself affects the trend 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 interest rate or changes in demographics). However, we 

admit this fact as a research limitation, and future research, when longer and more detailed data time 

series on 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 trend (its mean inter-annual change) we included also 

the mean inter-annual change in: (a) average disposable household income; (b) income inequality 

(measured by Gini coefficient); (c) the average long-term interest rate; and (d) the share of single 

households in population. 

As Table 37 shows, significant mean inter-annual 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 period in Belgium and Estonia, and it 

remained quite stable in Slovakia and Hungary. The highest mean inter-annual increase in average 

household disposable income was recorded in two countries with a unitary housing regime ɀ the 

Netherlands and Germany ɀ and Slovenia. A moderate mean inter-annual 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 most significant 

decline was in Greece, Ireland and Spain). The highest mean inter-annual 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 single households in the population happened in all the countries 

in the sample except for Slovakia, with the most intensive mean inter-annual 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 not assume that an increase in 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 even a constant distribution 

of resource transfers itself affects housing wealth trends across countries. Therefore, to indicatively 

ÔÅÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÍÕÔÕÁÌ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÅÎÄ ÉÎ ÅÁÃÈ ÆÁÃÔÏÒ ɉÅØÃÅÐÔ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓȭ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ 

that was assumed to be constant) and the housing wealth inequality trend, we computed correlation 

coefficients across countries, i.e., we tested, for example, whether a mean inter-annual change in 

income inequality correlates with a mean inter-annual 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 on 

13 cases (13 countries) and on inter-annual changes over a relatively short time (ten years). However, 

they may give us indicative information about how the 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 inter-annual change between 2014 and 2023) is mainly 

associated 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 associated with 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 association 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 transfer-giving (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 transfer-giving indicate, e.g., Albertini & Kohli 2013), 

and if we re-compute 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 is positive (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 the housing wealth inequality trend). In the group of countries with a high 

homeownership rate, therefore, 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 sensitivity of the results on the 

changing sample size, we cannot make a robust generalisation.   

  



D3.2 ɲ Report on drivers of financial levels of housing inequality 
 
 
 
 

165 
 

4ÁÂÌÅ ΥΩȡ 4ÈÅ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÉÎÔÅÒȤÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ɉÓÌÏÐÅɊ ÉÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ΤΡΣΦ ÁÎÄ ΤΡΤΥȟ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÉÎÔÅÒÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓ ɉΤΡΤΣɊȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÒÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓ 
ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÔÒÅÎÄ ÁÎÄ ÉÔÓ ÆÁÃÔÏÒÓ 
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Note: P90/P50 for housing wealth inequality compares the 90th percentile of residential wealth distribution to 
the 50th 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 equalised disposable household income distribution. 
Source: Data Overview (Income, Income inequality, Interest rate, Inflation), Eurostat (share of single households), 
ECB 2025 (housing wealth inequality) and HFCS (ECB) Wave 2021 ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÄÁÔÁȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ɉÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓ 
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 again interpreted 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 case-specific patterns rather than generalisable mechanisms. 

While QCA is well suited for small-N comparative research, the limited number of cases constrains 

the robustness of the findings and underscores their exploratory character. The results should 

therefore be understood as indicative of plausible causal pathways rather than as definitive evidence 

of the universal factors of wealth inequality. 

Table 38 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, 0 = false), while the 

input variables include the increase in household disposable incomes (1 if true, 0 = false), the increase 
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in income inequality (1 if true, 0 = false), the increase in long-term interest rates (1 if true, 0 = false), 

the increase in the share of single-member households (1 if true, 0 = false) and the unequal distribution 

of resource transfers (1 if true, 0 = false). We examined whether any of the conditions included in the 

analysis are necessary for an increase in wealth inequality. Table 39 reports the consistency (inclN), 

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) and HFCS (ECB) Wave 2021 ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÄÁÔÁȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ɉÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓ 
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Note: Consistency (inclN) shows if the condition is truly Ȭnecessaryȭ. 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 result. Relevance of Necessity (RoN) checks 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 outcome (a relevant 
discovery). Low values mean that the condition is technically necessary, but practically useless because nearly 
everyone has it regardless of the outcome. Coverage (covN) indicates how much of the condition is Ȭcoveredȭ by 
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) and HFCS (ECB) Wave 2021 ÓÕÒÖÅÙ ÄÁÔÁȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ɉÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒÓ 
inequality). 
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The analysis of necessary conditions indicates that an increase in wealth inequality occurs only under 

a limited set of structural conditions. Two factors stand out as clearly necessary for the observed 

growth in wealth inequality: growth in disposable incomes and an unequal distribution of 

intergenerational transfers. Both conditions display perfect consistency (inclN = 1.000), indicating 

that these conditions are present in all the observed cases of increasing wealth inequality. Their 

relatively high coverage 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 as direct 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 growth 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 increase even 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 insufficient to curb wealth concentration. 

Similarly, changes in household structure, as proxied by the rising share of single-person households, 

are not necessary for wealth inequality growth. While demographic shifts may interact with wealth 

accumulation processes in certain contexts, they do not represent 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 that macro-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 underscores the absence of a single universal 

economic or demographic factor, 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 through 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 several sufficient 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 configurations, 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, macro-financial 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 factors may amplify wealth inequality under certain 

circumstances, but they do not constitute dominant or standalone factors 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, context-dependent combinations of economic and structural factors. From a 

policy perspective, this implies that effective responses to rising wealth inequality are likely to require 

tailored policy mixes rather than one-size-fits-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_transfers <-> wealth inequality 

The intermediate solution identifies a single sufficient configuration associated with increases in 

housing wealth inequality. Specifically, the conjunction of income growth (income_change), 

decreasing or non-increasing interest rates (IR), and an unequal distribution of intergenerational 

transfers (unequal_transfers) is sufficient for the outcome. This configuration exhibits perfect 

consistency (inclS = 1.000) and perfect proportional reduction in inconsistency (PRI = 1.000), 

indicating that whenever this combination 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 that this pathway 

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 resource transfers. 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 existing 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 distributive 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 growth in 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, the intermediate solution shows how these factors 
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combine with a specific macro-financial environment to form a sufficient pathway to rising housing 

wealth inequality. The absence of increasing interest rates (~IR) emerges here not as a universal 

prerequisite, but as a contextual condition that enables income and transfer-related 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 income expansion coincides with accommodative financial conditions and 

entrenched inequalities in transfer-giving. This implies that policies aimed at mitigating wealth 

inequality may need to address not only income dynamics, but also the distributional consequences 

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 connected with 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. (2025) call them tenure restructuring and Hochstenbach (2025) housing restructuring, 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 neoliberal turn 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 relationships in a 

network of hundreds of possible paths to housing (wealth) inequality. Many factors of the recent 

housing price boom (fundamental and non-fundamental market factors) and the factors 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 not primary factors but rather only aggregate mediators of 

the impact of a large number of primary factors in their background, many of them, however, often 

omitted from earlier housing inequality analyses. 

We tried to go beyond these conclusions and search for factors 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 sociology and is more cautious about making holistic and radical generalisations and 

recommendations; our interpretation is framed by the fragmentary mechanism in inequality evolution 

concept described and justified in Chapters 1 and 2 of this report. Specifically, in this chapter we 

studied the impact of one micro-factor ɀ intergenerational within-family resource transfers ɀ on 

housing wealth inequality in different European countries representing different housing regimes.  

Our micro-data 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 effect transfers have on housing wealth 

outcomes. We used data on five countries (Belgium, Estonia, Germany, the Netherlands and Spain) 

from the HFCS 2021 survey wave to study this micro-level 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 the 

respondent-homeowner will own another (investment) property besides his/her home was positive 

and statistically significant in almost all the countries in the sample, 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 regimes.  

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 or depreciation 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 

exceptions 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 may also 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, we 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 a dualist/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 large social 

rental sector 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 context sensitive. 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 residential property and (3) higher capital gains from home price appreciation than 

homeowners who did not get these transfers. All that means that transfers are important factors 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 household income. To put it differently, in countries 

with a high homeownership rate (dualist/familial housing regime), the housing wealth inequality 

trend should be determined by the 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., housing wealth 

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 macro-data 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 we 

controlled for some other possible factors of housing wealth inequality trends in the Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis. The macro-data showed a surprisingly weak association between transfer-

giving intensity and (outright) homeownership rate, and also between transfer-giving intensity and 

its distribution (equality) within society. In other words, countries with high homeownership rates will 

not necessarily have a higher intensity (frequency) of transfer-giving than countries with a low 

homeownership rate; and countries where transfers are common and frequent will not necessarily 

have more equally distributed transfers within society than countries where transfers are less 

common.  

Therefore, we categorised European countries participating in the HFCS survey into four major 

groups: countries with (1) high intensity and equally distributed resource transfers (Austria, Belgium, 

Slovakia, Hungary and Lithuania,); (2) countries with high intensity but unequally distributed resource 

transfers (Ireland, Estonia, France, Spain and Portugal); (3) countries with low intensity and equally 

distributed transfers (Croatia, Greece, Slovenia and the Netherlands); and (4) countries with low 

intensity and unequally distributed transfers (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 with a high 

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 factors: housing prices (to income) as a proxy for the housing market and the homeownership 

rate as a proxy for tenure choice ɀ this has also been confirmed by previous studies. Inequality trend 

is also determined by the trend in the homeownership rate (the correlation coefficient = -0.469 across 

13 countries in our sample is negative and high, which is in accordance with theory) but less by changes 

in housing prices (the correlation coefficient = -0.063 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 across European 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 in housing 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, we analysed primary 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) ɀ intergenerational resource transfers. The results of the micro-data 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 would 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 macro-data showed that 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 and 

professional status as the determinant of housing (and thus total household) wealth trends. In 

countries with a high homeownership rate, the housing wealth inequality trend may be determined 

by the distribution of transfer-giving 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 analysis of housing inequality.  

In other words, transfers always tend 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 depends on 

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 clear that the 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 macro-data analysis demonstrated that if in societies with a high 

homeownership rate resource transfers are relatively equally distributed within society, they probably 

decrease the level of housing wealth inequality, i.e., they work as a wealth equaliser, and may even 

equalise the effect of housing price growth (the case of Slovakia) or the effect of decline in the 

homeownership rate (the case of Belgium) on housing wealth inequality. In these countries, the equal 

distribution of intergenerational 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 completely interrupt all transfers (e.g., via 

taxes) will probably lead to the exclusion of low-income 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 where resource 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 about five percentage points since 2008). Instead, there is a 

danger that this high inequality in transfer-giving may lead to higher housing wealth growth than 

what would occur if all transfers were interrupted, so under such circumstances transfers may instead 

work as wealth catalysers in 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), i.e., work as a wealth catalyser, but a significant rise in wealth 

inequality has been observed also in a country with frequent transfer-giving 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 micro-data analysis 

confirmed, primarily driven by socioeconomic household status rather 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 trade-offs may arise. 

For example, while flat and high taxes on within-family transfers/gifts in a country with unequal 

transfer-giving (like Germany) may decrease housing wealth inequality, 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 to help the next generation in acquiring housing in some 

societies: this imperative concerns everyone, rich or poor. This sense of obligation may also be 

increased by so-ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ÔÈÅ ȬÉÎÄÉÒÅÃÔ ÒÅÃÉÐÒÏÃÉÔÙȭ ÐÁÔÔÅÒÎ ÉÎ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ-giving, which means that parents 

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 low-income homeowners in post-socialist countries received 

housing wealth for no or for a deeply under-market 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 to the 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 countries ɀ namely, the diverse tenure 

security of tenancy: the more secure, professional and affordable 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 low- and middle-income 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 a life-long housing tenure even for a 

significant part of the middle class. This outcome shows the complexity 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 post-socialist countries, such as Estonia, Slovakia and Slovenia, 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 intergenerational 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 pressures) are pushing 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 ageing of 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 are now changing: 

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, commodification and 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 housing 

provision, rent regulation and a profound change of housing systems. Similar calls for a change in 

policy in the direction of more social housing construction 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), 

and it 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 engine of social inequality (Arundel & Ronald 2021). 

The academic discussion on policy reforms is far from presenting a black-and-white picture (i.e., of 

either calling for fully state-controlled housing provision or pure market solutions). The debate is 

much more nuanced and includes a range of different (including 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 housing 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 (2021), for 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 illegally occupying houses) 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 Chapter 1 and Chapter 2) and 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 wealth equaliser and a wealth catalyser, depending on the 

context. Moreover, unitary housing regimes that are characterised by higher interference by the state 

in the housing market, higher 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 sharp post-GFC 

housing price boom, and some of them even belong to the group of countries with the highest long-

term decrease in the affordability of homeownership (e.g., the Netherlands or Sweden) and the 

highest increase in housing wealth and tenure inequality (e.g., Austria, Germany or the Netherlands).  

This result shows that the recommendations following from critical studies are not necessarily 

effective everywhere, and that recommendations should, first, be context-sensitive and, second, 

reflect the analytical problems we face during any analysis of the mechanism 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 middle-class households may opt to live in tenancy rather than to repay a 30-year 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 inequality in 

unitary housing regimes may be due to the existence of stable, secure and affordable renting in these 

regimes ɀ something that does not exist in countries where wealth inequality is, instead, low. 

Therefore, decreasing housing wealth equality should not be a goal per se, but should be integrated 

into more complex housing policy targets. As stated by Nasrabadi et al. (2024: 13) in their large 

ÌÉÔÅÒÁÔÕÒÅ ÒÅÖÉÅ×ȟ ȬÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓÓÕÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÏÆÔÅÎ ÁÄÄÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ ÆÒÁÇÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÉÎÔÅÒÖÅÎÔÉÏÎÓ ÔÈÁÔ 
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yield unintended consequences due to their limited focus and failure to consider the housing system 

ÁÓ Á ×ÈÏÌÅȭȢ   

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 increased public 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 abuse of public expenses, unequal 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 value) may both 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 taxing or redistribution 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 low and often 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 role in this process. Housing demand from investors, assuming inelastic housing 

supply, may inflate housing prices and push potential lower- and middle-income young adults into 

long-term tenancies. As described in Hochstenbach & Aalbers (2024), increased demand for renting 

may then lead to higher 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 because many 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 way ɀ as was the case with 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 increasing demand 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 short-term renting, recreation, businesses, etc., which 

decreases the supply of long-term renting in the same way. Therefore, reform of property taxes that 

would also reflect the intensity of investment dwelling use (taxing more vacant dwellings or short-

term tenancies) is a reasonable option for how to address investment demand properly. A special 

question, however, concerns the taxing of resource transfers within the family. When within-family 

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 than 

unitary housing regimes. Therefore, intergenerational transfer chains and the familial character of 

home acquisition in countries with dualist/familial housing regimes should not be challenged, and 

instead the implementation of measures that make resource transfers among low-income families 

less burdensome would be beneficial: for example, the possibility of deducting at least a part of 

transfers from income tax 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. Transfer-led wealth stratification may be more equal than income-led wealth 

stratification, but it will still exclude many low-income people, who cannot objectively participate in 

historical within-family transfer-giving chains. Familialism may thus create a strong insiderɀoutsider 

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 outsiders ɀ this fact has been confirmed, for example, for post-socialist 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) aÃÃÏÒÄÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÁÒÔÉÃÕÌÁÒ ÓÏÃÉÅÔÙȭÓ ÎÅÅÄÓȢ &ÉÎÁÌÌÙȟ ÔÒÁÎÓÆÅÒ-giving is not 

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 society talks about 

meritocracy. In other words, transfer-giving 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 contributed to inequality 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), an increasing demand from both professional and lay investors, inelastic 

ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÓÕÐÐÌÙȟ ÔÈÅ ÏÖÅÒÏÐÔÉÍÉÓÔÉÃ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÐÒÉÃÅ ÅØÐÅÃÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÍÅÂÕÙÅÒÓȟ ÈÏÍÅÂÕÙÅÒÓȭ ÕÎÃÒÉÔÉÃÁÌ 

adherence to the norm about the superiority of homeownership and inefficient housing policies 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 regulate credit 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 and myopia in 

homebuying behaviour) and, especially, by turning to a more tenure-balanced housing policy, i.e., 

rebalancing public financial support among different housing tenures and make them more 

substitutable, which mainly means increasing the security of tenancy.  

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 to homeownership ɀ 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 housing 

demand produced by these subsidies under a mostly inelastic housing supply (at least in the short 

term) causes higher housing prices rather than more housing supply. In the end, the main beneficiary 

of such subsidies is not the person who got the help (a low-income non-owner, i.e., outsider) but the 

person who already had property (a high-income owner, i.e., insider), especially when he/she plans to 

sell it. There 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 balanced, 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 iÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÎ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌȢ Ȭ0ÕÔ ÄÉÆÆÅÒÅÎÔÌÙȟ ×ÈÅÎ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÓ ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÉÓÅÄ ÁÓ ÁÎ 

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 more ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓȭ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÇÅÔ 

ÐÒÉÏÒÉÔÉÓÅÄȟ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȭÓ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎ ÁÓ ÁÎ ÅÎÇÉÎÅ ÏÆ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÇÅÔÓ ÔÁÍÅÄ ÁÎÄ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ-related 

ÖÕÌÎÅÒÁÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÔÅÍÐÅÒÅÄȭ ɉ(ÏÃÈÓÔÅÎÂÁÃÈ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΨΫ: 12). Higher state (EU) support for public, not-

for-profit or co-op rental housing 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 interventions that could cause 

serious market distortions or could ineffectively crowd out private investments. For example, a form 

ÏÆ ȬÆÉÒÓÔ-ÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÒÅÎÔ ÃÏÎÔÒÏÌȭȟ Á ÆÌÁÔ ÃÁÐ ÏÎ ÒÅÎÔÓȟ ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÓÈÏ×ÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÄÒÁÓÔÉÃ ÃÏÎÓÅÑÕÅÎÃÅÓ ÉÔ ÈÁÓ 

on housing supply, quality, and, in the end, 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 cost-benefit 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 immediate. Finally, 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 construction ɀ such as 

oligopolies in the production 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) developers, 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 influence the profits in this segment, including the reform of 

urban planning to make it more flexible, should be accompanied by a well-prepared deal with private 

industry. A blind public housing policy that assumes the non-realistic functioning of a free housing 

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 OF 

HOUSING REGIMES AND GOVERNMENT POLITICAL ORIENTATION 

ON HOUSING INEQUALITIES  
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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 inequalities. First, we compare the results of an analysis of 

housing inequality indicators with housing and welfare regime typologies (Kemeny 1995; Esping-

Andersen 1990), updated to include also post-socialist countries (Lux et al. 2025). Second, we focus 

on the under-researched relationship between the political stances and ideologies, as expressed in 

ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÐÁÒÔÉÅÓȭ ÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÏÓȟ ÁÎÄ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÌÅÖÅÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÒÅÎÄÓ ÆÒÏÍ Á ÃÏÍÐÁÒÁÔÉÖÅ 

longitudinal perspective. While there are various studies that have discussed the effect of housing 

tenure, stratification, and/or inequality on politics, political preferences, and voting behaviour (Ansell 

2019; Waldron 2021; Dancygier & Wiedemann 2024; (ÏĠÅÎþ 3ÁÍÅÃ Ǫ +ÕÂÁÌÁ ΨΦΨΪ; Furtado & Flynn 

2025), studies that, in turn, focus 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 2025; James et al. 2022; Nasrabadi et al. 2024), or 

on testing the effects of concrete housing policy tool(s) on housing inequalities (e.g., Owens 2015). 

3ÏÍÅ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÓ ÅØÐÌÏÒÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÌÁÔÉÏÎÓÈÉÐ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÐÏÌÉÃÙÍÁËÅÒÓȭ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÏÒ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ ÏÒÉÅÎÔÁÔÉÏÎÓ 

and the adoption of specific housing policies, such as social housing policy (Tjoe & Min 2024), support 

for homeownership (Kohl 2020) and support for public housing production (Grander & Sjöland 

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 (as set out 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 beliefs (Ansell 2019; Waldron 2021; Dancygier & Wiedemann 2024; Furtado 

& Flynn 2025) than vice versa. In 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 long-term 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 our study. Subsequently, we present the trends in 

housing inequalities between 2007 and 2023 based on (1) EU-SILC data for the housing costs-to-

income ratio and (2) HFCS data for housing wealth inequality. We use these datasets to develop a 

graphic visualisation of 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 of 

ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÁÒÔÉÅÓȭ ÅÌÅÃÔÉÏÎ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÏÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÓÈÏ× Á ÒÁÔÈÅÒ ×ÅÁË 

relationship between political stance/ideology (left-right; state/market-oriented) and housing 

inequality trends. We interpret this as illustrating the strong path-dependence of housing 

regimes/systems and as reflecting the specificity of political party election manifestos that are often 

confronted with the reality 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 1995; Esping-Andersen 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 the 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 developments (Stephens 

2020). Nethercote (2019) extends the critique of the obsolescence of the typologies and discusses the 

changing political-economic context following the onset of a financialised asset-based housing 

regime on the macro level (Doling & Ronald 2010; Ronald et al. 2017) and the Foucauldian 

ÔÒÁÎÓÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÉÖÉÔÉÅÓ ÏÆ ȬÏÒÄÉÎÁÒÙ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓȭ ÉÎÔÏ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÓ ÔÈÁÔ ÁÒÅ more-like-investors, 

which are formed by the specific techniques of governance, on micro level (see also Watson 2010; 

Samec 2018; Gorter & Jacobs 2020).  

We regard the typologies as a relevant starting reference point for further refinement, such as the 

addition of other (post-socialist) countries (Lux et al. 2025) that had originally been omitted. However, 

the aforementioned critiques influence our work in the 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. 2021; Birch & Ward 2024; 

Burrows & Howard 2025; Langley 2020; Hochstenbach & Arundel 2025; Hochstenbach et al. 2025; 

Smith & Wood 2025; Wijburg 2025) or financialisation and neoliberalisation (Aalbers & Christophers 

2014; Aalbers 2017; Byrne & Norris 2022; Madden 2025). These processes can be seen both as a result 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÏ×ÅÒ ÏÆ ÃÅÒÔÁÉÎ ÐÒÉÖÁÔÅ ÁÃÔÏÒÓ ÁÎÄ ÁÓ Á ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ɉÉÎɊÁÃÔÉÏÎ ɉ'ÉÂÓÏÎ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΨΩɊȢ  

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 inequality (James et al. 2022; Nasrabadi et al. 2024; 

Barry et al. 2025; Kholodilin 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 across populations; (3) an unintentional product of public policy; and (4) a cultural construct. 

James et al. (2022) provide an overview of studies that document the unintentional effects of both 

specific policies and projects on increasing housing inequality (e.g., studies like Arthurson 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 (e.g., studies like Carr 2011; Arundel & Ronald 2021; Deluca & Rosen 2022; Hochstenbach 

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) inequalities. These studies refer to specific policy examples, 

such as Housing First programmes designed to reduce homelessness (Pleace & Bretherton 2013; 

Kubala et al. 2023), specific institutional arrangements, such as rental market regulation and housing 

allowances (Dewilde 2022), and the broader and inter-related 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 than homeownership (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 policies (Owens 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 (housing) inequalities measured in 

a long-term perspective. To date, there has been surprisingly limited research on the links between 

political ideology and housing outcomes. 

! ÎÏÔÁÂÌÅ ÅØÃÅÐÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ 3ÅÂÁÓÔÉÁÎ +ÏÈÌȭÓ ɉΨΦΨΦɊ ×ÏÒËȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÆÏÃÕÓÅÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÏÓ ÏÆ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ 

parties in the post-1945 period and especially on policies supporting homeownership. While 

exceptionally robust in analytical breadth and depth, it also has limitations 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 or liberal 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 & Sjöland Kozlovic (2025). Tjoe & 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 Party and 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 & Sjöland 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 

ÐÁÒÔÉÅÓȭ ÍÁÎÉÆÅÓÔÏÓȢ )ÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÔÌÙȟ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÅÍÏÎÓÔÒÁÔÅÄ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØÉty in a clear-cut categorisation of 

certain models as more/less inclusive and suggested certain contradictions even in the unitary 

3×ÅÄÅÎ ÍÏÄÅÌȟ ÓÕÃÈ ÁÓ ÎÅÏÌÉÂÅÒÁÌ ÐÒÅÓÓÕÒÅÓ ÏÎ ÓÕÂÊÅÃÔÓ ÔÏ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ȬÉÄÅÁÌ ɉ×ÅÌÌ-ÂÅÈÁÖÅÄɊ ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓȢȭ 

Such qualitative-based research reveals that the clear-cut 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- vs market-oriented 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 in a particular way has the potential to 

transform the lived material reality (Austin 1975; de Goede 2005; Unal et al. 2025). Thus, in our 

analysis and in its interpretation, 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 are also performative proved 

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 (EU-SILC); (2) the Household Finance and Consumption Survey 

(HFSC); and (3) the Parliaments and Governments Database (ParlGov Project).19 Concerning 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 2004-2006, relatively few countries participated in the survey, and countries 

from Central and Eastern Europe typically did 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 year, but in recent years data 

have been available for around 30 countries (mostly from the EU).  

In particular, we used data 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 analysis: (1) the S80/S20 housing costs-to-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 households 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 HFCS survey. Specifically, a 

P90/P50 ratio of housing wealth inequality, comparing the 90th percentile of residential wealth 

distribution to the 50th percentile of residential wealth distribution. 

From the Parliaments and Governments Database (ParlGov project) we obtained information on 

governmental parties in individual countries and their left-right alignment (1-left, 10-right)20 and their 

state-market inclination, i.e., an inclination either towards state intervention or towards the free 

market (1-state, 10-market). This information, based on political party manifestos in elections, is 

available every individual year. As political coalitions were often formed, it was necessary to create 

coalition scores. Based on the values for individual coalition parties, we computed an average score 

on the left-right and state-market 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 are available for 

 
19 Döring & Manow (2024), https://www.parlgov.org/ 
20 Assignment is based on the electoral programmes of individual parties. 

https://www.parlgov.org/
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the period 1900-2023. For the purposes of our analytical models (see description below), we used data 

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 indicators for the entire monitored period (2007-2023 

for EU-SILC and 2010-2022 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 for 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) right-left or state-market orientation. In both cases, we always plotted the 

average absolute values of indicators (i.e., the average housing inequality, average left-right or state-

market orientation) on the horizontal axis of the scatter graph and the change of these indicators 

(increase/stability) during the monitored period on the vertical axis.  

Therefore, we drew four quadrants of imaginary maps (see Figure 39 as an example for inequality 

indicator): Quadrant 1 (stable, low inequality) is 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 2 (stable, high inequality) is situated in the lower right corner and indicates a high 

but stable level of inequality during the monitored period. Quadrant 3 (unstable, high inequality) is 

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, Quadrant 4 (unstable, 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 the typologies of housing and welfare 

regimes.  
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΥΫȡ &ÏÕÒ ÑÕÁÄÒÁÎÔÓ ÍÁÐ ÆÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÏÒÓ 

 

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 state-market or left-right orientation of government in preceding years (one to ten 

years lag); 

c) dummy variable whether the country is a post-socialist country or not. 

The dummy variable distinguishing post-socialist 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 legacy of economic 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 government and the measurement of the inequality 

level/trend as being between one and ten years. We tested all models with different lags (1 ɀ 10) and 

the results show that the 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 

because unlike 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 

ÔÈÅ ÉÍÐÁÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÎÁÔÉÏÎÁÌ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȭÓ ÐÒÅÖÁÉÌÉÎÇ ÉÄÅÏÌÏÇÙ ÈÁs on housing inequalities. It would be 

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 
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elections; (b) in the HFSC research survey it is not possible to obtain data for regions; and (c) in the 

EU-SILC survey, a regional breakdown exists, but some regions have responses from a relatively small 

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 data for each 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 long-term 

political settings, their stability or volatility, etc.). 

Both EU-SILC and HFSC data are sample data, and bias is always present in the form of sampling 

error. We know that EU-SILC data are affected by a high non-response rate, which can bias sample 

demographics and requires complex adjustments. Methodological issues 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 also have three key limitations. First, 

the data do not indicate 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 each other. Second, 

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 ensured. Third, it is worth noting that political parties can change 

during an 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 (2007-2023) 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 indicators: (1) 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 different 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 Esping-Andersen (1990). 

This framework both acknowledges certain recent shifts in the country categorisation and 

importantly incorporates Central and Eastern European post-socialist countries into this integrative 

typology. We developed eight country groups:  

 Group 1: Dualist housing regime and liberal/social democratic welfare regime ɀ Finland, 

Ireland, Norway and United Kingdom  

 Group 2: Unitary housing regime and conservative/social-democratic welfare regime ɀ 

Austria, Denmark, France, the Netherlands and Sweden  
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 Group 3: Familial housing regime ɀ Czech Republic, Greece, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia 

and Spain 

 Group 4: Familial super-homeownership housing regime ɀ Bulgaria, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Romania and Slovakia  

The S80/S20 housing costs-to-income ratio inequality 

Firstly, we focus on housing inequality measured by the housing costs-to-income 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 (Figure 40), 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 same level 

as in 2007). In countries with a unitary housing regime (Figure 41), we 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 higher 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 around 2015-2016 the 

ratio reached a value of 5.0, which now makes Italy the most unequal country according to this 

inequality indicator. Figure 43 displays the results for the familial super-homeownership countries; 

even here the indicator gradually increased, most notably in Bulgaria and Latvia, where the peaks 

occurred around 2018-2019.  

The highest inequality between high- and low-income 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 mitigating this 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 (Figure 41) reaches value of almost 4.0 on 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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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΡȡ 4ÈÅ 3ΪΡȾ3ΤΡ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÒÁÔÉÏȡ ÄÕÁÌÉÓÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ 
)ÒÅÌÁÎÄȟ 5ÎÉÔÅÄ +ÉÎÇÄÏÍȟ &ÉÎÌÁÎÄȟ .ÏÒ×ÁÙ 

 

Note: S80/S20 for the housing costs-to-income ratio compares average housing costs-to-income ratio in the 
highest income quintile to average housing costs-to-income ratio in the lowest income quintile, according to 
the equalised disposable household income distribution. 
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-
09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

 
&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΣȡ 4ÈÅ 3ΪΡȾ3ΤΡ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÒÁÔÉÏȡ ÕÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ 
!ÕÓÔÒÉÁȟ &ÒÁÎÃÅȟ $ÅÎÍÁÒËȟ .ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓȟ 3×ÅÄÅÎ 

 

Note: S80/S20 for the housing costs-to-income ratio compares average housing costs-to-income ratio in the 
highest income quintile to average housing costs-to-income ratio in the lowest income quintile, according to 
the equalised disposable household income distribution. 
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΤȡ 4ÈÅ 3ΪΡȾ3ΤΡ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÒÁÔÉÏȡ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ 
'ÒÅÅÃÅȟ 3ÐÁÉÎȟ )ÔÁÌÙȟ 0ÏÒÔÕÇÁÌȟ #ÚÅÃÈ 2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃȟ 0ÏÌÁÎÄȟ 3ÌÏÖÅÎÉÁ 

 

Note: S80/S20 for the housing costs-to-income ratio compares average housing costs-to-income ratio in the 
highest income quintile to average housing costs-to-income ratio in the lowest income quintile, according to 
the equalised disposable household income distribution. 
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-
09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

 
&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΥȡ 4ÈÅ 3ΪΡȾ3ΤΡ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÒÁÔÉÏȡ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌ ÓÕÐÅÒȤÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ 
"ÕÌÇÁÒÉÁȟ (ÕÎÇÁÒÙȟ 2ÏÍÁÎÉÁȟ 3ÌÏÖÁËÉÁȟ %ÓÔÏÎÉÁȟ ,ÉÔÈÕÁÎÉÁȟ ,ÁÔÖÉÁ 

 

Note: S80/S20 for the housing costs-to-income ratio compares average housing costs-to-income ratio in the 
highest income quintile to average housing costs-to-income ratio in the lowest income quintile, according to 
the equalised disposable household income distribution. 
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-
09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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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 households 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 post-socialist countries with a familial housing regime (Figures 46 and 47) and with a legacy of mass 

privatisation of housing stock (Lux & Sunega 2014; Tsenkova & 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 Figure 45), 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 homeowners among the highest income group 
is now 2.5 times higher than this share among the lowest income group. Like for housing costs 
inequality, it is the Netherlands that reported the highest increase of inequality according to this 
indicator ɀ 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 of the public housing sector (Aalbers & 
Christophers 2014; Aalbers 2017; Byrne & Norris 2022; Madden 2025; Dewilde 2022; Hochstenbach et 
al. 2025; Hochstenbach 2025). The comparison of the trends across the country groups indicates that 
it is again the group of countries 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.  
 
&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΦȡ (ÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÓÔÒÁÔÉǢÃÁÔÉÏÎȡ ÄÕÁÌÉÓÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ )ÒÅÌÁÎÄȟ 5ÎÉÔÅÄ 
+ÉÎÇÄÏÍȟ &ÉÎÌÁÎÄȟ .ÏÒ×ÁÙ 

 

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.  
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-
09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΧȡ (ÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÓÔÒÁÔÉǢÃÁÔÉÏÎȡ ÕÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ !ÕÓÔÒÉÁȟ &ÒÁÎÃÅȟ 
$ÅÎÍÁÒËȟ .ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓȟ 3×ÅÄÅÎ 

 

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.  
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΨȡ (ÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÓÔÒÁÔÉǢÃÁÔÉÏÎȡ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ 'ÒÅÅÃÅȟ 3ÐÁÉÎȟ 
)ÔÁÌÙȟ 0ÏÒÔÕÇÁÌȟ #ÚÅÃÈ 2ÅÐÕÂÌÉÃȟ 0ÏÌÁÎÄȟ 3ÌÏÖÅÎÉÁ 

 

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.  
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΩȡ (ÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÓÔÒÁÔÉǢÃÁÔÉÏÎȡ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌ ÓÕÐÅÒȤÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ ɀ 
"ÕÌÇÁÒÉÁȟ (ÕÎÇÁÒÙȟ 2ÏÍÁÎÉÁȟ 3ÌÏÖÁËÉÁȟ %ÓÔÏÎÉÁȟ ,ÉÔÈÕÁÎÉÁȟ ,ÁÔÖÉÁ 

 

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.  
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

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 90th percentile of housing wealth distribution to the 50th percentile 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 EU-SILC data, we had to adjust our country grouping in the following 

way:  

 Group 1: Dualist housing regime - Ireland and Finland   

 Group 2: Unitary housing regime - Austria, France and the Netherlands  

 Group 3: Familial housing regime - Greece, Italy, Portugal, Slovenia and Spain 

 Group 4: Familial super-homeownership housing regime - Estonia, 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 possesses housing assets of 10 times the value of the 

housing assets of median income group. As demonstrated in Figure 49, the 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, and, 

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 Figure 48). As illustrated in Figure 49, an increase from 30 to 50 was observed in Austria. 

This increase appeared rather swiftly between the years 2019 and 2021. As illustrated in Figure 50, 

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 super-homeownership group of countries (Figure 51), exhibited a rather 

surprising decline in housing wealth inequality, which contrasts with the fact that Italy recorded the 

highest housing cost inequality.  Similarly to the previous indicators, in the comparison of long-term 

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., Latvia, Italy). 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΪȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȡ ÄÕÁÌÉÓÔ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ Ȥ &ÉÎÌÁÎÄȟ 
)ÒÅÌÁÎÄ  

 

Note: P90/P50 for housing wealth compares the 90th percentile of residential wealth distribution to the 50th 
percentile of residential wealth distribution, using net wealth (after deduction of outstanding loan balance). 
Source: HFCS (ECB) 2010-ΨΦΨΩȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΦΫȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȡ ÕÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ Ȥ !ÕÓÔÒÉÁȟ 
&ÒÁÎÃÅȟ ÔÈÅ .ÅÔÈÅÒÌÁÎÄÓ 

 

Note: P90/P50 for housing wealth compares the 90th percentile of residential wealth distribution to the 50th 
percentile of residential wealth distribution, using net wealth (after deduction of outstanding loan balance). 
Source: HFCS (ECB) 2010-ΨΦΨΩȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΧΡȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȡ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ Ȥ 'ÒÅÅÃÅȟ )ÔÁÌÙȟ 
0ÏÒÔÕÇÁÌȟ 3ÌÏÖÅÎÉÁȟ 3ÐÁÉÎ 

 

Note: P90/P50 for housing wealth compares the 90th percentile of residential wealth distribution to the 50th 
percentile of residential wealth distribution, using net wealth (after deduction of outstanding loan balance). 
Source: HFCS (ECB) 2010-2023, ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΧΣȡ (ÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÅÁÌÔÈ ÉÎÅÑÕÁÌÉÔÙ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȡ ÆÁÍÉÌÉÁÌ ÓÕÐÅÒȤÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÒÅÇÉÍÅ 
ÃÏÕÎÔÒÉÅÓ Ȥ %ÓÔÏÎÉÁȟ (ÕÎÇÁÒÙȟ ,ÁÔÖÉÁȟ ,ÉÔÈÕÁÎÉÁȟ 3ÌÏÖÁËÉÁ 

 

Note: P90/P50 for housing wealth compares the 90th percentile of residential wealth distribution to the 50th 
percentile of residential wealth distribution, using net wealth (after deduction of outstanding loan balance). 
Source: HFCS (ECB) 2010-ΨΦΨΩȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

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 1995; Esping-Andersen 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 upper-right quadrant, (b) high 

inequality and relatively low growth in the lower-right quadrant, (c) low inequality and relatively high 

growth in the upper-left quadrant, and (d) low inequality and relatively low growth in the lower-left 

quadrant. 

First, we analysed the S80/S20 for the housing costs-to-income ratio (Figure 52). The horizontal axis 

represents the average value of ratio, i.e., value 4.00 means that the lowest-income households spend 

on average a four times higher share of their income on housing when compared to the highest-

income quintile group. For average growth rate we used sample mean and for average level a value 

of 3.75 as thresholds for quadrant differentiation. Relatively high average level and, at the same time, 

the high growth of inequality in the housing costs-to-income ratio were found in Luxembourg, Latvia, 

Italy and Spain (upper-right quadrant). However, we see no overlap with the housing/welfare regime 

typologies, despite the fact that both Italy and Spain (which appear together in the upper-right 

quadrant) represent a familial housing regime.  
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&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΧΤȡ 4ÈÅ 3ΪΡȾ3ΤΡ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓȤÔÏȤÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÒÁÔÉÏ ɀ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÖÁÌÕÅ ɉØɊ ÁÎÄ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈ ÒÁÔÅ ɉÙɊ 

 

 

Note: S80/S20 for the housing costs-to-income ratio compares average housing costs-to-income ratio in the 
highest income quintile to average housing costs-to-income ratio in the lowest income quintile, according to 
the equalised disposable household income distribution. 
Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

In contrast to the post-socialist countries where homeownership is spread more evenly due to the 

privatisation of the housing stock during and after the 1990s (Lux & Sunega 2014; Tsenkova & 

Polanska 2014), in Spain and Italy low-income 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 conditions may help to partially explain why significant 

housing discontent and struggles against housing financialisation appeared particularly in Spain 

(Martínez & Gil 2024; Gil & Palomera 2024). In contrast, many post-socialist countries, such as 

Czechia, Estonia and Hungary, also experienced a significant increase in housing prices between 2010 

and 2025 (Eurostat 2025c), but there were no major collective actions related to the issue of increasing 

ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÃÏÓÔÓ ɉIÅÒÎĻ ÅÔ ÁÌȢ ΨΦΨΩɊȢ  

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 cost-to-income ratio 

when it comes to the grouping of countries, because the inductive grouping strongly overlaps with 
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the housing and welfare regime typologies. For both average growth rate and average level we used 

sample mean values as thresholds for quadrant differentiation (and we applied this approach also for 

all remaining schemes below). Countries with high homeownership stratification and with the highest 

increase in this inequality indicator (upper-right quadrant in Figure 53) are mainly those with a unitary 

housing regime: the Netherlands, Germany, Austria and Sweden. This may be also because low- and 

middle-income groups can find decent, stable and affordable alternative also in the public, social and 

limited-profit rental segments.  

&ÉÇÕÒÅ ΧΥȡ (ÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÓÔÒÁÔÉǢÃÁÔÉÏÎ ɉÔÈÅ ÒÁÔÉÏ ÏÆ ÈÏÍÅÏ×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÒÁÔÅ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ ÔÈÅ ǢÆÔÈ 
ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ǢÒÓÔ ÑÕÉÎÔÉÌÅÓɊ ɀ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÌÅÖÅÌ ɉØɊ ÁÎÄ ÇÒÏ×ÔÈ ÒÁÔÅ ɉÙɊ 

 

 

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. 

Source: EU-SILC Cross UDB 2007 ɀ 2015 ɀ version of 2019-03, EU-SILC Cross UDB 2016 ɀ 2023 ɀ version of 2024-

09ȟ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÓȭ ÃÏÍÐÕÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ 

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 asset-based welfare in the Netherlands (Dewilde 2022; Hochstenbach 2025), Austria, 

and specifically Vienna (Kadi 2024; Wolfgring & Peverini 2024), and Sweden (Grander 2021; 

Gustafsson 2024). These studies have argued that housing subjects ɀ individuals and households ɀ 
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