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Introduction

Most inconspicupously, in the midst ¢f a long article devoted
to the evils of private property, lzvesiia (16 October 1960), ;
has announced a substantial and retrograde charge in Soviet hous-
ing policy. The private loans to¢ individuzls for the construction

, of houses and dachas in towns and yorkers' settlements have been

stdpped, Izvestia reports.

‘"In accordance with suggestions made by the working people,
the building of individual dachas and the development of in-
dividual plots is henceforth considered to be inexpedient."

This withdrawal of state aid would. appear to be socially re-
acdionary in at least two respects. In the first place it will
certainly make fulfillment of the housing plan more difficult,
apparently for no better motives than orthodox communist ideology
can supply. Secondly it is true even now that the wealthier ci-
tizens probably account for the bulk of new building in the pri-
vate sector (see Background Information, December 22, 1959, !
"Action Against the Property Boom'"),because a one-room prefab
does not usually cost less than gbout 10,000 rubles.

In the past it was possible to get a 10-year loan covering
50% of the cost,l but the other 5,000 rubles constituted the
down payment, which was out of reach of the average Soviet work-
er. The industrial wage is usually in the 700-800 rubles-a month
range, and in meny cases more than helf of this is spent on food.

However there is no!sign in the Izvestia article that the
purchase of houses by those fortuna te enough to be able to fin-
ance them out of their own pocket is to be stopped, although
the pious hope is registered that dacha-owners will eventually -
cease wanting to maintain their properties when, in the dis-
tant future, enough "public dacha-zones" and pensions have been
provided. The author of Izvestia's article seems to be blithely
unaware of the contradiction involved in speaking of a "public

i i to
dacha-zone". After all, the great attraction of a dacha
thousands of the Soviet new class is not merely that 1t eases
the housing problem, or provides a source of extra income, but

that it is private.

IConventional houses attracted a 7,000 ruble loan at 2% in-

_terest with 7 years to pay.
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Incidentally, Izvestia's author (N. Chumakov) also purports :
to believe that when the universal taxis proposed by Khrushchev
(see Background Information, March 2nd, 1960, "Soviet Road Trans-
port") finally become available to all, motorists will no long-
er want to be "bothered with" (vozit'sya s) . their private cars.
The new class must have read his article with considerable anx-
iety, ,because this same Tussien verb has been used for geveral
years past in the Fremlin's attempt teo tall the Lolkhoznik into
gurrendering his private COW.

D

saed to predict the long-~term outcome
of the eventual clash © the privale—ovnership instinct and
Thrushchev's collectivist ideology. On the whole, the odds would
geem t0 be heavily loaded @sainst Khrushchev., For example Izvestia
has recently started a ‘'"consumer's advice" column entitled "The
Buyer Examines..." which dezvotes itsslf 1o telling the new class
the best make of washing machine to buy.© A whole factory has

been adapted, reequipped 2nd put into producticn to deliver a
Soviet imitation of the Volkswagen,whiclh is called the Zaporozhet
(see Background Information, Lovember 7th, 1959). This plant has -
not yet begun to make deliveries on a large scale, but its plans
are ambitious by Soviet standards. ‘inally the virtual absence

of other satisfactory investment outlets mele it seem inevitable
that as long as the outlook is not hopelessgly bleak the new. class
will continue to invest much of its surplus cash in the property
market. The ominous articles in the press zecu mere likely to

delay the private building boom than to stop 1%,

It would be premature iud
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By SOVIET TARGET: FIFTEEN MILLION FLATS

World Tod '
October ISEQ NOT TO BE MICROFICHED

The building industry in the USSR has come a long.way gince
the break with the Stalinist tradtion of construction on a mon-
umeéntal scale was officially announced in 1955.+ The aim now is
to eliminate the shortadge of housing in the next ten to twelve
years. This is a formidable task. For many years after the re-
volution housing was the Cinderella of Soviet industry. During
the war 1,700 $owne and urban districts and 70,000 villages were
destroyed and 25 million people.rendered homele°s, while the ur-
ban population has increased more than threefold in the last
thlrty years.

The most important step in the implementation of this task
has been the decree on housing construction published on 2 Aug-
ust 1957.2 This geverely criticized the building indusiry, which,
it said, was badly organized, mainly in small units, and unable
to utilize the State funds allocated to it. The decree expres-—
ged the hope that the reorganization of all indusiry into econom-
ic regions would be conducive to greater efficiency in building
as well, The State funds available for building were to be in-
creased over the five-year period 1956-60 by 78 milliari rubles
and the plans for both State and private building revised accord-
ingly. The decree promised increased assistance to private . build-
ers and encouraged enterprises to build housing for their staffs
by utilizing for this purpose a large proporticn of funds accru-
ing to them for overfulfilment of production plans. In rural dis-'
tricts the decree.urged the creation of collective farm build-
ing units and inter-collegctive farm building enterprises which
could produce some of their own building materials.

g proj®et of the Seven-Year Plan, published in November
1958,2 envisaged an even more rapid development. The State funds
available were to be increased by some 80-33 per cent compared
with the previous seven-year period, and the output of the build-
ing industry was to be roughly doubled. Finally, in June of

this year, the first All Union Congress of Town Planners took
place in Moscow, It wag addressed by Kucherenko, Chairman of

the State Consitruction Committee.? He maintained that the USSR
was now building more housing units per year than the USA, Bri-
tain, France, West Germany, Sweden, Holland, Belgium, and Swit-
zerland combined. The rate of building is now 14.9 housing units
per 1,000 inhabitants per year. He reaffirmed the decision of
the Twenty-first Party Congress to build 15 million flats in

the course of the Seven-Year Plan, i.e, during 1959-65.

’

At the present time urban construction is financed and directed
in three principsl ways, by local authorities, industrial enter-
prises and ministries, and from private sources. Such co-ordina-
tion as exists between these three methods is very imperfect.

The town council controls private building to a certain extent

by allocation of building plots, but apparently these can be sub-
divided by the original owner without the authorities' consent.
Nobedy seems to be responsible for the provision of approach

" Tgee "Drowbles on the Building Front in the USSR", in The World

Today, January,l956. %
Pravda, 2 August 1957.
3 Pravda, 14 November 1958.
4Pravda, 8 June 1960.

i



Ty o T TR T g i 0 ML FIY PSSR .-.W PR, — S v L R .
-y 30 A - 2R ¢ g 2 -
! | Fi ¢ T W - ‘g I - L

B i o R ey

roads, sewerage, or water and electricity supplies on private .
building estates.Enterprises build their housing estates on

the land they own, and provide the services themselves, or link
them with the town supplies., According to the Soviet press,
this is also a frequent cause of friction and inefficiency. It
is a fact worth noting that the present Town Planners' Congress
was the first of its kind in the Soviet Union. In the .course
of it mention was made that out of 331 towns in the Ukraine,
for instance, general plans exist for only 187 towns, and have
been confirmed for 136 towns. Most town plans are worked out in
centralized institutes and fregquently ignore local climatic

and topographical conditions: The Congress urged that planning
ghould be transferred to the localities, that chief town archi-
tects should be appointed in all towns, and that all building
funds should be concentrated in the hands of local authorities.

‘The impression prevails in the West that nearly all housing
in the Soviet Union is constructed by the State. Soviet:rempha-
gis on the low rent charged for such housging (it accounts for .
some 5 per cent of a worker's income) fosters this belief. In -
fact, however, the private building geetor is very large. Nearly
all collective farm dwellings, housing about half of the Soviet
total population, are privately built and owned. New building
is asgisted by loans of money from the collective farm funds
and help with materials and labor by the farm management, but
such help has to be repaid over a periocd of -time. The collective
farms also often build their own schools, hospitals, and old
peoples' homes.In additidn, according to tha Sevesa~Year Plan,
private building in the urban secior and on State farms should
account for one-third of -all building in the 1959-65 period.
Some of this, particularly in rural districts, would be done
by the owner hiwsa)f with the help of fanmily and friendsy but
voluntary building assoclations were also to be encowraged. One
type was the building cooperative in which members contribute
work and money and the resulting houses are held as cooperative
property, and another is a looser association - the building
colleetive - in which flats buil t with wsmbers' ' labor and
funds becoma their owa individual prop=rty. In both cases the :
preparation of the sife is earried ouyv at *..Jge- cost of the en- h
terprise in which the members are zmploved. /

+ geems at first sight strange *wat, in spite of the negli-

gible cost to the tenant of State-built accommodation, such a
large proportion of housing should be privately built and owned.
The main reason is, of course, that there is not enough housing
to go round., In 1958 it was confidently expected that by 1960
the allocation of living space per person would rise to 9 square
meters, but at the Town Planners' Congress it was stated that
some local authorities were still allocating & to 7 sguare me-
ters per person. Another important inducement for private build-
ing is the fact that it is the only outlet, other than savings
banks,; for investment, which is becoming more important with the
increasing money wages. Building for anything but occupation by
the owner is considered definitely 'anti-social', but the Soviet
press contimaally features articles about houses being built and
let at exorbitant rents, particularly in suburbs and resorts,
by people who already own other houses or occupy State—owned

flats.

5Partiinéya Zhizn, No. 15, 1958,
6Sovetsko[g_Gosuﬂarstvo i Pravo, No. 3, 1958..




e T =3 NOT T0 BE MICROFICHED

- -

PGt L however, obvious that a great qualitative revolution
in housing is taking place. The clearest indication of this is
that the target is now '15 million flats' in seven years and
not '600 to 650 million square meters of living space.' More-
over, while in 1955 most of the houses built consisted of. large
flats of two, three or four rooms, designed for occupation by
several families, the vast majority of modern flats are at least
designed for single-family occupation. Much more attention is
paid to town planning, including the development of micro-dis-
tricts and satellite towns, and, for the first time, there is

- talk of the need to undertake demographic studies in various
towns to determine the kind of living space to be provided.

The individual flats, it is true, cannot be called luxurious.
The Minister of Construction, addressing the Town Planners'
Congress had to reject the proposals for lifts in four- or five
storey houses, larger kitchens and halls, waste disposal chutes,
and the elimination of passage rooms: their adoption, he said,
would decrease the plan by 1 million flats.

e Eﬂaeihere? the necessity for passmage rooms is Justified on
two grounds. First, they improve the 'coefficient' of living
space to total space, by which the plans are judged, and second-
ly they make it diffictilt for the local authorities to put two
unrelated small families into a single-family flat. Difficult
perhaps, but not impossible. Investigation has shown that 4.4.
per cent of single-family flats are still shared and that they
house 9 per cent of all families in such flats. The target of
one room per person by 1975 seems rather remote. '

:Literaturnaya Gazeta, 9 June 1960,




