References (23-02-2003)

Postsocialist Cities

Hamilton, I. (1976): Spatial structure in east european cities. In: French, R.A., I. Hamilton (eds.): The socialist city, p. 195-262.

Harloe, M. (1996): Cities in the transition. In: Andrusz, Harloe, Szelenyi (eds.): Cities after socialism. Urban and regional change and
conflict in post-socialist societies, p. 1-29.

Stolting, Erhard (2002): Stadt und Gesellschaft in Russland. In: Berking, H., R. Faber (eds.): Stadte im Globalisierungsdiskurs, p. 203-
223.

Smith, D. (1996): The socialist city. In: Andrusz, Harloe, Szelenyi (eds.): Cities after socialism. Urban and regional change and conflict
in post-socialist societies, p. 69-99.

Szelenyi, I. (1996): Cities under socialism - and after. In: Andrusz, Harloe, Szelenyi (eds.): Cities after socialism. Urban and regional
change and conflict in post-socialist societies, p. 286-336.

Enyedi, G. (1996): Urbanization wunder socialism. In: Andrusz, Harloe, Szelenyi (eds.): Cities after socialism. Urban
and regional change and conflict in post-socialist societies, p. 100-118.

Postsocialism

Berdahl, D. (2000): Introduction: An anthropology of postsocialism. In: Berdahl, Bunzl, Lampland (eds.): Altering States.
Ethnographies of transition in eastern europe and the former Soviet Union, p. 1-13.

Burowoy, M. / K. Verdery (1999): Introduction. In: Burawoy, M., K. Verdery (eds.): Uncertain transition. Ethnographies of change in the
postsocialist world, p. 1-17.

Hann, C., C. Humphrey, K. Verdery (2001): Introduction. Postsocialism as a topic of anthropological investigation. In: Hann (ed.):
Postsocialism, p. 1-28.

Kalb, D. (2001): Afterword. Globalism and postsocialist prospects. In: Hann (ed.): Postsocialism, p. 317-345.

Lemon, Alaina (2000): Talking transit and spctating transition: The Moscow metro. In: Berdahl, Bunzl, Lampland (eds.): Altering
States. Ethnographies of transition in eastern europe and the former Soviet Union, p. 14-39.

Zbierski-Salameh, S. (1999): Polish peasants in the ,Valley of Transition“: Responses to postsocialist reforms. In: Burawoy, M., K.
Verdery (eds.): Uncertain transition. Ethnographies of change in the postsocialist world, p. 189-222.

Place / Identity

Burowoy, M. (1999): Afterword. In: Burawoy, M., K. Verdery (eds.): Uncertain transition. Ethnographies of change in the postsocialist
world, p. 301-322.

Busse, S. (2001). Social Capital and the Informational Economy in Russia. In: Sociological Imagination 38(2/3), p. 1-36.

Condee, N., V. Padunow (1995): The ABC of Russian consumer culture. Readings, ratings, and real estate. In: Socviet Hieroglyphics, p.
130-172.

Humphrey, C. (1999): Traders, ,Disorder”, and citizenship regimes in provincial Russia. In: Burawoy, M., K. Verdery (eds.): Uncertain
transition. Ethnographies of change in the postsocialist world, p. 19-51.

Humphrey, C. (2002): The Villas of the ,New Russians®: A sketch of consumption and cultural identity in post-soviet landscapes. In:
Humphrey: The unmaking of Soviet life. Everyday economies after socialism, p. 175-201.



Urbanization under Socialism 101

slavia. There is no generally accepted definition of wrbanization. ;
Since all definitions are teleological ~ designed for a purpose - there :
have been numerous definitions of this concept. For the purposes of
this chapter, urbanization is a spatial process. It is the spatial reor-
ganization of society by which, first, the geographical distribution of
the population of a given country changes and (at least in the first
stages of modern urbanization) gradually concentrates in cities and
urban agglomerations; and, second, the urban life style, urban social
Gy OTg)’ Enyedl e structure and te:;hnology diffus‘e into the countryside, so that an
. urban/rural continutum (or a unified settlement system) replaces the

earlier sharp urban/rural dichotomy.

In the first part of the chapter I discuss how socialist urbanization
is to be interpreted; the second part examines the costs and conse-
quences of delayed urbanization; the third part examines the princi-
ples of urban development strategy adopted in East Central Europe;

finally, I summarize the special features of Fast Central European
urbanization.
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- WAS THERE A SOCIALIST URBANIZATION?

i res
The aim of this chapter is to define and analyse t‘h(;' s{)ecngl fleali\; e
ization i riod,
rbanization in the socialist pe .
of East Central European u _ st period, 4P«
i ination i tline some important ¢ _
its termination in 1989. 1 ou : o
i izati i resent across the regiorn, al
this urbanization, which were p 0ss T anaiyae. the
i Western urbanization. :
from typical aspects of : . : © the
sources of these differences. Finally, 1 discuss the rel‘.?)u(tmstlx) ;)niza_
tween East Central European urbanization and tl}e Elo at ur iz
state so
i : merely a product of the
tion process: was the former me ' st
s s[erFT)x or was it a regional variant of global pro.cesse;, w11th f::em
S)I;CCia], features rooted in a longer-term h:stonca.l B :ngfo;z) men
. e . ,
i inuiti th the pre-socialist period:
and with some continuities wi socialist period? Of course
is last question is sull relevant, .
one could ask whether this ant 2 the
; iali disappeared from Europe. ,
state socialist system has . . However,
that there may be tmpo
seems reasonable to assume ant lessons o
is of the last 45 or more year no
be learnt from the analysis o . "
is an appropriate time to draw some conclusions about sociali

In answering this question, our étarting point is similar to that
adopted by French and Hamilton (1979} in their important study of
urbanization in socialist countries, Their answer is in the affirmative,
and virtually all urban geographers in the East and the West have
agreed that there were crucial differences between socialist and capi-
talist urbanization. These differences originated from the collective
(mainly state) ownership of urban land and infrastructure, from
the centrally planned allocation of development funds, and from the
existence of comprehensive strategies for the development of the

- national settlement network in the socialist countries. By contrast,
¢ capitalist urbanization is led by market competition, private property,

real-estate profitability, local decision-making, and physical planning

2. on a city-byity basis,

For East Central European Marxist urban sociologists and urban

- I geographers, the assertion of the special nature of socialist urbaniza-
* tion was theoretically grounded. In addition, Western neo-Marxist

r' H urt’?l?;z?it;;)tnr:equiren;ems are to define ‘East Central Eur(.)pel' aqd
‘urbanization’. East Central Europe, as a political geogrz;g};;cahu‘r::s, :
was created by the political divi.?yion of Europe zlmlfu::r Oliti.c Iowas
composed of eight countries Wth.h referrec_l tot e1}1)’ plovakia nd
social systems as ‘socialist’: Albania, Bulgaria, Clizec os_aand ‘,(ugo_
German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romani )

*-urban sociologists and geographers linked Western urban problems
+t0 the contradictions of class-based societies and the capitalist mode
“"of production (Gastells, 1983, Harvey, 1973, 1985). The implicit

{

.-Suggestion was that socialist urbanization would provide solutions to
- r-such problems as excessive urban growth, urban residential segrega-

ition and so forth. But this assumption was not borne out by the
i
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empirical evidence. This in turn led neo-Weberian urban sociologists
to argue that it was not the mode of production but rather its
level that determined the nature of urbanization. Large-scale indus-
trial technology had its own logic of location, which operated in all
types of industrialized society, whatever their official ideologies. Thus
urban problems in Western Europe only differed from those in
Eastern Europe in so far as the latter were more developed (Pahl,
1977a).

My hypothesis is that socialist urbanization (more precisely, the
urbanization of East Central European countries) was not a new
model of modern urbanization. Rather, East-Central European so-
cialist countries replicated stages of a more generally applicable
global process of urban development. However; these countries also
exhibited special characteristics at each stage of urbanization. These
had two sources: first, delayed economic and urban modernization
and, second, the socialist political system. Thus I completely accept
neither the neo-Weberian nor the neo-Marxist view: differences be-
tween East and West were neither solely the result of delayed devel-
opment nor wholly systemic.

First, let us consider the stages of the global urbanization process.
In the 1970s, urban geographers recognized that urban growth and
the growing population concentration in metropolitan areas were
not ever-continuing processes. Census data from the most developed
Western countries showed signs of the ending of the period of popu-
lation concentration and the start of population relocation towards
non-metropolitan areas (Berry, 1981; Hansen, 1977; Van den Berg et
al., 1982). Theories were formulated to explain these spatial changes.
These distinguished between different stages of modern urbaniza-
tion. The first stage is characterized by industrial take-off, by the
rapid growth of industrial employment, by a strong rural-to-urban

migration and by the spectacular growth of the cities. The second
stage involves technical and structural changes in industry, which
result in a decline in industrial employment and a rapid growth in
the tertiary sector. Population continues to concentrate in urban
areas, but in a relatively deconcentrated manner, in the form of
suburbanization and the extension and selective growth of the small
and medium city network. The third stage introduces an absolute
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E(:jiuc;eg by a fourﬂll one, with 4 return to concentration or con-
ped (_fconce_ntratlon, 1s not of importance for this discussion,
mOdr:lpilsrlnc(i rz?t('iience has convinced me that the validity of this
ot st cted] .to the most developed Western countries, but
i is lg : 1y applicable model (Eflyedi, 1984). New stages were
o clopcd m centres of economic and industrial innovation:
A;] ﬁfst and second stages in Western Europe, the third in Nortl;
par:;rloc?.th 'I;h“t:y lt:lere. tran.smitted from these core areas to other
s ot diffe?:;m, rinntl};sdlg;r;ﬁn; cgunnl‘ies embarking on different

. ational pattern reproduced basic
common features (that is, those criteria that define urbanizati
spatial process) of each stage, but not in the form of ;n zr;:;nc(:)n o of
:;l;z:) nhzi otc}f::red in Lhe‘originating centre of innovation. pTyl:f
wrbanized Tter was e o the hraenpen By A5€ I areas hat
arbar rical, nationally specific continu-
enﬁr:)r:] 1.:,]eetlt]liment development that persisted even in a changed
o ?;)eE;srts ESCQH:JOEfumpean countri'es reproduced the basic features
then e t%e Secmogern urbanlzatlor_l. Most of these countries
shows that behind th:nfacsat?lgec(,)fr iﬁmg'lfj;mg s o catures. This
capita!ist and socialist urbanization ihéi"ee;t;:iiezs:rllili:r? g::i::; gﬁ
fvz;lslsril;ty. tl-le process of modern u}"banizaﬁon. This common process
re significant than the varying social structures that carried it;

<. thus izat

Lo So:il:t(iiernFurbamzatlon was able to develop in socialist and capital-
i soci es. Fundamental characteristics which were common to the
anizaton processes of the two social systems include:

lura.]-to-ul ban mlg’ratlon P p
and the ur ball concentration Oi the 0 u}a‘
UO][, a COllSequellce of urhan].zat.lon,

the spatial separation of worki
ngz i ;
suburban development; §ones and residences;
In the more developed northern half of East Central Europe, the decline

in ive i i
n 1(11fban growth and relatlve Increase in the importance of small and
edium-sized centres in urban development;

-, the growing importance of tertiary and quaternary employment, which

changes the locational pattern of workplaces.

Sreaararyrts et B dearerm 4 e

sttt et e

m:i,e;; phetnomena were regulated by different mechanisms in the
‘zphenome rzs “(:::, blut, } suggest, the basic processes producing these
“phen closely similar or identical. Diffe i
-are simply different forms of ex i . s, For examonns
ression of the pro F

the role of market level | N i he frocuent Cpie;
.t - and values is one of the f;

4 lan ' € frequently quoted
lifferences between socialist and capitalist urbanization, P}A}J?hough

deconcentration of the population, with population growth centred :
on non-metropolitan areas. The economy is characterized by the
rapid growth of tertiary and especially quaternary sectors, by a new ;
internal organization of the production system and by the introduc-
tion and propagation of high technology. Some authors refer to this *;
stage as ‘counterurbanization’ (Berry, 1980). Whether this stage is |
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Western cities have zoning and other land-use regulations and their
governments have intervened directly in housing and infrastructurat
development, the development of functional zones within cities and
the different types and forms of use of urban land have, nevertheless,
been largelyled by the micro-geography of land prices. More pre-
cisely, it was the locational value of urban land which lay behind the
territorial regularities in its usage, that is its ‘rational’ usage (minimi-
zation of human efforts in terms of cost, travel time, etc,, for perform-
ing the functions and/or maximizing the output of the function). In
a market economy, the locational value is expressed in monetary
terms. In a planned economy, the same basic ordering of locational
values was expressed in detailed construction regulations, norms,
comprehensive physical plans, resource: allocations and so on.
Locational patterns were similar in Western and Eastern European
cities: government offices, shopping areas, residential and recrea-
tional zones have similar locational requirements for optimal func-
tioning. Consequently, the locational map of an East Central
European city did not differ substantially from a Western one of the
same size, importance and functional type, even though govern-
ments had more formal power to shape the urban environment in
the East than in the West.

So the importance of planning has been overemphasized as
the key feature of socialist urbanization. The complexities of the
social system meant that in practice the urban system could not
be planned and guided in a normative way. The role of planning, in
fact, is to apply some ‘corrections’ to the spontaneous processes of
urbanization. It is not possible to start anew with a planned system;

at best (or rather worst) one can intervene in the normal process
of urbanization by planning arbitrarily. We shall discuss below how
the ‘classical’ goals of socialist urban policies had to be changed,
because they were inappropriate in this context. In the 1920s,
Western European and Soviet avant garde urbanists supposed that
social processes could be changed by construction (Kopp, 1970).
This proved erroneous. Built on a massive scale, standardized apart-
ments did not make society more homogeneous; living at close
quarters did not engender collectivism but rather social tension and
Neurosis. .

Finally, there were two other factors which made the normal
process of urbanization in the East and the West similar. First, the
development of East Central Europe as a whole has lagged behind
that of Western Europe for centuries, and it has tried again and again
to close the gap. For this reason the countries of the region have

imitated, or attempted to follow, Western patterns of political institu-
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tions, €conomic organization and urbanization, After 1945 the new)
established socialist governments again tried to catch u’ with thy
_ West through radical socia} changes, rapid economic Eowth g
\;; f.i;ce]erated urbanization. Marxist ideology refused togadopt atrl:e
ofe :\Zi: r?:l t!:ve V:?;stern socie!;ies, but nee:ded to achieve their levels
ol e Ofe& o esta_bhs}? the socialist (that is, egalitarian)
Eumpeangcoumrfi: pogulauon in the generally poor East Central
| patopean formu];s‘. ?Izlstequer'xtly, these societies followed Soviet
E Patberns in ing their .polu?y. goals and Western approaches to

4 nological development in cities, However, technology i

.+ neutral. In the West this technology was based on eccmomié;y osper
;Z ar(;d dfesigqed to satisfy differentiated individual consuﬂgiﬁ)&;‘

| diﬂ:re(:][:it::ir;n{n East Central Europe increased leve]s of social

Second, planned urbanization, based on state housin d th
ccn.tral allocation of infrastructural investment, created onli 3::: built;
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:]r;gn their md‘mdual decis.ions in terms of choosing a settlement Joca-
Choésﬁfgceé;)duulgdz nntf::; _]t;)lbt se}z:.r](;hing for a new apartment and
' eir children, Individu i
straightforward; they involved access to adequatealhgl(:?i[rsl wzrcec (gltte
Places of work, services and family members; and social stagt,us - 1e'vi .
ina well-regar.ded neighbourhood (Kansky, 1976). My belief islthng
the average citizen set his or her goals in basically the same w:;

i e g

e

ey

::;)rfjst;:ci ralocertam }l)erception of urban space which is a part of a
el e[;(;an cu dtut;le. The goals set l?y government were very
e d. ;5¢ Scrved the purposes of regional and social equaliza-
-« ton, industrial location, or Strategy. When governmental and indj-

e n interests, but not 4 irati
L an;i ambitions that lay behind them, © ehange the aspiradons
n all societies, people’s individ i
In , ual, informal response to bli
; gqh%es ha§ feedback effects on the latter. But thi§ was espepélial}c
mgn;1 cant in East Cent.r_al Europe. Here individuals devised hiddez
.nechanisms for defending their interests and for pr

LA :
+“social i iti i ici
s processes in opposition to official policies, rejecting some of

T -y . .

;;lzg:rfetgls atqtudgs and ideology. For example, citizens did not
acee rgpte cf[z fgah?an:;l\ goal with respect to residential location; they
- at O raise their social status by movi :

ais ng to betterregarded
-areas. In the ¢ i how 30l be

lues, where the private housing market was all but
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d in com-
abolished, the patterns of apartment occupancy were rr;i?i;esustained
plex ways to the relative prestige of different areas.

ial segregation. o based on
SO(‘:;‘;lis irgldigl?dualistjc approach to urbanization was la.rg;:l); Dased o
the second economy. Services, goods and mformat(lloeconomywas
housing circulated in this private network. Tl::t; Zti:s:nof conomy was
lations, of consumer ,
the locus of market re : ce,
economic decisions — it was in fact a parallel szcn‘i’tystem European
Thus, the similarities between Eastern an e ™ Suropear
urbaniz;tion were of fundamental sigmﬁcanc(ti.fTheycogtinuitieS m
izati om
dern urbanization and fro
the common rules of mo  from
the historical development of European urbnnlza

LATE DEVELOPMENT

Late development is one of the most important and lor;%;):;':;sﬁuor:]g.

f the peculiarities of East Central European urb ation
The regi located on the margins of the urbanization *
o 'reglon l‘:laSThe Roman Empire established several cities on t95(&‘
> wort nito which belonged to it in the last centuries o '1t5
p:;sttse(r)lfz::h (et.hz ﬁrstrt’:) the fifth centuries AD). But most of these cities
e

i ire b g3
were small military outposts, and they disappeared after the emp '

- i in West-
C()'l;;ep(slieval urbanization started later in East Central than i

Furope, and Western-type cities only penetrated the ;ln‘otrt?ile'::
E:llf o‘flrthi ;'egion. There is a controversy among urbgn 15‘;)e ans
about whether the Germanic cities built by German sgi ;;sex:vh Te the

ly ‘real’ cities in medieval East Cent_ra:l Europcj,' whether the
g;:n}:s Romanians and Hungarians also built such cities. It app: ;

i ﬁf.wu*m‘.m\,?;&ylxﬁgﬁ s |
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the southern part of East Gentral Europe until this Jatter century
(Enyedi, 1978).

In the Middle Ages we can identify a single highly urbanized area
where a dense urban network developed. This area included
Saxonia, Thuringia, Bohemia, the central part of Moravia, and
Silesia. This territory is still the urban-industrial core of East Central
Europe. The urban network was poorly developed clsewhere, espe-
cially south from the Carpathian mountains. There were only a few
great cities at that time: Buda, Prague, Brno, Danzig and Krakow.
There was no town with more than 5,000 inhabitants on the Balkan
Peninsula (except Constantinople).

Modern urbanization started in the Czech-German region deline-
ated above. Here, merchantile capitalism promoted a handicraft
industry which then developed into a manufacturing industry, Indus-
trial enterprises were small-scale, located near mineral resources or
water power and on the large landed estates, This early industrializa-
tion created a dense urban network, in which small and medium-

. sized cities were dominant. The process of growth was slow and thus

did not lead to massive migration and spectacular urban expansion.

~“ Even nineteenth- and twentieth-century urbanization did not disturl

. . - i nce,was - &
if the original Western type of medieval city originated in France, =

partly by German scttlers and partly by French and Italian religious i

srders, to East Central Europe. Western types of city l:;:ilan:; :::Ir?:;’
- ; Bohemia and Saxonia in the eleventh and twelfth c -
SPl:adalEhe‘; Hungary and Poland in the thirteenth and fonrtee:n he
ce ttrxf‘ies. They never became important on thc.l-{ur(;g::hnar:lr and
cRe“ nian plains, where large market towns constitute . e urbany

Otr‘nv?)rk forp cenu;ries. The urban innova_tion of the mulu—t}llma onal ¢
netw | city with a regular street plan did not penetraie the kan ;
meqleva] y [tyall because this region was incorporated mto‘the tm"’
van Empir f(;r 500 years (from the fourteenth to the nmete;:nm‘,‘
Za;u}i;:slfgo European-style urban development was excluded from

o

&

5,

3
§
v

" gary was divided into three
-, Tegion was occupied by the
‘= an independent

: B - oftheH
dapted by the Germans in the tenth century, and was transferred, L S the Habsburg
al pte

Czechoslovakia became independent in 1918, th

the balance of this urban network. In 1930, a third of Czech com-
munes contained some manufacturing industry and three-quarters
of the industrial settlements had fewer than 2,500 inhabitants. In this
manner, however, by the beginning of the socialist era, the Czech
region, Silesia, and the southern part of the GDR were already highly
urbanized (Kansky, 1976; Musil, 1980).

Urban development in Hungary and Poland was delayed because

th countries had lost their independence at an early stage. Hun-
parts in the sixteenth century. The central
Turks for 150 years, Transylvania became
principality, and the remaining area became a part
Empire. After the Ottoman occupation ended, Hun-

- gary and Transylvania became provinces of this empire too. By the

_€nd of the eighteenth century, Poland was divided between Prussia,
. Russia and the Habsburg Empire.
"'« In fact, none of the present East
' independent at the beginning of the nincteenth century {except
~'what became the GDR, then

Jﬁ}qdem urbanization was already fully developed in Western Europe.
. The region was dominated
- Habsburg and Ottoman empires. The industrial-ur

Central European states was
part of Prussia), when the first stage of

by four powers: Russia, Prussia, and the

ban development
of ,.Bohemia was contained within the Habsburg Empire; when

€ new state con-
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tained 75 per cent of the industry of the former Austro-Hungarian
Empire. With the exception of the co.re area, modern urban(nl'zsuort
only began in the second half of the nmett?enth century and 11 ngf
then become general throughout the region. Isolated examples f
mining and industrial development occurred, molstly'by fOl‘Clg{l c.apd
tal. Industrial take-off, leading to modern urbamza.tIop, was 11m1te.
to a handful of cities, which remained isolated within a predomi-
-i trial urban network. .
na;t;)t;vifnl?}(::smo world wars, economic stagnation characterized
the whole region (Ranki, 1983). As urban -developm.emd was slo
strongly tied to industrialization, service fl‘mctu;')ns remalnde po}(l)ri 31/
developed in local centres. Backwarfi farming did not nee muct
the way of industrial goods and services, anc%ﬁ.le peasants’ mone ar()i/
income was limited. The process of indusmalmauon’ was hamp;:re
in Germany (as a consequence of World War 1} and in Czechos ova-
kia (as a consequence of the break-up ot: the large' Au§uol;H111n§iarlzg
market). It was interrupted and wes.n into .declme in Po ;?ll;bzll d
Hungary; for instance, in 1938 Polish industrial output was still be S,
the level that it had reached in 1913, Ind}lstry did :i\dvance in the
Balkan countries from the 1920s, notably in Romania. prever, 11;:
was confined to a few settlements, leaving these countries as sti
i nes.
ba'SIl‘(l:lalilsyi;uéit(r)ialization and modern urbanization were late., slow
and, in some countries, interrupted for a time, Morem‘rer, the lndl.l;
tries that did develop differed from those.t_hat the classical Indu.}tri .
Revolution had produced a century earlier. For. example, d];e 00
industry played a far more importar}t part thian in Wcster'n uro.pei
and this sector did not engender major ur!)amzat:on. Fo-rmgnl.caPltzzi
invested in large, concentrated enterprises, l.o'cated in a melte
number of settlements, usually in thellargti:st‘cuzles. Urban develop-
ined geographically strongly polarized. .

me;;setr:;?irtlzriagl cgnsepquencyes of Wor!d War | disturbed. earlier
urbanization processes. New boundaries 1m[.)os.ed by the Paris pea(l:f
treaties in 1920 cut off traditional linkages within the ur.ban network.
The Hungarian network was seriously cut .down; all its sccondz(airy
centres were incorporated into the surrounding countries, and Buda-

pest, the capital city, remained the only sizeable urban centre in the -

new state. At the same time, the newly established countries had

difficulties in integrating their inherited, fragmented urban net-

works into unified national settlement systems. In Romania and *

Czechoslovakia two, and in Yugoslavia at least three, strikingly differ-

ent urban systems existed within the new boundaries. Aspects of this

fragmentation are still evident; it takes a long time to form a new

St 2 S B R e T Yo s By ey z:o—iri"

" was declared as the basic goal by the rulin

- The nationalizations represented the first step to achieving this goal,
. making collective ownership dominant.

.
v
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urban network {and recent events such as the civil war in former
Yugoslavia will revive old divisions and promote a new pattern of
fragmented urban network development). Uneven urban develop-
ment plus these boundary changes have produced a unique situation
where different stages of urban development have been contained
within the settlement networks of small countries, which are, for
example, no larger in area than Kentucky.

So in East Central Europe the first stage of modern urbanization
penetrated the predominantly rural system slowly. As late as 1950, the
region was overwhelmingly rural: the share of the rural population
was over 80 per cent in Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, over 70 per cent in
Romania and Poland, and 60 per centin Hungary. Thus the theories
and practices of socialist urbanization were introduced into a poorly
urbanized, largely pre-industrial settlement network.

URBAN DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES IN
THE SOCIALIST ERA

Between 1945 and 1948, communist parties took over power
throughout the region. Industrial, financial and commercial enter-
prises were nationalized, and attempts were made to collectivize
agriculture. The building of a socialist society on the Soviet model

g parties and governments.

The next task was to close the economic gap between the industri-
alized West and the. peripheral East, hence the utmost importance
was attached to rapid industrial growth. Industrialization, and conse-
quently the development of the first stage of modern urbanization,

- speeded up remarkably after 1950, Agriculture and the rurat popula-
%

; tion provided the resources for this, the former being heavily taxed

- and the latter confined to a low standard of living. The Soviet indus-
" trial pattern was followed: energy production, mining and heavy

. engineering were the leading sectors. All these were organized in

-large production units, in concentrated locations. So only some cities

were transformed by this industrial take-off in the 1950s. These cities

* attracted many rural migrants and became ‘strongholds of the work-
. ing class’, which entitled them to certain privileges at the expense of

- rural communes and the non-industrialized cities.

. There were two basic principles of socialist urbanization: egalitari-
-anism and planned urbanization. The former involved the equaliza-

; iiqn of living conditions within the settlement network and within
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individual settlements. Egalitarianism was a popular slogan in East
Central Europe, where there were striking differences in living con-
ditions between cities and regions, and where there were highly
segregated areas and shanty towns within the large cities. Egalitarian
principles were followed in the production of large state housing
complexes, all of whose apartments had the same layouts and amen-
ities. Each person had a right to the same amount of space, and the
population of the new housing was socially mixed. The aim was that
the basic public services were evenly distributed within the residential
areas, applying general norms, such as the number of kindergarten
places or the size of generalstore shopfloor per 10,000 inhabitants.
The shanty towns were torn down and replaced by government hous-
ing. It was, however, more difficult to follow tll_]C egalitarian rules in
the older parts of cities, although the local authorities tried to do so

by partitioning large apartments and villas and by multi-occupancy of jj |
large units. Therefore, egalitarian urbanism had its biggest opportu- *. §

nities in the newly established ‘socialist’ cities.

There was a generally accepted hypothesis that, with the advance-
ment of socialism, society would become more and more homo-
geneous, so the egalitarian use of urban land would be in harmony
with the social structure. It was believed that many of the persisting
inequalities were inherited from the capitalist past and that they
would disappear in the process of socialist development. Those cur-

rently disadvantaged — sub-tenants, residents of workers’ hostels and | i

so on — would all have their own apartments in five, ten or fifteen '

years. Y
. . s . L
In reality, as its economy matured, the socialist socicty became =

more and more stratified. While East Central European societies |
became more egalitarian in the sense that the class of the very rich
disappeared and the share of those who were very poor diminished, -
there was much more differentiation within the working classes than '
hitherto. The size and importance of the white<collar professions -;

grew remarkably. In consequence, the meaning of egalitarianism was " 1

repeatedly re-evaluated from the 1950s onwards. :
From the late 1960s, the slogan of egalitarianism was combined !

with that of efficiency. Governments were unable to meet their prom-{ &

iscs in terms of the output of housing and public services. Shortages -

in infrastructure became permanent, as such investment was post- . 1§

poned time and time again. However, egalitarianism under condi-"_;'
tions of shortage creates inequalities. If governments fail to supply ;

everyone with public services, they have to choose whom they will; 3
supply. Privileged classes, social groups and individuals will have. -

better access to scarce goods or services than those who are poorer,.:
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less powerful or less well informed. Hence the growing ineqﬁalities

under ‘egalitarian’ central bureaucratic dij tribue:
Szelényi and Konrad (1969). ¢ distribuuon first analysed by

The official belief was in fact that the dispersal of infrastructural

onlx. Thl_s resultcd.in economies of scale being applied to the public
SeIvices in an unjustified manner: economic efficiency is not a

states faced simil'ar problems, and in the 1960s severa research
projecis were carried out to define the optimal city size ( Jacobs, 1964

> Richardson, 1973). Despite their differing results there was a consen.

:‘:]j on two matters; ﬁ.rst, large metropolitan areas are less efficient
at1s, more expensive) forms of urbanization than medium-sized

. «ues; second, the rural population has to be clustered in larger
i_settlemems to provide an efficient size for modernization Howe\ir
- :East QCntra] European urbanists were continually discor;certed by
.: ‘the ex1‘ste.nce of the rural settlements, because they could not a ly

. the principles and tools of socialist urbanization to them, ma[;'nl:l;

jbecau.se these settlements were excluded from state housing con-
struction. Except for a few workers' colonies built by state farms

.» ‘rural housing remained largely private and more differentiated than

1 .
“urban housing.

Planning in the socialist countries was much more comprehensive

j -than in the West, and it also controlled the financial-economic basis
; ;_?f urbanization. In the classical Soviet model, planning embraced all
‘. aspects of urban development and was based on collective ownershi
2 and the strict government control of urban land and infrastructurf
{ -Central planning authorities decided the location of the various.

- "-fqrms of infrastructural development, and the local authorites were

§ simply expected to execute them.

¥

" However, despite this detailed planning, actual urban develop-

|-ment had many ‘spontaneous’ elements, Central planning was essen-

natl)ly sectoral planning. In this system the individual elements of
- | *urban development ~ housing, public health, transport and commu-

“nication, education, etc. — were pl i

icatior : . ete. planned separately by different
,:-gnnlsmes. City councils had the task of trying to cciorflinate this
ev-f.-lopment, but they l?ad no decision-making power. So poorly co-
ordinated sectoral decisions frequently produced botdenecks in

. jﬁlfrastructural development.

The countries of East Central Europe interpreted and applied
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these socialist principles in widely varying ways. However, we can
highlight a few general characteristics of the setdement development
strategies that emerged. First, we can distinguish between the differ-
ent periods of urban policy development in the socialist era. In the
1950s there was no explicit urban policy, and sectoral planning was
dominant. Principles of socialist urbanization were applied sporadi-
cally, in certain sectors such as state housing and in certain setile-
ments. Fach country established a few ‘socialist’ cities, emulating the
Soviet example. In the USSR over 1,000 new cities had been built
since the October Revolution, in most cases located near natural
resources. The economic development of Siberia and the Soviet Far
Fast had opened up new territories, which-therefore required new
towns to be built. By contrast, in densefy. populated East Central
Europe, the new towns served to demonstrate the rapid successes
achieved by their communist governments and as locations for ex-

periments in socialist urban planaing. But after up to four decades of
existence most of these cities had remained as company towns or had
developed into industrial suburbs of neighbouring cities. Finally, ;
during this first period a small amount of manufacturing industry was j
located in less well-developed rural areas, which promoted urban -
growth in these under-urbanized areas. 5
In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the first comprehensive regional 1'

and urban strategies were developed and applied, based on the ;.
principle of industrial decentralization. Modern industry was then .
located in some of the provincial cities, and this contributed to the
development of a modern urban system, levelling out unemployment ’
among different regions and reducing inter-regional migration.,
[Cities were still regarded principally as sites for industry. |n the first/
long-term Hungarian urban development strategy, pu blished " ini
1962, cities were classified by planners according to their capacity for,
accommodating industry. Thus their development prospects were,
designated according to this criterion.
In the 1970s, an important change took place in views about the’
role of cities. They were no longer to be regarded simply as a sites for,
industrial production; now their central place functions were empha:
sized. The crossregional and cross-city equalization of living condi:
tions became the main theme of the new urban and regional policies:
Thus the territorial organization and accessibility of public Services
became asimportant as industrial location, and the integration of the
urban and rural settlement networks into a unified whole became the

long-term goal.
A second general characteristic of settlement strategies in East

Central Europe concerned the treatment of urban growth. On the

! Urbanization under Socialism 1153

T g A

£ on i imini i i
: i i Eotrllan;l,_ in order to diminish regional inequalities, the decentrali-
_ welcomoe dmdliistry, a{ld later tertiary and quaternary activities, was
» and regulations attempted to limit ’
e { the growth of thos
i ft!i?:rc}inefj where lrllfrastructural shortages were mogt acute. On thz
i I8 and, centralization and conce i i :
: an tr: ntration were highly valued in
e tl;i -socialist pohglqal and decision-making system. Pi]igcians and
"\,.'.: gin :;crlutxlxlertlquffi‘mals as.wel[ as state enterprise managers were con-
.7 needt rzla - ;% 1;1 beautfl‘ffiull - large enterprises, hospitals, restaurants
* ore efficient than small ones. Urban a. i
strategies constantly sou, hise solutions &
: ght to find compromise soluti i
g ; p solutions to this
o con incllns(t;;n(:lef:: ;clltua:{ty and (supposed) efficiency. Suggested solu-
ralized decentralization’ (that is, locating i
. - » locating indu
. n i A
' que il_lunder-‘de\.:eloped regions but in a few large cantre&;) and
4 :“1 ping prOV}naal production units under the strict control ,f h
_ar%e enterprise headquarters. e
L h i
S ;ea!tf:rnauve developm.ent strategies were discussed by experts
“ﬁi._ofessi)lrs]x;n.-makef, focusing on political, economic and strictly
p issues. Little if any attent i
R it y on was paid to the opinions of
.th at large about these i
hadn et abor matters, despite the fact that the
-ha mpact on its life. Public icipati )
argely symbor : participation was reduced to
~la olic involvement (such .
Bely St / as voluntary work performed in
_ékhibil:i]e to l;el_p provide a new facility such as a playground), or to
St 2:;1 (IJn cnt[y5 p'll?l?s with the opportunity for the public to, leave
» Wil ents. ¢ power of the citi
| fen « : itizenry and of the local au-
ot ;l:]lﬁf- Ol1n urb.?:r:1 and regional planning remained very limited "
A general issue concerned the rol .
e long e . role of rural development in
_ . strategies, The abolition of th 1al di
e O ton of the social differences be-
‘ Mz{rxis[ﬂ;}feg;ym"[‘}?‘nd l;be _cou}?trymde had been a cornerstone of
2 - Lhis objective had a special signifi i
il Earope. whers s p signtficance in East Cen-
ural poverty and backward
praporticn of the on ’ ardness affected a large
TOp pulation. Sectoral plans made i
o _ : made important provi-
Su{ictitc())nn;odermzc the countryside (electrification a?ld roadpc(())nl-
_go‘?cmm, or examg]e). However, in theory and in practice Marxist
A ents were biased in favour of the citi
b avour of the cities. As has repeatedl
_ thé%"idiofd’ If\/Iarx an_d I'anels, in the Communist Manifesto, belrjnoaneg
i y lc: rural life’ and called for the ‘gradual abolition of the
v asoﬂrl etween the town and the country’. Lenin described the
o i;eo lee cdenhtres O.f the economic, political and spiritual life of
1w an daln ft € major source of progress’ {Demko and Regulska
bas‘ed. e In fact the new socialist power in the region was urban’
me,,}-'m li:umed to contrc?llthe cities and govern the countries from
dwel:)_pm essl(tll_;en;ly the cities enjoyed advantages in the allocation of
: unds by the central planners. Socialist governments

o

e
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were suspicious of the countryside, where the farming population,
suffering from heavy taxes, compulsory deliveries of foodstuffs and
collectivization, was reluctant to support ambitious programmes of

industrialization. In addition, rural development offered no profes- '}i  JES

sional challenges for the physical planners, because there was lictle 7
room for spectacular new projects. In fact, until the 1970s there was  {
no valid strategy for the development of rural settlements. '

A fourth issue was that, across the region, urban development
strategies paid much attention to the development of an hierarchical
urban network. As already noted, there was no well-developed urban
network in pre-war East Central Europe, except in Bohemia and the
(now former) GDR. Contrary to what had. éarlier occurred in West-
ern Europe, the formation of a modern urban network was a process
directed from above, in two respects. First, urban development was
promoted and directed from the top governmental level by the
allocation of development funds. Second, the first priority was to
modernize the top of the urban hierarchy (the capital city and the
large regional centres), then the medium-size cities were dealt with,
and finally the process was completed by expanding and developing
small cities, the base of the whole system. This ‘reverse’ urbanization
is typical everywhere where modern economic development was de-
layed, including in the developing countries. As a consequence,
there was a period when the settlement network was split into two
parts: the modern cities and the traditional local centres, with an
inability to maintain adequate linkages between the modern sector
and the countryside.

Later on, as we have already noted, this urbanization from above
did focus on integrating the urban and rural settlement networks.
For this purpose it was assumed that it would be important to provide
non-agricultural jobs for the rural population in the large villages.
Basic public services also had to be made more accessible. Buy,
because of the continuing shortage of infrastructural investment, it
‘was thought necessary to speed up the process of concentration of
the rural settlements for cfficient modernization by running down
the smallest villages. These ‘non-viable’ villages were selected by the.;
planners arbitrarily, without taking into consideration the opinions ’
of the people affected (Ronnas, 1984). 0"

A final common characteristic was that urban planners regarded it 7
as an important task to ensure the continuous increase in the urban.;’
share of the population. Having a high proportion of rural popula-+
tion became a symbol of the backward past; the gap between Eastf, {
Central and Western Europe in this respect also had to be narrowed.
This accounts, for example, for the incorporation of many suburban-.-
areas into the administrative areas of the cities. ‘ g

]
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= conditions. Second, the size of the urban population per se does not

" .. money for infrastructural investments i

o
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So the desire for rapid urban development was one aspect of th
broader programme of ‘catching up with the West'. However th:
afivocates (?f rapid urban growth miscalcutated ove.r two mat,ters
First, the high proportion of the urban population in the West was.
the product of a centuries-old, organic development, originating

Lt from below’; while the post-war urbanization of East Central Europe

occurred over a much shorter period and under different social

3::61 any wider signiﬁcanFe with respect to economic and social
elopment. There are high levels of urban population in several

-.. developing countries; for example, Latin America is as highly urban-

./ ized as Europe.

SPECIAL FEATURES OF URBAN
DEVELOPMENT IN EAST CENTRAL EUROPE

o, East Central Europeap urbanization had two basic but special fea-
. tures that I noted earlier: it was delayed, and it was centrally planned

. :hnfs ;n;:rlage}:i for over 40 years. Scholarly literature has focused on
;¢ O characteristics. But here I want i

5 demenes 10 mention four other
¥ ﬁoglrsg, ;here was the excessive role of industrialization in urbaniza-
. clav(;s e tc})llte World War II, industry was concentrated in small en-
aves within the region. The post-war industrial take-off introduced
it I'.ryfto every part .of the region. During socialist urbanization,
o ar()jf unctons and infrastructural investments were seriously ne-
. glected, as all efforts focused on industrialization. Infrastructural

T - y
b Inve i i
J estment was classified as ‘non-productive’, a consumer of national

_‘;;'Eco.mg ratbeythan a producer of it. However, the low efficiency of
! ce1 n .l;;t.rla] nvestments resulted in acute capital shortages. Only
,industnat investment forced the central authorities to allocate some

T Ctun n transport, telecommunica-

it:iof:ass z—.rld other facilities to meet the industrial needs; restdential

_ cture developed as a spin-off from this. Moreover, infra-

structural development was postpo i i i ;

::;as. 30, at least in the f_irst phase of urbanization, industrial and
urban Evelf)pment were identical. This situation was formally theo-

1

e od covicturban geography and was expressed in urban policies

. {Pokshishevsky and Lappo, 1976). Growth and decline in cities de-

E'l:pendct;:d on .thelr. indust-ria.l functions. Urban attraction zones corre-
Spon ed with industrial commuter zones, and the traditional
. central-place roles were degraded.

By the 1970s, industrial growth had slowed down and the take-off
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phase was coming to an end in most East Central European coun-
tries. Now the state socialist system made it impossible for these
societies to move forward into the postindustrial era: there were no
resources for R & D or for expanding the service sector. The econo-
mies remained frozen at their late-1970s levels. Slow growth, then
stagnation and finally decline in the 1980s again widened the gap
with the West.

A second feature was the continuing importance of the rural
sector in the process of urbanization. The persistence of a relatively
large rural sector was the result of late development and of the short
period of industrial take-off, as well as the neglect of the tertiary
sector. -

Rural development has had a contradictory character in East Cen-
tral Europe. On the one hand, there were radical changes in the
social structure. On the other hand, there was still an urban/rural
dichotomy in living conditions. A marked sign of the social change
was the high proportion of industrial workers among the rural resi-
dents. Daily commuting was widespread in most countries. These : §
commuters were mainly blue-collar workers who lived in rural-type ) ¥
suburbs. They were generally first-generation industrial workers who ‘:
did not settle in the cities, partly because of the urban housing : £
shortages but mainly because of the economic advantages of combin-
ing urban and rural work. In fact, in some countries the proportion
of industrial workers in the rural population became higher than ..§
that in the urban population, The cities became strongholds of white- ¢ §
collar employees. i

Before World War 11, rural areas were seriously under-developed , ° _}
in most countries of the region. Despite the substantial improvement * §
in rural living conditions post-war, the rural population - whatever
their social status — continued to suffer from serious disadvantages. v B
The general neglect of infrastructural investment hit the rural areas g
more seriously than it did the cities. Rural people found it very ¥
difficult to gain access to a number of subsidized public services, and =
rural incomes lagged behind urban ones. These setttement inequal-”
itics were a serious aspect of social discrimination in East Central’
Europe. .

However, urbanization remained imperfect in the cities too. Inj;
fact, a section of the urban population retained some rural attributes..
These inicluded the strong links that they kept up with their rural”
areas of origin. Much of the urban population consisted of first'
generation rural immigrants. Former peasants poured into the citit:g:
in such numbers that they modified traditional patterns of urban life: .
they partly ‘ruralized’ the cities (Simic, 1973). In 1970, two-thirds of:

™ty ,ws'—;}..a‘.,ﬁ;k,k'._wyww
o 2 il B
. -ty

. ments were desi
7+ services were ‘public’; they were organized and sited by the public

X e
e based system. In the socialist urban so
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the populat:lon .Of Belgrade, Yugoslavia’s capital city, consisted of
ﬁrst—generagon immigrants from the provinces. Rural populations
help(?d their urban relatives in many ways (food, financial aid for
housmg and so on), making an indirect contribution to urban devel-
opment frO{n rural resources. New urban dwellers returned to their
villages during their paid holidays, for example to help with the
harvest. In countries where second homes are common, the land
round these was intensively cultivated by urban families In’ Hunga
for examplle, a quarter of urban households had auxili.ary farmf i
In_addl-non, there were rural elements in suburbanization unllike
the situation in the blue-collar suburbs in Western Europe a,md the
U_SA. In East.Central Europe, suburban workers continued to main-
ltam a rural life style by living_ in large, single-family homes, built, at
east in part, by themselves, with large, intensively cultivated gard(,:ns

with orchards, vineyards and some sort of livestock. Rural migrants

1+ were also able to relocate some of their other rural habits and tradi-

g;:s :0' [;le s;%bur_‘bs.hFor example, migrants from the same village
niried to live in the same streets or neigh i i

etoied | ghbourhoods in their new

. ;\ third commonality was that there was little cohesion within the

n flr' an r:)etwcl)rks. They were created by centrally guided urbanization

‘ om above’. The economic and service relations between the settle-

gnated by the government. In state socialism all

:tl;lm;nistratio - So the hierarchy of public administration provided
o u }f ramework for almost every form of inter-urban relationship
’ ere were no locally or regionally based economic networks: th(;

« state €conomy was: commanded by the various
ment agencies,

Finally,

centralized govern-

the structure and functioning of urban society differed

" greaty from that of Western cities. Even before the communist take-

-~ over, East Central European cities had special features: the middi
. class was extremely limited, the business elite was interr;ﬁn led wit}?
5 the political and aristocratic elite, and social strata were pargy organ-
o ized on non-market principles, whether on the basis of osi§on
<~ authority, hierarchical rank or respect - a form of post-feud:ﬁ, status:
cial syst i
i formed by the ‘nomenklatura’, which inc]udgd fﬁspzrr;laﬂggl:YN
: _the managers of the state economy, and the leaders of the ubllP.
", administration. There was also a massive proletarianization, in }:vh' li:
- :most people became state employees. Local social systen;s disinlc
- Brated as grassroots social organizations and interest groups wete_
uabohshed. Centrally controlled and organized professional, (}:)ultur:;
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and other associations were the only ones that ws:ltz {)aecr;n;s;ll:llss.
Many forms of social activity were related to the. w " Eh ) 1:)CUS his
laced the settlement and its urban commumty. . locus for
fe[;' ical socialization. By the late 1980s, however, this impo {and
Ic)(())rlltt:*(ziac‘iic:tory chapter in the history of East Central European ur

zation was at an end.
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Privatization and its Discontents:
Property Rights in Land and
Housing in the Transition in

~ Eastern Europe

Peter Marcuse

PRIVATIZATION AND ITS MEANINGS

Privatization
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‘Privatization’ is the dominant theme in the contemporary reform
of housing policy in Eastern Europe.! Property rights lie at the heart
of that process. And property rights in residental land, on which

this chapter focuses, are among the most controversial aspects of
privatization.

s

+% ment and individuals in Western capitalist countries, Rights to use
*+ and to limit use, rights to build and to fimit building, rights to sell
~* and to tax the proceeds of sale, rights to transfer on death and to
» all are divided in varying ways in varying
. countries; nowhere are they absolute on either the private or the
«. governmental side.

. ‘Private’ is itself a troublesome category. Divestment by govern-
* ment is only a negative formulation; it matiers to whom property is




