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HOUSING POLICIES IN THE SOVIET
: UNION

“ When the capitalist mode of production is destroyed a
solution to the housing problem can be found.”

K. Marx—F. Engels: Collected
Works, Vol..15, Moscow, 1953.

*‘The Communist Party realised alvcady towards the end of
the First Five-Year Plan the sharp discrepancy between industrial

and housing construction.” ‘ _
B. Sokolov, “ Housc Construction

in the US.S.R." : Problems of
Economics No. 9, Moscow, 1g54.

*Their mores arc to a large extent determined by their housing

K. A. Pazhitnov, '7_'/1e Situation o
the Working Class in Russia Lenin-
grad, 1924 : '

February, 1955
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INTRODUCTION

In modern times it has become common practice to judge
cconomxc dcvclopmcntz by the output of coal, stcel and ‘other
basic materials, on which the manufacture of both producer. and
consumer goods largely dcpcnds Human well-bcmg and happi-
ness,, however, .can. hardly be measured in such terms.. Apart
from_food, housing is unquestionably one of the best yardsticks
by which to gauge,the standards of living and civilisation of people
in foreign lands. . Compan.sons, howcver, are greatly handlcappcd
by -lack of data, . All that.is known in ‘many. instances.is the
average size of dwcllmgs, and this obvxously is one of the, crudest
measurements., . The Engluhman who. maintains  that his home
is his: castlc insists upon values that cannot be, expressed.in
stamtxcal units, but only in terms of pcraonal and social standards,
that Tesist easy dcﬁmbon L et s el

,,,,,

(hroughout the world, the" butldmg of houscs has becomié ¢ oie’ of
the. issues; forcmost. in; the. minds .of. statesmen; and, pohtlcw.ns,
xndusmal managers, and labour lcaders hort,, housmg
Pohncal parties.

have won elccuons :on a houxmg programmc
have been swept from oﬂ'icc for. failure in this; field.,

g1
high priority by all govcmments that hive the well-bcmg of thar
peoples at heart. Thé formulation of laws concerned with
property rights, conditions of tenure and rent limitations, claims
a large share of parhamentary and legislative activities. Next
to the health, services, housing has. become one,of thc,pnncnpal

- public services of the present day—-at any rate-in.the countries
‘of the , Wst, -one cannot: be:so. ccrta.m. about ithe;other. half of

Geeded for,a-survey:of housing as.it prucnts itselfto: thcfstudent '
‘of ‘Eastern’; Eumpe who ‘has tned to collect 'd._ana.ly:e thc
‘evidence available, | G o s # SR
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Let it be said at the outset that this is no easy task. Statistical
information is often scanty and rarely reliable. No census of
housing in rural arcas has cver been taken in Russia, for instancc,
and the census of urban housing taken in 1926 provides no
comprehensive information. The 1936 edition of the Soviet
Statistical Year Book made no mention of housing., The question-
naire drawn up for the 1939 population census no longer con-
tained questions relating to building. Housing censuscs covering
the public sector have been taken from time to time and a census
of individual housing was carried out in April, 1950, but their
results have never beén published.  In fact since the war no
detailed accounts have becn made available. Nowadays Soviet
statistical records arc distinguished by omissions rather than by
revelations.  The position is hardly better in the other countries
of the Soviet orbit, some of which werc renowned for their housing
records before the war. - Plan figures and indices arc ample, but
their offi¢ial interpretation is frequently tendentious, Statcments
in the form of criticism and sclf-criticism are published in abund-
ance, but theéy provide only the most disagreeable form of
cvidence. Public culogies are cqually ‘unsuitable for a factual
account, and travellers’ tales {requently told -after hasty visits to
Russia are often too biassed to be representative.

Yetan’ analysu of all these sources combined may well help to
fill a g2p in the knowledge of the student of Eastern European
affairs. " In the light of the ‘emphasis given to ‘housing problems
during the All-Union Conference of Builders, Architects and
Workers of the Bulldmg Indusmu, no excuse is nccdcd for a
study of-this kind.*

"

HOUSING AFTER THE REVOLUTTON :

Thc housmg fund mhcmcd by the revolutionaries in 1917 was
inadequate. . Before the First World War in Moscow and
St.:Petersburg, the two largest Russian cities, . more, than twice as

many people . inhabited “an. urban apartment as..in’ Berlin .or -

Vlenna, ‘the. capitals- of Russia’s Western'. nclghbours. _.But
although the. mternauonally~recognncd sanitary standard atab-
lished by the German. scientist Professor. Pcttcnkol‘er laid down a
minimum of 9 square.metres, or 97 squarc feet, of dwelling space

i, *A - considerable - contribution it the knowl :of housing.:conditions in- the

Sovnet Union has been made by T. Sosnovy's. st 77-: Housing Problem in. the Soviet
Union, New'York;’1gs4, ‘and in the wrltmﬁ ofA. lock in Soviet Studies, Vol. TI1
Nos. 1 and g, Vol. V' No. g, and Vol. VI No, 1, Oxford, 1951-54.
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(equal to 27 cubic metres or 954 cubic fect. of air per person), in
Russia the housing fund provided, on averagé, approximately
7 square metres (75 square feet).* And while space was scarce,
i ancillaries and amenitics. were often- absent. - Only one in five
! towns had a waterworks in pre-revolutionary Russia- and only
one in 50 a scwage system.

‘Of the urban population; the workers had the worst living
quarters, far below the sanitary minimum standard. Moscow
was notorious for its bunk system, but even in St. Petersburg,
where conditions were slightly less disagreeable, two-thirds of all
workers had only a bunk or a corner-of a room at their disposal,
and even among.familices every second famlly had less than half
a room at'its duposal.

In tbcsc c1rcum.s(anc<s, if congmnon and d\ssau.sfacuon
among .the supporters. of. the Revolution were to ‘be avoided,
it. was .clear that  the. leaders would have. to husband the
limited dwcllmg space inherited and to time the industrialisation
of the country in accordance with the progress made in building.
In reality, the political decisions and legislative acts of the
revolutionary organs aggravated the situatién.. "Not unnaturally’
the Revolution; led t0, 3, forcible. redistribution of .. dwellings,
Ahxch more.. than one nulhon pcople. bencﬁtcd in Mosoow

.. Bt

Y ovémbér' 1917, they’ ‘aboliskied “by’;
pensation,’ ‘all yprivate: owncnhxp ‘ofiland -in <urban-as: well as’
rural dnstncts and : tumcd d¢: into: the mahcnable propcrty of

Y thc Sovm Umon the’ umury nom laid dwn for urbm dwellis dnﬂ'ers

. ; tweet -the ‘various Republics:* ‘It is g squue metrds“ (97 square  feet! ‘in' the'
- { . &SF.SR. buz a8 6? uare. metres (147 squ.ln. untbeUkmn:mdn

: I ee’% m U4 ﬂﬂH.J S Kuu‘l‘.’ R

i square meuu (168 nquau feet),- 18 3 B

[ St :‘f“_“: o
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the nation. A year later all land within urban boundaries
was placed. under the control of the local soviets. Thus while
all land, .irrespective of its location, was nationalised, urban
dwellings were mostly: * mumcxpalued " This at lcast apphed
to most of the large buildings in the large towns.

When the first post-revolutionary census was taken in 1923,
one-sixth of the 2.6 million urban residential buildings .were
recorded as having been nationalised or municipalised:
in.the main they were larger than those which remained in
private ownership. Of the urban population of slightly more
than 20 million, almost two-fifths lived in houses under the
control of local soviets ;- of.the remaining threesfifths roughly
half lived in their own houses, the other -half being tenants
in houses owned privately by other citizens. In Moscow and
Leningrad, where large properties prevailed, almost three
out. of four houses were under the control of town soviets, but in
the smaller urban communities private property predominated.

RURAL DWELLINGS

Ever since thé decree of August, 1918 on the abolition of
ownership in ‘ufban real ‘state, the housing fund of the Soviet
Union® has’ been divided ' between public 'and private  sectors.
This has remained an integral part of Soviet: housing Ppolicy.
It was reaffirmed as recently as August, 1948, when an-Act was
-paslcd by the "Praesidium of the. Supreme_ Soviet. on the right
of ‘citizens. to buy ‘and  build individual - houses.., The right
to private ownc.rslup ofa housc was also_laid down in the 1936
vConmtuuon, but ‘as time went on_the ' scopc left. to. private
initiative was increasingly rutncted Ain_this as. in other spheres.
Leist interference has occurred in the rural areas of the Soviet
Union, in which at the time of the Revolution at Jeast four in
every-five:Russian families lived::and . where the largwt portion
of pnvately—owncd housmg space.is : to :be. found ‘to’ this::day.
When the German'.armies invaded . Russia, :the rural population
amounted to two-thirds-of the:total and: even now; as-the - fifth
Five-Year. Plan of industrialisation draws ‘to'a-close, " it ‘accounts -
for. more than 60 per:cent. -In.any. event the. change is largely
one. of: proportions.. In. absolute: terms- the number-of - pcople
in the'villages:has changed: only little; from i110. millions. at:the
time of the Revolution to approxxmately 113 millions -at the
outbreak of the Second World War, and, in the\post-war territory
of the Soviet Union, from about r32millions in 1940 to 130 millions

] in ig53. Thus, compared with the’ dramauc incredse in urban
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population, i.c.: from approxlmatcly 20 millions at the ume of
the Revolution to 8o millions in ‘1953, the rural populauon
has rcmuned almost stationary. .

_In the vnllagu, housmg conditions are still much the same as
they have always been. Here the'public building programme
has béen concentrated largély on State and communal réquire-
merits, Le. on Party offices, schools, admlmstmhvc quarters and
ag'ncultural stores of. the collectives. " The. kolkhoznik's cottage
has remained almost unaffected by the changes brought about
by revolution,’ industrialisation and collectivisation, ~ Like 'his
ancestors, he lives in_his own home, a cabm built of logs i in
the forest areas of thc North, or'in a brick or clay-walled house
in the fan-mng areas of the South. Usually the cottage housa,
often in one single fair-sized foom, the whole family and “at
times -also-the pnvatdy-owned farm: animals. . Mote than
25 million ‘Russian.families live in this way. - - Lo

So far as bmldmg takes place in the nual areas,” it is most.ly
left to the initiative of the mdlvxdual. chcrthel&, since
dunng the Second World War ‘almost 40 per cent.’of all rural
dwclhngs in the tcmtoms occupxcd by the Germans had bcen

was announced as part of the' ﬁmt ,war' Five-Year Plan,
But instead of 3.4 million rural houses schediiled to be built
and repa.ncd duriog-the plan.period from: 194,6 t0.1950, owing to
faults -in:. the supply of materials. and .in" the  administrative
arrangements. of. building -départments: and: industries; - only:
2.7 million ‘were in fact constructed or restored: .The backlog,
itis clauncd, has been ehmmated «in: recent years, but the:village

population is- hardly. any:: better haused-to-day- than'it was 25 -

years-.ago when oollccuv:sanon was: supposed to: bnng gmt
bc.neﬁt ‘to the ruraliareas.:. !

-t

URBAN HOUSING

While on the whole the villagers live, asin the past, in privately-
owned dwcll.mgs, the; Soviet; authorities have jintervened to an
increasing extent in the housing of the urban’population. Their
policy has, however, been far, from consistent or .coherent. . In
fact, Soviet:urban, hou.ung -policy 1has undergone: a. number
of decisive. changu since.its .conception :during: the. Revolution:
When the first post-revolutionary. census: was . taken: in Match,
1923 some.1.5 million ‘residential. buildings were. counted in t.he
towns of. the, R.S,F.S.R., . the largest of .the; Republics.-of::the

9
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Soviet Union, comprising 2.4 million dwellings or 4.8 million rooms
equal to a total housing space of 79.4 million square mctres.
Thus, on average, each building consisted of less than two
dwelhngs, and each dwelling had two rooms. The average
size of buildings was 53 square mectres (570 square feét), that
of dwellings 33 square metres (355 square feet) and that of
individual rooms was 16.5 square metres (180 square feet).
As the ‘urban population of the R.S.F.S.R. totalled ap-
proximatcly 12.2 millions at the time, the livingspace amounted
to 6.5 square metres (70 square feet) per person, or less than
three-quarters of the minimum sanitary norm. In other words,
every dwelling consisting of two rooms was inhabited by ﬁve
people ; ‘thus between two and three people had to share one
and the samc room all the time.

Housing conditions in the other republics dxff'crcd litde from
those of the R.S.F.S.R. - In'most towns one-storey dwellings of
two rooms built of timber prevailed. Almost nine in ten urban
houses were of single storeys and ‘almost two in three were
made of timber, Though slightly larger than ' those in the
oountrysxdc, they were of the same type and construction. Only
in Moscow and Lemngrad did the two- and thrcc-storcy houses
prevail, but even there timber, construction . predominated.
In Moscow about ong-third of the populauon was reportcd
to bc living in insanitary’ condxuons .

This situation was so serious that it must have wc:ghcd heav:ly
upon the minds of.'the ‘Soviet ‘leaders. The: Revolution'*had
furnished: them with _supreme: authority ‘to. tackle ‘the :housing
problem in‘a sweeping, ‘all-embracing’ manner.-But, ‘instead
of ‘giving it their first attention, they-became pre-occupled with
other- matters. of -policy. - :For sa.. gencrauon housingremained
the. Cinderella' of* Soviet-domestic policy. 'As might havc ‘been
expected, in the first years after the:Revolution;: the:imain .
characteristic was lack of decision in housing policy and lack
of precision in-its execuuon

) . NECRT
P e i ;-L‘.-_ ]

L 3 PERIOD OF CONTRADICTIONS

g of: ‘ur
housmg pnoperty, town soviets relieved. the mumctpal housmg-funds
in the'early 19208 by returmng unsuitable: pnopertles ‘to‘individual
owners. At:the same time little-was’ :done- to’increéase building
in 'the public sector. --For 'some - yedrs ‘the authorities?confined
themselves: to inducingi:the’ inhabitants of municipalised houses °
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to carry out vital repaim. After years of neglect the first con-
structive effort was made in August, 1924, when a law on housing
co-operatives prowdcd for the creation of house-building and
leasing co-operatives.  After this legislation had come into
effect, housing began to recover from many years of stagnation.
So far the public housing fund had remained .almost unchanged,
with - bulldmg limited almost exclusively to private initiatve,
bt thanks fo the. activities of the co-operatives, building later
dcvcloped speedlly In. litle ‘more than ten years the co-
operatives increascd. their share. in ‘the. ‘administration’ ‘of the
mumcxpal housmg fund from two-thirds to fourfifths. This
was the périod when pnvate and co-operanvc effom were given
every encouragement.

Wxth the opcmng of t.hc plan penod howevcr, the Govern-
ment’s :housing -policy underwent :a new change. Individual
initiative was sacrificed. in . favour -of public enterprise. For
instance,, while tenants carning-6,000:roubles :a year-during. the
pcnod of the first Five-Year Plan paid.less-than ‘4 per.cent.:in
m@omc tax, ‘house .owners recexvmg the same income: had to, pay

given to publ.\c bzuldmg, but, even so, const.rucuon lagged grcatly
behind -the .targets set by. the. plans. -As; industrialisation pro-

"ceeded regardless of: the :.working. class . accommodation required,

so:the:average housing space:available fell continuously. .. In,the
20 years following :the-Revolution, .according- to -official- Sowet
claims, . approximately 8o million--square .metres of new hvmg
space were built; enough to. house 12 million new:urban dwellers
at_the modest standard: of .1923;-.which pmv:ded 6.5 square
metres (70, square. feet) per_person..-But, in:actual fact, in; the
stormy -years-of . revolution, industrialisation and collectivisation
the urban population had swollen at least: two-and-a-half times
as fast as living space. Conscquently, hqusmg became scarcer
and poorer.

The ﬁxst ane-Ycar Plan' had " called for an_average urban

dwelling”space: 6f '6.30 Squaré métres. (68 square fcct), ‘but had

achieved less.than.5.square. metres (54 square feet):.. by the end
of ‘the second: Five-Year Planthe average space had fallen to
little more than 4. square metres-(43 square feet). agamst a target
of,5.35 square metres, (58 square fect). . The spirit which. ruled
Saviet housmg policy throughout this era:is perhaps best sum-
xnanscd Jin the words, of the-draft of the first Five-Year Plan:

: +*“.Ourcountry i$ engaged in-an-unprecedented: expcmncnt

“of huge:capital "construction’ at the cost; of ‘current-accumula-

tion, an austerc régime of economy - and-thé:repudiation - of

1x
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- satisfying present day needs.in the name of a monumental
- historical purpose.”*

In a society cngagcd in such a programme there was little
room for the requirements of the individual. With the advent
of thc first Five-Year Plan, State credits to the housmg co-opera-
tives had already been severely reduced. But worse was yet to
come.” In October, 1 937, new legislation was introduced undér
the euphemxsnc title ““ On the Preservation of thé Housing Fund
and the Improvcment of Housing in Cities,” Its real purpose
was to a.boluh the housc-bmldmg and Xeasmg co-operauvcs and
to’ alter dmucally the administrative arrangemcnts which had
béeh in' operation for more than fen yéars.

Unul 1937 the urban housing fund bad bccn adm:mstercd by
Ministerial departments, ' local soviets, housing co—opcratws and
private individuals,- Now the Statc assumed' rapons:bxhty for
the bulk of the public sector. -Private initiative-was: greatly
curtailed’ while the publicly-owned housmg fund | was: mostly
subjected, at the expense of the co-operatives and their members,
to:the control of:Central Government departments, local:sopiets
and ‘industrial enterprises. - ‘Members of co-operatives were
reimbursed-for ‘their contributions in- roubles ‘that had: lost ‘most

of ‘their formér ‘purchasing power. - House tanagess, previously
chosen’ by:‘members:of the co-operatives, were replaced by State
nominees: :who, in'addition to-admiinistrative retponsxblhum, were
charged: with "police functions. ~“Management by committee’ was
replaced by individual responsibility, and trusted Party members
took ‘over :from’ nén-political managers. - Co-opérative ‘housing
which, as'a commierical ‘venture had made onc of the biggest
contributions to the:Néw Economic Pohcy, ceased to exist. ‘And
while in the' villages ‘¢o-opératives had glveu way to State collec-
tivés, invindustrial -areas control by the- managcnal bureaucracy
took the'place of co-operative initiative. -

s, “BUILDING IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR_

- “Afér 1937 bmldmg and - housing administration became
mcreasmgly the prerogative of the Statc, and the ¢entral avthorities
hayé-‘exercised  their direction evér since. -‘But,’ in’ spite’ of ‘all
dis ridtion, ‘individual housing: ‘has” not’ ' disappeared, ‘even i
though'” its sharé’in the total urban housing fund has decliried '
steadily. "Against this; the public ‘fund -doubled between 1926
andrthe :outbreak of-the :Second World. War;:and ‘its..share in |

‘mmfwﬁm for the' JValwul Emrwmu Commm owa USSR Vol. 1,
Moscow, :19a9 (third -edition). . .
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rspace ‘of-about 2°by ‘2 yards-—

total urban dwelling space increasedduring. this period from

50 to 6o per cent. As industrialisation progressed, the share of.

State-controlled industries in the ‘public housing fund grew
steadily.. Before the first Five-Year Plan was put into effect, it
amounted to,roughly two-fifths, but by the end of the second
Five-Year Plan, in 1937, it had risen to three-fifths:of all new
buildings in-the public sector. By this time industrial enterprises

administered. half the public housing fund; the other half being-

handled by co-operatives. and local. soviets. After the abolition
of the co-operatives, the ‘control of .the public housing fund fell,

at roughly equal:rates, to central and. local authorities. It was'
exercised:to an’ mcreaang extent by Party functionarics.

“‘After “the ‘end of thc second anc-Year Plan, ‘the * Sovxet.
authorities withheld all ‘détailed information on building and
housmg, but the further advance of State-controlled industrics
as in other sphera, is bcyond question., .In the course.
'roc&'mdusmal labour was mcreasmgly tied, to.its place-

lh usti'y in Wi osc'property :ved Only in exccpuonal casa

was this regulation’ not apphcd “The ‘tied cottage, opposcd.so”
* vigorously by working-class'movements throughout the Western
»world ‘had become. -an integral part of the housing system in: thc

So 'i:t Umon ha m.fact, to }us oost, become suchcc w rule by

thc managers, of Party. and hcavy mdustry

:-When ‘the -German ‘armiies” mv_aded the!'Soviet” Umon, the
Russian' soldier: dcfcndmg “his’” hiomie* and *family had’ A barrack

family.- - This was ‘the 'direct’ resul
thie nieeds of the civilian populauo
viet ledders to develop héavy
cotisuiiiption: Wheréver German' troops' occupxcd
tioned urban dwellmgs in‘their drive'intd Russia, thi
foufid*four’ of“tnore ‘people- inkiabitifig one ‘and’ the's H
The damage and destruction - caused : during the “War' ‘made
matters worse. It left scars ‘on. housmg cven more ugly than
0 tary i talla
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cconomy of the U.S,8.R.,* he gave estimates of the destruction
and damage caused during the conflict. In his view some
3.5 million or almost 40 per cent. of all rural dwellings situated in
districts occupied by the Germans had been wrecked, The
destruction wrought on urban dwellings was even more formidable.
Of a total of 2.57- million houses situated in urban areas occupied
by German forces, Voznesensky estimated 1.21 million or 47 per
cent,. to have been destroyed: - As these houses were, on the
whole, of the largcr type, the portion of the housing space lost
through enemy action in the accupied arcas was as large as
51 per cent.  Of a total dwelling space in the occupied territories
amounting to 118 million square metres some 60 million were
reported to have been destroyed, or morc than a guarter of the
total dwelling space of the Soviet Union.

In the light of later developments there may be some doubt
as to the accuracy of Voznesensky’s estimates. In particular it
is difficult to sce how farming could have been carried on if only
2.7 of 3.5 million farm houses were commxcted or restored by the
end of the first post-war plan pc.nod To the extent to which
Voznesensky, onder the immediate impact of war destruction,
over-cstimated the damage caused in rural and urban areas, the
post-war record ‘of rcconstmcuon may require somc downward
corrccuon

- But be t.hat ag'it may, therc can be no doubt that at the end

" of the war the Soviet:Government was faced with a reconstruc-

tion task of gigantic dimensions. - In the, circumstances it is all
the more remarkable that i€ should have adhered for several years
to.its orthodox methods of. building and house management ‘and
that it should have  encouraged private initiative only reluctantly.
In August, .1g48, at last, it reaffirmed, through an-order of the
Council -of ' Ministers, the right . of . citizens' to buy and_ build
individual houses. - Although the building. mdustry continued .to
cater ptcdommandy for the pubhc séctor, this gave a great spur
to. the, housing pro The; publxc sector ‘remained
rcsponsxble for the bulk of, the rcconstrucnon programme, but it,
100, bcncﬁtcd from the new opportumty ngcn to pnvatc initiative
and ingenuity. . [ ; .

“Less is known of the most recent past in Sovxet housmg hlstory
than of éarlier’ periods. Like its ‘predecessor, the fourth Five-
Year Plan omitted all reference to a targst for urban houxmg
space per head! * Moréover, although it is known that priority

*N. A.Voznaauky Tlu WarEovmy g/'llu U..S’..S‘.R in the Period of the Patriotic
War. Moscow, 19¢7..
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was given to- rebuilding houses that had been destroyed,* no
distinction “has been made in cither plan targets or results
between -reconstruction and new building. * Most important of
all, when it came to announcing plan results, half-way through the
first post-war plan period, the unit in which building achievement
was recorded was changed from *‘ dwelling space” to “ total floor
space.”” This meant that, contrary to traditional practice, from
1948 onwards the space used for utility (kxtchcn, bathroom,
stores) rather than for living was included in Soviet housing
records. Thus what appeared to bc a considerable overfulfilment
of the target set, in fact, when adjusted to the conventional unit
of dwelling space,t-amounted to failure to fulfil the plan. -

"Although Soviet post-war housing records require substantial
statistical adjustment, the extent of reconstruction ought not to
be minimiséd. In thé five years after the war construction and
feconstruction provided -65 million square metres of dwellmg
space in 'the public and privaté, sectors, Even .if allowance is
made for the rclat:vcly large share of repairs, this compares
favonrably with the record of approximately 8o mxlhon square
metres built during the twelve years precedmg the . Second
World ‘War.~ ‘Since mf'ormatmn on reconstruction before the
¢énd’ of the ‘war is inicomplete, it is not easy to asséss the size of

. the Housing fund at’ the end of the reconstruction period. It

can, however, be estimated that somé 20 million square metres
of dwelling. space. were restored before the end.of hostilities, so
that between 1940 and 1950 the total. urban housing:fund was

enlarged: by some 85 million square. metres.” -As war-time losses

were, estimated by Voznesensky: at 60_million-square metres, the
net gain amounted .to, 25 -million  square :métres;} within the
pre-war tcmtory housmg space had: increased from 242 million
square métres in '1g40°to 267 million in ‘1g50.+ 'thn considering
Soviet: housing within :th¢ - présent boundaries, another 20° to
25-‘million - squarc ‘metres have'to- be dllowed for: the annexed
territories, giving a total of close on 300 million’square’ metres
or 4 square metres; (43 square feet) per head, of urban population.
Thus, by- 1950 thc ‘town* dwellcr had - ‘o more.- accommodanon

tAccordmg to‘l‘ SO‘MVY i(The: H;”'"IM,
)_*unhly - e ] 5 per

':So;uxe uvimn have- clauned t.lnl: dutrdyed dwdlmg lpwe lmounwdww

ml onoq e metres. < Tlmwuuldleave-net oﬁsmﬂh on squarc. métres only
See , “ The Dy of Hi Conuru ln the USSR
Que.rtmu Q/Ecmmkr No 9. ﬂoscow,‘lgsf A

1s




b £ et

norm. Mecanwhile .the housing programme of the fifth Five-
Ycar Plan has progressed at-an annual rate of approximatcly
27 million square metres, so that at the end of 1953 an average
dwelling spacc of 4.40 squarc metres (47 square fect) is likely
to have been available.*

UTILITIES AND AMENITIES

In the absence of more detailed records study of Soviet housing
must be confined largely to average conditions. As information
is scamy on dnﬁcrcnca in housmg facilitics in various gcographlcal
Tegions and in proportions of incomcs spent by various .wage
groups on accommodation and amenitics, it is difficult to measure
tegiorial and_social différentials. Yct in the Soviet Union
average “coniditions gxist as little as anywhere clse in the world.
Even visitors on short tnps have not failed to obscrvc obvious in-
¢qualities in housing, while travcllcrs biassed favourably towards
the Soviet. Union have recorded the existence of giant presugc
buildings side by side with slums. john Bcrgcr, reporting in
The New Statesman and Nation on his 1mprcsstons during a visit
to Moscow latc in 1953, stntcd

“ The suburbs-arc mostly wooden settlcmcnts of ‘one- or
two-storcy’ houses. Some arc ramshackle, - crooked affiirs of
-unplaned logs, others arc a little smarter, with the iwood

* fashioned and fretworked.- A little like Enghsh wllagc rallway
'stauons but thhout the roses, thc cosxnm "T

.In a, papcr of a dnﬁ'crent polmcal complex:on, Phxlhp Goodhart
who in the autumn of .1954 accompanied the British: Parlia-
mentary dclcgauon to..Russia, -reported similarly. about housmg
condmonsmMoscow" B T S TR FIPRIE

* This s ':"‘on!he' tion “that houisir g spac
terms-of, total : floor space. . It xs not. certain whether um is'so or not. Post-war
housmg statistics :are more, than thosc ay beforc the war. After

1948 several Soviét sources refer. 10 (otal ficor space uumd of *“dwelling space,”
¢ lheLartSole lopasdid, Vol. 16, Mcscow, 1952. | Al nstllnslheEccuon

ubluhed i Pranda on Febeuary 11, 1954, refer “ dwelling space "’

of 183 milrmn lqune metres having been constructed  in the post-war_years, i,
between .. 3. -This implics that |hrou§houl the post=war period housing
space has r\? oomuwndy in.terms of ™ dwdlmg 3] ce."_ -This does not
appear 10, bave ber.n the Ppractice under. the first_Five:Year, In’ alcuhung
houung spaceitis :sumcd in this study that*! total floor space " nt.ber dun -d
has been in use as an official measurement throughout the post-war pe;

Ir rumxv evidence should: show that. this has not always Leen the case, the housmg
daw would| have to be raised by about 50 per cent. for (he relevant penod

1 The New Statesman ond Natwn, London, December w, 1953. . :. B
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“The tall,:.isolated buildings (skyscrapers) will be an
‘impressive addition. to the .Moscow scenc. . But they are
architectural islands rising above a sea of slums.”*

. As rcccntjy as December, 1954, the Sovict Muustcr of Con-
struction, Nikolai Dygai, complamed in Moscow that Soviet
architects spend too much moncy on the fagades of buildings
and too little on interior cficiency and comfort. The principal
architéctural authorities werce attackcd for bcmg too  much
mﬂucnced by acsthetic consndcratxons, art for art’s sakc and
not sufficiently, interested in pracucabxhty, low cost and the
kind of dcsngn that. ﬁt.s in with, modern mdustnal methods,

By all accounts’ Moscow, - seen. more frequcntly by’ forexgn
visitors than other Russian citics; is the show piece of the Soviet

Union. 'But in 1939, the last year for which data had become -

available; accordmg o0 Vesclovskit, even in Moscow not’ morc
than one in every six dwellings had a bath, and 15 and 22 per
cent. respectively had no running water and no plumbing. It
is an invidious task to compare hou.smg space in different
countries, but Sovict writeds rarély resist the tcmptauon to attack
Western housing records when dealing with their.own building
problems. Most recently, B. Sokolov.in: his.article on. the .de-
velopment:-of housing . construction .in the U.S.S.R.. (quotcd
earlier) went .out :of;;his ‘way:. to,. emphasise : overcrowding -in
Western countries. as a;means, of cxploxtauon and of excessive
proﬁts In rcply to_such_ misinterpretations and provoganons

of .th

Ca companson scems. arrantcd Moscow_and the area_of the

on County Councll and Mct.mpohum Bomughs are roughly
comparablc in. populauon (seven mxlhon mhabltants) Acco_rdxng
t0: oﬂicnal Sovxct statmxcs, dun hc penod 194550, 2 total
of 1.5 million square metres of ou"smg space .was by
Moscow.} ~ During the same period, mare than'g million’s square

+
meétres: were: erectedin the ‘aréa: of :the London :Count annc:l

and- i~ Mctropobtan Boroughs,‘ iand,if: atcmporary > Jousing

(“=prefabs “):is ‘included,*the total -exceededt4 mxlhon~:quare
metres. Thus London built almost three times-as.much:Housing
space as Moscow in the‘,ﬁrst ﬁvo crucial years after the.war.::

" Oitside”thie” Metropolxs and ‘the chubhcan capltals :
building .and housing conditions " are* worse. Non—pcrmanent

§tructures still’ ‘prédominaté and:account/for almost half thie tirban

S BB Vieonk’
Moscow 1951,
RER R 5 Saushhn “Maik

i T
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dwelling space in the Soviet Union. As reported by T. Sosnovy,*
before the German invasion of the Soviet Union, water supply
was limited to 460 towns, plumbing to 140 towns and gas
installations to six towns. At approximately the same time, in
the R.S.F.S.R., the largest of the 16 Saviet Republics, less than
two-thirds of all urban dwellings were equipped with water
supply and.less than half had any plumbing.t Unti rgg4 it
kad been permitted under the by-laws to build houses without
installing these two essential utilides. In spite of the Russian
climate, before the last war only one in six urban dwellings had
central heating and only one in 10 a bathroom. On average
cach city dweller could take at most seven baths a year in one
of the mnxﬁdpal__b;th-houses and only onc per cent. of the
urban population lived in houses provided with hot water.
Since that time there has bcen some improvement, -but even
the most essential public utilities are still far from unjversal in

thc urban areas,

 PUBLIC COMPLAINTS

“The" Soviet ‘press ‘overflows with accounts of the lack of
bmldmgs and lousing amenities, ‘A few examples are here
chosen at random. On October 2, 1953, Jzvestiya reported from
Sverdlovsk, one of the new-industrial communities in the Urals : -
" ."One year after ‘the other the building programune of the
! town is ﬁdﬁllcd, after many mterrupuons, ‘only laxc in the
f' autumn or in the winitér . As a result houses are handed
in‘an mcomplcte condxuou The Town Committee
todecide the' ' difficult’ quauon “whether’ uncompletcd

- Houses” should “be’ occupxcd or whether they sho“ld remain

', empty uniil the spring.” ‘
i Inv1gs4: bmldmg was supposod to be mcreascd and. spccdcd
up in Sverdlovsk;.but on June .14, Pravda saw reason. to complain
that Jess..than: 8 per cent. of the annual pxogrammc had bccn
turned: over-for. occupation: . :

The ‘situdtion seems no’ bettér in oudymg districts and the
new, development areas, .From the North, Caucasus, Izvem_ya

ed on Januaw 7. l953

~~mumcxi>al service. The: populanon faccs senous shortagc of

 The Soviet Urban Housing Problem," Ths, American Slam ‘and
» Vol XII, December, 1932,

t B. B. Veselovaki, CowumMcEmwmwmergmmmq/Urbmm
Moscow, 1951,
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..water, the town was virtually without electric light at the
appro_ach of winter and the bath-house was woiking irregularly
(In spite . of complaints), Jzoestiye readers. report that

. thc ntuanon in Georgievsk has not improved a bit.”

' .From Kazakhstan, Pravda reported on May g, 1953 :
“ The Karaganda Bmldmg Board had to open 4.,000 square
metres of housing space. The task was fulfilled by only
“+8,5 'per ‘cent; i"but’the :Board showed that the-plan-had’ been
! fulfilled ‘by-'135:8" pcr cent; In the first quarter of 1g5g the
**'Board carried- out its' plan of house-building by tos.2 per cent.
" in'roublés ;'*but on-handing over' the houses -for use “the
B 'lan'bad been fulﬁlled by only 8. 3 pcr omt" ) -

Most tellmgv of all is.a pcrso story told in, Iae.rtya of
-Dccembcx: 2, 1953.: St skt
“ulilnithe ‘Frunze: dxstnct of Moscow hvcd ‘a ‘man: whose ccxlmg
o pemstently'dnpped :Onedayhe went to the housing authorities
*/- to‘complain: *It- was:far from 'the firstitithe: that ‘he had done
~+so; butihé was:interviewed by an: official: ‘obviously: unfamiliar
* withwuthe' case: After’ ‘listening “to; what- he had to- say, ‘the
++latter suggated ‘that he :should ‘call again in’a week's :time.
=i-At#this* the v:s:toricxploded = “Aweek’s time ! “Do.- you

-know how long- I‘have: been'calling-in aboutthis matter ?
" .For 520 weeks'! That'is, for nnr]y ten years . . .. A check

-of the oﬁice files showed the man’s claim to be quite true. -

. "The carliest’ documcnt on’ ftcord “was datcd ‘1944, and the
;latm August 1953 PO ; i

As long as. uuhua and’
xt is small wonde.r 1f perso

ities remam dlfﬁcult to obta.m,
afiential “posts abuse’ their
when' they become

¢ who ‘had bought.v '
and other valuablés at ‘at su.rdly low pnca. A mqmber of the
Central Committee, ‘Zarandiya, of “a “distric
Execunve Committee, P:hya, were cnucned

* There: are other pcople [Mzhavanadze is rcported to

saxd] who in the course. of time,climb the: ladder of oﬁ"xcxaldom ‘

-and then-cut thcmsclves off ﬁom ordmary peqple -and lose a.ll
“propér ‘feelings ‘of humility : “thesé” peopleé: at’art to. acqmre
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" property and are prepared to-evict' three or four families from
- their apartments so that they can enjoy ample accommodation
- themselves. "They are cqually capable, after “acquiring such

accommodation, of ledving it and putting in one of their own
friends. The ncwspaper. Kommunisi recently published a very
good article on this suchct but nught very well have given

o many more hames.”* "

.--thn holders of - }ugh. Party ofﬁce bccomc ’mvplvcd m casu
o!' embczzlcmcm, small local officials can- hardly be. expcctcd to
remain, honest men. ;.: Many..instances .of  pettiness, . corruption
and bribery on the par(.of officials. arc reported throughout the
Sovict press.  One such case, reported onJuly 3, 1953, by. Pravda
.occurred on the Arbal, in the heart of Moscow. There, tenants
living in grossly “overcrowded - conditions; - allowed *theémselves
to be bribed into letting their house manager-live in the: corner
of itheir. communal kitchen -after the: had promised to. substitute
.gas for their ‘paraffin stoves. -.Be they . major or minor, offenc es
-of.this kind are a.reflection‘onithe:differences that have developed
-in:Soviet society:during{the g5 years since :the revolutionaries
undertook to_.abolish:.all privilege.:;: They can only occur:in a
society in-which persons of some:official or social status consider
themselves: pnvﬂegcd -and,divorced .from- those to whom- thcy are
supposcd;to gnvc mora.l xf not pohucal lcadcrshxp

Evcn at thc low lmng standards sull prcvaﬂmg in the Soviet
Union, the.citdzen may. feel rmsonably saisfied 30 long as.the
‘burden of a g:ga
faxrly cvcnly by all

¢ been denied’ oﬂicnal support.. - An
uslnal labour'to. obtam eq

Differentiation has bccn rnadc an’ mtcgral part of Sow )
lcgulauon Sxmllarly “the’ sca.rcxty of housing and the lick of
‘ameriities Fave béen’ used as incentives ‘anid rewards throughout |
Sowet industry. *“‘Since 'the 'iggos' factory'‘managérs havc ‘been

* Zerya Vostoka (mnm Rus:an hnguage dufy p:npcr m lhc Gcorglan S.S R ) i
‘February |B 1954 ’
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ofﬁcmlly encouraged- to use their- workm cottages for purposcs
of securing’labour: - As housing remains scarce; it is allocated so
as:'to* attract: new- and ‘to- reward: old Jabour 'and to ' maintain
dxsc:phnc among both: If:the average ‘dwelling space is small
by ‘any st‘andards, the -size:"of ‘accommodation’ available to
unskitled labour is-abysmal-;vitst condition is ‘often appallmg
In hostels:itiis limited to’ ‘‘ not léss thari 4.5 square hetres ’

(48 'square 'fcct) **:Most telling- i ;this respéct is the 'provision
of thé+housing legislation - ‘which- ‘forbids “the scttlmg of families
in:dormitorics ‘which -have not bée -‘pamuoncd off into rooms.*
However; tinexceptional casa, 1t ‘gives - spcaal pcnmmon’ o
accommodate two familics'in“one! aiid ‘thé:same room:’  Tn 1950
the accomimodatioi in-hostels: of 4! dormitory ‘type of workers'
and their familiesitwas* forblddcn' 3y the " Ministry: of Light
Industry, ‘butiitiis not:known' whether?the original*r g-ulauon
has been'restinded throughoit: Soviet mdustry SRR 1

) [or.\ccrtam»profq;n nal,—clasd*,, such asscmor
senior -officials ;of; Govcrnment dcpart-

rises,; scientists, : .specua.hsts, rartists;

abour., ; :Senior members of .the;

édﬁplemcn(ary accommodauon. (51 Iim'

% mI

R "Bom.’uh' "unlnlwm for ‘the’ Uld nhm,p/' [.mnl $
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No information is published on the amount of living space
set aside for the privileged classes. But the secret Plan for 1941,
a copy of which fell into. German hands during the war and which
has now been reproduced by the American Council of Learned
Socicties®, is revealing in this respect. In one year the plan
provided for residential construction on behalf of the .Council
of People’s Commissars and of Al-Union - Ministries and
departments, a dwelling -space of more than 50,000 square
metres.. 'The:.plan also :‘disclosed astonishing discrimination
between various departments.and industries ; those regarded. as
of importance, such as the Council of Pcoplcs Commissars, the
State Bank and the State Planning -Commission; were, able to.
allocate to building -more than. a:-quarter of their; capital in-.
vestment. programme.:; Against: this, domestic ‘trade, light and
local :industries . were . entitled . to. . an sinvestment - in .housing:
amounting to less than 6 per. cent. only-of their;total: capital:
allocation.

~Thethistory of privileges-in housing'is as old-as:Soviet' soc:cty
As: far ‘back- as' 1926 the pmfasxonal mtelhgcntsla‘ ‘enjoyed ‘a’
dwelling space 'of 7.70 square metres’ ‘(83 square feét) whenithe
average amounted ‘to ‘only '5.85 ‘square métrés’ (63, squanc‘fcet)

per-head. At that time ‘three-quarters’ of ‘all‘industrial ‘workers

and “half--of all- employees thad less: than® the~average: “After
1928 no data:was published on the distribution’of dwelling space’
among different social classés:* ‘But it is'known that’at the ‘end’
‘of ! the:first’ Five-Year Plan’ the actommodation’ of thiners ‘and’
workers in'the metal industriés had fallén more thati‘the niational
_ average and ‘that at the end of 'the sécond Five-Year Plan’ ‘mote’
than “one-third ‘of ' all - workmg—class families -in"‘Moséow “and
Leningrad occupied: ‘only part'of one room of lived:in communal
barracks. The improvement in ‘thé living - mndards ‘of pro--
fessionals' and officials-had' been-achieved at: ‘the ‘expense of‘the:
working class. That this trend continued Lhroughout the- t.hu'd
Five-Year Plan is borne out by a survey carried out the: nd
of thc war by T. Sosnovy among dxsplaced pcrsons

casily be. established, but itis lxk:ly to be subslannal Accordmg

to the population census of 1939, thc “mtelhgentsxa" numbered,
bctwcen tr and 12 millions. In a broadcast from Moscow on.
Septcmbcr 9, 1953;. Acadcnuc:an V. V. Nikolayev spoke of as
many as 15 million people now. belongmg to the new. Sovzet

* The ‘1941 -State Plan for the. Development: of the N .," ny of the USSR
Mosww, 1041 } .
¢ Soviet Urban Honsmg Problcm " The Amwm Slanumd
East &wm “Vol."XII, December, 1952."
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intelligentsia. Allowing for their families, between one-sixth
and one-fifth of the population must be reckoned to belong- to
this stratum of Soviet socicty. Not all of them rank automatically
among those entitled to special. privileges. . But their number
is far-from small, and it is likely to have grown in recent years.
It is not difficult to visualise the dismal nature of the accommoda-
tion which provides every working man and his family with less
than ‘half the dwelling space.available to the privileged classes.

OWNERS AND TENANTS

CItis as an element of the clas structure of Soviet. soczcty rather
than in any other context that the private sector. of housing . must
be considered. In an attempt to put an end to the privileged
posmon of the”urban’ bourgeoxsle of Tsarist nmes, one of the
main assaults ‘of the Revolution ‘was directed agamst the ownexs
of hous ‘property. For reasons of cxpcdxency in ‘later ‘years
Certain’ ‘concessions ‘were made to thc pnvate sector . but,” a:
mdu.s(:nahsauon gamcd momentum, pnvatc uuuauvc' was
dxscoul;aged and public building was given preferential treatment.
After “the, ‘Sécond World 'War, whcn hounng was daperatcly
sca.rcc, the authorities rmrted once- more 'to old jents.
By ! decrees of ‘August,’ 1943 and May, 1944, individuals and
faxmlx quhmg to build their own homes’ were’ granted loans
of up ‘to ',ooo roubles rcpayable in7to 10 ycam Consolxdated
in'thé decree of August, 1948, on the: nght of citizens to’ buy ‘dad
budd mdmdua.l houses, the: lcgulauon authoms Sovxet citizens
10’ erect or purchase for personal use ofé or two-storcy ‘housés
consisting ‘of not more than’ five rooms on plots not cxccedmg
600 square metres (o 14 acres) in urban districts or 1,200 square
metres (0.3 acres) in rural areas. By the decree the owners.are
cnutlcd to use the plots in perpetuity and to bequeath their. houses,
but, in case they leave them, their usuﬁ:uct title.to the land on
which, thcy .stand . ceases. _Thus in 1948 more_ far-rcachmg

" concessions were made to dxe principle of pérsonal property: than

had prmously bccn considered compatible with, Soviet doctrine,

Ever sincé its promulgation this decree has figurcd prommently
in_.Soviet: publicity. From time to time it has been cited as
cvidence:of a new era of free-choice for the individual. - Outside
the Soviet -Union it has been hailed at times as a Magna Carta

of private property. An analysis of the lcgislauon and -its-

implementation*hardly bears out such an mtcrpretauon. First

of -all, 'more than  two-thirds of urban housmg remain within

. the public ‘sector.’ Only a small proportion of new’ bmldlng
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will - benefit ‘from the provisions of the new lcgislation. Its
importance can be gauged only in the light of the existing
possibilities  and: costs of private building. As in the past, the
industry of building materials is in thc hands of the Statc and
caters predominantly,.if not exclusively, for the public sector.
Consequently,: 'materials for private builders are scarce "and
expensive. : This-is all the more so since-materials arc sold to
private builders at retail prices-and are consequently burdened
with a turnover tax which State organisations do not have to
pay. Current pricc differcntials are not known, but, to citc a
pre-war example, . in 1940 the price of cement fixed for sale to
private builders was 350 foubles per ton, or five times as much
as: that ‘charged to ‘State building orgamsauom. In these
arcumstanccs, only a'small-élite can afford a pnv:uc housc.

,Quotauons for, bulldmg costs and house prices are not ¢asily
obta.mablc nowadays.in. the Soviet ‘Union, but in 1953 ordinary
two-roomcd bungalows bmlt m provincial towns were l\nownt
to cost at least 30,000 roublcs. 'As the State loan covers at best
onc-thu'd of this price, few wagc-carners are in a posnuon tgown
a bungalow. . Moreover, the burden of repayment is. hcavy_
Though at 2 per cent, the interest rate is low, in most cases the
loan "has to be repaid within a period of 7 ycars., This means,
that the amount duce to be rcp;ud may absorb as much as 20 per.
cent. of the average annual wage. This is a heavy commitment
for wage-carners.  What on the face of it rmght appear Jike -a,
return to the days’ of the New, Econormc Pohcy is, therefore, in
fact K “device by w ch a pnvxlcgcd group - of profm:onals
managers and workmg-class aristocrats . are. granted onc more
favour to separatc them from the mass of their fellow counuymcn.

““Most of the latter live as tenants in flats or houses Gwred by
State organisations, local soviets and industrial enterprises. These
dwellings are likened at times to the. houses built by ¢ity councils
in ‘the countries of the ' Western world ; "and some of them:may
well'sustdin such'a comparison.. However, most of them provide
less than mlmmum standards ‘of space, scrvice and utility,”In
these circumstances, the official' claim that rents in thé Soviet
Union arc lower than elsewhere is rather disingenuous. .

= Although public biousing construction is-undertaken at varymg
cost by several agencies,T by local soviets and industrial ¢nterprises,
rents are fixed by law rigidly and uniformly throughout the

.*N. Jasny, Soviet Prices of Producers! Goods.  Stanford, Ca!ifon'\ia; 1953,

it On .the national fevel, as well as in the Republias, the Ministries of Urban and
Ruml Building sct up in lhe autumn of. 1954 now replace the xmemmen!al agcncnu
fotmerly ‘responsible for housing.
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country.: . After-having:been -abolished in-:1g21, the payment.of
rents-was re-introduced a year later, i-In June, 1926, it.was put
on.an-All-Union«basis..- Tnspite-of violent price .inflations; the
basic:rént scale 0fi0.26 to 0.44 roubles. persquare metre pcr month
ﬁxcd at t.he ume, bas: rcmamcd in forc L

m Oof 1I.
l,v MR AL Siy rh-s

ihg tenan %;,’ho

b 'ﬂ(;:YL w: :
.t.h mos &cnual mprovcmcnts 0 /il
a“ Aty 1B »mna )n\

a, réﬂccnou o£’umformly low'standards o[ housmg - ,At.curtcnt
average«wage :lévels] :the ~tom]: out.lay| for: housmg, mcludmg
water, plumbing, hcatmg and lighting, may be estimated at
dmately ccnt. of pctsonal'mcomc. rIn |the :hxghcr

o

§ obtan, &d' mamly'fro thc«tumovcr tax, *which- wcxghs heawst
on’the lowést inicome gro hus, whilc:at: first:glance: Soviet
Tents Scel low,‘m‘fact they rcpraent 4 considerable burden upon
oW cller“ in his¢ capacxty both :;s tenant a.nd as taxpaycr.

A
< (L.x 2 rxh

feedt L g U
- ""since Stalm s dcath,’ Sovm I g poll h as unde gonc
_further changes. . At the thc chtce_gth P-trty Cdr‘lgrcss ih Octobcr,
1952, Malenkoy: cxprpsed '_slggncgm with thgj }musm
whcn he stmcd !hat, daplte thc: greauvolumc of, constructxon

* S. Bomash, Regulaiions for- the Utilisation of Living'Specé. Leningrad, 1953, . ;% .
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there is an acute housing shortage everywhere.”* The lesson
drawn from this state of affairs was reflected in the directives of
the fifth Five-Year Plan, which laid down that “a broad pro-
gramme of Statg housing construction should be provided in
the . . . Plan, increasing capital investment for this purpose
approximatcly 100 per cent, as compared with the previous
Five-Year Plan.”f Stalin’s -successors promised the Russian
citizen that they would give Soviet economic policy a * new look.”
At first the emphasis was on consumer goods, but recently
the need for improved living quarters has been given a great
deal of prominence.  After some months in which the building
industry was much criticised, activities were indeed inteénsified
in the public as well as in the private housing sector. Even if
allowance is made for the exaggeration caused by recording
new housing in terms of total floor rather than dwelling space,
building appears to have been intensified by comparison with the
period of the first post-war plan when, in any event, a great deal
of building was in the nature of repair rather than new con-
struction. Capital investment in the public housing sector_has
been stepped up from 16,200 million roubles in 1952 to 25,500
million roubles .planncd for 1954, . At the same time the pro-
portion of total investment earmarked for ousing has been raised
from -11.3 to 13.7 per cent. Recently it' was reported that
during the first three years of the current plan, 83 million square
mietres or 70 per cent. of the custent Five-Year Plan target had
been completed, and that the building of private ‘houses, which
‘in the past had lagged badly behind, would be increased. to
4 million square metres in 1954. Thus the public, as well as
the private, sector:of building: appears to be ahead of schedule,

Although - these . changes represent marked improvements,
they must be scen in their proper perspective. The. present
Government of the Soviet Union is more flexible in carrying out its
.economic policy than was the case during the Stalinist ecra.
On the other -hand, the changes that have taken place clearly
amount to little more than a marginal shift. While total invest-
ment during 1954 in the public housing sector stands at 25,500
million roubles, investments in industry and expenditure on
.armaments are calculated at 90,000 and 100,300 million roubles
respectively.  Thus the Government’s interest in heavy industry
.and defence still ranks considerably higher than in the civilian
requirements of urban dwellers, :

" & Report to the Nineteeath Party Congress on the Work of the Central Com-
e Pof he C.P.S.U. (B Moscow, 1955, e e ©

4 Divctices of the ffth Five-ear Plan. Moscow, 1952.
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In the selection of building targets the emphasis is predomin-
antly on the grandiose.: ‘Current plans largely date back to the
Stalin: era, and:none of them seems to have been amended,
let. alone scrapped, since Stalin’s successors -took office.. The
most remarkable of the completed buildings is the State University
on the Lenin Hills; covering almost 800 acres. It is reported-to
be the- highest . building in Europe, the elevated centre part
being 239:metres (784 feet) high. - The total size of the building
is said:.to. be 2.6 million cubic metres (go -million cubic feet)
and it is to be surrounded in the next few years by a huge buxldmg
complex of 2. mllhon square métres housing xpace * .

. The most monumental buxldmg planncd is likely to be the
Soviet pantheon ‘to be built to the eternal glory of the Soviet
Union’s heroes and leaders. Its place will ‘also' be on the Lenin
Hills. -According: to Pravda’of July 4; 1g54; it is the wish of the
Council* of Ministers:that the’ pantheon:be simple, monumental
and ‘nmposu:g ‘Its built-up-area is not 0 exceed 80,000 -cubic
metres’ (2. 8 million ! cubic feet):':Tombs :are to ‘be -placed in

such ‘a‘way that' they: will easily" _bc scen by the workers
marching past. In this way a gigantic centre of the Com-
munist cult will grow on the South-western outskirts of Moscow,
flanked by “the umvcmty and “thé pantheon on cither side.
Other gmn; prestige buildings up to g8 storeys high were planned
up to quite recently,-but the ‘All-Union :Conference of Builders
held in December, -1954; seems to have soundcd the death-knell

for tall bmldmgs

Beyond' the Léiiin Hills much’of the Metropbln wxll continue
for a long time to cousist of simple and often ramshackle working-
class houses overcrowded to bursting point. According: to'.a
recent. geographxcal ‘publication-‘on’ Mosoow'l', -almost half the
dwelling space bm]t in 1953 was'contained in’ buxldmgs of eight
or more storeys. ' Side by side- with these new blocks of flats
most of the:existing. structure;.is in;.a. state -of.. dxlapldanon
Outside Moscow, ‘housing: condmons  may-be, expectcd to remain

‘Ithm!uuungloeompuethnmthlupminlhe'ﬂﬂuw Znou
Vastoka of February ¢, 1954, which complained xannonm " mmy?e:mdent
hostels in the city, and ol'u:umdentnulancnt, in which live 2,500 students
ofthe University,” in rwm; terms: “In the corridors there is the hea

smell associated with bad The g

naihcloumdmwlhewau-.or from window fasteners. It is cold in the
hoatels. . Some . providen ve furnished themselves with oil stoves for

dngthdxmml Intheudabloc.kumuovehuheuimﬂlled,tbechimq
of which sticks out through the window . . . The regulations governing living space
are not observed. Fourpeoplclivein:roomofu squarc metres."”

1 U. G. Saushkin, Mogkoa. Moscow, 1953.’
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worse than in the capital for many years to come. It is not with-
out significance that at a timec when 400 new:factories for ‘the
production of reinforced:concrete units arc to be set up and:the
emphasis is on blocks of workers'. flats, the programme. for the
private housing sector ‘envisages -200,000 " individual -dwellings
with a total floor space of 4 million square metres. -This means
that the average floor space in this new venture will be 2o square
metres (218 square feet). Thus the living space of the:Russian
family is unlikely to -increase for the timc.being. As.far: as is
known, the provision of 1947 under which people living in kitchéns,
corridors and’ closets arc ‘not .to 'be made statutory: tenants has
not yet been rescinded, The samc scems to be truc of the
rcgulauon that accommodation in barracks shall not bc lus than
4 squarc metres per hcad )

-. These..legal: prows:ons gwc an idea of the. dcgrce of over:
crowdmg that still exists.in: theSoviet. Union.  In hougng as
in other sectors of Soviet: :society .dwarfs:still have to exist-in ;the
shadow  of giants.. To--paraphrase George Orwell’s fa.mqqs_
words. — all are equal,-but. somc arc more cqual than others.

““MEASURE MENTS !

t metre” © e “t.0g yards’ w328 fcct’
I square metre = 1.20 squarc yards == 10,76 square feet:" i

A
Tt

1 culf:i.q‘r_nmg‘ = 1.31 Gubic ynrds == 85.91 cubic fecp B

.. i Lyad ;== 300 feet: ! - ==’ 0.91 metres R
' 1square vard . =, 9.00 square,feet (= o&;’qmmem e
1 cubic yard = 27.00 cubic feet = = 076 cubxc metres

R e L ge

1 oot - 033 yand:‘ R o.so’metru' ’
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QUOTATIONS FROM SOVIET SOURCES

“FOR DECISIVE IMPROVEMENT OF SERVICES
OF THE POPULATION"

Extract from a speech by Mikoyan, Former Soviet Minister of Trade
(frota Xommunist and Pravda, March u, 1954)«

“It is well known to all that our weakest ‘spoi the p A
JSor the wrban population. While in the tphem of i unprovmg the fecdmg of the
population, the supply of clothing and fc have been
achieved, the construction of houses still lags bekind the dwp Iy increased requirements
o the pa[mlabon

‘* It is necessary to bear in mind !hndunngt.bcwno houses were built
and a large number were destroyed. At lhcumc time tbcgrowzb of the
urban population, in view of the ¢ of industry after
the war, is’ proceeding’ at pganuc spcod Tbat is why our Government
is now laying down particularly higher speeds for the ooutrucuon of
housing compared with industrial and -other constr and is
‘of all economic arganisations that the building of houses should have priority,

' * The need for houses is 10 great and so far outstrips our present possibilities,
that, despite the rapid growth of housing construction carried out by our
State organs, there are not enough houses.

v Thetd’ou, it is also necesuary to "develop widely mdmdual housing
construction and co-operatives for housing construction.

“ The de\:lmnt of trade in building materials and ﬁmshed parts, as
well as in s ised “houses built by constructional organisations on the
orders of citizens and at their cxpense, as well as credit assistadce and the
utilisation of the population’s savings for hounng construction, would facilitate
solution of an acute task which is bound up with the well-being of the people.
And indeed manyuuzuuhavcsavmgxmdanmkenvmgsmotda(o
cover .in time the cost both Jof an individual house and also a flat.in a
cooperative house.” : .

“LIVING IN LENINGRAD" A

(Extracts from S. Bomash, Rzgulcmm' JSor the Utilisation of qung Spaa
» 1953.) - :

[This book is mtcndod to explain t.be working of housing laws to the general
reader, and, in particular, to those living in Leningrad. The preface to the
book states that legislative and instructive material valid and still in force
up to April 15, 1952 has been used.]

(i) (On the question of housing dispules among members of a single family.)

* For example : the lessee who together with his wife, daughter and brother
occupied two rooms, died. The brother had been occupying this living
Space some years previous to the death of the lessee and claims that one of thc
roorns should be assigned to him on the basis of an independent lease
The widow and daughter oppose his demand. They regard the brother of
the deceased lessee not as a member of the family, but as a teaant who occupwa
this place on a sub-letting basis without any independent right to using the
living space, and demand his eviction from the space oceupied by him.»
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(i) (Dulmg with grounds for the Iment of lease contracts.)
““If'the lasee lnd the miembers of his family make it impossible by their
duct for other ts to live jointly with them in the same flat or room, in

which case only those people whose ‘actions have made joint habitation im-
possible are subject to eviction.”
(iid) (Cnrct;rmuncu in whlch luung :pa:e over aml abnu mmlmau isto be taken
away.,) *7

(a) * Mother and 11. yar-old son occupy - two rooms, ol' 25 and 20 1q.
metres respectively.. There is no surplus to be taken away since, in the event
ol'uldngoneof\ieroomsaw:y,mothun.ndwnwo«ddbe forced to'live in
the .same. room. ﬂlewnweseluduna:nyunold “then it would be.
possible to take away: the room of 25 3q. metres, leaving llkmmqfao 1g. meires
whnchnsuﬂiuem rorlvaeope, dw y living norm,ﬁr
the use qfllu mallur Md o

.{8). Hu.lbu:d wd'c, 12 yw-old son, uul 15 ye-z-old daughtcr oocupy

isolated 1 moms of 20, 18 and 16 sq. metres mpecuvely There is no

surplus room, since it would be mpomble oom; y to put the brother
into the sister's room, or the tister into the broth~r’s room, in view of their
ages, or to put their parents into different rooms, i.¢. mother with the daughiter
or the father with the son.  Ifin the given case the age of either of the children
were less than, xoyenu ‘then uwon!dbcpoublewukclwaythemroom
of 'i8 sq. metres since in that event the child under 10 could live in one room
with his parents and, the sister or brother could live in the othernoom “the
ic space of the mm«ha@aﬂﬁrﬁvm
¢ Mo oocupymmhudmomofnandm
$q., metres Themuqfxg;q Maum&;«lbbmguhuawq,
umpecu‘ thenguoﬁhedmghm”« )

' «GEORGIAN. HOUSING" -

4 Extnct from' statement- by V:*P.-Mzhavanadze, First: Semtuy o(' tbe
Centnl (me Za_n -Vubka, Febmary 18, 1954.)

'I‘lﬂu. Therexslsornge ol‘pubhc bathandtbe»
operation is unsatisfactory. ' The towns of Tiflis'and Rustavi still suffer

from -
:hortag\s ol' dnnkmg water, althongh it u ‘now ughteen months nnoe the
' There is'alsoa dri water

lhomgeinxuumandPou,andthemunowawr ly whatever in Sam-
Gatdlbalu Urban

 tredia,’ Ochamchuc, Zugdadl Gah,‘Tsuluhdze

attention:is; paid;

has'been’ :
od republican, and
- only :per-cent. of the_plan for*con-
! ’mdutheequlv:lcnto(ashorugcofzc,ooosq
mictres; a' space hrge enough to house caily6,400-people: or!a,000:families..
" The* bmlden of the: republ:c will have to:answer:for: this state- oflﬂ'un to the.

‘Party!=:Plans for:housing were notifulfilled; by1be Mlnutry‘oﬁthe,Fooamﬁ
Industry ‘or: by, the former Ministries ‘of 2N . ,_uu! .Holising
and " Civil" . -Primiti 1 a8 ion{mustube
d >d’and! ist' follow 't ik mViMMowow,
-Kiev# Minskyands “townis : by using{ : +: Forj thigiit is
. uscnual ‘that’ phnnmg bodies" lhouidishndndue ithe componmu {of

3t .




buildmgs so that the advantages of mass production can be secured. Between
?4 t?;r,g, the concrete and ferro-concrete products works at Tiflis con-
led by the Ministry of Howsing and Civil Construction must be put into
operation ; a number of auxiliary building mlteruls undertakings must
be completed in Kutaisi."”

“A MATTER OF LOW PRIORITY"

(From-Trud, Mos~ow, February 19, 1953.)

 Three times last year, in February, May and October, thc Praesidium
of the Central Committec of the Trade Union of Building Workers considered
the situation in the building industry. In July thc same question came before
the Plenum of the Central Committee of the union. 1.: time the Deputy
Minister for the Building Industry assured the Central Commmee that measures
were being introduced to climinate the backlog and to speed up building.

“ The words of the Ministerial heads do not, however; coincide with their
déeds, as the results of the housing p show. It is due to them that
workers and emplayees of the buildimg industry have not received 170,000 muu melres
of; housing space due'to them. This means thousands of new dullings and reoms
which . working-class families wgk! to ‘have been able to occupy. The nmnuon is
equally unsatisfactory’ when it comes 1o the construction of cultural bui
Nine schools and 56 kindergartens remain uncompleted and (he plan for
erection ofcrédu:wu not ever: fulfilled by 20 per cent. -

“ In Pushkin Strect, No.nﬁ,' Klarkov,ablocko(ssﬂauubungbmlt
for a boiler factory. At the end of last year it was :uppond to be ready for
occupation but plans still lie where ‘floor boards should be, window frames
have not been fitted and nobody knows when d:emucuawil.lbemdy
The foreman reports : ¢ For a week we have been cutting holes into the walls
for the heating system, butaxbmplm,wacmkwgumgmx This is

_not a building site, but a museum of antiquities.’

“ The fact that the Ministry of Construction anmk lndusu-y lelves

&ephmfubmmmnaﬂylmfulﬁuedwu ioned at the Ni
Party. Congm. Nevertheless, the heads of the Ministry did not draw. the
1 from ism but. reg: “t.bercl«d'qfthc using
:hwh‘tfnlh:wwqua:amaaofbwpnoﬁl] . ,

]
“IN ONE ‘'FLAT*. )

: . (thwdajtdvs, 1953.) T .
- Onc could hardly doubt the worthy intentions of the- tenants of the. ﬁﬁhl
flit in house number 4y on the-Arbat in cxpmmg .2 modest desire -to- have:

gas installed in“thieir kitchen “Indeed, was it not-humiliating for them to see
ng‘installed -in all ‘the" nughbounng houscs whxht

snow-whité’ gas stoves-being
here panfﬁn sioves smoked just as they alvayshad ?-
. “TInto the. ﬂnt one da) nme the house mmga" Zhasikov. ,‘Do
wantgu"hcask glm_mdlhe!cmutsvcrypleuedmthmch
a. promising start versation. . * You' ough ! contmucd‘
Zh:nkov.‘thatl,yourm er,luvenowbereto ve Ry N
“ This strange tumn of events bewildered the tenants. S!ill

soon quite clear. - The manager, as they say, showed his urds

to have gas installed. in: the flat if they would give him a_bit .of !hc ldtchen
tolive in. - For, k it.was to make some comtmchonnl
changet .in -the - kitchen. in. order: to instal gas.- . Usi . this. circumstance,
Zharikov was trying to drag_the tenants into- hh lmle ot. ; They, naturally

- refused. to take:part-in such a:dishonest game. , Alfter a few days the manager,

CEb LD VAR

was forced o retieat. : Now.he, agreed. to. take part of the kitchen only. tem-
rarily: .until he obtained :a.room. i another houle Ihe tenants belwved
Eoum and agreed tyield him a bit.of the kitchen.- Az N
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 Zharikov kept hu word The long-awuwd g3 was installed. But,

a3 was.to, be e pe ught many Aler recon-
struction the k wu 1l md two farnihu had nawhcn: to put their
tables. The kitchen b Time puud. On one not
reilly pleasant dny for Zharik he dismissed  and p

beag of State funds, * At last we ahall get our kitchen back.’ nld the

tenants, . But things did not turn out like that. . The new manager took no
-otice of their resolute. protats and msulled in the h!cheu the -porter. lnd
his family of -five.

“*Thus, since 1948, the tenants of &hu ﬂnt. have been umble to hbente
their kitchen. They tried to defend their lawful rights and appealed to the
Kiev. District Council for. help. No(hm; pencd, however. “In reply to
their.completely justified:claims they reeet | & notice on-which was printed
in.black and white : -* The -would . i you_ that a
checkuniedwlonthespothuehblisbedthefollowm .-in place of
the part of the kitchen taken from .you, . shed of appmxumtely the same
area was turned into a kitchen. Sngned uty Chairman of the Execuu
Counml of Kiev' District’ Council, N. Mokhov y

** This, to-say the least, strange solution .of .the wmnu' pressing p roblem
unnot bear criticism. You see; the fifth flat is'on the third floor. ‘Just for
the. running from the-third storey- to .the..trans-

formedahed in: theya:dandyouwﬂlugmthanhemy‘dguuonunmply
a mockery.: Inany case this was only aa offshoot of .th fantasy .of .the
inspector commissioned to sort out the case.- . The shed. transformed. into.a

chantnctCom\ollookmtomuautndcascwgetoutofub.yfomal
acusu?" R C

“THE HOUSE WITH THE COCKERELS" -
ByN Labkoviki and A..Uzlyan... (Froml('mkdil Dec:mber:o, 1958.)°

Ty Househiolds in Kurik had an argument.” “The  tetiants’in No/ ‘gz )

Radnhchcv Street” assérted: that their house was the’ worst-built of lny in
town,’ whilst the m;nbmnu of No.19’in’ Lenin Smeet-defended themsel
'“‘Ohnol Any!hmgekeyouhkg.hau "
we mfuse to nge up bottom place to anybody.’ o -

ient threatened todcvclop into a row. To pu::fy the dupunnu
wevmled thhous«:onthcfoonngafun -observers. It.lurnedou;
thiat the: :dispute -was:not based ion‘idle es... 'No. 52, “Radishchev Street
is certainly. thoroughly .badly built, but. No. 19, Leain: t:eet is mll worse.
Althelaymggoes,’ ‘eouldno:bewom: i e

‘¢ Ivan Petrovich, can youhmme?" ’

* * Not only hear you, but I can see you,’ replied the other.

“ We do not insist that this story originated in Kunk, but it is qun.c
possible.

“ The doctor who lives on the third floor of the house we are talking about
knows when his neighbour on the d floor has a touch of bronchitis, .

and immediately sends him medicine.

“ The scientist on the second floor invariably knows when his acighbour
below goes to bed. The ncighbour has a habit of smoking before going to
sleep. . No sooner has smoke begun to come up through the cracks in the =

. Acor than the scientist puts away his typewriter. His neighbour is settling
down—-the noise of the machine mnght disturb him.
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“ The girls on the first floor once told their friend from the second floor :

‘“‘We had guests yesterday, Just then you turned on your radio. So
we danced all evening to your music.’
*“* You are wrong,’ rephed the friend. * The radio was turned on in the
surgeon’s room above ours.’
““It-is said that last year at the modest: ceremoriz usewarming, the
ukhn.lh. welcamed the

manager of the Kursk trust ol‘ communal building,
bml Y u:’rworci]s‘ i g eithu ‘thall hs! Wchavei
t a house of 35 tsoryou,equppcdw: the lutaplunou
In each flat there is, 30 to speak, a ba P
©“ In actual l'lcl, in cach flat there is—"° 5o to speak "—a bath, The
ommed one minor detail.  Of 35 only 15 have taps. And a bath without a
tap is perbars useful for the record. Inicidentally, the baths are not empty.
or a lack of cupboards, which' the absent-minded builders forgot
topu thetemmsmethemforuonge
“To all other sounds in the house ‘there is added the constant, distant
sound of a waterfall. At first the tenants dreamed of storms at sea. Now
they arc used toit. Their ears are attuned. - Someuma zhcylet&u a curse
about the Slavut factory of Glavstoikeramika, which is the ‘ producer *- of
these sound effects.  The fittings of the cisterns ‘made by the factory withstand
thcmmprmumfo:nocm«edxmtwomond’u n the cisterns leak:
‘The st try with them. Herzchtu: md once
upon a time, * Everyt!ung flows.”

It s difficult to list all the * improvendents * which ‘the builden bave
doors, which'act without any pneumatic
ou: a principle of plain drying out ; ulf-opmxng windows, ‘and &ont~
door letter boxes of special construction. In the front door, ly ‘good
cracks have appa:ed thmugh which the postman can mdy push letters
and newspapers.

¥

‘“ But the greatest technical achi of the building is an original
solution of the pmblan ofamﬁcul climate. 'I'hehuung system is so
that each fioor has its own season of the year.. . On.the first floor it.is winter,

Peter Petrovich Skarlato, actor of the Kunk Obla.rl ‘Dramatic’ Theatre, \_vhq
secured a flat on the first floor, never plays the puno except wrapped. in a
fur coat and a warm muffler. - At the ‘same time on the'second floor it is
high summer. Little Vova Karamonov does his morning exercises dressed
only in'a pa.u' ofshom On the third' floor it is sub-tropical autumn, with
Some reader, bard-bitten on matters of housing,
maympnethatthcrooflah No! That is completely wrong. The
roof is sound, but it is built in such a way that the xhghtut wind blows the
snow in undemeath it. A]ongsxde are the bot water pipes.: The ‘snow
melts. . So every morning ilevich Kholod has to under-
take an operation not mcdy in hu hne Mobllmng alt avuhblc bowls
and buckets he saves the carpets, nnd furniture from umnv:_ 'lm of

water.”
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SOVIET UNION HOUSING PROGRAMME

- -F - - - -]
First ) Second | Third | Fourth | Fi
- FYP
Pre-War Territory -‘;.::;‘x;
meo ConsraucTion
3q. metres) . - —_ 424 21.0 4 70.0
Acluas 5 %u etn-s) .- . 6.7 23.§ 53‘3 17.5 1.0 na.
Actual (% of e el T, 5541 418 83.3 842 na.
20.0
n.a,
na.
90.0
na.
n.s.
n.a.
oA
na.
na.
...
Soviets .. . . . agg 144 1.2 na. na na.
Indwtry .. .. .. . . pra-y 63.0 9.0 na. [ na na.
9.7 9 xl.z na. | aa na.
Qt.ben' . 7.3 .0 . na. n.a. g XY
Total I, ... <« .. .| 1000 | 1000 | 1000 | na. | na | ma
Bvu.nmom?u:uc Sacror 6‘ 6 R (;b)
bles) .. 1. 12 15.5 | . 42
Invenmenz '/ of toul mm!mcnt) 3.§ &7_ . 7.5 xﬁ‘g ﬁg n.u?
n;n.=notlv'lillblt.:.'-‘v o : ’
Norz: Forthe -war years dwelling spa expressed thro boutmmd'dw
traditional unit of * wall.u? "mdnotn“wul "wlnchugmeintougmxgqs
One hundred units of oonp‘cemnhumbeequ:lw 5umuofdwdlm;w

Sources: Based on official Soviet statements.
‘Pl‘ums given in brackets are estimates.
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s !.'9" L*ﬂ L'W. l:.?*fu o | oy

Pre-War Tcrntm'y . Territory

2LATION (mill.) -
Jrban

2155 | 26.30 | 2760 3900 | 5300 s9.20( 7450 | 8o.00
111.95 | 120.70 | 12240 | 117.50 | 112.00 | 112.80 | 125350 | -130.00

. 130.50 | 147.00 | 150.00 ~1456.5o 'l_Gs.oo 172,00 | 200.00 | 210.00

1607 180 18.5 -1 2s5.0 2.0 ; 1ogr.5 |-
* 840 | 82,0 8.5 750 | 68.0 | . s.g 4 7.?,‘ G20

7
L4000 1000 | too.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

76.5 100.0 | 126.8
86.7 9.3 |

N

va For the rx

ditional unit of *
¢ hundred units of «

total

(-war yeus dweum

Hap et

A,ﬂ

g space expreised throughout in terms of the
space”? and not a3 ‘' total ﬂoor ?ue""whmh came into use in 1948,
rlpaoemnhentobe:qualto 5umnol'dwellmgupu:e

"Sources: Bued on official Soviet statements,

Figures given in brackets are estimates.
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SOVIET UNION POST-WAR éJRBAN AND RURAL

HoOUSI
"‘,',J' 1946 | 1951 s
-1950 --9555 95t | 1953 | 1953 | 1934 | 1955
UnsaN  HousiNg »CONSTRUC-
Tion.-IN. PusLic Secror .
.. . (000 sq. mw.s)’
U Temt T 100,000 {105,000 | 23,000 | 27,300 | 28,500 | n.a. na.
..-Moscow ... .. . - | oma n.a. 35 782 {. 812 900 | (1,000)
'Ruux. Houwo e ‘ ‘ L R
“ Coastruction . (000. houses).|. 2,700 [ n.a. 400" 370
Buanco ™ Pmuc Smon
- (Investment) -
(Mﬂhoumublu) ] 4200 | (Bas00) | ma. 17,500
"_(,Aqnq@ invesineat) .| - 106 pa | na | ieaf
PropucTion. or : BULDmNG ‘
32.7 |. na. (LR B PRy
;(,424340. sona. “§60.0 7060‘ _
N Window Glm (mx'll < N B N
) 3330 | na. ) 790 na. na.
Bnch‘(&‘)o ,mu) o a,ljo.bl na s nal

~ibio’ dwd" hn"'g"lpa T
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SOVIET UNION URBAN HOUSING:

UTILITIES AND AMENITIES

TYPE OF URBAN CONSTRUCTION 1903

(%)
‘Town or Sector (v S;“’g:k“' Timber , Frame i Other , Total
Moscow . T TR B 'Y ‘; 9.8 0.1 , 100.0
Leningrad . .o . .s l 439 546 i 14 os | 1ono
All Towns of RS.FSR? v a8 | 639 | 36 | 77 | 1000
Municipalised - . 1 e8a i 5 1 7. 63 | 1000
Privately owned! . ! 99 | 7.8 2.9 201 | 1000
All Buildings of RS.F.S.R.® . f H8 6 36 177 | 1000
Source: ‘The National Fesnamy of the USSR, " Statistical Handbook. -Moscrne, 1942,
TYPE OF URBAN CONS'I'RUCI‘ION 1040
. ‘ AR
. Houlmg Seé}or g Stons. elm_' Timber | Feame Other ‘T'o‘ﬁl v
Public Sector’ - o T ) B )
Local Sovief ;;dr.d Qe e 61 .280 . 3.2 7:3 100.0
ts ndustries 376" 3. 2 45 100.0
Private Sector. . . o4 et 2 40 go& - z-t ‘154 100.0
Total .1 g6y 46.9 7.0 94 196.0
Source: B.B. Veselovs, £ ies and Organisation of Urban Ecomomy. M ;v.lgjz.
" USE OF KITCHEN 1926 -
(%)
Separate Kitchen Sh;ﬁ N
. - o []
4 Accommodation Kitchen/ | Kitchen | Kitchen Unknown
Kitchen Living
) Room i
Part of room .. .. . . 36 © 88 60.2 26.5 64
One room . . . .. 17.2 141 84.2 28.0 6.5
More than onc room .. . . 40.0 - 9.2 32.0 N 6.7
Total .. .. - .. .1 s 23.5 e 86.5 | any’ 6.5 . -

vSourcc: All‘!{g}ion P&puladon Census dng@ﬁ; Mo.c‘céw, 1932
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USE OF :KITCHEN. 1940 o f
(%) :
. o i
'
vt 8e te kitchen used by—families :
Professions ’ i - lu(N i? !
| one ( two l three ! four or chen )
I N ¢ more '
; t »
Specinlists . .. . i 348 , 15.9 3.0 20.3 26.0
Scientific \Workers ! 300 16.0 14.0 20,0 20,0 °
Total | 330 i 5.9 7.5 I 201
! ) -
Saurce: T. Sosnovy, The Housing Problem in the Soviet Union. New York, 1954. - .
,,,,, AR, . rem e e e e e mmee e - a
. PUBLIG UTILITIES IN RSFS.R. 1939

T o

| .
.Runni Gebing | - Central 1. Hot' - { -Elecric .| * p.
’ W.u::‘ P’“mb“"gﬁ Heating Water | Lighting o

Moscow i, .o Jo. 834 L{ o ars

Leningrad, .., .. 1. 854 | 8¢5 fUri92 | 207, . .- 985 199
ALl Toy of RS.FS.R.* 60.5 437 - 17.5 (K} - 938 1.7

Source: B. B. Veselovski, &

* Inelud

405..0 . .29} 998 ... 166 _




+S OVIET'UNTONHURBAN: HOUSING:

IS CRIMINATION
BY CLASSES AND INDUSTRIES e

-'.','_ N . erreni aNgendage
URBAN; HOUSING SPACE BY SOCIAL;GRO

6 451. @ fore
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t
!
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URBAN HOUSING: -INVESTMENT BY: INDUSTRIES 194t
Sclected _Housing ., Cost |’ we - Housing ' Cost
Industries Z./ of total | ¢ b r Industries I (roubles per
‘lnv.ulmenl) Q. metre) b : . metre)
8.8 - 306 Forelgn Trade .. -ggae | 1,900 oo
2.3 500 " Trade Unions .. 15.0 1,075
1.6 500 "Moscow_ Soviet 100.0 ~, 1389
.1 .| Council of
5 333 ‘Ministers 26.8 1,967
0. .
d 00 Stie Bank .. sa.¢ 2,250 .. .
" 300 State Plan ing » L
e
: C‘ammon 42.9
56 333

el of the Natiomel Economy: MosGow,

Syt




