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Comparative inter-country analysis
of assessment of the effectiveness of state
housing policy: statistical instruments

The article provides a comparative analysis of assessment of the effectiveness of housing policies in Austria,
Germany and Russia in the context of the adequate housing concept. In modern world management practice,
there is no universal set of criteria for assessing the housing policy effectiveness, however, there are sets of
indicators in the public information resources of these countries that can reflect such an assessment. The only
problem is information asymmetry, in which each country forms its own set of estimated indicators, which leads to
their incomparability. At that, the need for such data exists in connection with the need to update the current results
of the housing policy implementation and the assessment of current trends in the housing sector development.

Each country has its own mechanism for assessing the effectiveness of housing policy, based on its own set of
parameters corresponding to the determined goals and directions of the housing sector development.

Adequate housing as a criterion for assessing the effectiveness of the housing policy implementation allows a full
demonstration of the effectiveness of measures implemented by the state in the housing sector.

The concept of adequate housing, as an actual doctrine of the national development of the housing sector, allows
for a comparative analysis of the housing policy of different countries by assessing and comparing the effects of
its implementation.

According to the study of housing policy in Austria, Germany and Russia, it was determined that the national model
of housing policy evolves in the development of concepts, goals, implementation mechanism and depends both
on the level of satisfaction of the need for housing, and on historical experience, traditions and socio-economic
characteristics of management at this stage.
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INTRODUCTION

living conditions is the primary social task of the
state.

Each country has its own individual set of instru-
ments for providing the population with housing,
which is associated both with a single concept of
housing policy in any country and the role of the
state, as well as with the traditions and historical
path of the state development in this economic envi-
ronment [1]. Taking into account the housing policy
direction and the peculiarities of implementation of
the state socio-economic policy in general, an indi-
vidual set of criteria and indicators is formed in each
country for a comprehensive assessment of the re-
sults achieved in implementing the housing policy
goals [2].

The inter-country comparison in order to analyze
the assessment of the housing policy effectiveness in
the context of individual areas of its implementation is
possible only at an integrated approach to assessing
the results of the housing policy of each individual
country [3].

For the analysis, three countries were selected
with different goals in the mechanism of the housing
policy implementation and the level of implementation
of the concept of adequate housing as a basic meth-
odology. A study of the experience of Austria and Ger-
many shows that these countries, at various stages of
their development, faced solutions to problems in the
housing sector similar to those of modern Russia [4-6].
The consideration of estimated indicators of these

It is known that providing the population with decent

countries will make it possible not only to compare the
approaches to the selection of indicators of the hous-
ing policy performance, but to understand how this or
that information base and grouping of estimated indi-
cators makes it possible to form the basis for effective
management decisions. In addition, such a compara-
tive assessment will allow determination of the criteria
and parameters that most objectively and comprehen-
sively reflect the success of the achieved results of
housing policy, and the assessment of the effective-
ness of implementation of the concept of adequate
housing in a given country [7, 8].

Each country has its own mechanism for as-
sessing the housing policy effectiveness and is
based, at the same time, on its own set of parame-
ters corresponding to the given goals and directions
of the housing sector development [9]. Organiza-
tions conducting inter-country comparisons often
use their own monitoring databases and proprietary
methods for assessing the available data. The com-
parative analysis of the effectiveness of modern
housing policy in Austria, Germany and Russia also
requires a certain unification of the assessment sys-
tem and becomes possible at analyzing and com-
paring data on the provision of the population with
adequate housing.

The adequate housing provision of the popu-
lation, as a criterion for assessing the housing
policy effectiveness, fully shows the effectiveness
of measures implemented in the country’s housing
sector.
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The main parameters for characterizing housing as adequate
were formulated by the UN Center for Human Settlements in the
Habitat Agenda at the Second Conference on Human Settlements
(Habitat I1) in Istanbul (1996): The adequate housing implies “ad-
equate privacy; adequate space; physical accessibility; adequate
security; security of tenure; structural stability and durability; ad-
equate lighting, heating and ventilation; adequate basic infra-
structure, such as water-supply, sanitation and waste-manage-
ment facilities; suitable environmental quality and health-related
factors; and adequate and accessible location with regard to work
and basic facilities: all of which should be available at an afford-
able cost” [10].

The housing comfortability is expressed in its convenience,
healthy living, as well as the favorable emotional effect of this
housing on a person’s life [10]. However, in the definition of “ade-
quate” housing, there is a clear requirement that it should be af-
fordable. And only with the combination of a sufficient level of
comfort and affordability, the housing can be considered “ade-
quate”. At the same time, affordability means not only the possibil-
ity of acquiring real estate for private ownership, but the ability to
bear the burden of maintaining the housing in proper condition, as
well as the ability to provide adequate housing for all categories of
the population, including those who cannot do it on their own in
market conditions [11, 12].

RESEARCH MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study is based on theoretical and empirical research by
leading scientists dealing with the implementation of housing policy
goals in the context of the implementation of the adequate housing
concept, as well as inter-country comparative studies (A. Andreen-
kova, W. Amann, V. Busch-Geertsema, J. Kirchner, N. Kosareva,
W. Mundt, T. Ovsiannikova, T. Polidi, A. Puzanov, K. Wagner, et al).

In the course of the study, the methodology of comparative
analysis and the grouping of data from open statistical materials
were used, including: Federal Statistical Office of Germany (Desta-
tis), Federal State Statistics Service of the Russian Federation
(Rosstat), Federal Statistical Office of Austria (Statistik Austria).

When studying and comparing the housing policies of Austria,
Germany and Russia, special attention was paid to the search for
conceptual approaches to an objective assessment of the

effectiveness of housing policy in the studied countries and the
instruments for its implementation.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

It is possible to characterize the housing policy effectiveness
and individual aspects based on official statistics, on the basis of
which various assessment methods are formed, both in Russia and
in other countries [13]. In this case, the quantitative data of official
statistics are an instrument to fix the parameters available for meas-
urement and being important for the state, by the state itself. At the
same time, unimportant or non-measurable data are excluded in
order to unify and reflect the information of the highest priority for
the state, which causes a certain dependence of final indicators of
official statistics, which are an instrument for demonstrating the fea-
tures of the real situation, on the priority directions of development
of state policy and its socio-economic orientation. The possibility of
using statistical data is limited by their array, while the data of offi-
cial state statistics primarily fix the parameters that are important
from the point of view of the state itself.

In Austria, Germany and Russia, official statistics show housing
policy outcomes in the concept of adequate housing in varying de-
grees of detailed elaboration. There are data from the array of sta-
tistical information presented in the public domain on the Internet
resources of the official statistics bodies of the studied countries,
which directly characterize the housing provision of the population,
the housing comfortability and living conditions, as well as the
housing affordability (Table 1) 23 [14-16].

In the proposed grouping, indicators are grouped according
to conceptual criteria for adequate housing: housing provision,
housing comfortability and affordability. It is clear that since there
is no single methodological basis for the assessment, the sets of
indicators used in the studied countries are different, but this still
allows assessing the detailed elaboration of the used policy

" United Nations 1996 Report of the United Nations Conference on Human
Settlements (Habitat Il), preliminary version, Istanbul, 3-14 June 1996.

2 Federal Statistical Office of Austria. 2021. URL: http://www.statistik.at/web_en/
statistics/PeopleSociety/housing/index.html

3 Federal State Statistics Service of the Russian Federation. 2020. Russian statistical
yearbook. URL: https://rosstat.gov.ru/folder/210/document/12994

Table 1. Comparison of official statistics indicators in Austria, Germany and Russia

Russia

Austria

Germany

Housing provision of the population

Total area of dwellings, average per one inhabitant

Dwellings (residential and non-residential buildings)

(end of year) — total, m?

Number of dwellings (main residences) in 1,000

in 1,000

Apartments — total, min

Average living space per dwelling in m?

Rooms, total in 1,000

Average size of one apartment, total area of
dwellings, m?

Average number of rooms per dwelling

Living floor space, total in min m?

Families, registered as requiring dwellings (end of
year), thou., percent of total number of families

Average living space per person in m?

Dwellings per 1,000 inhabitants, number

Families, received dwellings and improved their
housing conditions during the year, thou., percent
of total number of families registered as needing
dwellings

Average number of rooms per person

Living floor space per dwelling in m?

Overhauled premises in apartments of residential
buildings per year, thou. m? of total area

Quota of rented dwellings (including sub-tenancy) in %

Living floor space per inhabitant in m?
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Continuation of the Table 1

Privatized dwellings, thou.; total area, min m? Quota of owner-occupied dwellings and houses in % Rooms per dwelling, number
Number of rented dwellings in 1,000 Proportion of unoccupied dwellings, %
Households owning real property, %

Households in owner-occupied property or in rented
dwellings, by household structure in dwelling unit,
1,000

Comfort of living conditions and housing stock improvement

Share of total area equipped with:
« piped water, %;

« sewage (canalization), %;

« heating, %; Quota for the best equipped dwellings (equipment
« bath (shower), %; category A) in %

 gas (pipeline, liquefied), %;
« hot water supply, %;

- electric stoves, %

Types of energy used for heating occupied
dwellings, by year of construction of the residential
building in 1,000

Building characterized by improved accessibility of
dwellings:

:\,[\),l;i?::;df/oby type and amenity of occupied ﬁg:tri(;:fi:g/l:seholds with single heating furnace or no . Flush access to the dwelling in 1,000:
’ « Building entrance door sufficiently wide, in 1,000;
« Hallways sufficiently wide, in 1,000
Dwelling characterized by improved accessibility:
» No thresholds or floor unevenness in 1,000;
« All rooms accessible without steps in 1,000;
« Dwelling entrance door sufficiently wide in 1,000;
Households with different level of money income » Room doors sufficiently wide in 1,000;
by type of occupied dwelling, % « Hallways sufficiently wide in 1,000;

« Kitchenette: sufficient space in 1,000;

 Bathroom/sanitary facilities: sufficient space
in 1,000;

« Floor-level shower in 1,000

Burden induced by the residential area

and the dwelling:

« There is noise from neighbors or from the street,
percentage of the population;

« There is crime, violence or vandalism in the area,
percentage of the population;

« There is environmental pollution in the self-used
flat or the self-used house, percentage of the
population;

« There is damage due to damp, percentage
of the population

Households by average dwelling size per one
inhabitant, %

Housing affordability and housing costs

Rent and rent to income ratio of main tenant

households:

« Net rent exclusive of heating expenses, average
in EUR per m?;

» “Cold” incidental expenses (not including heating
and hot water), average in EUR per m?

Rent and running costs per dwelling in Euro « Gross rent exclusive of heating expenses,
average in EUR per m%

« “Warm” incidental expenses, average
in EUR per m?;

« Gross rent inclusive of incidental expenses,
average in EUR per m?;

« Rent to income ratio, %

Households consumption expenditures by group
of population with different level of disposable
resources: housing utilities, water, electricity, gas
and other types of fuel, %
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End of the Table 1

Provision of subsidies to citizens to pay for

dwellings and municipal services:

« Families, received subsidies in the reporting
year, min families;

« Share of families using subsidies in total
number of families, %;

« Amount of accrued subsidies, bin roubles;

« Monthly average subsidy per a family, roubles

Rent and running costs per m?in Euro « Gross rent exclusive of heating expenses, per m?,

Rent per square metre and dwelling, by household

structure:

« Net rent exclusive of heating expenses, per m,
per dwelling in Euro;

per dwelling in Euro;

« Gross rent inclusive of incidental expenses
(heating and water, etc.), per m,
per dwelling in Euro

Citizens using social support, min persons

Rent (running costs not included) per dwelling in Euro

Housing costs as a proportion of disposable net
household income, percentage of housing costs

Amount of money for provision of social support
to citizens, bin roubles

Rent (running costs not included) per m? in Euro « Percentage of the population living in households

Housing cost share and housing cost overload:
« Share of housing costs in disposable household
income, %;

overburdened by housing costs (i.e. more than
40 % of the disposable household income is
spent on housing costs), %

Monthly average social support per one user,
roubles

Running costs per dwelling in Euro - Percentage of population perceiving monthly

Financial burden of the total housing cost:
« Percentage of population perceiving monthly
housing costs to be: no burden, %;

housing costs to be: some burden, %;
« Percentage of population perceiving monthly
housing costs to be: a heavy burden, %

Share of citizens using social support in total
population size, percent

Running costs per m? in Euro

Economic burden due to arrears of payment:

« Percentage of population living in households
in arrears on mortgage or rent payments, %

« Percentage of population living in households
in arrears on utility bills, %

per dwelling in Euro

Average housing costs (rent and running costs)

per m?in Euro

Average housing costs (rent and running costs)

Median of housing costs in Euro

Median of housing costs per m? in Euro

performance markers that are put into the methodology by the
countries.

In the countries under study, official statistics reflecting the situ-
ation in the field of housing provision are represented, first of all, by
the same indicators characterizing the housing stock and some
housing conditions of the population, such as: total housing stock
volume, m?; number of residential premises, pcs; average size of
a living space, m?; etc. At the same time, there are country differ-
ences in the system of indicators in the housing stock statistics,
reflecting the specifics of the analysis of the housing industry
through the size, structure, dynamics and housing provision of the
population.

In Germany, statistics on the housing conditions of the popula-
tion is represented by an extensive group of indicators character-
izing the housing provision in relation to households or individuals.
At that, it is the household, and not the individual, that is often the
considered unit of the aggregate. In addition, statistical data are
presented in the context of the household structure, which takes

into account the number of persons of which the household con-
sists, whether there are children under 18, the monthly net income
and the age of the main recipient of income. In addition to the per
capita housing provision of the population, the comfortability and
affordability of housing is detailed in Germany. Among the indica-
tors for demonstrating the housing policy results, there are such
specific indicators as: “Building characterized by improved acces-
sibility of dwellings” and “Dwelling characterized by improved ac-
cessibility”, etc., which demonstrates the social orientation of the
housing policy being implemented in the country. At that, the avail-
ability of statistical information on the financial burden from the total
cost of housing and the economic burden due to late payment al-
lows the state to track possible failures and imbalances in the im-
plementation of measures to provide the population with housing in
the existing socio-economic conditions.

In Austria, as well as in Germany, statistics showing the living
conditions of the population, as the studied units of the population,
uses such categories as household, person and housing unit, but
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the basic characterized unit in the course of accounting and analy-
sis is the housing unit. As a result of the above, it should be noted
that both in Germany and in the Austrian system of statistics on
housing conditions there is a distribution of households when con-
sidering their provision with certain types of utilities. The presence
of the indicator “Quota for the best equipped dwellings” as an eval-
uation unit for housing improvement, without dividing into separate
types of communal amenities, demonstrates an integrated ap-
proach to assessing the quality of housing conditions of the popu-
lation, and the variability of indicators of housing affordability, in-
cluding rent, allows concluding that the housing policy in Austria is
highly socially oriented.

Housing statistics in Russia use dominants based on the pa-
rameters of the housing area; at that, the main objects of study are
housing units, and the accounting units of the survey are a person,
a family and a household. In addition, the Russian statistical system
also contains features of living conditions of households, such as:
distribution of households by type and improvement of the occu-
pied housing unit; distribution of households with different levels of
cash income by type of the occupied housing unit; distribution of
households by area of housing units per person on average, which
makes it possible to assess the housing comfortability and afford-
ability.

It should be noted that the indicators characterizing the living
conditions of the population in Russia are shown in the statistics of
the standard of living of the population as a section of social statis-
tics, while in Austria and Germany they are separated into an inde-
pendent section of housing statistics.

Analyzing the conceptual approaches of the methodology for
calculating indicators characterizing the living conditions of the
population, it can be stated that significant differences in the final
parameters of the housing stock, assessed in the countries under
consideration, relate mainly to the ownership. For Austria and Ger-
many, it is typical to use the parameters of the household and the
housing unit in the assessment, while in Russia the parameters of
these survey units are used to a much lesser extent, and statistics
consider the individual person (citizen) as the main unit of the pop-
ulation and the leading parameter of the housing unit is its area
(m?). Some indicators that are present in the statistical systems of
Austria and Germany (e.g. the share of rented housing, the average
number of rooms per person) are absent in Russian statistics at all.
Such indicators for inter-country comparisons can be obtained ei-
ther from scientific articles or authors’ assessments of scientists
and analysts, or from databases of authoritative international or-
ganizations that study the living conditions of the population.

CONCLUSION

In general, the current situation with regard to the provision of
housing for the population in Austria and Germany, in comparison
with Russia, is more positive.

Despite the fact that on average there are 445 and 460 dwell-
ings per 1,000 inhabitants in Austria and Russia, respectively, and
in Germany this value reaches 511 dwellings, the total provision of
the population with living space in Russia is almost two times lower
than in Austria and Germany. For Russia, as for Austria and Ger-
many at proper time, the transition to a new stage in the develop-
ment of the housing sector is currently relevant, when it is important
not only to increase the volume of construction, but also to improve
the housing quality. More than 60 % of housing in Russia is one-
and two-room apartments. In terms of rooms availability, Russia is

distinctly behind Austria and Germany According to the OECD es-
timates, this figure in Russia is 0.9 rooms per person. While in Aus-
tria and Germany this indicator is twice as high, at the same time it
is almost twice the Russian and average size of an Austrian or Ger-
man apartment.

According to the OECD calculations, the most favorable hous-
ing conditions, including the number of rooms per person, the pro-
vision of necessary utilities, as well as the amount of housing costs,
have now developed in Germany and Austria. The provision of the
necessary utilities is the basic feature of the housing comfortability.
According to this parameter, Austria and Germany are significantly
ahead of Russia.

In contrast to Austria and Germany, the state housing policy in
Russia at the present stage focuses on the quantitative parameters
of housing provision of the population, which are expressed in the
physical provision of the population with the total area of housing,
and the qualitative parameters of such provision are not a priority
and are assessed as long-term and strategic. This state policy
agenda contributes to the formation of a package of measures in
Russian cities aimed at increasing the volume of housing construc-
tion outside the assessment of such construction in accordance
with the balanced use of urban areas, the need to replace dilapi-
dated and emergency housing and utilities infrastructure.
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CpaBHUTENbHbIA MEXCTPaHOBOW aHaNn3
oueHKM 3pheKTUBHOCTU rocyfapCTBEHHOMN
XXUNULLHOW NOJIMTUKN: CTaTUCTUYECKUN
MHCTPYMEHTapuu

B cTtaTbe NpoBOOUTCS CpaBHUTENbHbIA aHanM3 OLEHKU ahdEKTUB-
HOCTU XWUULLHOW nonutukn Asctpum, MepmaHnm n Poccum B KOH-
TEKCTE KOHLIeNUMU Hagsiexallero Xunbs. B coBpemeHHoM Mypo-
BOW yrnpaBsieHYeCKOM NpaKTUKe YHMBEPCarbHbIi HA6OP KpUTepues
OLEHKM 3OPEKTUBHOCTY XMITULLIHOWN MOIUTUKN OTCYTCTBYET, OOQHA-
KO B My6SNYHbIX MHOPMALMOHHBIX pecypcax 3TUX CTpaH UMetoT
MECTO Habopbl MOKa3aTenemn, CoCO6HbIX OTPa3UTb TaKyH OLIEHKY.
EpnHcTBEHHON NMpOo61emMoN CTaHOBUTCA MHPOPMaLMOHHAs acum-
METpUS, MPU KOTOPOM B KaXXO0W CTpaHe hopMmpyeTcs CBOM Habop
OLIEHOYHbIX MOoKasaTenewn, YTo NPUBOAMUT K MX HECOMOCTaBUMOCTMU.
[Mpy 3TOM NOTPEBHOCTb B TAKMX AAHHBIX CYLLIECTBYET B CBSA3M C He-
06X0OVMMOCTbIO aKTyanu3aumm MMEIOLLMXCS TEKYLLMX Pe3yrnbTaToB
peannsaummn XXUIULLHON NMOMIUTUKM U OLLEHKOWN CIOXMBLUMUXCA TEH-
OEHUMIN pasBUTUS XXUIULLIHOW cdhepbl.

B kaxpgon ctpaHe MMeeTcsl CBON MeXaHU3M OLEHKN ahdeKTuB-
HOCTWU XXWULLHOW MONUTUKK, 6a3upyoLnMncs Ha COOCTBEHHOM
Habope NapamMeTpoB, COOTBETCTBYIOLLEM 3adaHHbIM LENAM U Ha-
npaBneHVsIM PasBUTUS XXUITULLIHON cdhepbl.

Hapgnexaltiee Xunbe Kak KpUuTepuii oLeHKN atpdekTMBHOCTH pe-
anu3auum XUnuLLHOW NONUTUKN NO3BOMSET B MOMHOW Mepe Mnpo-
AEMOHCTPMPOBAaTh Pe3yNbTaTMBHOCTL peannayembiX rocyaapct-
BOM MEPOMNPUATUIA B XXUNULLIHOW cdhepe.

KoHuenuums Hapnexatlero Xusbsi, Kak akTyanbHas [OKTpUHA Ha-
LIMOHANBLHOMO padBUTUS XUITULLHON cdbepbl, MO3BOMSET NPOBOAUTL
CPaBHUTESbHBIA aHaNM3 XUIMLLHOW MOIMTUKN PasHbIX CTPaH ny-
TEeM OLIEHKM 1 COMoCTaBNeHMs 3PheKTOB ee peanvsaummn.

CornacHo V1ccrefoBaHMIo XUIULLHOW NOUTUKK ABCTpum, Mepma-
HUKU 1 Poccum, onpefeneHo, YTo HauyoHanbHas MoLeslb XXUMMLL-
HOW MOMUTUKW 3BOJTIOLIMOHMPYET B Pa3BUTUM KOHLIEMTOB, LieNen,
MexaHuM3Ma peanusaumy U 3aBUCUT Kak OT YPOBHSI YOOBNETBO-
PEHHOCTN MOTPEBHOCTU B XWIbe, TaK U UCTOPUYECKOrO OMbITa,
TpagMUmnii U CoLMarnbHO-3KOHOMUYECKNX OCOBEHHOCTEN XO3SNCT-
BOBaHWs HA J@HHOM 3Tarne.

KniouyeBble CNoBa: rocygapCTBEHHAs XWMLYHAs MONTUKA,
MEXCTPaHOBbIE MCCIIe[0BaHWs, Haanexaluee Xuibe, obecre-
HYEeHHOCTb XWUITbeM, AOCTYMHOCTb XW/ibsi, KOMGOPTHOCTL XUJIbS,
cTarucTmyeckasl MHghopmawms
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