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The explicit acknowledgement by Soviet writers of a housing shortage invites
the following questions: Why, almost seventy years after the Revolution, is
housing still regarded as a ‘problem’? What are the consequences of shor-
tages? How has the state sought to alleviate the situation? Who should be
responsible for providing accommodation? In approaching these questions,
certain other issues involving urban development systematically come to the
fore, revealing the interconnectedness of housing and urban development
generaily. This book is thus concerned with these two intricately related
subjects: housing and the urban environment in a socialist society.

The first section of the book deals with who builds and controls accommoda-
tion in the Soviet Union and speculates on whether particular types of tenure
might be associated with specific social groups.

The second section asks: What sort of housing is considered to be most
appropriate for the new Soviet person living in a socialist society?

The third section, in focusing on where housing is built, not only sheds light
on the source of the discrepancy between plan and reality in urban develop-
ment, but also pursues a suggestion advanced earlier that certain forces
operating in Soviet cities may be giving rise to spatial patterns of social
segregation.

Both metaphorically and literally, the architects of the Revolution were the
architects and town-planners who, in their designs of dwellings and juxtaposi-
tioning of creches, kindergartens and social facilities, were to provide a setting
for a cultural revolution. Paradoxically, whilst a half a century ago these
conceptualisations of the environment most conducive for engendering a ‘new
way of life’ ran too far ahead of the level of development of Soviet society for
them to be implemented, today these ideas have been rendered largely
redundant by the development of Soviet society. New social structures have
created new norms, values and demands, particularly in the visible form of a
more privatised, consumer-orientated, home-centred, car-ownership-
secking, nuclear family with segregated role-playing. (Thus, while the USA
and USSR diverge over the question of house-ownership, they converge in
terms of the privatised lifestyle that the type of accommodation being built
encourages.) None the less, the Party has turned its back on the peasant, his
wooden hut, private plot and innate conservatism: the worker of tomorrow
will be housed in high-rise blocks of flats which are being produced like any
other mass-produced commodity using assembly-line techniques. However,
this goal is far from being realised; huge areas in Soviet cities remain
dominated by low-rise housing, a fact responsible for making urban renewal a
central issue in Soviet town-planning policy.
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Preface

Ever since the stimulating debates on history as a science at the end of
the nineteenth century, scholars have been conscious of the tensions
and difficulties of striving to remain ideologically neutral in their
analyses. The self-designated empiricist, adamant that ideological bias
has been banished like Satan from his study, would do well to re-
member Alfred Marshall’s trenchant admonition that the most reck-
less and treacherous of all theorists is he who professes to let facts and
figures speak for themselves. He is treacherous because a social-
scientific work has a moral and political content; research is not a
detached intellectual activity set apart from the rest of the researcher’s
life.

Since one has either a basic sympathy with or antipathy towards the
Soviet Union which is an aggregate of positive and negative attitudes
towards specific institutions, aspects of the nation’s past and its goals,
some theories about the USSR are accepted fairly readily as convinc-
ing and others are rejected as unconvincing. Itis impossible to have no
value orientation towards the events surrounding those ‘ten days that
shook the world’, the setting up of the revolutionary workers’ state,
Stalinism, the Great Purges of the 1930s, and today, détente and
dissidents and the origins of the ‘new’ Cold War. Behind our explicitly
formulated assumptions lie a set of ‘background assumptions’ (about
these and other topics) as a result of which some theories are ‘intuitive-
ly’ convincing because their background assumptions coincide with
those of the reader. Thus, for example, a reference-point in the
polemic between Isaiah Berlin and E. H. Carr over particular
philosophies of history and judgements on the moral qualities of
different social and political systems is the Soviet Union, and the
reader of these two scholars has a greater affinity either for the
essentially liberal and individualistic view of history of Berlin or for
Carr’s Marxian interpretation.!

The Russian revolution of 1917 saw the setting up, for the first time
in history, of an alternative system to capitalism, and whatever the

xiii



xiv Preface

successes and failures of the Soviet system over the last sixty years
might have been, Western capitalism has reacted to them.? The
crassest vilification of experiments carried out to devise new forms of
political representation, to plan the industrialisation of a backward
economy and to find specifically socialist designs for living have been
matched by ridiculous panegyrics on all facets of Soviet society. And it
is not just the practices of institutions that are applauded or challenged
but the body of ideas which are evoked to justify the practices. The
significance of ideational systems was questioned in 1953 by Dahl and
Lindblohm who, foreshadowing the ‘convergence’ and ‘end of ideolo-
gy’ debates of the 1960s, contended that ‘Techniques and not “isms”’
are the kernel of rational action in the real world. Both socialism and
capitalism are dead.’ This is a proposition vigorously rejected by
Hayek, for whom ‘it is ideas which rule the world and its events’, and
for whom ‘the most important political [or “ideological’] differences
of our time rest ultimately in certain basic philosophical differences
between two schools of thought, of which the one that holds change by
design to be possible can be shown to be mistaken’.® The deduction
drawn from the premise that because the millions of facts and actions
which constitute society cannot in their totality be known to any single
person is that decisions are best left to the market. However, the truism
that there is no single ‘grand designer’ (neither deity nor dictator) does
not justify the conclusion that reliance should therefore be placedon a
‘hidden hand’. On the contrary, it has led many to believe in the
inevitability of an expansion of bureaucratisation — on the ground that,
as Max Weber discerned, in modern societies the choice as far as
administration is concerned is between bureaucracy and dilettantism.

However, not only do relationships within bureaucracies represent
the interplay between particular strategies which culminate in the
manipulation of information and other resources to serve the private
career and power ambitions of individuals and rival bureaucratic
cliques, but, as Marx observed, a crucial characteristic of bureaucracies
is that they behave like private owners vis-d-vis public resources.*
Such behaviour is readily evident in Soviet society where, Taubman
rightly notes, bureaucracies (i.e. ministries, departments, planning
institutes, etc.) ‘develop parochial perspectives from information
gathered from their own sources and processed through their own
channels’, and adopt strategies which promote their own self-interests
and guard against attempts to reduce the importance of their functions,
or to decrease the resources allocated to them.*

These negative features of ‘bureaucratic politics’ which are recog-
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nised and criticised by Soviet politicians and other commentators come
clearly to the fore when political leaders try to rectify the imbalance
between ‘productive’ and ‘non-productive’ (i.e. housing, schools, etc.)
investment. Then

they find that old evils have a powerful inertia, that institutional
arrangements devised to implement one set of priorities resist
efforts to set new goals, that bureaucratic interests that gain from an
old order fight to perpetuate their position, that even a powerful
central leadership may find it difficult to overcome these obstacles,
especially when the leaders cannot bring themselves to break fully
with the assumptions of an earlier era of which they themselves are a
product.b

That the Soviet Party leadership recognises this fact is evident, for
instance, in Mr Brezhnev’s statement at the XX VI Party Congress that
‘The practice of downward plan revision has become widespread. Such
a practice disorganises the economy, demoralises personnel and accus-
toms them to irresponsibility.””

But because bureaucracies have a marked tendency to act in their
own particularistic interests, sometimes circumventing the procedures
and goals set for them, this does not mean that they should be
dismantled or abolished. They have to be made both more efficient
and representative, which means being more responsive to the de-
mands of their mandators. In the Soviet Union the government strives
to achieve this second objective by increasing the role of mass partici-
pation in the administration of society; and, arguably, in meeting this
democratic imperative, the actual process of goal achievement of
bureaucracies is improved.® However, this Leninist ideal, encapsu-
lated in his tract, State and Revolution, envisaging the gradual sup-
planting of the professional administrator by mobilising citizens, is
succumbing to its antithesis, scientific management, with its stress on
‘administration as a science’ which does not always value citizen
participation very highly. Overall, the trend in the USSR, as in other
European and North American countries, towards greater participa-
tion in the political and decision-making processes is counterposed by
the attempt by bureaucracies (particularly, perhaps, the apparatuses of
the central state) to extend their control over resources and through
artifice to reduce their accountability.

The question which arises from the foregoing is this: does dogma
really determine social and economic development of advanced indus-
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trial societies in the last quarter of the twentieth century? In 1982,
certainly in the UK and the USA, the current credo of political
economy favouring a ‘market solution’ to the problems facing these
countries may be no more congruent with the nature of the difficulties
that they are experiencing than is the alternative ‘centrally planned’
solution. The gravity of the difficulties facing these societies notwith-
standing, adherents to the monetarist doctrine are as unswerving in
their demands to see their ideas on market determination applied as is
the Soviet government in its reiteration of the necessity to improve
planning. The plan is law ‘not just because it is approved by the
Supreme Soviet’ but also ‘because its observance assures the harmoni-
ous functioning of the national economy ... The time has come to
tighten requirements as to plan fulfilment and the quality of the plans
themselves.”

The political leaders of these two schools appear equally inquisitori-
al, challenging anyone who has the temerity to suggest that these
countries face common problems, whose causes have a certain com-
monality and whose alleviation requires the making of similar political
choices.

This book, in looking at certain aspects of housing and urban
development in the Soviet Union, deals with a subject that is the source
of grievance to the majority of citizens in all societies at some time in
their life and is one that perplexes all governments.

GREGORY D. ANDRUSZ
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Introduction

“The first premise of all human existence,” wrote Marx in The German
Ideology, ‘is . . . that man must be in a position to live in order to make
history. But life involves before anything else eating and drinking, a
habitation, clothing and many other things.’! No national government
has yet succeeded in providing for all its citizens accommodation of a
required standard at a cost which absorbs a small proportion of a
family’s income. This present work takes as its central problematic the
provision of ‘habitation’ in the Soviet Union. From the very founda-
tion of the Soviet state, the country’s leaders have acknowledged in
their speeches and promulgations the existence of a housing problem.
Among the purposes of the Party and government, reaffirmed at the
XXII Party Congress held in 1961 and published as the Communist
Party Programme in that year (and not yet superseded by any other
Programme), was a section entitled: ‘Solving the Housing Problem and
Conditions of Daily Life’. In this document the Party leadership noted
that the most acute problem to be solved, if the standard of living of the
population were to be raised, was housing. It declared that by 1971
(the end of the first decade of building communism) the housing
shortage would have come to an end, and that those families who were
still living in overcrowded and generally poor living conditionsin 1961
would have received new flats. By 1980 (by which date ‘the material
basis of communism will have been created, providing an abundance of
material and cultural wealth for the whole population®) every family
would have its own fully-equipped flat; peasant houses ‘of the old type’
would largely have been replaced by new buildings or, where this was
not possible, would have been renovated and fitted with basic
amenities. In the course of the second decade people would gradually
cease to pay rent. The same section of the Programme also drew
attention to environmental improvement measures ranging from
higher standards in architecture and city layouts to pollution control.?
The summary documents of the XXV and XXVI Party Congresses,
published in 1976 and 1981, had little to say on the subject of housing?

1
G. D. Andrusz, Housing and Urban Development in the USSR
© Gregory D. Andrusz 1984



2 Introduction

and the references which were made differed scarcely at all from those
contained in the Directives of the previous XXIV Congress (1971) -
except that, in the latter, the Prime Minister had noted that: ‘We still
cannot say that the whole population is being provided with housing at
the required standard. This will continue to be a serious problem’.* It is
perhaps significant that Mr Brezhnev in his Report to the XXVI Party
Congress should draw attention to the related issues of housing
shortage, and distribution. Because of the shortage manifested by
‘many families still sharing flats and many newly-weds waiting years
for accommodation’, public authorities were called upon to show
particular care in ensuring fairness in distribution.’

The explicit acknowledgement of a housing shortage invites the
following questions: Why, over sixty years after the socialist revolu-
tion, is housing still regarded as a problem? For whom does a shortage
of accommodation constitute a problem? What are the consequences
of shortages? How has the state sought to alleviate the situation? In
approaching these questions, certain other issues involving urban
development systematically come to the fore to reveal the intercon-
nectedness of housing and the exploitation of the environment. This
book is thus concerned with these two intricately related subjects:
housing and the urban environment in a socialist society. Although the
scale of research, supervision and resource allocation differs depend-
ing on the ‘environment’ — ranging from the prevention of water
pollution occurring over thousands of square miles to tidying up a
couple of acres of wasteland in an urban area - there appears to be an
almost endemic conflict between so-called environmentalists on the
one hand, and on the other groups who have production, directly or
indirectly, as their prime objective. To put it another way, whereas the
former are concerned with the long-run and/or non-revenue generat-
ing issues, the latter recognise, as did J. M. Keynes, that in the long run
we are all dead politicians and producers as well as economists. This
raises the question of whether ‘environmentalists’ are any more likely
to prevail in Angarsk than in Aberdeen, on Tayside than in the
Tyumen’. The long-run interest may tentatively be regarded as being
represented by the local soviet while economic organisations — princi-
pally those of manufacturing, mining and other natural resource
exploitation - are primarily concerned with the short run (that is, with
their ‘branch’ interests).

The conflict between local soviets and enterprises finds expression
at urban and regional planning levels as a contradiction between
spatial and sectoral planning. One manifestation of this contradiction
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is the continuing population increase of the largest cities beyond the
projected maximum sizes and the emergence of agglomerations. An
historical analysis of the reasons for the rise to prominence of the
agglomeration and urban renewal as policy issues reveals the influence
of earlier housing policies which are themselves the outcome, in terms
of tenure type and physical design, of the form industrialisation has
taken. Such an analysis of urbanisation and urban form may usefully be
viewed in the context of a much broader debate on the objective laws
of social development.

In 1882 Vorontsov put forward the notion that countries which are
latecomers to the arena of history have a great advantage over their
predecessors because of the accumulated historical experience of these
predecessors. This advantage enables them to work out a relatively
true image of their own next step and to strive for what others have
already achieved — not groping in the dark but knowing what should be
avoided on the way.¢ On the other hand, Marx had written in Capital
that ‘a society can neither clear by bold leaps nor remove by legal
enactments the obstacles offered by the successive phases of its normal
development’.” The laws of social development push their way with
‘iron necessity’ and the less developed nations have to pass through the
same phases of economic development which the developed ones have
already completed. This poses the question: do the urban spatial forms
characterising the industrially advanced capitalist societies represent a
necessary pattern for settlements in the Soviet Union?®

Discussion of this issue has to take into account that urban planning
(and planning in general) took form in a specific historical situation
whose principal characteristics, according to Soviet commentators,
were: (1) the need to build socialism in one country; (2) the economic
backwardness of the first socialist state; (3) the low level of education
and shortage of qualified workers; (4) an external threat which neces-
sitated a high level of expenditure on defence. These historical
parameters - and not government caprice — forced architects and
urban planners in the 1930s to modify their visions. Today, despite the
quantitative and qualitative changes that have taken place in the
society, these constraints remain and have been supplemented by five
others: (a) a declining birth rate; (b) a rising domestic demand for
consumer goods; (c) the need to raise labour productivity; (d) the shift
to using energy resources in Siberia; (e¢) an agricultural sector which
despite vast inputs of capital is thwarted in its development by climatic
variability.

It has also to take into account the special role assigned to cities
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which Lenin referred to as the centres of the ‘economic, political and
spiritual life of the nation ... and the main motors of progress’.® Even
today they are described as being ‘the basis for the communist trans-
formation of production, culture and the way of life; the city is the
centre for directing the communist transformation of the village, the
school for moulding the new man, the seat of the high communist ideal,
the frontier of science.’’® Such a bold, encomiastic definition of the
city stands as a twentieth century reminder of the nineteenth-century
urbanist’s rebuke to rural romanticism. It firstly echoes the objection
raised by Marx and Engels to the ‘idiocy’ of rural life and to those who
were seeking an answer to the depravity and inhumanity of nascent
urban-industrial society by turning their gaze to an earlier bucolicera
and, secondly, reaffirms Lenin’s position in his polemicising with the
Russian Populists (narodniki).

Such was the importance of the nineteenth-century
Populist-Marxist debate — reflected in Mikhailovsky’s search for an
alternative path to capitalism, envisaging development through a
socially transformed agrarian commune and Marx’s own vacillation on
the possibility of ‘an alternative path to socialism’!! — that Lenin’s The
Development of Capitalism in Russia is first and foremost a
documented treatise against the narodniki intended to prove that no
alternative any longer existed to progress along the evolutionary path
marked out by Marx and Engels. Acceptance of the historical role of
the proletariat meant acceptance of capitalistic industrialisation and its
spatial concomitant, the city.!> Among the principal questions placed
by the October 1917 Revolution on the agenda for the Soviet govern-
ment and intelligentsia was: what form should urbanisation take? This
entailed the posing of more specific questions which constitute the
subject matter of this study: who should be responsible for providing
accommodation? in what sort of housing should the worker in a
socialist society be accommodated? what form should the city itself
assume? what should be the spatial relationships between settlements?

Because the policies proposed and the measures adopted had to
contend with industrial backwardness in a vast country, the first
chapter is principally concerned with outlining the broad contours of
housing provision and urban development in tsarist Russia and the
ideologically determined legislative enactments of the Soviet govern-
ment which laid the foundation of all future housing and urban policy.
The concluding section summarises some of the main features of the
current housing situation and outlines the four main forms of housing
tenure. Since an examination of the evolving housing situation in terms
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of tenure not only answers the question, ‘who is responsible for
providing and controlling accommodation’ but may also shed lighton a
number of social, political and institutional trends in the Soviet Union,
Chapter 2 describes the evolution of the four main forms of housing
tenure from 1917 to 1941. Chapters 3, 4 and S discuss the individual
contributions which the state, co-operative and private sectors have
made to meeting accommodation demands in the post-war period. An
attempt is made to understand the function each tenure performs and
the social and institutional conflicts inherent in each housing category.
Chapter 3, in dealing with state housing, examines what may be
considered to be one of the main tensions in Soviet society, namely that
between local soviets and enterprises. The struggle which takes place
at all levels between these two institutional complexes (or bureau-
cracies) is not confined to housing alone but extends to a wide range of
‘objects of collective consumption’.

Although housing co-operatives comprise about 7 per cent of all
new house building in towns, compared with 3550 per cent in Poland
and Czechoslovakia, it nevertheless represents an important tenure
form. The fact that its long term future seems well assured is an
indication of the direction of change in Soviet society. The govern-
ment’s categorising of the house-building co-operative as part of the
state rather than the private sector is obfuscatory for a flat in a
co-operative is, to all intents and purposes, as private as the house
belonging to the owner-occupier. Nevertheless, as Chapters 4 and 5
make clear, substantive differences distinguish the private from the
co-operative sector.

Since a housing policy invariably involves more than just a consider-
ation of ‘bricks and mortar’ and economic costs, Chapter 6 directs
attention to another aspect of the question: in what sort of housing
should people in a socialist society be housed? High-rise, high-density,
publicly (or co-operatively) owned housing may be a requisite for the
pursuit of some sort of ‘collectivist ideal’ — an ideal that permeates
Soviet Marxism. Yet such an ideal conflicts with a dominant trend in
Soviet social life — towards a more privatised way of life arising from
increasing personal mobility, rising car ownership, a falling birth rate
and nuclearisation of the family.

If it was to embark on a major housing programme to relieve the
acute housing shortage, the government recognised that huge re-
sources would have to be committed to the task — and these would have
to be used efficiently. Chapter 7 examines the keystone of the house-
building programme, namely the widespread application of standard
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designs and prefabricated methods of construction. Besides reviewing
the institutions responsible for housing and city design on the one
hand, and the salient features of the organisation and finance of the
construction industry on the other, attention is drawn again to the
related issues of labour shortages and labour mobility — both particu-
larly evident in the construction industry.

Soviet urban policy-makers are currently preoccupied with two
main issues: urban renewal and agglomerations. Chapter 8 describes
the extent of low-rise housing development and outlines the policy
alternatives facing central and local government. Although the choices
between renewal (demolition) and rehabilitation (modernisation)
faced by central and local governments in the USSR and UK are
broadly similar, their social effects are different. None the less, this
chapter raises the issue of the spatial segregation of social groups — a
phenomenon closely tied to the class specificity of housing tenures
discussed in Chapters 2 to 5. The underdeveloped nature of the Soviet
economy presents a contradiction between productive (sector) plan-
ning and non-productive (spatial) planning. Chapter 9 describes this
contradiction through the continuing growth of large cities and the
emergence of agglomerations and commuting. The reasons for these
phenomena are explored against a background of less than total
success in fostering small town growth.



1 Historical Background
and Overview

On the eve of World War I only about 18 per cent of the population
(28.5 million) of the Russian Empire lived in towns.! Figures available
for European Russia reveal the rapid expansion which occurred in the
preceding century.

TABLE 1.1 Urban population of European
Russia, 1811-1914

Year Millions % of total
1811 2.77 6.6
1863 6.15 10.0
1897 12.05 12.9
1914 18.60 153

SOURCE A. G. Rashin, Naselenie Rossii za
100 les, 1811-1913, Moscow, 1956,
p-98.

Towns tended to be small: by 1914 just twenty-one had over
100 000 inhabitants and in only four cities (St. Petersburg, Moscow,
Kiev and Odessa) did the population exceed 400000 which, when
aggregated, accounted for some 28 per cent of the total urban
population.? The capital, St. Petersburg, with over two million inhabi-
tants, had trebled in population since 1870 and with six persons to a
room had twice as many occupants in each flat than in any other
European capital.? This low level of urbanisation may be compared
with the rate of urban growth in England during the nineteenth
century. In 1801 only one-third of the population lived in towns of any
size, but by 1851 half the population lived in towns, over one-third in
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towns with more than 20000 inhabitants, and nearly one-third in
towns of over 100 000. In 1861 London had a population of 2.8 million
and by 1907 had reached 4.5 million, while eight other towns had over
250000 inhabitants and twenty-four over 100 000.4

These societies differed considerably not only in the size of their
cities and the proportions of their populations actually living in towns
(UK: 1851 (54%); 1881 (68%); 1911 (80%)), but also in their
outward appearance. As one French traveller observed, in their exter-
nal form most Russian towns resembled overgrown villages:

It is not only by their scarcity, their dispersion over a vast territory,
that Russian towns differ from those of Western Europe. With their
wooden houses, low and far between, their preposterously wide
streets, for which only the fear of fire accounts, streets usually
unpaved . . . Instead of standing their houses side by side, instead of
heaping tier upon tier up to the sky as in the old cities of France, Italy
and Germany and thus forming a little world entirely distinct from
the country . . . the Russian towns stretch and sprawl out into the
fields into which they merge, leaving between the houses and public
buildings areas of waste land that can never be filled or enlivened.
To the traveller arriving from Europe, they appear as something
huge, deserted, unfinished; they often seem to be their own suburbs
and the foreigner expects to enter the city when he is just leaving it
behind him. To him they are so many overgrown villages and, in fact,
there is less difference here than anywhere else between town and
village, as regards the manner of building and living.’

This impressionistic account is confirmed by the single most important
source on the housing situation before 1917, the government publica-
tion, Towns of Russia in 1910. Surveying 1228 towns which were
either administrative centres or had more than 10000 inhabitants, it
yielded data on little more than twenty-five thousand buildings. 48 per
cent of the buildings had wooden walls and about 60 per cent wooden
or thatched roofs. 99 per cent of all houses were single-storey and even
in Moscow the figure was 91 per cent.®

Towns and villages were distinguishable from one another neither
by their outward appearance nor by their economic functions. Writing
in 1855 a St. Petersburg court official noted how in other countries it
was normally the artisans in the towns who supplied the villages with
articles, whereas in Russia the villages tended to provide for the needs
of the towns.” Even after the emancipation of serfs in 1861, the
persistence of an estate-like social structure with its legal barriers to
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peasant mobility meant that by the end of the century over half of all
workers in European Russia employed in factories and mines were to
be found outside the towns, for since ‘the peasant is not allowed to go
to the factory, the factory goes to the peasant’.® These facts notwith-
standing, in the fifty tumultuous years between 1863 and 1914 the
nascent Russian urban proletariat was experiencing all the discomforts
and degradations associated with the rapid development of capitalism;
by the early twentieth century living conditions were similar to those
depicted by Engels as existing in England in the 1840s. The housing
conditions endured by workers in many weaving mills, the Donbas
coalmines and Baku oilfields were worse than those ever experienced
by workers in West European countries.® The burgeoning growth of
Russian towns and the lack of official control over, for instance,
building heights, residential densities, building materials, ventilation
and so on all contributed to high death rates and eventually led in 1906
to the presentation by the Ministry of Trade and Industry of a plan to
encourage the erection of cheap and hygienic dwellings. It never
progressed beyond the planning stage. Six years later the government
introduced a Bill prescribing sanitation standards in new building
projects, requiring that in towns with over 50 000 people the housing
stock should be connected to municipal water and sewerage systems.
The Bill met considerable opposition from local governments and was
never adopted.!® Other attempts by government officials, voluntary
organisations and capitalist employers, especially in the Ukrainian
industrial regions and the Baku oilfields, to ameliorate matters were
also largely unsuccessful.

Nevertheless, by 1900 the majority of large enterprises in the
Donbas and Krivoi Rog mining districts had erected accommodation
for their workers. Similarly, in the Baku oilfields, where labour had
drifted in search of work, employers partly under pressure from the
work force had provided company dwellings.!! Here by 1913 58 per
cent of workers lived in company owned accommodation, which
usually meant in a factory barracks with plank beds arranged in two
tiers,!2 akin to the early nineteenth century Scottish ‘bothy’.!* Analo-
gous conditions prevailed in the traditional industrial regions: for
example, in the textile centres living conditions were frequently cited
as being particularly bad, with up to 40 persons of both sexes sleeping
on plank beds arranged in two or three tiers occupying one room at
densities of 1.5-2.5 square metres per person.! In St. Petersburg,
Moscow, Odessa and other large cities, the ‘bunk and closet’ formed a
common type of accommodation. It consisted of a room divided by less
than ceiling height partitions into as many closets (kamorka) as could
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possibly be fitted into the space. Such flats allowed their further
categorisation into: closets, corners, beds, and beds let for a set
number of hours which were shared by individuals on different shifts.!’
In St. Petersburg in the early 1900s, 400 000 people (35 per cent of the
population) lived in bunk and closet accommodation, basements and
attics; by 1912, 155 000 people were renting just the corner of aroom,
and the average ‘closet tenant’ enjoyed just 1.8 square metres of floor
space.®

In the absence of summary statistics giving a breakdown of the
housing standards of different social groups on a nation-wide basis, it is
difficult to calculate accurately the average amount of living space
occupied by a working class family in the years prior to 1917. But, from
figures collated for a large number of cities, it has been estimated that,
in 1913, each person in a workers’ district had on average 2.0-2.5
square metres of actual dwelling area, as against 4.4 square metres for
the urban population as a whole.!” Yet even in such overcrowded,
insanitary conditions the rate of return from capital invested in housing
for the working class was higher than that from middle class dwellings.
Whereas the latter yielded about 1.90 roubles per cubic metre of space
per year, the cost of renting one cubic metre in a worker’s flat, which
was many times smaller in area and volume and lacked services,
exceeded 3.60 roubles a year.!® Despite all this, in a list of nearly all
strikes that took place in the mining and metallurgical industries
during the revolutionary crisis of 1905-6, not once were demands for
improved housing put forward!® — a finding which could perhaps be
contested.

Municipal facilities were also relatively primitive. In 1916, a public
water-supply system existed in only 200 of the country’s 1084 towns
with a bare 10 per cent of the houses in these towns actually being
connected up to the system. Twenty-three towns possessed a central-
ised sewerage system, to which a mere 2—-3 per cent of the houses were
connected. 5 per cent of all urban dwellings were supplied with
electricity, whilst only 134 towns had electric street lighting (with, on
average, 105 street lamps per town), basically because the low
generating capacity of the electricity stations meant that their output
was mainly consumed by industrial users. As to gas, only 3000 flats
(about 2 per cent of the total) in St. Petersburg were connected to a
supply-line. And, of course, none of these facilities extended to the
workers’ districts.?°

As towns were established and expanded, limited rights of self-
government were slowly and grudgingly extended to them. Until the
latter part of the nineteenth century the rights exercised by local
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governments differed scarcely at all from those laid down in Catherine
the Great’s ‘Charter to Cities’ granted in 1785. Under this Charter, by
dividing the urban population into six categories, each to be repre-
sented in the city council, almost all townsmen became entitled to take
an active part in the conduct of municipal affairs. However, liberal
legislation of this nature was incongruent with the existing rigid,
estate-like social structure which thwarted such attempts at change.?!
Furthermore, the municipal bodies created by the reform were ham-
pered in their functioning by their ‘complicated machinery, their lack
of independence from the central government and, above all, the
denial to them of the power to levy taxes.’?

However, following the emancipation of the serfs in 1861, the
central authorities began directing more attention to the need for
towns to assume a greater degree of responsibility for securing their
own interests and needs. Local committees, specifically established to
advise the Minister of the Interior, recommended that cities be given a
definite degree of independence in the management of municipal
affairs and that restrictions should be placed on the rights of central
government to interfere. The ensuing legislation of 1870 went some
way towards meeting these demands. According to the 1870 Munici-
pal Statute, the right of municipal suffrage depended on the payment
of local taxes: all citizens who paid city taxes or fees (perhaps as little as
one rouble for a licence to set up a stall in a street market) were entitled
to vote in municipal elections and were eligible for service on local
government boards. The real merit of the Act resided in its establishing
for the first time that municipal governments were allowed to function
to a certain extent without central government intervention,; its great-
est drawback, in the view of a former mayor of Moscow, was that it
entrusted the management of local affairs almost exclusively to the
commercial class.??

During the course of the next decade the movement along the path
of reform was reversed and culminated in the Municipal Act of 1892,
which converted the municipalities from self-governing, relatively
autonomous units of administration responsive to local needs and
demands into integral parts of the central state bureaucracy. This was
partly achieved by replacing the old franchise, which depended on the
payment of taxes, by one based on the ownership of real estate.? Thus,
in the capital, whereas the extended franchise of 1870 had placed 3 per
cent of the city’s population on the electoral roll (of which only 8 per
cent bothered to vote), the 1892 statute reduced the size of the
electorate by one-third so that of the more than one million inhabitants
only 0.6 per cent were eligible to vote. The figure for Moscow was 0.7
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and for Odessa 0.4 per cent; while the average electorate for all
Russian towns was less than 1 per cent, and of those still franchised less
than one half exercised their right to vote.?

Despite its incompatibility with the vast social changes taking place
associated with the pace and direction of the country’s economic
development, the 1892 statute continued in force until the Decree of
the Provisional Government of 9 June 1917. The long overdue reform
introduced a dramatic change in the system of municipal government
on the basis of universal suffrage.? The gross failure of the tsarist state
to adopt a system of local administration more consonant with the
rapidly changing circumstances remains an underexamined contribu-
tory factor to the forces which dealt the final blow to the tsarist
autocracy.?’ Equally important is the fact that the absence of a political
culture of local self-government imposed an additional burden on the
local soviets when they came to power. Seen from another perspective,
the historically established structure of local and central government
relationships which existed in pre-revolutionary Russia furnished the
new Soviet government with a paradigm for determining the nature of
the relationship between the central state and local authorities.

Again, by contrast, not only had the British government by the end
of the nineteenth century created a system of almost full male suffrage,
but to cope with the manifold problems of the growing towns, local
government during the course of the century had been reorganised and
changed from a largely amateur to a professional basis. Although
political scientists might point out that local governments in England at
the end of the century were far from being models of open participa-
tory democracy?® and that councils were controlled by employers,
‘professionals’ and shopkeepers whose ethos was often paternalistic,
none the less they did exercise authority independently of central
government and could respond to local public needs if the electorate
was willing to bear the financial cost of doing so and did thereby create
a basis for local democracy. This point of comparison may serve as a
foundation for future research on the relationship betwen local and
central government in the UK and USSR.

THE WAR YEARS, 1914-17

It was not until World War I that the tsarist government intervened
dramatically in the housing sector for the first time. In 1914 it issued a
moratorium exempting soldiers on active service and their families
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from paying rent for the duration of the war. In August 1915 the
Moscow prefect of police issued a decree ‘prohibiting landlords and
house-agents as well as hoteliers or the owners of furnished rooms and
the owners or tenants of dwellings who sublet rooms, from increasing
the annual, monthly or annual rent above the amount fixed by agree-
ment’. Other towns soon followed the Moscow example. Twelve
months later, on 27 August 1916, a Tenants’ Protection Act applying
to the whole Empire was promulgated. The Act abolished all previous
regulations and authorised landlords to raise rents only in proportion
to any increase in expenditure on housing maintenance.? The Provi-
sional Government (March—November 1917), like the Imperial Gov-
ernment preceding it, made no major modification to the laws affect-
ing the private ownership of buildings, construction law or sanitary
conditions.®® The wide ranging and lengthy decree of June 1917 on
municipal administration did however charge local authorities with a
number of duties including: the preparation of the town plan; the
organisation of the city in accordance with the plan and the supervision
of proper construction; the organisation and maintenance of municipal
lighting, water supply, sewerage, transportation and communications
as well as other public utilities; and the organisation and maintenance
of houses with low-rent flats.3!

FIRST STEPS OF THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT, 1917-20

The second decree issued by the new Soviet government on the day
after the revolution abolished the private ownership of land.3? In towns
with over 10 000 people the government abrogated the right of private
ownership of buildings whose value or income exceeded a certain limit
set by the local organs of power and so before the end of 1917 large
residential buildings had been nationalised.3® But in the midst of civil
war and economic dislocation the government paid little attention to
housing policy and of course made no attempt to restore or construct
new dwellings. Housing policy consisted of redistributing the existing
stock by sequestering and requisitioning houses belonging to the
nobility and bourgeoisie. According to Lenin, a rich man’s flat was
‘one in which the number of rooms is equal to or exceeds the number of
persons permanently living there’.3* And as early as 30 October 1917
the NKVD issued an order granting municipalities the right to seques-
ter empty buildings suitable for habitation and to use them for people
living in overcrowded or unsanitary conditions and also entitling them
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to set up housing inspectorates, tenants’ committees and courts for
settling disputes arising out of the lettings of buildings.3* According to
the Programme of the VIII Party Congress (March 1919) ‘Soviet
power, in order to solve the housing problem, has expropriated
completely all housing belonging to capitalists and has handed these
over to city soviets; it has brought about a large-scale resettlement of
workers from the outskirts of cities into the houses of the bourgeoisie;
it has transferred the best of these houses to workers’ organisations’.3¢
This policy, however, was not intended to affect smaller property
owners, for the Party had explicitly stated that it had ‘no intention of
interfering with the interests of the non-capitalist owners’.3” Neverthe-
less some local soviets and individuals, acting independently, did seize
property belonging to ‘small house-owners’. But such ‘attempts to
effect a general nationalisation of the small houses (as in the provinces)
had as their only result that the nationalised houses, large and small,
had no one to care for them properly’.38 Furthermore, the nationalisa-
tion of residential property was far from being even throughout the
country. While over three-quarters of all buildings in the capital cities
were nationalised, this figure fell to one-quarter in towns with between
100 000 and 200 000 people and 12 per cent in Ivanovo-Voznesensk
(the ‘Russian Manchester’). Ironically, a significant proportion of
these were not then used as domestic residences, for with an expansion
in the number of administrative bodies the more solidly built structures
—which generally speaking were those that had been nationalised — had
to be designated for non-residential purposes. In so far as this with-
drew 34 per cent of the nationalised residential space from the housing
sector, it only exacerbated the critical accommodation shortage.
The sharp decrease in industrial production during the revolution
and civil war saw the inauguration of an economic policy referred to as
‘War Communism’. Although initially the government planned to
nationalise only certain sectors of the economy, the exigencies of war
compelled it constantly to extend its sphere of direct control and
management. Since it was geared to military and political survival, the
government could not expend valuable resources on consumer goods
and as a result had nothing to offer the peasantry in exchange for
agricultural produce. In responsec to the emergence of a primitive
system of barter, increased speculation and declining deliveries of
grain to the market, the government introduced in May 1918 an order
compelling the peasants to supply their products to the state without
compensation, which often meant armed detachments from the towns
and army forcibly requisitioning foodstuffs. It was during this period



Historical Background and Overview 15

that housing policy was transformed and the steps taken then have
never been reversed. Land was nationalised. Housing space was
redistributed according to need and to a definition of a minimum
requirement*’ and a maximum entitiement of space per person. Two
new sectors of housing tenure were created - the municipalised and
nationalised sectors (see below). Immediately after the revolution rent
and service payments for specific categories of tenants and accommo-
dation were suspended;*! in July 1919 rents in Moscow and Petrograd
were frozen at the 1 July level*? and then on 27 January 1921 rents
were abolished altogether.*

THE NEW ECONOMIC POLICY (NEP), 1921-28

After its victory in the civil war, the Bolshevik government was still
faced with outbreaks of rebellion including that of the Kronstadt
sailors in March 1921 and the uprisings which spread from the Tambov
province. In order to save the new system, consolidate political power
and have its authority recognised and legitimised both at home and in
the world at large, Lenin proclaimed the introduction of the New
Economic Policy which he defended against opposition within the
Party in terms of ‘one step backward, two steps forward’. The essence
of NEP - a form of mixed economy tolerating a certain amount of
private trading and small-scale private manufacture — was the coexis-
tence of a state sector in industry and a private sector in agriculture. Its
main political objective was to restore the alliance between the
peasantry and the urban working class and this could only be achieved
by abolishing the system of requisitioning agricultural produce and by
reviving the market exchange of products between town and country.
Concessions to private enterprise were also made in the housing
sector.

The introduction of NEP led to three main changes in housing
policy. Firstly, the state divested itself of the function of administering
small houses which were either being used by individual families or
which, because of their small overall living area, were of little interest
to the local soviets. Secondly, an administrative system was set up
whereby the tenants bore responsibility for the upkeep of their dwell-
ings. Thirdly, rent and payment for communal services were re-
introduced with the charges being directly related to the worker’s
income. The experiment in, or flirtation with, providing rent-free
accommodation was short-lived for on 20 April 1922 the payment of
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rent was restored.** However, rents remained low and the notion of
low-rent accommodation has never been publicly challenged (see
p- 28). The government regarded its policy in this respect to be correct
in principle and one moreover which had enormous propaganda value,
both internally and externally.

But it was evident that funds had to be found from alternative
sources to prevent further deterioration of the existing stock and to
finance new construction. The first step was a decree issued on 23 May
1921, one of whose main objectives was to raise the level of tenants’
responsibility for the maintenance of dwellings.** Shortly afterwards a
more precise decree of 18 July 1921 made it compulsory for residents
to maintain their accommodation, providing their own resources — in
money, labour or materials — in proportion to the amount of space they
were occupying.*é In enforcing these obligations on tenants, the gov-
ernment relied on a combination of moral imperative and a rather
rudimentary system of administration, involving housing committees
or tenants’ associations set up by the local soviets. Yet no amount of
moral appeal or the application of legal sanctions could overcome the
customs and traditions which the mass of the population brought with
them across the great divide marked by the October revolution. The
former tsarist regime had known only one form of public property —-
state or ‘Treasury’ (kazennoe) property, to which the population had
long ago adopted a carefree, negligent and even hostile attitude. This
attitude did not change when property was nationalised after the
revolution.*” This partly explains why, in addition to the nationalised
and municipalised tenures — forms established under War Com-
munism - NEP witnessed the creation of a new tenure type, the
co-operative, and resuscitated the pre-revolutionary individual
builder/owner-occupier. But of greater importance than cultural fac-
tors as impediments to the maintenance and restoration of accommo-
dation was the sheer difficulty of procuring the necessary materials.

The inadequate housing stock and underdeveloped city infrastruc-
ture which existed in 1913 were made much worse by events during the
period 1914-21, when the number of urban dwellings either de-
stroyed or rendered completely unfit for habitation amounted to
almost one-fifth of the total with living space in Moscow declining by
29 per cent between 1915 and 1924.48 The urban population which
had stood at 28.5 million in 1914 fell to 20.9 million in 1920. But after
1922, with the revival of industrial activity, people began to return to
the towns from the countryside so that by 1923 the urban population
had recovered to 21.6 million and in 1926 it reached 26.3 million. The
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house-building industry was unable to keep pace with this growth and
as a result the average per capita urban living space* fell from 6.4
square metres in 1923 to 5.8 in 1926 as compared with 6.3 square
metres in 1913.5

The redistribution and equalisation of housing space which had
taken place, although important in many respects, did not affect the
average level of living space provision which in 1926 remained ex-
tremely low, as Table 1.2 shows.

TABLE 1.2 Actual dwelling area of workers in 1926

Proportion of the working
Dwelling area population and their families
per person in each group
(m?) (%)
less than 3 29.4
3-4 18.7
4.1-6 27.0
6.1-8 12.7
8.1-10 6.1
more than 10 6.1
100.00

SOURCE The Housing Census for 1926, cited by D. L.
Broner, Zhilishchnoe stroitel’stvo i demo-
graficheskie protsessy, Moscow, 1980, p. 15.

The figure of 5.8 square metres for 1926 conceals social class varia-
tions. Manual workers on average occupied 4.8 square metres and
white collar employees 7.0 square metres.’! These figures remained
stable for the economic year 1927-28.52 The 1926 housing census also
revealed variations in per capita urban living space between
republics,>® between towns within republics®* and within towns de-
pending on the type of industry (metallurgy, mining, transport) pro-
viding accommodation for its workers. As in pre-revolutionary Russia,
textile workers occupying enterprise-controlled accommodation fared
particularly badly. Surveys of factory housing in Ivanovo-Voznesensk
revealed that the buildings were so dilapidated as to be unfit for human
habitation — whole families were living in corridors, storerooms,
bathrooms and sheds.>* In one spinning mill in Moscow, workershad a
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meagre 1.1 square metres per person, while a report on the chemical
industry in 1924 found that 80 per cent of workers in the industry lived
in unhygienic conditions and commented: ‘60 per cent do not live but
drag out a miserable existence’.5¢ Living conditions were graphically
portrayed in the press during the 1920s. A correspondent on one
newspaper described the housing of bricklayers employed at an elec-
tricity generating station:

Most of the workers live in unsatisfactory huts, each occupying from
2.6 to 5.2 square metres. The atmosphere is made even more
unhealthy by the fumes and smoke from the stoves which heat the
buildings. Ventilation is considered a luxury and does not exist. The
huts are very dirty, the floors are scarcely ever washed. They are
infested with vermin. Two or three people sleep on the same wooden
bench, which also serves as a table and a seat. The lighting is very
inadequate and a man with normal sight can barely see to read. The
sanitary inspectors have frequently demanded that steps be taken to
improve matters, but the authorities have always turned a deaf ear.’’

Although new building had a mitigating effect on the severity of these
living conditions, the structures being erected were to prove only a
short-term solution. In the period 1923-26, in the private sector, the
proportion of all newly erected housing space with wooden walls
ranged from 61.7 per cent in the Ukraine and 76.2 per cent in the
RSFSR to 99.3 per cent in Belorussia. The corresponding percentage
figures for the state and co-operative sectors combined in these three
republics were 18.4, 51.0, and 68.1. In the RSFSR, just under 40 per
cent of the new housing in the state sector had stone walls compared
with 2 per centin the private sector. As a proportion of all new housing
erected during these three years in the RSFSR, those with stone walls
amounted to just 14.1 per cent.>® The heavy reliance placed on the
individual builder throughout the twenties (see pp.42-4) changed
with the beginning of the five year planning period in 1929.

BRIEF SURVEY OF HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SINCE 1929

After 1928 the contribution of the private sector declined both abso-
lutely and relatively, with the state assuming responsibility for the
erection of most new accommodation. This shift to concentrating
resources in the hands of the state was probably motivated as much by
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economic, organisational and technological factors as by ideological
and political considerations. The decision to industrialise rapidly in
accordance with a centrally co-ordinated investment plan made it
logical to transfer resources directly to the state agencies responsible
for implementing the plan, so as to enable enterprises and institutions
to provide accommodation for their new workforce. Resources for
house building were also channelled through local urban soviets,
themselves large employers of labour, whose constituencies were
rapidly expanding as the society urbanised at a tempo unprecedented
in world history (see pp.119-20). The concentration of house-
building resources in this way was considered to be not only economi-
cally and administratively more efficient but also a technological
necessity, since a central objective of the government’s housing
strategy was to industrialise the construction industry and to make
widespread use of standardised, prefabricated components in house
building (see Chapter 7).

During the war (1941-45) 1710 towns and settlements were de-
stroyed, amounting to a loss of 70 million square metres of living space
equivalent to one-sixth of the country’s urban housing stock and at
least another one-sixth damaged. In the RSFSR, for instance, Voron-
ezh lost 96 per cent of its housing, and in Leningrad, three million
square metres of living space were destroyed (about 17 per cent of all
housing in the city). The Ukraine suffered especially severely: in
Sevastopol’ only 3 per cent of the pre-war housing stock remained
standing; in Kremenchug and Kramatorsk 80 per cent of the socialised
(and hence more solid) housing was destroyed; between 40 and 60 per
cent of the housing stock in Donetsk, Zaporozh’e and Poltava was in
ruins, and 25-40 per cent of the housing in Kiev, Khar’kov and
Odessa.>®

The destruction caused by the war only served to compound the
drastic shortage of accommodation which urbanisation and investment
priorities in the 1930s had created. The government responded by
substantially increasing state investment in housing; by strengthening
its resolve to industrialise construction, thereby accelerating house
building (at reduced unit cost) and rationalising the construction
industry as a whole; and by granting greater scope, at least until 1960,
to the private sector to meet the demand for accommodation.

Investment in housing during the fifth five-year plan (1951-55)
was, in ruble terms, almost double that in the preceding planning
period, and it more than doubled in the next period (1956-60), when
it reached 23.5 per cent of total capital investment (see Table 1.3).
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TABLE 1.3 Capital investment in housing in the USSR, 1918-80 (in compar-
able prices)

Capital investment in housing

Actual investment As a percentage of total

Year (million roubles) capital investment
1918-28 2835 64.3
1st FYP (1929-32) 1346 15.4
2nd FYP (1933-37) 2516 12.8
3rd FYP (1938 ~June 3470 17.0
1941)
1 July 1941-1 Jan 1946 3073 15.0
4th FYP (1946-50) 9206 19.4
Sth FYP (1951-55) 17794 19.8
6th FYP (1956-60) 39454 23.5
7th FYP (1961-65) 45218 18.6
8th FYP (1966-70) 59696 17.2
9th FYP (1971-75) 75354 15.3
10th FYP (1976 -80) 86305 13.6
1976 16504 14.0
1977 17013 13.9
1978 17522 135
1979 17332 13.3
1980 17934 134
SOURCES

Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1978g., pp. 342-3.
N. kh. SSSR v 1979g., pp. 366-7.
N. kh. SSSR v 1980g., pp. 336-17.

Since 1960 the absolute sums directed towards the housing sector have
continued to increase but the proportion of all capital flowing into
house building has steadily declined, falling to an average of 13.6 per
cent during 1976-80. As a result of this investment programme the
amount of living space per person has risen from 8.8 square metres per
person in 1960 to 13.2 square metres in 1981, which means that the
‘sanitary norm’ of nine square metres of ‘actual dwelling area’ set in
1926 has now on average been achieved (see note 40).

The private sector received an initial (and understandable) stimulus
in the aftermath of the war. But especially since 1960, as tables 1.4 and
1.5 clearly show, there has been a general decline in its contribution to
the house building programme,® although the amount of floor space
erected by owner-occupiers remains proportionately higher in some
republics, reflecting different cultural traditions®! (see Tables 4 and 5
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TABLE 1.4 Construction of urban housing by sector, 196081 (end of year)

of which
local Soviets, house-
Overall total state enter- building private
(million m? prises, etc. co-operatives  individuals
overall living

Year space) min.m? % minm* % minm®> %
1950 20.7 14.3 69.1 — — 6.4 309
1951-55 129.8 91.0 70.1 — — 388 299
1956-60 241.7 181.0 749 — — 60.7 25.1
1960 59.0 44.6 75.6 — — 144 244
1961 56.1 43.7 779 — — 124 22.1
1962 58.9 47.5 806 — — 114 194
1963 58.4 46.8 80.1 1.8 31 9.8 16.8
1964 57.5 435 75.7 4.8 8.3 9.2 16.0
1965 60.7 46.2 76.1 65 107 8.0 13.2
1966 63.4 49.0 773 6.7 106 7.7 121
1967 66.1 51.8 78.4 6.5 9.8 7.8 11.8
1968 66.1 52.5 794 6.4 9.7 7.2 100
1969 68.6 55.3 80.6 6.2 9.0 7.1 104
1970 71.3 57.0 799 7.7 108 66 93
1971 72.9 60.1 825 6.8 9.3 6.0 82
1972 73.5 61.0 830 6.5 8.8 6.0 8.2
1973 77.6 63.6 820 7.1 9.1 69 89
1974 77.1 64.0 83.0 6.3 8.2 68 8.8
1975* 76.3 63.8 836 58 7.6 6.7 88
1976 75.9 69.5** 916 N.A. NA. 64 84
1977 77.2 70.9** 91.8 N.A. NA. 63 82
1978 76.6 70.4** 919 NA. NA. 62 8.1
1979 72.7%** 65.8** 90.5 N.A. N.A. 63 8.7
1980 76.3*** 69.3** 908 N.A. NA. 60 79
1981 76.1*** 69.0** 90.7 N.A. N.A. 6.1 8.0
SOURCES

1950, 1951-55, 1956-60: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1980g. p. 387.
1960-67:N. kh. SSSR v 1967g. pp. 675, 681.
1968-69: N. kh. SSSR v 1969g. pp. 562, 565.
1970-75:N. kh. SSSR v 1975g. pp. 570, 575.
1976-81:N. kh. SSSR 1922-1982, Yubileinyi statisticheskii yezhegodnik,

Notes:

1982, p. 426.

* Statistical handbooks since 1975 have not cited figures for co-operative

housing construction.

** These figures include building by housing co-operatives.
***The totals for 1979, 1980 and 1981 include 0.6 million, 1.0 and 1.0 million
square metres of overall (useful) living space erected in these respective
years by ‘collective farms, collective farmers and the ruralintelligentsia’ in
urban settlements.



TABLE 1.5 Ownership of urban housing stock by sector and per capita living space, 1913-81 (end of year)

Sector/
Indicator 1913 1926 1940 1950 1955 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968
Total urban housing:
million m? overall
living space 180 216 421 513 640 958 1017 1074 1130 1182 1238 1290 1350 1410
of which:
Socialised (million m?) — 103 267 340 432 583 626 670 716 759 806 854 906 959
(%) — 47.7 634 663 675 609 61.6 624 63.4 64.2 651 662 67.1 68.0
Private  (million m?) 180 113 154 173 208 375 391 404 414 423 432 436 444 451
(%) 100 52.3 36.6 33.7 325 39.1 384 376 36.6 358 349 338 329 320
Urban Population (million) 28.5 26.3 64.9 73.0 88.2 108.3 111.8 115.1 118.5 121.7 123.8 126.9 130.9 134.2
Per Capita overall living
space (m?) 63 82 65 70 73 88 91 93 9.5 9.7 100 10.2 10.3 10.5
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Sector/

Indicator 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
Total urban housing:
million m? overall 1469 1529 1594 1661 1730 1800 1867 1932 2001 2070 2134 2200 2270
living space (1542) (1875) (2202)
of which:
Socialised (million m?) 1014 1072 1132 1193 1257 1322 1385 1446 1510 1574 1634 1696 1715
(1046) (1352) (1655)
(%) 69.0 70.1 710 718 727 734 742 743 755 76.0 766 77.1 755
(67.8) (72.1) (75.2)
Private  (million m?) 455 457 462 468 473 478 482 486 491 496 500 504 555
(496) (523) (547)
(%) 31.0 299 29.0 282 273 26.6 258 252 245 24.0 234 229 244
(32.2) (27.9) (24.8)

Urban Population (million) 136.0 138.8 142.0 145.4 148.6 151.9 155.1 157.9 160.6 163.6 166.2 168.9 171.7
Per Capita overall living

space (m?) 10.8 111 112 114 116 11.8 12,0 122 125 12.7 128 13.0 13.2

SOURCES

Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1958g., p. 641; Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1962g., p. 499
Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1963g., p. 515; Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1964g., p. 610
Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1967g.,p.7;  Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1968g., p. 580
Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1969g., p. 569; Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1975g.,p.577
Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1978g., pp. 7, 399

Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1979g., pp. 7, 418-19

Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1980g., pp. 7, 392

Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR 1922-1982, p. 431

Note: The statistical handbook for 1982 revised the figures for 1970, 1975 and 1980 cited in the 1980 Handbook. The revised
figures are given in parentheses. The numerically larger 1982 figures, especially the higher proportion classified as
‘private’, may be due to the incorporation of rural settlements within revised urban boundaries.

€¢
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in Appendix A, and also Chapter 5). The diminution in the proportion
of urban dwellings that are privately owned from 39.1 per cent in 1960
to 24.4 per cent in 1981 and the absolute and relative decline in new
private house building (from 14.4 million square metres in 1960 —24.4
per cent of all new accommodation in towns) to 6.1 million square
metres in 1981 (8.0 per cent) has not been compensated by acommen-
surate increase in co-operative house building.

Despite frequent reiterations by government officials on the impor-
tance they attach to co-operatives since 1962, when the co-operative
tenure-form was resuscitated after its demise in 1937, its annual
contribution to the housing stock has fallen below expectations (see
Table 1.4). Moreover, in 1976 the main statistical handbook ceased
publishing figures on co-operative house construction. The decline in
the private sector and modest size of the co-operative sector means
that the state is responsible for over four-fifths of all new house
building in towns. The first section of the book examines in detail the
pre-war development of the main tenure types and their subsequent
histories.

By the beginning of 1982, the vast majority of the country’s 172
million city dwellers (comprising 64 per cent of the total population)
lived in state accommodation. Housing standards, measured in terms
of per capita living space and level of amenity provision, are improving
steadily. And now the average urban Soviet family, consisting of 3.3
persons,®? lives in a self-contained unit in a high-rise, prefabricated
block of flats. The second section of the book explores the historical
and contemporary debates on the type of accommodation appropriate
for the ‘new Soviet man’ and on how to provide housing in the most
economical and efficient manner.
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Introduction

The study of housing tenure (that is, of the individuals and agencies
who own and have responsibility for financing and managing accom-
modation), taken in conjunction with an examination of the changing
roles and importance of each type of tenure, sheds light on a number of
social, political and institutional trends in a society. In the USA, only
3 per cent of the housing stock is publicly owned. In the USSR, on the
other hand, in 1980 the public sector accounted for 77 per cent of all
urban accommodation. Historical factors, customs and political
ideologies help to explain this difference between the USA and USSR
and the greater balance which exists between the public, quasi-public
and private sectors in other societies. In the UK for instance, in 1979,
32 per cent of the total housing stock belonged to, and (coincidentally)
32 per cent of all new construction was undertaken by, local authorities
(although this sector has been in decline over the past two decades). At
the same time, in Poland and Czechoslovakia house building by
co-operatives has in recent years accounted for between 35 and 50 per
cent of all new construction.

The ownership of housing in the Soviet Union falls into two broad
categories: socialised and private. The former is divided among the
local soviets, state enterprises, institutions, central agencies and local
organisations. It is also regarded as including houses belonging to
house building co-operatives, other co-operative organisations and
trade unions. The private sector has had a very chequered history,
although, except for an interlude in the 1930s, it has made a valuable
contribution to increasing the housing stock. In Soviet terminology,
housing in this last category belongs to individuals on the basis of their
right to ‘personal’ property, and is never referred to as ‘private’
property. (Only sources of unearned income, which are inconsistent
with a socialist society, are placed in the ‘private’ category.)

While most statistical handbooks employ this basic division of the
housing stock, administrators operate with four categories of owner-
ship: (1) local soviets; (2) state institutions, enterprises, organisations,
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trade unions and other co-operative bodies (the so-called ‘departmen-
tal fund’); (3) house-building (and dacha building) co-operatives; and
(4) individuals (as personal property). Unfortunately, statistical data
on these categories are not published systematically.

The differences between accommodation belonging to trade unions
and other co-operative organisations (in category 2) and that belong-
ing to house-building co-operatives (in category 3) is a legal one. In the
case of the former, housing is set aside for members of these particular
organisations (for instance, Unions of composers, writers, consumer
co-operatives etc.). A house building co-operative, on the other hand,
is set up by a number of individuals who may work in different
occupations and in different plants or organisations, for the specific
purpose of providing themselves with accommodation. The principal
reason for bracketting various sorts of house-owners (tenure types)
together in category 2 as parts of the ‘departmental fund’ is that
housing in all these cases is provided by the owners for those with
whom the ‘owners have productive relationships’. Functionally, the
departmental housing tenure-type is clearly distinguished from hous-
ing belonging to local soviets, whose task it is to allocate housing to
individuals living within their administrative jurisdiction, irrespective
of where they work.

The historical factors which gave rise to the distinction between the
local soviet and departmental housing stocks are regarded as no longer
operative by many Soviet authors who therefore argue that all state
housing should be transferred into the hands of local soviets. This
demand, emanating from the soviets themselves, continues to face
resistance from the ‘departmental’ owners. The tug-of-war taking
place between these institutional bodies for possession of a set of
property rights constitutes one of the central issues of present day
Soviet housing policy and reflects a much broader debate in Soviet
politics. Although at the end of 1980 the state sector as a whole
controlled 77 per cent of the total urban housing stock and is respons-
ible for 91 per cent of all new building, the private and co-operative
sectors continue to fulfil important functions in meeting the demand
for accommodation and in determining the spatial distribution of
social groups.

As a general proposition, housing differs from other consumer
goods and services in several ways. In particular, because its capital
cost is high relative to family income, it can rarely be purchased
directly out of income nor, in most cases, can it be wholly financed
from an individual’s savings. Thus, housing falls into two main
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categories: (1) housing which individuals wish to purchase and own,
and therefore borrow money in order to do so; or, (2) housing in which
public or private agents (landlords) invest capital, with the intention of
renting to others. Co-operative and private tenures obviously fall into
category (1) above. In the state (local soviet and departmental) sector,
the amount of rent to be paid was laid down as long ago as 1926 in a
decree ‘On rent and measures to regulate use of housing in urban
settlements’! which was later supplemented by decrees of 4 January
1928, ‘On housing policy’,2 and 14 May 1928, ‘On payment for
residential premises in cities and workers’ settlements’.? These long-
established rental rates are based on a fixed tariff which varies from 3
to 4.4 kopeks for each square metre of actual dwelling space, with the
highest charge occurring in cities with over 40000 people. Small
adjustments are made to the charge depending on the distance from
the centre of the town and whether or not the accommodation is
supplied with a full range of amenities, is damp, below pavement level
and so on. There is then a further small addition which rises with the
wage of the highest paid member of the family — but this is quite
insignificant for the scale of charges is related to 1926-29 wage levels.
In any case, the total rental charge cannot by law exceed 13.2 kopeks
per square metre of dwelling space a month.* As a result of this policy,
the Sc+iet Union claims to have the lowest rents in the world. Even
when the costs of gas, electricity, hot water and heating are included,
the total rent in 1979 amounted on average to no more than 4-5 per
cent of a family’s budget’ and by 1981 to just 3 per cent.$

The fact that the method of rent assessment has not changed since
the 1920s, despite a continuous building programme, means that rent
and service charges paid by tenants cover only one-third of the overall
running and maintenance costs of state housing, which requires an
annual subsidy of five milliard roubles - a figure that does not include
state expenditure on capital investment in new housing projects.” If
rents are not to rise (for ideological and political reasons)® and yet
construction, maintenance and running costs continue to increase,
then deficits in the state sector will be reduced mainly by improving
housing management and by cutting unit costs of construction by
encouraging further standardisation of components and techniques.
The first method is discussed in Chapter 3 and the second is the subject
of Chapter 7. A third way of reducing the subsidy to housing is to
encourage the growth of the self-financing co-operative and private
sectors, which are examined in Chapters 4 and S.



2 The Development of the

Four Housing Tenures,
1917-41

THE STATE SECTOR
Municipalised (local soviet) housing

On 28 December 1917 a decree banned any transactions harmful to
the proletariat by owners of houses and land. No reference was made
in the decree to either municipalisation or nationalisation of housing
which remained the property of landlords.! However, some local
soviets, acting on their own initiative, had already taken over the larger
houses.? And so just eight months later, on 20 August 1918, these
actions were sanctioned by a law which, while abolishing all private
ownership of land in urban communities, largely left the municipalisa-
tion of buildings to the discretion of local soviets.? Since the govern-
ment lacked the power to stipulate which houses should or should not
be taken over by the local soviets, a confused situation developed as
regards smaller houses. A combination of pressure from the masses
and an absence of clearly defined criteria often resulted in extensive
municipalisation by the local soviets, including even small wooden
houses. Little was done to change this situation until a decree of 8
August 1921, which attempted to rationalise the municipalised sector
by requiring local soviet departments to revise their lists of municipal-
ised housing so as to transfer to individuals or groups (including the
former owners of the property) those houses too small or unsuitable
for use by local soviet departments.*

The legal enactments on housing passed during 1921 and 1922 were
directly associated with the introduction of the New Economic Policy
and reflected an attempt to systematise, encodify and, in some cases,
reverse the actions taken by individuals, ad hoc groups and organised
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bodies in sequestering accommodation during the period of War
Communism. Many buildings had fallen into disrepair during the
previous tumultuous years and it was now imperative to formalise their
management in order to ensure their adequate maintenance and
repair. The legislation had an aura of ‘back to normalcy’ about it: the
revolution was over, the expropriators had been expropriated and now
evictions should cease, or at least be carried out properly. So, for
instance, in April 1922 a decree forbade the eviction of tenants from
residential premises without following the due process of law, when it
had to be proven that the tenant had a ‘predatory relationship to the
accommodation’ manifested in his wrecking it or failing to pay rent.’
And a month later, on 22 May, the law consolidated the rights of the
individual to own and dispose of property that had not been
municipalised.® The next logical step taken by the government was to
stipulate what in fact constituted ‘municipalised property’. This it did
in a decree of 14 May 1923 ‘On municipalised buildings’,” which
defined as ‘municipalised’: buildings taken over by local soviets before
22 May 1922; buildings which were, wholly or in part, leased from
their former owners for use by central government and local soviet
enterprises and institutions; buildings confiscated from their owners
before 22 May 1922; and buildings whose maintenance was neglected
and which were not being used economically.

However, in the following year, on 12 January 1924, the govern-
ment decreed the cessation of further municipalisation and required
the local soviets to compile lists of municipalised buildings within their
administrative jurisdiction. Henceforth, this sector could only expand
in specific cases laid down in the 1922 Civil Code of the RSFSR.?
These included: new building specifically carried out by local soviets,
accommodation inherited or confiscated by the state where no land-
lord existed or was known, or where one of the parties to a housing
transaction was seeking to make an unjustified gain. The actual
compilation of these lists by the local authorities evidently did not
proceed very quickly, as a series of rulings subsequently called for their
completion by a definite date.®

The preceding catalogue of legislation might give an impression of
widespread if not total socialisation of residential properties. In fact,
this was not the case. Only 17 per cent of residential buildings listed in
the 1923 Housing Census were classified as state property, a figure
which rose to just 18 per cent in 1926.1° On the other hand, because the
state had socialised the largest and most valuable buildings, in 1923 it
housed 38 per cent of the urban population and accounted for 60 per
cent of the value of the total urban housing stock.!! Astable 2.1 shows,



TABLE 2.1 Structure of the urban housing stock in 1926

Number of houses Dwelling area Residents Dwelling Value of 1m? Average size
area per of dwelling of building
(% of (% of person area (m? of overall
Tenure (000) (%) (°000m?) Total) ('000) Total) (m?) (in roubles) living space)
Socialised 523.5 18.12 72,300 47.0 11,309 434 6.4 340 230
Individual
Ownership 2358.6 81.88 81,700 53.0 14,882 56.6 5.4 102,8 42
Total 2882.1 100.0 154,000 100.0 26,191 100.0 5.8 — —

SOURCE 1926 Census, cited by D. L. Broner, Zhilishchnoe stroitel’stvo i demograficheskie protsessy, Moscow, 1980, p. 16.

1€
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although only 18 per cent of all residential buildings were classified as
part of the public domain, they were much larger in size (230 square
metres compared with an average sized dwelling of 42 square metres in
the private sector) and contained 47 per cent of the living space.

The fact that local soviets had gained control over a high proportion
of the structurally more sound housing placed them in a strategically
important position in the housing sector; whether or not they would be
able in future years to extend their activities in this sphere would
depend on the state’s changing ideological attitude to the private and
co-operative sectors and on the strength of the bargaining power of the
local soviets compared with that of industry and transport, the other
main providers of state accommodation. Their position was consoli-
dated in a decree of October 1925 when they were formally declared to
be the ‘highest organs of state power in the territory of a given city or
settlement’.'> The decree specified the wide range of activities for
which the local soviet bore responsibility, including the ‘construction
of housing and managing housing affairs’. A month later the govern-
ment made a clear distinction between the nationalised and municipal-
ised sectors.!* All buildings forming part of the socialised sector but not
part of the ‘departmental stock’ (industry, transport, ministries etc.)
were now regarded as municipalised. Henceforth, any transfer of
buildings from the municipal to departmental sector (or the reverse)
had to be sanctioned by the Council of People’s Commissars
(Sovnarkom).

Legislation passed in the 1920s did little to expand the role which
the local soviets were expected to play in the upsurge in house
construction; in fact, they tended to shed responsibility both for the
creation of new housing and its maintenance. The 1926 census re-
vealed that the local soviets controlled 42.9 million square metres of
dwelling area representing 59.4 per cent of the overall state sector.!*
Then an enactment of July 1927 allowed urban soviets to sell off
certain properties (essentially smaller buildings) at public auction.!*
Despite the apparent undermining of the theoretical primacy of local
soviets in housing affairs consequent upon this legislation, the govern-
ment continued to reaffirm their importance as providers of accommo-
dation. A decree of 4 January 1928, ‘On housing policy’, stipulated a
role for both departmental and local soviet housing construction,
declaring that ‘industrial enterprises, transport organisations and local
soviets should be the main builders of workers’ dwellings’. It added
that in large cities, house construction should be predominantly by
local soviets.'® But lacking finance and manpower to fulfill the de-
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mands placed upon them, the cajolery and exhortations to build more,
to which the local soviets were subjected, can be seen to have been
misdirected. Moreover, local soviets relinquished control of a substan-
tial proportion of the housing for which they were formally respons-
ible. Following a decree of 19 August 1924, which permitted the
transfer of municipalised housing stock to house-leasing co-operatives
(ZhAKTYy), local soviets had by 1937 lost control of over 84 per cent
of their housing (see pp. 39-40).

Nevertheless, as the volume of house building carried out by indus-
try increased (see table 2.2) — and this was given a fillip by a decree on
the ‘director’s fund’ which specified that no less than fifty per cent of
the total fund was to be spent on housing!” - the role of the local soviet
as provider of housing became more closely circumscribed. It came to
occupy a place somewhat similar to the role envisaged by some
politicians for local authorities in the UK, namely, as the supplier of
accommodation for the poor, the weak and the invalid. By 1937, the
local soviets controlled just under half of the state-owned dwelling
space. Even the decree of October 1937 which reformed the whole
system of house ownership and management and charged the soviets
with the task of supervising the physical state of the whole housing
stock, ensuring it was kept in good repair and complied with sanitary
standards - irrespective of to whom it belonged - had a limited impact
in practice.'®

The impending war, increased pressures on industry to expand as
rapidly as possible, continued migration into the towns on a large scale
and shortage of resources for housing militated against the perfor-
mance of these functions. Furthermore, although it is difficult to assign
any weight to this argument, the fact that no historical precedent
existed in pre-revolutionary Russia for local government to act as a
supplier of accommodation must partly explain why the local soviets’
role in this sphere remained so modest.

Nationalised (‘departmental’) housing

The close relationship that existed before 1917 between manufactur-
ing industry and the ownership of dwellings continued after the
October revolution when housing belonging to factory owners was
nationalised at the same time as the manufacturing plant. Thus, after
the revolution, one set of reciprocal relationships within a fairly closely
defined social system was replaced by another. Enactments affecting
tenants in housing belonging to employers in the post-revolutionary



TABLE 2.2  Capital investment of public sector agencies in housing, 1924~ 37 (percentage of total)

ve

Date

Agency 1924/25-1927/28 1928-32 1933-37
Industry 42.6 63.0 59.0
Transport 9.7 7.9 17.2
Local soviets 26.7 14.8 113
House-building co-operatives 13.7 6.3 4.0
Government departments 7.3 8.0 8.5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE N. N. Belkovich, V. A. Shavrin, Mestnoe khozyaistvo i mestnye byudzhety SSSR, Moscow, 1938, p. 144.
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years, while radically transforming property relations and thereby
abolishing the exploitative nature of the landlord and tenant nexus,
none the less preserved the association which linked (and later
bonded) the tenant to the employer through the workplace.

The composition of the departmental housing stock, initially formed
when industry was nationalised after the revolution, was specified in a
circular issued by the NKVD in July 1922. It included houses
belonging to transport organisations and to enterprises under the
control of the commissariat responsible for state industry, the so-called
Supreme Council of the National Economy (VSNKh), and its subordi-
nate organs, as well as accommodation regarded as being of a more
national than local character such as army barracks, and accommoda-
tion belonging to state museums, art galleries and theatres. The
publication of the circular did not, of course, bring to an end the
dispute as to whether certain buildings belonged to the nationalised or
municipalised sector and subsequently the government found it neces-
sary to define what constituted ‘nationalised housing’ in a decree of 30
November 1925. According to the new legislation, it included build-
ings belonging to the state prior to 7 November 1917 and used by the
‘Soviet state and its constituent bodies’ after the revolution. It also
embraced: buildings nationalised for the use of central departments
and those institutions and enterprises of national importance, so long
as they continued wholly or in part to use these premises for residential
purposes; property that was regarded as a necessary appurtenance of
nationalised enterprises; and property specially constructed to meet
the needs of departments of war. All other buildings belonging to the
state, the decree assigned to the municipal fund.?

While in the 1920s, industrial and other economic organisations
were, in the main, reluctant to construct housing,?! matters changed
with the introduction of the five-year plans. House building by indus-
trial enterprises accelerated rapidly, especially in the most heavily
industrialised regions, including the Donbas, the Urals and the Baku
district,?? with the result that industry and transport increased their
share of public housing investment from about 52 per cent during the
period 1924 -28 to 76 per cent during 1933 -37. Some housing earlier
transferred to local soviets was now handed back to manufacturing and
mining organisations.? By the end of 1937, the nationalised sector had
risen to account for over half the total socialised housing stock,
compared with 24.2 per cent in 1926.24

The ‘tied-cottage’ element associated with the departmental sector
was not strictly observed during the 1920s, although powers of eviction
were clearly embodied in existing legislation.?> With the introduction
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of the five-year plans, evictions became more commonplace. A
characteristic decree of February 1931 granted the Commissariats of
Communications and Water Transport the right to evict from their
premises ‘at any time of the year’ anybody no longer connected with
them. This decree not only freed these organisations of any responsi-
bility for providing alternative accommodation for the evicted persons,
but imposed a new function on local soviets by making it incumbent on
them to offer accommodation. Housing had been converted into a
direct reward for services rendered to a specific employer.

On the other hand, an individual had the right to be provided with
living space by the local soviet. However, such a ‘harmonious’ solution
would have defeated another purpose of the government, which was to
tie workers to their work-place and to ‘raise labour discipline’. In order
to achieve these aims, a further clause was added to the effect that local
soviets were not obliged to offer accommodation to those who were
evicted either because they had terminated their employment without
the consent of the management or because they had been dismissed for
‘violating labour discipline’ or committing a crime.?® The policy of
evicting people from housing reached its apogee with a decree of
August 1943 which stipulated that individuals occupying living space
without authorisation were subject to eviction by the militia and did
not have to be offered alternative accommodation.?’

The departmental stock also included housing built for ‘creative
unions’ such as the Union of Artists, Union of Writers etc., so catering
for some of the most privileged groups in Soviet society. Decrees
issued during the 1930s increased the housing norm to which certain
categories of workers and functionaries were entitled.?® Thus a decree
of 5 April 1933 granted scientific workers (nauchnye rabotniki) the
right to an additional separate room for working in or, in the absence of
a separate room, additional floor-space of not less than twenty square
metres — the total living area to be paid for at the ‘normal rate’.?
Moreover, the Central Housing and Municipal Bank ( Tsekombank)
was required to set aside special credit funds for scientific workers to
erect co-operative dwellings.3°

The decree of October 1937 which virtually abolished the co-
operative sector (see p.40) led to an increase in the size of the
departmental housing stock. Houses, cottages and other property
belonging to dissolved co-operatives had to be transferred by 15
December 1937 into the hands of housing managers appointed by a
housing administration under the control of the local soviet or enter-
prise (institution or other organisation) which had supplied the neces-
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sary finance in the first place.?! In keeping with their enlarged role as
providers of housing, commissariats and departments financed
through the Industry Bank (Prombank) were to receive extra funds
through this channel to finance the construction of housing and public
utilities.32 Even the rise in individual house building (from 9.1 per cent
of all house construction in 1933-37 to 16.5 per cent during the third
five-year plan) was also largely administered through the departmen-
tal sector.?* Thus by the end of the 1930s most of the funds for capital
investment in housing were being chanelled through the departmental
sector. In fact it was logical, given the set of choices it had made, for the
government to choose to direct resources allocated for housing
through ministries and central departments. For if an economic plan-
ning organisation determined a new factory’s requirements in terms of
workshops, equipment and manpower, then it could simultaneously
calculate the sum of money and materials necessary to accommodate
the workforce. In this fashion the autarchy that was a feature of the
manufacturing sector became extended to the field of housing and
amenity provision: not only did enterprises provide accommodation,
but also public utilities and social amenities such as shops, public baths
and cinemas. The lack of uniformity of standards — in terms of the
quality of accommodation and the range of social facilities - is to a
large extent explained by the fact that many enterprises diverted
resources assigned specifically for these purposes to other uses.

THE RISE AND DECLINE OF THE HOUSING
CO-OPERATIVE, 1924-39

The development of housing co-operatives in the Soviet Union should
properly be viewed both as a pragmatic response to a particular
historical situation and as part of the history of the larger co-operative
movement. Its Proudhonist overtones and the fact that co-operatives
as such had been subjected to criticism by Marx meant that a section of
the party membership regarded their growth with suspicion. In Marx’s
view, workers’ co-operatives could never succeed in transforming
capitalist society. Whilst theoretically and practically beneficial to
workers, co-operatives could not, according to Marx, arrest the move-
ment towards monopoly capitalism. They could never bring freedom
to the masses nor even adequately alleviate their poverty so long as
co-operative membership remained confined to a more privileged
section of the working class. Moreover, in so far as co-operation was a
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movement of opposition to capitalism, it was only a transitory form of
economic organisation. Its fate was bound up with that of capitalism: it
had its origins under capitalism and was destined to die with it since,
under socialism, the co-operative form was superfluous. In the words
of an early Soviet commentator:

The co-operative movement, which arose in capitalist society, does
not create new relations in the world of labour. It takes as its starting
point the conditions created by capital, which is omnipotent in
society. The idea that co-operation could rescue any considerable
number of the working class from the domination of capital is one of
the illusions of the co-operative movement, an illusion as hampering
and dangerous as other reformist delusions.?*

The Bolshevik attitude towards co-operatives under the dictatorship
of the proletariat was outlined in the Programme adopted by the VIII
Party Congress (1919). This stated, in essence, that the co-operative
movement should be encouraged during the transitional period, and
that Party members should take an active part in their formation and
co-ordination.?s With the introduction of NEP, the authorities began
to offer both practical and ideological assistance to co-operatives. In
fact, in Lenin’s view, now that the working class controlled the means
of production, the broad, popular development of co-operatives had
become a ‘positive necessity’.3® On the assumption that the only thing
needed to achieve socialism was a demonstration to the masses of the
advantages of co-operation, Lenin threw his weight behind the advo-
cates of the co-operative movement and in doing so gave an undoubted
fillip to the decision to set up housing co-operatives. Nevertheless,
widespread antipathy within the Party to the co-operative movement
in general had a dampening effect on the development of housing
co-operatives. Its semi-autonomous status, the fact that it had tradi-
tionally attracted a more privileged section of the population (under
capitalism — the working class aristocracy; under NEP - the intelligent-
sia and members of the so-called ‘unproductive classes’) called forth a
certain hostility from a section of the Party hierarchy who viewed the
co-operative as a heretical form of housing tenure.

Doubts and hostility notwithstanding, on 16 May 1924 the XIII
Party Congress passed a resolution which, in stressing the need to pay
greater attention to the housing question and the necessity of drawing
upon the ‘independent activity of the population’, proposed the crea-
tion of co-operatives.’” Subsequently, on 19 August 1924, two quite
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distinct forms of co-operative association were established: the house-
leasing co-operative association (zhilishchno-arendnoe kooperativnoe
tovarishchestvo — the ZhAKT) and the house-building co-operative
association (zhilishchno-stroitel’noe kooperativnoe tovarishchestvo —
the ZhSKT).38

The house-leasing co-operative

A government resolution of December 1917 had empowered tenants’
committees (formed by general meetings of tenants in each building
and supervised by the housing committee of the local soviet to which
they were subordinate) to collect rent, let vacant dwellings and other
premises, carry out necessary repairs, entrust management to paid
functionaries and prosecute and have evicted tenants who failed to pay
rent. The August 1924 decree gave leasing co-operatives priority in
renting municipalised houses.?® It was the failure of departments of
municipal economy satisfactorily to maintain their properties that led
to the gradual transfer of the municipalised stock into the hands of the
ZhAKTy, which by the late 1920s were widely regarded as the most
efficient means of running local soviet controlled accommodation.*
By the end of 1926, two-thirds of the housing stock of the local soviets,
representing almost 40 per cent of the total state sector, had been
leased to the ZhAKTy.** A decade later, these associations were
administering 53 million square metres of living space, equivalent to
42 per cent of the socialised sector and 84 per cent of the municipalised
stock.#?

For a number of years the government was willing to encourage
leasing co-operatives, for they fulfilled a variety of useful purposes. As
one contemporary protagonist of the co-operative declared: ‘the main
functions of the leasing co-operative are to maintain the existing
housing stock and to increase living space by carrying out structural
repairs’.*® In addition, co-operatives were to organise kindergartens,
creches, communal dining-rooms, laundries, clubs and recreation
rooms and also to tackle the problem of illiteracy — although there is
little evidence that their activities in practice were so wide-ranging.
Then, from a more theoretical and ideological standpoint, they were
regarded as a means for drawing the ‘broad masses’ into the field of
administration. This not only complied with Lenin’s injunction on ‘the
need to involve the general public in creative organisational work’+
but also served as a way of ‘drawing us out of the petit-bourgeois
swamp of the individual economy and leading us to a collectivised way
of life on a socialist basis’.*5
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As late as 1935, local soviets were still being required by the XVI
Congress of Soviets (RSFSR) to ‘provide practical assistance to the
ZhAKTy’.*¢ However, the demise of the co-operatives was in sight.
The reason given by present-day Soviet commentators for the change
in official policy at the time towards this sector was that ‘the housing
co-operative was becoming redundant and unable to cope with the
new problems thrown up as a consequence of large-scale construction
and the use of industrialised building techniques’.*” In the words of the
October 1937 decree which liquidated them:

The existing system of management . .. does not ensure the preser-
vation of the state housing stock as state property and its mainte-
nance, but hinders further improvement in housing. The system of
house management and the laws regulating the building of houses
and the distribution and use of dwellings contain harmful survivals
of that period when local soviets, because of their organisational and
economic weakness, were forced to transfer their rights to individual
collectives of tenants. . .

The stock of fifty-three million square metres administered by the
ZhAKTy is in an unsatisfactory condition. The overwhelming ma-
jority of the ZhAKTy do not, in fact, manage the houses, do not look
after repair work and do not keep the houses in a civilised condition.
Lack of management frequently reduces the housing to a state of
semi-ruin. A great deal of irresponsible rebuilding is taking place,
especially the transformation of kitchens for general use into dwell-
ings; kitchen ranges for preparing food have been installed in
bedrooms - a practice which only worsens living conditions and
increases the fire risk. Furthermore, not a few ZhAKTy are en-
couraging speculation in living space. The co-operative housing
societies’ associations or unions, with their numerous branches, are
spending some forty million roubles each year on maintaining their
administrative apparatus without ensuring proper management.

But, technical factors apart, the ZhAKTy had not been able to achieve
certain of the other goals set for them. On a simple, practical level they
had failed to prevent the deterioration of housing standards, while, on
an ideological plane their objectives of ‘educating the mass of the
population to participate in the democratic administration of housing’
was no longer congruent with the new political policy which emphas-
ised administrative and political centralisation at the expense of indi-
vidual and institutional autonomy, to which the leasing co-operative
had given rise and encouraged.
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The house-building co-operative

These co-operatives — directly contributing to the housing stock by
erecting new dwellings — fell into two categories: workers’ co-
operatives (RZhSKT) and general citizens’ co-operatives (OZhSKT).
Only employees in state, co-operative and other public organisations
(or individuals equal to them in rights, such as invalids) could be
members of the former, whereas any citizen could join the latter. This
meant that although the OZhSKTy were able to attract individuals
with private capital, they could not claim the same access to state credit
and building materials as could workers’ co-operatives.*?

Despite labour costs being relatively high, building materials expen-
sive, work always behind schedule and building organisations tending
to treat workers’ co-operatives in a high-handed fashion,*’ the ZhSK
was alleged to be ‘very popular’.*° Yet as early as 1925 voices of doom
could already be heard. The newspaper Ekonomicheskaya zhizn’
prophetically announced that ‘it is justifiable to say that workers’
housing co-operatives are not yet effective means for dealing with the
accommodation shortage and never will be of any real importance’.’!
At this date, however, the government was aiming to make the
co-operative a valuable vehicle for meeting the housing crisis and, in
1927, laid down that for the RZhSKTy the share contribution should
be reduced to 13 per cent of the estimated cost of construction with the
balance repayable over a period extended to 60 years, at interest rates
varying between 0.25 and 2 per cent a year, thereby going some way to
countering earlier charges that monthly payments were too high. A
decree of 1928 considered that the role of the co-operative should be
expanded still further since it was ‘necessary to attract substantial sums
of private capital for the construction of large houses’.>? Partly as a
consequence of this policy, the amount of living space erected by
ZhSKy during the period 1928-32 was almost three times greater
than in the preceding five-year period (1923-27). However, this
absolute increase cannot conceal the fact that the ZhSK’s contribution
relative to other sectors was halved between 1929 and 1937, from 14.6
per cent to 6.8 per cent. And yet, it was during the Second Five-Year
Plan that the XVI RSFSR Congress of Soviets (15-23 January 1935)
passed a resolution to the effect that ‘urban soviets must cease their
unhealthy practice of undermining the role of the housing co-
operative’. Instead, they should ‘ensure that the co-operative fulfills its
obligations to the shareholders by erecting and then efficiently manag-
ing their dwellings, organise the sale of building materials to co-
operatives and refrain from taking space from them’.>®* Then in Oc-
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tober 1937 the government decreed the abolition of all co-operatives,
ostensibly because houses built by ZhSKy were effectively becoming
the private property of their individual members even though up to 90
per cent of the cost of construction was financed by the state.

Lenin had given his stamp of approval to the co-operative move-
ment as a necessary form of social organisation in the period of
transition to socialism. Protagonists of house-building co-operatives
argued that they not only helped satisfy real needs for shelter bt also
introduced individuals to a whole series of new relationships including
the emancipation of women.** In terms of the amount of housing built,
they were only moderately successful in the brief period when they
flourished, for by 1931 the ZhSKy had only about 400 000 members,
that is approximately 4 per cent of the workforce.** The charge levelled
against them that they were both inefficient and riddled with corrup-
tion and nepotism may have been well-founded but the other housing
sectors were hardly paragons of efficiency and virtue. In the final
analysis, the paramount cause for the housing co-operative’s abolition
was ideological in origin: in 1936 Stalin declared that socialism had
been achieved; the co-operative — which Lenin had defended as a form
of organisation well suited to the period of transition to socialism — was
abolished in the following year. It is difficult to interpret Soviet policy,
whether in the realm of domestic or external affairs, without careful
regard to ideology. In the view of the government, the housing
co-operative had been ‘dialectically’ superseded by more strictly
socialist forms of organising house building and management, namely
the local soviets and state undertakings and departments.

THE PRIVATE SECTOR

During the first three years of Soviet power the housing stock as a
whole diminished in size and fell into a state of disrepair. With the
introduction of NEP, the government set out to deal with both these
problems by seeking to enlist the assistance of the urban population at
large. A decree of May 1921 which sought to involve tenants in the
management of housing’ was shortly followed by one allowing groups
of people or separate individuals to erect dwellings on plots of land
which the soviet did not invisage requiring in the near future.’” A
further decree recommended that local soviets transfer to groups of
residents, or individuals, municipalised buildings containing only one
or two flats (or up to five flats in Moscow and Leningrad), with a total
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living space not exceeding 94 square metres.8 This system of transfer-
ence was not as successful as anticipated, for housing associations and
private individuals proved powerless to carry out the necessary repairs.
The size of the housing stock continued to decline because, as one
journal observed, ‘the situation with the production of building mater-
ials is such that new building has had to be given up altogether and
work confined to absolutely essential repairs to the existing stock’.

When the worst crisis was over and new building began again, it was
the private sector which took the initiative and which was counted
upon to provide additional housing. Its contribution in the form of new
or restored buildings to the total urban stock declined from a high of
80.8 per cent in 1923 to 54.3 per cent in 1928.% This reliance on
private citizens was clearly acknowledged: ‘the demand for housing in
1924 was 91 million square metres and the ten-year house building
programme envisages increasing the average per capita living space to
eight metres. A programme of this magnitude would entail a total
expenditure of 3000 million rubles. Yet, neither the state nor local
authorities possess the necessary funds; thus it is crucial that we fall
back on the general public’.5!

This fall-back position was to have deleterious consequences for the
future because, as Table 2.3 shows, housing erected in the private
sector was from the very beginning of a very low standard in terms of
amenity provision. Furthermore, with less than 7 per cent of all houses
in this sector having stone or brick walls, the country was laying the
foundation for future urban renewal programmes (see Chapter 8).

In order to attract private capital into housing, individual builders were

TABLE 2.3  Distribution of newly built housing by wall materials and amenity
provision (as a percentage of housing built in each housing tenure, in 1926-8)

Proportion of Housing with:
brick running  sewerage central electric
Builder walls water disposal heating lighting
state 55.6 76.0 73.0 50.0 75.0
co-operatives 531 60.1 50.0 50.0 75.0
individuals 7.5 23 23 none 18.0

SOURCE D. L. Broner, Zhilishchnoe stroitel’stvo i demograficheskie protsessy,
Moscow, 1980, p. 18.
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granted permission to build and lease residential and non-residential
premises and charge a rent agreed by landlord and tenant.5? Thus
legislation passed during the 1920s anticipated attracting both the
savings of individual workers into building houses for themselves and
the larger resources of ‘Nepmen’ (private traders or private entre-
preneurs) and members of the liberal professions for building to rent.
Demunicipalisation comprised an integral part of this policy and was
intended both to demonstrate that the state was not hostile to house
ownership per se and to enlist the support of the tenants themselves in
the maintenance of the property they occupied.

However, Nepmen preferred to engage in trading activities in order
to benefit from the rapid turnover of money rather than tie up their
capital in an investment where the yield was lower and recoupment
periods spread over a greater number of years. The reluctance of those
with capital to invest was not misplaced, for after 1929 the govern-
ment’s attitude towards the use of private capital in house construction
came to approximate that expressed by the slogan ‘elimination of the
kulaks [rich peasants] as a class’ in agriculture.s® In 1930 the state
ceased to provide credit, the acquisition of building plots became
difficult and building materials were no longer made available to
private builders. The small amount of private building for rent stopped
altogether. Private construction by urban residents of their own dwell-
ings continued but the amount they erected during the first five-year
plan declined in absolute terms from 5.1 million square metres in
1927-28 to 4.6 million in 1929-32, and in relative terms from 54.2
per cent to 16.4 per cent of the total.%* The decline accelerated during
the second five-year plan (1933-37) to 2.7 million square metres (9.1
per cent of all urban house building) when the private sector came
under increasing political pressure. Unlike the housing co-operative
however, the private builder was not abolished by the October 1937
decree; on the contrary, during the period of the third five-year plan
(1938 -June 1941), this sector was given a fresh lease of life. Consis-
tent with the policy of enhancing the role in housing provision of the
‘departmental’ sector, the compilation of lists of workers to whom
loans were to be granted for house construction, and the size of the
loan were made the prerogative of the enterprise director, subject to
the agreement of the factory trade union committee (Fabzavkom). A
loan was repayable over five years at 2 per cent interest and was paid
by the bank to a worker through his place of employment. The
borrower had to contribute 30 per cent of the cost of construction,
which could be in the form of cash, materials or his own (and his
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family’s) labour. In cases where the borrower ceased to be employed
by the enterprise for any reason, he was allowed to retain the property
so long as he had paid at least half the cost of construction, otherwise
the house became the property of the enterprise.®

CONCLUSION

The Russian revolution, which caused the rapid and fundamental
transformation of the state and class structure, also resulted in the
emergence of new political forms of housing control and management.
The confiscation of housing belonging to the rich, the redistribution of
housing space to reduce overcrowding, the setting up of house commit-
tees composed of elected tenants, and the abolition of rent, were all
features of the initial revolutionary phase: they were symptoms of the
radical change that had occurred and indicated the direction in which
the society was moving.

This was followed by the New Economic Policy which Lenin de-
scribed and justified as a temporary retreat. Rent was reintroduced,
some housing was demunicipalised, and housing co-operatives were
created both to manage the existing stock and to enlist the assistance of
the population, including those with ‘large private capital’, in helping
to provide accommodation.

Then, when the government embarked in 1929 on its rapid indus-
trialisation policy, it was obliged to reassess its housing strategy.s
Towards the end of the pre-war period the already mentioned decree
of October 1937, regarded by contemporary Soviet writers as the
principal law on housing, created a system of housing management
which, with few modifications, continues in force to the present day.%8
Among other things, it abolished the housing co-operatives, and
severely curtailed the role assigned to personal building for owner
occupation, thereby placing the main responsibility for house building
and administration on the state.



3 The State Housing Sector

INTRODUCTION

This chapter focusses on the relationship, since 1945, between the
local soviet (municipalised) housing sector and the departmental
(nationalised) sector. A considerable amount of discussion on housing
policy in the Soviet Union revolves around the question of who
controls the housing stock and investment in new home construction.
Yet the debate on this institutional relationship is not confined to
housing, for it embraces the broader issues of control over the whole
infrastructure.

Whereas, generally speaking, the local soviets are concerned with
the conditions of life for the population living within their administra-
tive jurisdiction, economic organisations, concerned directly or indi-
rectly with production, have as their principal objective the satisfaction
of national demands. Enterprises, apart from those catering chiefly or
totally for the local economy, are part of a production network
contributing to the national economy and hence their interests (meet-
ing planned input and output targets, increasing efficiency etc.) are not
necessarily congruent with local interests. In order to chart the debate
on the contradiction between these so-called ‘territorial’ and ‘branch’
(sector) interests since the war, the chapter has been divided into four
sections. The first documents the demands made by local soviets over
the last thirty years and the main legislative acts in this field and also
questions the extent of their autonomy. The second describes the
degree to which local soviets have increased their ‘property rights’
against other public bodies, while the third analyses the cases for and
against a transfer of housing from the departments to local soviets. The
fourth section deals with the broader context of the local soviet —
department conflict.
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LOCAL SOVIET DEMAND FOR CONTROL OF HOUSING

The extensive and rapid development of the economy during the
1930s was accompanied by waste, inefficiency, a rapacious attitude
towards the environment and falling and low standards of living: high
costs had to be paid for the benefits gained from joining the ranks of
the advanced industrial nations. The government often declared that
‘the city soviet is the master of the city’ but at the time such statements
were often devoid of practical significance, principally because plan-
ning was essentially on a sector basis, whereas the soviets were
organised territorially. In other words it was easier to channel re-
sources through ministries than through the soviets. The exhortation
to local soviets was made when the government had embarked on a
policy of rapid industrialisation, of transforming an agrarian society
into an industrial power. With notable exceptions, little time and effort
were devoted to the question of aesthetics in town lay-outs or even to
providing surfaced roads, social facilities and an urban infrastracture.
Municipal investment in housing was, therefore, of a low priority in
government planning. However, while the tangible effects of pro-
nouncements in favour of the local soviets were minimal, they retained
an important political value as affirmations that the soviets of workers’
deputies were the foundations of political power in the Soviet state.
This element in Soviet political-constitutional doctrine would gradu-
ally be translated into reality as the economy expanded. The power to
control spatial planning and development was exercised only when the
tempo of industrialisation slowed down. Only then did the state enjoy
the luxury of both contemplating the social costs of its policies and the
opportunity of trying to reduce them. Only then were resources
(including managerial cadres) diverted from investment in heavy
industry to consumer goods and to other low-priority sectors, includ-
ing homes and social facilities.

Throughout these upheavals of industrialisation and war, the maxim
remained unchanged that although the local soviets lacked the means
to carry out their statutory obligations, their role as ‘master of the city’
had in principle been established, and was strongly insisted on by local
planners in discussions on housing and social amenities in the last years
of the Stalin period. The chairman of an Ukrainian oblast’ planning
committee firmly stated in April 1951, ‘In every town in our country,
the master is the urban soviet of workers’ deputies. The Constitution
makes this body responsible for the “guidance” of the provision of
local services and of the urban economy’.! However, he went on to add
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that ‘for a variety of reasons, many urban soviets do not always
exercise their rights as master’, citing the example of Zaporozh’e to
illustrate why soviets so often failed in their role as city master.

This planning official pointed out that the major builders of Zapor-
ozh’e were enterprises and building organisations of Union and Re-
publican industrial ministries. Each year, the Executive of the local
soviet (gorispolkom) called a meeting with representatives of industrial
organisations and together with them drew up the annual plan for
housing construction and public service provision. Since the city
soviet’s contribution to the construction of housing and municipal
services was only 2 -5 per cent of the total expenditure, it had to rely on
the goodwill of these other agencies. One way of doing so was to
involve them in the planning process. In this particular instance, a
large-scale housing programme had left a serious shortage of water
conduits, an incomplete sewerage system and a poor transportation
network. In order to rectify the shortage of water conduits, the central
government allocated funds to the Ministries of ferrous metallurgy,
agricultural machinery, communications and food. The construction
work itself was to be undertaken by the building trust belonging to the
Ukrainian Ministry of Housing and Civil Construction and, when
completed, handed over to the ‘client’, the Zaporozh’e trust
(Vodokanal). As so often happened the ministries only remitted a
fraction of the money allocated to them to supply the necessary pipes.
The ‘narrow departmental approach to housing and amenity provision
and the unco-ordinated departmental planning and distribution of
financial and material resources for municipal purposes reflected
negatively on the city’s development and meant that participation by
the heads of enterprises in planning was not always effective’.?

Clearly, managements controlling resources were willing to take
part in discussion on a comprehensive development plan but withdrew
support as soon as their own particular interests were affected. The
conclusion drawn by the chairman, repeated time and again over the
next 30 years, was that ‘financial and material resources for general
city construction allocated to Union and Republican ministries should
be concentrated in the hands of the city’s soviet’. At this date, the
demand was restricted to a limited number of public amenities: ‘first of
all funds for urban transport, roads, water, sewerage and electricity
networks and environmental improvements. We consider that enter-
prises of industrial ministries should retain control of the housing stock
and some cultural and domestic amenities’.

This was by no means an isolated instance of complaints made by
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local soviets on this topic, in the last years of the Stalin period. Two
months later, in June 1951, the chairman of the Kirov District soviet of
Leningrad claimed that enterprises and other institutions of Union-
Republican subordination® were guided by one over-riding object-
ive - to lay their hands on as much housing as possible. They paid no
attention whatsoever to the building of schools, hospitals, pre-school
facilities, landscaping and the laying of gas pipelines and telephone
cables. The industrial authorities did not even consult the local soviets
over the planning and carrying out of their housing schemes. And so
this soviet official argued that the city soviet should be given the right
to regulate both the amount and type of construction carried out by
departments, and that further resources for constructing municipal
utilities in new residential areas should be transferred to the urban
soviets.*

In September of the same year the Chairman of the Minsk City
soviet drew attention to another problem confronting many local
soviets. Not only did the latter receive inadequate resources, but
enterprises operating in the city were often allocated sums of money
for housing sufficient only for small-scale construction, with the result
that effort and resources were being ‘dissipated’. Instead of large
blocks of flats being erected in the centre of the city, buildings with as
few as eight flats, lacking even the most elementary amenities such as
piped water or sewage disposal, were built on the city outskirts. Since
this system of allocation made it impossible to use industrialised
building methods, construction costs could not be reduced. The Minsk
chairman proposed that the resources of industrial enterprises should
be pooled so that bigger and better housing units might be erected.’

During the early 1950s the claims of officials in the local soviets were
fairly modest. And it was not until July 1957 that the government was
moved to enact the first post-war legislation specifically designed to
promote an increase in the proportion of the housing stock belonging
to local soviets. The decree made it obligatory for local soviets to enter
into contracts with builders who would construct houses for them,
thereby making the local soviets the principal clients for urban housing
construction within the state sector.® Then, following innovations in
the country’s system of economic organisation introduced in 1965 and
the housing decree of 1967,” both housing and enterprises of municipal
economy began to be transferred to local soviets.® Yet, for all the
legislation and institutional changes, the ‘greater part of the housing
stock and municipal enterprises still did not belong to local soviets but
to numerous enterprises and organisations’,’ and there was no decline
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in the flow of examples critical of the irrationality of the existing system
nor in the demands made by the local soviets to manage objects of
‘collective consumption’.

In 1970 the chairman of the Vorkuta City soviet, for instance,
complained about the wide range of activities the city’s main enter-
prise, Vorkutaugol (a coal-mining trust), was engaged in. They in-
cluded the running of 200 shops, a railway, six state farms and a dairy;
furthermore it controlled the telephone network of the city and
surrounding workers’ settlements as well as water and sewerage
systems and housing. Other organisations, like the Department of the
Northern Railway, also possessed their own retail outlets, medical-
centres and housing and social amenities, while seven departments
(vedomstva) maintained over 300 km of water mains, 140 km of gas
mains and 210km of central-heating piping (which was becoming
obsolescent and in need of major repair). After citing examples to
demonstrate the sort of difficulties created when control over housing
and social services are vested in different departments, the chairman
concluded that if the local soviet became the city’s sole master then
decisions could be arrived at and executed much more quickly and
efficiently.1® Until Stalin’s death Vorkuta was a centre of a large labour
camp area in the extreme north-east of European Russia, so it could be
contended that the concentration of such variegated functions in the
hands of a few principal organisations may well be typical of former
penal colonies, but is unrepresentative of the organisation of city
services in the society as a whole. We lack precise information on the
ownership, control and administration of municipal services in all
cities, but it is significant that the overwhelming majority (52 out of 57)
of senior officials of the executive committees of large city soviets
interviewed in a survey conducted between 1976 and 1979 were
unanimous in their opinion that the absence of a single unified system
of enterprises of communal economy under the direct administrative
control of the gorispolkom only adds to the difficulties of running the
urban economy.!!

In the same year (1970), the chairman of the Omsk executive
committee pointed to another matter of central concern to the local
soviet, one affecting its ability to control the environment in which its
citizens live. In drawing up the city’s long term (25-30 year) plan, it
was predicted that its population would rise to 1.2 million, on the
assumption that no new large factories would be built in the city since it
was more expedient to locate them in smaller, less industrialised towns
in the oblast’. Yet within two years the figures had to be revised
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upwards, because ministries insisted on erecting new plant in the
oblast’ centre (Omsk) instead of in the nearby smaller towns, even
though the latter possessed all the requisite conditions for developing
as industrial centres.

The gorispolkom always exercised its right to examine and comment
on the construction plans drawn up in the departmental sector and was
often forced to make amendments because industrial managers and
planners had allowed building norms and rules to be infringed, but
agreements between ministries and local soviets on the nature and
location of new projects were often broken by enterprise manage-
ments without any explanation for doing so.!? The agreements broken
normally related to the responsibility of enterprises for providing
accommodation and the attendant municipal amenities. Sometimes, as
in the case of one ministry in Omsk, estates to house employees of their
three new factories had been erected but not the school, polytechnic or
social club, even though they were included in the plans and financial
estimates for the erection of the factories. The remedy suggested by
the Omsk gorispolkom was a familiar one: when the design institutes
and planning organisations have produced their final building plans
and estimates, the capital assignments should be transferred to the
main client, whom the local soviet firmly believed should be itself.

In spite of all these criticisms and calls for more local autonomy, the
government did relatively little before 1970 to enhance the powers of
the local soviets. Instead it remained content to exhort them to use the
legal powers already bestowed upon them.!? The fact that cities were
lacking in basic amenities and developing in an amorphous, unplanned
fashion was attributed to the inefficiency and incompetence of local
soviets, the ‘urban managers’, who were allegedly far too faint-hearted
in dealing with enterprises and ministries. In 1957, a resolution to
improve the working of local soviets was severe in its rebuke: ‘The
facts show that the daily needs of the masses are ill-met, not because
the material resources and conditions are lacking in the local soviets,
but because of bureaucracy and voluntarism and the irresponsibility of
some functionaries in the soviets who have lost contact with the
masses’.* Although in some cases such charges were undoubtedly
quite justified, the main problem lay in the subordinate status of the
local soviets in their institutional relationship with industry; local
soviet personnel were being made the scapegoat for a set of problems
created by the state’s own priority system.

After Khrushchev’s removal from power in 1964, the more strongly
worded criticisms of local soviets characteristic of his period of office
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were dropped. Then, in 1970, the government issued a decree roundly
condemning the practice of not providing essential services. The attack
centred on the fact that ‘in many cities, especially Republican capitals,
krai and oblast’centres, instead of concentrating financial and material
resources on building schools, houses, hospitals and children’s
facilities, funds are spent on administrative buildings, purpose-built
entertainment and sports complexes’.!> In many cases construction
plans for the latter were being overfulfilled by a large margin, at the
expense, needless to say, of housing, socio-cultural amenities and
public utilities.'® The decree went on to stipulate, inter alia, that Party
and Soviet Executive Committees were to call to account individuals
found guilty of diverting resources to unnecessary and unplanned for
projects.

Furthermore, the All-Union Bank for Construction (Stroibank
USSR) and the State Bank (Gosbank USSR) were instructed not to
finance unplanned construction and the building of administrative
offices, entertainment facilities and so on above quarterly and annual
plan and budgetary assignments. The intention was to avoid, on the
one hand, spending money on what in the government’s view
amounted to less important construction and, on the other, wasteful
duplication. Although this criticism was directed more at enterprises
and ministries, the local soviets were also implicated. Some of them
unquestionably do display excessive civic consciousness and devote far
too high a proportion of limited resources to the erection of monu-
ments or to lavish expenditure on town halls, and also demolish
thoroughly good housing on the ground that it constitutes an eyesore
(see Chapters 7 and 8). Nevertheless, the incontrovertible fact is that
the greater proportion of resources for infrastructural construction
have been channelled through the departmental sector which must
bear responsibility for their misuse.!?

From the point of view of the government, by the early 1970s the
time had come for a stop to be called to the misuse of funds caused by
directors of enterprises and institutions acting in their particularistic
interests. The local soviets, it was thought, could at least be expected to
refrain from unnecessary duplication of services and to devise a
programme of resource allocation more consonant with the needs of
the whole population residing within their administrative areas.'®* Asa
handbook on local soviets put it, the enhanced role envisaged for the
soviets was a function of the ‘rise in the level of economic and cultural
development, changes in the social structure, the growth of democra-
cy, greater efficiency in the management of economic and social
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processes and changes in the system and methods of running the
economy’.!® These macro social and economic changes were said to be
‘exercising an ever increasing influence on the organisation and activi-
ty of local soviets’ and this required a further increase in the role the
latter played ‘in the management of social production, social and
cultural construction and in servicing the population’.?° This expanded
range of functions attributed to local soviets could not possibly be
carried out without improvements in the legal foundations on which
their organisation and activities are based. If the local economy was to
be developed as a single complex, then local soviets had to be given
effective power to co-ordinate the various economic and service
sectors within their administrative jurisdiction and to supervise the
operations of all enterprises, organisations and institutions.?!

There is an important exception to this general enhancement of the
local soviets’ powers. In cases where all the inhabitants in a town or
new district are ‘engaged in the same production activity’, then a prima
facie case exists for the ministry which is responsible for constructing a
new factory (or HEP station or industrial complex) to retain the
functions that it was initially required to fulfil, including running the
municipal economy. This also applies in rapidly growing cities such as
Tol'yatti (533 000) and Naberezhnye Chelny (346 000) when the
functions of ‘single client’ for both industrial and civil construction are
fulfilled not by the gorispolkom but by the administrations for the
capital construction (UKS) of large industrial organisations. In the
case of Cherepovets (279 000), the city soviet has succeeded in con-
trolling only 10 per cent of all capital investment for house construc-
tion leaving the metallurgical kombinat as the main client for both
accommodation and all other municipal facilities.?> A list of towns
where the function of single client for the construction of accommoda-
tion, cultural and social facilities and infrastructural amenities de-
volves on enterprises is determined by the Council of Ministers of
Union Republics.?? Evidently, therefore, it is really only when a city
becomes industrially diversified that all non-industrial building is
placed in the hands of the local soviet, with the ministries and enter-
prises contributing their share of expenses.?*

In order to deal with the general problem of local soviet control, on
14 March 1971 the Council of Ministers promulgated a decree ‘On
Measures for the Further Improvement of the Work of the District and
City Soviets'?® which was followed a few days later by a decree of the
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet ‘On the Basic Rights and Duties of
City and District Soviets’.?6 In essence, these decrees asserted the
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categorical necessity for enterprises and agencies providing services
primarily for the local population to be placed under the jurisdiction of
district and city soviets. Indicative of the elevated importance now
attached to local soviets is the description of their rights and duties
contained in the 1977 Constitution. Article 146 states among other
things that: they ‘shall direct state, economic, social and cultural
development within their territory; endorse plans for economic and
social development and the local budget; exercise general guidance
over the state bodies, enterprises, institutions and organisations subor-
dinate to them...’. Article 147 further adds that: ‘local soviets of
people’s deputies shall ensure the comprehensive, all-round economic
and social development of their area; exercise control over and
observance of legislation by enterprises, institutions and organisations
subordinated to higher authorities and located in their area; and
co-ordinate and supervise their activity regarding land-use, nature
conservation, building, employment of manpower, production of con-
sumer goods and social cultural, communal and other services and
amenities for the public’.?’

To enable local soviets to fulfil their newly acquired functions, the
government took steps to increase the financial resources placed at
their disposal.? It allowed the soviets to use part of the profits made by
enterprises subordinated to them and to have transferred to their
budgets a proportion of the profits earned by enterprises and economic
agencies of republican, krai and oblast’ subordination.?® As a result, in
Moscow for example, during the period 1971-75, 8.8 milliard rubles
(66.2 per cent of all capital investment in the city) was spent on the
urban economy - which was over 4 milliard roubles more than a
decade earlier (1961-65).3°

This increased expenditure on the urban economy is a result of a
rising standard of living — reflected in more and better services and
higher wage rates for those working in the municipal and retail sector -
the growing urban population and the overall increase in the number
of workers employed in this sector.3! The larger budgetary allocations
for the municipal economy beg the question of whether local soviets
are becoming financially more independent of central state au-
thorities. An answer must be deferred until a survey has. been com-
pleted of the ways in which local soviets generate their own revenue
and the extent to which they decide on its allocation for different
purposes. However, it can be said that, given the tendency for produc-
tion to become more concentrated and to be organised in industrial
combines, some enterprises, at present supplying the local economy,



The State Housing Sector 55

are being transferred into the jurisdiction of higher ranking adminis-
trative bodies. This is particularly evident in the case of the transfer of
urban objects (gorodskie ob’’ekty) to authorities at the oblast’ level.?
This means a reduction in the size and value of the property base
belonging to the local soviets and thus also a fall in their budgetary
revenue. Furthermore the expansion in public services together witha
general rise in the wage level of employees working in this sector
together with a general rise in the wage level of employees working in
this sector has led to an increase in running costs. At the same time,
since the price paid by the consumers for these services does not
increase, the local economy declines in profitability.** Although these
tendencies and outcomes are partly offset by the policy to strengthen
the role of local soviets by transferring to them enterprises and
institutions comprising the community’s social and technical infra-
structure, thereby increasing the soviets’ income, on balance the
decline in the local revenue-generating base necessitates a proportion-
ate increase in the contribution from the central state’s budget.>* This
will probably have the effect of restricting the growth in local govern-
ment autonomy. At the same time, any discussion of power or ‘legiti-
mate authority’ wielded by an organisation (for instance, a local soviet)
has to take into account not only its relationship to the generation and
disposal of ‘new resources’, but also its relationship to existing stocks
of resources. In the present context, this refers to the question of the
extent to which local soviets have increased their property rights
vis-a-vis other institutions.

THE EXTENT OF TRANSFER OF DEPARTMENTAL
HOUSING TO LOCAL SOVIETS

In the RSFSR local soviet control over the public housing sector
declined from 45.6 per cent of overall living space in 1940 to 34.8 per
cent in 1950 and 26.8 per cent in 1956.3° The decree of July 1957
began to reverse this decline and initiated the transfer of housing from
state enterprises and institutions to local soviets. By the end of 1960,
local soviets in the RSFSR controlled 32.4 per cent of the socialised
housing stock.3¢ By January 1965 they had increased their holding to
about 34 per cent.*” Yet a decade later the deputy minister for Housing
and Communal Economy in the RSFSR could only affirm that ‘at
present only 35 per cent of the socialised housing stock is in the hands
of local soviets in the Russian Federal Republic’.3®
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A decree of September 1978% noted that over the ‘past few years’
there had been a slackening of interest in the transfer of housing to the
soviets. In the period 1976-78, the proportion of state housing (in
terms of living space) controlled by local soviets in the RSFSR rose by
a mere 1 per cent, from 34 to 35 per cent.*’ In other words, in the
Russian Federal Republic, the local soviets’ share of the socialised
urban housing stock remained virtually constant between 1965 and
1980. (And, as far as the total urban housing stock is concerned in the
mid-1970s, in the RSFSR the local soviet share amounted to 24 per
cent.)*! In the country at large the housing stock of the local soviet
sector rose from 543.2 million square metres in 1975 to 623.2 million
in January 1979, which increased its proportion of the state housing
stock from 39.2 per cent to 39.6 per cent.*? These global figures mask,
however, vast variations existing between cities, regions and republics
in the extent to which local soviets control housing.

Historical factors play an important role in determining the size of
the different housing sectors (private, departmental, local soviet). The
local soviets in the largest administrative centres, where the more
solidly built housing was concentrated and municipalised after the
October revolution, tend to control a high proportion of the residential
buildings.** For instance, by 1974 the Moscow borough soviets con-
trolled two-thirds of the total city housing stock.* In the mid-1960s
the Leningrad and Kiev city soviets administered 78.1 per cent and
67.0 per cent of the public sector respectively (77.1 per cent and 58.2
per cent of the total stock within their jurisdictions). In two other
Republican capitals, Tallinn and Yerevan, the figures for housing
controlled by local soviets was equally high: in the former it stood at
66.9 per cent in 1970 (lower than in some previous years) and in the
Armenian capital it was already 91.2 per cent in 1966. These figures
are, however, considerably lower when housing controlled by local
soviets is calculated in terms of the total city stock: the Tallin figure
falls to 56.6 per cent and in Yerevan to 50.1 per cent.** In Kemerovo
(486 000) three-quarters of the total housing stock is controlled by the
local soviets,* in contrast to Perm’ (1018 000) where in 1973 the
figure was 19.9 per cent.*’

In general these statistics certainly do not substantiate statements
made by Western scholars that ‘since then [the expropriation of
privately-owned property by the decree of 8 August 1918] the fund
[of housing held by soviets] has been greatly increased by building and
by the transfer of accommodation from state undertakings’,*® and that,
‘since 1957 the bulk of housing funds have been controlled by local
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soviets’.* The comment of a Soviet author in 1970 that ‘the transfer of
the departmental housing stock to the local soviets is still proceeding
slowly’*? has not been invalidated by events in the following decade.

PROBLEMS CONCERNING THE TRANSFER OF HOUSING
TO LOCAL SOVIETS

The Soviet Case

There is no single uniform structure whereby local soviets manage
their housing, nor does a unified system exist in the departmental
housing sector. The fragmented system which has evolved is adminis-
tratively (and hence, economically) highly inefficient and some form of
rationalisation has become inevitable. One of the main ways of reduc-
ing cost is through administrative reorganisation. To this end, a
Resolution of the Council of Ministers RSFSR of July 1959 ‘On
Measures to Improve the Running and Maintenance of the State
Housing stock’! required the setting up of a larger housing adminis-
trative unit, the ‘house-management office’ (zhilishchno-
eksploatatsionnaya kontora- ZhEK) which has gradually become the
system of administration adopted in most large cities in the RSFSR. 52
More recently another type of organisation has appeared in Moscow,
Leningrad and several other large cities ~ the ‘housing industrial
operational trust’ (or ‘Association’) (ZhPET or ZhEO). Servicing
600 000-700 000 square metres of living space and combining from
six to eight former ZhEKYy, they embrace departments which under-
take current repair work. The first one established in the Ukraine,
where they are becoming the basic administrative unit of the housing
economy, covers the newly built Darnitsa estate in Kiev where it
services 82 modern multi-storey blocks accommodating 40000
people.’* One benefit gained from this reorganisation has been to
place housing management on a firmer financial basis. In contrast to
the smaller housing managements which were constantly in debt to
other organisations that had carried out repair work and provided
materials and transport, the larger offices (ZhEKy), by cutting ad-
ministrative staff expenditure, began to operate profitably. Previously
the lack of funds on current account meant that work was periodically
paralysed, since at times the housing management was unable to
purchase the necessary materials or settle with building contractors for
the work they had undertaken. The process of rationalisation taking
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place in this sphere has produced advantages normally associated with
economies of scale (larger liquid assets, availability of material re-
sources, personnel and equipment) and is also alleged to confer
important benefits on the tenants serviced by these enlarged units.
Whereas local soviet housing management offices take care of all
blocks of flats in one particular ward, housing owned and controlled by
enterprises is sometimes distributed throughout the city and some-
times even in different settlements.

In general, the housing managements of local soviets administer
housing space five or six times greater than that of the equivalent
organisations responsible for the departmental housing stock. Survey
data for the mid-1960s revealed that in Kemerovo oblasf departmen-
tal housing was in the hands of 376 enterprises and organisations,
which together had set up 600 housing departments to administer it. In
the area around one Chelyabinsk factory about 20 000 m? of dwelling
space belonged to five different organisations.>* Along one of
Chelyabinsk’s main thoroughfares, one-quarter of the five-storey
houses had seven owners, while in Vologda, the 30 buildings con-
nected up to one heating system belong to 12 different organisations,*
and in Stavropol’ and elsewhere it was not uncommon to find one
building belonging to several departments.’¢ By 1980, in the RSFSR as
a whole, the local soviets had just over 3000 housing offices (domou-
pravlenie or ZhEKYy) overseeing ‘their property’, whereas the depart-
mental sector with twice as much living space to run and maintain had
seven times as many (almost 21000) house-management
departments.s’

If statistics cited by Broner are still roughly applicable — that the
losses incurred by housing managements in Leningrad with less than
5000 m? of dwelling space were 16.5 roubles per square metre, whilst
those with over 25 000 m? ran at a profit — then it might reasonably be
concluded firstly that running costs could be partially reduced by
increasing the unit size of housing managements and secondly that this
might be most feasible if all state housing were to be controlled by local
soviets.>® That this disparity in running costs still exists is confirmed by
one author who comments that ‘running the departmental stock is very
expensive and annually brings losses of hundreds of millions of
rubles’.’® Another author is more specific: ‘In 1974, in housing ad-
ministrations and ZhEKy run by local soviets, revenue exceeded
expenditure (excluding capital repairs) by 11.1 million rubles, whereas
in the departmental sector expenditure exceeded revenue by 1.65
milliard rubles — 95 million rubles more than in 1975°.%°

The transfer of control over housing to the local soviets is also
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viewed as a basic precondition for substantially increasing the amount
of repair work carried out.%! At present over 15 per cent of all
resources allocated to housing are spent on maintenance. Figures for
current repairs have risen steadily over the last few years both abso-
lutely and relative to total running costs: from 0.62 roubles per square
metre of living space in 1965 (24 per cent of total outlay on running
costs) to 1.19 roubles (41 per cent) in 1971. Forecasters estimate that
‘in the future the size of funds allocated to current repairs may reach 50
per cent’.®2 For the country at large, the annual outlay on repair work
amounts to one-fifth of the average annual capital investment on new
house construction.®® Nevertheless, since enterprise directorates fail to
assign the necessary and planned resources to repair work, the build-
ings they control continue to deteriorate. In 1978, for instance, not a
single ministry or department fulfilled its capital repair plan and
overall in that year the plan was only 88 per cent fulfilled.*

One explanation offered by Soviet officials for the slow transfer of
housing into their jurisdiction is that they refuse to accept enterprise
accommodation which is in a poor state of repair and insist that
properties will be taken ever when fully renovated. Indeed, in contrast
to the contention by one Western author that ‘housing belonging to
local soviets is generally considered to be worse than that provided by
specific enterprises’,%5 a Soviet correspondent considers it to be com-
mon knowledge that many ‘departmental’ controlled buildings are
both badly maintained and lacking in basic amenities. The following
figures for the country at large are seen as indicative of the higher
standard of amenity provision in soviet controlled housing.

TABLE 3.1 Proportion of housing in the two state
tenure-types provided with amenities, 1979 (%)*

Form of Tenure

Amenity Local soviet Departmental
water 90 85
sewerage 89 82
central heating 85 83
gas 88 83
hot water 58 47
bath or shower 81 73

* for further details on amenity provision, see Chapter 8.
SOURCE T. Fetisov op. cit. p. 56.
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Ever increasing maintenance costs, the continued existence of a
large number of small housing departments and the relative inefficien-
cy of the departmental sector occasioned the issuing in September
1978 of a decree ‘On measures to improve the running and repair of
the housing stock’.% In its preamble the decree referred to the persis-
tence of too many small, unprofitable housing management offices, to
the inefficient use of resources and to the poor quality of repair work
carried out. In order to deal with these problems the Republican
Councils of Ministers were to adopt by 1980 new methods for adminis-
tering the housing economy. In the first instance these should entail the
setting up in the large cities of a single building repair service which
would contract to carry out current and capital repairs for both the
state and the co-operative sectors. The decree reiterated the govern-
ment’s policy on the transfer of departmental housing to the local
soviets, expounded in 1967, and pointed out that the accommodation
to be transferred first of all should be that which the departmental
sector is unable to service properly and which in the main is owned by
small organisations.

An account of the transfer process in the Saratov oblast’ and the
oblast’ capital itself illustrates, as the RSFSR ministry of Housing and
Communal Economy observed, the difficulties faced by the majority
of oblasts and cities in seeking to effect the transfer.’” The city of
Saratov (873 000) lies 858 km south-east of Moscow. Three-quarters
of the population in the oblast’ is urban. In 1979, local soviets in the
oblast’ controlled 34 per cent of the state housing stock. Three years
previously the oblast’ soviet had ratified a time-table for taking control
of 452 residential buildings with 320 000 square metres of living space
(equivalent to 3 per cent of the departmental housing stock) during the
period 1976-80. Although the schedule was basically being adhered
to, a number of extremely difficult problems remained to be settled.
For example, in the workers’ settlement of Stepnoe, which predomin-
antly comprised employees in the oil industry, the local soviet owned
only a small proportion of the housing stock and the transfer of
departmental housing onto its books was proceeding very slowly.
Apparently, a high proportion of the eight-apartment houses (normal-
ly of two or three storeys) were obsolescent and the four-storey blocks
required major repair work. And yet it was the declared policy of the
district soviet only to take over buildings in perfect condition; after all,
since they received a fraction of the resources available to the depart-
ments, the latter should first of all complete the repairs before discuss-
ing the transfer.
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The representative of the largest ‘landlord’ in Stepnoe (the Trans-
Volga Oil and Gas Extractive Administration) countered the charge
by producing a large dossier of documents concerning the transfer
going back over 10 years. He pointed out that in 1978 a special
committee composed of both parties had drawn up a detailed list of all
the defects in the houses subject to transfer. After the ‘landlord’ had
rectified all the faults, the local soviet then unearthed a mass of
additional problems and refused to take the buildings. This led the
landlord’s representative to comment that ‘We do notsee “‘our’ soviet
as being very interested in the whole affair. It is always possible to find
excuses and fault-find and always much easier for the “organs of
power”’ to give orders and pressurise us to do this or that than to take
over the housing and run it themselves’. And so far as material and
financial resources and equipment for servicing the accommodation
were concerned, the landlord again referred to the dossier to show how
funds, personnel and materials (including a construction gang, three
house-management offices, a transport workshop, heating-supply
plant, warehouse and stores) would be transferred to the local soviet.
But in defence of the soviet’s procrastination, since it controlled just 7
per cent of all living space in the settlement it was perhaps not
unnatural that it should be apprehensive about taking on the responsi-
bility for so much more housing. However in the end, as the district
soviet chairman acknowledged, the ‘oilmen’ would hand over their
housing and related resources, and the soviet would have to ‘overcome
its faintheartedness and become psychologically prepared’ to under-
take the enlarged commitment.

According to the director-general of the Trans-Volga Productive
Association, when questioned on the matter of the housing transfers in
other settlements in the oblast’ (apart from Stepnoe) where they
owned accommodation, the transfer was proceeding satisfactorily. As
far as Stepnoe was concerned, the Association was quite helpless to do
anything in face of an obstinate (upryami) soviet executive committee.
The problem was that the oblast’ authorities were not being persistent
enough in ensuring that their subordinate (district) soviet implement
the transfer. He conceded, however, that in general enterprises still
remain in a better position than the local soviets to allocate labour,
materials and equipment for housing maintenance — adding that ‘it is
another matter altogether whether they do so’. Therefore, ‘changes
will have to be made in order to strengthen the material-technical
base of the local organs of power’.

An examination of the problems of transferring housing in the city of
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Saratov itself brings to the fore the specific and serious difficulty facing
most old, large cities, namely the presence of a ‘considerable number
of low-rise houses, erected prior to 1917, which are ill-provided with
amenities and even rely on the traditional Russian stove (pech’) for
heating’. In 1979 a report prepared by the standing committee on the
city’s housing economy concluded that the housing stock controlled by
small enterprises and organisations was in a sorely neglected state and
ought to be taken over by the local soviet as soon as possible. The same
applied to some large factories. In one instance, an enterprise with
160000 square metres of living space, much of which had been
constructed during the 1920s, found itself unable to maintain it
properly and as a result presented a case for accelerated transfer. On
the other hand, the productive association responsible for the manu-
facture of the well-known ‘Saratov’ refrigerator presented a complete-
ly different picture. Here the management had set up a special repair
and operating service to take care of its 270 000 square metres of living
space. Because of this and the fact that the hot water and energy supply
lines to the houses were also linked into the factory supply network, a
transfer of housing, which would necessitate changing this linkage,
would be too expensive and was not recommended. In this and similar
cases, the deputies reasoned, it would be better to wait a while before
proceeding with the transfer.

A session of the Saratov soviet held in 1979 to review the general
issue of housing, especially its maintenance and operation, decided
that to date progress on the transfer had been slow. At the same time it
recognised that, in order to be successful, the whole procedure for
handing over staff, material and financial resources and equipment
would have to be simplified for, according to a ministerial circular
issued in 1969, all documentation relating to the transfer has to be
ratified by two people: the deputy chairman of the oblast’ soviet
executive committee and the appropriate deputy minister or head ofa
central department. Since the latter are usually located in Moscow the
volumes of paper work involved in each house and ‘object of commun-
al economy’ transfer have to be taken (vezti) to Moscow and then
returned — which in the case of Magadan or Khabarovsk means a round
trip of over 21 000 and 17000 km respectively.

This ostensibly cumbersome, bureaucratic procedure is an unfortu-
nate example of the limitations of a highly centralised administrative
system. To remedy this particular defect (overcentralisation) in this
particular instance (housing transfer) requires not only decentralisa-
tion of decision-making (to, for example, the directorate of a more
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local subdivision of the ministry), but also a strengthening of the
resource base of the local soviets. After all, the success of any housing
transfer depends to a considerable extent on the ability of housing
organisations to carry out repair work. Yet the soviets still lack the
requisite material and technical base to meet this desideratum. In
Saratov, which is not unique in this regard, the house-management
sections do not even have premises for workshops; the most basic
materials such as pipes, glass, paint and nails ‘are allocated to us
literally as crumbs (po krokham)’; even old hands in the house-
building and repair trusts could not recall when they had last received,
for example, radiators, boilers (the present ones have been in use for
over 30 years — well above their intended life-times), water-supply
fittings and toilet fixtures. The chairman of the Voroshilovgrad execu-
tive committee produced a similar catalogue of shortages which in-
cluded: of 158 tons of bitumen requested, only 23 tons had been
delivered and, of an equivalent of 3900 metres of central heating
radiators requested, only 315 had been received. Related to this and
associated with delivery difficulties, is the fact that ‘equipment and
spare parts for the housing economy are manufactured by thousands of
enterprises belonging to a dozen ministries’. In itself this need not be
a problem - this lies elsewhere ‘in the whole system of planning and
supplying of equipment and fittings for housing’.%°

At first sight the transfer of housing from one state body to another
might be thought to be a straightforward book-keeping exercise.
However, not only is the transfer itself beset with problems and
complexities, but the factors and agencies involved have brought to
prominence the inefficiency and inadequacy of the existing system of
planning with its command structures, organisational linkages, and
time-consuming procedures, which both regulate the powers of local
authorities to take decisions on matters of purely local concern and
also unnecessarily limit direct contacts between ‘customers’ for re-
sources for the urban economy and ‘suppliers’.

The paradox is that the extent to which the structural reform can be
pursued is contingent upon the willingness and ability of those at the
end of the planning and decision-making chain to assume greater
responsibility. Yet local officials may be reluctant to show more
‘initiative’ given current wage structures, which do not take into
consideration either the amount of housing being serviced or the
quality of the management. For example, whereas the Voroshilovgrad
soviet controls 2.5 million square metres of living space, and the
Kommunarsk and Severdonetsk soviets oversee 429 000 and 471 800
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square metres respectively, the salaries of the personnel involved in
each operation are the same.”®

Thus, in order to reduce the cost of the state housing sector without
raising rental payments, research and policy on the housing (and
urban) economy are moving along two paths: the first explores and
seeks to change the formal, hierarchical and horizontal linkages be-
tween organisations and, the second ‘studies the human factor in urban
management’ by examining ‘the socio-demographic characteristics of
personnel, their personal motivations and their value orientations to
the population and their sensitivity to public opinion’.”! Evidently the
impact of psychology, social psychology, communication and informa-
tion theory on Soviet urban studies is increasing, as the following
quotation testifies:?

One must take into account that in large cities, individuals are
constantly perceiving and processing a large quantity of information
and their interaction with the administrative system is characterised
by a certain distancing and anonymity. That is why there is a growing
interest in the social-psychological aspects of public participation in
urban management - especially because these issues have not yet
been studied by Soviet psychologists.

At the research level then, the social sciences are ‘fragmenting’ with
the emergence of more specialised (sub-) disciplines, including man-
agement science which looks not only at the gamut of motivational
factors influencing managers, but also how the latter interact with the
managed and the amateur public participant (the ‘activist’). This
interest in public participation — a concept central to the socialist ethos
— is a manifestation of the leadership’s concern with ‘a certain distanc-
ing and anonymity’ that exists in so far as such attitudes or psychologi-
cal states can be symptomatic of alienation from the political system at
large. At the same time, larger housing management departments are
being formed in the anticipation that these will become managerially
more professional and also economically more efficient.These two
tendencies reflect a tension or contradiction, common to all advanced
industrial societies, between professionalism and dilettantism, and
between centralisation and democratic control. As was mentioned in
the Preface, the ‘systemic choice’ between centralisation (associated
with ‘the plan’) and democratic control (associated with decentralisa-
tion) depends on political and ideological factors, as the following
comparative example with recent changes in the Greater London
Council’s housing policy suggests.
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At the height of its powers the GLC ‘as one of the largest single
landlords in the world’ owned over 230 000 homes.” But the general
policy hitherto accepted by both main political parties was fundamen-
tally changed by the Conservative party after it came to powerin 1977.
The latter considered the GLC to be too large and remote and that the
32 London boroughs were the best size to undertake new house
building and the management of the existing stock. Negotiations were
then initiated by the GLC with the borough councils on the transfer of
the GLC-controlled properties. The concept was accepted in principle
by some Labour- and by all the Conservative-controlled local au-
thorities, but the eight Inner London Labour-controlled councils
rejected the proposal. The first major transfer involving 125000
properties took place on 1 April 1980; because of the refusal of the
Inner London boroughs to co-operate, the GLC turned to central
government — with the result that the minister responsible issued an
Order in Council requiring the transfer of their 53000 properties
onl April 1982. On completion of the transfer, in 1985, the GLC will
be left with about 10 000 dwellings.

This abrupt change and rapid implementation of policy is more a
consequence of compliance with political doctrine than of the pursuit
of administrative efficiency, which might have been achieved through
a partial decentralisation of control. One of the effects of this policy
will be to increase the number of staff employed in housing manage-
ment, which will, given political proclivities, have to be compensated
for by rent increases.

It is also worth noting that studies undertaken by the Department of
the Environment have demonstrated that the savings made by setting
up local management offices on all housing estates with over 300
houses more than offset the cost of the local office. The reasons for this
cost saving — a reduction in vandalism and the virtual elimination of
empty units — are not to be found in the Soviet Union. Of greater
comparability with Soviet developments is the finding that local coun-
cils in England which had decentralised their maintenance services as
well as their management, had achieved even larger savings. One study
revealed that neighbourhood repair teams were 57 per cent more
productive than centrally controlled teams.”

The different housing management strategies being pursued in the
two societies suggest the need for studies comparing the housing
economies of, say, Moscow and London (and other large cities in both
countries). At this point all that can be said is that for the Soviet Union,
where anything like a rent increase sufficient to cover the cost of
running and maintaining housing (let alone the costs of new construc-
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tion) lies outside the boundaries of political options, the method
chosen to reduce the size of the subsidy (or at least contain its growth)
is greater administrative efficiency. And, thisis to be achieved through
the formation of larger management units.

The ‘Departmental’ Case

Despite all the well-reasoned arguments for transferring control over
housing (and other objects of communal economy) to the city soviets,
‘departments’ continue to press their case for retaining control over
‘their’ housing. One argument repeatedly advanced by enterprises is
the significant role played by housing in enabling them to fulfil their
plan targets. Lack of housing appears to be one of the main causes of
high labour turnover. The chairman of the Dnepropetrovsk city soviet
executive committee cited sociological research conducted to examine
the reasons for high labour mobility rates, and noted that only a small
proportion of those changing jobs were ‘drifters’ and ‘money-chasers’.
The majority of people leaving one job for another were doing so for
the first or second time in five years and, when they did, the primary
reason for changing was undeniably the hope of finding better living
conditions at the new job. Thus, if labour mobility is to be reduced,
then according to this official the central objective of a city’s long-run
development plan must be to raise the standard of social amenity and
housing provision of the more backward enterprises to that found in
the advanced ones.”

A long article on the city of Omsk (1 044 000) entitled ‘Town and
Factory’ described how a large new district had grown up around an
oil-processing complex set up in 1955.7¢ The various ministries in-
volved in the project supplied houses, hospitals and polyclinics, sport-
ing facilities, shops and restaurants for the local work force. Every year
a large number of ministries and central departments applied to the
city soviet for permission to erect new undertakings in the city. The
request was quite understandable since ‘the infrastructure and housing
are already in existence here. ... This last factor is especially impor-
tant. The success of an enterprise is closely tied to the living conditions
of its workers. Those enterprises which pay greater attention to the
building of houses, cultural facilities and various services achieve
higher rates of production and have the lowest rates of labour turn-
over’. This is forcefully illustrated by the low levels of output in
Ul’yanovsk (485 000), where a newly opened shoe factory could only
operate at half capacity in the leather-treating section and two-thirds
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capacity for shoe output. The principal reason advanced for this was
the labour shortage. The article parabolically recounted how, although
during the course of building the factory the city soviet had drawn the
ministry’s attention to the inadequacy of the financial resources being
provided for housing and the social infrastructure, the ministry had
taken no notice. As a result, the shortage of accommodation (and
pre-school places) had served as a major impediment to labour
recruitment.”’

As might be expected, lack of housing and social amenities leading
to high labour turnover is especially acutely felt in the ‘frontier’ towns
in Siberia and the Far North. The town of Surgut, in the Tyumen’
oblast’’® which grew from 6000 inhabitants in 1959 to 34 000 in 1970
and 137000 in 1981 was already in 1966 ‘stretching twelve kilometres
along the banks of the Ob’ river, built without plans and mainly of
wooden houses’. With an average of only 2-3 square metres of
dwelling area per person, only 50 school places per thousand popula-
tion against the norm of 160, an inadequate water supply system and
non-existent sewage disposal system, 80 per cent of families moving to
the region left within a year.” Ten years later the same complaints
were being raised. For although house-building in the region was
taking place at double the national average rate, the average amount of
living space per person was still 6 square metres and the norm for
polyclinics had been only 32 per cent fulfilled; for schools and hospitals
the figure was SO per cent and for kindergartens, 33 per cent.® ‘It
would be wrong’, wrote one correspondent, ‘to think that people are
attracted to these areas only by the high wage rates. These help in
drawing them to the Priob’e but are in themselves not enough to keep
them there — what does, in the main, is housing. If they do not receive a
flat, the newcomers often leave for no higher wage coefficient can
induce them to stay’.8! Mr Brezhnev at the XXVI Party Congress in
1981 reiterated this point almost word for word: ‘More often than not
a person leaves Siberia not because the climate is harsh or the pay too
little but because it is more difficult to obtain housing and to put a child
in a kindergarten and because cultural centres are few and far
between’.82 The problem is indeed a serious one. A survey of 12 new
communities in the Tyumen’ revealed that 46 per cent of people
leaving the region cited dissatisfaction with housing as one of their
three main motives for migrating. 38 per cent gave the lack of
availability of food and consumer goods and 35 per cent, cultural and
everyday services, as the reason for their departure. Only 18 per cent
mentioned wages and 17 per cent the climate.®
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Because of its proximity to the Samotlor oil-field ~ which in the
period 1971-75 contributed over S0 per cent of the oil extracted in
Siberia - the town of Nizhnevartovsk grew from 16 000 people in 1970
to 76,000 in 1976, when it was estimated that if the town’s population
continued to grow at the existing rate, there could be less housing
available per person in 1980 than at the time.®* By the end of the
decade, despite a concerted building programme, the director of one
Chief Administration in the Tyumen’ bemoaned the fact that of his
organisation’s 90000 employees only one-third lived with their
families in their own accommodation; the remainder were housed in
hostels, caravans and in other people’s flats.?® No doubt the dual
problem of labour supply and the cost of providing the infrastructure
has been instrumental in the decision to increase the proportion of oil
produced by fully automated fields to 85—90 per cent by 1985.%6 But
yet, such is the housing situation that employers find difficulties in
attracting and holding on to specialists. As a consequence, despite a
high level of automation in the oil-field, the number of inactive wells
has been rising.?” In those towns where improvements in living condi-
tions have occurred, as in the city of Rubtsovsk (158 000) in the Altai
Territory, labour mobility declined from 28.3 per cent in 1966 to 16
per cent in 1976.88 In the East Siberian town of Bratsk (population in
1959: 43 000; in 1981: 222 000) annual labour turnover stands at 14
per cent. When interviewed three-quarters of those leaving, most of
whom are highly skilled and with five to seven years’ experience, cited
the impossibility of obtaining a flat as the main reason for their
departure.® In order to counter this problem, at the end of 1979 the
government issued a long decree on ‘The further strengthening of
labour discipline and reduction in labour turnover in the economy’,
noting in the preamble that 25 million labour days fewer were lost in
1978 than in 1970 and that during the same period labour turnover
had declined from 21.2 per cent to 18.2 per cent.%

There can be little doubt that labour turnover is a cause for serious
concern to Soviet planners. According to the 1970 Census, 13.9
million people changed their places of residence in the year
1968-69,%! whilst during the ninth five-year plan 14-15 million
people migrated each year, with no more than 10-12 per cent of all
migrants constituting part of planned and organised movement.%?
Even the more optimistic estimates on the extent to which the move-
ment of labour takes place under the aegis of centralised organising
agency do not put the figure higher than 20-25 per cent.* It is
precisely because the migration rate (and by definition labour
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turnover) is not only high but also ‘unorganised’ or unplanned that
considerable attention is paid to factors responsible for this phenome-
non. Although, as already mentioned, press commentary in the main
stresses housing and general living conditions as predominantly re-
sponsible for high mobility rates, researchers conducting more de-
tailed studies on mobility tend to be divided on whether or not strong
correlations exist between housing supply and mobility.*® For exam-
ple, Vilnius (503 000), where at the end of 1980 the per capita living
space of 13.4 square metres was above the national average (13.0
square metres), also suffers from a labour shortage. So in order to
recruit labour, Lithuanian Ministries have offered workers a variety of
incentives including higher wages and the early provision of accommo-
dation. However, particularly among the younger workers, labour
turnover continues to increase. Similarly in the industrially developed
Ukraine with its higher per capita earnings, 28 per cent of those
changing jobs and their places of residence were doing so because they
were dissatisfied with the housing situation and provision of social and
cultural facilities. The implication of these findings is that even in cities
and regions comparatively better off in terms of housing, the local
population still feels itself to be suffering from an accommodation
shortage.%

In other words, individual perceptions of relative deprivation and
unfulfilled expectations may be just as likely to induce labour turnover
as might the persistence of severe housing deprivation. This fact and
other caveats notwithstanding, the overall tenor of the argument
advanced by a number of commentators is that in order to achieve
national economic and social objectives, including increased produc-
tion through improved productivity rates, not only must more housing
be built, but ministries and enterprises rather than local soviets must
assume responsibility for providing accommodation. It is difficult to
see how this role-relationship between ministries and local soviets can
be wholly reversed. The devolution of economic decision-making to
enterprise level, stemming from a decree of 1965, will make more
(decentralised) resources available for house building. This decree,
part of the package of economic reforms initiated in that year, stated
that: ‘in order to raise the material interestedness of the enterprise
collective in the fulfilment of the enterprise plan, deductions can be
made from profits for the improvement of the cultural and living
conditions of its employees . . . Resources are to be spent on new
technology, housing and cultural services, rest homes and sanatoria,
personal bonuses and repairs to the housing stock’.”” Furthermore, all



70 Forms of Housing Tenure

newly-erected dwelling space commissioned by and employing re-
sources from this so-called ‘enterprise fund’ are to be used solely for
housing individuals included on a list drawn up by both the enterprise
management and the shop floor committee. Other clauses in the
decree allow enterprises to divert a proportion of the resources
allocated by the central authorities for house building to the construc-
tion of pre-school facilities, which are also regarded as a way of
attracting labour.”® And then in 1979, enterprise managements were
given the right to allocate a proportion of the incentive fund to partly
repay bank loans on co-operative and ‘private’ homes of workers with
over five years of service (or two years in the case of young people).”
The 1965 decree referred not only to the right of enterprises to
allocate dwelling-space in housing built using their own profits, but to
their right to distribute space in other accommodation under their
control. This last point is very closely associated with what remains a
thorny legal issue, namely, who has the right to allocate accommoda-
tion which has fallen vacant? An earlier decree of 21 September 1945
stipulated that ministries and central state organs had to transfer to the
local soviets 10 per cent of dwelling space in their newly-built and
restored buildings for allocation to demobilised members of the armed
forces, war invalids and families of servicemen.!® Since then, the
government has issued a number of circulars, rulings and decrees
specifying which organisations were exempted from this ‘10 per cent
rule’’®! But because local soviets were deducting from enterprises
newly erected dwelling space above the legally defined limit, the
government found it necessary in 1970 to remind them that apart from
the 10 per cent laid down in the 1945 decree they were only entitled to
6 per cent of newly erected space for people made homeless when their
property was demolished and another 2 per cent for individuals
servicing and running the housing stock.!%2 Even this issue of 10 per
cent, though, has not been definitely settled. For while some Soviet
legal authorities consider that local soviets have a right to allocate this
10 per cent transferred to them each time the property falls vacant, 03
others have pointed out that there is nothing to suggest that space is
allocated on a permanent basis; when departmental accommodation
allocated to someone under an order of the local soviet falls vacant,
then it reverts back to the original departmental owner.!** However, a
Ruling by the Presidium of the Supreme Court RSFSR in 1971 has
tipped the balance of the case in favour of the local soviet possessing
the right to reallocate the accommodation when it falls vacant.!%
None the less, the issue cannot be considered closed: the transfer of
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housing to the local soviet is one thing, the right to allocate or at least to
participate in the allocation, is another. For instance, in Sumgait
(201 000) all newly-erected housing is handed over to the local soviet
which takes responsibility for managing the city’s total housing stock.
However, the right to reallocate accommodation already leased to
workers of a particular enterprise is reserved for that factory.!%
Sometimes industrial enterprises, supported by their administrative
superiors and also by appeals and complaints from their workforce, are
led to make claims on the local soviets to be allowed to retain for their
own use that part of the housing stock built using the enterprise’s
resources.!”’” (Interestingly it is not only housing which is reserved in
this fashion. When pre-school places fall vacant they too have to be
reallocated in the first instance to children of workers in the enterprise
which has contributed funds for this purpose.!%®) The situation in
Vilnius is somewhat different. A rationalisation of the design of
housing estates and their construction has been achieved by creating
one client (the gorispolkom), one housing planning office (Institute for
the Planning of Urban Construction) and one general contractor (a
residential construction combine (domostroitel’nyi kombinat) ). Enter-
prises transfer to the Executive Committee all funds allocated for
house construction and then ‘a short time later pick up the keys to the
newly built flats’.1® Clearly such organisational innovations, allegedly
improving the whole planning, construction and management process,
do not affect the enterprises’ housing domain.

As long as industrial enterprises continue to have considerable
resources for housing construction and the provision of ancillary
services channelled through them, they will probably only consent to
the soviets administering ‘their’ housing provided that they retain a
substantial say in its distribution.!'® The housing may be seen to be
‘theirs’ not only because resources are channelled through them but
also because a proportion of new house-building is directly financed
from the surplus produced in the individual enterprise. In fact, ‘one of
the features of building during the period 1966-1970 has been the
increase in the volume of house-construction undertaken using the
resources of enterprises and organisations. The plan for 1966-70
envisaged that the amount of living space being financed from this
source would be 2.8 times greater than in the previous five-year
period’.!1!!

Any examination of housing policy has to bear in mind the two
important precepts which underlie Soviet housing policy: firstly hous-
ing, a much sought-after good in short supply, is offered by some of
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those who control it as an inducement to attract and hold labour;
secondly, a person’s accommodation need is not seen by the Soviet
government as independent of that person’s contribution to society.
Khrushchev made this quite clear in a 1957 statement: ‘In building and
allocating dwellings, we must not simply think — because a man s alive,
give him a good apartment. You have to take a look at what he is doing,
what he is giving to society. In our socialist society, each must give
something to the general welfare of the people, each must carry a
certain load. Only then does he get the right to use the fruits of his
labour which are created by society’.!!? This precept was reiterated a
decade later by one writer who regarded the state housing stock as
being created by the labour of the whole society and distributed like
other material wealth — ‘according to his work’. This principle, he
maintained, combines in the best possible fashion the interests of the
individual and the collective and serves as a powerful stimulus to the
growth of production.!!*> However, this principle does not always
operate in practice.!!* Stated as boldly as this, with housing treated as a
reward for work, there would appear on the surface to be good reason
for not transferring control from the enterprises to the soviets. And it is
because managers of the departmental stock fear they will lose their
right to reallocate dwellings when they fall vacant that they are
reluctant to surrender their control over housing.

Although the relationship between local soviets and the industrial
sector is changing as a consequence of structural changes in the society,
there is no reason to believe that the claims made in 1964 by the First
Secretary of the Khabarovsk gorkom and the chairman of the city’s
gorispolkom, that the present system of housing distribution is unjust,
are no longer valid. The major social disadvantage of allowing enter-
prises to determine who should have new housing was, according to
these officials, that an enterprise’s definition of which individuals
found themselves in most need did not necessarily mean those still
living in barrack accommodation. As a result of enterprise manage-
ments sending pleading letters to Gosplan (no doubt justifying their
claims for more housing in terms of the beneficial impact more housing
will have on production) they sometimes ‘receive for each employee
many times more living space than, for example, teachers, doctors and
other categories of workers’.!! The officials, acknowledging as justifi-
able the principle of offering rewards to certain workers in the form of
higher wages, bonuses, holidays etc., were adamant that housing
should not be part of the reward structure. In order to lend force to
their case they quoted the 1961 Party Programme which stated that
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‘during the first decade of the building of communism (1961-70) the
housing shortage will be eliminated, with those families still living in
overcrowded and poor housing receiving new flats’,!'¢ adding that the
decade was wearing on so new flats must first of all be allocated to
those in the worst housing conditions.

Their article clearly illustrates the different interests represented by
local soviets and enterprises: the former regard housing as a social
asset to be distributed according to need (in a sense to those who are
weak in the economic market place), whilst the enterprise treatsitasa
reward or inducement. It is tempting, though not necessarily correct,
to simplify and polarise these two institutional groups and see the
enterprises as expressing the socialist maxim ‘from each according to
his ability, to each according to his work’, and local soviets the
communist maxim ‘from each according to his ability, to each accord-
ing to his need’.

THE BROADER CONTEXT OF THE LOCAL
SOVIET-DEPARTMENT INSTITUTIONAL CONFLICT

The press continues to carry a steady stream of articles and commen-
taries blaming the parochial attitudes held by enterprise managements
for the slow transfer of housing to local soviets. The lack of attention
paid by the former to maintaining their properties has meant their
falling into an increasing state of disrepair.!'” Another subject of
complaint is the poor quality of workmanship; in Kemerovo (486 000)
for example, during the last few years not a single block of flats has
been rated ‘excellent’ by the body responsible for commissioning
them. This was attributed to the fact that there were too many clients
with the results that men, materials and equipment were distributed
among an excessive number of unco-ordinated projects.!!® Time and
again the call has been for the setting up of ‘one client’ as in, for
instance, Vilnius.!'” But even in this city, although departmental
tendencies have been overcome in house building, they continue to
flourish in the provision of public utilities, cinemas, libraries, social
centres and medical facilities.'”* This problem which represents a
broad institutional conflict is not confined within a spatial object, the
city.

In the case of vast tracts of Siberia no coherent planning strategy
exists for the development of the region’s mineral wealth and energy
sources. No single planning agency has powers to oversee, for exam-
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ple, the development of the Nizhnevartovsk oil-mining complex. In
1976 a Pravda correspondent reported that, when questioned, minis-
terial and departmental executives and senior Party and economic
officials both in Moscow and in Tyumen’ were unanimous in their
opinion that the West Siberian mining complex needed a wider, more
uniform and centralised programme for housing and the provision of a
range of socio-cultural services.!?! The Secretary of the Krasnoyarsk
krai Party committee went a stage further, averring that the Angara
complex was not an independent object of long-range planning at all.
Although it is referred to as a ‘complex’, each industrial sector
compiles its own development plan objectives without being super-
vised or constrained by some overall co-ordinating authority.

What is happening in Angarsk is being replicated in many ways in
other parts of the country presently being industrialised. The example
of Surgut of the mid-1960s, cited above, finds its mid-1970s equivalent
in Lesosibirsk whose population of 50 000 inhabitants sprawls along
30km of the Yenisei river without any organised network of under-
ground utility lines.!?2 Moreover this chaotic system of urban develop-
ment is not confined to Siberia and the Far North. Apart from
Moscow, Leningrad and a few other major centres, cities have not
been regarded as independent objects of economic planning. This is
primarily because of the dominant role played in a city’s development
by ministries and departments whose subordinate enterprises seek to
provide their own accommodation by building spatially separate set-
tlements alongside their factories, with the largest industrial enter-
prises sometimes running their own tramways as in Nizhnii Tagil
(404 000). In fact, of the 68 cities in the RSFSR with tramways, in 13 of
them they belonged to industrial enterprises.!?* The industrial city of
Novokuznetsk (551 000) has been built by 30 separate government
departments, each of which has followed the dictates of its needs.
Furthermore, 4 000 enterprises have their own water conduits with a
daily capacity of 20.2 million cubic metres; 2 660 enterprises ‘own’
their sewerage systems; 1966 enterprises run 2 695 hotels with over
100000 beds. In all these cases, their overall economic efficiency is
lower than that found in local soviet-run concerns.'

As a result of this pattern of investment control, the parallels with
the 1930s are startling, especially where industrial managers continue
the autarchic policies of an earlier generation. In seeking to develop
their own ‘natural economies’ they render almost impossible the
co-ordination of land use, infrastructure and sector planning.!? And,
as in the 1930s, there are those writers who, whilst critical of the waste
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and misuse of resources, recite laws in order to demonstrate the
powers already available to local soviets. They then criticise the soviets
for failing to take a determined stand against large industrial enter-
prises, either to prevent them from contravening aspects of the city’s
development plan in the first place or to take requisite action after
violations of regulations have occurred. Others argue that the soviets’
rights are still too limited for them to be able to face ministries; only
when all funds earmarked for housing and municipal services are in the
hands of the local soviets, and when the ministries divest themselves of
responsibility for these non-productive sectors (and direct their ener-
gies to improving the quality of their products etc.), will the city be
developed as an integral whole in the interests of all its inhabitants.
Despite the legislative changes of recent years, soviets still have little
control over the plans and performance of factories on whose profits
municipal budgets depend and over the construction of housing and
other services operated by industrial enterprises.!?¢ So one can only
accept with qualification the statement made at the XXVI Party
Congress in February 1981, that ‘the local soviets are increasingly
coordinating and controlling the work of enterprises and organisations
on their territory’.!?’

Although the issue of building maintenance alone presents a strong
justification for the transfer of departmental housing into the adminis-
trative jurisdiction of the local soviets, it is not only housing which is at
stake, for ‘in general, the development of the urban communal
economy lags behind even the rate of housing construction’.!?® The
reason for this is not unfamiliar; enterprises neither erect nor provide
new ‘objects of collective consumption’ nor do they maintain those
they already control.'? Even in the nation’s capital, ‘considerable
disproportions continue to exist in the construction of accommodation
and related public facilities’. One correspondent, highly critical of the
fact that throughout the city over 400 servicing facilities (dining rooms,
shops, cinemas, clubs, laundries etc) were not yet ready for use,
attributed this state of affairs to ‘the absence of a single, comprehen-
sive plan for financing, designing and erecting buildings in Moscow’.13¢
Such disproportions are not, however, unique to Moscow or other
Soviet cities. Even before the cuts in public expenditure in Britain,
which began in earnest in the latter part of the 1970s, in Crawley New
Town (England) - to quote just one example - the erection of two
permanent community centres had to be deferred for two years
because of financial restrictions.3! In general, however, the low priori-
ty accorded to non-production activities by the departmental sector, in
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conjunction with the small-scale nature of many of their projects, leads
to duplication, inefficiency and an overall lack of co-ordination which
makes administrative reorganisation a functional imperative for the
system.

The government and planning authorities are fully aware of the
tensions and conflicts between and within organisational structures,
which are conceptualised as representing ‘general state’ and ‘local’
interests respectively. In order to find a means of reconciling these
needs and interests, a system of dual subordination has been devised
whereby departments of urban administration (for example, the parks’
department, housing department) are responsible on the one hand to
the ‘centre’ (in the form of the corresponding department of the oblast’
executive committee or the ministry) and, on the other, to ‘territorial
bodies’ (in the form of the executive committee of local soviets). This
administrative mechanism of dual subordination is regarded as a useful
device in so far as it is difficult, in theory and practice, to define clearly
and precisely the boundary between those ‘objects’ which are the
proper concern of territorial administration and those which are
controlled along branch or functional lines. (The advantages of the
so-called branch principle allegedly are that it ensures a unified policy
throughout the branch and the balanced development of all branches
throughout the economy). The key problem is in trying to combine
these two ‘forces’ in the best way possible.!32 Of course, not all ‘objects’
have equal status in the eyes of planners and are for the most part
grouped into two categories. The first refers to enterprises and organ-
isations whose production and customers are determined ‘vertically’
by central agencies. Since these come within the jurisdiction of All-
Union and republican organisations, city authorities only have the
legal right to influence their activities within well-defined parameters.
As to the second group of ‘objects’, the centre (‘vertically’) restricts its
authority to specifying, for example, the general principles of ‘socialist
production and the rules of economic and labour law’ and to issues
affecting further technological development as defined by the policy
for that particular branch. All other matters concerning the function-
ing and development of these enterprises - including the drawing up of
production and economic plans — are dealt with by local administrative
bodies; in other words, objects in this second category are organised
‘horizontally’.

However, relations between soviets at different levels are them-
selves fraught with tension. In cities which are of oblast’ subordination,
such as Murmansk, Pskov, Novgorod, Yaroslavl’, Vologda, Kaluga
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and Kostroma (all with populations ranging from 180000 to over
600 000), local industry, urban transport, communications, daily ser-
vice undertakings, public eating places, water and electricity supply
and a variety of other services forming part of the urban economy,
together with control over the distribution and use of labour, have all
been transferred from the city to the oblast’ executive committee.!33
(see p. 55). Soviet researchers conclude that from the evidence avail-
able there are no clearly defined criteria for subordinating enterprises
and organisations to different administrative levels — although it would
seem that the inadequacy of financial, material and labour resources at
the disposal of the city managers is a prime determining factor.

The fact that the city may not have its own transport office (as in
Murmansk) of daily services department (as in Novgorod), for exam-
ple, and that it is unable to redistribute resources to those sectors which
the gorispolkom regards as more important, has given rise to acomplex
of time-consuming organisational structures which have to reconcile
the needs and interests of the town with those of the oblast’
authorities.!3* And the reason why a town might be lacking this or that
department lies in the fact that existing legislation, perhaps under-
standably, does not prescribe a binding list of offices or directorates to
be included in any local government structure. Instead, the decision on
what departments to create is left to the local soviets themselves. This,
in turn, begs the question — why do city soviets not furnish their
executive committees with a full complement of offices to cover the
whole range of services that make up the urban economy? The answer,
which a student of British local government might have expected, is
that there are financial limits on what local soviets are permitted to
spend on administration. Unfortunately these limits frequently fail to
be raised in conjunction with expansions in the range of tasks that large
and rapidly growing cities have to perform. Indeed, since the popula-
tion of a number of large cities has doubled over the last decade and yet
the number of employees in the gorispolkom has remained constant,
the consequence has been to overload the present staff, the majority of
whom have to work overtime. Possibly because of this, city soviet
departments still have restricted legal authority to manage their af-
fairs. For instance, the department of trade (otdel torgovli) of the
Yaroslavl’ gorispolkom has limited powers over the type and location
of shops; in fact, it is only empowered to set their working hours,
supervise the observance of trading regulations and carry out the
day-to-day administration of the network of retailing and other trad-
ing enterprises. As a result of this limited competence, the population
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suffers because the oblast’ organisations ‘are not in a position to know
the real demands for services’ at the neighbourhood level.!3

Urban government might well become more responsive to local
needs and become more efficient if some of the resources and power at
present lodged with the oblast’ authorities were transferred to them.
They would also benefit from divesting themselves of a whole variety
of mundane daily tasks which could be undertaken solely by borough
(raion) soviets. (Towns are divided into districts (boroughs) each with
its own local soviet when the population reaches 200000.) These
would include, for instance, decisions on the sale or decoration of a
house or garage, the demolition of a house, reducing or abolishing
altogether maintenance payments for children attending boarding
schools or opening an extra class in one of these schools, and a whole
array of decisions relating to the allocation of housing space to ‘young
specialists’, war veterans or retired members of the armed forces.!3¢ In
fact, matters such as these need not even be the concern of the
executive committee of the city or district soviet: is it truly necessary to
have a collective discussion at a session of the city council on child
adoptions, the appointment of guardians or the payment of compensa-
tion to someone who, through urban redevelopment, has lost their
garden - questions which comprise about one half of the total dealt
with by the soviets and which could be left to the relevant local
government departments?'3’

CONCLUSION

The relationship between the two institutional complexes discussed in
this chapter is defined by the contradictory demands which emerge and
are associated with industrial society. At a particular stage in the
society’s development the conflict of interests between these complex-
es seems to be almost irreconcilable, since the complex concerned with
expanding the sphere of collective consumption is wholly dependent
on the other which is developing the means by which the objects of
consumption can be produced. The formal rejection in the Soviet
Union of private ownership of the means of production initially
created a tendency for those possessing a set of property rights in the
productive sphere to extend their range of activities to embrace the
production (and maintenance) of objects of collective consumption in
order to ensure the reproduction of their labour needs. During the
1920s and 1930s there was no reason for individual units within the
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industrial sector to surrender their property rights over housing and
services to another institutional complex, namely, the local soviets. If
there had been a case for doing so, then it would have to be proven that
in Stalin’s Russia of the 1930s the Party could not, even though it
wanted to, make the soviets ‘masters of the city’. This would be a
difficult task since the party permeates all institutions and at any Party
organisational level (city, region) it represents the points of view of,
among others, Chairmen of local soviets and directors of the most
important enterprises.

Without going into detail, this point needs a little elaboration. The
activities of all state administrative agencies take place under the
auspices of the Communist Party, which has its own ‘apparatus’
coincident with every level of government and administration. Its
power to operate effectively in government is enhanced by the inter-
lacing of government and Party personnel. At the very apex of local
government stands the chairman of the executive committee of a city
soviet, who is invariably a member of the city Party committee
(gorkom). At the city level, the fact that Party cells are formed in
municipal and industrial bodies means that the Party is able to co-
ordinate the activities of a diverse range of organisations and institu-
tions and to resolve conflicts between them without the case being
referred to superior authorities for a final decision.3®

In other words, the case of the local soviets have every chance of
being expressed and heard within the Party. If the arguments of local
soviets are beginning to prevail it is because the point has been reached
when it is necessary to supplement verbal genuflection to the slogan of
‘all power to the soviets’ by actually transferring resources to the latter.
And it has become necessary either on account of the enhanced
influence of what might be designated the soviet-Party group, or
because the industry-Party group now believes that maintaining its
property rights is of diminishing importance to the (short or long term)
interests of industry. If the first is correct, the implication is that the
local soviets are a social and political force independent of and
standing against industry whenever the latter violate certain presump-
tions on the nature of socialist society. The second implies that the
increased property rights accruing to local soviets have been granted to
them by industry which regards the transfer of resources (rights) and
accompanying administrative responsibilities as advantageous from its
own point of view. Enterprises are coming to recognise that they stand
to gain economically from the more co-ordinated spatial planning
policy which local soviets could implement if they controlled these
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resources. This is a more likely interpretation for, as Vladimir Anderle
and others have noted, enterprise managers have greater opportunity
than most other occupational and sectional groups to articulate their
interests and, moreover, have the advantage of direct access to Party
and government officials. In other words, it will be their wishes which
will normally prevail.!*. The declaration made at the 1981 Party
Congress — to the effect that Party organisations should firmly imple-
ment the Party line and not take their cue from enterprise manage-
ments when the latter are in the wrong - is unlikely to have a great
impact.!40

At present, then, the situation may be summarised as follows: the
overwhelming majority of enterprises not under the control of the
local soviets are unwilling to relinquish their title to the infrastructure.
Sometimes this reticence on their part concerns only specific objects,
sometimes large parts of the social and technical infrastructure. To
some extent, the enterprise directorates evince a certain ‘individual-
ism’ in wishing to maintain their independent right to dispose of their
‘assets’. This applies particularly to enterprises possessing substantial
property rights, particularly in the housing sphere, and to those who
exercise these rights to attract and hold on to labour. From the point of
view of the city soviets, they themselves are not always able to receive
on to their books various components of the infrastructure, primarily
because they simply lack the resources to do so — especially when
compared with the equipment, personnel, materials and workshops at
the disposal of the larger enterprises. Lastly, the growing scale of
operations of enterprises and organisations comprising the infrastruc-
ture means that their ‘markets’ or catchment areas are no longer
confined within the town boundaries and hence become integrated
into the administrative apparatus of the oblast’.

The factors involved in the transfer are highly complex; there is
evidence of indecisiveness, inertia and fear on the part of some senior
officials in the local soviets to take on a vastly expanded administrative
responsibility. In most cases, they are unqualified, lacking the profes-
sional managerial training which would enable them to undertake the
organisation and operation of such a composite entity as the modern
city.14

An important question remains: is this albeit slow movement to-
wards concentrating control over housing (and other resources con-
stituting the municipal economy) in the hands of the local soviet a
move towards the achievement of an ideologically defined objective -
is it an end in itself? Or, is it motivated by purely practical economic,
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cost-saving considerations? For not a few people the local soviets, with
their historical association with workers’ control and a new form of
democratic state, retain their romantic aura. From this perspective, itis
possible to discern in the renewed attention being accorded by the
government to the local soviets, which were born in revolution and
interred in the ‘Thermidor’, a revitalisation of the society’s moribund
political culture. There can be little doubt that the legislation, dealing
with housing and the role of the local soviets in providing and main-
taining it (1957, 1967, 1978), and the decrees of 1971 concerned with
enhancing the general prerogatives, duties and funds of the soviets,
will be seen in the future as milestones in the emergence of more
autonomous local governments. At present however, the powers of the
local soviets remain closely circumscribed and the movement that we
are witnessing has to be seen more prosaically as an attempt to
‘properly run, preserve and extend the life span of housing — one of the
nation’s principal assets’.!42



4 The House-building
Co-operative

In the aftermath of Stalin’s death, modifications to the goals and
modus operandi of the system that had evolved under his leadership
were inevitable. Although by 1953 the output of consumer goods and
services were beginning to increase, more drastic improvements were
necessary. Stalin’s successors realised that their goals could be ef-
fectively achieved by using means which did not entail compromising
the ideological presuppositions on which the whole state apparatus
was founded. One need, whether articulated or not, was acknowledged
by everyone in the society — the desire by all for better accommodation.
The government responded and investment in housing as a proportion
of total capital investment in the country at large rose. In order to build
more houses, the government continued to stress the necessity of
industrialising construction techniques. At the same time, it was
compelled to utilise the ‘financial and material resources’ of the
population, thereby sanctioning the continuing contribution of the
private sector. Both these aspects of the response were pragmatic and
realistic; to mechanise, modernise and rationalise the production of
dwelling-units had long been the goal of the Soviet government. It was
equally reasonable to rely on a contribution from individuals.

The July 1957 decree, in proclaiming the intention of eliminating
the housing shortage within ten to twelve years, and in revising the
house construction programme upwards, prepared the ground for
re-establishing the house-building co-operative as a tenure form. The
decree itself made no mention of the co-operative, but chastised local
soviets and heads of enterprises and institutions for not ‘organising
builders into house-building collectives (kollektivy)’.! The collective, it
has to be stressed, is completely different from the co-operative
(kooperativ), although Western authors do sometimes confuse the
two.2 In contrast to house-building co-operatives, which are regarded
as part of the socialised housing sector, houses and flats belonging to
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collectives are included in the private housing stock. This means that
the house-building collective, which represents an association of indi-
vidual builders, does not constitute a specific property form known as
co-operative ownership (kooperativnaya sobstvennost’), for each
member of the collective acquires a right of personal ownership to a flat
in a building consisting of a number of flats, or to a separate house.

The collective was none the less a first step away from the unadulter-
ated individualism of the private sector, encouraging individuals to
join together to provide mutual assistance for meeting their accommo-
dation needs. But, whilst it was intended to serve a political and moral
educative function by demonstrating the advantages of collective
activity, its major drawback lay in its property form. The absence of
any reference in the 1957 decree recommending the formation of
co-operatives was rectified less than a year later when the government
announced that co-operative building activity could parallel the work
being carried out by individual builders.? The significance of this lies in
its resuscitating and giving a preliminary stamp of approval to a form of
housing tenure whose demise prior to the outbreak of war has been
referred to earlier. However, in practice, individual (private) builders
continued to receive preferential treatment over the co-operative; the
former were granted credit for a seven- to ten-year period, whereas
co-operative members remained deprived of any state assistance,
having to deposit the full cost of construction in the bank before they
could start building. As a result of the financial unattractiveness of the
co-operative form, the 1958 decree failed to attract an influx of
would-be co-operative members.

This impediment to ZhSK formation gave rise to a discussion in
Soviet legal journals and elsewhere on the need to stimulate co-
operatives, primarily by granting them long-term credit.* Since the
State was not prepared to take upon its shoulders the full burden of
providing accommodation it had to adopt measures to encourage
people to spend a larger proportion of their income and savings on
meeting their housing needs. The outcome was a decision taken at the
XXII Party Congress (1961)° and the issuing in June 1962 of a decree
‘On Individual and Co-operative Housing Construction’. According to
this new legislation, co-operatives could receive state loans covering
up to 60 per cent of the estimated cost of construction, repayable over
a 10 to 15 year period.® Just two years later, a decree of November
1964 ‘On Further Development of Co-operative Housing Construc-
tion’ introduced a number of amendments.” Co-operatives could now
also be set up on state farms and in rural areas, instead of being



84 Forms of Housing Tenure

restricted to capitals of Union and Autonomous Republics, krai and
oblast centres and other smaller urban settlements, so long as these
places possessed the necessary building materials and other requisite
resources. It also increased the credit facility from 60 to 70 per cent in
rural areas, the Far North, Kazakhstan and ‘other remote areas’ and at
the same time extended the repayment period to 20 years. The loan
bears an annual interest charge of 0.5 per cent.® Although the govern-
ment had come to accept the principle of co-operatives and to accept
that when private, wooden dwellings were demolished they should be
replaced by co-operatively owned multi-apartment buildings, they
resisted suggestions that the initial deposit be reduced from 40 per cent
to 20 or 25 per cent, or that the repayment period be extended up to 25
years.? 18 years later, in August 1982, the government accepted the
suggestions by allowing the initial deposit to be reduced to 30 per cent
of the estimated construction cost for the country at large, and to 20
per cent for Kazakhstan, Siberia, the Far East, the Far North and
‘similar regions’. The repayment period for these 70 and 80 per cent
loans has also been extended to 25 years.!°

In urban areas the basic criterion for setting up a co-operative, which
may consist of a number of blocks of flats, some even in different parts
of the city, is that there should be as many potential members as there
are flats in the standard block. Restrictions on the numerical composi-
tion of co-operatives vary; the Ukraine places no restrictions, the
RSFSR requires that a co-operative should have no fewer than 60
members in Moscow and Leningrad, 48 members in oblast’centres and
other cities with over 100 000 inhabitants, and 24 in other towns and
settlements.!! Since the authorities envisage that co-operative houses
should be multi-storey blocks of five or more floors, with up to 300
flats, clearly the number of shareholders will normally exceed the
required minimum membership. Moreover, the co-operative has a
positive interest in increasing the number of members, for this lowers
the contribution which each member has to make to the running and
upkeep of the building.?

The ZhSK may be organised either at the work-place or in the
district of residence or intended residence. A group of individuals
wanting to form a co-operative approach the housing department
either of the local soviet or of the enterprise (institution), which then
convokes a general meeting of the applicants. A list of all prospective
members and their families who will live with them in the co-operative
is sent to the gorispolkom for examination. After each individual
applicant’s tenant’s book, containing details of his existing living
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conditions, has been checked and the local housing department has
issued a certificate confirming the authenticity of the application form,
another general meeting of members is held for the purpose of drawing
up the co-operative’s charter which, when completed, is registered
with the local soviet. From the moment of registration, the ZhSK
becomes a juridical person: a symbol of this status is the possession of
property. Thus, houses built by the ZhSK belong to the co-operative
‘as a right of co-operative property’. This means that it has the
exclusive right of disposing of the property belonging to it. In other
words, members of the co-operative do not acquire a ‘right of personal
property’ to the co-operative, but a right, corresponding to their share,
to the ownership and use of specific parts of the property. The body of
rights accruing to a co-operative member differ from the rights of
personal property provided by Article 25 of the Principles of Civil Law
(USSR). Legally speaking, since the co-operative member does not
possess the right of ownership to a flat, he cannot sell it, give it away as
a gift or bequeath it. The right of disposal is lodged with the highest
administrative body, namely, the general assembly of the co-operative
membership. In fact, an indicator of the legal vagueness and ambiguity
of certain issues affecting members is that the right of former family
members to continue using space in the co-operative on the dissolution
of family relations has not been defined. As a consequence, ‘family
members of a co-operative shareholder find themselves in an unequal
position compared with the family members of a tenant in a state
owned flat’.!3

Where a co-operative has more than 100 members, the general
meeting of all the members is replaced by a meeting of delegates
elected by at least two-thirds of all members for a two-year period. A
general or delegates’ meeting has to be convoked at least twice a year
and extraordinary meetings can be summoned at the request of
one-third of the membership. The meeting elects an executive govern-
ing body with a minimum number of three and an unspecified maxi-
mum depending, inter alia, on the floor space and number of share-
holders. In order to ‘promote the election to the leading organ of
individuals who, by their actions and political qualities, are capable of
ensuring the fulfilment of the social obligations placed upon them’,
potential members of the governing body are selected in the first
instance by the gorispolkom and ‘presented’ to the general meeting.!*
Although all members of the governing body are unpaid functionaries,
the general meeting may decide to award its members a bonus or prize
for their ‘good work’. The award should not, however, become a
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regular feature for it would then be converted into a scantily veiled
form of salary; in fact, the bonus received by the chairman of the
governing body must not exceed the monthly salary paid to a housing
manager in the state sector.!®

The governing body is assisted in its work by a number of public
committees (obshchestvennye komissiya), regarded as manifestations
of the principle of self-government. This aspect of the co-operative is
reminiscent of its 1920s antecedent. Of far greater importance than
these committees is the auditing commission whose three members,
again chosen by the gorispolkom and usually selected for their know-
ledge of accounting, are responsible for supervising and auditing the
work of the governing body from which, by its very nature, it has to be
independent. The functions of the executive governing body, auditing
committee and general meeting are extensive and in many respects the
co-operative does operate as a self-governing entity. This does not
mean, however, that ‘it falls outside the state leadership and super-
vision’, a function fulfilled by the gorispolkom.'¢

The supervisory role of the gorispolkom does not differ in substance
from that played by English local authorities, which also have to ensure
that by-laws are not infringed by organisations (including housing
associations) operating within their administrative jurisdiction. De-
pending on the specific legal form of the housing co-operative in
England,'” differences in the exercise of power by local soviets and by
English local authorities are essentially ones of degree. Suffice it to say
that there are English parallels with the Soviet practice of allowing the
gorispolkom to vet applicants for membership of the co-operative, to
appoint officials to the co-operative’s administrative staff and to
recommend the expulsion of members from the co-operative and from
the governing body and auditing committee. Similarly, a dispute over a
flat exchange, with a co-operative member wanting to live elsewhere,
and the co-operative general meeting having to agree to accept as a
member the other party to the exchange, becomes a matter for the
courts to decide when the gorispolkom has refused permission for the
exchange to take place.'®

The government has established certain minimum conditions for
applicants wishing to join a co-operative and so not everybody is
eligible for membership. Normally, they must be registered with the
police as a permanent resident in the district where the co-operative is
being formed.!? The principal criterion for offering a place in a ZhSK is
that the applicant’s living space falls below the average amount of
living space found in that locality. Since large numbers of people find
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themselves in this situation and, since co-operative membership is
regarded as a privilege, other factors are taken into account when the
gorispolkom examines the list of potential members submitted to it.
Preference is given to certain groups. Those living in private houses
subject to demolition as a consequence of urban planning policy and
choosing monetary compensation instead of state accommodation, do
not have to join a waiting list for ZhSK membership.?° Other groups to
which preference is given include: young specialists who on graduation
are given specific work assignments and for whom their employers or
local soviets have to find accommodation; those on municipal or
departmental housing lists;?! young workers living in hostels or as
tenants in the private sector;?? war invalids, family members of those
killed during the war, families with three or more children, people
living in basements and dilapidated houses and barracks which are
unsuitable for modernisation, heroes of the Soviet Union and heroes
of Socialist labour;?* people who have worked for a long time (normal-
ly a minimum of 10 years) in the Far North and other equally
inaccessible (and inhospitable) areas;?* generals, admirals and officers
in the armed forces (and officers of the same ranking in the KGB) who
have volunteered to prolong their period of service and who have
served abroad, in the Far North (and other comparable regions), in
garrison towns away from the large cities.

This is little more than an outline of the ground rules. Those given
preferential treatment reflect the general social ethos of Soviet society,
namely one which is essentially meritocratic whilst protecting the
weak. It rewards those whom it deems to have ‘sacrificed’ by working
(or serving) in harsh climatic conditions where, moreover, cultural and
living standards are lower than in the industrialised European parts of
the Soviet Union,?s and also those whose past efforts have been
recognised by some honorific rewards. It also seeks to provide for
those who, through no fault of their own, have become disadvantaged:
invalids and people whose houses are to be demolished or are beyond
repair. Although this is a reasonably accurate description of the broad
parameters of social policy, especially those defining the allocation of
accommodation, it may be a misleading representation of reality.
Apart from the problem of defining ‘meritocratic’ and the associated
vexing issue of the ‘validity’ of the criteria used in ranking different
occupations in a social hierarchy, there is the fact that those who are
well rewarded financially and given preferential opportunity to join
co-operatives (because they have worked under arduous conditions),
may choose not to become members of the ZhSK. Then again, citizens
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TABLE 4.1 Housing space constructed by house-building co-operatives, by republic, 1963-1975 (thousand square metres of

overall (useful) living space)
Year
Republic 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1966-70 1971-5
USSR 1864 4791 6513 6743 6538 6442 6245 7711 6858 6459 7088 6294 5798 33679 32497
RSFSR 1277 3493 4487 4505 4222 4196 3945 4785 4039 3580 3862 3345 3142 21653 17968
Ukraine 286 659 916 1141 1093 1108 1235 1496 1413 1418 1542 1478 1307 6073 7158
Belorussia 89 154 288 285 316 302 287 388 408 461 435 393 344 1578 2041
Uzbekistan 9 43 89 90 96 67 40 S8 74 41 72 74 S5 351 316
Kazakhstan 35 64 118 129 115 109 110 114 108 109 146 90 107 577 560
Georgia 34 103 87 111 134 85 113 192 105 187 211 186 171 635 860
Azerbaidzhan — 23 65 49 65 66 13 35 42 13 32 66 53 228 206
Lithuania 54 94 158 170 191 153 208 280 261 271 299 243 238 1002 1312
Moldavia 17 38 46 57 85 66 61 83 83 90 96 94 84 352 447
Latvia 23 49 75 95 87 77 713 84 74 68 91 94 87 416 414
Kirgizia 8 14 23 18 18 38 21 44 48 46 S3 35 28 139 210
Tadzhikstan 3 1 19 4 26 19 12 31 22 27 S50 38 32 92 169
Armenia — 26 9 46 37 90 68 51 97 71 103 92 73 292 436
Turkmenia — 0.4 1 2 3 4 1 3 5 5 12 1 10 13 33
Estonia S 30 45 41 50 62 S8 67 79 72 84 65 67 278 367

SOURCES

1963-1967: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1967g. p. 681.
1968-1969: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1969g. p. 567.
1970-1975: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1975g. p. 575.



TABLE 4.2

Housing space constructed in towns and rural places excluding collective farms, by republic, 1963-1975
(million square metres of overall (useful) living space)

Year

Republic 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1966-70 1971-5
USSR 793 75.1 79.3 81.8 84.3 83.5 86.1 89.6 91.7 91.9 96.1 96.0 959 4253 471.6
RSFSR 47.8 454 475 484 494 495 514 530 541 547 56.5 568 569 251.7 279.0
Ukraine 139 128 134 139 138 134 144 144 147 149 158 16.2 16.1 69.9 77.7
Belorussia 23 22 25 27 29 31 32 34 35 35 39 37 36 15.3 18.2
Uzbekistan 1.8 21 23 31 36 34 35 34 37 34 34 33 35 17.0 17.3
Kazakhstan 6.1 53 58 56 60 56 50 56 56 55 59 58 57 27.8 28.5
Georgia 12 10 11 12 13 11 12 14 12 14 16 15 14 6.2 7.1
Azerbaidzhan 1.2 11 12 12 11 12 08 10 12 09 10 11 13 5.3 55
Lithuania 09 09 10 11 11 12 14 15 15 16 16 15 16 6.3 7.8
Moldavia 06 06 06 07 08 08 07 09 10 10 12 11 10 39 53
Latvia 07 07 07 08 08 08 08 09 09 09 10 10 1.0 4.1 4.8
Kirgizia 06 06 07 07 08 08 08 08 09 10 09 08 0.7 3.9 43
Tadzhikstan 05 05 06 05 06 06 06 07 07 07 08 08 0.7 3.0 3.7
Armenia 08 09 1.1 10 10 08 10 11 13 10 12 11 11 4.9 5.7
Turkmenia 05 05 05 06 06 06 05 07 06 06 07 06 0.6 3.0 31
Estonia 06 06 05 05 05 06 06 07 07 07 06 06 0.6 2.9 3.2
SOURCES

1963-1964: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1964g. pp. 610, 612.
1965-1967: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1967g. pp. 678, 680.
1968-1969: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1969g. pp. 565, 566.
1970-1975: Narodnoe khozyaistvo SSSR v 1975g. pp. 572, 573.
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belonging to other privileged categories (for instance, invalids and
young workers living in hostels) frequently will be unable to pay the
required deposit, or find that the monthly loan repayments would
consume a high proportion of their income, thus making the housing
co-operative an unattractive choice.

Although there is no published data on the ratio of locality-based
co-operatives to work-based ones, it is likely that the majority are
formed around the place of work. And without detailed information
on the geographical location of ZhSKs and on whether in general they
are work-based, any assumption can only be tentative. The evidence
does suggest that whilst co-operatives can now be set up in rural areas,
the ZhSK remains an essentially urban tenure-form. Indeed, one
Soviet source calculated that in the period 1971-75 only 0.6 per cent
of co-operative building took place in the countryside.?® By the end of
the 1970s, 700 co-operatives, embracing S000 houses with half-a-
million square metres of living space had been set up in rural areas, this
representing less than 3 per cent of all co-operatives.?” For this reason,
Table 4.3 has been calculated to show the development of the co-
operative sector in relationship to the growth of the total housing
stock, excluding collective farm construction. There can be little doubt
that this sector has not developed as rapidly as the Soviet leadership
anticipated. Moreover, the figures reveal a steady decline from an
All-Union peak of 8.6 per cent in 1970 to 6.0 per cent in 1975. And
yet, in both years, in four republics the proportion exceeded 10 per
cent, reaching almost 20 per cent in Lithuania. In the RSFSR, if
housing erected by house-building co-operatives is calculated as a
percentage of all house building in towns and urban settlements, then
the decline in the contribution of the co-operative sector is remark-
able: from 12.9 per cent in 1965to 11.1 percentin 1970 and to 5.4 per
cent in 1981; from 7.8 per cent during the ninth five-year plan
(1970-75) to 6.0 per cent during the period 1976-80.2 In light of
these statistics it is difficult to see how one Western author derived a
figure of ‘about 15 per cent of new housing in Soviet cities involves
co-operative apartments’.?’

Not only are there tremendous variations between republics and
oblasts in terms of the contribution made by co-operatives to new
house construction,3® but from the few statistics available it would
appear that co-operatives are to a very considerable degree concen-
trated in the largest cities; for example, in 1970 Moscow and Lenin-
grad accounted for 33.4 per cent of all co-operative house building in
the RSFSR;?! Yerevan for 93.9 per cent of co-operatives in Armenia>?



TABLE 4.3  Housing space constructed by house-building co-operatives as a proportion of all construction, excluding collective
farms, by republic, 1963-1975

Year
Republic 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1966-70 1971-5
USSR 2.4 64 82 82 78 77 173 86 715 70 74 6.6 6.0 7.9 6.9
RSFSR 2.6 77 94 93 85 85 77 90 75 65 68 59 55 8.6 6.4
Ukraine 2.1 51 68 82 79 83 86 104 96 95 98 9.1 8.1 8.6 9.2
Belorussia 39 70 115 105 108 9.7 90 114 11.7 132 112 106 9.6 103 11.2
Uzbekistan 0.5 20 39 29 27 20 11 17 20 12 21 22 16 2.1 1.1
Kazakhstan 0.6 12 20 23 19 19 22 20 19 20 25 16 1.9 2.0 2.0
Georgia 28 103 79 92 103 7.7 94 13.7 88 134 132 124 122 102 12.1
Azerbaidzhan 0 21 54 41 59 55 16 35 35 14 32 60 4.1 4.3 3.7
Lithuania 6.0 104 158 155 174 128 149 18.7 174 169 187 162 149 159 16.8
Moldavia 2.8 63 7.7 81 106 82 87 92 83 90 80 85 84 9.0 8.4
Latvia 33 70 107 119 109 96 91 93 82 76 9.1 94 87 10.1 8.6
Kirgizia 0.2 23 33 26 23 48 26 55 53 46 59 44 40 36 49
Tadzhikstan 0.6 02 32 08 43 32 20 44 31 39 63 48 4.6 3.1 4.5
Armenia 0 29 87 46 37 113 68 46 75 71 86 B84 6.6 6.0 7.6
Turkmenia 0 01 02 04 05 07 02 06 07 08 20 02 1.7 0.4 1.1
Estonia 0.8 50 90 82 100 103 97 96 11.3 103 140 108 11.2 9.6 115

SOURCE Derived from Tables 4.1 and 4.2.
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and the city of Perm’ for 88.1 per cent of co-operatives built in the
Perm’ oblast’** By the beginning of 1979, 650 000 Muscovites (8.3 per
cent of the population) were living in co-operative flats with a total
floor space of seven million square metres.>*

One reason for such concentration is that it enables the ZhSK to
make use of standard designs, preferably of high-rise blocks con-
structed from pre-fabricated panels. And such buildings can only be
erected in the vicinity of an existing major construction base. How-
ever, technical factors, such as the presence in the industrially ad-
vanced regions and largest cities of well-organised house-construction
combines (see Chapter 7) capable of erecting multi-storey blocks,
have not been the only reason that in the five years 1971-75, of all
co-operative house building carried out in the 10 regions into which
the RSFSR is divided, 36 per cent was in the Central Region.>* For
such has been the attraction of the metropolitan centres to scientific,
cultural and administrative organisations, that the state has been
compelled to make provision for its young, talented elites, who can
appreciate, and tend to avail themselves of, the right accorded to the
ZhSK to introduce modifications to the accommodation design and
furnishings of their apartment block.3* Whereas in the 1930s the
departmental sector (Academy of Sciences, Gosplan etc.) helped to
meet their (elite) members’ accommodation needs, it is possible that
today this function is to a certain extent being transferred to the
house-building co-operative. This shift bears a slight resemblance to
the suggestion in the UK that the mortgage subsidy should be discon-
tinued. The effect of the removal of mortgage subsidy, and the
substitution of the ZhSK for rent-subsidised accommodation in well-
situated and better provided housing in the Soviet Union, would be to
make the higher paid social groups in both societies spend a larger
proportion of their income on accommodation.

The co-operative housing system has considerable advantages to the
state, which has to bear the enormous costs of all other public housing.
The high price of initial membership and the large monthly outlays®’
absorb purchasing power. Equally important, this price is much closer
to ‘true’ construction costs. Furthermore the co-operative, not the
state, is responsible for bearing the costs of running and maintaining its
property. Fully in keeping with general trends, ‘the most expedient
form’ of servicing the ZhSK is for the latter to enter into a contract
with building contractors who provide a comprehensive maintenance
service, including — current repairs (excluding interior repairs in flats
which are carried out at the individual shareholder’s own expense);
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refuse disposal; servicing the hot and cold water supply and the
sewerage and central heating systems; calculating and collecting pay-
ments for the building maintenance they undertake. These and a
variety of other administrative functions have to be paid for by the
co-operative membership.3® Whilst it is not uncommon for members to
work out a rota system for cleaning the stairs, for instance, as a way of
reducing costs (and, arguably, as a means of raising the level of civic
consciousness), the underlying premise of the co-operative that it
should be self-financing, underlines the state’s concern to transfer a
higher proportion of the costs of accommodation and servicing the
immediate environment on to the individual citizen. Whether they
service it themselves or pay others to do so is immaterial.

In return for a high initial deposit and a monthly outlay which is
about two-and-a-half times greater than the rent paid for state accom-
modation, the government is obliged to allow a co-operative member
to regard his monetary outlay as an ‘investment’. That some people are
clearly inclined to treat it in this fashion is reflected in the legal
stipulation that the only serious misdemeanour justifying expulsion
occurs when the rent charged by a member subleasing part (or all) of
his flat far exceeds the specified maximum.3® Such an offence is bound
up with regulations prohibiting the use of unearned income (that is,
income earned unlawfully) for purchasing a share in a co-operative. If
a person circumvents this rule and is later found out, he may be
expelled from the co-operative. It should be remembered, however,
that not all unearned income is unlawful. In Soviet law, it does not
include money which is received as a gift or as an inheritance, wonin a
lottery, derived from the sale of produce grown on the garden plot
(even though this might be at speculative prices), or rent from property
leased out at the ‘established rate’. As far as co-operatives are con-
cerned, since the rent for subletting can only cover the shareholder’s
portion of the co-operative’s running expenses,*’ charges exceeding
the ‘established rate’ must be quite common. The government may
justifiably reason that if the lessor were to receive a payment greater
than this, he would be receiving a return on a capital investment.

Since, in effect, the state is appealing to an individualistic trait in the
population, the attitude of the Soviet government to the ZhSK is
broadly equivalent to the British social-democratic attitude towards
home ownership and a property-owning democracy. The desirability
of ‘owning one’s own home’ becomes a valued goal. Possession is
accorded a higher status compared with a tenancy in public (munici-
pal) accommodation in the UK and local soviet housing in the USSR.
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Governments in the UK, as in the Soviet Union, have deliberately
fostered the idea that such accommeodation is more desirable, primari-
ly because the state finds it too expensive to meet everyone’s demand
for accommodation and, further, considers that giving individuals a
vested interest in the property — which means that they are held
responsible for the property’s repair and upkeep — will encourage them
to take greater care of the places where they live. In contrast to the UK,
the ideological basis of a preference for ‘home-ownership’ in the
Soviet Union is more difficult to comprehend.

In order to enlist a proportion of the population in this ‘conspiracy’,
the housing co-operative (mortgaged house) must appear to have
certain desirable features which confer a higher status on the resident.
Frequently, an object becomes esteemed and desired not solely on
account of any positive objective features inhering in it, but because of
its social meaning. This is true of the housing co-operative: the
co-operative member will first of all consider himself to be lucky in
having been accepted into a co-operative since more people want to
join than there are places available. Secondly, he will regard being a
member as a privilege in the sense that he is a member of a minority
housing-tenure group and thereby distinguished from people living in
other housing-tenures. (Membership of a house-building co-operative
might have the same social significance as living on a particular private
housing estate or in a postal district in England.) Thirdly, his privileged
status will be regarded as such by large numbers of non-members.

The government may well be enthusiastic about the future of
house-building co-operatives both from the point of view of the
economic benefit to the state and in terms of their introducing an
element of flexibility into the housing system by creating a tenure-form
advantageous to different elite groups. And the Prime Minister’s
references to the need to increase the amount of building carried out
on behalf of ZhSKy should be regarded as a definite statement of
intent. Despite demand for membership allegedly exceeding the
number of co-operatives being built, the actual contribution of this
sector during the ninth five-year plan (1971-75) fell below that for the
previous five-year period. As table 4.3 shows, the ZhSKy were
responsible for 7.9 per cent of all new house building (excluding
collective farms) in the period 1966-70 and 6.9 per cent during
1971-5. In spite of the prediction made in 1971 by O. A. Beyul, head
of USSR Stroibank’s House Building Department, that during the
ninth five-year plan co-operative housing construction was to rise by
85 per cent,*' the number of square metres of living space built for
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ZhSKy between the two periods fell from 33.7 million to 32.5 million,
that is by 3.7 per cent.

It is difficult to account for the singular lack of success in this sector
as whole, for it is quite clear that co-operatives have not developed as
rapidly as the state has intended. No credence can be given to the
suggestion by Cattell that people fear co-operative flats might, at a
future date, be confiscated as they were in 1937.42 Apart from the fact
that the system of financing co-operatives is quite different from that in
the 1930s, it is highly unlikely that the political environment will revert
to its 1937 condition. Moreover, it is frequently stated that the number
of people applying to join a ZhSK is constantly growing.** The
overriding factor responsible for this discrepancy between policy and
practice is the shortage of resources to satisfy the needs of the huge
house building programme in the state sector. Those applying for
membership are often office workers and members of other social
groups who are not well placed on the priority list for new accommoda-
tion. For such people the only way of improving their living conditions
is to pay for it, which means joining a co-operative. They are thwarted
in this attempt because resources have to be diverted to the state
sector; if an upsurge occurred in the number of manual workers,
particularly skilled labour, applying for membership, then, possibly,
larger supplies of materials, equipment and manpower would be made
available to the ZhSK. But the majority of workers, accustomed to
paying low rents and knowing that flats in co-operatives do not differ
so significantly from those built by the state, are simply unwilling to
pay the much higher charges for accommodation required by the
ZhSK.* In some cases where groups of people have been successful in
their petition to set up a co-operative, the local bureaucracy has
‘retaliated’ by allocating land in ‘marshy areas’ and districts lacking an
infrastructure. On the other hand, members of certain social groups
are not subjected to the same degree of petty-foggery and their
housing will tend to be ‘in the better districts’ of the city.

In order to deal with the problem of low priority which has tradition-
ally been accorded to the ZhSK by building contractors, the co-
operative membership can now provide in the original building
documentation for a fund for making bonus payments to the
contractors.*S As far as repair work is concerned, because co-operative
properties tend to be dispersed throughout the city repair organisa-
tions show little interest in undertaking work on them - a situation
further exacerbated by the fact that co-operatives appear merely as
‘other work’ on the repair organisation’s work-schedule, which rele-
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gates them to the end of the queue. The setting up in Moscow of an
Administration for the Co-operative Economy in March 1978 has as
one of its objectives ‘to represent the interests of co-operatives,
champion them with builders and take responsibility for the financing,
design and estimate documentation etc’.4¢ Such an administrative and
organisational reform, perhaps entailing increased centralisation of
co-operative management, might offer a partial solution to one set of
problems that have hampered the development of house-building
co-operatives since their inception in 1962.

Unfortunately there does not appear to be a satisfactory explanation
for the ‘underperformance’ of this sector. A recent statement that ‘ina
number of cases in the localities, this method of increasing the housing
stock has been underestimated’,*’ reveals nothing. And, by them-
selves, the facts that the house-building plan for 1976-80 was ‘only’
98 per cent fulfilled, and that capital investment in housing as a
proportion of total capital investment has continued to fall, do not
explain why the ZhSK is not contributing to new building as much as
offical statements would lead one to anticipate.

Again, a comparison with a particular strand of current housing
policy in the UK might be instructive, namely, the sale of council
housing. So far, this strategy has met with little success, for during
1974-76 only 0.1 per cent of the existing local authority stock was sold
or leased, a figure rising to 0.8 in 1979, still below the record of 1.3 per
cent in 1972 .48 Among the reasons why sales failed to reach expecta-
tions, two are of particular relevance. Firstly, council tenants, when
fully appraised of the fact that on purchasing the property they become
wholly responsible for all current and capital repair work and insur-
ance, realise that the costs of ‘ownership’ outweigh any benefits
attached to it. Secondly, many, particularly Labour-controlled, Coun-
cils with a strong ideological commitment to public housing, are averse
to the selling off of council homes and have refused to co-operate, with
the result that the Conservative government has felt compelled to
introduce further legislation to ensure that its policy is implemented.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it is possible that the
co-operative scheme has faced similar objections for similar reasons.
A tentative proposal that Muscovites should bear the cost for current
repairs to their homes received a hostile reception marked by
thousands of letters of protest to the Moscow Soviet.*® And, of course,
the co-operative represents just another way of foisting this responsi-
bility on individuals. Perhaps on account of this attitude, in 1964 a
decree issued by the Soviet equivalent of the British TUC, the VTsSPS
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(the All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions), aimed at explaining
more clearly ‘the advantages offered by the state to house-building
co-operatives’.%

From the demand side then, the evidence is less than conclusive that
the mass of the Soviet population is any more anxious to rush and join a
co-operative than are the mass of British council tenants to buy their
council-rented homes. From the supply side, perhaps as a consequence
of the social characteristics of would-be co-operative members, local
soviets appear to be unwilling to furnish them with the requisite
resources.

CONCLUSION

The extension of the right to form and join house-building co-
operatives to people living in rural areas is unlikely to lead there to a
sudden upsurge in co-operative building. In the medium and long
term, the ZhSK will remain an urban phenomenon. Its high cost will
ensure that membership of co-operatives is restricted to better-paid
occupational groups; but income will not be the sole determinant of
membership. One need not subscribe to the Davis and Moore func-
tionalist analysis of stratification to assert that, with few exceptions, all
social systems are stratified; that certain occupations are accorded
higher status than others and that there are certain symbols associated
with status. When a good is in short supply and yet in demand, then its
possession tends to confer a certain status on its possessor. Further,
when that good is not homogenous, then prestige will be associated
with the ownership of one of its forms. In all industrialised societies, for
whatever reason, although a large number of people (perhaps the
majority of the population) are aware of the degrees of prestige
accruing to possession of different goods (or access to services),
normally not all those who are objectively able by virtue of income or
political power to command access to that prestigious symbol will do
so. In other words, it is not only power (economic or political) which
determines whether a person will seek to possess a symbol of prestige.
To put it crudely, not all those in the UK who could own Rolls Royce
cars actually choose to do so; on the other hand, there are very many
for whom, although ownership of such a car must forever remain
within the realm of fantasy, it is a much desired object. In the case of
the Soviet Union, membership of a house-building co-operative is
recognised by most as a symbol of status; not all who want to join a
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co-operative can, and some of those who could, choose not to. For
many unskilled workers fresh from the countryside, the co-operative
has little or no significance; for the low status, poorly paid office
worker and employees in the service industries, the co-operative is
something to be aspired to; for the high status coal-miners and
well-paid construction workers the prestige attached by others (and
recognised by them as attached by others) is an irrelevance. Hence,
just as there is no unitary value system for housing in the UK, so that
not everyone can be said to be ‘pursuing a suburban deal’, so in the
USSR perceptions of the desirability of co-operative membership
varies bétween individuals and social groups.

As in the 1920s and 1930s, the co-operative form of house owner-
ship caters for a proportion of the society’s different elites. Further-
more, just as 50 years ago, if the public statements made by the
country’s leadership are not pure window-dressing, the housing co-
operative is regarded as a necessary component in an overall strategy
for meeting the nation’s demand for accommodation. On a practical
level, it brings cost advantages to the state; ideologically, involving
collective activity, it represents a step away from the inherent indi-
vidualism of the private sector. Yet even this ‘ideological’ dimension of
the co-operative is not devoid of its practical benefit, for the self-
management function devolving on to the co-operative releases labour
otherwise employed in the administration of local soviet and enter-
prise housing.

The fact that co-operative houses are concentrated in the main
industrial and administrative centres and cater for high status groups
will influence the pattern of urban development and the spatial
distribution of social groups. One Soviet housing specialist rightly
drew attention to the fact that ‘the co-operative should not expand at
the expense of the private sector since the former caters, in the main,
for well-provided citizens, specialists and highly qualified workers’.5!
Because private houses can with few exceptions only be built in smaller
towns or on the urban periphery, and because, moreover, it is usually
those who have recently moved from the agricultural to industrial
sector and low-paid unskilled workers who prefer to own their home
and have a garden plot to tend, it may justifiably be assumed that it is
members of these social groups who will live in the badly provided
outlying suburbs and settlements. This association of housing tenure
form, social group and spatial location, a leitmotiv of this book, is
readily identifiable in the private housing sector.



5 The Private Housing
Sector

As a result of the devastation and loss of the urban housing stock
during the World War II, legislation was passed to stimulate private
house-building by individuals.! This was followed by a further decree
in 19482 which required soviet executive committees at krai, oblast’,
city and district levels to allot plots of land both inside and outside city
boundaries to any individual wishing to erect a single or two-storey
house with up to five rooms. Depending on local factors, the size of the
plot could range between 300 and 600 square metres in towns and 700
to 1200 square metres outside the town boundaries. Until the publica-
tion of this decree, plots within towns were normally 800 to 1200
square metres, and in some Ukrainian towns a house and garden might
occupy an area of 2000-3000, and sometimes up to 5000 square
metres. A combination of accommodation shortage and propitious
legislation resulted in individual house construction accounting for
about 30 per cent of all newly erected and renovated housing space in
towns and urban settlements in the period 1946-49. In Voroshilov-
grad (Lugansk), it reached over 70 per cent and even in Kiev it was 43
per cent.? In Stalingrad (Volgograd), between 1945 and 1957 indi-
vidual builders erected about 40 000 houses, equivalent to 40 per cent
of the city’s total housing space. Because of the large amount of
unauthorised building that was taking place, the Stalingrad city soviet
even set up an inspectorate to control individual builders; but ‘it was of
no practical use whatsoever since it had no powers; the inspectorate’s
members could only monitor the numerical growth of such unauthor-
ised construction’.* In 1950 the individual owner-occupier sector was
still contributing 30.9 per cent of all new house building in towns. In
the light of these figures, it is difficult to agree with one Western
specialist’s comment that ‘private housing has never played an impor-
tant role in Soviet cities’.’

A further impetus to the private sector came in the decree of July
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1957¢ which criticised local soviets and industrial enterprises for not
helping to provide public services and amenities in those settlements
and districts mainly given over to private dwelling units. Then, in the
general upward revision of the plan for house construction for the
period 1956-60, the government set the amount to be erected by
individuals at 113 million square metres of total housing area (as
against 84 million in the Directives issued by the XX Party Congress).
This meant that the private sector would be responsible for 34 per cent
of all new housing. Since people would be taking an active part in
house building and would be drawing on finance and resources chan-
nelled through and distributed by employers, the government re-
garded its encouragement of building for private ownership as a
symbol of a ‘high level of socialist consciousness’. In fact, it was no
more than a method of appealing to the individual’s self-interest and of
enabling employers to add another item to their reward structure. The
government’s boldly declared objective of ‘solving the housing prob-
lem in the next ten to twelve years’ had a greater chance of being
achieved (although it never was) if the labour and savings of the
population could be harnessed to the task. The outcome of this policy
was that the private sector contributed one-quarter of all new housing
brought into use in towns in the period 1956-60, with its share of the
total urban stock reaching a post-war peak of 39.1 per cent in 1960
(see Tables 1.4 and 1.5).

In 1962, five years after the 1957 decree, the government acted
again to remind local soviets and enterprise managements of their
obligation to provide individual builders with plots of land and to help
them obtain and transport the building materials they required.” At the
same time the 1962 decree revealed a striking change in emphasis. It
did not conceal the fact that the private builder/owner had no long
term future. The government’s stated aim was to bring about a gradual
shift from individual single-dwelling construction in urban areas to
multi-dwelling, co-operatively built blocks of flats. One sign of this
intention was the decision to prohibit the allocation of land and credit
for private house construction in Union Republic capitals and to give
the Council of Ministers of Union Republics the right to lease land and
credit allocations to individual builders in other cities and urban
settlements. In the following year (1963), private housing construction
was banned in all cities with over 100 000 inhabitants.® In 1961 -65,
urban private house construction slowed down dramatically, declining
to 17 per cent for the five-year period.

However, the 1962 decree should be viewed as part of the
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‘Khrushchev interlude’ — one tinted by visions of the proximity of the
transition from socialism to communism and thus one particularly
inimical to the private sector. Under the present leadership, in the face
of a continuing housing shortage, wishful thinking has been replaced
by a more pragmatic attitude towards the private sector, which is
reflected in the increased encouragement being shown to it. For
instance, in 1973 a commentator on the legal aspects of Soviet housing
pointed out that one indication of the government’s genuine concern
for the individual builder is to be found in the variety of forms of
assistance, including credit facilities, which it makes available to him.’
Elsewhere mention was made of the positive impact that the increase
in individual and co-operative house construction, encouraged by a
decree of October 1964, and XXIII Party Congress (1965), could have
on meeting the demand for accommodation.!?

But, according to the head of the Department for Long-term Credit
at Stroibank, local soviets paid no attention whatsoever to housing in
this sector and tended to act obstructively in regard to private owners
or prospective builders. For instance, even where no official ban
existed on private house building, local soviets allocated land in areas
quite unsuitable for building, failed to provide them with public
services and amenities and did not fulfill their obligations to supply
building materials.!! Then in 1967 the government intervened in the
private sector again, this time requiring local soviets to set aside funds
for improving areas of private housing and to enlist the support of local
residents in keeping their neighbourhoods neat and tidy. The main
intention of the measure was to prevent the physical deterioration of
buildings and to combat the general run-down appearance which, in
the absence of a system of state supervision of maintenance in the
private sector, these areas frequently tended to assume.? The govern-
ment was also seeking to counteract another tendency which was
adversely affecting the private sector. In some cases local soviets were
deliberately depriving areas of resources, thus hastening their deterio-
ration and justifying the demolition of tracts of of one-storey dwellings
(see Chapter 8).

But even without this, the private sector continued to decline: from
113.8 million square metres of newly commissioned housing in
1956-60, to 94 million in 1961-65 and 64.3 million during the ninth
five-year plan (1971-75), which represented a proportionate de-
crease over the 20-year period from 33.6 per cent in 1956-60 to 13.6
per cent in 1971-75. And, for the urban sector alone, private builders
in 1980 contributed 7.9 per cent of all new building, compared with
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24.9 per cent in 1960 - although the magnitude of the absolute decline
was smaller (from 14.4 million to 6.0 million square metres).

Until 1958, the law allowed an individual to build or buy a one- or
two-storey house with up to five rooms without laying down a limit on
its overall size in square metres. Then, in July 1958 an edict of the
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet stipulated that as from that date
private dwellings could not exceed 60 square metres.'* However, this
restriction was not to (and does not) apply if the house-builder (owner)
has a large family, or is a member of certain social and occupational
groups. These include ‘personal pensioners’ of the Soviet Union,
republic or locality,! heroes of the Soviet Union, heroes of socialist
labour, individuals awarded Orders of Honour of the Third Degree,!*
employees with responsible jobs (otvetstvennye rabotniki) needing a
spare room to work in, those suffering from an illness requiring
isolation, and officers with rank of colonel and above. The extra
entitlement actually amounts to an additional room or space of up to
13.65 square metres above the norm applying in that region. Other
groups are even more privileged. Legislation passed during the 1930s
granted scientific workers, including those on pensions, those with a
higher degree or specialist qualification and their coevals in the
creative arts (writers, composers, architects, artists, sculptors) a right
to an additional room or at least 20 square metres of living space.!®
Others recently elevated to this privileged status include ‘innovators
and rationalisers whose contributions to the economy have been
especially notable’.!” On application to the executive committee of the
local soviet, they are allowed to build, buy or keep additional space,
the maximum being set at the norm of living space provided in
accommodation belonging to local soviets. Furthermore, the 60 square
metres limitation does not apply to those who came into possession of a
dwelling prior to the Supreme Soviet’s ruling in 1958.!8 The propor-
tion of the private housing stock falling into this category is, of course,
continually declining as a result of the normal process of physical
deterioration and demolition taking place as part of urban renewal
programmes.

The private sector has been tolerated because it has served several
vital functions. It has augmented the housing supply, absorbed pur-
chasing power in the economy, and provided an incentive to individu-
als to keep their dwellings in a good state of repair. Furthermore, it has
given hope to those who would otherwise stand little chance of
receiving more than the minimum of living space and to those low
down on the state’s housing waiting list. Then, since it makes private
builders purchase materials at retail prices (whilst state repairs con-
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tinue to be carried out at wholesale prices) and insists on the principle
that private owners be responsible for the upkeep of the areas in which
they live, it serves to subsidise the public sector in a minor way. Lastly,
it is an attractive form of accommodation for those newly arrived from
the countryside. For the migrant who is normally not highly qualified,
and as a result tends to be in low-paid occupations, is interested not
just in a roof over his head but also in having a garden plot to provide
the family with food. As the family frequently takes part in building the
house, it is able to economise on the financial outlay.!®

None the less, there would appear to be four main objections to
private house building from the point of view of the Soviet authorities.
Firstly, it is uneconomic in terms of land requirements. Secondly, it is
said to require ‘unproductive expenditure of resources’ in providing
the infrastructure. Thirdly, small houses are thought to damage the
architectural unity of a district composed mostly of multi-storey blocks
of flats. And lastly, it helps to perpetuate a psychology of private
ownership. Evidently, there is no unitary view on the private sector: at
the local level of policy execution, as within central government
decision-making agencies and academic circles, opinions differ on the
costs and benefits of private housing. Housing policies pursued by
British governments again provide a useful point of comparison.
Differences clearly exist within the Labour and Conservative Parties
(as well as between the parties) on the proper or best balance between
council housing, owner-occupancy and privately rented accommoda-
tion; however, intra-party disagreements receive far less attention
than the outcome of the debate which forms ‘government policy’. The
long-term secular decline in the privately rented sector in England and
the decline in private housing in the Soviet Union are both consequent
on policies affecting all types of tenure.

Different Soviet specialists and interest groups vary in the emphasis
they place on the objections listed above: architects will tend to be
more interested in the aesthetic aspects of private house development;
land and agricultural economists in land use; engineers and urban
economists in the cost of the infrastructure. While the first two
objections can be ‘quantified’ and subjected to a ‘scientific’ evaluation,
the third and fourth are essentially based on value judgements. The
animosity felt towards this sector was expressed by one author who
urged his readers ‘do not forget that the acquisition of private homes
with their private plots gives rise among a certain section of the
population to private property tendencies, to a striving to “‘expand the
auxiliary economy”’ and sell produce at speculative prices’.?

The Soviet government has always regarded private housing as a
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necessary evil which performs a useful social function during a transi-
tional phase when the state cannot itself meet the demands of its
citizens for accommodation. One of the greatest anomalies, from the
point of view of Soviet ideology, is that the private house-owner has
the right to sub-let his property. This right is legally granted in articles
298, 299 and 302 of the Civil Code of the RSFSR. The period of lease
is formally set out in a contract between landlord and tenant, and the
law formally gives the tenant very clear rights. Thus, the ‘transfer of the
property rights’ on the house by the owner to a third party does not
affect the tenant, for the new owner has to accept all the rights and
obligations entered into between the former owner and the tenant.
Moreover, a tenant who has strictly observed the duties contained in
his contractual lease has a right to renew that lease except when the
contract was for less than one year and stated that he would vacate the
premises on the expiry of the period. The tenant may also lose his right
to renewal where the court has established that the accommodation is
necessary for the personal use of the owner and his family.2!

Rents are also regulated in law. A decree of 1963 set the maximum
monthly rent at 16 kopeks per square metre of actual dwelling area??
and Article 25 of the RSFSR Civil Code states that charges above this
level are ‘a form of using personal property for the extraction of
unearned income and therefore forbidden by law’.2* In the absence of
statistics on the number of tenants living in furnished or unfurnished
private property it is impossible to gauge the extent to which this may
occur. Space in a private house, perhaps no more than a corner in a
room, tends to be rented by single or married students or young
workers who cannot or prefer not to live in a hostel at a density of four
to six persons per room. In some cases, a worker who has found a jobin
the town may have been offered a place in the hostel belonging to his
employer. He duly registers there and then seeks out a private room so
that his family can come and join him. As has already been mentioned,
not only is there considerable geographical and occupational mobility
in the Soviet Union, but most of it occurs in response to a ‘market
demand for labour’. The unplanned and unco-ordinated nature of
labour movements in a situation of general accommodation shortage
provides a basis for the continued existence of a landlord ‘stratum’ able
to ensure the necessary flexibility in the housing system to meet a
variable demand for accommodation.?*

In practice, as a result of the acute accommodation shortage, the
regulations are often breached by private owners, so much so that in
the late 1950s one Soviet jurist claimed that tenant protection was
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difficult to uphold in practice.?® An authoritative juridicial statement
issued by the USSR Supreme Court in 1962 admitted that lower courts
‘rarely pass judgement on violations of legality on the part of individu-
al citizens and officials; 26 and a further statement in the following year
enjoined lower courts to make use of their legal powers to confiscate
(without compensation) houses used to gain unearned income, houses
acquired with unearned income or built with materials illegally taken
from state enterprises and other public organisations, or houses built
without permission or deviating from the submitted and accepted
architect’s drawing.?’

Some extraordinary examples of private landlordism are reportedin
Soviet publications. In one case, a person who had been allocated a
plot of land in a small urban area in the Moscow oblasf erected a
five-roomed house with a kitchen and two verandas, the total area
amounting to 185 square metres (of overall living space). Over a
period of years he also erected next to it another building of 65 square
metres into which he moved, adapting and letting the larger building as
a kindergarten. This, a Moscow judge concluded, constituted the
reaping of unearned income; he duly confiscated the property. But the
authors of the book citing this case stressed that such a harsh measure
as confiscation is only resorted to when the house is ‘systematically
used for the purpose of deriving unearned income’. They went on to
point out that even when a rate above the maximum is charged — as
long as it is not systematically charged — a less severe measure than
outright confiscation should be meted out.?

In 1979, a long article in Pravda illustrated some of the pernicious
aspects of the privately rented sector with an example from the
industrial town of Gorkii (1 367 000).?° A Mrs Kizlova, who had come
to Gorkii as a girl in 1966, was, at the time the article was written, a
28-year-old widow with a seven-year-old daughter. She worked in the
cold-rolling strip shop of the Red Etna plant and had always had to
rent a room in a private house; her present room was always cold and
there was nowhere to do the laundry. She approached the shop’s Trade
Union committee for assistance since it had erected its own 215-
apartment building — but they could not help for others had been
waiting even longer. On asking the TU committee and the personnel
department how many people were currently renting private flats, the
Pravda correspondent was told that they did not know. The correspon-
dent then asked the director’s assistant for domestic affairs whether he
had given any thought to the question of the availability of space in
private houses and to the possibility of providing better accommoda-
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tion in such houses for those in greatest need, especially mothers with
children. Had he been of any help to families who rent rooms in private
houses? Not in the least. In general, the correspondent concluded,
plant officials pretended that no problem existed, even though in the
settlements surrounding Gorkii, there was not a single street where
private landlords were not letting out space.

The room rented by Kizlova and her child was in an outbuilding
which had been partitioned into cubicles and let out to a total of four
families. Each family paid the landlady 35 roubles a month and an
extra two roubles for electricity. Her attitude was: ‘If you do not like
the price, you can leave because there are plenty of other people who
would like to live here’. So, without expending any effort, she received
more money than some skilled workers. Although the radiators had
burst and were not yet repaired, in the yard stood a white brick garage
protecting a car belonging to her son-in-law, a Communist. What did
he think of his mother-in-law’s enterprise? He grinned and replied that
‘with the housing shortage, she could get even more out of them’. And
as to the fact that she did not register her lodgers or draw up contracts
with them, well, other people were doing the same thing. In fact, when
Kizlova replied to an advertisement offering a room in a four-roomed
flat not only was the rent for the room set at 40 roubles a month, but it
had to be paid three years in advance.

When confronted, the deputy chairman of the district soviet execu-
tive committee could only parry by saying ‘If a property owner
demands such an amount, what can we do? It is his own home so he has
the right’. The correspondent’s comment on this whole state of affairs
was to remind his readers that although the terms of the rental and the
payment are mutually agreed upon, this does not mean that the size of
the payment can be arbitrary: Article 304 of the RSFR Civil Code
states that payments for the use of living space in private houses, while
determined by both the parties, cannot exceed the maximum rates set
for these houses by the Republican Council of Ministers. Despite the
fact that the Supreme Court had 15 years earlier called upon the courts
to prosecute in cases of ‘profiteering’, the correspondent was forced to
recall that the Civil Code stipulated that a privately owned residence
which was systematically used to derive unearned income was subject
to confiscation without compensation when an action was brought to
the local soviet.

Almost concurrently with the publishing of another article on
unauthorised private building and using ‘illegally procured materials’
(the other two main cases for confiscation without compensation),
corruption, cover-up and bureaucratic delays, the RSFSR Supreme
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Court issued a ‘guiding explanation’ on the power vested in the courts
to condemn and/or confiscate unauthorised house construction.3!
Then, in the following year (1976) in a review of cases where building
had taken place without planning permission or without proper draw-
ings, the RSFSR Supreme Court found that, in the main, such build-
ings ‘tended to exceed the permitted plot size, living space norm and
the number of floors’, or they included features such as large base-
ments and attics not provided for in the plan, and ‘ambitious subsidiary
structures that could be converted into a living area’.3? Newspaper
articles and letters to the press dealing with specific cases of abuse in
the private sector, and judicial responses, probably reflect fairly
widespread popular discontent. It is at least likely that the private
landlord in the Soviet Union bears a stigma as does his counterpart in
the UK.

Private house ownership could be given a fillip not only by the
government’s stated policy to encourage this type of tenure in small
towns, but also by its pursuance of a set of recommendations which
urge treatment of the ‘historically created network of small settlements
as gigantic reserves of second homes (vtoroe zhilishche)’. The number
of potential second homes in the Moscow region alone amounts to over
three million. As the number of people engaged in agricultural produc-
tion declines, the number of dwellings actually converted into second
homes - either for the former rural migrant to the towns or for
acquisition by urban dwellers — increases.>? This particular viewpoint is
almost certainly held by only a small minority of housing and planning
specialists. Even more heretical is their suggestion that it is impossible
by egalitarian means (egalitarnym obrazom) to reconcile the many
contradictory demands placed upon housing —that it should be close to
nature and to centres of activity, isolated and yet rendering possible
intense interpersonal communication.3¢

An extension of this argument is that the thousands of settlements
designated as ‘having no future’ as far as agricultural production is
concerned could adjust to another role, that of serving as places of
leisure for city dwellers, more and more of whom are spending their
spare time in the country. This development has reached such propor-
tions that ‘dacha construction, ‘‘second homes”’ and recreation, in the
broadest sense of the term, have become a major national problem’.
Because of this, even if only a small proportion of the houses, inher-
ited, bought or ‘taken into temporary usage’ by urban residents, in
these futureless villages are occupied, then these places — instead of
‘dying out’ — will boost the local economy.>’

While these represent attempts to grapple with the very real
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phenomena of village and small settlement depopulation and the
consequent rise in the number of empty properties, to talk of second
homes in a situation of continuing overall housing shortage could be a
cause of resentment. Furthermore, the reference to the inefficacy of
‘egalitarian means’ as a way of resolving the competing demands
inherent in their housing policy, is a significant breach of ideological
orthodoxy. Nevertheless, these political impediments notwithstand-
ing, rather than municipalise these properties (because of the addition-
al cost to the state for the buildings’ renovation and upkeep), the
government might introduce schemes to help individuals buy building
materials to repair ‘second homes’ owned outside the main cities.

CONCLUSION

While the history of the Soviet state has been punctuated by periods of
explicable schizophrenic repression and reform, at a less dramatic level
the history of the private housing sector in towns is one of concessions
and encouragement accompanied by the curtailment of privileges and
restrictions on its size. It would be extremely difficult for the au-
thorities to regulate this market and, in any case, it is doubtful whether
they are really interested in doing so. It creates a certain slack in the
system, enabling a section of the population to reveal its preferences, a
privilege for which they have to pay. Moreover, the government is able
to appear to be adhering to its policy of restricting the growth of large
cities while at the same time meeting the demand for accommodation
from essential workers required to work in the city. The private sector
provides an important point of entry through the city gates.

The government is grateful that part of the burden of providing and
maintaining accommodation is borne by a section of the population.
However, nothing in this sector’s history to date or in the statistics on
new house building in urban areas permits the conclusion that the state
will substantially expand private house construction in towns. Al-
though circumstances, ideas and policies might be changing, whether
the direction of change will favour an expansion of the private sector is
a matter of speculation. At present, however, the urban private
housing sector is widely regarded as a vestigial form; those owning
their own homes constitute a pariah or low caste group — tolerated
temporarily because of its important function in society. To the extent
that the government wants to transfer a fraction of the cost of accom-
modation from the public purse to the private pocket, it will seek to do
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so by cultivating the housing co-operative. Nevertheless, a decree of
December 1976 ‘On the furnishing of credit for individual construc-
tion in rural communities’*® followed 18 months later by another,
indicates not only that the government believes there to be a positive
correlation between the construction of individual houses and success-
fully curbing the emigration of labour from the countryside,*” but also
that the state sees private (personal) ownership as a means of motivat-
ing individuals to higher levels of economic activity, including main-
taining their property in good repair.”® The fact that the decree on
furnishing credit to individual builders in the countryside was in 1979
extended to workers, employees and engineers in towns and workers’
settlements? could suggest that the government might be in a process
of revising its current policy, which so strongly favours multi-dwelling
unit accommodation both in rural settlements and in small towns. The
significance of any further encouragement of private home ownership
in small towns lies in the fact that a principal component of Soviet
urban and regional policy centres on a belief in the desirability of
expanding the manufacturing base of small towns as part of its policy to
contain the growth of its largest cities and to decentralise (see
Chapter 9). This change in attitude and direction has been given an
extra impetus by the latest in the current sequence of recent laws
designed explicitly to assist the ‘home-ownership’ sector (both the
individual and co-operative types of tenure) as a way of reducing
labour turnover, by empowering associations (ob’’edineniya), enter-
prises etc. to draw on bank credit specifically to build detached houses
for their employees for home ownership.*® Their effects however, go
far beyond labour stabilisation.

Recent legislation and judicial statements on the private sector
neither signify an ideological hostility towards it nor represent a stamp
of ideological approval. Just as ‘quality’ has become a crucial de-
sideratum for public housing, so in the private sector the state is aiming
to curb unregulated private building because it creates eyesores,
‘prevents the rational use of land and the rational construction and
organisation of public amenities’.*! Associated as it is with extensive,
low-rise development, this sector has made a strong visible imprint
both on the internal structure of cities, and on the emergence of
agglomerations (see Chapters8 and 9). This sprawl effect in itself
might be deemed sufficient reason for prohibiting any major shift of
resources to the private sector. Already mentioned social and
economic factors also militate against further expansion of owner-
occupation. On the other hand, apart from the obvious economic
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attractiveness of transferring the cost of housing directly on to the
individual family, a number of less quantifiable variables may also
influence the outcome of this sector in the long term — especially the
rise of the private car and ‘consumer demand’. The issue of the private
sector cannot be considered closed.



Part 11

Housing: Social, Economic
and Spatial Dimensions



Introduction

Whereas the previous section, in focusing on tenure forms, was
primarily concerned with the ownership and control of housing, the
three chapters in this section take as their central theme the physical
structure of the housing in which the new Soviet citizen is to be
accommodated. Of course, an ideological intent has always underlain
the Soviet government’s attempts to expand the public and co-
operative sectors: housing, a basic human need, should be provided by
the state for all its citizens at a low rent. But the provision of low rental,
well-equipped accommodation was not the sole objective. The new
relations of production characterising a socialist society had to find
expression in other spheres of social life, including the workers’ state’s
control over the means of social reproduction (accommodation, educa-
tion, health).

Any examination of the social and spatial dimensions of housing
policy involves considering both the way in which physical forms
(dwelling units) may be vehicles for encouraging what are, allegedly,
desirable patterns of social relationships and the broader spatial
context within which house-building takes place. After all, the single
family dwelling is but the smallest sub-system within an urban system
and it is impossible to discuss urban planning in isolation from the
social functions architects consider housing to serve or from the
architectural form housing has taken. Neither can housing be consi-
dered in total isolation from urban planning, as was so clearly revealed
in the debate between the urbanists and deurbanists in 1929-30 (see
below).! To suggest that dwelling-units and other buildings may be
viewed as sub-systems implies that the city cannot be considered
merely as an ensemble of structures.? By the same token, a region (or
republic) is not a simple ensemble of unrelated cities or smaller
settlements.> The nature of these linkages and the forms of larger
spatial systems are discussed in Part III.

The first part of Chapter 6 looks at some of the key features of Soviet
town planning theory and the type of housing envisaged by the avant
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garde as being most congruous with life in the ‘new’ socialist society
prior to the outbreak of the World War II. The second part examines
what ostensibly constitute the principal social reasons justifying cur-
rent housing and town planning forms. The following chapter deals
with the ‘bricks and mortar’ and organisational aspects of housing
construction policy. If Chapters 2-5 on tenure may be categorised as
presenting a ‘political’ perspective of housing policy, and Chapter 6
seen as highlighting a ‘social’ perspective of housing policy, then
Chapter 7 points to some of the ‘economic’ and ‘technological’ deter-
minants which have helped to shape the physical environment and
thereby influence types of social relations and patterns of interaction.

Much of the argument and content of both Chapters 6 and 7 may be
seen as constituting a ‘dialogue’ with the continued existence of a
private housing sector. The possessive individualistic quality of owner-
occupied housing (often with its private plot) stands diametrically
opposed to the publicly owned residential block providing a whole
range of facilities for communal use. Yet the single detached house is
not necessarily a sign of private ownership since a high proportion of
low-rise housing belongs to state agencies. Chapter 8 discusses the
extent and significance of such low-rise developments.

Whilst at one level there is a qualitative difference in the nature of
social relations depending on whether single- or two-storey houses are
privately or publicly owned, at another level the privatised nature of
domestic arrangements and familial relations in both tenure forms
cannot be said to differ at all. This raises the question of whether or not
it is possible to distinguish significant differences in the structure of
relations found in low- and high-rise buildings. Although there are
differences, it is a moot point whether they are significant. And the
reason why so little variation exists may be traced to the importance
attached by the government to the nuclear family as the ‘primary cell’
in society.

The phenomenon of the nuclear family constitutes part of what
might be described as a general privatisation or individualisation
syndrome. Among its main features are the home-centredness of the
small, two-generational family, interested in accumulating consumer
durables and, relatedly, striving towards possession of a private car.
Depending on one’s view point these tendencies, which are exercising
such a dramatic influence on housing, town planning, transport
and recreational policies, may appear as another sign either of the
‘counterrevolution’ or of socio-technical and social-structural conver-
gence between industrial systems.



6 The Social and Spatial
Dimensions of Soviet
Housing Policy

THE SOCIAL DIMENSIONS OF HOUSING POLICY
BEFORE 1941

As early as 1919 the Programme of the VIII Congress of the Russian
Communist Party (Bolshevik) adopted a resolution to the effect that
the emancipation of women should not be limited to the achievement
of formal (i.e. political and economic) equality with men. Emancipa-
tion was taken to mean much more than this; it referred in particular to
their being freed from the burden of domestic work, including child-
minding, both by building communal blocks of flats (doma-kommuny)
with public dining-rooms, laundries and créches and also by establish-
ing a system of pre-school facilities.! Female emancipation had two
very closely related goals: one was to liberate women from household
drudgery and the other to draw them into productive labour, thereby
offering them economic independence.? Translating intent into reality
required changes in the physical and cultural environments.

Both metaphorically and literally, the architects of the Revolution
were architects and town-planners who in their designs of dwellings
and juxtapositioning of kindergartens, schools, social and cultural
facilities and work-places would provide a setting for a cultural revolu-
tion. They maintained a belief in the power of design to shape the
course of historical events in more than just a minor way.

The years immediately after the October Revolution saw the work-
ing out of the theoretical and practical difficulties of constructing
doma-kommuny as part of an altogether new settlement form, with its
emphasis on a collectivised way of life. But it was not until the
mid-1920s that these ideas found a concrete expression when, towards
the end of 1925, the Moscow Soviet arranged a competition for the
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design of a communal block of flats.? There was little in this or many of
the other blue-prints for the communal blocks which appears to us
today as in any way ‘revolutionary’. For instance, the communal block
built for the Commissariat of Finance (Narkomfin) between 1928 and
1929 which consisted of one- and three-roomed flats each with its own
bathroom and kitchennette, connected to another building that pro-
vided a variety of communal services, had limited influence on the
creation of a collectivised way of life. On the other hand, plans of a
more radical flavour were being advanced. In 1930 a complex of flats
designed to accommodate 2000 people was to consist of eight main
blocks, a social centre and children’s sector. In each five-storey block
the first floor was reserved for services. The remaining floors were
given over to living and sleeping quarters (kabina), each unit of which
had a living area of 6.3 square metres and was intended solely for
sleeping and relaxing. The standard unit was designed for a single
person, but it could be expanded by removing a partition wall to cater
for families. Each of these eight blocks was to be connected to the
social centre where there were to be facilities for education and
training, leisure and recreation.* The Commissar for Education,
Lunacharskii, was another advocate of the doma-kommuny, recom-
mending that they should accommodate from 1000 to 3000 people and
form the basic city unit. Children were to be brought up mainly outside
the nuclear family, the younger ones in créches and kindergartens near
the block itself, the older ones in boarding schools where they would be
given technical education and practical training.’ In S. G. Strumilin’s
proposal for the combination of towns and villages into agro-industrial
complexes of 10 000 to 20 000 people, traditional household activities
would be socialised and ‘factory kitchens’ established.$

On the other hand N. A. Milyutin, though sharing the views ex-
pressed by Strumilin on the way social life ought to be organised,
considered it would be premature and unrealistic to try to put them
into practice at the time; it was necessary, first of all, to create
appropriate conditions for the public upbringing of children and only
gradually to supplant the individual domestic households with a system
of social institutions.” Four years earlier, a housing specialist and
staunch supporter of the housing co-operative had made a similar
observation: ‘The separate kitchen will continue to occupy a place in
each flat for a long time. The collectivisation of domestic work is a long
process and it will only be completed through a series of intermediate
forms; therefore, at present, it is necessary to provide a separate
kitchen in small flats. The transformation of domestic life will take
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decades and will be no easy matter.’® This interpretation was based on
and revealed an awareness of the backwardness of the population and
the paramount importance attached to raising their general level of
culture. One way of doing this and simultaneously inculcating a sense
of responsibility towards property® was through encouraging the hous-
ing co-operative movement — which, of course, has only the most
tenuous connection with a ‘collectivised way of life’. But if there were
those like Milyutin who argued for the transition from capitalist
individualism to socialist collectivism to be carried out ‘at a snail’s
pace’, there were others who wanted the new way of life to begin
immediately. The most famous and zealous of this more important
group was L. Sabsovich who, writing in 1929, wanted child-rearing to
be completely socialised; there were to be no kitchens or shops selling
food products; adults would live in communal blocks consisting of
2000 to 3000 people, each individual having five square metres ‘of his
own’ for sleeping and relaxing, the remainder of his time being spent in
common rooms.!? Elsewhere, Sabsovich was to argue the need for a
cultural revolution to accompany the political and economic changes
taking place.

The material and social preconditions (in the form of a very high
level of development of the productive forces, the elimination of
classes and the socialisation of all instruments and means of produc-
tion) are still not sufficient for the construction of a socialist society.
There is a need for a cultural revolution; it is necessary to completely
re-educate the individual, and to do this, it is imperative to totally
alter his living conditions and forms of existence.!!

At the heart of this intense debate on housing forms and collectivised
provision of services lay the issue of the family unit. In one design
proposed by Sabsovich, a family unit could be formed simply by
opening a communicating door or sliding partition between one unit
and an adjoining one; separation could be obtained by closing the door
again. Those who preferred to keep their children by them rather than
entrust them to ‘educational specialists’ could open a third door,
thereby creating ‘something resembling a three-roomed flat’.'> The
new Soviet person was one who would divide his time between
productive labour, study, cultural recreation and sport; a person for
whom marriage did not signify the enforced submission of one partner
to the other, but a free and deliberate association based on mutual
esteem and devoid of any ties anchored in a sense of ownership.!?

It is here perhaps more than anywhere else that Chernyshevsky’s
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vision of the new woman and the way couples should live — a vision
encapsulated in his novel, What Is To Be Done? (1864) - anticipated
and formed the views held by the Bolsheviks and their supporters. In it,
Vera Pavlovna Rozalsky tells Lopukhov, following his proposal of
marriage, that just as he and his friend live in separate rooms, so will
they. ‘We have two rooms, one for you and one for me and a little
parlour where we will take breakfast, dine and receive our visitors —
those who come to see both of us.’!*

Whatever the differences existing between radical architects, they
were bound by this common, fundamental belief — that architecture
and town planning ought to create structures which could liberate
women and allow them to participate in social production. It was
thought that by providing collectivised dining rooms, pre-school
facilities, dormitories, laundries, a range of repair shops and centres
for hiring whatever might be required to meet temporary needs,
conditions would be created for a radical break with existing attitudes
maintained by the familial structure towards property. In the eyes of
the architects of the revolution, the socialist transformation of society
involved, among other things, the collectivisation of services and, with
the liberation of women, the demise of the existing patriarchal family
and the extinction of its function as an economic unit. Then, gradually,
it would be possible to move towards ‘the ending of man’s present
enslavement to possessions’.!* This debate closely mirrored similar
discussions at this time on the rate and nature of economic develop-
ment, urbanisation and the physical form of the new socialist city.

Having rejected the capitalist city which had been inherited from the
nineteenth century, Soviet architects and planners divided into two
main camps: the urbanists and deurbanists.'s Their main objective was
not just to prevent uncontrolled urban growth through restrictive
legislation, but to construct cities which would be representative of a
society no longer riven by class antagonisms, and which would erase
contrasts between centre and periphery, between slums and fashi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>