


such as the police force and the legal system. Eviction is not only a punishment, 
it is a collective abandonment of other people; prioritising one individual’s right 
to own property over another individual’s most basic needs. Whether a property 
owner cannot meet mortgage repayments because of soaring interest rates, or a 

deprived of the right to work is forced to seek shelter in a run-down barn; all are at 
risk of being  forced from their homes, not just in a physical sense, but also psychologically in that the 
outside world invades the private sphere.

In spite of having been long evoked in all its horror by writers who had lived it and by champions of 
the poor, it is nonetheless still explained by lawyers and defended by property owners as a necessary 
evil. 

necessarily surface in the same way across states. Understanding the historical differences and 
various initiatives enables us to contextualise each national situation and also might help us devise 
solutions to minimise suffering. A number of countries, regions or cities have managed to limit and 
even prevent evictions without necessarily «ridding» householders of their responsibilities. Others 
have ensured that evictions do not lead to overly dramatic consequences for the families concerned.

The data and comments that follow are dependent on the quality of the information sourced. It is 
advisable to exercise caution when considering the data available; taking into account not only the 
quality, which varies from country to country (and the sample survey by the EU SILC which does not 

procedures which alter the relevance of the comparisons.

For all that, a number of points emerge from the comparison between the 28 countries.

, edited by Kenna P., Benjaminsen L., Busch-
Geertsema V. and Nasarre-Aznar S. (2016), is available online :  
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=738&langId=fr&pubId=7892&type=2&furtherPubs=yes



The pan-European study by Kenna et al. (2015) 
and funded by the European Commission saw 
one researcher from each country work alongside 
a steering committee made up of lawyers and 
sociologists with a view to obtaining a greater 
understanding of the reality of evictions and their 
consequences on homelessness. This chapter 
relies heavily on the points raised by this study.

poor quality of available data.
Only partial regional data was available for 
Belgium and Germany while there was only 

local data to hand for Bulgaria. Austria compiles 
data concerning disputes leading to legal procee-
dings as well as the proceedings themselves, but 
not actual evictions. Cyprus and Greece only 
registers evictions that occur on the private 
rental market. Romania and Slovakia collect very 
little data in this area. A number of countries 
distinguish rental eviction data from property 
foreclosures or squat evictions, while others do 
not distinguish between them. 

and is not a tool for cross-country comparison. 

occupied without 

information.

RESIDENTS IN 
THOUSANDS

CHANGE OF 
RESIDENCE  

EVICTION  
(% OF THOSE 

WHO CHANGED 
EVICTIONS NUMBER 

OF PEOPLE 
EVICTED 

3,003,600 0 0.00 —

20,096,000 1.6 0 0.00 —

3.2 0.2 0.01

4.1 0,02

9,931,900 0.3 0.02

0.3 0.02

Czech Republic 0.4 0.03

31.3 0.1 0.03 

9.8 0.4 0.04 822

8,408,100 20.2 0.3 0.06

21.9 0.3

1.0 292

9,482,900 0.2 0.08

11,123,000 9.8 0.9 0.09

14.8 0.6 0.09



10.2 1.0 0.10

20.8 0.10

1.3 0.11

46,818,200 13.0 0.9 0.12

29.9 0.4 0.12

2,044,800 10.1 1.2 0.12

0.8 0.12

10 1.3 0.13

European Union 0.8 0.14

862,000 0.18

0.9 0.24

11,094,900 22.4 1.2

United Kingdom 30.8 0.9 0.28

Luxembourg 0.41



The most relevant point is the huge variability 
in the number of evictions in each country in 
proportion to the population. Even if the three 

comparison problems) the number of evictions 
in proportion to the total population between the 
countries with the lowest and highest eviction 
rates varies by a factor of ten. Households are 
ten times less likely to be evicted in the Czech 
Republic or Denmark than in Cyprus or France.

Second point: the prevalence of evictions is 
not contingent on tenure status. A number of 
countries with a high proportion of property 
ownership (Romania, Bulgaria, Slovakia, etc.) 
as well as countries with high tenancy rates 
(Austria and the Netherlands) have low ins-
tances of eviction. At the other end of the scale, 
the same dichotomy exists: France with its high 
tenancy rates is one of the countries with the 
highest eviction levels, as are countries like 
Cyprus and Poland with high rates of owner-oc-
cupied properties. Moreover, in the majority of 
countries, 

2. By way 
of example, the number of forced or voluntary 
departures arising from difficulties repaying 
loans experienced by property owners in Spain 
amounted to 38,961 in 2013 with court decisions 
to evict tenants affecting 38,148 households in 
2013 (55,523 in 2012) even though only 21.1% of 
the population rent property. Even if there are 

for each tenure status.

In the most vulnerable countries, the impact of 

into a massive increase in evictions, as a result of 
political initiatives. Greece is an example of this 
with the Katseli law permitting property owners 
threatened with foreclosure to apply for a debt 

moratorium, a rescheduling of repayments, or 
interest to be cancelled. Some 60,000 households 
were placed under the protection of this law 
between 2011 and 2013. The overall number of 
individuals actually affected who had to move 

but according to Greek observers it is undoub-
3, despite the fact that in 2013, 

a new law suspended all property foreclosures 
for housing valued at under EUR 200,000. At 
the same time, tenant evictions increased from 
11,000 to 14,500 per year (+32%).

In Spain, property foreclosures were high, 
amounting to 50,000 per year between 2008 and 
20124, and peaking at 75,000 last year. However, 
not all were enforced. The drop in prices cost the 
property sector EUR 125 billion in toxic assets, 
still classed as such in 2014, including 80 which 
were transferred to the SAREB, Spain’s so-called 
Bad Bank, which repurchased bad debt from 

-
dence. Against this backdrop, banks showed 
a tendency not to enforce property foreclo-
sures as long as assets remained overvalued 
(nothing sold, nothing lost). A 2014 review of 
banks conducted by the European Central Bank 
led to an order being issued for a review of the 
estimates of property assets at market value. As a 
result, banks may no longer have any interest in 
holding onto such assets and a second intensive 
wave of evictions could ensue. 

In Ireland, another country heavily impacted by 
-

and remains modest. Legal proceedings against 
tenants increased but rates of actual evictions 
remain low. Eviction is a sensitive topic in the 
country, both politically and in the media, with 
the practice an unwelcome reminder of Ireland’s 
past as a British colony5. On an individual basis, 

to renegotiate their loan based on a decline in 

occupied property 

thereby reducing the 

made between 

more for a property 

in 2013.



years of the crisis) and income (for example, civil 
servants’ salaries dropped by 26%).
Moreover, evictions are not necessarily linked 
to residential mobility: no correlation between 
mobility levels and evictions can be observed. This 
suggests that we should treat with caution any 
notion that increased stability limits evictions and 
wild assertions that blame statutory protections 

circumstances leading to the practice.

Five countries saw a small surge in the number 
of evictions (less than 10%): Austria, Belgium, 
Estonia, Finland and France.

Countries with robust welfare programmes and 
strong  rental markets, especially in the category 
of social housing, appeared to be less affected 
than others by the global economic turmoil.
Finland and Austria are two countries where 
the issue of evictions has almost been resolved 
thanks to measures on prevention, rehousing 
and alternatives to evictions, for example, 
community mediation for tenants in diffi-
culty or the repurchase of houses from des-
titute property owners by social landlords. In 
Austria, the BAWO 

6 is often cited as an exa-
mple of an organisation that ought to be consi-
dered by states seeking alternatives to evictions.

Six countries saw a substantial reduction in the 
number of evictions (>10%): the Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Croatia, Lithuania, Portugal and 
Sweden.

http://www.bawo.at/

2013
CHANGE 

BETWEEN 2010 
AND 2013 IN %

INDICATOR

Austria -9.3

Austria 13,320 -3.4

Austria 36,032

Belgium 3.1

Estonia 26

Finland -0.8

Finland 8,148 -1.9

Finland 1.8

France  

41,466* -3.4

9.3



In Croatia, the rapid decline in the number of 
eviction procedures is spectacular: -34.5% in the 
private sector (property owners with a mortgage 
and tenants) and -16.8% in the public housing 
sector with actual evictions being very rare (13 out 
of 319 proceedings initiated in 2013 led to an actual 

-
ment without taking into account Croatia’s entry 
into the European Union and the economic boom 
that ensued in the post-war years.
Data from the Czech Republic did not allow for 
much differentiation to be made. The researcher 
who contributed information on this country to 
the 2015 study on evictions and homelessness 

coordinated by Padraic Kenna asserted (based 
on opinions given by legal professionals) that 
the number of unlawful evictions is higher than 
those enforced pursuant to legal proceedings. 
It is important to specify that in a number of 
central European countries, a landlord is obliged 
to declare any rented premises to the authorities 
for tax purposes. There are a high number of 
fraudulent declarations, creating a «housing 
black market» in which legal disputes are settled 
outside of the courts.
Nevertheless, this situation was the same in 
2010 and should not therefore be considered as 
a factor in the drop in the number of evictions.

2013
DECLINE 

BETWEEN 2010 
AND 2013 IN %

INDICATOR

Croatia 319  

Croatia -16,8

Croatia 6 -88,9

Croatia -21,1

Czech Republic 1 019 -41,4  

Denmark -20,0

Denmark -16,0

Denmark -12,0

Lithuania -13,2  

Portugal -30,3

Sweden  

Sweden 2 293  

Sweden -10,1



Five countries experienced an increase in the 
number of evictions of more than 10%: Bulgaria, 
Cyprus, Ireland, Latvia and the Netherlands.
Ireland, the country where Europe’s most specta-
cular property bubble took place, had previously 

the initial low level of evictions and the country’s 
very heavy exposure to the crisis.
The situation in Bulgaria and Cyprus illustrates 
the poor economic status of these countries that 
were not in a position to put in place provisions 
to dampen the effects of the crisis. 
The Netherlands and Latvia are countries that 
took a very liberal turn during this period. 

Routinely cited as a ‘star pupil’ in terms of aus-
terity policies, Latvia in fact has a high level of 
youth emigration, Europe’s fastest rising suicide 
rate and the most rapidly growing number of 
evicted households over the past four years.
It is noteworthy that 

, in other words placed under 

this would urge a better forecasting of the social 
impact of the policies implemented or requested 
by the European institutions of Member States 

2013
INCREASE 

BETWEEN 2010 
AND 2013 IN %

INDICATOR

Bulgaria 1,324

Cyprus 23.4

Ireland 1,840

Ireland

Ireland 111.0

Latvia 988 23.0

Latvia 39.2

Latvia 49.9

Latvia 102.2

Netherlands 23,100

Netherlands 6,980 18.3

Netherlands



Finally, eight countries revealed varying trends: 
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Portugal, 
Slovenia, Spain and the United Kingdom.

that there are certain segments where the number 
of evictions declines while it increases in other 
segments. In Germany, foreclosures of commercial 
premises are not distinguished from residential 

30% drop in property foreclosures over four years. 
This is clearly indicative of the improved economic 
situation and the stabilisation of the East German 
Länder with the number of rental evictions identi-

a slight increase at the same time.

In Greece, property foreclosures were minimised 
by the «Katseli» Law and the recent moratorium 
on evictions from owner-occupied principal resi-
dences. As regards the increase in tenant eviction 
procedures, the rate stood at 25% between 2010 
and 2012 before dropping by 17% in 2013. The 
number of legal decisions has increased by 31.8% 
over the entire four-year period. 

As far as Italy is concerned, the indicators converge 
to show a rise in the number of households expe-
riencing eviction; whereas the number of appli-
cation procedures increased by 11.8%, the number 
of households actually evicted ‘only’ rose by 5.1%

In Spain, data from the country’s National 
Bank shows a slight decrease in the number 
of households forced to leave their home after 
pressure from their mortgage institution (after 

period). At the same time, tenant evictions rose 
sharply, but it is possible that more sustained 
institutional focus has contributed to a better 
monitoring of the phenomenon.

In the United Kingdom, regional indicators 
reveal modest changes, but over a shorter period 
(2010-2012). In England and Wales (E&W), rental 
disputes have increased in the social housing 
sector and decreased somewhat in the private 
housing sector. This is likely to be linked to the 
increase in short-term rental contracts (ASTs) 
with reduced protection leading to 44% more evic-
tions over the same period. Property foreclosure 
applications dropped by 20.6% over the four-year 
period, a slight respite after a steady increase 
since the early 2000s. This trend did not impact 
upon Northern Ireland where the number of pro-
perty foreclosures has continued to rise slightly, 
while tenant evictions have exploded: +75.7% in 
four years. In Scotland, eviction procedures of all 
kinds dropped by 17% against the backdrop of the 
legal system and stakeholders, both of which are 
now far better organised to prevent evictions and 

2013
CHANGE 

BETWEEN 2010 
AND 2013 IN %

INDICATOR

Germany 34,491 -30.0

Germany

Greece 3.1

Greece 31.8

Hungary



For property owners with a mortgage, the main 
trigger is undoubtedly payment incidents which 
can lead to legal proceedings being initiated after 
arrears of: 

Finland, France, Ireland, Lithuania, Slovakia, 
United Kingdom, Portugal)

Denmark, Spain, Latvia, Luxembourg)

For tenants, a history of arrears is the main reason 
for the majority of evictions. Legal proceedings 
may occur after arrears of more than: 

the private rental sector))

* 2012 data

Hungary 49.4

Hungary

Italy 11.8

31,399

Poland 30,411

Poland 22.0

Slovenia 283 -19.6

Slovenia 10,608 14.4

Slovenia 38,961 -2.3

Spain 38,141

United Kingdom -0.3

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United Kingdom 3,694 9.0

United Kingdom

United Kingdom -20.6

United Kingdom 44.4

United Kingdom



Portugal, United Kingdom (in relation to social 
housing), Italy (from 20 days to three months 
depending on the circumstances)),

France (if housing subsidies covered by third-
party payers), Latvia, Slovakia, Hungary, 
Netherlands, Poland)

(Bulgaria, Hungary)

The issue of property occupations without right 
or title is of varying importance depending on 
the country, which may in part explain the diffe-
rences observed in relation to such evictions. 

Austria, Cyprus, Ireland, Poland, Portugal, 
Slovenia, Slovakia, and Greece), evictions of 
occupants with neither rights nor title are rare. 
Since 2008, such evictions have increased consi-
derably in Spain (+168%). In Italy, 4.6% of public 
housing is apparently occupied by squatters7  

, 
after several years and subject to conditions8).

 The police may also 
intervene in the absence of legal decisions in 
the event of a gross misdemeanour or other 
instances of criminal behaviour (Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Spain, Finland, Ireland, United 
Kingdom, Germany, Luxembourg, Austria and 
Romania).

As a consequence, -

Proceedings are generally initiated when the 
victim notifies the police of violent behaviour 
(Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, 
Ireland, Italy, Hungary, Latvia, Malta, Slovenia 
and the United Kingdom).

-

 In 
a number of countries bailiffs are likely to contri-
bute to evictions being more quickly enforced 
when they play an active role in payment inci-
dents where property loans are repaid through 
‘voluntary’ or ‘forced’ sales, leaving cash-strap-
ped property owners (with a mortgage) without 

-
tive accommodation (Austria, Bulgaria, Czech 
Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Spain, Finland, 
Luxembourg, Latvia and Sweden). The seller 
may be forced to vacate the premises within a 

In some cases, public notaries may be the ins-
tigators of evictions (Spain, Croatia, Hungary, 
Romania, and Slovakia) by issuing payment 
demands pursuant to extra-judicial proceedings 
that can lead to an eviction if they are not met. 
On occasion, mortgage contracts may provide 
for the possibility of a lender selling a property 
in the event of payment incidents.

There are also a number of social shock absorbers 
that assist in delaying or suspending instances 

or extra-judicial measures (such as mediation, 
for example), protective proceedings and various 
provisions implemented in each country to 
prevent or identify alternatives to evictions. It 
is possible to group various inhibitors into cate-
gories as follows: mediations and negotiations; 

by constitutions and related social rights; judi-
cial litigation and conditions for accessing legal 
representation; support services; and special 
protections extended to certain groups (the 
mentally ill, etc.).  In most countries, the impact 

 of 

referring to 2008 
data.



-
 such as in Spain with the mortgage victims’ 

association (PAH9) and in Hungary with two key 
associations Zivi zid and Udruga Franak10. 

The 2015 study conducted by Professor Kenna 
and his team sought to identify households 

the characteristics of discrimination and vulne-
rability that can lead to these household types 
being overrepresented in eviction cases. These 
characteristics include household composition, 
gender, country of birth, employment status, 
value of the property subject to an eviction order 
and household income.

In 13 out of the 28 EU Member States (Austria, 
Cyprus, Croatia, Estonia, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania, the United 
Kingdom and Slovenia), no data exists regarding 
the characteristics of households affected by 
eviction.
In seven countries, the information available 
is vague and/or drawn from local sampling of 
questionable origin (Belgium, Bulgaria, Greece, 
Hungary, Luxembourg, Portugal and Slovenia). 
Accordingly, reliable and structured informa-
tion exists for just seven countries (Denmark, 
Finland, France, Spain, the Netherlands, Sweden 
and a large part of Germany). 

-

The disparity of national situations suggests 
the importance of targeted public policies for 
groups affected by evictions. For example, the 
proportion of single people among evicted 
households varies from 71% in Finland, to 57% 
in Germany, to 54% in Denmark, to 50% in France, 
the Netherlands and Sweden.

The figures stand at 27% in Sweden, 25% in 
France (on the basis of a regional study), 22% 
of households receiving a second bailiff’s deed 
in the Netherlands and 19% of legal eviction 
proceedings in Denmark.

Evictions of couples with children vary from 19% 
in the Netherlands, to 17% in Germany, and falling 

frequent.  Such a disparity can only be explained 
by targeted public policies aimed at safeguarding 
(e.g. the amount allocated to children in welfare 
payments and the prioritisation of access to 
low-cost housing). 

In Denmark, the proportion of households with 
-

tigation stage and the actual eviction, pointing 
towards the strong impact that targeted preven-
tive measures have on the type of households 
affected by eviction.

Childless couples often constitute an under-re-
presented group, varying from 15% of evicted 
households in Finland to 6% in the Netherlands 
and Denmark. The low proportion of childless 
couples among evicted households would sug-
gest that despite family-friendly policies and 
practices that safeguard and prioritise children, 
being part of a couple offers better protection 
against eviction than the presence of children.

a wide range of 

procurement of 

and mediation 

renegotiation of 

the Hungarian 



Despite earning more than women across all 
European countries, men are far more vulnerable 
to eviction in countries where data was available: 
67% in Finland, 66% in Sweden, 57% in Germany 
and 54% in the Netherlands. 
In Denmark, 79% of people living alone who 
face eviction are men while 84% of lone parents 
impacted are women. In both cases, these groups 
are overrepresented when it comes to evictions 
in proportion to their demographic weight. Does 
this mean that men are more likely to face evic-
tion but women become more vulnerable due 
to the presence of children? This is a prema-
ture extrapolation that requires substantiation, 
but the question still remains. In Spain, single 
mothers are viewed as a vulnerable group wit-
hout any particular attention being paid to men 
who become homeless due to a relationship 
breakdown; the family home is more often than 
not awarded to women during legal proceedings 
in accordance with court decisions.

Intuitively, it would seem likely that the entry 
into adulthood and advent of old age (with the 
resulting loss of resources across a number of 
countries) are junctures that imply greater vulne-
rability. Yet interpretation of the data does not 

age are heavily represented among households 
affected by eviction: 91% in the Netherlands, 
87% in Sweden, 74% in Germany (25-60), 73% in 
Denmark and 67% in Finland. In France, 65% of 
adults concerned are aged between 25 and 45.
Young people are not particularly affected in 
Sweden (9%), France (5%) or the Netherlands 

(4%), but represent 19% Finland, 20% in Germany 
and 25% in Denmark. This data would have to 
be correlated with young people living in self-
contained housing to get a more accurate picture, 
but the disparity is startling: a young Danish 
person is six times more likely to be evicted than 
his or her Dutch counterpart.
Although exceptional circumstances may be 
observed, older people are only marginally pre-
sent among evicted households. The average age 
of victims of property foreclosures in Spain, for 
example, is 51.

there is no homogenised observation criteria. 
However, the link between migrants and eviction 
are clear. The proportion of foreign-born people 
among those evicted stood at 23%. In Germany, 
22% of those seeking preventive measures had a 
migration background. In Denmark, 23% of those 
evicted had non-Danish parents and 19% had 
non-European parents.
In Finland, 11% of people evicted are -born over-
seas. This figure remains a disproportionate 
overrepresentation in so far as the rate of non-na-
tionals residing in the country is only 3.6%. In the 
Netherlands, 42% of those evicted from social 
housing were born in another country inclu-
ding 22% outside of the European Union. Data 
sourced from Spain shows that a higher number 

-
culties repaying loans than Spanish nationals. 

al. as particularly vulnerable to evictions (in the 
category of legal tenancies) in Slovakia, Bulgaria 
and Hungary.



 In Germany, only 10.8% 
of households seeking preventive measures 
cited work as a primary source of income. A 
quarter of households threatened by eviction in 
the Netherlands and a third of those in Denmark 

reported an income from regular employment or 
from a liberal profession.

an unravelling of the ‘social safety net’.
In Sweden, the rate is higher: half of households 
affected by eviction have an income from 
employment. In this instance, it is in fact the cost 
of housing that appears to be incompatible with 
income levels (Sweden has an average price-to-
income ratio that is among Europe’s highest).

CAUSE FACTOR REMARKS

Structural

Systemic/
institutional

coordination between 

Interpersonal 

Personal



Only Denmark has conducted studies based 
on a factorial analysis which permits risk fac-

Elsewhere, partial studies enable hypotheses to 
be put forward.
According to contributions made by researchers 
who participated in the study the Professor 

-
tability are the main risk factors for eviction. 
The economic crisis has reinforced that trend, 
particularly in the worst affected nations such 
as the Mediterranean countries and in Central 
and Eastern Europe (CEE).

the primary factors leading to eviction including 
low incomes derived from work or pensions and 
a lack of savings to cope with life’s upheavals.
In northern and western European countries, 
while unemployment and instability are 
highlighted as contributory factors, mental 
health problems and risky behaviours asso-
ciated with psychotropic addictions appear to 

interweaving of various factors that lead to evic-
tion: unemployment, relationship breakdown, 
high rents, lack of an affordable fall-back 
solution, psychosocial difficulties, addiction, 
isolation, etc. Although no one individual is 
likely to suffer from all of these problems, even 
a combination of a few of them is likely to form 
a dangerous cocktail. 

-

Evidence of this is 
the proportion of poor households for whom 
total housing costs represent more than 40% of 
disposable income.
The contrast between groups of countries  is 
startling when central and eastern European 
countries are compared with northern and wes-
tern European countries.

COUNTRY 2010 2013

ALL POOR ALL POOR

Austria 3,9 12,4 4,0 11,1

Belgium 3,4 9,6 3,0

Bulgaria 2,1 2,0 1,9

Croatia 1,3 0,9 0,9

Cyprus 8,8 13

Czech Republic 16,6 3,2 14,1

Denmark 6,6 3,4

Estonia 2,8 3,9

Finland 14,2

France 6,1 18,8 16,9

Germany 2,0 2,1

Greece 10,2 14,9

Hungary 10,2 6,8 16,8

Ireland 8,1 12,0 20,2

Italy 4,2 10 4,9



The control group used to estimate the likelihood 
of being evicted is referenced in brackets in the 
title of each point considered; the probability is 
estimated in proportion to the population as a 
whole: less than one indicates a lower chance; 
the standard error is the potential margin of error; 

the trend relative to the amount of available data.

The primary risk factors for eviction are there-
fore as follows: relationship breakdowns (very 

high, 2.5 times more likely to face eviction than 
the population as a whole); lack of individual 
allowance; being a single man or a lone mother; 
release from institution (prison, hospital, youth 
detention facility) or reliance on an irregular 
income.

A dependency on individual allowances appears 
to be a determining factor as is shown, for exa-
mple, in England where following a study conduc-
ted in 2014, two-thirds of tenants affected by the 

for under occupancy of a social housing dwelling) 
were in arrears14, with a clear overrepresentation 
of single mothers and unemployed people15. 

appr/

Latvia 13,9 4,3 8,3

Lithuania 1,3 1,9 0,9

Luxembourg 1,4 4,4 2,9

Malta 1,1 4,2 2,3

Netherlands 3,1 8,4

Poland 1,0 2,1 2,6

Portugal 4,8 9,8

Romania 0,6 0,3 0,8 1,2

Slovakia 6,8 14,6 4,1 13,4

Slovenia 2,4 6,2 9,4

Spain 6,4 6,4 14,9

Sweden 2,3 6,8 2,3 8,6

United Kingdom 4,8 8,6 4,2 10,6

PROBABILITY STANDARD 
ERROR

LEVEL OF SI-
GNIFICANCE13

0.63 0.02 ***

0.01 ***

0.03 ***



A change to a person’s circumstances (profes-
sional, conjugal, debt repayment, etc.) seems 
to be a more important factor when it comes to 

Some 27% of evictions are caused by more than 
one factor. A quarter of people who cite a rela-
tionship breakdown also attribute the loss of 
their job as the reason for the debt. In many situa-
tions, an eviction appears to be the culmination 

leading to an eviction with the loss of a job and 
health problems being the most overrepresented 
risk factors for arrears observed among procee-
dings that ultimately lead to evictions17. The 2008 
recession exacerbated these risks giving rise to 
higher levels of debt, increased interest rates 

18.
In terms of rented social housing, the Phelps 
study reveals that more women, single parents 
and unemployed people are likely to be victims of 
eviction19 -
nistrative bodies responsible for granting individual 

lead to households becoming heavily indebted and 
unable to remedy such situations by themselves20.

Children in the family

0.94

1.21 ***

0.06 ***

0.08 ***

2.06 0.29 ***

0.69 0.04 ***

0.86 0.09

1.06 0.12

0.06 ***

1.66 0.09 ***

0.46 ***

Training 0.69 0.03 ***

Other 0.11 ***

0.31 0.02 ***

0.99 0.39

0.09

0.99

Other 0.93 0.08



A key factor leading to eviction appears to be 
the ‘Bedroom Tax’, a reduction in individual 
allowances for under-occupied social housing. 
Households are not able to pay rent for the hou-

alternative housing due to an absence of smal-
ler-sized dwellings at affordable prices, so they 

debt . A study conducted by England’s National 
Housing Federation concluded that two-thirds of 
social housing tenants  affected by the bedroom 
tax have experienced arrears.  

In central and eastern European countries where 
the political regime change during the 1990s was 
characterised by a strong trend towards property 
ownership, nowadays tenants are for the most 
part urban and mobile young people. Data are loo-
sely consolidated, but it appears from qualitative 
studies and research24 that the reasons for tenant 
eviction are largely indebtedness combined with 
poor preventive and restorative social protection 
measures. In this regard, evictions from informal 

Roma community in particular25. Individuals 
experiencing psychological problems also appear 
to be particularly affected by evictions, as well 
as by the sticking-plaster solutions available to 
them. This was especially evident in Hungary 
where using housing as collateral for other debts 

However, as evidenced by the national expert 
from the study by Kenna et al., the majority of 
those evicted did not find themselves facing 
homelessness afterwards. Although measures 
to stop evictions are inadequate, existing social 
«shock absorbers» and redistribution provisions 
in the United Kingdom have prevented a mass 
phenomenon where poverty leads to arrears, 
followed by eviction and living rough, as is the 
case in the United States, for example .

(consumer lending, various subscriptions) is a 
well-recognised factor in evictions.

A requirement to declare rental accommodation 
often exists in such countries and is concomitant 
with a tax liability on rental income. A number of 
landlords prefer not to declare a rental property 
with the result that when evictions arise, they 
only have recourse to informal methods of putting 
pressure on tenants. A large proportion of the 
evictions that take place undoubtedly fall into 
this category.

Although scant data are available for southern 
European countries, according to national studies 
conducted for the purpose of the project led by 
Kenna et al. (2015), it would appear that unemploy-
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ment and relationship breakdowns constitute key 
risk factors for eviction. Unemployment is the 
cause of 70.4% of payment incidents in Spain26. 
Concerning Portugal, very little data on risk fac-
tors exists except for interviews conducted as part 
of the study by Kenna et al. These demonstrate the 
close correlation between unemployment and 
eviction. In Italy too, where the number of tenant 
evictions doubled between 2007 and 2013, qualita-
tive interviews indicate that economic hardship 

Robust data are available for a limited number 
of countries where the circumstances of 
households following an eviction has been stu-

and Finland. It was evident that 

 It should be stressed that 
when the social services of these countries are 
taken into account, for the most part evictions 
concern households affected by a multitude 

part explain why such a high proportion of 
households remain unable to find a solution. 
Unfortunately, no equivalent data exists for other 

or disproved.
In Denmark, one year after an eviction, 79% of 
households were in permanent housing, 3% had 
been accommodated in an institution and 18% 
were not on the housing register meaning that 
these individuals did not have home insurance, 
or were staying with friends or relatives, or were 
homeless. After three years, the proportion not 
listed on the register stood at 15%.

was the primary causal factor in most evictions. 
In Greece, however, income levels, even in the 
case of employed households, constituted the 
main risk factor. The disparity between average 
salaries and the cost of living, the concentration 
of half of the population in the capital city and the 
very high proportion of people at risk of eviction 
or living in vulnerable situations all contribute 
to a high risk of eviction even when household 
occupants are employed. 

It would appear that eviction is strongly 
correlated with social isolation. Some 20% 
of households evicted in Denmark cited a 
breakdown in family relationships, 37% said that 
they had lost contact with close friends, 29% 
mentioned the lack of a social network while 6% 
of those with children were no longer in touch 
with them. Moreover, some 66% considered that 
they had lost a personal safety net through this 
experience.
Although very few instances of eviction lead to 
living rough, studies conducted in Denmark show 
that for 21% of homeless people, eviction was 
a determining factor in this situation, particu-
larly for older people (26% of those aged between  
50-59 years against 17% of those aged between 
18-24 years).
More generally, a study of residents living in 
shelters showed that 68% had been evicted at 
one time.27 

In Finland, the figures are somewhat similar. 

homelessness, among these, 78% were men and 
22% were women (there is a slight overrepresen

According to the 

 



tation of men who make up ‘only’ 72% of those 
evicted). These are households that have expe-
rienced a multitude of difficulties: addictions, 
mental health issues, poverty, isolation, behaviou-
ral disorders, etc.28

A study of crisis accommodation showed that 40% 
of users came from temporary accommodation 
with relatives or friends, and 28 % because of divorce 
or separation from cohabitation, pointing to the 

29

Comparable figures were observed in Sweden 
with evictions the cause for a quarter of the 
households living rough and a quarter of the 
households residing in shelters.30

In the Netherlands, 13% of newly homeless people 
in the four main cities reported having been 
evicted in the previous three months with strong 
regional differences (from 2% to 16%) which could 
suggest the importance of local prevention strate-
gies and alternatives to eviction.31 The majority had 

up living rough. In Amsterdam, households evic-
ted from social or private rental accommodation 
were monitored32. Two-thirds of these households 
were made up of people living alone. After one 
year, 13% had availed of homeless services or mail 
-forwarding facilities. After two-and-a-half years, 

nature of the solutions found following an eviction. 

permanent home (it is noted that social landlords 
-

ming regular rent payments, etc.). A number of 

entailing a number of restraints in terms of social 
assistance and personal budget management, 
which were clearly neither appropriate nor ade-
quate across the full spectrum of cases. 

In France, a very limited study33 of one hundred 
evicted households showed that one year on, 5% 
had become homeless. One quarter found accom-

modation with family or friends. Some 15% were 
rehoused in shelters and another 8% in ‘subsidised’ 
self-contained housing units (e.g. property agencies 
with a social purpose like AVIS), etc.

The British situation is undoubtedly unusual.  
The short-term rental contracts mentioned  
above (Assured Shorthold Tenancy or AST, from 

 
to be a key causal factor for homelessness. 
In 2010, 6,150 households declared that an AST 
agreement ending was the cause of their home-
lessness, compared to 13,230 in 2013, representing 

homeless declared their last place of residence 
as private accommodation, while a mere 5% cited 
arrears and evictions as the reasons for their 
circumstances.34 In contrast to the Nordic coun-
tries, research conducted in the United Kingdom 
indicates that few evicted households had sought 
specific social assistance, demonstrating that 
social welfare provisions were not necessarily 
the primary contributory factor here35.

In central and southern European countries, qua-
litative studies and data are somewhat more ad 
hoc. ln Estonia, a study conducted in Tallinn36 

revealed that 63% of people residing in emergency 
accommodation and 46% of people living rough 
were once property owners or tenants who had 
lost their home.37

that occur following the loss of a job, including 
excessive consumption of alcohol, relationship 
breakdowns, neighbourhood disturbances and 
arrears leading to evictions. However, 

In the Slovenian capital of Ljubljana38, 54% of 
homeless households cited eviction as the cause 
of their circumstances. 

-
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In southern European countries, the relationship 
between eviction and homelessness is more 

breakdowns are mentioned more often than evic-
tion as factors contributing to homelessness. It 
should be stressed that in countries with weak 
welfare states, families play an essential role in pro-
tecting individuals. This is the reason why family 
breakdowns emerged as an important factor and 
one that has undoubtedly taken on an even more 

the ensuing surge in unemployment which placed 
a strain on close relationships and grassroots soli-
darity. This is particularly true in Spain where a 

2012 survey conducted by the country’s National 
Statistics Institute (INE)39 showed that 12% of home-
less people cited eviction as the reason for their 
circumstances (8% in 2005) in addition to the 6% 
who reported the termination of a lease agreement. 

In Greece, a study conducted before the crisis 
in 200840

considered property foreclosures to be the main 

the number of property foreclosures has escalated 
since that time (it is noted however that their 
enforcement has been blocked).

at http://www.ine.
 

 

to be made to the 

Evictions represent a point of tension between a 
landlord’s right to ensure that a lease is properly 
executed or a bailiff’s entitlement to enforce the 
repayment of a loan and an individual’s right to 
housing.

The legal framework that is the source of this 
tension is characterised by a number of common 
features and notable variations, which may 
explain in part the differences in the prevalence 
of evictions and their consequences across the 

potential for positive change.
 

a cornerstone of the right to live in dignity. A total 

of Europe’s revised European Social Charter (ESC) 

and all European Union Member States have 
endorsed the United Nations International Pact 
on Social and Cultural Economic Rights (ICESCR).

Article 11 of the ICESCR requires State parties to 
acknowledge each person’s right to an adequate 
standard of living in terms of food, clothing, hou-
sing and a continuous improvement in living 
conditions. General Recommendation no. 4 lays 
down the notion of adequate housing, interpre-
ted as a secure tenure status, access to services 
and infrastructure, accessibility, affordability, 
liveability, a preferred location and adjustment to 

-
41. An evic-

tion must comply with the legal framework and be 
enforced in a measured way. Legal remedies (and 
legal aid if necessary) and solutions must be made 
available to evicted households. Information and 
time frames should guarantee the full enjoyment 
of access to a fair trial and 



social rights for households threatened by evic-
tion. The enforcement of evictions at night or 
during harsh weather conditions is prohibited. 
Legal representatives must be present during an 
eviction.42

The Conventions on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities (2006) and the Convention on the 
Rights of the Child (1989) strengthen protections 
of targeted groups.43

The revised European Social Charter and the 
European Convention for the Protection of Human 
Rights and related case law explicitly addresses 
(Art. 16 and 31 of the ECHR) protections in relation 
to eviction. The protection of individuals threate-
ned by eviction must be guaranteed by law44, 
including consultation with relevant parties in 

obliged to take all necessary measures to relocate 
45 Evictions 

from accommodation centres must be avoided 
if they push the individuals concerned towards 
extreme circumstances that are contrary to res-
pect for human dignity.46

The European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) 
has developed complex case law balancing the 
rights of the two parties and specifying the role 
public authorities are expected to play. The right to 
respect for private and family life, the right to a fair 
trial and the right to protection from inhuman and 
degrading treatment are not always compatible 
with eviction procedures. The ECHR provisions 

An Estonian court considered that an eviction 
containing a procedural error violated Article 8  
of the ECHR and Article 33 of the Constitution, 
regarding the inviolability of the home47. In 
Lithuania, courts have absorbed the provisions 
into the regulatory framework relating to evic-
tions48. In France, Article 8 was invoked in deci-
sions on evictions from illegal settlements49.  

In Spain, recent evictions have been suspended 
on the basis of Article 8; one example is the case 
of a mother and her two children whose evic-
tion was postponed until an alternative could 
be found50. The ECHR decided upon a temporary 
measure51 ordering the eviction of a family (with 
an eight-year-old child) who had built a dwelling 
without planning permission on wasteland to be 
postponed until the authorities could prove that 
they would be provided with alternative housing 
and adequate social services.

European Union law has a direct binding effect 
on Member States. The European Charter of 
Fundamental Rights (ECFR) now has treaty status 
and provides for the right to social assistance 
and housing aid in Article 34(3)52. The European 

-

In terms of eviction, Member States 
must respect fundamental liberties and other 
EU targets including provisions on migration, 
freedom of movement, non-discrimination, etc.53

The directive on unfair terms54 -
cant impact particularly following the important 
decision taken by the Court of Justice of the 
European Union (CJEU), 

55. The judgement ruled that Spanish 
law on property loans does not comply with the 
European legal framework in so far as the legal 
remedies available to a borrower following a 
payment incident that lead to an eviction are 
too limited. 
In Kušionová, the CJEU Directive goes further by 

fundamental right guaranteed under Article 7 
of the Charter that the referring court must take 
into consideration when implementing Directive 
93/1356

link between regulations concerning property 
rights, entitlements to credit and the protections 
enshrined in the Charter of Fundamental Rights 
through the prism of the Directive on unfair terms.

interpreted by the 
European Committee 
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-

57.

The constitutional right to housing is expli-
citly provided for in Finland, Poland, Hungary, 
Portugal, Greece, Slovenia, the Netherlands, 
Spain and certain east German Länder. It is often 
juxtaposed with the right to property, thereby 
limiting evictions for public interest reasons, and 
compensation is occasionally provided for by the 
constitution (for example, Latvia, Spain, Germany, 
Romania, etc.).

may be invoked before the courts to establish 
whether an eviction is in fact legitimate, parti-
cularly when no other alternative has been put 
forward. For example, Article 30 of the Polish 
constitution provides that public authorities must 
respect and protect the inalienable dignity of the 
person. On this basis, the Constitutional Court  

this Article and are consequently unconstitu-
tional58. When considered in conjunction with 
Article 8 of the ECHR, it is clear that the needs 
of each individual and family must be taken 
into consideration to ensure access to a suitable 
alternative. 
In Slovakia, the Civil Code which governs tenancy 

-
tive if the evicted household is responsible for a 
child or dependent person (alternative possibili-
ties may include a shelter in the event of arrears).
In Spain, a court postponed the eviction of a tenant 
with three minor children on the basis of the 
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, the 

right to housing enshrined by Article 47 of the 
Spanish Constitution as well as the freedom of 
establishment59, the right to education60 and the 
right to healthcare61 also contained therein.
However, an explicit reference to the right to hou-
sing in a constitution or legislation is not neces-
sarily an indicator of the best possible protection 
being made available in the event of an eviction.

The right to housing enshrined in a number of 
constitutions may be more programmatic and 
urges States and public institutions to put in 
place social housing policies permitting access to 
accommodation for all. This is the case in Greece, 
Hungary, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and 
the Netherlands. The organisation of resources 
often leads to better access to housing for all than 
the mere assertion of subjective rights62. However, 
the two combined would appear to be the most 

63. Independent of coming up 
with a direct solution, the combined application 
of programmatic rights to housing and individual 
rights may guide correlated regulation on matters 
such as taxing, urban planning, restrictions on 
the right to property and the drawing up of lease 
contracts, etc.64

With or without international and constitutional 
provisions, national legislation emphasises and 
organises the right to housing, especially in coun-
tries such as the Czech Republic, Cyprus, Estonia, 
France, Denmark, Malta, the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom.

In France, the Enforceable Right to Housing Act 
(DALO) permits individuals to invoke the State’s 
obligation to provide accommodation through 
a hearing before a mediation committee and if 
necessary an administrative court65.

-

-

EEC.

enforcement without 

-

-

-



In the United Kingdom, there has been an obli-
gation for local authorities to provide accommo-
dation to homeless people since 197766. There 
is a general obligation on authorities to provide 
advice and assistance to prevent homelessness. 
Scotland has strengthened these provisions by 

solution and when local authorities believe that 
they bear no responsibility for a particular case, 
then the burden of proof rests with them. It is not 
unusual for the courts to rule that housing must 
be provided in such instances.67

-

it comes to rental properties are impacted by a 
high proportion of unlawful evictions (Bulgaria, 
Hungary, Slovakia and Romania) as are countries 
where unlawful facilities are commonplace such 
as France’s squats and shanty towns populated by 
Romanian Roma. llegal evictions were highlighted 
in Hungary, Slovakia and Romania, although the 
phenomenon is probably much more widespread.
 

Act 2001 and The Home-

-

-

be mentioned, that the 

30 % higher than the 
budget for temporary 
accommodation 

budget data.

Preliminary calculations for Austria and Germany 
would suggest that for every EUR 1 spent on evic-
tion prevention services (including advice and 
settling arrears), EUR 7 could be saved in housing 
and social inclusion services.68

In Germany, the city of Bielefeld improved its 
prevention services during the years 2004 and 
2008 leading to a reduction in dedicated housing 
provision. The city council claims to have saved 
EUR 1.6 million out of its budget, compared to 
200469.

70 in Vienna (Austria) 
is another example. In 2012, it spent EUR 1.63 
million and was in contact with 2,931 households 
(6,741 people), representing an annual cost of EUR 
241.82 per person. When compared to rehousing 
costs and support services estimated to amount to 

EUR 600 per person per month, the cost is 30 times 
lower. Given that households vary considerably, 
it is perfectly conceivable that rehousing requires 
more work and support provisions than main-
taining individuals in the same accommodation. 
However, with the cost of supporting people in 
their homes being 30 times lower than rehousing  
them, the authorities might consider setting  
priorities in this regard a worthwhile effort.

In the Netherlands, a recent calculation showed 
that by investing EUR 1 in eviction prevention 

of EUR 2.20 in expenditure on providing services 
for homeless people could be made71.

These rationalisations do not include legal 
expenses or the cost of enforcing proceedings, 
likely to be high given the number of stakeholders 
and institutions concerned.72 



; although there is admittedly 
a lack of systematic research when it comes to 

of alternatives to evictions.

The Netherlands and the Czech Republic have 
the lowest proportions of the population at risk 
of poverty following social transfers. Greece, 

Romania and Bulgaria on the other hand have the 
highest. Social transfers reduce the proportion of 
the population at risk of poverty by 50% or more in 
the Czech Republic, France, Finland, Ireland, the 
Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom74. 
This reading of the data is counterbalanced by a 
recent study which showed that the capacity to 
reduce the proportion of the population at risk of 
poverty by income transfers has declined eve-
rywhere in recent times75.

increase in rents over the past 15 years in large 
European municipalities.

in 2013.

MEMBER STATE RISK OF POVERTY BEFORE  
SOCIAL TRANSFERS, 2013

RISK OF POVERTY FOLLOWING 
SOCIAL TRANSFERS, 2013

Austria 14.4
Belgium 26.3
Bulgaria 21.0
Croatia
Cyprus 24.3
Czech Republic 16.6 8.6
Denmark 28.1 12.3
Estonia 18.6
Finland 26.4 11.8
France 24.2
Germany 24.4 16.1
Greece 28.0 23.1
Hungary 26.3 14.3
Ireland 14.1
Italy 24.6 19.1
Latvia 26.0 19.4
Lithuania 30.3 20.6
Luxembourg 29.4
Malta 23.3
Netherlands 20.8 10.4
Poland 23.0
Portugal
Romania 22.4
Slovakia 20.1 12.8
Slovenia
Spain 30.0 20.4
Sweden 14.8
United Kingdom 30.1



Various push factors associated with housing, 
such as housing law, social equity and social 
cohesion, can contribute to the prevention of 
evictions.

-
 Depending on the country, low-cost housing 

is built by directly by the state (social housing is 
rare and for the lowest income quartile in most 
European states) or it is facilitated through indi-
vidual allocations or interest subsidies on loans 
for building low-cost housing.76 

More often than not, a national housing policy coor-
dinates various initiatives regarding production, 
renovation, allocations, social welfare and taxation.77

-
lable housing and public intervention procedures 
appears to be becoming even more apparent. 
In Malta, 3,249 applications for social housing 
were made in 2013 for a number of vacant houses 
thirteen times higher. In Spain, the high level of 

-
lion has triggered several public initiatives to put 
them back on the market, by, in particular, taxing 
empty dwellings, a measure which has already 
proved effective in France. However, the location 
of such housing, often situated in newly-deve-
loped ghost towns, remains problematic.

The variations in tenure statuses can have an 
impact on the availability and cost of housing78. 

Nonetheless, the trend across European Union 
Member States is towards the privatisation of 
social housing and encouraging private property 
ownership through a variety of tax measures and 
more recently the safeguarding of interest rates. 
By way of example, half of homeowners with 
a mortgage in Poland took out a loan in Swiss 
francs, deemed to be safer as it was tied to the 
euro at the time. However, the two currencies later 
became unhooked and within a year monthly 
payments had increased by 40-50%, the prelude to 
a massive increase in property foreclosures. The 
number of households and the social categories 
concerned depends greatly on the balance of 
tenure statuses.
In Spain, the proportion of tenants has declined 
from 51.5% in 1950 to 12% today. The high rate 
of households with debt served to exacerbate 
the property bubble and its subsequent collapse, 
running the economy into the ground. Across the 
whole of Europe, 43% of households are property 
owners with a mortgage (70% are homeowners, 
18.5% are private tenants while 10.9% are social 
housing tenants).

The existence of a stock of affordable housing 
is manifestly a key contributory factor when it 
comes to preventing evictions. However, several 
barriers exist that prevent it from being a wholly 
effective solution. Access conditions and prio-
ritisation procedures mean the most deprived 
households may in fact be refused social housing. 

seeking an emergency solution through the 
social housing sector are faced with long wai-
ting lists, exacerbated by rising private rental 
market prices observed right across Europe since 

 



the start of the 2000s. Despite being based on 
non-comparable data, the Housing Europe review 

that in 2012: 186,000 people were on the social 
housing waiting list in Belgium, 1.7 million in 
France, 90,000 in Ireland, 650,000 in Italy, 1,916,000 
in the United Kingdom and 500,000 in Poland. 
Availability of social housing has reached satu-
ration point. 

 Confronted with such a situation, the 
mass sale of social housing should be a cause for 

households were at breaking point, demonstra-
ting that the need for social housing is not born out 
of a demand for comfort, but out of necessity. The 
tension over social housing threatens to result in 
a greater number of evictions. 
Furthermore, social housing is often unsuited to 
the needs of the people it is intended to accommo-
date. In France, the  
(national union of social housing organisations) 
reported that between 2012 and 2013, the number 
of households in arrears had increased by 170,000 
to reach 882,000, representing 22% of all tenants.79 
In addition, there tended to be an increase in 

in arrears of over three months, representing 7.1% 
of households living in social housing.

In order to boost construction and facilitate grea-
ter access to property, States have put in place 
safeguarding measures for loans, legal mediation 
schemes (all except two States have an enfor-
ceable pre-litigation stage in the event of payment 
incidents) as well as the less-common discounted 
interest on borrowings that exist in Belgium, 
Cyprus, Denmark, Spain, Finland, France, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Latvia and the United Kingdom. In 

the Netherlands, 90% of those who purchased a 
property at a price lower than EUR 290,000 had 
recourse to a national guarantee fund. There is a 

and the desire to avoid speculative bubbles that 
result in the collapse of asset prices resulting in 
so many being left victims, particularly in relation 
to property foreclosures. 
 

 In 2013, 
the Netherlands had the highest level of debt 
in proportion to household gross disposable 
income (217.5%), followed by Denmark (189.5%), 
Sweden (151.6%), the United Kingdom (119.2%) 
and Ireland (110.2%), while the least indebted in 
this regard were Austria, Hungary, Latvia, Poland 
and Slovenia.
While a number of countries have regulatory 
provisions preventing high-risk loans (Austria, 

Germany, Denmark, Ireland, Malta, Sweden and 
the United Kingdom) put in place requirements 
to check the applicants’ credit-worthiness and 
background with mortgage limits based on the 
value of property purchased, etc.80

These measures had a quieting effect on feve-
rish lending practices. In France and Belgium,  
creditors will only lend now when monthly  
repayments are less than one third of the net 
household income. These two countries expe-
rience fewer defaults in relation to mortgage 
loans and property foreclosures are rare.

In Lithuania, a law on responsible lending restricted 
loans to 85% of the value of the property and the 
price-to-income ratio to 40%. In the Netherlands, 
capping is progressive: at 104% of the value of the 
property, the maximum level of indebtedness fell 

Source: 



to 100% in 2018. In 2015, Ireland set the limit for the 
loan-to-value ratio for property at 80% of the value 
of the home. At European Union level, Article 18 
of the Directive on property loans provides for an 
assessment of the borrower’s creditworthiness 
and ability to repay81, as approved by the European 
Banking Authority.82

There is a critical tension between incentivising 
greater property ownership through more gene-
rous loans and the need to protect vulnerable 
borrowers. Although conventional models of 
conservative property lending leads to low rates 
of homeowners, as is the case in Germany, a shor-
tage of available houses and lower prices tends 
to push households towards property ownership. 
Low-income sectors of the population are there-
fore inclined to seek credit under less favourable 
and riskier financial conditions (in particular 
subprime-type mortgages).

The transparency of information and the 
prohibition of unfair terms are instrumental in 
achieving this objective. It was on this basis that 
loans taken out in foreign currencies in central 
European countries were able to be renegotiated 
and unfair terms concerning property loans in 
Spain could be overturned.83

In Germany, households are automatically provided 
with certain information before a property loan  
is agreed.84 Moreover, Latvia stipulates the right 
for consumers to have their contract examined by 
the national Consumer Rights Protection Centre 
to identify unfair terms. In Malta, lending prac-
tices are tightly governed, meaning that lenders 
may be held responsible for defaults, which have 
allegedly occurred with regard to loans deemed 
to be too risky. Spanish legislation was updated in 
2013 to better protect households that borrow for 

accommodation. Slovakia amended several laws 
to lay down criteria for ‘usury’, beyond which 
contracts are deemed null and void. In 2014, a 
review of the credit market conducted in the 
United Kingdom led to the introduction of several 
provisions aimed at limiting the volatility of the 
lending market, in particular lenders having a 
greater liability under new loan conditions which 
could potentially see them being held liable for 
defaults on payments.
In the Netherlands, ‘civil law notaries’ are legally 
bound to ensure that borrowers are fully aware 
of the risks that households are exposing their 
homes to when taking out a loan. Furthermore, 
Latvia and Bulgaria place an emphasis on raising 
awareness among consumers. States seem to 
have at least partially and selectively learned 
some lessons from the subprime crisis and the 
risky positions that were taken by property 
owners with a mortgage.

several European States to encourage the deve-
lopment of ‘intermediate tenures’ that bridge the 
gap between owning and renting a home85. The 
aim of these projects is usually to share the right 
to property, debts and risk while also availing of 
public facilities (loan guarantees, prioritisation 
of access to property, etc.) due to the non-spe-
culative and collective character of the project. 
The United Kingdom has pioneered Community 
Land Trusts: a shared-ownership scheme aimed 
at promoting measures for dividing up property 
into land or buildings for private ownership or 
occupancy, or into communal and private areas, 
with a view to prohibiting or at least limiting spe-
culative bubbles.86 These intermediate tenures 
remain nonetheless marginal on the housing 
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market. Even in the United Kingdom, where they 

units, out of a total stock of 27.7 million dwellings 
including 3.9 million social housing units.
Ireland has copied the British example of shared 
ownership, with payments being a mix of rent 
and purchasing. In Catalonia and Malta, legal 
initiatives have been taken in this regard. In Malta, 
a statute was proposed whereby a dwelling can 
be half purchased, half rented. In Germany, coo-
perative property development is becoming more 
widespread. In the Netherlands87 and in France, 
social landlords offer access to secured property 
on the market under derogation conditions. In the 
Czech Republic, cooperative housing represents 
11% of the total housing stock. In Finland, shared 
ownership was only introduced at the end of the 
1990s but already accounts for 2% of primary 
residences.

88

Between 1980 and 2000, policies led to a decline 
in private rental statuses especially in Finland, 
Denmark, Spain and the Netherlands, while they 
remained at the same level in Germany, Ireland, 
France and Sweden. Nonetheless, following the 

crisis, 

89 
These States are now attempting to develop a 
more balanced combination. 
The rebalancing of rental statuses was developed 

in tandem with investment incentives, them-
selves coupled with provisions to alleviate or 
regulate rents with a view to ensuring that state 
support is not absorbed by a speculative bubble 
on the rental market. 

There are heated debates regarding the most 
appropriate way to facilitate the development 
of a smoothly operating private rental market. 
Countries with the highest rates of private tenants 
(Austria, Germany) also offer the highest levels 
of protection. Concurrently, IMF and European 
Commission proposals90 on making the rental 

Portugal and Slovakia, with the vast majority of 
countries now clamouring for such measures to 
be implemented. The British example of Assured 
Shorthold Tenancy (AST) agreements that last 
for a six to 12 month duration and end swiftly 

without adversely affecting protections afforded 
to long-term tenants or homeowners - is often 
proposed in this regard91.
 
However, a number of specialists consider that 
strong statutory protections for tenants contri-
bute to the development of the private rental 
market by attracting demand92. At the same time, 
weaker tenure statuses are catastrophic for indi-
viduals. In the United Kingdom, local authorities 
reported that 25% of homeless people had exited an 
AST agreement in 2013, compared to 13% in 201093.

23 of the 28 European Union countries provide 
-

nisms. According to the national experts who 
participated in the study by Kenna & al. (2015), 

 somewhat eroded 

See Haffner, M.E.A., 

the gap between 

p. 16.

2014 the ending of 
an AST accounted 

attachment_data/
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 (with the possible excep-
tion of Germany where rent allowances are sup-

with housing). In the United Kingdom, assistance 
has been capped resulting in the most vulnerable 
tenants falling behind in rent payments with the 
number of evictions having sharply increased 

These allowances are a powerful resource when it 
comes to preventing evictions and housing exclu-
sion, but on the other hand can create threshold 
effects that eliminate certain categories of the 

and the way these are calculated resulting in the 
wrong households being penalised. These are 

should nonetheless be constantly improved with 
a view to limiting their less-positive side effects. 

Public guarantee systems also exist, for example, 
in the Czech Republic, Flanders and France where 
it is considered that in most cases facilitating 
access to existing housing by providing the 
means to do so is less costly than constructing 
new dwellings.94

In practice, despite thirty years of deregulation, 
rental markets remain partly regulated eve-
rywhere,95 although the impact of rent controls 
on the development of new housing and the 
quality of stock available is a constant source of 
controversy.

Several possible pathways exist and these may 
include: rent reviews, increases in rents linked to a 
price index or other criteria, rent freezes and rents 

96 carried 
out by the International Union of Property Owners 
(UIPI) shows that rent increases are regulated in 
Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland and 

are divested of any control: the Czech Republic, 
Greece, Slovakia, Spain and the United Kingdom.97 
In most countries, existing stocks of rental proper-
ties tend to be regulated while new developments 
are not. This is for the purpose of stimulating the 
property market and avoiding a situation where 
investment encourages speculation rather than 
providing effective solutions.
In Belgium, for example, newly-constructed deve-
lopments are at liberty to set their own rents while 
applying rent increases to existing housing is 
linked to an index that is also used for measuring 
trends in salaries. This results in social housing 
rents being calculated according to household 
income. In Cyprus, the Rent Control Act establi-
shed in 197598 governs rent increases, but there 
has been a freeze on these in recent years due to 

property values.
In Germany, a combination of factors has alle-
viated rents: rates on rental yields, capping 
increases at 20% over a three-year period and 
rent indexes that assure the transparency of 
neighbourhood rents leading to greater stability. 
However, the loss of production controls in the last 
decade coupled with internal migration towards 
the richest cities of the south west of the country 

The balance, through ensuring the attraction of 
a variety of housing statuses, is guaranteed by 

exist in Latvia by virtue of the principle 
 (the lease contract does 

not end if the property is transferred to another 
person). In the Netherlands, even temporary 

of times99. Moreover, the Dutch Tenant’s Union 

preventing evictions.

23/1983.



Family and friends remain the primary remedy 
for people at risk of eviction. 

. By way of example, 40% of 
Spanish pensioners reported using a portion of 
their pension to help family and friends in 2012 
100, demonstrating that as sophisticated as public 

the gaps that result from the fragmentation of 
European societies and the gradual weakening 
of private solidarity.

arrears (allowances and loans) is available in 
Austria, the Czech Republic, Spain, Finland, 
France and Poland.
In Germany, such assistance is optional but is 
becoming a measure more commonly used by 
local authorities to assist individuals threatened 
by homelessness.101 
In Denmark, local authority emergency assis-
tance is targeted at socially vulnerable people and 
families with children. 

These measures are often supplemented by 
charitable organisations. For example, Caritas 
Barcelona distributed EUR 2 million in 2013 in 

homeowners experiencing payment incidents.102

 
The effectiveness of this assistance depends on 

well as whether it has had recourse to the eviction 
prevention system. By way of example, in Austria, 
Germany, Denmark and Sweden, notices to vacate 
premises and court orders to evict lapse automati-
cally if arrears are paid in a timely manner.

Housing advice and social mediation emerge 
as important measures in complex procedures 
that encompass housing policies, social services 
and legal procedures, and which can weaken 
households to the point where they lose their grip. 
In France, 80% of legal decisions are handed down 
without the household in question having been 
assessed or represented. Local authority services 
for housing advice, geared towards assisting with 
repaying debts are available in Austria, the Czech 
Republic, Germany, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, 
Sweden, Slovakia and the United Kingdom, with 
varying degrees of intensity and specialisation in 
relation to crisis situations.

 
when financial negotiations are conducted in 
accordance with social procedures and other 
measures.

This is particularly true in the case of property 
loan negotiations, including the partial cancella-
tion of debts or the rescheduling of loans, interest 
rates and frequency of repayments. The requi-
rement for a pre-litigation negotiation stage in 

in a number of European countries including 
Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, 
Finland, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, 
Sweden, Slovakia, Malta, the United Kingdom, 
Spain and Latvia, etc. According to the study by 

in Ireland and Cyprus and are not yet even on the 
agenda in Greece, France and the Netherlands.
Such provisions are often subject to supervision 
by a judge or an administrative authority with a 
view to an amicable agreement being concluded. 
Moreover, depending on the country, they may 
entail a solution that involves cancelling or 
rescheduling all or part of the debt. 

According to 

may

accommodation 

 

in 2010.



In Finland, banks offer property loans that pro-
vide for several months of crisis during which 
the borrower is not required to pay back the 
capital, merely the interest. In the Netherlands, 
loan institutions may unilaterally initiate a debt 
restructuring procedure, useful in instances 
where households can no longer meet debt 
repayments. In the Czech Republic, creditors 

withholding, etc.) before contemplating eviction 
or property foreclosure proceedings.

Depending on the system, this may assist in kee-
ping down monthly charges and also permit the 
household to avail of solidarity measures tailored 
to tenants, or even benefit from the proceeds 
derived from the sale in order to contend with 

-
tries, expert organisations proceed with these 
acquisitions with a view to maintaining tenure 
or creditors recover the dwellings by virtue of 

 (acceptance in lieu) meaning 
ownership of the property in exchange for the 
value of the debt, undertaking, for example, to 
resell the housing to the residents at the same 
price when they are in a position to purchase it. 
A prevention measure that is increasingly being 
implemented in Scotland is worth highlighting 

may be compelled to accept budget management 
-

ties persist, the dwelling in question is taken over 
by a specialised social rental agency (like the AIS 
in Belgium or the AIVS in France) and later on, if 
problems still prevail, the dwelling is then placed 
under a form of guardianship with housing ser-
ving as a type of accommodation centre but with 
accompanying support measures. At each stage, 
a six-month moratorium on rents is necessary to 
ensure complete independence.

In Austria, the centralised and well-resourced 
FAWOS (Fachstelle fûr Wohnungssicherung), an 
associative para-public structure with access to 
25% of the local authority housing stock of the 
City of Vienna, showed particularly convincing 
results when it comes to showing the relevance 

Prevention may also be built into the legal 
framework. The legal requirement to exhaust 
social avenues before resorting to judicial 
measures (Australia, Czech Republic, Germany, 
Denmark, Finland, Netherlands, Poland, Sweden 
and other countries) only in instances where 
children are involved means action can be taken, 
even though arrears may only be modest.

-

This is particularly prevalent in Finland 
where a law provides that civil courts may cancel 
debts103. 

Various means are available as part of the legal 
framework to limit the brutal consequences of 
eviction. These may include: enforcement judges 
who permit the implementation of a civil court 
decision, a winter ban on eviction, etc. These 
types of provisions exist in all European countries.

Again, links to specialised services appears to 
play a significant role in guiding households 
subject to eviction orders towards measures that 
prioritise the granting of allocations.
France and Sweden have a high level of social 
housing and very long deadlines for evictions 
yet a greater correlation between evictions and 
homelessness exists in these countries than 
in Denmark where such proceedings are exe-



cuted in a timelier manner. 



Adil du Gard (2012), 
 Paris, ADIL. http://en.calameo.

com/read003334394467c6ac86792?authid 
=oBaKtqCp2v2G. 

Akkermans, C. and Räkers, M. (2013). 
.  

(Guidelines to prevent eviction), St. Eropaf. 
http://eropaf.org/lib/publicaties/Handreiking%20
Digitaal%201.0.pdf. 

Andrews, D., Caldera Sánchez, A. and  
Johansson, Å. (2011) 

 OECD 
Economics Department Working Papers, No. 
836 (Paris, OECD Publishing). 

Andritzy, J.R. (2014) 
 IMF  

Working Paper WP/14/226 (Washington, IMF).

Angel, S. (2000)  
(Oxford, Oxford University Press). 

Balchin, P. (1996)  
(London, Routledge). 

BBVA (2013), 

 Working Paper n. 13/17 (Madrid). 
http://www.bbvaresearch.com. 

Bengtsson, B. (2001) ‘Housing as a Social 
Right: Implications for Welfare State Theory’ 

 vol. 24 issue 4, 
pp. 255-275. 

Bengtsson, B., Fitzpatrick, S. and Watts, B. 
(2014) ‘Rights To Housing: Reviewing the Ter-
rain and Exploring A Way Forward, Housing’, 

 vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 447-463. 

Benjaminsen, L., Dyrvig, T. and Gliese, T. (2015): 

 [Life in homeless 
shelters. A user study] Copenhagen, SFI – The 
Danish National Centre for Social Research, 
report 15:02. 

Càritas Diocesana de Barcelona (2013) ‘Llar, 
habitatge i salut, acció i prevenció residen-
cial’, (Home, dwelling and health, action and 
residential prevention), 

 (Barcelona, Càritas). 

Council of Europe, The European Convention 
of Human Rights (ECHR) 1950.  
http://www.echr.coe.int/Documents/Conven-
tion_ENG.pdf (Strasbourg, Council of Europe). 

Council of Europe (2013). 

 (1996), updated 26 March 2013.  
http://www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/so-
cialcharter/Presentation/ProvisionTableRe-
vMarch2013_en.pdf (Strasbourg, Council of 
Europe) 

Council of Europe, European Convention for 
the Protection of Human Rights and Funda-
mental Freedoms, as amended by Protocols 
nº 11 and 14, 4 November 1950, ETS 5. 

Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers, 
Recommendation nº R (2000) 3 of the Com-
mittee of Ministers to the member states on 
the 

 19 January 2000. 

Council of Europe Recommendation CM/
Rec (2007) 8 of the Committee of Ministers 
to Council of Europe Member States on legal 
solutions to debt problems. http://www.coe.
int/t/dghl/standardsetting/cdcj/CDCJ%20
Recommendations/CMRec%282007%298E_
et%20expose.pdf. 

Cuerpo, C., Kalantaryan, S. and Pontuch, P. 
(2014) 

 Economic 
Papers 515, (Brussels, European Commission). 

Dekleva, B. and Razpotnik, S. (2007) 

 (Na cesti – 
brezdomci o sebi in drugi o njih) (Ljubljana, 
Pedagoška fakulteta) 

Deutscher Städtetag (1987) 

 [Securing housing 
for households in urgent need and improving 
living conditions in social focus areas], (Co-
logne, DST). 

Directive 93/13/EEC of 5 April 1993 on  
unfair terms in consumer contracts, OJ 
L 095, 21 April 1993. http://eurlex.europa.
eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CE-
LEX:31993L0013:en:HTML.

Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 im-
plementing the principle of equal treatment 
between persons irrespective of racial or 
ethnic origin, OJ L 180, 19 July 2000, p. 22–26. 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/
TXT/?uri=CELEX:32000L0043.

Directive 2008/48/EC of 23 April 2008, on cre-
dit agreements for consumers and repealing 
Council Directive 87/102/EEC, OJ L 133/66, 22 
May 2008. 

Erkkilä, S. and Stenius-Ayoade, A. (2009) 

 [The homeless in re-
ception centres for the homeless. The social 
situation and health of customers of home-
less reception centres in the Helsinki Metro-
politan Area] (Helsinki, Socca). http://www.

-
toyksikoissa.pdf. 

European Banking Authority (2013), 

 
EBA-Op-2013-02, (Frankfurt, EBA) 

Eurostat (2012), 
 Brussels, Belgium.  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/inco-
me-and-living-conditions/data/database 

Eurostat (2013)  
Brussels, Belgium. http://ec.europa.eu/euros-
tat/documents/3930297/5968986/KS-FP-13-
001-EN.PDF.

European Social Charter. European Com-
mittee of Social Rights, Conclusions (2003) 
Vol. 1. (Chapter 2 regarding France, Article 30). 
 Strasbourg, Council of Europe. http://www.
coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/socialcharter/
conclusions/Year/2003Vol1_en.pdf.



European Union Financial Stability Board 
(FSB) (2011), 

 
Available at: -
board.org/wp-content/uploads/r_110318a.
pdf?page_moved=1.

European Roma Rights Centre (ERRC) (2012) 
Slovakia: A Report by the European Roma 
Rights Centre,  Buda-
pest, European Roma Rights Centre. 

Fitzsimons, J. (2014) 
 Boligokono-

misk Videncenter, Working Paper, March 2014. 
http://www.iut.nu/members/Europe/West/ 
The_German_Private_Rented_Sector_2014.pdf. 

Fundación Encuentro (2013) 
(Report Spain). 

Gall, A. (2009) Understanding Mortgage Ar-
rears (London, Building Societies Federation).

Haffner, M., Hoekstra, J., Oxley, M. and Van der 
Heijden, H. (2009) ‘Bridging the gap between 
social and market rented 

 33 (Amsterdam, IOS Press). 

Haffner, M. and Boumeester, H.J.F.M. (2010) 
‘The affordability of Housing in the Nether-
lands: An Increasing Income Gap Between 
Renting and Owning?.’  25 (6) 
799-820. 

Høst, A. H., Boje-Kovacs, B., Stigaard, D.L. and 
Fridberg, T. (2012) 

 
[When the Bailiff comes. Eviction cases and 
effectuated evictions of tenants]. Copenha-
gen: SFI, report 12:27. 

Housing Europe (2015) 
 Brussels, Housing Europe (Brus-

sels CECODHAS). http://www.housingeurope.
eu/resource-468/the-state-of-housing-in-
the-eu-2015. 

Hunter, C., Blandy, S., Cowan, D., Nixon, J., Hit-
chings, E., Pantais, C. and Parr, S. (2005) 

 Research Series. 6/05.

King, J. (2012)  (Cam-
bridge, Cambridge University Press). 

Klimaka (2008) ‘Homelessness in Greece: 
-

tions in the streets of Athens and 3 other big 
Greek cities’ http://education.klimaka-cos-
mos.net/material/feantsa.pdf. 

Kodutud (2012) 
 (Homeless in Tallinn. Analysis of the 

Study), Tallinn: Tallinna Sotsiaaltöö Keskus, 
2012. 

Kõre, J. (2003). ‘Housing instability, home-
lessness and social work in Estonia’. In 

 Bielefeld. pp.123-131. 

Monk, S. and Whitehead, S. (2010) 

 (London, Blackwell). 

Mullen, T. (2010)  
(Glasgow, Legal Services Agency). 

-
native to Homeownership in Europe. Some 

 22 ERPL 6, pp. 815 to 846.

National Economic and Social Council (2014), 

 (Dublin, NESC). 
ie/nesc_reports/en/140_Homeownership_
and_Rental.pdf

Nelson, K. (2013) ‘Social Assistance and EU 
Poverty Thresholds 1990–2008. Are European 
Welfare Systems Providing Just and Fair Pro-
tection Against Low Income?’ 

 29(2), 386–401.   

Nomisma (2010) 
 (The hou-

sing condition in Italy), (Rome, Agra, 2010). 

OECD (2015) 

 OECD Publishing, Paris. 

Olds, K. (2010) ‘The Role of Courts in Making 
the Right to Housing a Reality Throughout 
Europe: Lessons from France and the Nether-
lands’  
vol. 5 issue 21 pp.170-99. 

Phelps, L. and Carter, M. (2003), 

 Shelter, London: Citizens Advice.

Pleace, N, et al. (2008) 

 (London: Department 
for Communities and Local Government). 

Repelova, J. (2013) 
 (Brussels, Union 

Internationale de la Propriete Immobiliere,  
(UIPI)).http://uipi.com/new/wp-content/
uploads/2014/12/UIPI-Landlords-in-Eu-
rope-Report.pdf. 

Rugg, J. and Rhodes, D. (2008) The Private 
Rented Sector: 
(York, Centre for Housing Policy). 

Socialstyrelsen, the National Board of Health 
and Welfare (2011). Homelessness in Sweden. 
http://www.socialstyrelsen.se/publikatio-
ner2012/homelessnessinsweden2011/Docu-
ments/Homelessness-in-Sweden-2011.pdf. 

Stadt Bielefeld. Amt für soziale Leistun-
gen – Sozialamt (2011) 

 
(Services for Homeless People: Provisions, 
Cooperation and Results), (Bielefeld, City of 
Bielefeld). 

UN-Habitat (2009) 
 UN Factsheet 21/Rev 1. http://www.

ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/FS21_
rev_1_Housing_en.pdf.

Van Leerdam, J. (2013) ‘Analysing Costs and 

Netherlands: Lessons for Europe’, 
7.2, pp. 157-181. 

Volkshilfe/FAWOS (2014) Report 2013, Vienna 
2014. 

Wallace, A. and Ford, J. (2010) ‘Limiting pos-
sessions? Managing mortgage arrears in a 
new era.’ 

 10 (2) 133-154. 

Whitehead, C. and Monk, S. (2011) ‘Affordable 
home ownership after the crisis: England as a 
demonstration project’, 

 Vol. 4, No. 4, 
2011, pp. 326-340. 

 App No. 77842/12 (ECHR, 20 Fe-
bruary 2014). 

, App No 3537/13 
(ECHR, 16 December 2014). 

 App No 27013/07 (ECHR, 
17 October 2013). 

Case C-415/11 

. 14 March 2013. 

Case C-34/13 Monika Kušionová v SMART Ca-
pital, a.s.,10 September 2014. 

Case C-482/13 

 C-484/13 Rosario 
Mesa Mesa; C-485/13 José Labella Crespo and 
Others and C-487/13 Alberto Galán Luna and 
Domingo Galán Luna, OJ C 352, 30 November 
2013. 

 Complaint No. 69/2011, Decision on the 
merits of 23 October 2012. 

 Complaint No. 47/2008, Decision 
on the merits of 20 October 2009. 

 (FEANTSA) 
v France, Complaint No. 39/2006, Decision on 
the merits of 5 December 2007. 


