The Socialist City 71

s exclusive to Eastern Europe and the former USSR; indeed, it
¢ be regarded as emblematic of the urban development of mod-
'_ A broader view of urban spatial structure, with carefully
nned functional zones tied together with cheap public transport,
t suggest a more calculated order than in the typical capitalist
But this scale is no more likely to yield anything really distinctive,
could be derived from socialist principles, than the level of the
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u_;», we are faced with the more realistic possibility that, if
is a socialist city, it is simply that regimes committed in princi-
if not always in practice) to some form of socialism produced
which are different from those in other kinds of society. The
ence may simply be in the extent to which such features as
hbourhood units, land-use planning and public transport pre-
inated, rather than in a fundamental alternative to the capitalist
e focus of this chapter is on features of the Eastern European
rmer Soviet city which appear to differentiate them from the
of the advanced capitalist world in this sense. Given the wide
of the topic, the emphasis is on some (but by no means all)
es of spatial structure which actually invite comparison of the
edly ‘socialist’ city with those of Western Europe and North
erica: general physical organization, socio-economic differentia-
d ethnic segregation. A summary of the empirical evidence,
ilighted by reference to case studies, leads to some more inter-
ative observations on inequality in the socialist city.

[W]e have yet to create the socialist city.
(B.S. Khoreu,

[Clities in Eastern Europe are ‘socialist’ not in the sense that they;
necessarily better or worse than they used to be, or better or
than comparable cities in capitalist countries. They are socialist in
they are different.

(I. Selenyi,

Is there (or was there) a distinctively socialist city? This questi
practical as well as academic interest, for cities of the future
some extent reflect those of the past — the more so if rigidities
existing forms impede the process of change. If socialism in
Europe and the Soviet Union created such resilient urban stru
as not to be easily altered by post-socialist society, the kinds of
inherited from the old regimes will survive, at least in part, well
the next century. And, in so far as urban life must adapt
existing built environment, the socialist city will act as a constr
the development of new social formations.

Some commentators deny the existence of a ‘socialist city’.
extent that the cities created or substantially modified under
ism may have failed to reflect distinctively socialist principles,
view could be sustained. For example, if communal rathe
family living represents the socialist way of life, then arrangemer
this kind characterize only a small minority of existing accomm
tion in most cities, and even then their origin and preserva
likely to have been a case more of practical necessity than of idee
cal preference. If equality in housing conditions, local environ
quality and access to services is a distinctive aspiration of so
then the urban landscape of the planned urban unit (or mikr
might more persuasively be described as socialist. However,
cept of the neighbourhood unit with integral service facilities i

PHYSICAL ORGANIZATION

estion of whether there might be a distinctive socialist city was
us of a seminal work by French and Hamilton (1979). They
attention to the neglect of the cities of the socialist world,
ed with the voluminous literature on urban structure in
America and Western Europe and also in the developing
- Writing on urbanization, planning and housing in Eastern
Ope and the Soviet Union subsequently expanded (see, for exam-
er, 1980; Andrusz, 1984; Morton and Stuart, 1984), but as
1 (1987: 310) pointed out later, the internal geography of the
received only restricted attention.
1ISm certainly gave rise to the expectation of a different kind
from those of the Anglo-American textbooks. Urban living has
Icular significance in Marxism, as a progressive force encourag-
llective rather than individual identity, and city planning was
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he war damage and the resources devoted to construction, for exam-
The new cities were usually created for some specific function
jated with industrial production or mineral extraction, their
m representing the purest version of the planned socialist city with
stark functionality. Another contribution of the historical dimen-
is the time taken to construct the new city, or to impose it on the
with different periods, planning styles and building standards
erating diversity in the urban landscape.

As was suggested at the outset, there is a view that the cities of
stern Europe and the Soviet Union are not fundamentally differ-
from those of the advanced capitalist world, especially Western
pe. They share much of the same historical and physical legacy,
are subject to the same forces of modern industrial society.
drichs (1988: 128) claims that: *[e]xcept for a short period in the
1920s . . . there are no specific socialist types of land use, distri-
on of new housing, internal organisation of residential blocks, or
tion of companies. Even the principal goal of socialist city plan-
— to locate new residential areas close to working areas — has
pursued in Western planning too.” However, while it may be
to find evidence of highly distinctive urban and residential
s, to argue that modern industrial cities are all very much the
s to overlook some special features of those in socialist coun-
, not least with respect to their general spatial structure.

simple model of the growth of the Eastern European city, de-
by Ian Hamilton, is illustrated in figure 3.1. The city comprises
ral distinct zones, which he described as follows (French and
milton, 1979: 227):

viewed as an important means of achieving political pur
(Andrusz, 1987). Central planning along with state ownership g
land meant that urban development could be subjected to mu
greater control than under capitalism. The internal structure of
socialist city was supposed to be planned to facilitate the delivery g
wide range of social services as means of collective consumption,
addition to facilitating the planned development of the produc
forces in the interests of the efficient operation of the econotr
Cheap public transport was a high priority, to ensure conveni
access to work, leisure and other sources of need satisfaction.
public provision of housing was one of the most important means
which the state sought to ensure satisfactory and relatively egalitar
living standards for all, and it was the apartment blocks which .
to predominate which give such a special character to the ur
landscape.
A description of how the ideal socialist city might be organized
provided by Demko and Regulska (1987: 290): !

The abolition of private property, removal of privileged classes,
application of equity principles espoused by Marxist/socialist leaders
should radically alter urban patterns. In the housing arena, the exp
tation would be one of non-discriminatory, non-spatially differentia;
housing in general. No social or occupational group would have bett
or more favourably located residential sites so that one would fi
a randomly distributed housing pattern. Similarly, public services
all kinds, including transportation, should be of equal quality, ava
ability and accessibility, Commuting to work . . . would be minimis
and no group would be more dependent on or penalised by sui
travel than others. Such amenities as high quality physical envi
ment, including recreational environment, would be equally acces
ble to all. All such urban conditions would be similarly equi
arranged and available.

) the historic medieval or renaissance core; (2) inner commercial,
'.sir.lg, and industrial areas from the capitalist period; (3) a zone of
flalist transition or renewal, where modern construction is partially
@ progressively replacing inherited urban or relict-village areas; (4)
lalist housing of the 1950s; (5) integrated socialist neighbourhoods
residential districts of the 1960s and 1970s [and 1980s]; (6) open
lanted ‘isolation belts’; (7) industrial or related zones; and (8)
Countryside, forests, or hills, including tourist complexes.
ly speaking, outward expansion of the city areas yields a concen-
'€zonal pattern, successive stages of building being readily recognis-
In architectural styles and skylines. This pattern tends to ‘overlay’
'€ sectoral or ‘wedge-like’ distribution of functional zones associ-
with particular site qualities, historic traditions, and major trans-
: arteries. Fundamen tally distinct, however, are the pre-socialist

€T and socialist outer urban areas.

Of the various reasons why reality might depart from such an
history is probably the most important. Socialism could not be
overnight, and nor could its cities. In one of the first textbooks
serious treatment to the socialist city, Rugg (1972: 252-6)
distinction between ‘partially-changed cities’ and ‘new cities
which have been partially changed by socialism originated
earlier era, like the large and long-established national capi
Moscow, Budapest, Prague and Warsaw. But even within this
there were differences in the extent to which socialist planni
replaced the pre-existing urban fabric, depending on the ex
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and reallocation of large houses of wealthy families in inner parts of
e city. But the need for comprehensive urban planning was quickly
ognized and, to facilitate this, land was nationalized and much
- the economy and infrastructure was also taken over by the state or
unicipal authorities. However, industrialization had immediate pri-
ity, and it was 1935 before a general plan was approved for Moscow.
d it was well after World War II before substantial impact was made
n the city’s enormous housing problem, when Khrushchev initiated
| major programme of housing development in the late 1950s.
]t was at about this time that the mikroraion (micro-region or
strict) became the basic building block of the Soviet city. This
pprised a neighbourhood unit of living spaces in the form of
ks of flats, along with associated services, for perhaps 5,000 to
000 people. Pedestrian precincts linked restaurants, nurseries,
dergartens, club rooms, libraries and sports facilities, as well as
cational, health, retail and cultural services. The level of provi-
was supposed to be on a per capita basis, involving specific
s for the number of restaurant seats, square metres of shopping
e, and number of health-service personnel, for example. Thus,
ple were all to have a wide range of day-to-day needs satisfied
in their immediate locality, often within a short walk of where
lived. This, together with per capita norms within similar or
ntical blocks of flats, suggests something approaching equality in
ig standards as the likely and, of course, desired outcome (see
nch, 1994, for further discussion).
t a broader spatial scale, each mikroraion was supposed to form
of a nested hierarchy of service provision. Thus, several micro-
icts may have been aggregated to form a larger residential com-
of perhaps 30,000 to 50,000 population, for the provision of a
€r range of services within a radius of 1,000 to 1,200 metres,
pared with 150 to 200 metres for the mikroraion (French and
lton, 1979: 102); one variant of this type of structure is illus-
in Bater (1980: 102). Residential districts were aggregated up
‘urban districts of 100,000 to 300,000 inhabitants, which them-
s formed part of urban zones with perhaps a million people in a
OF sector of the city. In health care, for example, the polyclinic
viding basic outpatient services might cater for the 20,000 to
0 population of three micro-districts, with general hospitals
8 a wider area of perhaps 300,000, and major specialist hospi-
€ach of the larger zones.
€ concept of the mikroraion was quickly adopted in other social-
ntries. It proved to be well suited to the needs of rapid post-war
Struction and renewed urban expansion, particularly in the

Road built prior to 1

Road built since 1960

= = —= Railway

Pre-socialist period L
Historic core - pre- 1800
¥ F"
Central business disty
Former upper and
middle class housin
Farmer working class

housing mixed with
industry and ware|

L

Socialist period
®_ = ® Residential district:

welfare and basic
Consumer services

E New city centre
A
*

Major secondary cen

Service nodes of re
or national importa

Industrial zone
Green belts, recreat

0 Stadium

Figure 3.1 Model of the growth of an Eastern European socialist ci
Source: French and Hamilton (1979: 228, figure 9.3)

The inherited inner area will be subject to more differentiation t
the socialist outer area with its planned uniformity. The historic ¢
and its preservation may have necessitated construction of a new
centre, as in figure 3.1.

This model indicates some similarity with the advanced capit:
city, at least to the extent of finding broad zones of differentiati
the forms of sectors and wedges. But how far is this pattern indica
of socio-economic differences, of the kind which we have co

to be addressed in the major part of this chapter. But before le
the physical organization of the socialist city, something needs
said about the built environment at a more local scale.
Following the Russian Revolution in 1917, one of the first
matic steps taken to create a more equal society was the confisc
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here, cities with single-family dwellings of relatively poor quality
1d have the mikroraion imposed more rapidly than those with
re substantial pre-socialist housing stock, depending on the prior-
y given o a particular city’s needs within some broader strategy of
.source allocation. In any event, the uneven adoption of modern
an construction, both among and between cities, created consid-
ble variety in the physical organization and appearance of the
tern European and Soviet city.

DOWEJS

'SOCIO-ECONOMIC DIFFERENTIATION IN THE
SOVIET CITY

Dwellings (flats)

special significance of socio-economic differentiation in the
alist city is obvious. Socialist society was supposed to be relatively
itarian, particularly in comparison with capitalist society. And the
ical organization of the city, and of urban life in general, was
posed to promote collectivist sentiments, as well as giving practi-
material expression to egalitarian ideals. In so far as socio-
omic differentiation could be detected in the socialist city, there
a contradiction with the strict egalitarianism of communism
cit in the dictum ‘to each according to need’. Material advan-
e might be effectively hidden behind the walls of externally homo-
cous apartment blocks, but if socio-economic differentiation
ieved a more conspicuous expression, in the urban landscape or
iscernible patterns of segregation, then the contradiction was all
ore potent as a possible threat to the legitimacy of the prevail-
political order. This section reviews evidence of socio-economic
erentiation in the Soviet city, exemplified by Moscow, followed by
rences to some other cities.

ile the individual mikroraion could be expected to deliver some-
g like equal access to all elements of the urban infrastructure
tinto it, this was not the case with the broader intra-city structure
ervice provision. The need to locate at least some facilities cen-
y in relation to large populations, in the interests of efficiency,
Tated against the more even distribution required to approach
| accessibility. Another source of inequality in the planned spa-
W distribution of services was the time lag between construction of
€ housing blocks and the related services, as part of the general
blem of uneven attainment of the norms which were supposed to
re local parity of services. Quality of services could also vary
8 districts, with the superior facilities provided for worker{ga-t--—:”\
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Figure 3.2 Layout of housing estate of the late 1970s at Wyzyny in
Ursynow-Natolin district on the southern edge of Warsaw
Source: redrawn from the plan on public display

1960s when mass prefabricated techniques came to predominate
urban housing construction. Figure 3.2 illustrates the kind of est:
which was being built in the outer areas of Warsaw in the late 1
revealing more diversity and imagination of layout than in the ea
phase of the Soviet mikroraion (as illustrated in Rugg, 1972: 5

How far a city as a whole could be described as socialist i
physical organization was largely a matter of the extent to whi
was dominated by the mikroraion. In some cities, like the ra;
renewed Moscow and the almost completely rebuilt Warsa
mikroraion became virtually ubiquitous, albeit with variations in
tails of layout and height of apartment blocks as styles change
the times. In other cities, such as Prague, most of the pre-soci
urban fabric survived the war, and much of it also avoided su

quent redevelopment by virtue of its continuing capacity to fun wb 1o

ticular enterprises not open to other people living nearby. /"
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Some parts of a city like Moscow would therefore have
access to services than others, The inner districts would be
particular advantage, for it was here that the more specialized
ties tended to be concentrated (often as a legacy of history)
from here that accessibility to other parts of the city would be k
because of the (historical) focus of transport lines. The centra
of the city was therefore ‘distinguished by the presence of thea
built-up area in keeping with Moscow’s prominence as the na
capital, a well-rounded urban environment and a high dens

~ The third element of socialized housing, the co-operative, was an
portant source of qualitative differentiation under socialism. Co-
erative housing was constructed on behalf of groups of individuals,
ly based on a workplace association (such as a particular enter-
se or ministry), who thereby acquired collective ownership of
complex or block. Membership required an initial monetary
posit, and monthly payments higher than rent for a state apart-
.nt. Co-operative housing was concentrated in the largest cities; it
unted for about 10 per cent of all housing in Moscow in the
retail outlets selling manufactured goods’ (Barbash and Gu s. While not conspicuously different from the best state housing
1980: 567-8; Smith, 1987: 77-82). There were outliers of such external appearance, co-operative housing was usually built to
ties at major transport nodes further out. . icher standards.

Housing space was allocated according to a per capita entitleme e relationship between socio-economic status and housing at
the minimum having been set at 9 square metres in 1922. While ¢ end of the socialist era has been examined by Ellen Hamilton
had been achieved as an average standard in Moscow by 3), at the scale of the 33 regions into which Moscow is divided.
large numbers of families had much less while others enjoyed measured social status by people with higher education, car
above the average (Bater, 1986: 96; see also Hamilton, 1993 rship, residents convicted of crime, and proportion of juveniles
equality in living space was exacerbated by variations in quali e population. The first two are fairly conventional affluence
accommodation. ators often used in Western research, while the other two would

Housing quality varied on two main dimensions: type of te pected to reveal relatively low family incomes. These four con-
and period of construction. Housing tenure in the former ! ns were found to have similar degrees of inequality among Mos-
divided roughly into three-quarters ‘socialized’ and one quar regions, as measured by the coefficient of variation, and are also
vately owner-occupied. Private housing was often of poor quali ly correlated one with another (see table 3.1). When compared
conventional (state) standards; it was confined largely to the fri per capita living space there is a clear spatial correspondence:
of cities, to small towns and to the countryside, with very litt
Moscow. The socialized sector was further subdivided into go
ment, industrial or departmental, and co-operative housing. In’
almost three-quarters of Moscow housing was owned by the
government, and 16 per cent by industrial and other ministries w
had built for their own workers. While some enterprises may
provided good housing as well as services at the place of work,

3.1 Indicators of social status of the population of Moscow by region,

Correlation coefficient
r with other indicators

of construction seems to have been a more important so Coefficient
differentiation in housing stock than the particular institutiol of variation 2 3 4
sponsible for it.

As a general rule, the later the construction the better the €ople with higher education ~ 24.1 080 -0.76 -0.75
of state housing, but this is not always the case. For example, 1’300 population aged
1930s under Stalin a number of large apartment blocks were b E;n O‘T"B
ornate style and to relatively high standards, for members of th BSIdZﬁ;s co%%li%ug“gr?me }gg i :ggg

and other privileged groups. However, those constructed duri
early period of large-scale residential development initia
Khrushchev were often badly built; they are now deterioratin
are widely regarded as slums (French, 1987, 1994). More re
constructed accommodation in micro-districts on the edge of
is generally of a higher standard.

°r 1,000 population aged

and over

Juveniles aged under 15 per 10.6
»000 population

e Hamilton (1993: 200, 201, tables 3 and 4)
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ace. But there is also evidence of some spatial sorting of the popu-
Jation by. of;cupational group. The spatial form of SOCiO—(tCOI’IIJOTIIa]iC
ferentiation suggested by the available evidence may be summa-
ed as follows (Smith, 1987: 86). The inner areas presented a varie
of environments and social groups, with some good housin whictl'}:
bined with access to cultural facilities to generate whatgma t
ost people have been the best of all worlds in Moscow, other tlyl X
of the discreet enclaves of the elite. In contrast, Lhc:re were ;12
ains of the poor inner-city housing areas, less substantial than
ther Soviet cities, occupied by people of markedly lower social
] thar} the ’mlelligentsia and professional groups that tended
edominate in the inner city. The outer areas were differentiated
edgfcs of varying environmental quality and socio-economi
5 wlfh the better sectors having relatively high proportions (;I:r
crative hou'sing and the occupations that tend to go with it, the
: .b1'r.ants trading off higher levels of access to cultural facil{ties
ping _zmd other services in the city centre for new housin of
quality and proximity to open space on the edge of the cil:vg In
‘outer sectors where state housing predominates environmér:nt' 1
ty was better. than in those old, inner areas OCCl,lpied by peopiie
;ZT Ioccupatlonal status, except for their favourable access to
is description suggests elements of both the concentric zo
L wedge models of urban spatial structure. The question of whizl?
€se two forms predominates in Moscow has exercised the curios-
;1 a;}l;r:;(;lre;)f obifrvers.‘ S.I. ‘Kabakova, who attempted to esti-
. (]1311 tt eISOWet city, came up with almost perfect
e ater, 1980: 127, figure 5). French suggests that at
- e Strertgess model could ha\.fc some relevance for Mos-
e : pa]ttem of concentric rings and radials and the
e .nt‘ra area funFtlons, ‘but also finds some evidence
i rrs in the location of mc‘lustry, in the tendency of
R IEﬂoups :10 move outwards in the same sector, and in
s %11 1?9,1“;;} %is (French and Hamilton, 1979: 90-2;
kg d’escgi .ﬂvee mgsli thorough analysis of the applica-
i n(I?t i mo ]e s to Moscmfv, t.)y Barbash (1982),
e viously more convincing than the other
i pends on which element of environment, econom
S considered. : s
A .
. rf;iz. i&:}r};aﬁlther Soviet cities to substantiate particular pat-
k- y exception is found in a study of the city of Ufa
nin, who explored the link between social hei
S social groups and their
arized in Matthews, 1979: 112-13). Information was

the higher-status population and the more spacious accommodatig
is concentrated in the inner parts of the city and the western regior
There is also evidence that these patterns are closely reﬂected
people’s perceptions of the relative prestige of residential are
(Siderov, 1992).

Hamilton (1993) goes on to explore the role of the state ho
allocation system in accounting for her observations. While hou
had been considered a right of every citizen, with distribution ace
ing to need and not to ability to pay, it has also been treated
privilege and reward for social categories of workers. The cg
spondence between high-status population and most spacious ho
ing suggests that those whose labour was most valued by the
enjoyed a double advantage. Low rents implied a state housing
sidy, the greater the more space people had. As high status wot
also be rewarded by relatively high incomes, those most able to |
for housing received the largest state subsidies. While this mig
perfectly consistent with the socialist dictum of ‘to each accordi
quantity and quality of labour contribution’, particular groups
have been able to ensure for themselves superior housing, along
other benefits, merely by virtue of their capacity to influence
allocation system. 4

Soviet socialist society had a distinct elite, comprising the u
levels in political, administrative, managerial, military, academic
artistic life. As the capital city of a country with a high degre
central control, Moscow had a disproportionately high share o
people. As well as having relatively high salaries, they were re
by access to special facilities providing health care or goods
generally available, for example. An additional allocation of hou

space may also have been provided, often in special build
Evidence from a variety of sources suggests some spatial con
tion of the elite (French, 1994, ch. 6). For example, Matthews (
107-8) pointed to the old Arbat district in central Moscow as be
favourite location for blocks of prestige flats belonging to the G
Committee of the Communist Party and the KGB, and to
built on the Lenin Hills near Moscow State University as
new blocks in central locations; French (1987: 313-14) repor!
wedge of inner Moscow with a high proportion of apartment b
inhabited by the elite. There were also areas of fine dachas
the city.

Thus, despite a planning process driven by egalitarian idea
equality in living standards was evident in socialist Moscow.
this could be attributed to the hierarchical structure of service |
sion and to the process of physical development over time as

| ]
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.~ quarters occupied by distinctive ethnic groups, possibly but not neces-
garily in lox:vcr—status occupations; probably comprising socially cohesive
~ communities; hm.;sing possibly reflecting cultural preferences; service
,,Pro"'i?ion depending on position within the general spatial structure of
~ the cty.

he situation of such ethnic groups will be taken up later in this
japter.

J_ ile housing, occupation and access to the service infrastructure
edominate in this typology, there are strong indications that it is
flected in some other social conditions. In health, for example,
is the evidence from Moscow suggesting an association between
d health and occupational status (Barbash, 1983, summarized in
, 1987: 84-5). Quality of education is also likely to have been
ciated with local population characteristics. Social pathologies
as crime, alcoholism and what the Soviets called ‘hooliganism’
e also connected with particular parts of the city; these tended to
old and deteriorating neighbourhoods, usually in the central
along with some of the new, lower-status residential complexes
the outer districts, with a predominance of single rural migrants
nger subject to traditional controls of family and community
on and Stuart, 1984: 122-3; Andrusz, 1984: 218; French 1987:

compiled on the inhabitants of three types of district: the old ce
the newly constructed areas, and the outer areas characterized
high proportion of privately owned dwellings with garden p
Although no district was socially exclusive, the intelligentsia
frequently lived in the centre, while the outer districts had a la .
share of artisans. The newly built districts generally came in betws
Fenin also suggested a gradation of income corresponding with
three types, with the central district leading.

The areas of private housing on the edge of cities like Ufa
flected the pace of urbanization, and the failure of the city authe
ties to keep up with housing demand by state construction. P
housing might lack such amenities as running water, but to
migrant from the countryside these fringe areas provided a
foothold in the city, with the ability to supplement uncertain offi¢
supplies of food from their own plot. And some apartment dwe
may have envied the freedom which private housing offered.
qualitative differences between inner and outer areas were very Ir
matters of perception, depending on individual or family attit
and values.

At the risk of some simplification, the following broad
of socio-economic and environmental differentiation in the

Soviet city may be suggested:
rther element in the social geography of the Soviet city was

nc!ency for family size to be negatively associated with socio-
mic status. The peripheral zones customarily accommodated a
population with larger average family size (Bater, 1986: 94).
sorting may have been a response to the differential attraction
ticular parts of the city in relation to stage in the family life
but there may also have been a less voluntary element in
on shifts as people were displaced by inner-city renewal
g in t!mse of higher status (Andrusz, 1984: 218).
far did such zones comprise extensive areas of the city with
ely homf)geneous character, as opposed to more of a mosaic or
vork of internal diversity? In Soviet urban planning, any ten-
towards social separation and associated bourgeois class atti-
ould have been prevented by residential mixing, at least by
urhood and preferably by residential block. Firm evidence
€xtent to which such mixing was achieved is rare, but it was
ly less than the socialist ideal. Nevertheless, Andrusz (1984:
" rts that, ‘[g]ener:'illy speaking however, and with singular
| ns, blocks of flats in the Soviet Union are characterised by
" €lass heterogeneity — certainly by Anglo-American standards.’

1 inner, high-status areas of good housing, occupied largely by pre
sional groups; some congestion and pollution, but good access to [
tral services (added to which were special places and privileges @
elite);

2 inner, low-status areas of old and deteriorating property; enviro
affected by industrial or commercial development, but good ac
facilities of the city centre;

3 outer areas of relatively high status (more or less distant from the
depending on the size and growth pattern of the city), with re
high proportions of co-operative flats; employment predo
white-collar; service provision and/or transport to the city cent
good;

4  outer areas of lower status, with a predominance of state housing
relatively high proportion of in-migrants; mainly manual emplo
industry with a detrimental environmental impact; access to servis
and exacerbated by time lags in construction of infrastructure;

5  peri-urban areas and suburban enclaves of private housing of vel
quality, much of it occupied by recent migrants from the cou
low or non-existent service provision.

To these may be added, for the sake of completeness:
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French and Hamilton (1979: 98) stated that social segreg
tended to be by building, rather than by street or area. However,
may have been true more of the inner than the outer reside
areas. Bater (1986: 94) suggested that, in the new micro-districts
in suburban tracts of individual houses engulfed in the proce
urban expansion, ‘the social-class composition of particular n
bourhoods is not always as varied as Soviet planning policy sugge:
ought to be.” Areas of housing built by industrial enterprises al
inevitably had a working-class character, and tracts of private ho
had a similar composition. Higher-status people had other choie
with better housing and environment. r

There was certainly some clustering of accommodation for highe
status groups and the elite, as was observed above with respe
Moscow. Bater (1980: 101) suggests that this led to a degre
residential segregation as early as the Stalin era. Concentratio
co-operatives may also have existed in certain parts of the city
French (1987: 314-15) points out that sites for such housing
controlled by the local authority, which had the power to p
spatial clustering of those who could afford such accommoda
For members of the elite allocated good state housing, apar:
size and furnishings may have mattered more than location (B
1984: 149). And there was always the chance factor, which may
enabled an enterprising or fortunate individual to take advantage
that uncertain flexibility and inefficiency which characterized tl
Soviet pureaucracy. i ! ‘ 3 - through the development of industry will become the centre of pro-

In view of the imprecision and ambivalence of some of the ¢ ~ duction, the city of workers. ;
dence, the most appropriate conclusion, following Andrusz (1 ‘

220) is that, ‘[i]t is impossible in Soviet cities to identify ghe -In 1949 all existing housing was ‘communalized’ or taken into
whether rich or poor: there are only tendencies towards the co ‘ te‘CODtml, except for smalI,'one-family dwellings. Then the state
gation of social groups.” But, as he emphasized throughout his s tcity of Warsaw) took the major role in new housing construction
of the Soviet urban scene, there was an association between hou t pressure on resources led to the encouragement of Iarge-scale'
quality, tenure, social group and spatial location; this, along Perative development from the late 1950, tapping people’s sav-
differentiation of the urban infrastructure, generated a disting N return for a shorter waiting time, and to a decline in city-
kind of city with its own emergent patterns of inequality. How fz ced construction, which was discontinued in 1973, Initially
generalization holds for other Eastern European countries, wht Peratives paid much more attention than municipal authorities:
there is more direct evidence of both the processes involved'-. 0 the appearance of housing estates and the supply of services, but
their outcomes, will be examined in the section which follows. O-Operatives came to dominate the scene such concerns see;n to
' become Fess important (Ciechocinska, 1987: 11). Modern es-
' c(:.: t:’he fringe of the city often lacked good transport as well as
i lough quality of accommodation may have been some
Pensation. Thus urban environmental attributes as well as the

i . .
ngs l;hen'lselves came to vary with the location, date of construc-
and housmg tenure.

ities of Warsaw, Prague and Budapest. In the first two cases, histori-
comparisons can be made, to reveal something of the impact of
jalism on the pre-socialist city. The evidence is summarized here,
owed by a study of the two regional centres of Pecs and Szeged in
ngary.

. Warsaw has a special place in the creation of the socialist city. Its
'pulatjon had reached almost 1.3 million in 1939, but five years of
time devastation left barely 162,000 people in 1945. The new
iety therefore had almost complete freedom to reconstruct a
ajor city according to new ideals. Two important principles were
he right to adequate living conditions in cities — by the proper
ation of service centres for education, culture, ete.” and ‘the prin-
ple of social equality — by applying uniform criteria with respect to
ery social group and area’ (Regulska, 1987: 326). By 1949 sufficient
ogress had been made for President Bierut (quoted in Regulska

7: 327) to proclaim: ;

- New Warsaw cannot be a reproduction of the old one, it cannot be
' ..-_on_ly an improved repetition of pre-war concentration of private capi-
; ta:hst interests of the society, it cannot be a reflection of contradictions
dividing this society, it cannot be a scene and base for exploitation of
- people and expansion of the privileges of the owners’ class . . . New
i .Warsaw should become a socialist capital. The fight for the ideological
_ Image of our city must be carried out with full consciousness and with
all the required energy directed towards this goal. New Warsaw

Other evidence of socio-economic differentiation

Some of the most thorough investigations of socio-economic di
entiation within cities outside the former Soviet Union covi
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Another interpretation of socio-spatial disparities in Warsaw, at
the end of the 1970s, is offered by Dangschat and Blasius (1987; ’see
also Dangs?hat, 1987). They identified distinct clusters of disL;icts
' defined mainly by age and type of housing. Education appeared to bt:
an important means by which access to a differentiated housing stock
was determined. These authors claim that disparities in Warsaw were
' pot fundamentally different from those in their Western European
counterparts. An alternative position is advanced by Ciechocirr)lska
(1987: 22-4), w.ho is closer to Weclawowicz (1979) in asserting: ‘[t]he
pattern of sociospatial differences in Warsaw differs consi(-ierabl
m the textbook examples of social inequalities which occur ir)l’
ny devc‘lopcd and third world countries.” She saw the basic source
f inequality as the shortage of housing, which generated a distinc-
e process (?fdiﬂ'eren tial access. The shortage could mean a wait of
y years for a housing co-operative unit, but especially valuable
em ployfre_s in managerial or leadership positions had a better chance
f obtaining such flats. Only families with incomes well below the
rage could obtain city-owned flats, and their concentration usu-
in o!der parts of the city led to strong socio-spatial differentiation
traints on the exchange of flats, along with the housing short:
¥e, meant _that most people were tied to their accommodation
ally f(.)r life. Such stability was conducive to a perpetuation of the
ling dlfli:erences in the socio-spatial structure.
rague has a population of about 1.2 million in the ci
on in the wider metropolis. The special interest of ‘:.hfsltzlty] .i(:
: Emhke. Moscow or Warsaw, Prague has seen the formation of
Ell:s:oso:;flty .largel.y on a Pre-ex?stjng physical structure typical of
P E},)umpzla?; (éf mtduls)tru;: Caplt?illsm. Prague was the first major
i ity to be the subject of t.hor(')u.gh investigation of
- nuation after the advent of socialism (Musil, 1968).
Mate?uowzld up by a c.omparison of the city in 1930 and
g Ju etal, 1979), similar to that of Weclawowicz in Warsaw.
attern for 1930 rt.ﬂfealed five types of area, differentiated
n(g)mt?ai?(:h .?ondmons as proportion of working class in
k" ;: y at.:twe populauF)n, dwellings with a bathroom, and
ﬁinge:u‘;:anoni)As Matqu et al. .(1979: 190) saw it: ‘[t]he
il retreatt;;sm t(;fommg proletar{an, while wealthy strata
| 1 the centre of the city a.nd from the industrial
ntermediate zone into newly built residential quarters.

S centre was inhabited by th isi

e 5 y the petty bourgeoisie, clerks and

onto this pattern that a new ord i

4 T : order was imposed. The earl
€ socialist period, up to the latter part of the 1950s, werg

Something of the impact of socialist reconstruction has been re
vealed by Weclawowicz (1979). He analysed variables measuring
population characteristics, occupation and housing by enumerati
districts in 1931, and derived an index of ‘economic-class positio
describing the principal component of differentiation which co
be extracted from the data. There was a clear decline in so
economic status, from the compact central zone, through a tr
tional zone, and out into a peripheral zone. The reversal of the usu;
generalization concerning the capitalist city could be explained
the fact that the process of outward movement of wealthier peopl
had begun from Warsaw only after 1981, generating few high-s at
areas on the periphery.

The population of Warsaw in 1970, at 1,315,000, was not
greater than in 1931. But the physical structure of the city had
very largely renewed. Weclawowicz (1979) chose variables whic
incided as far as possible with those used for 1931, and derive:
index reflecting educational and occupational characteristics
with form of housing tenure as the principal component of diff
tiation. This captured what he termed ‘socio-occupational posi
rather than economic-class status as in 1931, because it was
concerned with income differentials which predominated
capitalism than with the broader social evaluation of labour in

ticular occupations. The highest index values tended to be i
central part of the city, reflecting the concentration of writers,
nalists and artists along with others occupying crucial (and
leged) positions and working in nearby offices, educa
institutions and so on. This was the outcome of a selective ho
policy which enabled these groups to settle in central locations
had been rebuilt soon after the war. The lowest values identifi
areas dominated by housing construction of the 1960s.

Weclawowicz concluded that there had been great cha
spatial structure between 1931 and 1970. In the inter-war p
Warsaw had an urban form strongly differentiated by class, wh
the pattern in 1970 was more a reflection of socio-occup
position, a selective housing policy, and stages of settling the p
city. The classic models of the capitalist city, with their wedg
centric zones and multiple nuclei, were too simplistic to d
Warsaw’s spatial structure in 1970, which was more of a m
differentiated in local detail. Later research at the broader
the Warsaw urban region reveals a ‘substantial increase

disparities’ between 1978 and 1988 (Weclawowicz, 1991: 29;

reflecting the prevailing social and political transformation

particular the increasing shortage of housing.
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even an extensive house building programme carried out in the sixti

— and, it may be added, even in the seventies —~ combined with m o
f)thcr. deep social changes, were not able to completely transfor a}‘;l)’
mhcr.lt.cd features of Prague’s social ecology. The inner alrts :1: Lhe
city did not essentially change and the traditional attractiolle of cert;i::

_dtstrn?rs for certain social groups remained rather strong. Also the
inherited location of industrial as w, ;

ell as non-industrial work I:
undoubtedly played an i ; : ; rkplaces
B o the é’ltl; yed an important role in shaping the ecological pat-

characterized largely by the redistribution of existing housing stock,
Geographical differences were evened out, with the proportion
manual workers in the inner zones increasing to about 40 per cen
1961 compared with a little over a quarter in 1930 (Musil, 1987: 31)
The 1960s saw the beginning of a phase of accelerated housin
construction, which continued through the 1970s. Large estates wer:
built on the fringe of the city, to relieve congestion in the centr
and facilitate reconstruction of the inner areas as well as to accommg
date the growing workforce. The social ecology identified in 1970
‘reflecting the first part of this phase, revealed types of area simi
to those of 1930, but with significant changes in the character
various parts of the city. Differences among the areas identifi
had become smaller than in 1930, as reflected in decreases
the ratio of maximum to minimum values from 1.18 to 1.14
proportion of the population that was working class, 3.39 to 1.69
dwellings with a bathroom, and 1.62 to 1.14 in the number of persong
per room.

The socio-economic (or class) structure had become much les
important in the spatial differentiation of Prague. More significant
1970 was the material quality of the urban environment, with
distinction between the old, obsolescent parts of the city and
newly developed areas, along with family and age structure (Ma
etal., 1979: 192-3; Musil, 1987: 32-3). A process of homogenizati
of urban space had been set in motion, but there was still spa
differentiation arising from the inherited built environment, its
ability, and how it compared with new construction. And there
social dimension to this differentiation: some areas still had a
tively high-status population, while old people were more likely to
in poor and overcrowded housing. The greatest social homogene
was found in the new outer suburbs, where housing was allocated
families with similar characteristics on the basis of need.

The 1980s appear to have been characterized by a growing dif
entiation within both the old and new parts of Prague. The bett
quality housing became dispersed, unlike that of the pre-soc
period. And in the new housing estates, state, enterprise and
operative blocks of flats were mixed. Thus, Musil (1987: 35) saw
increase of heterogeneity in macrostructure’, accompanied
certain homogenisation which contributes to the emergence of p
lem areas’, occupied by old people and less-qualified workers, i
inner districts and some older industrial parts of the city. _

The inherited built form of the capitalist city clearly had an i
tant bearing on the changing social geography of Prague duri
socialist period. To quote Musil (1987: 32):

The socialist_period expanded the city and created new residential
areas of rel‘am:'ely uniform quality, at least with respect to state hous-
ing. But districts of poor housing and low environmental quality
remained. Accelss to housing of varied quality, along with the free-
dom'of tho:s.el with the means and ability to build or acquire private
lt:oumglg or Jc;m a co-operative, provided scope for people to differen
ate themselves, in terms of their accom i |
environment which goes with it. g bt o
Budapest has a population of about 2.1 mill;

. Lk -1 million people. The cit
suffered considerable damage during World War Ilf)anlc)i the re‘;f lo¥
the 1940s was preoccupied with repair or reconstruction. Some ksub—

:i__:hl:rmon of l‘musmg }ook place, and redistribution was accelerated
‘When the Communist Party took over in 1948-9

e r

‘which exacerbated a housing shortage com-
_m::l?.ded by poor quality and lack of amenities within the existing
. 2;1 itrllle‘;e.nd Ef the 1950s, plans were drawn up to build 250,000 new
# thg. In the city, 80 per cent of them from public funds. How-
f {ld' € economy cou!d not support this level of activity; official
. &l 191;{:& against the private sector was relaxed, so that, in the 1960s
. ﬂ?s, 30-40 per cent of construction came from private build-

4 h(i)s;; “.fho ::ould afford‘ it. The public housing programme,

£ fmm(gl -r1§elt_slates, required relatively open areas, and these
g mainly between the densely built city centre and subur-
€ments annexed to the city in 1950. These new dwellings

lé‘;[;ltzil:ltyd?;zglgfa]r};:ly and multi-family blocks of the traditional
-, e icts. de most obsolete and run-down area was be-
e ;11ty an l(.the estates. A process of spatial sorting of the
T al;S ta Eg place, assoctat‘ed with growing polariza-
While 1 1g97 ses (Hegedus and Tosxcs, 1983: 483, 489).

e 0Os had seen a reassertion of social need criteria in

i
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distribution and mobility of the soci
B e i it S);elenyi oy’ ;)l' groups concerned. The ac-
The allocation of occupational groups among different kinds of
_housing revealed a striking distinction between relatively high pro-
‘Portions of bureaucrats, intellectuals, technicians and clerical wgrle
e 10 .ﬁrsl-class state housing and lower proportions of skilled
-‘3.‘-'chi-5kllled_ and unskilled workers. The same distinction was showr;
for those .w1th .their own bank-financed or Co-operative apartment
i ilowever, In private housing, usually of poor quality, the situation was-
groups decreasing during the 1970s. reversed. So in general, the higher-status groups received bet
The geographical features displayed by Sillince’s ratio of physi ousing, with the highest state subsidies. Those who had E ter
to non-physical workers shows a high degree of consistency from yea ‘awarded state housing included 87 per cent of the high bure: i
to year. In other words, the pattern of social differentiation had ne and almost 40 per cent of intellectuals, compared xgvith fi ;Ucrat.;
changed much over two decades, with the more working-class di und 21 to 15 per cent for the skilled, semi-skilled and ugn Efl Od
tricts concentrated in the south and west and those with a hig rkers. Again, the situation was reversed for those who had bs II e
proportion of non-physical workers in the central and western p ught their own houses, with only 26 per cent of bureaucr ;1 't 0(11*
of the city. Further detail at a finer spatial scale is provided 1 per cent of intellectuals in this category compared with al;i df?l)
Ladanyi (1989). He concludes that the higher-status regions of tk cent of skilled and semi-skilled workers and 44 per Ol;tth5
city are the most compact and segregated, while the lowest-stat anskilled. ety o
regions, although sharply separated from the high-status groups, Szelenyi (1983: 63) summarized ic i
more dispersed and segregated on a smaller scale. This sugg:s ' ollows: iy o oy
patchwork or mosaic of socio-economic differentiation, rather t
broad homogeneous zones. Ladanyi (1989: 565-6) summarizes
situation as follows:

housing distribution, Hegedus and Tosics (1983: 491) claimed thay
this was not reflected in a moderation of segregation tendencies,
However, this interpretation has been questioned by Sillince (1985
146-7), who showed that variations in the ratio between ‘physi
(manual) and ‘non-physical’ workers in each of the 22 districts
Budapest had gone down sequentially from 1960 to 1980. His in
pretation is that social class segregation had progressively fallen ¢
these 20 years. Some support is provided by Ladanyi (1989: 560-1
who found the spatial segregation of five out of six socio-economiy

.ll:le social groups with the highest incomes move steadily towards the
highest h0u§in g classes in the state and market sectors, and come close
.-'I:_o monopolising them. Below that, the highest class of housing avail-
:;)le to most of thsc with lower incomes is the second market clgss ke
:;hoi;:?r:lgi 0:; fanlvnly houses omi‘tt..ing the superior ‘villa’ category, "The
-,y b% : tgmons.lfan.d opportunities of these lower classes are limited
- lies Eru icies which a]locate. state _housing and credit than by
- [tlh l dpaaf}fl to pay. Public p9l|cy thus provides that, on

8¢, the richer classes get better housing for less money and effort,

Whlle Lhe p(l Ter i

18] ClaSSCS g t S h us1 ’
t

€l worse ho 1 Ilg at he COst 0[ more mone

Workers, or more precisely, poor people . . . lived in the worst, furthei
most parts of the city, without any conveniences, which were pollute:
and located next to industry, or they lived in deteriorated, or origina
poor-quality apartment-houses, or in poor one-family houses nez
railroads or main streets, in the back apartments of the older ap
ment-houses without any conveniences, in concierge-flats, in subte
ancy, as night-lodgers, in cellars or in attics etc. . . . The highest-status
social groups symbolise their ‘being different’ by their spatial sep
tion and, as they have enough power, they can develop their ‘own’ p

, g he 1 DY
S e ey reas under socialism housing is supposed to have a special

2 af—;'cllgcsoats :sn :-qu;hzlpg elen?em of state provision, received as a
e Soun:"e f;c'uon of_mcorne, in Pf:cs and Szeged it was
o afj o a1Jneo:quallty compounding other inequalities
b pational status. '
o tl?:rto consider the spatial structure of the two cities,
e chare was any corresponder_lce between the physical
i .acterlstws of areas, th(?lr housing,'and their de-
¥ social composition. Relatively high proportions of

Pecs and Szeged, regional centres in Hungary with populati
little less than 200,000, are the subject of one of the most tho.
investigations of housing inequality under socialism. In 1968,
Konrad and Ivan Szelenyi carried out a survey involving 2,300
lies in the two cities. They were particularly concerned with ho
unequal distribution of social privileges and disadvantages, a
from the differentiation of socialist society, was related to the spa
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“major cities of Soviet Central Asia are now predominately Slavic,
any of the indigenous people still prefer to live in traditional
quarters, Samarkand being a case in point (see French and Hamil-
ton, 1979: 145-65, for a discussion of Islamic cities). However, de-
tailed investigations, including mapping, are rare.
A notable exception is a study of Kazan, capital of what used to be
the Tartar Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic. Rukavishnikov
;_-(1978; see Bater, 1984: 152-6; 1986: 98-9, for summaries) produced
detailed maps for 1974 based on a survey, and also reconstructed
features of the city at the turn of the century so that the present (or
ecent past) could be compared with the pre-revolutionary patterns.
Kazan was originally an ethnically homogeneous city populated by
Tartars. Russians began to move in when the middle and upper Volga
country was annexed by the Russian state ¢.1550. The proportion of
Russians steadily increased, so that by around the end of the nine-
teenth century, when the total population was roughly 150,000, Tar-
accounted for 15-20 per cent. A clear spatial separation of the
0 groups could then be identified: the better eastern part of the
was inhabited by predominantly Russians and the western part by
[artars. It was also possible to identify distinct areas occupied by
rchants, at the intersection of the Tartar and Russian districts, and
y the nobility, in the Russian district away from the city centre in the
igher and more attractive parts of the city. Thus, according to
kavishnikov (1978: 64):

intellectuals, other white-collar workers and skilled blue-collar work:
ers lived in the new multi-storey housing estates, fitted with bath
rooms, water, gas and electricity, and, to a lesser extent, in the ci
centre. Correspondingly lower proportions of the professionals lived
in the more industrial areas and outer zones of private village-styl
dwellings. Unskilled workers made up more than half the household
in these zones of poorer housing, with only 18 per cent in the ney
state housing areas. Szelenyi (1983: 117) concluded: 1

the degree of segregation of our cities is measurable. It is also clear
that all the measured social and spatial advantages tend to be superim-
posed on one another to increase the privilege of the privileged, while
the corresponding disadvantages go together to worsen the situation
of the disadvantaged. The higher social classes with the higher status
and the better educational qualifications are situated in the better
zones of the city; the lower social classes with lower status and less
education tend to live in the poorer zones.

Furthermore, those with low incomes who got poor housing in p
districts typically paid more for it than the richer people did
better housing in better districts. State housing allocation favou
those of high status, the workers seeking new accommodation largel
being forced out of the city to build for themselves. Thus, contrary t
the expectations of socialist ideals, the housing allocation system wa
found to have a regressive redistributional impact: a finding con
firmed by others elsewhere (for example, Hamilton, 1993, in .:-;.

- pre-Revoluti zi 5 - iti
— see above). pre-Revolutionary Kazan confirms the well-known proposition that

capitalist cities are characterised by settlement in socially and ecologi-
 cally different parts of the city according to class affiliation. The con-
- trasts of pre-Revolutionary Kazan were defined not so much by ethnic

as social factors, for the conditions of life of the Russian and Tartar
~ proletariat were virtually the same,

ETHNIC SEGREGATION

Socio-economic differentiation in the capitalist city often has
ethnic or racial dimension. The cities of Eastern Europe and
Soviet Union had distinct and often substantial ethnic quarters in
pre-socialist period, most notably the Jewish ghettos. The eliminati
of the ghettos by the Nazis represented one of the most dram
changes in the internal structure of cities which came under soc
regimes after World War II. Warsaw and Lodz in Poland are obvi:
cases where large Jewish populations were exterminated, with
former residential areas, religious edifices and so on almost en
destroyed. Only occasionally did the physical structures of the ghel
survive the holocaust, as in Prague and Krakow. :
Evidence from Soviet cities points to some ethnic segreg
continuing during the socialist period. For example, although

~ Since the Revolution the population of Kazan has greatly in-
ased, to exceed one million. The proportion of Tartars has also
cased, with migration from the surrounding territory; by the time
th_e 1974 survey it had reached 31.1 per cent, with 64.1 per cent of
S81ans, and the balance made up by other ethnic groups. Districts

relatively high proportions of Tartars could still be identified,
ghly corresponding with those at the turn of the century. But
here did Tartars exceed 80 per cent of the total population; they
€ 0 be found living in all parts of the city, often side by side with
Slans. Rukavishnikov (1978: 73) refers to the ‘mosaic ethnic struc-
¢ of socialist Kazan in the 1970s’, compared with the more evident
€gation of the capitalist city.
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__1ler than it was in 1979, when the percentage of Russians was 65.9,
pared with 16.7 Kazakhs. Table 3.2 shows variations in the pro-
ions of the national groups among the eight regions into which
e city is divided. The highest proportion of Kazakhs is in the central
etskiy region, followed by Fruntsenskiy to the east. The lowest
rtions are in the northern Moskovskiy and Octyabr’skiy re-
s, where there are the highest proportion of Russians. But de-
the variations shown, and the broad geographical pattern, the
ure is one of predominantly mixed populations rather than of
ng spatial segregation: an impression reinforced by the personal
rvations of residents.
Smaller ethnic or national groups may be subject to greater spatial
oncentration, however. In Alma-Ata there is a distinctive area of
irkish and Chechen people (from the northern Caucasus), relo-
ed by Stalin. Initially they were socially deprived, but today their
level of living is reported to be relatively high due to their activity in
alternative or informal economy. However, they are still concen-
rated in a relatively poor part of the city in an ecological sense.
- The second case is Thilisi, capital of the Republic of Georgia. Here
seorgians predominate, with 752,000 or 62.1 per cent of the total
pulation of 1,211,000; the Russians (149,000) are actually ex-
ed by the Armenians (176,000). The figures in table 3.3 identify

As to the social geography of Kazan in the 1970s, reveal
occupational structure, Rukavishnikov (1978: 68) claimed: °
rigid relationship between an individual’s status in society an
place of residence is to be found.” However, his maps do sugg
peripheral dominance of workers and a concentration of profes
als in the central parts of the city. Some degree of social segreg
must therefore be recognized, although the development of thy
under socialism clearly generated more spatial diversity. While
social status and Russian origin were much less closely assoc
than before the Revolution, there must have been some relatio
between ethnic group and living conditions in Kazan, because
tars predominated in the original (and poorer) Tartar parts of
city as well as on the urban fringes. Rukavishnikov (1978: 72,
also found such a relationship in the industrial city of Al'met’
with Tartars primarily in zones of old and modern private hou
which is usually of inferior quality. And, while no localization
social strata was said to exist here, highly qualified professio
creative intellectuals and managers were found to live prima
newly built areas, presumably in state flats, and in those adjace
the city centre.

Two further cases may be presented briefly, to show the dis
tion of different national groups among broad subdivisions (regi
of two capitals of former Soviet republics. The first is Alm:
capital of the Kazakh Republic. Russians comprised about 660,00
59.1 per cent of the total population of 1,117,000 in 1989, outnvu
bering the Kazakhs by almost three to one. However, this ratic

~J

e 3.3 Distribution of national populations in the city of Thilisi (per-
entages), by region, 1987

Table 3.2 Distribution of Kazakh and Russian population in the ¢ legion Georgian Russian Armenian Other
Alma-Ata (percentage of total), by region, 1989 f

: eninskiy 66.9 12.0 8.6 125
Region Kazakh Russian omansky 71.8 1153 10.1 6.8

! abr'skiy 62.4 8.8 18.1 10.7

Alatayskiy 23.7 60.0 Kalininskiy 71.9 8.4 11.2 8.5
Ayezovskiy 17.8 61.5 dzonikidze 77.9 7.4 6.1 8.6
Kalininskiy 25.9 56.3 . OVskiy 426 8.9 23.8 24.7
Leninskiy 213 59.1 _ 26 Komissarov 38.1 17.6 35.6 8.7
Moskovskiy 159 61.9 - i 38.1 24.7 19.7 17.5
Oktyabr’skiy 14.5 64.8 ; 66.9 12.0 8.6 125
Sovyetskiy 30.4 54.1 rtalinskiy 77.9 7.4 6.1 8.6
Fruntsenskiy 28.6 54.2 62.1 128 14.5 11
City 225 59.1

€. Goskomstat Gruzinskoy SSR, Tbilisskoe gorodskoe uprav'lenie
Udarstvennoy statistiki, Naselenyie, zdravookhranenie | sotsal'noe obespenenie

Source: Goskomstat Kazakhskoi SSR, Alma-Atinskoe gorodskoe upravief
Gorode Thilisi (Thilisi, 1987)

statistiki, ltogi vsesoyuznoi perepisi naselenyia 1989 goda (Alma-Ata, 1990) &
o
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two regions where Armenians comprise about a third and a q
respectively. Similarly, there is one region, covering the ea
extremity of the city, in which Russians make up a quarter o
total population. The impression is, then, of somewhat g
segregation than in Alrna-'Ata. The Gleorglan population exe ere is evidence in the cases presented in this chapter to support
three-qual'"ters of the total '1n some reglon.s, but falls t‘o less th " poims of view. However, they seem as much if not more the
per cent in others. The size of the Russian population here a Sicome of the particular method used, and especially of the level of

more particularly, in cities like Alma-Ata has important implica .‘5":__ tial disaggregation adopted, as of the reality they attempt to por-
ay. The most sensible resolution would appear to be that some

for future political and social stability, in the face of the reassertion ]
‘ road spatial differentiation of inequality in occupational status, edu-

nationalism.
on, housing, certain demographic characteristics, and (less con-

uously) income is very likely to be found in medium-sized and
e cities, but punctuated by smaller distinctive areas differentiated
the survival of pre-revolutionary/pre-war housing, and by enclaves
superior or inferior state housing or co-operatives. Much depends
on the history of the city in question, its pattern of (re)development,
d the survival or otherwise of distinctive social areas, local commu-
lities or environments.

Turning to the process whereby socio-economic differentiation or
nequality arises in the socialist city, this will clearly be different from
at occurs under capitalism. However, residential segregation can
expected where there are socio-economic disparities within urban
iety, a variable housing stock, spatial concentrations of differing
using conditions, and competition for dwellings within the hous-
system. To these might be added differences in local levels of
ice provision and general environmental quality. And some resi-
ntial sorting can also be expected to arise from the existence of
inctive ethnic or cultural groups, as well as from variations in
ily structure which lead to residential selectivity. All these condi-
ns were in fact met, to a greater or lesser extent, under Eastern
opean and Soviet socialism. Some socio-economic segregation
Vas the inevitable outcome. And once residential segregation has
been established, the inequalities may be self-reinforcing.
The broad features of the process of intra-urban differentiation
' sl.ietched out in figure 3.3. On the right-hand side is the variable
using stock, service infrastructure and local environmental quality,
Patterned by pre-socialist forms as well as by new urban develupmenft.
10 the left is a suggestion of the means whereby differential access
ses, from the productive and redistributive mechanisms and the
ole f)f individuals within them. While details may require modifica-
Onin the light of how particular societies function nationally, this is
neral enough to capture the essence of the Eastern European
Socialist city as an inegalitarian system.

d quality of their housing stock and, as follows logically [from
rivileged, class-specific access to housing], they are also homogenous
1 terms of the occupational composition of their inhabitants.

INEQUALITY IN THE SOCIALIST CITY

Discussion of the socio-economic or ethnic differentiation of ¢
socialist city leads to the central issue of inequality with a s
expression. Among both indigenous and Western students of th
East European and Soviet city, there is almost universal agree

that the degree of social segregation and inequality under social
was less than under capitalism. However, there are substantial d
ences in interpretation of both the spatial pattern of inequality
its extent. Some observers argue that urban inequalities were
greatly reduced under socialism, and that what did exist could
be described as a mosaic.or patchwork, or in similar terms. Thi
essentially the conclusion arrived at by Weclawowicz (1979, 1981)°
his studies of Warsaw and other Polish cities, and adopted by Frenc
and Hamilton (1979: 16-17). However, this view has been challen,
by Dangschat (1987) in particular, who found ‘surprisingly hi

segregation of social groups by education, age and household siz i
Warsaw, contradicting what he described as the conventional wisdol
of a low rate of social segregation in the socialist city. In place €
the mosaic pattern, or segregation at the level of the apartmen
block, this alternative view claims the existence of relatively large an
homogeneous areas in socialist cities. In a review of earlier exp
ence and more recent research, Szelenyi (1987: 6) is sympathetic 1
this position: '

due to public ownership of most central urban land, due to the
uniquely state socialist, exceptionally high degree of concentration of
financing and of construction-firms, [an] unusually high proportion
of new urban housing in socialist cities is being built in large estates, in
a geographically concentrated way. Socialist city planning creates large
geographic areas which are quite homogenous in terms of the nature
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gerozhkin, L. Smirnyagin and the late V.M. Gokhman (Moscow), N.

egalitarian deology
collectivism

Figure 3.3 Elements of the process of inequality in the socialist ci
Source: Smith (1989: 72, figure 8.2)

What we have observed, then, is the central paradox of the sc
ism which actually existed: the continuation of inequality in a so
built on supposedly egalitarian ideals. To quote Szelenyi (1987:
‘[a]n ideologically egalitarian housing policy and urban plan
produced an inegalitarian system of housing allocation, and
duced, and keeps reproducing, the residential segregation
occupational groups.” It is not that those who ran the societies
cerned somehow deliberately subverted the system: ‘[t]hey cr
inegalitarian cities not because they wish to do so, but becau
they operate as key agents in a new social structure, which is shape
by new types of class antagonisms.” That such a society was ultima
self-destructive is, now, a matter of history. But the cities thus create
their people as well as the built environment, will continue an acti
role in the formation of postsocialist society and its cities, jus
the socialist city and society could not completely transcend its
past.

NOTES
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following colleagues in the cities in question: B. Domanski (Krakow)
Ciechocinska and G. Weclawowicz (Warsaw), M. Tajin (Alma Ata),

ket Pre-sociait housing pash (formerly in Moscow), and R. Gachechiladze and A. Rondeli
blisi). None bears responsibility for my findings. Some of the research on
INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY' . : 2l
5 S i 1 ich this chapter is based has been supported by grants from the British
jvision of labaur | Housing Other private he Zis : ; 3
e ademy and British Council. Rachel Jagger provided valuable assistance
i and allocation th translation of some sources of data.
process: A i
Privileged access to housing L o] Cco- tive housing |
’—“ Socio-occupational position (eiite) state provision e
and
- - private
Social need for housing p
[ J ihe Bl market sector State housing
axisn!:gm:zaliw. of variable quality
Income Baconomic status) ’—'
education
connections Urban
enviranmental
l Urban planning Land uses and 1 : b
general urban form
Lie style "
cullural prelerences Servica infrastructure
i SOCIALIST SOCIETY



