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Abstract Since the early 1990s, the social rented sector has developed in different directions
across Europe. This paper studies the role that the Austrian social rented sector plays at the
crossroads of housing choices at different stages in the people’s life-cycles. It highlights the
risks facing the Austrian middle classes that social renting may have to address in the future,
and asks how the institutional setting of Austrian social renting can adapt to these changing
risks in society.
The approach is to view housing choice as a tenure sequence over the life-course. This
includes not only the transition from renting to owning but also other potential switches, in
particular the movements into and out of social renting. The tenure sequence is modelled using
an econometric model of tenure choice based on cohort analysis, with Austria census data that
cover the years from 1991 to 2003. This allows us to evaluate the factors arising from social
change in the longer term, and how they may contribute to tenure choice in the future.
Key Words: Social rented sector, social change, right-to-buy, age-cohort model, discrete
choice, marginal drift

1.

Introduction

It is timely to discuss a sustainable role and the institutional setting for social renting.
Over the last two decades, social renting has undergone major changes in most European nations. Even before this, there was a great variety of institutional frameworks,
government instruments and socio-economic backgrounds relevant to social housing.
But from the 1980s, the nature of social renting seemed to diverge between different
countries, making international comparisons of social tenures increasingly difficult
even if many countries experience similar pressures, see the recent survey in Scanlon
and Whitehead (2008).
In several countries, the process of change was driven by privatisation. It started
with the transfer of council housing into ownership in Britain, followed by the
dissolution of the non-profit sector in Germany, and later on by the sale of social
housing in the new CEE-member states. On the other hand, there are countries,
Correspondence address: EOS, University of Technology, Vienna, Argentinierstrasse 8, A-1040 Vienna,
Austria. Email: edwin.deutsch@tuwien.ac.at
C 2009 Taylor & Francis
ISSN 1461-6718 Print/1473-3269 Online 09/030285–27 
DOI: 10.1080/14616710903138775

286

E. Deutsch

notably Austria and the Netherlands, where the contours of social renting within an
integrated housing market remained largely intact.
This divergence is somewhat reminiscent of the stylised dichotomy between administered public housing versus the provision of social housing through market
forces, put forward by Kemeny (1995). However, this dichotomy offers a theoretical
guideline rather than a testable hypothesis. In practice, the task of housing provision is
often not so much guided by general principles but dominated by local pressures and
initiatives. In various countries, previous modes of social renting are now replaced by
alternative arrangements. Today, social housing provision relies on complex bundles
of instruments and on various sorts of public-private partnerships. This led Paris
(2007) to conclude that social renting and affordability can no longer be explained
by unified principles.
Nonetheless, the future contours of European social renting remain on the agenda.
To clarify the role within the framework of the European Union, Ghekière (2007)
compared the many European institutional and fiscal settings by drawing attention to
the unresolved conflict between welfare provision and market competitivity. While
the European authorities consider the provision of affordable housing to be in the
public interest, it is feared that social renting could interfere with the free market.
In particular, the European Commission recommended that social renting should
not expand ‘beyond necessity’. But, as noted by Ghekière, what is necessity? If
affordability is difficult to measure, how to quantify the notion of necessity?
In searching for an analytic framework, the present paper starts from another
angle. The nature of social renting is undoubtedly the outcome of underlying social
and economic forces. It is therefore legitimate to ask how the relevant institutional
structures adapt to the dynamics of social change.
For that task we need to set up a few principles on which the analysis of Austrian
social renting, the object of our study, can be based. By operating in an integrated
housing market, the Austrian social rented sector plays a key role at the crossroads
of different tenure types. Contrary to the stereotype of permanent sitting tenants,
there is a substantial degree of mobility in and out of social renting in Austria. Also,
Austrian social renting strongly participates in the process of urban development,
so that neither welfare safety net nor integrated market approaches alone will be
sufficient to explain its role.
Welfare safety net approaches view social renting as providing dwellings for the
needy and for those who suffer from unexpected changes in their personal lives
and employment situation. The integrated market approach is suited to evaluating
the modes of competition and the choice opportunities between the segments of
the housing market.2 But the social rented sector in our sense has multidimensional facets. Beyond securing individual welfare, it also contributes to the spatial
organisation of the housing market, to urban development and to social cohesion.
In a nutshell, we assign three major tasks (for similar considerations, see Ghekière,
p96):
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1. To provide a sufficiently rich choice set for residential and labour mobility;
2. To operate on the housing market in cost-efficient and competitive ways; and
3. To preserve an adequate social mix in urban development.
To be successful, social renting needs not only regulation, but also commitments,
which attract sufficient social consent. Sustainability then simply means that the tasks
can be performed in a continuous manner and without stop-and-go policies.
The empirical analysis is based on the Austrian census surveys 1991–2003, which
permit us to trace the development of social renting over almost 15 years. By focusing
on tenure choice within household cohorts, we check the principles stated above by
asking:

r How did the social rented sector respond to social and economic change?
r Does the social composition of tenants reflect the rise of randomly distributed
needs that replaced the former hierarchy of social ascent?

r In particular, is social renting confronted with a growing ‘middle class at risk’?
r Finally, what risk position emerges for the social rented sector itself?
The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 clarifies the notion of social renting
as it is used in the present paper and discusses to what extent Austria fits theoretical
classification schemes. Section 3 offers a brief account of current policy instruments.
Section 4 presents the cohort design, with primary evidence on the tenure structure
of household cohorts over the life-course. Section 5 discusses the spatial and longitudinal results from a multinomial logit model of tenure choice. The last section
– section 6 – attempts to quantify the potential future inflow into and outflow from
social renting. In the conclusions we argue for policy instruments that foster the
sustainability of social renting. An Appendix with remarks on the data base, estimation results and some analytics of the model is accessible on the author’s homepage
(www.eos.tuwien.ac.at/Oeko/Edeutsch).
2.

The Role of Social Renting in Austria

There have been a variety of approaches employed to classify housing systems within
policy regimes, or to emphasise certain characteristics that may appear specific.
In case of Austria, it is the social rented sector that should take a central role,
because it has never been a residual tenure aimed at housing the poor. Similar to the
Netherlands,3 Austrian social renting continues to serve both low income households
and the middle classes in an integrated housing market. For younger people the sector
offers a springboard for wealth accumulation to reach ownership. Many return to it
later on, often under the pressure of unexpected events or unaffordable living costs.
In fact, Austrian social renting offers a kind of benchmark for tenure choice over the
life-course. Because entry and rents are regulated, the other segments of the housing
market can easily be compared with affordability and access in social renting.
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A number of Austrian authors therefore tried to assign Austrian social renting
an exceptional role within the European Union, see the recent anthology edited by
Lugger and Holoubek (2008). In contrast, Levy-Vroelant and Reinprecht (2008) see
various similarities between France and Austria in the perception of Social Housing.
The present paper does not aim at comparative policy analysis but stresses another
point: Since Austrian social renting remained unaltered in its basic institutional
contours, it is continually challenged to adapt itself to social change – in particular
to the gradual switch from housing provision for well defined social strata towards a
mobile society at risk.
Which definition of social renting then fits to our purpose? Generally, the institutional setting of social renting combines with a variety of objectives, instruments,
market and non-market activities. Hence it is unsurprising that no unanimously accepted notion exists.
In characterising the French system, Amzallag and Taffin (2003) listed three approaches:
1. The institutional approach, that focuses on the functions of the social landlords;
2. The public assistance approach, where rentals are termed social whenever they
receive preferential treatments in land assignment, subsidy or tax allowance; and
3. The household resources approach, which centres on social targeting through
below market rents.
Alternatively, in his typology of social renting in the European Union, Ghekière
(2007) distinguishes between
1. The residualised type: means-tested access for social groups that are excluded
from the free housing market;
2. The generalist type: targeting on households with limited resources (Ghekière
assigns Austria to that type); and
3. The universalist type: encompassing all kinds of households.
In the majority of countries, the approaches and types overlap and need further
specification. Most importantly, their explanatory power does not stay invariant over
time. As a consequence of social change, Austrian social renting may be a case
for switching regime types.4 It is also questionable if Austrian social renting really
belongs to the generalist type. The system is means-tested with respect to current
household income but not in regard to inherited or accumulated wealth. Taken together with other features, Austria might be better placed somewhere in between the
generalist and the universalist type.
We start from the institutional approach, not least because our data base is structured
in that way. The Austrian social landlords can be classified into two types of corporatetax exempt institutions:
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r The municipal rentals (Gemeindewohnungen) owned by non-profit municipal bodies that fall under the general rent law;

r The non-profit rentals supplied by the ‘common good’ providers (gemeinnützige
Bauvereinigungen), which split into non-profit corporations and housing associations. All of them fall under the common-good housing law.5
In contrast, the private rentals are supplied by private landlords, which are either
for-profit corporations, limited liability companies or individual landlords. They fall
under the general rent law.
The strategies of the social landlords can best be explained by looking at their
history. The municipal housing stock dates back to the mid-1920s, when the city of
Vienna started a large social housing programme. The non-profit sector started in
1945 and expanded fast. The driving force of the common good providers was to
promote economic welfare and social ascent through the supply of affordable rentals
for a variety of strata, among them the public employees. In a variation on the title of
Kemeny’s book (1995), the system moved away from public towards social housing.
One main objective of non-profit housing was ‘family politics’, rightly stressed
by Matznetter (2002), although that objective has lost its momentum over the last
decade. A second and equally important objective was quality filtering. During the
era of urban functionalism until the late 1970s, filtering was aimed at replacing the
worn-out stock. Later on the policy switched to more sophisticated structures that
combined housing, commerce and work objectives, and today the aim is to foster
social cohesion through a mix of tenants. The third objective was a sort of soft
targeting that ranged from the poor to the upper middle class.
From the 1960s until the early 1980s, the housing system was firmly embedded
in the Austrian corporatist politics. Esping-Andersen (1990) proposed a typology
of welfare state regimes that he called social-democratic, corporatist and liberal.
With the use of various indicators, where housing was not included, he assigned
Germany and Austria to the corporatist welfare states regime. Recently, Hoekstra
(2005) modified the Esping-Andersen scheme to study the issue of housing policies.
The empirical tests remained inconclusive, however. The indicators did not provide
enough discriminatory power to sort out the housing regimes. The only type that
passed an empirical test was the ‘Mediterranean welfare state’ proposed by Hoekstra.
It is characterised by a high share of multi-storey buildings, low housing satisfaction
in flats and by intra-familial transfers that substitute for the market.
Austria is a good example of a country that fits into hardly any such housing
regime. The strong role of family transfers in ownership acquisition is reminiscent of
the Mediterranean type,6 but the below-average share of Austrian multi-storey flats
does not fit. Moreover, Austrian social renters are usually satisfied with their housing
conditions, albeit with regional variations.
Austrian corporatism has many specific facets and cannot easily be quantified. The
representation of labour and commerce by Chambers and the system of collective
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wage bargaining remain unchanged, compare the classic study of Marin (1982) but the
former price controls disappeared and the strong ties with the federal government have
weakened. In housing and construction, as remarked on by Donner (2002), some kind
of regionalised corporatism survived. It became dominant when the control of housing
policy was shifted from the federal government to the regional Länder authorities
during the 80s.7 Backed by the common-good law that preserved their structure,
the non-profit providers joined that shift by offering strong support for the regional
and local interests. Today, virtually any larger project proceeds under the heading of
public-private partnerships between the private and social developers, the regional
authorities and the business sector. In that respect, Austria does not much differ from
other countries, certain differences in the legal framework notwithstanding.
From the mid-1990s, Austria also followed the international trend in the spatial
organisation of housing by creating polycentric structures with sufficient density. The
social rented sector participated in that process. By law, the sector is committed to
allocating new residences wherever needed, regardless of local cost. The commitment
is important in securing social cohesion but causes severe problems in developing
social rentals in areas of high land prices.
We complete our historical review with a look at tenure data. Figure 1 shows
the numbers of the first residences by tenure types over 1991–2003. The demographic growth was caused by the demographic shocks in the early nineties, i.e. the

Figure 1. Household population by tenure 1991–2003.
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Figure 2. Shares of social rentals in rental market (=social + private rentals, other tenures
excluded).

baby-boom cohorts and the immigration waves from south-east Europe. The population growth fostered the construction of ownership and social rentals. Private renting
did temporarily absorb the excess demand but levelled off after the mid-1990s.
In the long-run average, the Austrian social tenancy rate was 21.5 per cent.8
However, it is striking to see that the social rented sector expanded fast – and even
faster than ownership. If we restrict our view to the rental market alone, the expansion
looks even more impressive. Figure 2 shows the shares of social renting in total
renting, restricted to Austrian citizens. Within 13 years, social renting has risen from
55.4 per cent to 62.8 per cent, whilst private renting – its complement – relatively
declined.9
New social dwellings were indeed built in all parts of Austria. This can be seen from
the shares in cities above 50,000 inhabitants. The pattern is similar to the Austrian
total, hence the sector also expanded in the towns and in smaller communities.
The family-oriented aspect of social renting can be studied in the social group of
partnerships with one child. Two out of three families are social tenants. Nevertheless,
from the mid-1990s onwards, the driving force came from the lone householders,
many of them lone women with children. They entered the social rented sector at
increasing frequency, or they became lone householders after divorce.
Private rentals became the destiny of two completely different strata. In the high
quality flats in the cities, and also recently in rented suburban homes, we find the
mobile, highly skilled singles and partners. The low quality flats accommodate the
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less skilled strata; in particular the immigrants who tend to segregate in city neighbourhoods.10
We conclude this section with the reminder that social renting in our definition
consists of non-profit rentals and of municipal dwellings. With 60 per cent of social
stock the non-profit providers comprise the majority. Vienna, with its municipal
stock of 220,000 units is a singular case, also in international terms. Outside Vienna,
much of the former municipal stock has shifted to the non-profit providers. Since the
mid-1990s they have developed the majority of social dwellings.
3.

Policy Instruments

The rise of Austrian institutional social renting is remarkable and comparable only
to the Netherlands and to Denmark. What made the Austrian social rented sector
expand at such a rate? The available literature offers a number of explanations.11 To
sum up, the rise was likely to be the outcome of an interplay between favourable
factors: demand arising from demographic factors; financial deregulation that eased
mortgage finance; falling interest and refinancing rates in an emerging European
financial market; the implementation of a special purpose vehicle (Wohnbaubanken)
that refinances the social providers by issuing mortgage bonds at preferential rates;
new information technologies that enabled the Länder authorities to spread information about supply; a cutback of bureaucratic hurdles in access; and last but not least,
the stable offer of financial support by the Länder authorities.
To elaborate the last point, it is important to note that Austrian public assistance
for housing is essentially demand-driven. Every household whose income does not
exceed a certain limit has the right to access assisted housing. To cover the demand
for assistance without undue waiting times, the Länder authorities regularly adjust the
housing assistance budget to the expected demand. Endorsed by five-year contracts
closed between the Länder and the federal government, nearly 75 per cent of the
budget is refinanced from the federal authority out of the tax base. The rest is covered
from regional sources.12
On the expenditure side, more than 80 per cent of the assistance counts as producer subsidies for new residences and modernisation. The subsidies are disbursed
for ownership and social renting, and in Vienna and several Länder also for profit
developers, which makes a case for tenure-neutrality (see below). Any assisted developer has to comply with rent or value ceilings, limited profit rules and maximum
dwelling surfaces. Quality (and recently also ecological) standards are mandatory.
The disbursements are granted as public loans, annuity or interest subsidies, depending on Länder laws. The subsidies cover only part of finance; the greater part has to
be financed out of equity, bank loans and other borrowings.
The producer subsidies powered the steady growth of the Austrian social rented
sector. The social providers have to calculate with cost based rents, which keep
internal refinance and liquid reserves within narrow bounds. The producer subsidies
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serve as an equity substitute. They work as an incentive to stabilise the balance
sheets through the continuous expansion and modernisation of the stock which in
turn improves the rent base. As a premium the subsidies therefore compensate the
providers for taking the risk of development and future renting.
Austrian social rented finance always endeavoured to reduce the risk by various
risk-sharing arrangements between the providers and the tenants. Up to the present,
the entrants into newly built units have to demonstrate sufficient income and job
security. An administered limited share of new social tenancies is reserved for lower
income households who then receive strictly means-tested benefits. The needy were
always assigned to the existing stock – in particular, in municipal dwellings where
the risk of rent arrears is covered by the community.
The remaining 20 per cent of assistance is demand-side subsidy and means-tested
benefits. These benefits expanded gradually, with the objective of preventing the
regressive effects that occurred in the past. Nonetheless, means-testing applies to
current income but not to household wealth. This generates a loophole in social
renting which nonetheless contributes to price stability in the entire housing market.
To understand that mechanism we have to discuss the relevant features in full.
Averaged over 1999 to 2005, Austrian property prices did not increase in real
terms. Austria and Germany were at the bottom of the price growth ladder in the EU,
(Francke, 2007). Moreover, Austrian rent levels are still moderate in international
terms. Except for the luxury segment, the rent levels in Vienna range below the
Austrian average. However, in the long-run, house prices and rents have risen in real
terms in Austria as elsewhere in the European Union.
In Vienna there is a persistent rent hierarchy from private to non-profit to municipal
rents in descending order (see Table A.2. at www.eos.tuwien.ac.at/Oeko/Edeutsch).
This hierarchy is preserved in the established structure of the stock. The most striking
point is the moderate rent levels in newly built social residences. This is the outcome
of rent ceilings that strictly apply to new social units. The newly built private rentals
are much more expensive, but except for the luxury segment, the private rents still
remain within limits. Two factors contribute to that outcome: the assistance schemes
that are granted to newly built private rentals in exchange for rent ceilings, and the
construction of new social residences that chokes off the excess demand of the needy.
Similar rent structures and assistance schemes exist also in other parts of Austria.
The rent hierarchy is reflected in the structures of assistance, ownership included.
Per unit, the highest producer subsidies are granted for social rentals, followed by
private rentals (wherever it applies), ownership condominiums and finally detached
family homes that receive modest amounts. Along the lines of Thalmann (2007),
the Austrian subsidy system today can truly be termed ‘weakly tenure neutral’. It
promotes residential construction at lower cost and often fierce competition, but
leaves the hierarchy of an otherwise market determined cost structure unaltered.
The logic of the rent ceilings implies that the social rents have to be set against the
levels that the local purchasing power would otherwise induce: lower than the private

294

E. Deutsch

rents in high income districts and higher in poorer areas where the rental quality is also
poor. Indeed, that pattern reappears in the econometric estimates presented below.13
However, the rent setting device hampers the procurement of plots. The Austrian
land market is unregulated, with prices that depend on local purchasing power and
expectations. In principle, the non-profit providers should refinance the plots out of
internal reserves. However, only the large providers have sufficient liquidity at their
disposal. The smaller ones cannot cover the plot prices in more expensive areas. To
counteract the refinancing problem, the city of Vienna has created a ‘land provision
fund’, which supplies urban sites at prices that can be absorbed within the rent
ceilings. In other parts of Austria the availability of cheap land depends heavily on
the support from local communities.
The non-profit law allows for another strategy. It has always allowed that the
entrants into newly built social units contribute an entry down payment that covers
part or all of the unit plot price.14 It is mandatory in Vienna and some Länder. An
amendment passed in 1993 now obligates the non-profit providers to trade the down
payment against a right-to-buy. The down payment serves as a call option for buying
the unit after 10 to 15 years. At the current state of the law, the later purchasing
price must be set at book value upon conversion, minus outstanding debt plus some
share of initial subsidy, depending on Länder laws. This results in a call option price
of 5 to 20 per cent of initial value. While the option price is lost, there remains a
substantial gain because the value added tax of 20 per cent on property acquisition
is waived after the ten years’ waiting time. Thus, the real burden is the initial down
payment. For that, the authorities grant strictly means-tested public loans, but the
system does inevitably favour those who dispose of family transfers, inheritances or
other resources. With that loophole, Austrian social renting does not belong to the
generalist but rather to the universal type.
The economic advantage shows up on the nation-wide scale. The assistance mitigates the excess demand that would otherwise drive up private rents and property
prices. During the demographic shock in the early 1990s, rents and house prices
exploded. The authorities responded with a housing programme. At its peak after the
mid-1990s, the annual rate of completions reached two per cent of the total stock,
turning the Austrian housing market into a purchasers’ market for the first time. After
that expansion, the rate of completions came down to some 1.2 per cent but until
2004, house prices, and to a minor extent rent levels, remained stable. In that way, the
system attenuates rent and house price volatility over time. This supports our thesis
that social renting adds not only to social welfare but may also contribute to stability
in the housing market and even in the entire economy.
A fair overall judgement needs to consider the social cost. In spite of producer
subsidies, the Austrian assistance rate amounts to 0.9 per cent of GDP. This is
moderate in international terms.15 The Achilles heel is not the assistance rate as
such, but rather the potential over-investment in high cost rentals. Although the demand for social renting is unlikely to decline (see below), social providers may
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be faced with undue cost pressures if rent revenues are undermined by social
change.
4.

Tenure Shares and Mobility by Cohorts

The evidence found in the Austrian data leads us to propose the concept of ‘tenure
sequence’. By that we mean the process of switching between the tenure types over
the life-course. The tenure transition from renting to owning, to which the literature is
largely devoted, certainly dominates the most possible switches. Nevertheless, driven
by preferences, working conditions and uncertainty, other types of residential moves
became more frequent over the years.
In Austria, we observe a relatively small but increasing group of skilled households in search of rented family homes in suburban areas. Households with a strong
preference for city centres forego the advantages of owning, if suitable apartments
are offered only for rent. Choices of that type are guided by the search for adequate neighbourhoods, occupational proximity and cultural and social identity. This
is discussed in the context of the Netherlands in Karsten (2007).
A related phenomenon is a new indigenous migration from the countryside towards
the urban areas that started in the mid-1990s. The driving forces behind this are job
opportunities offered by suburban industries and by the science-based activities in
the centres. Among the young, much of this mobility generates demand for the social
rented sector.16 With the expected immigration of workers from the new Eastern
European member states, this process will gain additional momentum.
The present study investigates these tenure sequences by cohort analysis. We
classify the household population into birth cohorts that carry the choice patterns of
the social groups over time. Each cohort covers an adjacent age interval of 12 years.
The intervals move with the calendar years. The design of the ‘moving cohorts’ is
seen in Table 1. It allows us to compare the state of each cohort in 1991 with that of
the next younger cohort in 2003.
The outcome for ownership and social renting is illustrated in the Figures 3a and
3b. The figures represent the observed tenure shares by cohorts along the period of
observation. The tenure shares in private renting, the ‘other tenures’ included, form
the complement.17
In Figure 3a, the only substantial increase in the ownership rate shows up in cohort
1, from 38 per cent in 1991 to 55 per cent in 2003. Ownership in the next older
cohort 2 expanded a little, whilst it contracted in the older cohorts. In contrast, for
fixed age intervals the pattern of ownership rates differ. In the middle age groups the
rates stagnated, whilst the young between 24 and 35 years experienced a significant
decline (from 38 per cent in 1991 to 34 per cent in 2003). Instead, among the elderly
between 60 and 71 years, the rate has risen strongly (from 39 per cent to 45 per cent),
because the seniors have acquired ownership when they were younger, or through
secondary mobility around retirement.
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Table 1. Age structure of the moving cohorts
YEAR
1991
1993
1995
1997
1999
2001
2003

Cohort 0

Cohort 1

Cohort 2

Cohort 3

Cohort 4

22–33
24–35

24–35
26–37
28–39
30–41
32–43
34–45
36–47

36–47
38–49
40–51
42–53
44–55
46–57
48–59

48–59
50–61
52–63
54–65
56–67
58–69
60–71

60–71
62–73
64–75
66–77
68–79
70–81
72–83

The households in the moving cohorts are aging with the years of observation.
The age interval in 2003 coincides with that of the next older cohort in
1991.

Figure 3b illustrates the social rented sector. Leaving some oscillations aside, the
tenure shares within each cohort did not change very much. The social tenancy rate in
the younger cohort 1 contracted by 2 per cent, which conforms to a transition towards
ownership. The rates in the older cohorts all expanded by 2 per cent. The striking
point is the structural break among the young. In 1991, the rate in cohort 1 was 22
per cent, whilst in 2003 the cohort 0 experienced a rate of 27 per cent. Social renting
became more widespread among the young.
The dynamics of the system can now be seen most clearly. With the exception of the
young, the ownership and social tenancy rates within the cohorts converged over the
period of observation. In 2003, the middle cohorts reached ownership rates between
55 per cent and 58 per cent. The respective social tenancy rates ranged between 19
per cent and 21 per cent. Since the tenure shares sum up to 100, the private rental
shares converged similarly. In the longer-run that would imply a steady state whereby
the household population grows proportionally in each tenure and cohort.
The turn into a purchasers’ market may have favoured that convergence. But the
young inject a lot of change. The impact on the social composition is considerable.
Even if the middle cohorts attain a steady state where numbers of households stay
in proportion, the social interchange may continue. In fact, the tenant turnover is
sufficiently strong to make any change in the social composition visible within a few
years.
Evidence for that proposition can be drawn from the tenant spells that are reported
in the Austrian census data. Under certain stationarity assumptions we can derive
an expected half-life until 50 per cent of the entrants will have moved out again.18
The outcome is surprising: the half-life of all Austrian renters is 12 years. In private
renting it is shortest with seven years. For the non-profit sector we obtain 16 years,
for municipal renting 18 years.
There is even more to say: in the age group between 41 and 50 years, the half-life
in social renting is in the same range. Hence a substantial population enter or re-enter
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Figure 3. (a) Shares of ownership in the Austrian housing market full census data, by moving
age cohorts in %. (b) Shares of social renting in the Austrian housing market full census data,
by moving age cohorts in %.
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social renting in mid-life – many of them returning from ownership. They join the
younger people who entered with relatively low incomes but who may also leave
towards ownership. Contrary to widespread opinion, social renting is exposed to a
substantial inflow and outflow. This thesis will be corroborated by the subsequent
econometric model.
5.

Spatial and Longitudinal Effects of Tenure Choice

This section addresses the economic and social factors that lead to the observed tenure
pattern in the Austrian housing market. We propose a multinomial logit model of
tenure choice, which is standard except for the cohort design. Starting from the cohort
structure presented in the previous section, the innovative feature is the nonparametric
design of the cohort dummies. This allows us to sort out the longitudinal effects of
social change, while the remaining effects are spatial or distributional.
Further details about the data and the method were presented in Deutsch (2008),
and are found in the Appendix (available at www.eos.tuwien.ac.at/Oeko/Edeutsch).
In the main text we focus on econometric results that relate to policy analysis.
The model is based on the biannual Austrian census data 1991–2003, with 131,500
full information household observations. The tenure indicator variable is classified
into Y = 0: private rentals (with other tenures); Y = 1: social renting consisting of
municipal and non-profit rentals; Y = 2: ownership in detached family homes and
condominiums. The explanations are the regional, local and individual characteristics
of the households and their environments. They are termed the covariates of the
process. To the covariates we add the cohort design in the following way.
The age-cohort-period design in regression was introduced by Mason et al. (1973).
For further developments see the survey in Glenn (2005). The standard linear approach
of age-cohort-period dummies is not well suited to our analysis. To derive the tenure
sequence properly we need a nonlinear design that permits us to estimate the cohort
structure in a more flexible way. For that purpose we use two alternative sets of
dummies:
1. the dummies for the fixed-age intervals; and
2. the two-ways classified cohort dummies, where each cohort gets assigned a separate dummy in each calendar year.
Apart from the constant, the econometric choice model contains three fixed-age
interval dummies and 30 two-ways-classified cohort dummies (see Table A.1 in the
Appendix). To preserve the full rank of the design matrix, the dummies of the old
ages are left out of estimation. We also exclude the dummies for the middle skills
and the smaller communities (below 10.000 inhabitants – termed ‘communities’ for
short). The reference household absorbed by the constant is an aged middle skill
single householder, living in a community.
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Our cohort design allows us to approximate the tenure sequence by cohort curves.
These are the predicted probabilities of tenure choice, evaluated at the means of the
covariates in each cohort and observation year, and plotted against calendar time. The
curves reflect how the cohorts adapted their tenure shares over the life-course.
The impact of the covariates can be seen from the marginal effects on tenure
choice. Because the two-ways cohort dummies are mutually exclusive, we use the
marginal effects averaged over the individuals. Inevitably, the marginal effects are a
static concept.
To understand the dynamic effects, we introduce the ‘marginal drift’. This measures
the impact of an observed covariate on the predicted course of the tenure shares. In
other words, the marginal drift evaluates how much an observed covariate contributed
to the change of the tenure choice probabilities from 1991 to 2003.19
If the marginal drift is near zero, the covariate explains the tenure shares in the
sense of spatial or distributional factors only. If it differs from zero, the covariate
contributes to the longitudinal change of the tenure shares. It then depends on the
concrete context as to whether the drift refers to social change or to other time-varying
phenomena.
We start with the cohort curves that are evaluated at the actual course of the
covariate means. They are plotted in Figure 4.
Over the time horizon from 1991 to 2003, we recognise a marked trade-off between
ownership and private renting. Moreover, except for cohort 4, the ownership shares
increase over time to an almost equal level of around 60 per cent in 2003, whilst the
private renting shares decline to around 20 per cent. More recent data notwithstanding,
the cohort curves reflect the observed tendency towards a steady state among the
middle cohorts.
The cohort curves of social renting do not converge, but the predicted shares vary
within narrow bounds around 20 per cent. The cohort 1 curve is slightly falling, the
other ones are slightly increasing. However, the youngest cohort 0 – for which no
curve can be drawn – is predicted to choose social tenancy rates near to 30 per cent
in 2001 and 2003, which conforms to the actual observations. The remainder of the
paper explores the factors that have caused that substantial inflow.
We continue with Table 2. This summarises the marginal probabilities under ceteris
paribus changing covariates. A description of the marginal effects is found at the
bottom of the table.
The model subdivides the Austrian territory into four areas: Vienna, cities, towns
and communities (this includes rural areas). The first three areas enter estimation.
The marginal probabilities reflect the probability increments of choosing a tenure in
the given area relative to the Austrian average. In addition, there is the suburban area,
which intersects with various towns and communities, but not with the city areas.
The ownership rate in the communities reaches more than 80 per cent. The marginal
effects of ownership shown in the table are therefore negative. The probability of
being an owner is lowest in Vienna (−44 per cent) but higher in the greater cities
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Figure 4. (a) Predicted cohort curves, ownership. (b) Predicted cohort curves, social renting.
(c) Predicted cohort curves, private renting.
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Table 2. Multinomial Logit for the Austrian housing market 1991–2003. Marginal effects
averaged over individuals

Observed tenure shares averaged over 1991–2003
Predicted tenure shares at total sample means
VIENNA
CITIES
TOWNS
SUBURBAN
LOCLEVEL
LOGRENT
OLDBFLAT
OLDSFLAT
COUPLE
LNSMALL
LNBIG
MULTGEN
AIDED
LOWSKILL
HIGHSKILL
PERMLINC

D
D
D
D
X
L
D
D
D
L
L
D
D
D
D
L

Vienna
Cities > 50000 inh. except Vienna
Towns 10000 to 50000 inh.
Suburban areas
District income level (Austria = l)
Regional base rent level in €psqm
Dwelling >= 80 sqm built before 1919
Dwelling < 80 sqm built before 1919
HH in partnership
log (# dep. children+1), children<=2
log (# dep. children+1), children=>3
Multigenerational household
Unemployed or under social aid
Low skill householder
High skill householder
Log permanent income predictor

Y=0
Y=l
Y=2
Private Renting Social Renting Ownership
29.0
21.5
49.5
24.8
18.7
56.5
9.9
1.0
0.8
−2.2
−0.016§§
0.150
22.8
31.7
−3.9
−5.5
−7.1
−9.4
1.6
2.5
3.0
−0.033

33.6
24.3
15.7
4.7
−0.028
−0.099
−29.0
−20.7
−2.1
−1.4
−4.3
−4.0
6.3
4.7
−11.1
−0.011§

−43.5
−25.3
−16.5
−2.5
0.044
−0.051
6.3
−11.1
6.0
6.9
11.4
13.4
−7.9
−7.2
8.1
0.043

Table shows percentage increments of predicted probabilities derived from Multinomial logit.
The estimates including the age structure and the immigrant households are given in Table A.1 on
www.eos.tuwien.ac.at/Oeko/Edeutsch. Data types L: logarithmic, X: index with Austria=1, D: 0/1 dummy.
Significance levels drawn from asymptotic marginal effect covariances (not from basic estimates) white
color cells: significant at (mostly much) less than 1%. Cells with §: 1%–5% significance, §§: insignificant.
LOCLEVEL
LOGRENT
LNSMALL
LNBIG
PERMLINC
For Dummies

X
L
L
L
L
D:

Sensitivities:
district income level raised from 1 to 1.01.
regional rent level increases by 1%.
1 child above average in small families.
1 child above average in big families.
permanent household income increases by 1%.
Probability of D = l against D = 0.

(−25 per cent) and the towns (−17 per cent). In suburbia, the ownership rate comes
close to the Austrian average (−2 per cent).
Social renting is the mirror-image of owning. Being a social tenant is substantially
more likely in Vienna (+34 per cent), followed by the cities (+24 per cent) and the
towns (+16 per cent). In the suburban areas the social tenancy rate is five per cent
above average. In fact, the non-profit social providers developed a series of projects in
the suburban areas around Vienna and the larger cities. Since detached homes cause
suburban sprawl as they do elsewhere, the regional governments now try to foster
polycentric neighbourhoods at higher development densities.
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The marginal probabilities of private renting are modest, with the exception only
of Vienna (+10 per cent). In the context of the large private rental stock in Vienna,
that appears too low. But in all major cities we have simultaneously to allow for the
large housing stock built before World War I. The marginal effects for OLDBFLAT
and OLDSFLAT are 22 per cent and 32 per cent respectively, and this is what fills
the gap between the predicted and the observed private renting shares.
The next indicator is the district income LOCLEVEL (or local purchasing power
for short). It is an index with Austria = 100 in each year. In districts with one per cent
higher purchasing power, the probability of owning rises by 0.04 per cent, whereas
social tenancy declines by 0.03 per cent. Private renting is insignificant. The signs
are as expected, but the inelastic response calls for explanation. In fact, the district
income indicator varies within the interval [0.8, 1.2]. Hence the direct impact on
the social tenure shares ranges in the narrow interval [−0.6 per cent, +0.6 per cent].
One might conclude that social rentals have indeed been built independently of local
purchasing power.
To check that argument, we turn to the cost indicator LOGRENT, which is the
log per square metre rent of the best category private rentals, classified according
to regional zones (for details see the Appendix). Now a different result obtains.
The marginal effect of a one per cent higher private rent level lowers the probability of owning by 0.05 per cent, reduces that of social renting by 0.1 per cent but
raises the probability of private renting by 0.15 per cent. All estimates are highly
significant.
We try to explain the outcome with the land market mechanism. Local purchasing
powers usually spill over to the land prices, which in turn contribute to the private rent
levels. However, the district income levels explain only some part of rent differentials.
By taking the private rent levels themselves into account we add a signal for zonal
land prices and developing cost.
The ownership rate may well decrease with higher land prices. In fact, a great
number of private homebuilders did avoid the high cost areas and selected zones with
lower land prices. That effect is reinforced by the built structures in the cities where
ownership is still dominated by renting.
The negative marginal effect of LOGRENT on social renting is more difficult to
explain. As argued in section 3, social rentals are nowadays less frequently developed
in high cost locations, when land prices cannot be shifted to the consumers and the
providers are too small to dispose of sufficient liquid reserves. The negative marginal
effect would then imply that higher development costs restricted the supply of new
social residences.
The argument is supported by the marginal drift (see Table 3). The marginal
drifts of LOCLEVEL are small in absolute value. The result is not trivial because
the spatial disparities of the purchasing power declined after the 1990s.20 The local
district incomes affect the spatial distribution of the tenures only, but with minor
intensity, as we have seen.

Vienna
Cities > 50000 inh. except Vienna
Towns 10000 to 50000 inh.
Suburban areas
District income level (Austria = 1)
Regional base rent level in € psqm
Dwelling >= 80 sqm built before 1919
Dwelling < 80 sqm built before 1919
HH in partnership
Log (# dep. children+1), children<=2
Log (# dep. children+1), children=>3
Multigenerational household
Unemployed or under social aid
Low skill household
Middle skill household
High skill household
Log permanent income predictor

2
−0.08
−0.21
0.09
−0.04
−0.01
−0.25
−0.04
0.19
0.06
0.52
0.57
−1.08
0.26
−0.06
0.14
−0.08
0.04

1
−0.40
−1.36
0.13
0.11
−0.01
−0.39
−0.76
1.49
−0.10
−0.28
−0.18
−0.59
0.19
−0.23
0.96
−0.72
−0.21

−0.45
0.31
0.20
−0.01
−0.01
−0.25
0.11
0.55
0.34
0.39
0.18
1.11
−0.20
−0.26
0.36
−0.09
0.10

3
−0.65
0.31
0.10
0.07
0.00
−0.19
0.15
0.64
0.40
−0.01
0.01
0.61
−0.01
−0.22
0.28
−0.06
−0.04

4

Y = 1 Social renting in Cohort

0.53
1.40
−0.13
−0.05
0.01
−0.30
0.02
0.97
0.05
0.00
0.38
3.28
−0.25
0.27
−0.84
0.57
0.50

1
0.02
0.23
−0.11
0.01
0.01
−0.30
0.08
0.00
−0.49
−2.98
−1.84
3.17
−0.36
0.01
−0.09
0.08
−0.56

2

0.66
−0.36
−0.24
0.01
0.01
−0.18
−0.01
0.37
−1.00
−1.75
−0.48
−3.63
0.28
0.44
−0.52
0.07
−0.41

3

0.99
−0.37
−0.12
−0.04
0.01
−0.14
−0.06
0.60
−1.59
−0.67
−0.14
−2.45
0.02
0.33
−0.41
0.08
−0.06

4

Y = 2 Ownership in Cohort

Marginal drifts are percentage increments of the predicted tenure shares.
For each characteristic and given cohort the marginal drifts over private renting + social renting + owning add up to zero.
Note that marginal drifts referring to children in cohorts 2,3,4 negative because children reach adulthood.
Skill level categorization exhaustive, hence the marginal drifts over skill levels in each cohort column add also to zero.
Impact of tenure transition from social renting to owning best seen from skill levels of cohort 1.

VIENNA
CITIES
TOWNS
SUBURBAN
LOCLEVEL
LOGRENT
OLDBFLAT
OLDSFLAT
COUPLE
LNSMALL
LNBIG
MULTGEN
AIDED
LOWSKILL
MIDSKILL
HIGHSKILL
PERMLINC

From predicted course of tenure shares at
explanatory means by cohort and year

Table 3. Multinomial Logit for the Austrian housing market. Marginal drift cumulated over 1991–2003
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Instead, Table 3 shows that the longitudinal course of the tenure shares depends
on the local rent levels LOGRENT. From 1991 to 2003 the private rent level has
risen by 1.4 per cent per annum in real terms, with considerable zonal and local
variations. The outcomes are negative marginal drifts both for social renting and for
ownership.
The most pronounced impact in social renting appears among the young in cohort
1, where the drift is nearly −0.4 per cent. Since the young largely entered into new
social residences, the negative drift would mean that the development of social rentals
in high cost zones has become increasingly difficult. If that interpretation is correct,
the rising costs also show up in a negative marginal effect.
The rising costs in the sense of LOGRENT also reduced the shares of ownership.
In contrast, the private renting shares were pulled up (by around 0.6 per cent), relative
to constant rents. In fact, private rentals are demanded at high and even rising rent
levels. The problem of proper interpretation is obvious, because the supply-sided rent
differentials work alongside the demand-driven rent effects; in private renting, the
sides of the market are not identified.
The rest of this section discusses the individual covariates. Now we can identify
the demand side more closely.
In a gradual process since the 1980s, the Austrian housing assistance has switched
its family policies from social renting to ownership.21 The support of the traditional
family appears in the dominant marginal effects of ownership. From Table 2 we
see that being a COUPLE instead of a lone householder raises the probability of
ownership by 6 per cent. One more child in a small family LNSMALL adds 7 per
cent, one more child in a bigger family LNBIG adds 11 per cent. However, the family
policy did not speed up ownership formation at comparable rates. The dynamics can
be seen from Table 3 that shows rather small drifts for cohort 1, the main target
of family policy. From 1991 to 2003, only the bigger families with one more child
contributed some 0.4 per cent to the ownership rate. Much of the family policy thus
works in a spatial sense, above all the relocation towards suburban areas.
In social renting, the policy paid increasing attention to the support of lone householders with children. Indeed, the marginal effects of the traditional families are significant and negative. Similar effects appear with the marginal drift. In the younger
cohort 1, partners with dependent children moved out, which contributed to a decline
of the social renting share. Instead, in the next older cohort 2, the lone householders
with dependent children moved in more frequently (and less frequently into the other
tenures), raising the social renting share by around 0.5 per cent. In a sense, the present
Austrian housing assistance is more ‘socially targeted’ than it was in the past.
We turn now to the last group of covariates that are the occupational characteristics.
The skill levels are categorised into three groups: low-skill, middle skill and highskill. Table 2 shows that low skill households are 7 per cent less likely to be owners,
whilst they are 2 per cent and 5 per cent more likely to occupy private and social
rentals respectively. By contrast, the high skill households are 8 per cent more likely
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to own and, surprisingly, private renting is also three per cent more likely amongst
this group. These are the highly skilled tenants who prefer to live in the urban areas.
The opposite holds true for social renting: it is chosen by the high skills households
at 11 per cent lower probability.
The unemployed are 8 per cent less likely to be owners, 2 per cent more likely
to be private renters and 6 per cent more likely to be social renters. From Table 3
we see that in the longer-term, the young unemployed became social tenants more
frequently, which fits into the concept of a welfare safety net.
Households with a permanent income of one per cent above average are found
to be 0.04 per cent more likely to be in ownership and 0.03 per cent less likely to
be in private renting. In social renting the income effect is negligible. This could be
the outcome of soft income constraints that are in effect only at the dates of entry,
but it could also be attributed to the social mix that is intended in Austrian social
renting.
6.

Social Renting at the Crossroads

This final section focuses on the social change that social renting experienced over
the period of observation, and on the prospects for the future.
The cohort curves showed a marked trade-off between owning and private renting.
Since the social renting curves are flatter, one might conclude that the transition from
renting to owning mainly originates from the private renters.
However, the rise of young social tenants after 2000 tells a different story. In fact, a
substantial portion of that increase was generated by the moves of poorer households
from private to social renting. In contrast, many younger social renters moved out
towards ownership, as soon as they had sufficient income and savings to purchase a
family home. Seen from that angle, the moves into and out of social renting illuminate
the role of social renting at the crossroads of tenure choice. The process also implies
a change in the social composition, which may alter the risk position of the social
rented sector in the longer run.
Figure 5 illustrates the inflow and outflow of the social tenants. The inflow is
the number of private renters or owners who are predicted to be social renters. The
outflow is the number of actual social renters that are predicted to be private renters or
owners. The inflows and outflows are divided by the number of the correctly predicted
social renters. The numbers are taken from the outcome in 2003. Since the total of
fitted social renters dominates, we obtain a total inflow ratio of 0.68 and an outflow
ratio of 0.71. Around one half of the inflow originates from private renting (other
tenures included) while three quarters of the outflow targets ownership. Moreover,
we break up the inflows and outflows by social groups. The ratios are calculated over
the same denominator, that is the total of fitted social tenants.
Our interpretation needs the grand hypothesis that the predictions can serve as a
forecast. The model predicts a substantial social exchange. Since the half-time of the

306

E. Deutsch

Figure 5. Potential change in social renting.

spells in social renting is 17 years, the ratios in Figure 5 can be reached after two
decades.
The net inflow into social renting is an urban phenomenon: it is strongest in Vienna
and other cities. In the towns, suburban areas and the countryside a net outflow is
likely. Some caution is necessary because of a ceteris paribus argument. We have to
consider the other factors as well.
Indeed, Figure 5 suggests that lone householders will to some extent replace the
traditional family in the longer-run. The majority of the inflowing people living alone
are females. Further candidates for a net inflow are the unemployed and the recipients
of social aid.
The skill levels point to a significant change as well. The low and the high skills
move out from social renting, while the middle skills flow in. If we take the spatial
structure into account, the model predicts a substantial inflow of middle skills that
prefer urban locations. Does Figure 5 reflect the housing needs of an emerging
‘working poor middle class’?
Real personal net incomes scarcely increased since the 1990s. The tenure choice
with regard to permanent incomes proved to be rather inelastic, (see Table 2). So we
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might suspect that individual income uncertainty matters more than permanent income. Unfortunately, the Austrian census data are incomplete with regard to observed
incomes. For that reason we used income profiles that refer to social groups. As a
substitute for individual income risk we choose the risks by individual skill levels.22
From 1991 to 2003, the surge of schooling and learning on the job created a major
structural change towards middle and higher education. Income risk and even poverty
are no longer only associated with low skills; a considerable part of the better skilled
population is equally affected. In that respect, the cohort analysis is particularly
fruitful. Within a given cohort, the installed human capital does not change as much
over time as along fixed age groups. Thus, not so much the marginal effects but
the marginal drifts by skills should reflect the extent to which the skill endowment
induces the households to move.
The high skills households are less affected by unemployment. With better income
expectations and easier access to mortgage finance, individual income uncertainty
probably matters less. Indeed, from 1991 to 2003 the younger high skill cohort 1
contributed a marginal drift of 0.6 per cent to the ownership rate, and moved out from
social renting at an even higher rate.
The marginal drift of the low skills households in social renting was slightly
negative. In spite of income uncertainty, the low skills group contributed less to the
social renting share, likely also because their share in the total population declined.
Instead, the major contribution to social renting arose from the middle skills group.
The cohorts 1 and 2 added more than one per cent. Together with the youngest in
cohort 0 the total contribution of the middle skills households to the social tenancy
share was approximately 2.5 per cent. In the future, a higher proportion of middleskill households at risk may encounter difficulties in covering social rental payments
without personal benefits, or they may be unable to raise the down payments for
entry.
Indeed, the Austrian social providers already offer more rentals without entry
payments, not least because the transfer of units within a social rented block into
home ownership raises difficult problems in facility management. Without down
payments the providers do not have to offer the right-to-buy option, but to waive the
down payment weakens the liquidity position of the social providers and restricts the
opportunities to develop new residences in high cost areas even further. It is therefore
not surprising that smaller providers nowadays perfer to merge in order to improve
their liquidity position and to expand the scope of their activities.
7.

Policy Conclusions

Starting from an institutional approach that fits the tenure classification in the data
base, this paper has shown that the Austrian social rented sector has grown steadily
over the last 15 years, and more so than ownership or private rentals. A categorisation
of households into moving cohorts revealed that the housing market has approached
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a steady state with rented shares and ownership rates being close across the middle
age groups. However, the inflow of the young has affected the social composition of
social tenants within a short period of time. As a result, social renting switched from
a family oriented policy to a destination for middle class households at risk.
We have demonstrated the mechanism by which social renting mitigates house
price and rent volatility in the economy. However, in the longer-run, social change
may expose the Austrian social rented sector to an increased risk position. This
turnover calls for flexible instruments if social cohesion is to be preserved. Contrary
to the decades when non-profit rentals were built for teachers and civil servants, there
is today a steady outflow of the higher skills groups towards ownership.
To balance that outflow, one avenue is to attract households with better income
prospects and with a preference for the right-to-buy option in new social non-profit
dwellings. The right-to-buy started in 1993, and the first waves of exercised options
are currently under way. Expert interviews point to one major obstacle, which is
the non-tradability of the option. If the dwelling is not converted the option is lost.
To enlarge the scope of choices, the right-to-buy could be amended by trading the
option against ownership units in the neighbourhood or elsewhere, under new forms
of cooperation between the non-profit providers and the financial institutions. The
efficiency gains for the households and the social rented sector could be substantial. In
particular, the down payments could improve the liquidity position of the providers,
so that the units lost by the right-to-buy could be steadily replaced.
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Notes
1. A previous but different version of the paper was presented at the Housing Economics workshop at
the ENHR-Conference ‘Sustainable Urban Areas’ in Rotterdam, June 25–28, 2007, and at the second
IDEP Housing Workshop, March 13-14, 2008 Marseille.
2. See the reassessment of the integrated market approach by Kemeny, Kersloot and Thalmann (2005).
3. See Boelhouwer (2002) and Priemus (2003).
4. In Sweden, after decades of substantial subsidisation, much of the subsidies were abandoned in the
90s although institutional social landlords continue to supply rentals on a large scale, see Turner and
Whitehead (2002). For long decades Germany was a key example of the public assistance approach,
where subsidised enterprise flats and private landlords existed alongside the subsidised non-profit
sector. Since the latter was dissolved around 1990, Germany appears now rather as an example of the
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household resource approach. French social renting encompasses all approaches, but with a strong
role for local communities.
The non-profit providers also supply subsidised ownership units, mostly semi-detached houses or
condensed low buildings. In the past, the development of owner occupancy units was a profitable
business for the non-profit providers, but this faded after the eighties. Today, most subsidised ownership
is supplied via the right-to-buy scheme.
Evidence is provided in the study on intrafamiliar transfers by E. Deutsch (1997).
Austria is divided into nine Länder– administrative regions, classified as ‘NUTS2’. Instead, if not
stated otherwise, the terms ‘regions’ and ‘regional’ refer to the subdivision into 35 NUTS3 regions.
The social tenancy rates in Denmark and France averaged from 2000 to 2005 were similar (Ghekière,
109) but the tendencies were different: rising shares in Denmark contrast with a decline of new
construction in France.
Many private rentals were sold to individual owners. The sales were only partly compensated by new
‘buy-to-let’ units, under the finance of real estate equity funds.
The Austrian social rented sector was only stepwise opened to immigrants from outside the EU. The
municipal rentals were opened in 2003.
The most detailed accounts are available in German only. An exception is Donner (2000). Former
incentives and regressive effects were studied in Keuschnigg (1994). For recent publications see
Czasny and Moser (2000) and the appraisal in Amann (2006). The handbook edited by Lugger and
Holoubek (2008) contains information about the special mortgage vehicle (‘Wohnbaubanken’).
In total, the Austrian assistance budgets oscillate around €2.5 billion. The federal contribution amounts
to €1.78 billion, fixed in nominal terms, hence in real decline. The housing assistance duty out of the
wage sum (Wohnbauförderungsbeitrag) mentioned in Ghekière, p.182, covers some 40 per cent of the
federal amount. The regional sources are the repayments of public loans, certain local duties and, in
case of strong demand the general Länder budgets.
The author obtained that pattern by econometric panel estimations for the Vienna districts. See the
previous version presented in Rotterdam 2007.
The instrument does not only apply to social rentals but also to assisted ownership where it is
mandatory.
In 2007, the Austrian total of housing subsidies was €2.8 billion, after allowing for public loan
repayments that amounted to 0.9% of €273 billion GDP. That is close to the rate in France which is
1.1% of GDP (Mouillart, 2006). In countries such as the Netherlands where ownership is strongly
promoted the rate is usually higher (Rouwendal, 2007).
See the study ‘Wohntopos (Housing Topos)’, Deutsch and Wolf (2008).
In econometric analysis we subsume the ‘other tenures’ in private renting, because the two segments
overlap in various respects.
See the model in Lugger and Holoubek (2008), pp. 313–314.
With a different meaning, Carstensen (2005) uses the notion of marginal drift for age-cohort models
in biometrics. Instead, our definition is the analogue to the marginal effects in discrete choice.
These are ‘hard’ data supplied by the fiscal authorities. See Deutsch and Wolf 2008.
A quite similar demographic change took place in France, see L. Batsch et al. (2006).
The results on the risk positions by skill levels are backed by the previous version of this paper
presented in Rotterdam (2007). That version investigated the risk by taking the ratio between actual
and permanent income available over the horizon 1991–1999.
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an inflationary environment]. Paper presented at the 15th Congress of the European Bausparkassen
Association, Prague, October 2007.
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