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Summary

The housing problem concerns every person in varying degrees,
and this issue was a topic of many studies of Russian economists,
historians, geographers, specialists in architecture and urban planning.
Therefore, on the one hand, it seems that this theme has been examined
thoroughly by scholars with regard to the Russian Federation nowadays
and to the USSR in the historical perspective, and that it is very hard
to contribute something new to academic discussions. However, on the
other hand, almost no works have been in fact published during last
three decades that would contain general reviews of the housing sector’s
development in the USSR, though it has determined to a large extent
the situation in the housing system of the Russian Federation until
nowadays. The explanation lies in that the focus of academic studies
after the dissolution of the Soviet Union quickly shifted towards market
reforms in general and such reforms in the housing and communal
services sector in particular. Moreover, no fundamental scholarly studies
have been published yet that would compare and contrast indicators of
housing construction across all the 15 Republics of the USSR.

Perhaps, this is why some enduring stereotypes about the housing
system in the USSR have been shaped in the public discourse and in
the professional community in the Russian Federation over last decades.
The most common clichés are, for instance, that the majority of the
population of the USSR lived in communal apartments (kommunalka)
throughout the 1920-1950s and a large portion of the people resided
in barracks; that housing construction developed at an accelerated pace
only predominantly at the end of the 1950s and in the 1960s when
standard five-storey buildings with small-sized flats (khrushchyovka)
were built intensively; that there were no homes in private (individual)
property in the USSR; that Soviet citizens were not able to improve
their living conditions by themselves, etc. The author of this book faced
himself repeatedly this kind of arguments articulated by some specialists
as their key points in an attempt to subdue other points of view during
scholarly discussions.

However, such statistical information that cannot be challenged
anyway but has faded somehow into the background in discussions as
the very low degree of urbanisation in the USSR from the 1920s to the
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1950s automatically calls into question the above-mentioned point on
kommunalkas and barracks. Likewise, the presence of a great number of
individual houses (so called “private sector”) built before the beginning
of the 1990s, which everyone can see in any town, medium-sized or large
city in the Russian Federation casts doubt on assertions about no sale
and purchase market for individual houses directly owned by citizens
within the planned economy and no opportunities for the population to
improve their living conditions by themselves.

The specificities of housing construction in the planned economy
determined, despite 30 years of market reforms, the major distinction
of the housing sector in the Russian Federation and other former
socialist countries from the developed Western states for many decades
to come, namely the dominance of outright homeowners (with no
mortgage) among the households. At the same time, in the Western
countries, the majority of households either rent their dwellings or take
out a mortgage, e.g. more than three-fourths of all households in the
USA and on average almost two-thirds of households in Western and
Northern European states belong to these categories. Therefore, an
unbiased insight into major trends of housings construction within the
Soviet planned economy might help formulating suggestions aimed at
enhancing the state policy in housing in the Russian Federation.

The main goal of this book is to examine the evolution of main
indicators of housing construction during the period from 1918 to
1990 in the USSR and to compare them across the 15 Union Republics,
namely the Azerbaijan, the Armenian, the Byelorussian, the Estonian,
the Georgian, the Kazakh, the Kirghiz, the Latvian, the Lithuanian, the
Moldavian Soviet Socialist Republics (SSR), the Russian Soviet Federative
Socialist Republic (RSFSR), the Tajik, the Turkmen, the Ukrainian and
the Uzbek SSR. For the purpose of this work, we composed a database of
indicators on housing construction from more than 120 official statistical
yearbooks “The National Economy of the USSR” and “The National
Economy” of every Union Republic published during the 1960s — 1980s
by the Union’s and Republics’ statistical authorities.

Our monograph was designed to achieve the following objectives.
Firstly, we carried out an analysis of more than 200 fundamental and
applied research works of Russian, Soviet and foreign scholars published
during more than 100 years (from the 1900s to the 2000s) and focusing
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on the housing sector in general and housing construction in the USSR in
particular. Secondly, we identified main stages of the evolution of housing
construction in the USSR taking into account housing completions by
total floor space (new houses built) by five-year plan and the evolution
of the regulatory framework in the housing sector during 1918-1990.
Thirdly, we compared results of housing construction across the 15
Republics of the USSR in terms of housing completions by total floor
space, the housing stock volume, number of flats and houses built and
number of inhabitants who improved their housing conditions. Fourthly,
we examined the development and results of housing construction in
every Union Republic using our method of calculating 89 indicators.
This monograph rests upon the studies of pre-1917 specialists from
the British Empire (Ebenezer Howard and George Haw), the German
Empire (Adolf Damaschke), the Russian Empire and the Russian
Republic (Vladimir I. Boshko, Matvey G. Dikansky, N.V. Dmitriev, Maria
I. Pokrovskaya, Vladimir V. Svyatlovsky, Ippolit A. Werner, Sergei Yu.
Witte, E. Zuberbiller). The academic and methodological foundations
for this study were shaped by works of such Soviet specialists from the
1920s to the 1980s as Viktor V. Anisimov, Pavel F. Antoshkin, Mark A.
Arkadyev, V.G. Artyomov, Nikolai V. Baranov, I.Ya. Bass, Vladimir N.
Belousov, 1.D. Berezin, Anatoly S. Boldyrev, Janis Briedis, David L.
Broner, Konstantin K. Chervyakov, Shalva D. Chikvashvili, Tamara N.
Chistyakova, 1.V. Davydov, Nikolai G. Dmitriev, Sergey B. Dvoretsky,
N.I. Dzerozhinsky, Yakov I. Gornstein, I.E. Gorskiy, Vladimir N. Gurskiy,
AR.Gunther, Raisa Kh. Iseeva, S.G. Kadymoyv, Stanislovas A. Kalinka, Kira
K. Kartashova, A.E. Kharitonova, Vadim M. Khinchuk, Vasily K. Khitev,
Ivan T. Khlamov, Vladimir L. Kobalevskiy, Alexander I. Kondashov, Yuri
M. Kon’kov, Sergei M. Korneev, Yuri A. Kosenko, N.P. Kozerenko, Pavel
M. Kozhanyy, E.B. Krestyanova, E.D. Lebedeva, Mikhail S. Lipetsker,
Vladimir K. Litskevich, S.L. Livshits, Valery N. Litovkin, T.B. Maltsman,
Israil B. Martkovich, Dmitry S. Meerson, Evgeny D. Mikhailov, Nikolai
A. Milyutin, Alfred V. Mol’kov, Andrei E. Mushkin, Arseny I. Nikolaev,
Juris Noviks, Petr B. Orlov, Dmitry V. Osipov, Lev M. Perchik, Igor A.
Prikhod’ko, Igor V. Prokopa, Vladimir F. Promyslov, Dmitry S. Pudikoyv,
G.B. Puzis, Vladimir T. Robotov, Sergei N. Rozantsev, Boris R. Rubanenko,
Leonid M. Sabsovich, Yakov D. Schupak, Vyacheslav A. Shkvarikov,
Vladimir G. Sinitsyn, Vitaly R. Skripko, Vasily I. Svetlichny, Yuri K.
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Tolstoy, Dmitry G. Tonskiy, Leonid V. Vasil'chenko, David P. Vatman,
Boris B. Veselovskiy, Yuri P. Volchok, Oleg A. Vutke and A.V. Vvedenskiy,
as well as by studies on general problems of planning and the Soviet
economic development in urban settlements and rural areas by Abel
G. Aganbegyan, Nikolai K. Baibakov, Mark K. Bandman, Petr K.
Fertsev, Petr Ya. Gurov, Nikolai Ya. Guschin, Boris S. Khorev, Nikolai
N. Kolosovsky, Semen S. Krutoshinsky, Georgy M. Lappo, Rosalina V.
Ryvkina, Sergei I. Semin, Nikolai A. Voznesensky, Anton I. Yakushov,
Tatyana I. Zaslavskaya, Viktor Zellarius; by studies of contemporary
economists, historians, sociologists, specialists in architecture and law, as
well as economic geographers — Yuri V. Alexandrov, Tatyana D. Belkina,
Olga E. Bessonova, Igor Ya. Birman, Sergey S. Bukin, Alexander G.
Burtsev, Alexey Yu. Byzov, Alla I. Chernykh, II'giz I. Daminev, Rumiya
M. Davletshina, Avgustina V. Drobnitsa, Nikolay V. Dubynin, Tamara
N. Golomazova, Natalya S. Golovan’, Natalya V. Gonina, Vladimir N.
Gorlov, Alexander 1. Grazhdankin, Alexey A. Gumenyuk, Tatyana N.
Guschina, Viktor I. Isaev, Igor S. Ivanov, Sergey G. Kamolov, Sergei
G. Kara-Murza, Grigorii I. Khanin, Ravilya R. Khisamutdinova, Evgeny
V. Khitsenko, Rimma S. Kolokol'chikova, Eugenia V. Konysheva,
Nadezhda B. Kosareva, Ilya V. Kozlov, Grigory F. Krivosheev, Natalya
B. Lebina, Michael M. Lokshin, Nadezhda N. Makarova, Vladimir N.
Mamyachenkov, Mark G. Meerovich, Elena N. Misiyantseva, Oleg S.
Pchelintsev, Evgeny 1. Podrepnyy, Tatyana D. Polidi, Gavriil Kh. Popoy,
Igor V. Prokopa, Alexander S. Puzanov, Grigory A. Reut, Grigory S.
Ronkin, Inna M. Schneiderman, Georgy S. Shabalin, Nikolai V. Shagov,
Lyudmila A. Shepot’ko, Igor N. Stas’, Albina I. Timoshenko, Alla L.
Usanova, Ilya Utekhin, Lyudmila I. Vavulinskaya, Irina D. Verevkina,
Sergey A. Vlasov, Aleksandr V. Yaroslavtsev, Yevgeny G. Yasin, Ruslan
G. Yemtsov, and Alexey N. Zuev; by works of specialists on agricultural
economics and social and economic development of rural territories —
Nikolai K. Dolgushkin, Ivan D. Matskulyak, Tatyana G. Nefedova, Anatoly
A. Shut’kov, Sergei A. Shut'’kov, Abrar B. Yarlykapov; by publications of
authors from former Soviet republics — Viktoriya G. Sevka and Marina
Yu. Zinchenko. Furthermore, we used in our analysis the works of such
Western specialists in Sovietology as Robert C. Allen, Gregory D. Andrusz,
Anders Aslund, James H. Bater, Alexander Block, Mike Davidow, Alfred
J. DiMaio, R. Antony French, Paul R. Gregory, Vadimir Gsovsky, Chauncy
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D. Harris, John N. Hazard, Leon M. Herman, Ada L. Huxtable, George
A. Huzinec, Paul R. Josephson, David M. Kemme, Janos Kornai, Susan
Lewin, Bernice Q. Madison, Martin Malia, Alastair McCauley, Martin
McCauley, Henry W. Morton, Alec Nove, Gur Ofer, Maurice F. Parkins,
Richard Pipes, Cedric Pugh, Stephen A. Resnick, Dean Richards, John
AA. Sillince, Mark B. Smith, Timothy Sosnovy, Tobi Terrar, Rudolf L.
Tokes, Paul White and Richard D. Wolff; publications of economists from
countries of Central and Eastern Europe — Jiff Musil, Ivan Szelényi, Ivan
Tosics, Jézsef Hegedis; studies of contemporary authors — economists
and economic geographers: Bo Bengtsson, Stephen Brien, Prue
Chamberlayne, David Clapham, Peter Emms, Michael Gentile, Chris
Hamnett, Richard Harris, Peter Hall, Helen Kay, Keith Kintrea, Andrew
MacDowall, Linda McDowell, Lars Nord, Bertrand Renaud, Philip Sarre,
Peter Saunders, Orjan Sjoberg, Raymond J. Struyk and Bianca Swalem.

In Chapter 1, we present some evidence of contemporaries on
the state of housing sector in the United Kingdom, Germany and the
Russian Empire at the beginning of the 20th century, consider the issue
of individual housing property in the USSR and provide some statistics
that characterise current differences in housing systems between the
former socialist and developed Western states. We analyse works of
Soviet specialists on housing construction during the 70-year period,
recent Russian-language publications on topics considered in this book
and foreign studies on the housing sector in the USSR. Subsequently,
several scholarly issues are identified that were rather neglected in the
works we have reviewed.

In Chapter 2, we identify five main stages of the evolution of housing
construction in the USSR based on our analysis of housing completions
by total floor space in urban and rural areas and the build-up of the
regulatory framework in the housing sector and then describe in detail
main patterns of the housing sector’s development at every stage.
Particular attention is paid inter alia to opportunities available for the
people in the planned economy to improve their living conditions by
themselves, to the development of housing construction cooperatives and
housing construction in rural areas.

Chapter 3 considers general indicators on housing construction
by five-year plan across the 15 Union Republics that are examined
by major property type (state enterprises and organisations, housing
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construction cooperatives, individual housing construction and
construction by kolkhozes) and in urban and rural areas. The results of
housing construction in the USSR are examined using such indicators
as the evolution of the housing stock in urban settlements and rural
areas, housing stock per capita, number of flats / houses built and
number of inhabitants who improved their housing conditions annually
during the 1950s — 1990s and by five-year plan. Employing the statistical
information, which we compiled, we estimate the size of the rural housing
stock in the USSR, both individually-owned and state- / publicly-owned,
the total individually-owned and state- / publicly-owned Soviet housing
stock in 1926, 1940 and 1952. Additionally, we estimate the values of
these indicators during the period from 1958 to 1979, which were not
provided by the official statistical agencies. With obtained numbers, we
further calculate the maximum share of the population of the USSR that
lived in communal apartments as well as the share of the population,
which resided in barracks.

Chapter 4 is devoted to our analysis of the evolution and results
of housing construction in each of the 15 Union Republics presented
within several regions: the RSFSR; the Byelorussian, the Moldavian and
the Ukrainian SSR; the three Baltic Republics; the three Republics of
South Caucasus; the five Republics of Central Asia. We calculated 89
indicators for every Union Republic characterising housing construction
in terms of volume, average numbers, shares by the same year and over
a specific period of time as well as changes in volumes, average numbers
and shares that reflect the degree of the housing sector’s development
in the 15 Union Republics from different standpoints.

Additionally, the book contains 28 tables, 99 figures as well as 9
annexes with 46 tables presenting the statistical data we compiled and
employed in our analysis. The annexes also comprise some standard
Soviet documents on housing including the Template of a Tenancy
Agreement, a Passport for a State Dwelling Occupied by a Tenant, a
Housing Construction Cooperative Member’s Book and a Template of
a Purchase and Sale Agreement for an individually-owned dwelling.
The list of references contains 492 sources in Russian, English, German,
and Ukrainian languages including 72 legislative acts, 282 academic
publications, volumes and guides on the housing sector’s development
and relevant legislation, 138 statistical yearbooks and databases.
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This study has been carried out at the Non-Profit Organization
“Research Institute for Competitiveness and Integration” (RICI) and
at the Laboratory for Social and Economic Problems of Housing Policy
of the Institute of Socio-Economic Studies of Population of the Federal
Center of Theoretical and Applied Sociology of the Russian Academy
of Sciences (ISESP FCTAS RAS). The author would like to express his
deep gratitude to the reviewers of the book, Dr. Andrey A. Shanin and
Dr. Inna M. Shneiderman, for their useful comments and
recommendations that helped improve the text of the book.

Having conducted this study, we can draw the following conclusions.

1. The pre-Revolution official publications, academic and popular
science works published at the beginning of the 20th century drew a
picture of the Russian Empire considerably lagging behind the advanced
Western nations in terms of technologies used in housing construction
for the majority of the urban and rural population, the development of
the utilities sector in urban areas and the basic communal infrastructure.
This state of affairs determined much higher mortality rates in the
Russian Empire in comparison to the European states as well as persistent
problems in the sphere of public health underlined in publications of
Sergei Yu. Witte, Vladimir V. Svyatlovsky, Ippolit A. Werner, Maria I.
Pokrovskaya, Matvey G. Dikansky, N.V. Dmitriev, Vladimir I. Boshko,
and other authors. While the share of urban population in the Russian
Empire stood at only 14.2 per cent by the year of 1913, wooden low-rise
buildings made up to 80 per cent of the urban housing stock at that time,
and wood boards, straw and other similar, not very reliable materials
were used for roof covering for 61 per cent of urban buildings. Kerosene
lamps prevailed in street lighting, whereas electric lighting was installed
in 11 per cent of cities, water supply systems — in 18 per cent of cities,
and sewage systems — in 5 per cent of cities. Even in Saint Petersburg
and Moscow, the two largest cities in the Russian Empire, only 51 per
cent and 28 per cent of buildings, respectively, were connected to water
supply systems, and 25 per cent of buildings in Moscow were connected
to the local sewerage. Most of scholars consistently emphasized extreme
inequality between housing conditions of the majority of the urban
population and the wealthiest dwellers, higher relative rent rates for the
poor (when calculated per square meter of usable area) coupled with
much worse quality of housing construction, overcrowded residential
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premises, the absence of basic amenities in houses, factories’ barracks
and casernes as well as the disregardful attitude generally prevailing in
the society towards the housing issues.

2. We divided the Soviet-era publications on housing construction
and resolving the housing question in the USSR into five groups. The
first group is represented by the publications in the late 1910s — at the
beginning of the 1920s that underlined the necessity of urgent resolution
of housing problems, introduction of urban planning, installation of
water supply and water sewage systems, heating and ventilation in
houses in order to curtail mortality rates and improve public health.
The vast body of literature included into the second group provided
overviews on the housing sector of the USSR. These works shared
to a great extent the same structure: at first, they characterised the
period considered, then evaluated the state of housing before 1917 and
subsequently analysed in detail developments in housing construction
and the utilities sector in the USSR during the period of New Economic
Policy (NEP) and by five-year plan. Apart from this, such publications
could also consider some adjacent topics and compare / contrast
developments in the housing sector of the USSR and in Western
nations. The third group is formed by industry-specific publications in
the field of architecture, urban planning, the utilities sector, statistics
and organisation of the construction insdustry. The fourth group is
comprised of compendiums of legislation on housing issues compiled
by lawyers specialising in housing who presented legal acts in a systemic
manner as well as analysed law enforcement and judicial practice.
Reference guides for the population that we included into the fifth group
provided answers in an easy-to-comprehend form to the wide range of
questions of dwellers in state and cooperative flats / apartments, dachas
and garages and of owners of individual houses. The publications of the
1930 — 1970s often promulgated the advantages of the housing system
in the USSR such as the withdrawal of the state-owned housing stock
from the market in order to neutralise speculations in housing pricing,
and low housing rents set up in the public sector, which were fixed from
1928 to the end of the 1980s and, in fact, did not exceed 5 per cent of
houshold earnings. In turn, the works published in the 1980s started
highlighting that the USSR was lagging behind the Western countries in
terms of housing floor space per capita. However, the formal indicator
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used by the Soviet scholars to measure average floor space per capita
neither reflected on the degree of inequality in housing size between
different groups of population in developed nations, nor provided
any information about the status of dwellers (tenants, owners with a
mortgage or outright homeowners). Nor was it possible to infer about
the quality of the housing stock and the communal infrastructure, about
housing prices and price / quality ratio for apartments and houses in
Western nations, also taking into account differences in climate. Besides
this, apparent dogmatism of Soviet authors and quite old theoretical
and methodological foundations of their studies (predominantly “The
Housing Question” written by Frederick Engels in 1872) did not allow
them to evaluate objectively dramatic changes that had taken place
during the 1940 — 1980s in the Western states and to determine how the
positive experience of the USSR affected these shifts in housing policies.
These are the increasing role of the state in the developed nations in
coordinating housing construction and the launch of direct distribution
of dwellings among households in need of housing improvements. As
a result, insufficiently deep knowledge about peculiarities of housing
systems in developed countries stipulated exaggerated expectations
during perestroika about the realisation of market reforms in the housing
sector of the Russian Federation.

3. The main features of contemporary Russian-language works
on the topic of housing construction in the USSR are the following
ones. Firstly, the focus of these publications was predominantly on case
studies at local or regional levels, whereas insufficient attention was
usually paid to the overall historical background and general trends in
the housing sector’s developments in the USSR and abroad. Secondly,
many authors preferred to examine the period of the sixth five-year
plan (1956-1960) and the seven-year plan from 1959 to 1965, while
much less attention was paid to the previous five-year plans that laid
the foundations for mass housing construction, and to the next five-
year plans, which determined to a great extent the state of the housing
sector in the post-Soviet times. Thirdly, housing construction in general
was de facto associated with state housing construction only, whereas a
dwelling for a family was virtually equated to a flat / apartment provided
by the state or received from a housing cooperative. At the same time,
individual houses with outright ownership by Soviet citizens (the so
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called “private sector”) was often not mentioned at all. Fourthly, we also
found that peculiarities of housing construction in rural areas were of
much less interest to contemporary scholars. Additionally, an interesting
approach of some scholars to the Soviet policy of providing housing by
the state in exchange for extremely low payments as a form of coercion,
punishment or control over the population during the 1920s — 1940s
did not fully take into account the fact that only 8 to 9 per cent of the
USSR’s population lived in state-owned apartments in the year of 1926,
whereas by 1940 the share of such dwellers reached 20 to 21 per cent.
It should be also noted that most of contemporary scholarly works do
not distinguish between outright homeowners (with no mortgage) and
households that have a mortgage, though the status and the structure of
expenditures of these two types of households differ markedly.

4. A considerable part of foreign publications presented neutral
to negative judgements about the experience of the housing system
development within the Soviet planned economy. Many of these works
focused on housing shortages, some deficiencies in the process of
distribution of flats and, once again, on a formally lower housing space
per capita indicator in comparison to the Western economies. At the same
time, several voluminous studies revealed not deep enough knowledge
of their authors about the Soviet housing legislation and the actual state
of affairs in the housing sector of the USSR. In this connection, some
publications made erroneous conclusions about allegedly total abolition
of private property in 1918, about worsening housing conditions for the
urban population in the 1920s to the 1950s and about an insignificant
contribution of individual housing construction to resolving the housing
issue. Nevertheless, during the period of the 1940s to the 2000s,
some works were published which provided a more balanced analysis
emphasising the considerable contribution of the USSR to formulation
of state policies aimed at fostering individual and cooperative housing
construction, the successful solution of the housing issue in cities and
towns by shifting at the end of the 1950s — beginning of the 1960s to
large-scale construction of standard houses, the Soviet precedence and
the following convergence of main principles in urban planning in the
USSR and the Western states in terms of limiting growth of largest cities,
as well as the fair distribution of dwellings by the state from the point
of view of professional qualifications of the citizens, their ethnical and
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gender differences. Apart from this, it was revealed at the end of the 1980s
that the indicator of housing space per capita systematically overstated
the US performance by ca. 25 per cent on average versus the USSR,
since gross housing space from perimeter of outside walls was included
into calculations. Contrariwise, in the USSR only livable and useful /
total housing space indicators were used that neither included non-
livable, auxillary premises used by all the dwellers nor load-bearing
structures. Moreover, in case inequality in housing distribution in the
USA is taken into account, average housing space per capita indicators
for the USSR turned out to be persistently higher than those for 60 per
cent of the population of the USA during the period from the 1920s
to the 1980s.

5. The housing stock of the USSR structurally comprised four types
of dwellings. The first type was the state housing stock, which was divided
into the housing stock under the authority of local Soviets of people’s
deputies (the housing stock of local Soviets) and the departamental
housing stock (under the authority of state ministries and other agencies).
The second type was the public housing stock owned by kolkhozes
and other cooperative organisations and their associations, and the
housing stock under the authority of labour unions and other public
organisations. Dwellings of housing construction cooperatives formed
the third components of the total housing stock, whereas the fourth part
was represented by houses that were owned individually by citizens.
Therefore, quite a popular statement about no opportunities available
for the citizens of the Soviet Union to improve their housing conditions
on their own within the planned economy, does not correspond to the
real state of affairs in the USSR. Moreover, individual houses built by
the population (as well as dachas of cities’ residents in suburban areas
and the countryside), state flats / apartments privatised during last
three decades and cooperative dwellings, which their inhabitants had
fully paid for, dampened considerably negative consequences for the
population of the transition period from plan to market during the
1990s. Employers were also able to offer their personnel lower salaries
than in developed states not only in absolute but also in relative terms,
while ensuring comparable standards of living in terms of housing
conditions. As a result, when conducting international comparisons, the
housing ownership factor, in case it is taken into account besides ordinary
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income comparisons, implies a much narrower gap in the standard of
living between the former socialist countries and the developed nations.
And even almost 30 years after the beginning of market reforms, the
share of outright homeowners among the Russian households was equal
to 84 per cent in 2020, and, according to our calculations, it stood at
the level of 76 per cent in 2018 for 11 countries of Central and Eastern
Europe. At the same time, this indicator for France was equal to 33 per
cent, for the United Kingdom — 28 per cent, for Germany — 26 per cent,
for Sweden — 12 per cent, and for the Netherlands — 8.3 per cent.

6. Our calculations revealed that since the rural population
prevailed in the USSR until the year of 1962, and the private sector
comprised a significant portion of the urban housing stock, namely 53
per cent in 1926, 37 per cent in 1940 and 33 per cent to 40 per cent in
the 1950s, homeowners of individually-owned houses prevailed in the
household structure of the USSR till the beginning of the 1970s. Our
estimations reveal that the size of the public housing stock surpassed
that of the individually-owned housing stock by the year of 1974 only
(it should be also noted that floor space of terraces, verandas, attics and
other unheated rooms / areas of individual houses officially were not
counted as a part of this housing stock). Therefore, the assertion which
has been widely spread in the expert community that the majority of
the population of the USSR lived in communal apartments till the 1960s
(and that the considerable portion of the country’s population lived in
barracks) cannot be confirmed by the verifiable data. In reality, according
to our estimations, less than one third of the population of the USSR
lived in communal apartments at the peak, whereas 2.1 per cent of the
country’s citizens and 5.0 per cent of the urban population resided in
temporary barracks by the year of 1952. Hence, due to the fast-growing
urban population, the issue of communal apartments and barracks was
a critical problem for cities, especially for large and the largest ones (e.g.
ca. 7.4 per cent of the population of Moscow lived in barracks in 1952),
and for newly developed regions of Siberia, the Far East and Central
Asia in settlements with public urban housing stock. At the same time,
the majority of other residents, who lived in individually-owned houses
and apartments in rural settlements, towns and cities, did not face this
problem directly. By the year of 1989, 4.8 per cent of all families and 6.3
per cent of families in urban areas still lived in communal apartments.
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Additionally, 3.1 per cent of all families and 4.3 per cent of families in
cities and urban-type settlements (poselok gorodskogo tipa) resided in
dormitories. Therefore, by the end of the USSR’s existence, less than 7.9
per cent of all families and less than 10.3 per cent of families in urban
areas did not have their own apartments.

7. Having analysed the dynamics of housing completions by five-
year plan and the evolution of the legislation, we identified five main
stages in housing construction in the USSR.

7.1. At the first stage (1921-1928), individually-owned housing
construction boomed in rural areas of the USSR during NEF, and the
larger volume of housing completions by floor space was later achieved
during the sixth five-year plan only. The fully-fledged communal services
sector was formed in the cities with the main focus on increased public
expenditures on sewage and wastewater treatment systems as well as on
sanitary and hygienic measures. Housing construction via cooperatives
was launched and played a substantial role in the City of Moscow and the
Moscow governorate. During and after the process of municipalisation
of the most valuable houses in urban areas, the authorities moved
underprivileged inhabitants with their families to more comfortable
houses in city centres (the so called “great housing redistribution”) and
ensured dismantling of urban slums.

7.2. The second stage, which lasted from the first five-year plan to
the third five-year plan (1929-1941), was characterised by a 2.1-times
increase in urban population with the housing stock in cities and urban-
type settlements being expanded less than twofold (the volume of housing
completionsremained defactostableacross three five-year plans). In the year
of 1929, the systemic development of the construction materials industry
was launched. The authorities also formed the legislative framework
regulating urban planning policy, initiated studies that produced a variety
of scientifically-grounded standard projects of houses for rural inhabitants
as well as for agricultural enterprises such as kolkhozes and sovkhozes. All
these measures allowed implementing the “socialist reconstruction” of cities
and rural settlements, whereas the activities of housing cooperatives were
curtailed almost completely. In order to raise productivity, the government
reorganised the construction sector by creating new construction trusts
and enterprises by every industry and territorial administrative unit that
began working on a contractual basis only.
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7.3. The third stage encompassing the period of the Great Patriotic
War and the postwar reconstruction (1941-1955) marked the creation
of scientific and technical foundations for the transition to the industrial
method in construction of apartment buildings, and new standards in mass
housing construction for predominantly room-by-room living of families
were elaborated. During and after the Great Patriotic War, the authorities
enhanced the support to individual housing construction, streamlined
the legislation regulating purchasing and building of individual houses
and unleashed housing construction in sovkhozes. In general, despite the
exhausting potential of the by-industry / sectorial organisation of housing
construction in cities and urban-type settlements, a 3.5-fold increase in
housing completions by total floor space was achieved during the fifth
five-year plan in comparison to the pre-war five-year plans.

7.4. The fourth stage lasted from the sixth to the ninth five-year
plans (from 1956 to 1975), during which the authorities launched the
mass housing construction programme when families were provided
with small-sized flats in standard apartment buildings. This progamme
rested upon a set of systemic measures aimed at increasing productivity
and cost-cutting in construction. These measures included consolidating
housing construction organisations by territory, organising the precast
concrete production and the large-panel housing construction industry,
developing block-by-block construction of residential houses with all the
related infrastructure required by the people and the developed public
area. Housing construction cooperatives were revitalised, support to
their activities as well as to the sector of individual housing construction
was extended, and it allowed reaching a record volume in housing
completions during 1956-1960 in individual housing construction in
rural settlements. Simultaneously, housing construction in kolkhozes
was also deployed at this stage. As a result, the volume of housing
completions by total floor space increased 2.3-fold on average by five-
year plan in comparison to the period of 1946-1955. At the same time,
due to a number of design shortcomings of flats in standard houses at
the end of the 1950s to the mid-1960s, more diverse standard projects of
residential houses were designed. Such buildings were put into service
progressively from the beginning of the 1970s, and their design took
into account local climate and weather conditions, technical and material
resources, national and cultural traditions of the Republics of the USSR.
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7.5. The fifth stage spanning across the tenth to the twelfth five-year plan
(1976-1990) was characterised by considerable improvements in quality of
standard apartment buildings constructed by the state, whereas the volume
of housing completions by total floor area increased by 15 per cent at the
end of the 1980s in comparison to the mid-1970s. Simultaneously, the role
of individual housing construction decreased, since state enterprises and
organisations had focused predominantly on housing construction using
state funds. To mitigate such disbalances, the authorities fostered state
lending further; intensified installation of modern communal infrastructure
in rural areas, launched programmes that allowed specialists demanded by
kolkhozes and sovkhozes to obtain new individual houses for half of their
actual price, etc. These measures resulted in an inconsiderable increase of
individual housing construction only by the end of the 1980s. Apart from
this, the authorities gave a new impetus to housing construction cooperatives
not only in urban areas, but also in the countryside and alleviated loan
terms, permitted sale of vacant rural houses to urban inhabitants who did
not have dachas, liberalised the legislation concerning personal land plots,
collective gardening and horticulture, and unleashed housing construction
in a form of youth housing complexes.

8. Individual housing construction prevailed during the first stage
(7.6 times more houses by floor space completed than houses built by the
state and housing cooperatives), provided 44 per cent of new housing
during the second stage and also dominated during the third stage (58 per
cent of housing completions by floor space). In general, the population
financed 63 per cent of housing completions during 1918-1955, whereas
during next five-year plans (1956-1990) this indicator dropped to 26
per cent (excluding housing construction cooperatives). Initially, state
housing construction was a primary way of providing dwellings to the
population only in urban settlements (86 per cent of housing completions,
including housing cooperatives, during the period from 1918 to 1990).
State housing construction coupled with housing cooperatives started to
prevail in the country just from the seventh five-year plan (1961-1965)
onwards, and it eventually contributed 63 per cent of all housing by floor
space built from 1918 to 1990. Meanwhile, the state was building more
spacious apartments up until the sixth five-year plan for predominantly
room-by-room occupancy by families before the mid-1950s. However,
from this time onwards, the citizens themselves began building more
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spacious dwellings (the average floor space of state housing during
1985-1990 was 55 square meters, while the floor space of houses built
by inhabitants was on average as large as 76.9 square meters). The state
participated actively in housing construction in rural areas starting from
the 1950s (primarily, in sovkhozes) and enabled construction of 27 per
cent of housing in rural settlements all together. In general, there was
no single five-year plan, when the share of state housing construction
was more than 50 per cent of housing completions by total floor space
in all the 15 Union Republics: 13 Republics was the maximum during
the period from 1981 to 1985, and the lowest point was reached during
1918-1928 and 1938-1941, when the state contributed less than
50 percentinall 15 Union Republics. Moreover, despite the predominance
of the state since the beginning of the 1960s, 36.5 per cent of families
lived in individual houses by the year of 1989 (19.8 per cent of families in
urban settlements and 72.1 per cent in rural areas). In turn, the housing
construction cooperatives movement was developing mainly in cities
from the beginning of the 1960s onwards, and its share in total housing
construction in the USSR from 1966 to 1990 was fluctuating around 5.0
to 6.0 per cent. Lastly, kolkhozes contributed to housing construction
in rural areas from the beginning of the 1960s as well, and their share
in total housing completions by floor space in the USSR augmented to
5.6 per cent during the twelfth five-year plan (1985 to 1990).

9. The main general problem was the decreasing share of the
population who improved their housing conditions after the peak in
the year of 1959, when 12.6 million people or 6.0 per cent of the total
population obtained new dwellings. The local minimum was reached
during the end of the 1970s — beginning of the 1980s (ca. 10 million
citizens or 3.7 per cent of the total population annually), whereas during
the period of perestroika the number of people who improved their
housing conditions increased to 11.5 million annually (4.1 per cent of
the population of the USSR). When considering on a five-year plan basis,
16.2 per cent of the population had their housing conditions improved
during 1951-1955. Then, this indicator increased to 26.2 per cent in
1956-1960 and started to decrease to the level of 18.5 per cent by the
five-year plan of 1981 to 1985.

10. Our method of comparing housing construction trends in
the Republics of the USSR includes calculations of six groups of 89
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indicators that comprehensively characterise dynamics and results of
the housing sector’s development. Group 1 comprises 20 indicators on
housing completions by total floor space in both urban and rural areas.
Group 2 consists of 12 indicators on housing completions in urban areas,
and Group 3 contains 16 indicators describing housing completions
in rural areas. The characteristics of the housing stock in urban and
rural settlements are revealed by 16 indicators in Group 4, whereas 13
indicators from Group 5 reflect on developments in terms of flats / houses
built, and 12 indicators from Group 6 — on number of inhabitants who
improved their housing conditions. Our method envisages calculating
other indicators too, in case relevant data is available. In general, all
indicators can be subdivided into those describing growth patterns for
volume numbers, average values, per capita statistics at a certain point
of time, average per capita numbers for a certain period of time (during
several five-year plans, decades or years), contributions (shares) of several
components to housing construction and changes in per capita numbers
and shares. Specifically, we calculated indicators that characterise housing
construction by main sources of financing, that is by state enterprises and
organisations, by population at their own expense and with assistance of
state loans, by housing construction cooperatives and kolkhozes.

11. We selected a shortened period for calculating 89 indicators that
stretches from the fourth to the twelfth five-year plan (1946-1990) as it
allowed taking into account to the full extent the data on the Latvian, the
Lithuanian, the Moldavian and the Estonian SSR as well as the statistics
on Western Ukraine and Belorussia that accessed the USSR in 1939. The
main drawback of the calculations of 89 indicators is that we were forced to
use even shorter time periods for calculating some indicators because not
all of the panel data for the considered period of 1946-1990 was available.
Nevertheless, we adhered to the rule of contrasting the Union Republics
by indicators with the same time span or comparable ones. Additionally,
the limitations of the statistics available allowed us calculating only 55
indicators for the Tajik SSR, 58 indicators for the Lithuanian SSR, 86
indicators for the Byelorussian SSR and 88 indicators for the Kazakh SSR.

12. The time series, which we computed, demonstrate that the
development of housing construction and the housing sector in general
was quite synchronized and well-balanced across the Union Republics.
The situation when some of the Republics would rank systematically
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among the top-3 and some others would be found consistently among
the bottom-3 was not the case. The leaders by number of first places in
rankings of 89 indicators were the Byelorussian SSR, which ranked first
14 times, the Estonian SSR (13 times), the Azerbaijan SSR (11 times) and
the Uzbek SSR (10 times). In turn, Byelorussian SSR was a leader among
the 15 Republics in terms of top-3 rankings (35 times), whereas the Uzbek
SSR, the Latvian SSR, the RSFSR and the Azerbaijan SSR followed with
21 to 28 top-3 rankings in total. The highest average rankings across
89 indicators were of the Lithuanian and the Byelorussian SSR, and
then of the Moldavian, the Kazakh, the Estonian, the Uzbek SSR, the
RSFSR and the Latvian SSR. When we compared the Union Republics
across 55 indicators (i.e., those with the statistics available for all the 15
Republics of the USSR) the leaders in that ranking were the Lithuanian,
the Byelorussian, the Estonian and the Moldavian SSR. Almost the same
Republics (excluding the Estonian SSR and including the Azerbaijan SSR)
topped the table with highest average rankings across 11 key indicators
characterising the dynamics of housing construction. At the same time,
the Estonian, the Lithuanian SSR, the RSFSR and the Byelorussian SSR
were leaders in the ranking with 11 indicators that reflected on a degree
of the housing sector’s development. The only two Republics that never
took first places in 89 rankings, namely the Ukrainian and the Kirghiz
SSR, nevertheless, ranked 8th and 13th, respectively, in terms of the
number of bottom-3 rankings (the Ukrainian SSR — 18 times and the
Kirghiz SSR — 24 times). These Republics were also the 10th and the
12th, accordingly, in the ranking across 55 indicators.

13. In general, across the Union Republics, the Moldavian SSR
demonstrated the highest growth rate of housing construction by volume,
and the Kazakh and the Byelorussian SSR led in per capita numbers. In
turn, the Uzbek SSR distinguished itself in terms of the highest growth
rate of housing construction by the state, whereas the Kazakh, the
Estonian and the Byelorussian SSR were leaders in the share of state
housing construction. Cooperatives played the most important role in
building houses in the Lithuanian, the Byelorussian, the Georgian, the
Latvian and the Estonian SSR. Housing construction financed by the
population prevailed in the Azerbaijan, the Uzbek, the Turkmen, the
Tajik and the Moldavian SSR, whereas the contribution of kolkhozes was
the most significant in the Byelorussian and the Estonian SSR.
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14. In urban settlements, the Moldavian and the Azerbaijan SSR
were leaders in terms of housing completions by total floor space, while
the Byelorussian SSR topped the rating of the 15 Republics by housing
completions financed by the state, and the Uzbek SSR ranked 1st by
housing completions financed by citizens and with state loans. Also,
the Byelorussian SSR had the highest score of housing completions by
total floor space per capita in urban areas. For rural settlements, the
Uzbek SSR revealed the highest rating by a growth rate of housing
construction, whereas the Estonian, the Kazakh and the Latvian SSR
were among the top Republics by per capita numbers. States enterprises
and organisations played the most active role in housing completions in
rural areas in the Byelorussian and the Kazakh SSR. The contribution of
the population to housing construction was the highest in the Azerbaijan
and the Moldavian SSR, and kolkhozes were most active in the Latvian
and the Estonian SSR.

15. In the list of indicators that characterise the housing stock’s
development, the Moldavian SSR ranked Ist by an increase in the urban
housing stock, whereas housing stock per capita numbers and a growth
rate of housing stock per capita were the highest in the Estonian SSR and
the Kazakh SSR, respectively. The Uzbek and the Azerbaijan SSR were
leaders by a growth rate of the total housing stock (the data is limited
to the period of 1980 to 1990), while the Estonian SSR demonstrated
highest scores in such indicators as total housing stock per capita and
rural housing stock per capita. In rural areas, the Azerbaijan SSR
performed the best in terms of a growth rate of the rural housing stock.

16. The RSFSR ranked Ist in all four indicators characterising
growth rates of total number of flats / houses built, of this indicator
per capita for 1986-1990 and for the period of 1966-1980 as well as
of average number of flats / houses built per capita. Besides this, the
RSFSR was a leader among the Union Republics in terms of the growth
rate of average floor space of flats / houses built by the population at
their own expense and with state loans. At the same time, the Turkmen,
the Uzbek, the Azerbaijan, the Kazakh, the Moldavian and the Latvian
SSR excelled in average floor space of flats / houses built. Therefore, it is
important to notice that the indicator of flats / houses built per capita and
average housing floor space per capita were often inversely related to
each other. Apart from this, per capita indicators of the Union Republics
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were affected by such objective variables as a degree of urbanisation,
natural population growth and a distribution of families by size (by
number of family members living together).

17. The Latvian SSR achieved the highest growth rate by number of
inhabitants who improved their housing conditions, whereas the share
of such inhabitants was the highest in the Estonian SSR. In turn, the
Kazakh and the Tajik SSR were leaders in average shares of inhabitants
who improved their housing conditions in the period of the 1950s to
the 1980s, and the best results in terms of an increase of households
who improved their housing conditions in urban settlements were
demonstrated by the Byelorussian and the Estonian SSR.

18. As we noticed above, the ratio between state-owned and
individually-owned dwellings in housing stocks of the Republics of the
USSR largely depended on their degree of urbanisation. However, by
the year of 1990, even in the most urbanised Baltic Republics and the
RSFSR, the share of individually-owned housing stock was still higher
than the share of outright homeowners in the USA nowadays (23.3
per cent as of 2018). In comparison to the USA, the share of outright
homeowners by floor space in 1990 stood at 26 per cent in the Latvian
SSR and the RSFSR, at 29 per cent in the Estonian SSR and at 39 per
cent in the Lithuanian SSR. Moreover, in the Kazakh SSR this indicator
amounted to 32 per cent, in the Byelorussian SSR — to 42 per cent, in
the Armenian SSR —to 51 per cent and in the Ukrainian SSR —to 53 per
cent. Other less urbanised Union Republics revealed even higher scores
in shares of individually-owned housing stock by total floor space varying
from 61 per cent in the Turkmenian SSR, 64 per cent in the Tajik SSR,
65 per cent in the Azerbaijan SSR to 67 per cent in the Kirghiz SSR, 68
per cent in the Uzbek SSR and 69 per cent in the Moldavian and the
Georgian SSR. Moreover, if we added apartments in buildings of housing
construction cooperatives that were erected using funds provided by
inhabitants then the scores of the Baltic Republics and the RSFSR would
be even higher: additionally ca. 5 per cent of the housing stock in the
Latvian SSR, 6 per cent in the RSFSR and the Estonian SSR and 9 per
cent in the Lithuanian SSR. Therefore, despite large-scale state housing
construction activities during the last 30 years of the USSR’s existence,
the role of individual housing construction and the private sector in the
housing issue resolution across the country remained fairly significant.
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19. The RSFSR stood out in terms of the most stable volumes
among all the Union Republics of housing completions during the
postwar five-year plans as in eight out of nine five-year plans the volume
of housing completions by floor space per capita was above the Soviet
average level. Secondly, the RSFSR was characterised by a high share
of state housing construction by the end of the 1980s, which reached
80 per cent, and this indicator was on average 67 per cent during the
period from 1918 to 1990 (by volume of housing completions). Thirdly,
the share of individually-owned houses built by inhabitants decreased to
7 per cent by the twelfth five-year plan, and that of housing construction
cooperatives — to 5 per cent, whereas the former indicator stood on
average at 27 per cent from 1918 to 1990, and the latter — at 6 per cent
from the 1960s to the end of the 1980s. The share of kolkhozes was
quite stable and fluctuated around 6 per cent during the 1960s — 1980s.
Besides this, the RSFSR was a leader in terms of the share of the state
and housing construction cooperatives in housing completions by floor
space in urban settlements (on average 95 per cent from 1966 to 1990)
and one of the top Republics by the share of state housing construction
in rural settlements (54 per cent of total volume during the period
of the eighth to the twelfth five-year plans). In per capita terms, the
RSFSR ranked close to the USSR’s average by housing completions in
cities and urban-type settlements and in terms of housing floor space
per capita overall as well as in urban settlements, whereas the RSFSR
indicator of housing completions by floor space in rural settlements was
on average 11 per cent higher than the average Soviet level during the
period of 1966-1990. The rural population of the RSFSR enjoyed on
average 14 per cent more spacious dwellings than the urban inhabitants
in the Republic. At the same time, the RSFSR was lagging behind other
Republics in terms of the average floor space of houses and apartments
built, and the average floor space of homes built by the population was
10 per cent lower than the average USSR’s level. However, logically, the
RSFSR was the leader during the 1966s — 1990s in terms of the number
of houses / apartments built per capita and by the share of dwellers who
had their housing conditions improved from 1951 to 1985 (on average
24 per cent of the Republic’s population within every five-year plan).

20. The Byelorussian SSR excelled in housing construction by floor
space per capita (this indicator was above the USSR average in 6 out of 9
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postwar five-year plans and on average 8 per cent higher than the USSR
level); in the share of state construction that increased by 51 per cent
during the period of 1946-1990; in fostering construction via housing
cooperatives (a 2.25-fold increase in the 1980s in comparison to the
1960s); in the share of housing construction in kolkhozes (8 per cent of
the total volume of housing construction during last five-year plans and
on average 24 per cent in rural areas from 1966 to 1990); in terms of
housing completions per capita in urban settlements from 1966 to 1990
(30 per cent more than the USSR’s average level); in construction of flats /
houses per capita (10 per cent above the Union’s level). The Ukrainian
SSR was among the leaders in terms of individual housing construction
financed by inhabitants in urban areas (18 per cent of housing
completions overall in 1966-1990), the share of kolkhozes in rural
housing construction (18 per cent as well), and housing floor space per
capita in urban settlements (8 per cent higher than the USSR’s indicator).
In turn, one of the main features of the housing sector in the Moldavian
SSR was that housing floor space per capita in rural settlements was 50
per cent higher than in urban areas, and that this Republic was among
the top Republics in terms of housing construction intensity in urban
settlements (14 per cent higher than the USSR average). In general, the
Byelorussian, the Ukrainian and the Moldavian SSR were in the upper
part of the list of the Union Republics by housing floor space per capita
(17.8-17.9 square meters per person) and were characterised by large
shares of individual housing construction (56 per cent in Moldavian
SSR, 46 per cent in Ukrainian SSR and 39 per cent in Byelorussian SSR)
and by relatively low shares of state housing construction (38 per cent,
47 per cent and 49 per cent, accordingly).

21. The three Baltic republics were leaders in many per capita
indicators, such as housing completions by floor space during the
period from 1970 to 1985 (the Lithuanian and Estonian SSR were 20
to 40 per cent above the USSR average, and the Latvian SSR was 5 to
10 per cent higher); housing floor space per capita in general (3 top
places among the 15 Union Republics with 19.0 to 21.6 square meters
per capita — the Estonian SSR was above the USSR’s indicator by
35 per cent, the Latvian SSR — by 24 per cent, the Lithuanian SSR - by
19 per cent); housing floor space per capita in urban settlements (on
average 16.6 to 19.9 square meters per capita, that is 7 to 28 per cent
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higher than the Soviet average); housing floor space per capita in rural
areas (on average 24 to 26 square meters per capita — 43 to 54 per cent
above the USSR’s average); number of flats / houses built per capita
from 1966 to 1990, which was 9 to 15 per cent higher in the Lithuanian
and Estonian SSR than the USSR’s average. Additionally, the Estonian
SSR was ahead of the other Union Republics in housing completions
per capita by floor space in urban and rural settlements (13 per cent
and 27 per cent higher than the USSR’s average, respectively) as well as
in the share of the population registered in urban areas as in need for
a larger dwelling who improved their housing conditions (on average
31.6 per cent annually during the period of 1987 to 1990). The Baltic
republics were also leaders in terms of average housing floor space built
by inhabitants (33 to 39 per cent higher than the USSR’s average), the
share of kolkhozes in housing construction during last four five-year
plans (12 per cent in the Estonian SSR, 11 per cent in the Latvian SSR
and 8 per cent in the Lithuanian SSR), and the share of kolkhozes in
housing construction in rural areas (33 per cent in the Latvian SSR and
32 per cent in the Estonian SSR). By the end of the 1980s, the housing
construction sector became quite diversified in all three Baltic republics,
with housing construction cooperatives playing an important role
besides kolkhozes from the 1960s onwards (14 per cent of total housing
completions by floor space in the Lithuanian SSR, 10 per cent in the
Estonian SSR and 9 per cent in the Latvian SSR). Additionally, citizens
financed construction of 32 per cent, 17 per cent and 14 per cent of new
housing in these Republics, respectively.

22. The three Transcaucasian republics can be divided into two
subgroups in accordance with indicators we employed in our analysis.
The Georgian and the Armenian SSR were among the leaders in housing
floor space per capita (the Georgian SSR enjoyed 18.3 square meters per
person overall, 16.5 square meters in urban settlements and 21.6 square
meters in rural areas); in average floor space of flats / houses built overall
and of flats / houses built by inhabitants (the Georgian SSR — 29 per cent
and 40 per cent higher than the average Soviet numbers, respectively);
in the share of citizens who improved their housing conditions during
five-year plans (on average 24 per cent of the population of the Armenian
SSR); in housing completions per capita in 1946-1975 (10 per cent above
the USSR’s average in the Armenian SSR); and in growth of average floor
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space of flats / houses (by 71 per centin 1951-1990 in the Armenian SSR).
In turn, due to high rates of natural population growth, the Azerbaijan
SSR was more often found in the lower part of the list of the Union
Republics by per capita indicators. On the other hand, the Azerbaijan
SSR stood out in terms of high shares of individual housing construction
in urban areas (16 per cent during the eighth to eleventh five-year plans)
and in rural settlements (on average 88 per cent), the highest increase
in average floor space of flats / houses built (a 2.2-fold increase during
the fifth to the twelfth five-year plans), and growth rates of individually-
owned urban and rural housing stocks (90 per cent higher than the
Union’s level in 1960-1990 and 51 per cent above the USSR’s average
in 1980-1990, respectively). Other main features of the Transcaucausian
Republics included extremely modest contributions of kolkhozes (less
than 1 per cent from the 1960s onwards); high rates of the population’s
participation in housing construction (53 per cent in the Azerbaijan SSR,
52 per cent in the Georgian SSR and 39 per cent in the Armenian SSR)
as well as a rapid expansion of construction via housing cooperatives
in the 1960s — 1980s in the Georgian SSR (10 per cent of total housing
completions by floor space) and the Armenian SSR (7 per cent).

23. Higher natural population growth rates and larger average size
of families were also salient features of the Soviet republics of Central Asia
(like for the Azerbaijan SSR). As of 1989, the share of families with five
members and more reached 63 per cent in the Tajik SSR, 59 per cent in
the Turkmen SSR and Uzbek SSR, 45 per cent in the Kirghiz SSR and
30 per cent in the Kazakh SSR. Therefore, most per capita indicators of
the Uzbek, the Turkmen, the Tajik and the Kirghiz SSR were below the
USSR’s level except for average floor space of flats / houses built overall
(25 per cent more in the Tajik SSR and 20 per cent more in the Uzbek
SSR than the USSR’s average) and of flats / houses built by inhabitants
(20 per cent higher in the Uzbek SSR and 16 per cent higher in the
Turkmen SSR). These Union Republics were also characterised by a high
share of people who improved their housing conditions by obtaining
dwellings in newly built houses (83 to 86 per cent) and by a prevalence of
individual housing construction over state-funded construction (57 and
38 per cent in the Kirghiz SSR, respectively, 56 and 41 per cent in the
Uzbek SSR, 54 and 40 per cent in the Tajik SSR, 51 and 41 per cent in
the Turkmen SSR). At the same time, the contribution of kolkhozes and
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housing construction cooperatives was limited to 1.4-4.0 per cent and
1.0—4.5 per cent, accordingly. The Kazakh SSR differed markedly from
the other four Republics in this region, as it was the leader in terms of the
relative amount of inhabitants who improved their housing conditions
within every five-year plan (on average 26 per cent during 1961-1985),
and it shared the first place with the RSFSR by a number of postwar five-
year plans when housing completions by floor space per capita exceeded
the average level of the USSR (in 8 five-year plans out of 9 ones). Unlike
in other Union Republics of Central Asia, the share of state housing
construction in the Kazakh SSR reached 73 per cent during the postwar
five-year plans, whereas the population financed construction of 20 per
cent of new housing, and housing cooperatives and kolkhozes added
2.2-2.3 per cent each. The Uzbek, the Tajik and the Kazakh SSR were
similar in terms of shares of inhabitants who improved their housing
conditions during 1987-1990 (18.9 per cent, 17.3 per cent and 17.2 per
cent of all residents on the lists for larger dwellings, respectively).

In conclusion, two more inferences can be articulated with regard
to methods of assessment and resolution of the housing problem in the
USSR in the 1960s — 1990s.

Firstly, the objective to catch up at an accelerated pace on the
USA and some European states in terms of such a formal indicator
as housing floor space per capita by increasing the volume of state
housing construction, while also adhering to strict (i.e. high-level) Soviet
standards in construction and having an additional burden of providing
new dwellers by all the needed social infrastructure that was taken
voluntarily by the state, was not quite an adequate goal-setting.

In a market economy, excess demand for housing is usually offset
by a price increase, whereas the population of developed countries
conceives such a market mechanism as an objective reality that they can
just live with. For instance, in the year of 2021, the USA was short ca.
5.3 million homes, since 7 million new homes built in the country from
January 2012 to June 2021 could not quite meet the demand of 12.3
newly formed households during this period of time. On the contrary, in
a planned economy, demand for housing under constant prices, limited
variety of homes and constantly rising incomes of the population could
remain unsatisfied, and the state authorities responsible for setting
prices were easy to blame for such a situation. Additionally, the state
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dominance in the process of resolving the housing issue during the
1960s — 1980s evoked high expectations from the population, while the
objective inability of the state to fulfill rapidly all the self-imposed social
obligations in the housing construction sector eventually undermined
the social consensus.

Subsequently and secondly, a mistake can be acknowledged to have
the rate of individual housing construction reduced during the 1970s —
1980s in the USSR as a whole and in the RSFSR, in particular (it was
also admitted in decrees of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party and the Council of Ministers of the USSR in the 1980s and in
the relevant literature). It is also worth noting that the beginning of the
heyday of “the Era of Stagnation” in social and political life of the USSR
in the middle of the 1970s coincided with the end of the predominance
of homes individually-owned by inhabitants in the structure of the total
housing stock of the USSR that took place, according to our calculations,
in the year of 1974.

Contrariwise, fostering private initiative in construction of individual
houses, as it was the case in the 1920s — 1960s, could enable better
balancing of obligations and responsibilities between the state and the
population, satisfy an excessive demand for housing and mitigate the
problem of a steady decrease of the share of inhabitants who had their
housing conditions improved during the 1960s — 1980s. Furthermore,
employing spare reserves of individual housing construction could
contribute to an accelerated growth of the construction sector and all
adjacent industries, especially against a backdrop of the level of economic
development of the USSR at that time, which was incomparable to the
one during the pre-war and postwar five-year plans.

Therefore, when considering the housing sector of the USSR, it is of
utmost importance to take into account individual housing construction
and housing construction in rural areas that are de facto a key to a better
and unbiased understanding of this sector’s development in the USSR,
particularly prior to the 1960s. This finding also opens new perspectives
for economic, historical, economic geographical and statistical studies in
the area of housing in the Soviet Union and in post-Soviet states.
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