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The observed characteristics of the focused households and 
their strategies reflect broader structural features of 
Serbian economy, society and quite liberal or unregulated 
welfare system in housing:

• No social rights in housing
• Trap of housing privatization – homeownership as a 

prevailing norm
• Unprofessional , residual private rental sector
• Familial based not asset based welfare (importance of 

social/familial networks)
• Immature middle class – low financialization of the housing 

market – low mortgage debt
• Low significance of personal property as strategic 

resource 
• Importance of shadow economy – in maintenance of the 

hosuing and social position



Households with mortgages 

Since 2005, National Corporation for Ensuring 
Housing Loans (NCEHL) guarantees mortgage 
credits given by banks up to 75 % of the real 
estate’s value. 

From 2005 to 2014 around 70 000 loans were 
ensured. 

Since 2006 up to December 2013, the program of 
subsidized housing loans existed, which was the 
biggest budget subsidy after massive housing 
privatization at the beginning of 1990s. 
The fiscal crises caused suspension of subsidized loans,  

situation of decreasing  job and income security - the 
fraction of the households who can afford to buy a flat 
shrunk, even under relatively favourable housing loans 
(with 5% interests) and in spite of the fact that 
housing prices went down for 20% (as demand 
decreased)



Association of Serbian Banks 120 000 housing 
loans are issued since 2000, meaning that some 
3-4% of households are with mortgage loans, of 
which 51% (62000) has had delays in repayment 
in 2014 (50% in 2013). 

Households with the greatest problem are those 
(some 20 000) who took the loan in Swiss 
francs, of which 2 400 are with serious 
repayment problems. 
NCEHL recommends selling of the flat and paying 

the loan to the bank, but it is not an easy option 
for both clients and the banks, due to decreased 
housing prices. No other state rescue 
programme exists, while banks offer to clients 
one year grace period (just paying interests). 
Still very small number of taken-over flats 
(around 500).



Changed rationality of buying the flat with mortgage loans 
within the last decade:

In 2004-2008: better to pay the same monthly amount (some
250/300 Euros) for buying than renting the flat - option 
of subsidized housing loans (NCEHL support for down-
payments ) and parents’ support (cash credits for dow-
payments) – intergenerational solidarity in obtaining flats 
(between those who privatized under favourable conditions 
and those who have to buy under market conditions)

From 2011: better to pay some 200-250 Euros for renting 
and wait to inherit the flat (from relatives) without 
entering into risky loans – economic crisis, ceased 
subsidized loans, insecurity of jobs and salaries, decline in 
housing prices (including rents) for 20%.



Household who rent in private 
sector

Up to 15% of households in Belgrade, no more than 
10% in other cities

No state support, or any mechanism that regulates 
position of both tenants and flat-owners

Divided on
Those who  rent out of necessity (having no other 

option - even the one of sharing the flat  with 
parents/relatives) – minority due to massive 
housing privatization (large segment of poor 
homeowners)

Those who rent out of choice – majority – the sector 
is mainly for those better off - transitional sector 
for middle class households



The following tables, based on questionnaire 
research conducted on the representative 
samples for urban population in Serbia in 
2012, illustratethe differences in social 
status and housing related strategies 
among households of the two housing 
tenures, and between them and other 
households (outright owners)

Tables 1 and 2: 
the social and material position of  mortgage

owners are significantly higher than of 
outright owners, also those who rent in 
private sector are generally in better 
position  than outright owners



Questionnaire research – urban 

population, 2012: social status

Table 1

Social strata Others Mortgage
Rent in 
private Total

Higher class
10,5% 41,70% 12,0% 12,0%

Professionals 
24,1% 26,7% 30,4% 24,2%

Clarks
31,7% 18,3% 32,6% 31,2%

Qualified manual 
workers 23,0% 10,0% 17,4% 22,5%

Semi qualified or 
unqualified 
workers 8,1% 1,7% 5,4% 7,6%

Total
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%



Table 2

Index / 

material 

position Others Mortgage
Rent in 
private Total

Lower
22,6% 3,7% 14,0% 22,8%

Middle lower
41,9% 27,4% 39,5% 41,8%

Middle
22,0% 30,2% 34,6% 21,6%

Middle
higher 9,8% 27,4% 11,9% 10,0%

Higher
3,7% 11,3% ,0% 3,8%

Total
100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%



Table 3:

• Mortgage owners more often have regular income supplement 
from letting the  other property and  rely on diversified 
financial mechanisms (use overdraft on credit cards, cash loans, 
etc.) to bridge the sudden housing related financial problems –
have more diversified strategies in comparison to  those who 
rent and rely more often on family support either as on regular 
monthly income supplement or in cases of solving financial 
emergency.

• Mortgage owners probably rely less on family financial support 
as they usually do that before entering into mortgages (in 
obtaining for down-payment). They have somewhat higher 
percentage of delaying housing related costs, which probably 
reflects the problems with morgage loan repayments. 

• However, both tenure groups incline more to intensive working 
strategies than outright owners, particularly regarding 
additional - informal work.



Table 3:

Strategies Others Mortgage Rent in private
Regular income  
- family support 2,0% 1,6% 12,6%

Regular income 
form renting 2,3% 9,6% 1,0%

Additional work 
as regular 
income 30,1% 24,3% 30,8%

Borrowing money 
from family in 
financial need 13,2% 2,3% 26,7%

Taking loan in 
financial need 15,0% 29,8% 6,9%

Additional work 
in financial need 6,0% 19,8% 18,9%

Delaying housing 
related costs 13,0% 18,0% 13,4%



In conclusion

• Both tenures are more affordable to middle 
and higher  social groups 

• Importance of family support (prevailing of 
atomised collectivism-familism) and working 
based strategies (no social rights)



• Decreasing of working based options and 
strategies (in both formal and informal 
sector since 2007)  - increasing risk for 
these middle class households (either 
moving to smaller/lower standard flat or 
returning to parents as a way out options) 
in a circumstances of no welfare/rescue 
support. 

• Increasing share of middle income 
households in a private renting as a 
prolonged phase to ownership - possible 
demand for regulation? 


