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Introduction
For over half a century the Soviet Union had a chance to make an impact on its own and on
the Eastern Bloc’s urban landscapes. After World War II the Soviet Union became one of
the world’s superpowers which required constant investments in industry to ensure its
growth. Since the focus was on high priority sectors like the military and heavy industry,
the civilian wellness aspects did not get as much attention compared to what was the case
in Western countries. One of the consequences was an almost chronic shortage of housing
in the socialist cities.
Since the development of residential areas is an important component of the spatial structure of cities, the dynamics of housing within the context of socialism and central planning
have to be understood and examined. The problems which nowadays occur in the urban
landscapes influenced by the former Soviet regime and its ways of behavior derived from
the ideology have to be put into the context of the recent past.
There have been several studies about segregation in Soviet Estonia concentrating on the
period just before the collapse of the regime. Late socialist segregation studies have used
the Soviet census data (1989) in order to analyze the residents’ socio-spatial segregation
just before the arrival of the transition period. This study, however, goes more back in time
with an ambition to understand how industrial enterprises and other governmental organizations influenced the spatial differentiation of the housing sector in 1960-1991. Compared to
other studies on the topic the focus is on the economic agents as a force shaping the spatial
diversities, instead of the residents’ individual characteristics such as ethnicity, age, sex,
education, etc.
The main purpose of this work is to understand the nexus between the Soviet housing system and socialist industrialization during the era of mass construction. More specifically,
the aim is to investigate the dependence of the quality (mostly in terms of size) and spatial
distribution of housing of employees on the “hierarchal position” (or relative priority) of
the employer in the Soviet command economy. The work will focus on the Estonian city of
Tartu which, with its relatively diverse array of industrial and service establishments, provides a valuable case study for investigating Soviet urban development, including how
3

those developments may influence the present course of events in the post-socialist era. The
main focus is on the period between the 1960s when mass construction started to gain momentum and the collapse of the Soviet regime in 1991 while the so-called “building utilization acts” from the period are used as a basis. It also has to be mentioned that this is a comparative study to the case study conducted by Gentile and Sjöberg (2010) in Daugavpils,
Latvia. Since the two cities are comparable from a geographical and historical perspective,
the methods and materials used are similar for both cases.
The work is structured as follows. First of all, a literature review is provided covering the
essential topic-related research studies about the housing development, segregation and socialist enterprises’ role in the processes of shaping the urban landscapes in the Soviet states.
A short overview about the development of housing in the former Soviet Estonia is then
presented. The research questions are then formulated which are developed in the following
empirical part of the thesis. An overview of the employed methods, the primary data
sources and the encountered issues is then given, followed by the results and discussion
where the main outcomes of this study are analyzed and the most important key findings
are discussed.
First and foremost I would like to express my gratitude to my supervisors Dr. Michael Gentile and Dr. Kadri Leetmaa for their advice and thoughtful guidance and for giving me a
chance to get to know the hidden world of Soviet cites. I would also like to thank the staff
at the Department of Architecture and Construction of Tartu as well as Tartu County's archive whose patience and helpfulness made the completion of this work possible. I am also
grateful to my family and friends for their support and all the great geographers whom I
have had a chance to get to know during my studies. Thank you!
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Literature review
Housing development in the socialist states
From World War I until the 1950s
Since the take-off of the process of industrialization in the 1880s, many people started to
migrate from the country to the city (Herman 1971). These large scale processes should
have alarmed the higher officials about the potential problem of overcrowding in cities
about to occur. Revolutionary times did not give an opportunity to concentrate on civilian
issues and therefore during the last years of the Tsarist era an urban housing crisis had begun. A year after the Tsarist autocracy was destroyed in August 1918, a major initiative
was taken. Urban real estate was municipalized, which meant in practice that all dwellings,
except for small single-family houses, came under the jurisdiction of the city Soviet (i.e.,
the municipal authorities). The process of reallocation had begun (Bater 1980). Smith
(1996) confirms that one of the first pragmatic steps taken to create a more equal society
was the confiscation and reallocation of the possessions of wealthy families in the inner
parts of the city. But the need for comprehensive urban planning was quickly recognized
and, to facilitate this, land was nationalized and much of the economy and infrastructure
was taken over by the state or the municipal authorities.
The basis for assigning urban housing was formally established in 1922 (Jacobs 1975). At
that time it was decreed that the Soviet Union minimum sanitary allocation, or norm, would
be nine square meters of living space1 per person. Before that the average amount of living
space per person was only about six square meters. Blumenfeld (1942, cited in Bater 1980)
suggests that reallocation of housing necessitated multiple occupancy of apartments and
hence sharing of kitchens, bathrooms and toilets. The rehousing brought the share of Moscow’s population living in rooms with more than two people down from more than 60 per
cent in 1912 to less than 37 per cent in 1923. To summarize, the reallocation processes that
followed the collapse of the Tsarist autocracy brought some relief for the working class,
although at the expense of the well-off class.

1

The “living space” (“zhilaya ploshchad”) is equal to the total space (“poleznaya ploshchad”), minus the hall,
corridor and bathroom, in the event of their existence (Sjöberg and Gentile 2006).

5

High costs had to be paid for the benefits gained from joining the ranks of the advanced
industrial nations, because the extensive and rapid development of the economy during the
1930s was accompanied by low standards of living and relatively small attention paid on
the civilian well-being (Andrusz 1987). In many cities one family per room had become the
rule rather than the exception. For the working people even the statutory minimum of nine
square meters of living space per capita was to recede slowly as a realistic expectation. The
biggest exceptions were made for certain social groups, e.g., high ranking positions in party, government and administration of the economy (Bater 1980).
From 1918 to 1950 about 350 million square meters of housing were built by the state, or
with its assistance, throughout the country. Yet, by 1950 the average amount of living space
per person was less than four square meters – less than half the sanitary minimum established in 1922 (Sosnovy 1954). All items of personal and collective consumption were relegated to low priority status and it took the death of Stalin in 1953 and a few years of preKhrushchev inter-regnum before a re-examination of priorities occurred (Bater 1980).
From the 1950s until the collapse of the Soviet Union
Spatial planning and development came into focus only when the tempo of industrialization
slowed down. Only then were resources diverted from investment in heavy industry to consumer goods and to low-priority sectors, including homes and social facilities (Andrusz
1987). The government didn’t take any acts on the socialist city’s enormous housing problem, before Khrushchev initiated a major program of housing development in the late
1950s (Smith 1996). As a general rule, though, the houses built in the Stalin era were of
better quality than the first mass construction elements.
Mass construction in the USSR started slowly but steadily in the 1960s reaching its peak in
the 1970s (Bater 1980), and decreasing again in the 1980s following the economic recession. Despite all the efforts more than 20 percent of urban households were in the 1980s
still living communally or in dormitories (Morton 1984). Clayton and Richardson (1989)
discuss that with an average monthly salary of 190 rubles an average industrial worker only
had to pay approximately 3% of his/her income for housing and, thus, the rent structure did
not lessen demand for residential housing. Hence, the promise that every family would
have an apartment by 1980 was being delayed until 1990 and, presumably, would have
6

been postponed even further if the collapse of the Soviet system had not occurred. In some
parts the multiple occupancy of a single room was still common even in the late 1980s
where in one city (unspecified in article) 15% of families had more than five members, but
only 1.1% of constructed apartments had the three or four rooms intended for a family this
size (Clayton and Richardson 1989).
Table 1. Average per capita living space of the urban housing stock of the republics of the Soviet
Union, 1987.

Republic
Living space* per person (m2)
Slavic
RSFSR
9.5
Ukrainian SSR
10.1
Byelorussian SSR
9.2
Baltic
Lithuanian SSR
10.3
Latvian SSR
11.2
Estonian SSR
11.7
Caucasus
Georgian SSR
10.2
Armenian SSR
8.6
Azerbaijan SSR
7.8
Middle Asia
Kazakh SSR
8.2
Uzbek SSR
7.3
Kirgiz SSR
7.4
Tajik SSR
7.3
Turkmen SSR
6.6
Moldavian SSR
8.4
USSR average
9.4
*
Living space has been calculated as 67 per cent of useful space.
source: Bater 1989 (The Soviet Scene: A Geographical Perspective)
It has to be mentioned, however, that not everywhere in the socialist countries was the situation the same. Strong regional differences in per capita productivity and economic and social well-being existed within the Eastern Bloc and urban living space per capita was no
exception. In the case of Soviet Union, the cities European areas of the country had the
highest whereas the Asian republics had the lowest average living space per capita (Table
1; Bater 1989). In the 1970s the city residents in the Baltic republics had approximately 50
percent more living space per capita than those of Central Asia and Siberian cities (Demko
and Fuchs 1979). Also the living standard in state housing varied significantly in the 1970s:
7

in the Eastern regions, approximately fifty percent was supplied with water, sewer out-lets
and central heating, while in the Western regions over two-thirds was so favored (Demko
and Fuchs 1979). In addition Morton has noted (1974) that cities with large industrial concentrations, major administrative functions or designated as tourist show-places received
disproportionate increases in housing.
Labor turnover rate was high with about 15 million workers in industry leaving their jobs in
mid-80s, whereas labor mobility was the highest among singles under twenty-five Morton
(1984). Few singles received an apartment, and they had no hope of getting on the waiting
list unless they got married. Most of them found accommodation in subleases and crowded
dormitories of factories. Andrusz (1987) discussed that higher wages could not have induced workers to stay, because if they did not receive a flat, they simply tried to find a job
that provided one (among other benefits). Since the housing shortage was such a major
problem in the Soviet Union, then even the governmental higher nomenclature recognized
it. At the XXVI Party Congress in 1981 Brezhnev proclaimed: "More often than not a person leaves Siberia not because the climate is harsh or the pay too little but because it is
more difficult to obtain housing and put a child in a kindergarten and because cultural centers are few and far between" (quoted in Andrusz 1987).
The poor living arrangement influenced every aspect of the quality of life and the circumstances made people aware of what steps to take (or not to take) in order to receive better
housing conditions. For example, Morton (1984) discusses that cramped housing conditions
also contributed to a decline in the birthrate. It was demonstrated that couples with a single
child were unlikely to have a second or a third one if it meant more crowding and lower
living standards. Newly married couples often could not obtain separate apartments until
well in their 30s and therefore had not much of a choice but to reside with their parents or
postpone marriage (Afontsev et al. 2008). Hence, housing shortages remained an important
factor behind the formation of extended and multiple households and only the exceptional
groups and the nomenclature got better opportunities.

Socio-economic differentiations in the socialist residential areas
It was widely believed that there was less residential differentiation under socialism than
under capitalism (Smith 1996), mainly due to the concept of egalitarianism, one of the
8

ideological underpinnings of socialism. Some authors have, however, suggested that socioeconomic differentiation was strong (Dangschat 1987; Szelényi 1987). It has also been argued that there was a high degree of residential differentiation in the case of high status
groups and a low degree of residential differentiation among the rest of the population
(Ladanýi 1989).
In the 1980s, it appeared that the earlier studies which concentrated on the residents’ age as
a variable (Rukavishnikov 1978) were too optimistic in concluding that the residential and
housing differences in the Soviet city were low. Spatial segregation was found in socialist
cities, although people with a lower level of education and social status were spatially less
segregated than in Western countries (Ladányi 1989; Smith 1996). Also Sýkora (1999),
summarizing the research on Prague, shares the view that even though the socio-spatial
structure of the socialist city was relatively more homogeneous than that of its capitalist
counterpart, segregation still existed. On the other hand, the detailed analysis of the location of populations in Warsaw and Budapest showed that the residence and housing of the
population differed significantly according to education and occupation (Dangschat 1987).
To summarize, different authors have different points of view, but after numerous case
studies most of them have agreed that segregation did exist in the cities of the socialist
states, at least to some extent.
Hegedüs and Tosics (1983) argued that people had different positions in the socialist housing system, and that there were significant inequalities of opportunity with regard to changing ones place of residence. Musil (1987) has noted that different housing types and tenures
at different locations were constructed to accommodate different social groups. Sýkora
(1999) notes that while the socialist middle class inhabited large housing estates, many
lower-income class households remained in poorer inner-city housing or villages on the
city outskirts. Well-off households were concentrated in small enclaves of luxury villas and
single family houses. Szelényi (1987) has argued that inequalities in the distribution method were expressed in different spatial patterns, because the socialist urban planning and
construction system favored the development of large homogeneous areas at once.
Węcławowicz (1996) has a more flexible attitude towards this question discussing that the
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allocation policy seemed to have tendencies of both egalitarian distribution of housing but
also granting privileges to certain social and professional groups.
Some authors have provided generalized theories about the spatial dynamics of the socialist
cities. For example, Smith (1996) developed a simplified typology of socio-economic differentiation for the larger socialist cities. In general, the inner parts of the cities had both
high- and low-status areas that were inhabited by different social groups. Inner areas with
good housing and with proximity to cultural facilities were occupied by the professional
groups. In contrast, the poor inner-city districts that had deteriorating property were usually
occupied by the workers and rural migrants. Another distinctive component was the outer
areas with relatively high proportions of co-operative flats. This area accommodated mainly
the white collar employees. There were also some outer areas of lower status where state
housing dominated. The inhabitants there were in-migrants and blue collars and the access
to services was low. Smith also brings out the peri-urban areas and suburban enclaves of
private housing of very poor quality which were occupied by the migrants from the countryside. Ruoppila (2004) agrees with aforementioned, the socio-spatial patterns that the cities inherited from the pre-socialist era were characterized by higher status residential districts in city centers, some inner city areas and garden suburbs. The status tended to decrease from the center towards the periphery, and to be at the lowest in the workers’ districts near to the manufacturing districts.
Lehmann and Ruble (1997) studied the residential differences in Yaroslavl, Russia. They
argue that patterns of residential settlement in the Soviet city were tied to place of work
more than income. Kostinskiy (2001) shares similar views, arguing that the housing of a
family was determined by its place of work and ability to make use of advantageous connections and privileges rather than just income. Similarly, according to Domański (1997)
the people employed outside the privileged enterprises, those beyond working age, and
women were obviously the losers. In retrospect it can be said that social inequalities have
been a universal problem facing all societies, and socialism could not put an end to that
and, as DiMaio (1974) notes, probably nowhere else has the difference between theory and
practice been as great as in the provision of housing. The social and spatial disparities ob-
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served in socialist cities were wider than have often been claimed and the main factor for
that was the economic sector and position that one had.
Different types of housing
The housing sector in the socialist states can be divided into two distinguishable categories
(Dangschat 1987):
1. State-owned housing for rent, with low living costs due to generous government
subsidies. The state-owned housing stock could further be subdivided into municipal (local Soviet) and departmental (enterprise) housing (Andrusz 1999).
2. Private and cooperative housing, built by the individuals’ own resources with relatively minor (depending on the particular country) governmental subsidies compared to the state housing construction.
In urban areas of the Soviet Union, including Tallinn, public rental housing remained a
dominant form of tenure and cooperative housing played a smaller role (Table 2). In comparison, among the capitals of the Soviet satellite states in the late 80s Prague had also quite
many public rentals. Warsaw had both, cooperatives and public rentals as the main accommodation forms for housing. The share of cooperatives in Tallinn was similar low to that of
Budapest, but in the latter there were the most private houses.
Table 2. Different types of housing in Satellite states’ capitals and in Tallinn, Estonian SSR.

Population (M)
Number of permanently inhabitated
dwellings
Tenure (%)
Share of pre-WWII
dwellings (%)
source: Ruoppila 2004

Public rental
Cooperatives
Private

Budapest
(1990)
2.0

Prague
(1991)
1.2

Tallinn
(1989)
0.5

Warsaw
(1988)
1.7

775 523

495 804

157 910

581 454

53
10
37

63
24
13

76
14
10

45
47
8

45

47

18

16

As mentioned, state housing was built rationally focusing on 5-year plans and good quality
or spaciousness were not set as a goal. According to Morton (1980) those who had a pro11

piska (residency permit), but wanted to improve their poor housing situation by moving
into a flat of their own, were dependent on the housing authorities. If one's sanitary norm of
nine square meters of living space had been satisfied, getting on the waiting list was next to
impossible except through personal connections. In addition to the expensive cooperative
apartment option, there were other alternatives such as using the influence of the authorities
or the housing market in which it was generally difficult to trade up unless one had good
housing to exchange. Those turned down by the housing commission could have appealed
to the district executive committee, but unless the petitioner had a spokesman from his/her
organization pleading his case he had little chance of overriding the commission’s decision.
Petitioners were generally from privileged groups of Soviet society who sought to be taken
out of turn to avoid a long wait.
Bater (1980) notes that when cooperative apartment ownership was legalized in 1962 in the
Soviet Union, the construction of housing started to increase quickly. Even though cooperative housing was significantly less subsidized compared to the state apartments, the loans
were provided to cover 40 per cent of the cost of construction. The aim of cooperatives was
to increase housing construction by persuading people with higher salaries to contribute
more to their housing costs (Ciechocinska 1987). As access to co-operative housing required a down payment and the expenses were higher than in public rental dwellings, the
occupational positions and incomes of those living in cooperative housing tended to be
higher than of those living in the public rental sector (Dangshat 1987). According to Alexeev (1988) the well-established families in the socialist system could have bought a membership in housing cooperatives. Contrary, poorer families’ children were often forced to
stay with their parents long after they grew up and started working. It was not unusual even
for a married couple to continue sharing an apartment with parents of one of the spouses.
In the socialist system the state regulation had a dominant role and the role of the market
was reduced to insignificance (Hegedüs and Tosics 1998). Not only did public rental housing enjoy a high priority relative to other forms of tenure, but also the individual access to
housing was controlled, rents regulated, and strict regulation applied on other tenures too.
The construction of cooperative housing and owner-occupied flats as well as the selfconstruction of single-family housing was regulated through not only the allocation and
12

development of land and the granting a permission, but also through the availability of state
subsidies, loans issued only by the state banks and by the supply of building materials produced only by state industry (Sýkora 1998). In short, even if state or municipal housing was
not what a person received, the state was still tightly connected in the process of providing
ones accommodation.
The housing estates in the socialist city
Two-thirds of the population of the Soviet union was rehoused between 1960 and 1975,
during which time some 1.55 billion square meters of new housing were put up (Bater
1980), a large part of which on greenfield sites and according to standardized principles.
Smith (1996) discusses that one of the most important components of the socialist city’s
physical organization is the predominance of the microraions (microdistricts). A microraion
consists of a group of superblocks, served by a district park, athletics fields, hospitals,
baths, telephone station, and other services (Parkins 1944). The residential superblock
(kvartal) was to be the center of the social life of the urban dweller. A typical microraion
usually has 8000 to 12 000 residents (Bater 1980). Four to five microraions, each with a
radius of 300 to 400 meters, comprise a residential complex. The rationale was that such
structuring the housing resulted in minimal waste and maximum efficiency.
Almost all available resources had to be channeled directly into the construction of new
buildings in order to increase the total number of dwellings to solve the housing shortages
(as opposed to improving the quality of the existing housing stock). The massive apartment
blocks were built at peripheral urban locations on green-field sites, because such places
provided enough free space (Szelényi 1983; Lehmann and Ruble 1997). Lizon (1996) notes
that before the panel-system technology became the predominant construction technology,
it took more than two years to build a 5-6-story apartment house. However in 1967, it took
only eight to ten months to build an eight-story panel-system apartment building (of “type
T-08-B”) in Košice, Slovakia. The policy at the time was that the state, as well cooperative
housing and a majority of the single-family homes were going to be designed and built
from panels. Criticism of such policies did not fall on fertile ground since the authorities
were kept occupied with the urgent housing shortage issue and prefabricated panel technology appeared to be a relatively potent cure. The impact of the living conditions on the psy13

che, work productivity, physical health, and so on, of the panel-system housing generations
was low on the government's list of priorities (Lizon 1996).
According to Gentile and Sjöberg (2006) one of the main features of the microraion concept in town planning is that services which would be needed in everyday life should be
located close to one’s home but in reality the essential infrastructure such as schools, kindergartens, shops, public transportation and even roads were missing in some microraions.
The anxious residents, who had typically been waiting for their turn in the apartment queue
for several years, often moved in before the construction was finished. They suffered from
mud or dust, depending on the season, because the landscaping or maintenance of open
spaces among the rows of blocks of flats had been slow to come (Lizon 1996). Housing
shortage forced construction activity that did not focus as much on quality; hence many of
the neighborhoods built during the last years of Soviet power did not manage to obtain the
auxiliary infrastructure (Gentile and Sjöberg 2006).
As mentioned above, the inequalities in the distribution method were expressed in different
spatial patterns, meaning that segregation existed also in the housing estates. Szelényi
(1983) showed that, contrary to the idea of socially equitable distribution, in Budapest new
public rental flats in the first housing estate in 1960s had been given to groups of a higher
social standing. Years later, at the beginning of the 1970s the allocation criteria in Hungary
for public rental dwellings were changed by the more egalitarian ideas. As a result, as
shown by Hegedüs (1987), the lower strata also gained a better access to the public rental
housing in the 1970s.
The distribution of flats in Tallinn, Estonia was similar to that in the Soviet satellite states,
with people with higher socio-occupational positions enjoying comparatively better access
to new housing in the 1960s than in the 1970s. Raitviir (1990) has shown that in 1981 the
share of the white-collar population in Mustamäe, Tallinn’s first large housing estate district, was higher than in the two more recently built districts. Ruoppila (2004) summarizes
that, as in Prague, also in Tallinn the majority of cooperative housing was built in housing
estates and mixed there with public rental housing. Only the Polish authorities did not require the mixing of cooperatives and municipal housing, which encouraged some differentiation between the housing estates.
14

Industrial control and priority sectors
A separate dwelling as a minimum requirement for every family was not available to a considerable number of households. The length of time people were forced to share apartments
or rooms made a crucial difference, and here some groups could benefit most from the involvement of industrial enterprises (Domański 1997).
Leon (1971) argues that due to scarcity, housing was always considered as an important
benefit for the staff of industrial enterprises in the Soviet Union. Throughout the Soviet period housing continued to be regarded as a prime factor in helping enterprises to attract and
maintain a stable labor force. Hence, important industries, research organizations and administrative agencies engaged in high priority projects were trying to receive larger building funds in order to help them to attract better employees.
Andrusz (1984) suggests that the success of an enterprise was closely tied to the living conditions of its workers. Those enterprises which paid greater attention to the building of
houses, cultural facilities and various services achieved higher rates of production and had
the lowest rates of labor turnover. This resulted in a situation where the 1980s state companies were the key players in the housing scene of the USSR. In large industrial cities the
enterprises owned about 70-90% of all urban housing stock, and even in small and rural
municipalities the enterprises had at least 30-40% of all housing stock, as well as special
utilities, such as heating plants, water supply or sewerage systems (Shomina 1992).
Allocation of housing occurred through employment (Clayton and Richardson 1989). An
immigrant to a city had to acquire a job and a permit (propiska) from the place of work in
order to live in the city. Temporary permits were given to short-time workers (limitchiki)
and unskilled workers (dvorniki) who tended to substitute the unstable urban labor force
where necessary. People tried to find a work in economically strong enterprises, because
the odds seemed to be in the favor of these who were occupied in the priority industries
(Domański, 1997; Bodnar and Borocz 1998). As Domański (1997) shows, accommodation
for the employees of industrial enterprises was better than the old substandard stock lacking
in basic amenities. Also, the rents were lower in company-administered housing than in cooperative housing of a comparable standard. According to Kornai (1979) the enterprises
with higher priority enjoyed softer budget constraints and, e.g., were also able to provide
15

better services such as child care. Smith (1996) adds that many superior facilities were
meant only for the particular enterprise workers and not for the other people living in the
same area.
Morton (1980) suggests that the struggle between industrial employers and town authorities
over the limited resources like housing caused some tensions in the Soviet society. Housing
was a major asset to be fought for, because it was essential for people and therefore a good
means for factories in attracting labor force. For this reason companies engaged in a fierce
struggle to win dwellings as well as everything that was necessary for their erection, including land and infrastructure. There is also substantial evidence that many urban services and
goods were allocated by industrial enterprises and other institutions (Domański 1997).
However, little attention was paid to construction of schools, hospitals, pre-schools, facilities, landscaping and the laying of gas pipelines and telephone cables. Therefore, the city
Soviets and other institutions of the Union-Republican subordination wanted to own the
right to regulate the construction carried out by departments, and the resources for constructing municipal utilities in new residential areas (Andrusz 1984).
This struggle resulted in a conflict of interest between industrial and governmental organs.
For example, the city planners' goal to limit city size conflicted with economic development. Economic organizations wanted to be located in the cities, where they could benefit
from the economic development and it was common for them that they bent the rules to
achieve this goal. One reason for the excess demand for urban amenities (housing, stores,
and consumer services) had been that planners were unable to shift their cost to industrial
ministries from municipalities, which were less well funded. With powerful ministries arrayed against the planners, large cities were growing by immigration while small towns
stagnated (Clayton and Richardson 1989).
In short, the communist-era state-owned companies became powerful actors shaping urban
space and settlement structures. They did not face almost any risk in undertaking the investment since enterprises and ministries did not operate within their own means, leading to
the point that their bankruptcy was not possible. Kornai (1979) argues that the economy of
the Soviet Union was limited by the supply and the permanent deficiency justified the pursuit of greater production, regardless of costs, still further. Under the conditions of a “re16

source-constrained economy” those enjoying privileged access to the resources that were
controlled by the key-persons or so-called gatekeepers, could lay in supplies. Their budget
constraint was “soft”: there was no bottom line or credit limit fixed, and companies could
always hope to win extra inputs through bargaining with higher-level authorities.

Situation in the former Estonian Soviet Socialist Republic
During World War II Estonia lost 56.2 % of its housing fund (Juursoo 1978). Raam (1999)
notes that similar figures also applied for Tartu, war activity being the main cause for the
destruction of public and residential buildings. As Volkov (1980) notes, first the ruins had
to be demolished, then the debris removed, and the power, gas, and water infrastructure
renovated. Only after these essentials the next steps in rebuilding the city could have started.
Volkov (1990) and Kõre et al. (1996) divide the post war (re)construction period into two:
1. The period following World War II when the main focus was on economic growth
and housing construction was relatively modest; in fact during the period of 194655 half of the housing stock (excluding private houses) came from reconstructions.
2. The period of industrial mass construction (from the second half 1950s until the end
of 1980s).
Just like everywhere else in the USSR, the housing shortage required some rapid action on
behalf of the decision-makers. To solve the problem, even the construction of private single-family housing was allowed, which meant that in 1955-65 individual house projects
were on the highest peak after the war. The main legal basis was given here by the decree
“On assigning the plots for reconstruction works in the damaged cities and towns” (“Maatükkide üleandmise korra kohta ehitiste taastamiseks sõjategevuse tagajärjel kannatanud
linnades ja alevites”; ENSV Teataja 1947) which permitted the construction of private
dwellings (Kõre et al. 1996). Similarly, Kulu (2003) points out that during the first post-war
decade construction capacity was small but relatively many private houses were built. The
construction of private housing continued later, but its share decreased significantly with
the increasing construction of multi-story concrete block dwellings. One could spot a con-
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tradiction here – the state which promoted a collective lifestyle and did not respect individualism as such, was still tolerating the construction of private houses.
The main characteristics of the housing policy of Estonian SSR could be summarized as
follows (Kõre et al. 1996):
1. In the process of apartment allocation the system of preferences was being formed
(some positions in society got their living problem arranged more easily than others).
2. After World War II state housing became the dominant construction mode, which
was common also in the Satellite States.
As mentioned, in the beginning of the 1950s the state’s building activities were focused on
reconstruction works of the war-damaged structures and only small apartment houses were
being erected (with 1-2, seldom 3 room apartments). In the 1950s two decrees were made
(Kõre et al. 1996): “On eliminating exaggerations in planning and construction” (“Liialduste likvideerimisest projekteerimise alal ja ehitustegevuses”; 1955) and “On the development of housing construction in USSR” (“Elamuehituse arendamisest NSV Liidus”;
1957). After this legal basis construction started to become more rapid. Mass construction
contributed to the birth of a new type of construction enterprises, the so-called “house
building combines” (majaehituskombinaadid). In 1973 the Tartu house building combine’s
5- and 9-storey blocks of flats were mainly built in Annelinn, Tartu, but also in other Estonian cities (Kohtla-Järve, Võru) and even in other parts of Soviet Union (Kogalym, Russia
and Slavutitch, Ukraine). The respected architect of Estonian SSR Mart Port (president of
the Society of Architects of Estonian SSR, 1955-1979; Tartu Postimees 2012) described the
state’s construction policy during the post war years concisely: “we simply had to build as
much as possible as quickly as possible and with as low cost as possible”.
Kõre et al. (1996) discuss that in spite of the extensive construction projects, the housing
shortage remained a problem due to intense migration from other parts of the Soviet Union
and internal migration flows (rural to urban). Since housing was one of the biggest deficits
in the society, then many young families left the cities in the 1980s and tried to start their
life in the countryside (Tammaru 2001). This is also one of the main explanations why
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larger cities witnessed a negative migration balance starting from the 1980s. In 1987, the
average living space per person in Estonian SSR was 11.8 m2 which was approximately
1.25 times higher than the average in the Soviet Union (Bater 1989): however it was still
significantly lower compared to apartments in the West (e.g., Finland, 1985 – approx. 19
m2, Sweden, 1985 - 30 m2; Kõre et al. 19962).
Significant differences existed in the quality of the apartments in socialist Tallinn, e.g., flats
constructed in central districts were in general larger, having bigger rooms, and better facilities such as a toilet in each flat (Raam 1993). For example, the so-called “Professors’ Village” (Professorite Küla) in the inner city which used to be nearby the Tallinn Technical
University and also tramlines which made life more convenient. According to Society of
Professorite Küla (2012), this district accommodated many prominent scientists such as
Paul Öpik, Vladimir Paavel and Ants Antson. Housing constructed in the workers’ districts
such as Pelgurand or old Lasnamäe was more modest in terms of size and facilities. Conditions were poorest in workers’ hostels, which contrary to their idea of being a temporary
shelter remained the primary dwellings for some for a considerable period of time (Nerman
1998). Dmitri Bruns who was the former head architect of Tallinn in 1960-1980 confirmed
that in the late 1960s housing provision had some problems which needed to be solved in
the future city building. He found that the new apartments should have better construction
quality and the architectural solutions should look visually better (Bruns 2007).
Similarly, based on the in-depth research about what locals of Tartu think about their living
environment (Kõre et al. 1987) it occurred that aesthetics of the microdistricts were not
highly ranked. At the end of 1980s the garden suburbs Tähtvere and Tammelinn as well as
the center of the city (see Figure 7, p. 37) got the highest scores (Kõre et al. 1987). The
highest overall living environment score was given to Tähtvere, Karlova, Veeriku, Tammelinn and also the city center. The lowest rating for the living environment was given to
the newer microraion-based districts like Annelinn, Jaamamõisa and Ropka; also the poorer
inner-city district Supilinn and peri-urban Raadi-Kruusamäe. However, Annelinn received
the highest score in satisfaction with the apartments (location, situation, amenities, living
space, neighbors, etc.).
2

Kõre et al. provided the figures about the total space per capita in the apartments. The living space was
assumed to be two thirds of that.
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According to Ruoppila (2004) in Tallinn, better quality public rental housing and cooperatives were constructed in better locations, primarily in the city center, but also in the new
housing estates. The construction of single-family houses also increased again in the late
1970s, especially in the former summer villa areas in the northeastern part of the city. The
implementation of modern construction technologies and materials increased the quality,
costs, and subsequently also the status of single-family housing. The first luxurious private
houses, however, appeared only at the end of 1980s, after the perestroika had decreased social control, and incomes had started to grow.
The analysis of Kulu (2003) revealed that in 1989 the majority (76%) of the population in
Tartu lived in state-owned housing, 7% in cooperative housing and 16% in private housing.
On average, there was 14.5 m2 of total space per capita; most of the residents lived in housing (mostly multi-story apartment blocks) built in the 1960s or later. There was 12.9 m2
living space per capita in state housing, 16.4 m2 in cooperatives and 20.9 m2 in private
houses. People with a higher level of education and a more prestigious workplace tended to
have larger housing than people with a lower level of education and occupational status. It
was also shown by Kulu (2003) that people employed in construction, public administration
and other non-productive activities had less living space than workers in the health sector.
Younger people, those employed in construction or public administration, non-Estonians
and migrants from other cities formed the majority in state-owned housing. In the cooperative dwellings, there seemed to be both young and middle-aged people, those with a higher
education, professionals-clerks and people employed in education, and migrants who had
arrived in Tartu from other cities years ago. Older people, Estonians and migrants from rural areas, in turn, were more likely to live in private houses.
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The research questions
As mentioned, in large industrial cities industrial enterprises owned about 70-90% of all
urban housing stock, and even in small and rural municipalities had a significant share (3040%) (Shomina 1992). According to Kornai (1979) under the conditions of a “resourceconstrained economy” those enjoying privileged access to the resources had budget constraint what was “soft”. There was no bottom line or credit limit fixed, and companies
could always hope to win extra inputs. Based on Domański (1997) heavy industry generally
was favored at the expense of most light industry, because the priority status of the economic branches was estimated by economic activities’ proximity to the military and heavy
industrial complex.
Soviet Tartu is usually not considered as an important industrial city, having only a few
major socialist enterprises, though being a “closed city” due to the presence of military
(Tartu city’s Internet portal 2012). In 1989 the majority (76%) of the population in Tartu
lived in state-owned housing, 7% in cooperative housing and 16% in private housing (Kulu
2003). Therefore it would be interesting to know the character of the major state-housing
sector and how it was divided between the different state enterprises and the city administration. Therefore, it’s aspired to find out the following:
Which state organizations commissioned the most housing?
By 1950 the average living space per person in the Soviet Union was less than four square
meters (Sosnovy 1954, cited in Bater 1980). In 1970s the city residents in the Baltic republics had approximately 50 percent more living space per capita than those of Central Asia
and, e.g., Siberian cities had less living space than the Russian SFSR average (Demko and
Fuchs 1979).
According to Kulu (2003) in Tartu the living space per capita was 12.9 m2 in state housing,
16.4 m2 in cooperative housing and 20.9 m2 in private houses. However, the changes (dynamics) of living space during the mass construction era are not entirely clear for Tartu.
There is no in-depth research on how the apartment sizes of the various governmental insti-
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tutions, state enterprises and other organizations differed. Therefore, it’s aspired to find out
the following:
How did the size of the apartment sizes differ among the state organizations?
Lehmann and Ruble (1997) argue that patterns of residential settlement in the Soviet city
were tied to place of work more than income. Kostinskiy (2001) shares similar views, arguing that the housing of a family was determined by its place of work and ability to make
use of advantageous connections and privileges rather than just income. Due to variations
in the quality of housing and also in the availability of various facilities, public transport,
etc., the different parts of a socialist city differed in terms of desirability. This has been the
subject for a large body of research. For instance, Kõre et al. (1987) conducted an in-depth
research to find out the citizens’ attitude towards the various aspects of life in Tartu. The
highest scores in the case of overall quality of the living environment were given to Tähtvere, Karlova, Veeriku and Tammelinn, whereas the lowest rating for the living environment was given to the microraion-based districts like Annelinn, Jaamamõisa and Ropka.
However, the various studies have not provided information on the commissioners of the
constructed residential buildings in the different parts of the city. Therefore one research
questions of this study is the following:
Where were the state organizations’ dwellings located and how did this location relate
to what was considered desirable in a socialist city?
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Data and methods
Base material
An important and time-consuming part of this study concerned the localization and work
with the “building utilization acts” (“ekspluatatsiooni akt”, later act) – the documents forming the basis for this research work3. An act of a new (or reconstructed) building confirms
that the building is certified for occupancy and the apartments are ready for allocation
whereas the last word was always said by the national architect bureau (Riiklik Arhitektuuri
ja Ehituse Kontrolli Inspektsioon, later RAEK). Gentile and Sjöberg (2006) who conducted
a similar study in Daugavpils, Latvia, using analogous documents describe the acts as
“documents concerning the finalization of the construction of housing and other civilian
objects”. To sum up, the acts are the first source of information about the location, size and
function of the buildings constructed during the Soviet period in Tartu.
Since there were several copies of the acts (one was owned by the city and the second by
the party who commissioned the building) it was possible to find the documents from different archive sources. The most systematic way to work would have meant ordering the
acts from a single source – the archive funds of the city’s Architecture and Construction
Department (Arhitektuuri ja ehituse osakond). However, since it was complicated to identify the location of the documents even after many attempts, the information was collected
from other sources. Many businesses in Tartu have given an extensive selection of documents from the Soviet era, including acts to the archive. Thus it was possible to find some
of the acts from the archive funds of the city’s enterprises. Unfortunately, since the maximum number of document requests from the Tartu County’s archive (Tartu Maa-arhiiv)
was limited (10-20 materials per day) but the number of funds of the various Soviet era enterprises that had to be worked through was large, it was not beneficial to collect the data
using only the aforementioned method.
Since the work with the original acts was relatively inefficient, most of the data was acquired from various record books compiled by RAEK, who used them as a basis for statistical research for various institutions. The books were held at the Department of Architecture
3

An example of a typical act is provided in Appendix I.
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and Construction of the City of Tartu and contained all the basic information about the
buildings constructed during the Soviet period. The most important sources of information
were the “building utilization books” (Ekspuatatsiooni võetud riiklike ehitiste register,
Vastuvõetud uusehitiste registreerimise raamat 4 ) incorporating the information from the
acts from 1946-1980 and 1981-1996. Additionally, some of the information was gathered
from three “building registration books” (Kinnitatud ehitusprojektide nimestik, Riiklike ehitusel olevate objektide registreerimise raamat) covering the time period required for this
study (1938-1953, 1954-1969 and 1970-1989).
The books contained information about all the constructed (or reconstructed) buildings in
Tartu, but since our interest was only ex novo built (i.e., reconstructed buildings were omitted from the database) apartment buildings, all factories, dormitories, barracks, schools, etc.
were excluded from the compiled database. The conditions in barracks and dormitories for
workers were not comparable with the dwellings meant for a more private lifestyle. Similarly administrative and public buildings were not taken into consideration and although
some entries for administrative or school buildings stated the presence of living space, their
main function was not to accommodate residents.
The “building utilization book” did not always contain the information concerning the
ownership of the building. The information about the institution who ordered the building
was usually found from the “building registration books”. These books generally contained
information similar to that in the “acts’ books”, except the acts’ dates for the new buildings
which were usually given out when the building received a positive answer from the RAEK.
Some additional information was acquired from the yearly inspection books or reports written by RAEK. These reports were written in order to make quarterly statistics and analyses
about the local housing situation. The inspection books were located in Tartu County’s archive under the fund of Department of City Planning (Tartu Linnavalitsuse Linnaplaneerimise osakond). The books and reports were mostly used to resolve conflicting
information in the “utilization” and “registration books” and for final data quality checks.

4

See Appendix I for an example.
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Information about a total of 526 apartment buildings constructed between 1960 and 1991
was collected into the database. The basic data collected for the database were following: 1)
the year of construction, 2) the act’s exact date, 3) the address of the building, 4) total living space in square meters (m2), 5) the number of apartments in the building, 6) the name of
the organization (either enterprise, the city administration or social organization, e.g., the
Society for Blind People ), 7) in some cases the ID of the microraion and other specific details were noted down (e.g., Anne 1st microraion (MR), 2nd building department, 3rd housing
group, object no 13, cooperative name “Jalakas”). It must be noted that in this study we
describe the size of a building by its living space – the living rooms, dining rooms, bedrooms and so forth, excluding the areas devoted to the corridors, closets, kitchens and bathrooms as well as attics, etc. (Broner 1966. cited in Bater 1980). The living space indicator
is important because it was the base for the housing allocation norms in the Soviet Union
(Gentile and Sjöberg 2006).
The language of most Soviet era archive documents kept in Tartu is Estonian, Russian being seldom used. However, an increasing number of original acts tended to be written in
Russian during the last years of Soviet power. The language used in the record books was
always Estonian.

Method
The priority status of the economic organizations in this study is measured based on the
importance of their respective economic branch in the Soviet industrial system. The aim
here is to analyze the organization’s relevance compared to that of the highest priority enterprises. In other words, the focus is on the proximity of the industry’s activities to the military sector and on their position in the chain of production. The classification is based on a
0-3 point score system, where 3 points are given to highest priority activities and 0 points to
lowest priority activities. The selection includes altogether 62 different organizations in
Tartu.
Similar classification was used by Gentile and Sjöberg (2010) in their case study on Daugavpils, Latvia’s largest city after Riga. One of the aims of this study is to compare the results with the Daugavpils’ case study, thus it was found reasonable to use an analogous
classification. The main difference is that Gentile and Sjöberg used the economic branch
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combined with the administrative rank when determining the scores whereas the highest
score was given to the all-union organizations and the lowest to the local (city Soviet) ones.
For the sake of simplicity and also since Tartu was not considered as an important industrial city with notable all-union enterprises, the administrative rank was not included in this
case study.
The structure of the score system (0-3 points) used for the estimation of the organizations’
relative priority status depending on economic branch affiliation is the following:
1. Military and related industry (3 points);
2. Heavy industry, freight transport and energetic sector (2 points);
3. Construction and universities, research institutions (1 points);
4. Wood, food and light industry, agriculture and communal services (0 points).
As mentioned above, the categorization process had to remain rather simple. Based on the
soft-budget constraint concept (Kornai 1979), the shortages mostly influence the lowpriority sectors, rather than the military and the heavy industrial sector. Hence, if there was
not enough certainty regarding the position of a particular company, it was taken into consideration that the industries supporting the individuals’ wellbeing (food, clothes, public
transport etc.) and light industry were not as important compared to the heavy militaryrelated industries in the competition for domination during the cold war. To sum up, the
more important a particular organization was for the competitiveness of the state, the higher
points it received from the “priority classification process”.

Historical data and the related problems
The biggest general issue concerned the quality of the archive materials. For example, the
entries in the “registration” and “act” books were handwritten and the handwriting was not
always clear. Due to the high age of many documents the physical condition was often
poor, with worn-out ink, torn pages, etc.
Some Soviet firms had very long names and society tended to use the shorthand forms for
convenience (e.g., RBTT – Tartu Raudbetoontoodete Tehas, Tartu Ferroconcrete Products
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Factory). The many abbreviations used for the names of the enterprises and municipal or
governmental organizations proved problematic and required a great deal of time for research to identify the exact full titles and to avoid duplicates in the compiled list of companies. Another problem concerned the numerous mergers and name changes of the enterprises which had to be taken into account when assigning priorities, etc.
There were also some minor mistakes (or perhaps, in some cases intentional omissions)
caused by the registrar. For example, some entries in the “building utilization books” did
not contain all the data about a particular building (e.g., only a partial address of the building was provided, the number of apartments was missing, etc.). Usually this problem was
resolved by using the other available documents to acquire the missing information. However, if the missing data was not available in any of the used materials it had to be determined following some form of logic, e.g., using aerial photographs or using the data from
the surrounding blocks of flats constructed around the same time and/or owned by the same
entity. For example, the number of apartments in a building could almost certainly be considered equal to those of the other buildings in the same block having the same total living
space and constructed around the same period. The number of apartments as well as street
numbers not being specified was common for the buildings owned by the military and also
for Tartu Aparaaditehas, a high priority factory producing airplane black boxes in Soviet
times.
The addresses and the numbering system lacked stability during the time period considered
in this study and there are some discrepancies between the addresses obtained from the archive documents and the addresses which are used today. For example, the streets in the
military enclave located in the Jaamamõisa city district had Russian names e.g., Gvardeiskaja and Stahhanovi, but they (as well as the street numbers) were changed in 1995
(Tartu linnavalitsuse korraldus 1995). The locations of the buildings had to be determined
using aerial photographs and by comparing the old and new street names. In some cases,
the city’s streets were divided into two (creating two new streets with new numbering), etc.
In a few cases some problematic entries in the database had to be excluded from the analysis. There were six entries (corresponding to approximately 100 apartments) without any
information about the commissioner of the buildings which remained undefined. In several
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cases the “registration books” and “act books” contained controversial information. For instance, in some cases the permit for construction was received but the building was never
materialized. Sometimes it was explained in the RAEK’s yearly inspections that the buildings were annulled due to shortages in resources.
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Results and discussion
In the following section the main findings of this study will be described. First, a brief
overview of the general trends in housing construction in Tartu between 1960 and 1991
will be given. The results of the cartographic analysis are then systematically presented,
discussing the housing-related undertakings of the different priority enterprises introduced
in the “Method” section. Finally, a summary of the evolution of housing construction in
Tartu is presented. It must be stressed yet again that the results are based on the data obtained from archive materials and due to the various problems encountered (see the “Data
and methods” section) some errors may be present.

General observations
The results are based on the “building utilization acts” of a total of 526 new apartment
buildings from the period 1960-1991. Apart from the few omissions explained before this
number is expected to reflect the residential construction activity quite accurately. Figures 1
and 2 depict the total number of buildings constructed and the resulting total living space
increases, respectively, during three-year intervals in the studied period. Generally, the output of new apartments increased (relatively) steadily during the years under question except
for a rather significant dip during the sixties and, expectedly, during the last years 5 before
the collapse of the Soviet regime. The building rate’s shrinking in the mid-sixties could be
related to the fact that between late fifties until mid-sixties the construction of private
dwellings was at its highest peak during the post-war period (Kõre et al. 1996), thus, relieving some pressure from both enterprises and the city administration through the partial
transfer of housing provision costs to the household budgets. Perhaps equally importantly,
the statutory plans for the major new residential district Annelinn6 (based on Mart Port’s
and Malle Meelak’s 1969 second place project; Sootla 2007) were not put into action until
1971, resulting in a certain transition period. Also, this period marks a switch to larger
apartment blocks as suggested by the fact that the total built living space (Figure 2) does
not show such a dramatic decrease.
5 Note that the length of the interval under question is two years instead of three, resulting in somewhat distorted figures for that period.
6
The Anne housing estate was planned for 50 000 habitants (15 m2 per person). The whole area was divided
into 4 microraions, this again into 8 independent sectors (Pullat 1980).
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Figure 1. Number of new apartment buildings built in Tartu during 1960-1991.

The construction activity was the highest between 1978 and 1989 with almost half (49%) of
the apartment buildings from the whole period being built. The most rapid housing period
was 1981-1983 having ~14% share from the whole period. The second distinctive housing
period was 1987-1989 with similar results – building capacity of ~13%. The poorest housing building activity took place in 1966-1968 with only ~3% of housing. Similarly, the period towards the collapse of the soviet regime (1990-1991) had a slow housing tempo attributing to ~3% of construction of the whole period.
As expected, the resulting living space increases behaved in a similar fashion (Figure 2). A
remarkable difference between two variables could be noticed in 1960-1962, although after
1963 the situation stabilized. As mentioned, the period 1978-1989 indicated the most built
apartment houses in Tartu, the same results can be derived based on the built living space –
during this period a total of 380 530 m2 of living space were put up (~50%). The smallest
addition to the living space stock was again in 1990-1991, when only 27 627 m2 (3.2%) of
the total living space was built which is to be expected given the political and economic
turmoil during the first years of the 1990s.
A particularly important parameter to consider when studying the variations in the living
conditions in a Soviet (or in fact any) city is the average size of the dwellings. The average
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living space7 of the (new) apartments constructed in Tartu is given in Figure 3. In general,
the apartments constructed during the early sixties were smaller than those built in the seventies and eighties. Notably, similar trends in the changes of average apartment sizes were
also observed by Gentile and Sjöberg (2010) who studied the geography of housing construction in Daugavpils. Their results indicated that the average apartment size reached its
(Soviet) historical minimum in the sixties, followed by a tendency towards increasing size.
As discussed previously, the sixties marked the beginning of mass construction of housing,
being the “golden age of the Khrushchevka” – the standard type of Soviet apartment buildings with relatively small flats. The following period (coinciding with the start of major
mass construction projects in Tartu) marked an increase in apartment sizes which stabilized
at around 34 m2 in terms of living space with minor fluctuations in the 70s and 80s (Figure
3).
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Figure 2. Total new living space built in Tartu between 1960 and 1991.

In terms of quality the dwellings built during the late Soviet years in accordance with
standardized principles were clearly superior to those built in the previous decades, having
better building design and utilizing better techniques and materials (Gentile and Tammaru
2006).

7

Refer to the “Base material” section for details.
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Figure 3. Average living space (m2) of new apartments built in Tartu between 1960 and 1991.
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Figure 4. Average living space (m2) of new apartments built by entities with different priority status
between 1960 and 1991. The error bars represent the standard deviation of the apartment sizes.
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There were, however, clear differences between the average sizes of the apartments depending on under whose auspices the buildings were built (Figure 4). The city administration’s apartments had the second smallest living space of approx. 32.8 m2 and tended to be
relatively homogenous in size, indicating that most of the housing was based on standardized plans. The cooperatives tended to be larger in average size (33.9 m2) and the variations
were even smaller. This is well in line with the common notion that the cooperative apartments were somewhat more prestigious than the city’s (Bater 1989). Perhaps surprisingly
the P0 industrial sector and organizations enjoyed better housing conditions, at least size
wise (33.3 m2) than those in the city apartments and even the P2 and P3 enterprises (32.9
m2 and 32.6 m2, respectively). However, it must be emphasized that the variations in the
living space of the apartments commissioned by the P0 as well as P2 and P3 enterprises
were the highest among all the sectors, presumably because the key persons in these organizations had access to relatively good living conditions whereas the dwellings built for the
“blue-collars” were more modest. For example, Tartu Kontrollaparatuuri Tehas (P3) had a
number of apartments with more than 50 m2 of living space but it had at least as many examples with less than 30 m2. Similar figures can be seen in case of the military flats (perhaps less surprisingly). In other words the large variations are a sign of “social inequality”.
The average living space was the largest in the apartments built by the P1 enterprises with
relatively small variations. However, it should be taken into the consideration that the
apartments were shared between family members (or sometimes even more than one family) and to specify the average per capita living space further research is necessary.
The mass construction did not start immediately. At first, the houses were smaller and did
not contain many apartments in them. By 1968 the average building size had grown almost
four times compared to that of the early 1960s. Later on, the average building size varied a
lot, but it was always at least twice as much as it was before the mass construction started.

Temporal and spatial patterns in housing construction in priority and
non-priority sectors
The roles of the different entities (either industrial or communal) in construction of housing
and the differences between the apartments built during the period under question are now
examined. Figures 5 and 6 depict the volume of housing construction during the three-year
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intervals and the shares of each priority sector, respectively. For additional data see Appendix II. A map with the names of Tartu’s districts is provided in Figure 7.
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Figure 5. The number of apartment houses built (a) and the respective total amount of living space
commissioned (b) in different priority sectors.
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Figure 6. The share of apartment houses (a) and living space (b) in all priority sectors, %.

Low priority sector (P0)
The lowest priority sector (P0; including the city administration, cooperatives, Tartu’s meat
processing combine (Tartu Lihakombinaat), etc.) was the biggest shareholder (Figures 5 &
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Figure 7. Districts of Tartu.

6) of the ex novo built apartment houses in 1960-1991, having commissioned over half of
them. The biggest player here was the city administration, under whose auspice approximately ~48% of the total new housing stock from 1960-1991 was constructed. Cooperatives entered the picture from 19638 onwards having 10-15% share of the total housing
share during the second half of the 1960s and a significant popularity surge in the 1980s,

8

Based on the act books the first cooperatives (1964-65) in Tartu were “Sõprus”, “Koit”, “Emajõe”,
“Toome”.
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peaking at over 30% share during 1984-1986. Similar results were obtained by Gentile and
Sjöberg (2006, 2010) for Daugavpils, where the city administration was also the major
player in the housing scene and, notably, the share of cooperatives showing a similar twowave pattern. For the industrial enterprises cooperative housing was a good possibility to
spread the costs in time since the mortgage payment contributions reduced the costs of the
employee housing Gentile and Sjöberg (2006).
While 48% could be considered as a large share at first sight, it has to be taken into account
that the provision of housing was one of the city’s main responsibilities (Sjöberg and Gentile 2010) and less than half the share could be viewed as a relatively modest. According to
French (1995) there were many cities where the housing stock was controlled by one or at
most a few industrial enterprises whose interests tended to be in conflict with those of the
city administration. If Tartu would have faced the similar case, i.e., having more all-union,
powerful enterprises, the city’s representation would have been even more modest than it
was.
During the early sixties the city administration’s construction activity was concentrated in
the central parts of the city, e.g., Tiigi and Turu street (Figure 8). In the following years the
construction activity shifted away from the central parts of town, with most of the apartment houses built on the left side of the river, first, in Ülejõe and after that, from the 1970s
in the greenfield site that would become Annelinn, the new district where the city administration was the main contributor in terms of new housing. Only a handful of small housing clusters were built elsewhere in town (e.g., Karlova and Veeriku). The pattern (both
spatial and temporal) of cooperative housing construction (Figure 9) was very similar to
that of the city administration, constituting a significant share of the housing stock in Annelinn, Ülejõe and also one agglomerated area in Veeriku. The activity in the central parts
of the city was very limited. A closer inspection reveals that in some cases the cooperative
dwellings in Annelinn tended to be built in the “inner” parts of the microraions, i.e., away
from the main roads, possibly resulting in a less noisy environment.
The construction activity of the other P0 organizations differed significantly (Figure 10).
The houses tended to be small, being scattered around the various parts of the city. The lo-
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Figure 8. Location of the dwellings built by the city administration (P0) in Tartu. The sizes of the
symbols illustrate the total living space in the buildings.

cations vary significantly in terms of attractiveness. For example, one could identify the
cluster of buildings in the northern part of Ropka belonging to the meat processing combine
but also numerous smaller houses in Tammelinn, possibly allocated to the top employees or
management of the P0 enterprises. The study “Tartlased Tartust” carried out by Kõre et al.
(1987) indicated that the inhabitants of Tartu considered Tammelinn as one of the most and
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Figure 9. Locations of the dwellings built by cooperatives (P0) in Tartu. The sizes of the symbols
illustrate the total living space in the buildings.

Ropka as one of the least prestigious districts of the city. All in all, good housing in a good
location was one form of privileges in socialist societies (Szelényi, 1983).
Cooperative apartments together with the ones of the city’s administration formed over
80% of the entire P0 share, i.e., the role of the rest of the organizations considered under
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Figure 10. Locations of the dwellings built by the low priority enterprises (P0) in Tartu. The sizes
of the symbols illustrate the total living space in the buildings.

the “low priority sector” (e.g., companies involved in food industry, furniture, clothes etc.)9
was relatively modest, although their share showed some fluctuations during the period un-

9

21 different enterprises and organizations were counted from the whole period. Low priority sector’s enterprises who ordered throughout the period at least two apartment houses were, e.g., ETKVL (Eesti Tarbijate
Kooperatiivide Vabariiklik Liit ), EPÜ Tartu ÕTK (Eesti Pimedate Ühingu Tartu Õppe- ja Toomiskombinaat,
Society for the Blind), Sangar, Tartu Konservitehas, Tartu Leivakombinaat, Tartu Metsakombinaat, Tartu
Metsamajand, Tartu MTK (Metsatööstuskoondis), Tartu TSK (Teraviljasaaduste Kombinaat) etc.
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der study (e.g., having over 20% share of the total housing stock built between 1969-1971).
Equally importantly, more than half of the organizations belonging to the P0 category were
responsible for the construction of just a single building with the only notable exceptions
being Tartu’s meat processing combine (Tartu Lihakombinaat) and Eesti Tarbijate
Kooperatiivide Vabariiklik Liit or ETKVL with 8 and 17 buildings, respectively. This confirms the relatively limited possibilities of the “low priority” companies to attract labor by
providing adequate dwellings for their employees.
In some rare cases there was more than one party under whose auspices the new apartment
blocks were built, e.g., Tartu Ehitustrust (TET), Elva MEK (Mehhaniseeritud Ehituskolonn), Tartu Maja, etc. in “cooperation” with city administration. These combined apartment houses were built mainly towards the end of the mass construction era in 1989-91.
According to Tartu City Architecture and Building Department (personal communication)
the apartments were, assumingly, divided between two organizations (the amount of apartments allocated to a particular organization was not specified).
Low-medium priority sector (P1)
The “low-medium priority sector” (P1), representing construction firms and scientific/higher education institutions, commissioned 118 buildings during the period under
question, representing a respectable share of 22% of the entire new housing stock. Although 1963-1968 was a slow start for this sector having commissioned only 6 buildings, its
share increased throughout the 70s and 80s, albeit showing some fluctuations.
The major share of all apartment houses in P1 category was commissioned by various construction firms10 (100 buildings). For example 33 buildings were built under the auspices of
Tartu Ehitustrust (TET), 18 buildings by Tartu Maja, etc. Universities11 commissioned a
relatively small share (18) of all apartment buildings in this category.

10

E.g., Elva MEK, Tartu KEK, Tartu Raudbetoonide Tehas
Eesti Põllumajanduslik Akadeemia (EPA), Tartu Riiklik Ülikool (TRÜ) and various research institutions
(Eesti Metsainstituut, Eesti Loomakasvatuse ja Veterinaaria Instituut (ELVI), ENSV TA SKB (Teaduste Akadeemia Spetsiaalne Konstrueerimisbüroo) Tartu branch office, PTUPI Loomakasvatuskomplekside Tartu
Labor, Riiklik Põllumajandustoodete Teeninduslik Uurimise ja Projekteerimise Instituudi Tartu Laboratoorium, etc.
11
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Figure 11. Locations of the dwellings built by the low-medium priority enterprises (P1) in Tartu.
The sizes of the symbols illustrate the total living space in the buildings.

Notably, in 1969-1991 more apartments were built under the auspices of P1 organizations
than those of the higher (i.e., P2 and P3) sectors combined. This and the fact that the average apartment size was the highest in this sector suggest that many construction companies
became rather successful during the 70s and 80s when most of Tartu’s Soviet era buildings
were constructed. It can be argued that an individual’s employment sector influenced access to housing. According to Kulu (2003) construction workers had a relatively good ac-
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cess to state housing, which resulted from both the state’s overall priorities and the fact that
the construction industry had a high turnover of labor and better accommodation was needed in order to attract workers.
Figure 11 shows the spatial and temporal distribution of the construction activity of the various P1 enterprises. One could see certain similarities with the city administration (Figure 5
and 6), e.g., during the early sixties the construction activity was concentrated in the city
center but later shifted to the new microraions in Annelinn, being one of the three major
contributors in that part of town. However, unlike the city administration and cooperatives,
the P1 companies also constructed a major share of buildings in various other parts of town
where significant clusters can be seen, e.g., in Ropka tööstusrajoon, Ränilinn, Veeriku and
Tähtvere. A number of smaller buildings were constructed in the more prestigious parts of
town, such as Karlova and Tammelinn. According to Ruoppila (2004) there is continuity in
perception of the “good location”, i.e., appreciation of some residential areas. Therefore,
developments did not always challenge the capitalist past, but rather continued its sociospatial patterns, especially within the inner city.
Based on what locals of Tartu think about their living environment (Kõre et al. 1987), the
P1 organizations had apartment houses in both desirable and undesirable city districts. P1
was highly represented in Annelinn, but the microdistricts were not highly ranked. The
highest overall living environment score was given to Tähtvere, Karlova, Veeriku, Tammelinn and also the city center was one of the front-ranking districts. P1 had many smaller
enclaves built in all of them.
Medium-high priority sector (P2)
55 new apartment buildings were constructed under the auspices of the organizations belonging to the so-called “medium-high priority sector”. During 1960-1962 17 houses were
built making this the record period both in terms of absolute numbers (Figure 4) and relative share (being approximately 30%; Figure 5) of the new dwellings constructed. No single dominant organization in terms of construction numbers can be seen here, though, suggesting that many of the various firms in this sector were actively competing for the limited
labor force by building new apartments. The following years were characterized by declining construction figures, although some fluctuations existed.
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Figure 12. Locations of the dwellings built by the medium-high priority enterprises (P2) in Tartu.
The sizes of the symbols illustrate the total living space in the buildings.

The railway (Estonian and Baltic Railway) was a dominant organization here having commissioned almost a quarter of the buildings for the whole P2 sector. The agricultural machinery plant “Võit” was counted 11 times and the different energetic organizations 10
times 12 . The rest of the companies in this sector, e.g., the heavy industrial and freight

12

Trust “Eesti elektrivõrkude ehitus”, Tartu Mehhaniseeritud Rändkolonn (MRK), Põllumajanduselekter
Tartu Võrgurajoon, Eesti Energia Lõuna Kõrgepinge Võrgud (LKV)
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transport companies 13 were somewhat less represented in the new housing construction.
Nevertheless, the figures for the various companies in this sector are much less dispersed
compared to those belonging to P0 and P1, indicating a relatively stronger ability of all these (higher priority) companies to secure housing for their employees, whereas in the lower
priority sectors this seemed to be possible only for a select few.
The locations of the dwellings built by the P2 enterprises are depicted in Figure 12. The
spatial and temporal pattern of the construction activity differs strongly from that of, e.g.,
the city administration and cooperatives. Many of the buildings constructed during the early
sixties were located close to the railway which is to be expected since Estonian and Baltic
Railway was one of the major organizations in this category. A cluster of apartment blocks
was built in Ropka-töösuse by Tartu Katseremonditehas, near the plant. Notably, a kindergarten “Rukkilill” was also built in the close vicinity. The latter indicates that the higher
priority enterprises tried to attract labor not only by housing but also other necessary facilities, albeit being located in a relatively prestigious district. Similarly, the machinery factory
“Võit” built a significant number of apartments near the plant in Raadi. In short, higher priority employers tended to build new apartment buildings close to their plants/headquarters,
even though not in particularly attractive locations.
High priority sector (P3)
Two entities are considered under the “High priority” or P3 sector in this work – military
(28 commissioned buildings) and Tartu Aparaadiehituse Tehas (21 commissioned buildings). According to Tartu City Architecture and Building Department, approximately 5% of
the apartments built by the city administration went to the military (personal communication). This is not documented information, so it can only be assumed that yearly the 5%
were added to the apartments which were officially owned by the military.
Figure 13 depicts the housing construction of the high priority sector. The military built its
first houses in the city center but the attention was later shifted to the closed-off enclave in
Jaamamõisa (the so-called “Chinatown”) and, to a smaller extent, the new housing estates
in Annelinn and Ülejõe city districts. Interestingly, similar trends were also observed by
13

Tartu Katseremonditehas (6), Tartu Autoveod (AV) (4), Eesti Põllumajandustehnika (EPT) (3), other companies in the database were represented less than twice
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Gentile and Sjöberg in the case of Daugavpils, i.e., the initial construction activity in the
central parts of town was replaced by a more isolationist pattern towards the end of the sixties. The military probably owned a significant number of apartments in other parts of the
city (see above) but due to obvious reasons this is difficult to confirm.

Figure 13. Locations of the dwellings built by the high priority enterprises (P3) in Tartu. The sizes
of the symbols illustrate the total living space in the buildings.
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Similarly to the P2 enterprises, the apartments commissioned by Tartu Kontrollaparatuuri
Tehas were mostly located close to the plant, i.e., in Raadi, although the factory owned
housing in other parts of town as well, such as the 57 m2 living space apartments in Tammelinn. The larger apartment buildings (but with significantly smaller apartments) were
located in Peetri, Lubja and Muru streets, close to the plant. Even though the number of
constructed buildings by P3 organizations was lower compared to that of the P2 enterprises,
the total living space was actually larger (68 032 and 48 697, respectively).

Summary
Having mapped the housing construction of the various state organizations and the cooperatives based on the “building utilization acts” of a total of 526 new apartment buildings in
Tartu during 1960-1991, an aggregate picture of the housing development of the period is
now presented. Figure 14 depicts all (i.e., regardless of the priority sector) new housing
construction in Tartu whereas Figure 15 shows all the constructed buildings in the different
priority sectors together to emphasize the spatial distribution of the housing of different organizations throughout the city.
As already mentioned above, the housing projects in the early 1960s were relatively small
and mostly concentrated in the city center14 whereas some smaller clusters were located in
Veeriku15 (Figure 14). Less than a quarter (~23%) of the housing stock was constructed in
the 60s. The late 1960s and early 70s marked the start of development of new microraions
and therefore a switch to much larger apartment buildings – by 1968 the average building
size had grown almost four times compared to that in the early 1960s. New blocks of flats
were first constructed in Ülejõe city district and in the beginning of 1970s in Annelinn. The
first house with more than 100 apartments was built in Ülejõe district in 196716.
Approximately ~31% of the housing stock was built between 1970 and 1979. Major new
housing developments took placed in Annelinn, on both sides of Sõpruse puiestee. The
highest construction activity in Annelinn took place in 1976-85. There were some differences between reality and what was written in the general plan. From the four planned mi14

E.g., the apartment blocks were constructed at Turu, Kalevi, Aleksandri, Tiigi, Vaksali, Pepleri and
Vanemuise street.
15
E.g., relatively many houses at Ilmatsalu street.
16
Uus 36.
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Figure 14. Locations of the dwellings built in Tartu during 1960-1991. The sizes of the symbols
illustrate the total living space in the buildings.

croraions just two were fully built and a minor part of the third one was only started, thus
the early goal of accommodating 50 000 residents never materialized. The area was mostly
homesteaded with 5-storey buildings and 12-storey apartment blocks were never built although planned (Sootla 2007). Comparatively smaller scale construction activity took place
in Ropka, Ropka-Tööstuse, as well as in Tammelinn, Variku and Ränilinn. Most importantly, though, the 70s marked a clear shift away from the city center with only about 2 percent
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of the housing stock constructed there, thus minimizing the number of dwellings that required demolition and, therefore, allowing the greatest quantitative increases in the housing
stock. Similar construction patterns were also noted by Gentile and Sjöberg in the case of
Daugavpils, although the intense greenfield site development there started a few years earlier (Gentile and Sjöberg 2010). Based on this study it can therefore be suggested that
Khrushchev’s major housing development program in the late 1950s began to have strong
impact in Tartu from in the early 70s, when the new construction technologies and the
building combines (est. kombinaat) were launched (the first housing combine in Tartu
started production in 1971, whereas in Tallinn it was in 1961; Kõre et al. 1996). In 19801991 almost twice as many apartment buildings were built than in the 1960s, altogether 241
houses (~46%). In fact, the construction activity was the highest between 1978 and 1989
with almost half of the apartment buildings from the whole period being built.
The spatial patterns of the housing developments of the different priority organizations differed quite a lot (Figure 15). Generally, the higher priority enterprises tended to build
apartments close to their plants/headquarters, even though not in particularly attractive locations, whereas the housing of lower priority entities was more spatially scattered. For example many of the buildings commissioned by Estonian and Baltic Railway were indeed
close to the railroad and a cluster of apartment blocks was built in Ropka-tööstuse by Tartu
Katseremonditehas, near the plant. More important, though, is the finding that the higher
the priority status of the organization the more buildings it generally commissioned, clearly
suggesting the differences in the various organizations’ ability to attract employees by
providing housing. There were, of course, many exceptions in this general trend.
As noted above, differences existed between the average apartment sizes depending on under whose auspices the buildings were built. Perhaps more important was the variation in
the sizes which was significantly smaller in the case of city administration and cooperative
apartments, whereas the large variation in the other sectors’ apartment sizes suggest that
these organizations were allowed more flexibility in terms of choosing their preferred
building types (perhaps different for the top employees and regular “blue-collars”). It must
be emphasized yet again that an important parameter to consider would be the per capita
living space in the different priority sectors because it would give a more accurate picture
49

of the socio-economic differences in residential areas. This, however, is beyond the scope
of this study.

Figure 15. Locations of the dwellings built in Tartu, all sectors represented for 1960 - 1991. The
sizes of the symbols illustrate the total living space in the buildings.
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Conclusion
The main purpose of this study is to understand how industrial enterprises and other governmental organizations influenced the spatial development of housing and the resulting
socio-economic differentiations in a socialist city. The work focuses on the Estonian (formerly Estonian SSR) city of Tartu and the period between 1960 and 1991.
A review of the housing development, segregation and socialist enterprises’ role in the processes of shaping the urban landscapes in the Soviet states is provided and the related issues
are discussed in the context of Estonian SSR.
The work relies on the “building utilization acts” as the basis for the empirical part of the
study. A database containing the details about the constructed apartment buildings and their
commissioners (organizations) was compiled. The organizations were classified into different “priority sectors” based on their relative priority in the Soviet command economy.
In the empirical part of the work the housing development during the observed period is
studied cartographically with the aim to determine which state organizations (depending on
their priority) commissioned the most housing and how the apartments differed in terms of
size as well as location. The results are compared to those acquired by Gentile and Sjöberg
(2006; 2010) in a similar case study about the Latvian city of Daugavpils.
The results indicated that only about half of Tartu’s housing stock from the period was
commissioned by the entities which included the provision of housing among their primary
responsibilities (i.e., the city administration and cooperatives). Thus, the industrial and other state organizations played a major role in shaping the urban landscape of Tartu. In general, the “higher priority” (military, heavy industry, etc.) organizations commissioned more
housing than their “low priority” (light industry, agriculture, communal services, etc.)
counterparts. This is well in line with the notion that the more important the organization in
the “hierarchy” of the Soviet command economy the stronger its ability to attract and retain
its employees through the provision of housing – a major deficit in the Soviet Union. For
instance the military commissioned the most housing compared to other state institutions
whereas, e.g., only a few apartments were built under the auspices of most “low priority”
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entities. Perhaps most surprising was the large share of the construction (and related) enterprises in the new housing stock.
The results about the average apartment sizes indicated some interesting trends. It was
found that the “lower priority” organizations provided relatively better living conditions
than the “high priority” ones. It has to be noted, though, that the variations in the apartment
sizes varied a lot in the case of industrial organizations (i.e., not city administration or cooperatives), suggesting that these organizations provided different quality housing for different employees, i.e., some were more equal than others in a society which promoted the
concept of egalitarianism. The results could be improved by estimating the per capita space
in the apartments but this is beyond the scope of this work.
No universal conclusion could be drawn based on the results of the location of the housing
commissioned by the various entities and one should always consider as many details as
possible since being located in a (un)prestigious part of town tells only half the story. For
instance, cooperative housing was usually located in the proximity of city administration’s
apartments, although in some cases they enjoyed a “microgeographic privilege”, being located in the inner parts of the microdistricts, away from busy roads, etc. The apartments of
the high priority enterprises were often located in relatively unattractive parts of the city,
but the blocks were often close to the factories and exclusive facilities for the employees
were available. Exceptional was the military clustered in Jaamamõisa, relatively far from
the military’s main base at Raadi, but assumingly having the facilities supporting this
community’s lifestyle. A more detailed analysis of the location data from this work could
be a subject for a future study.

52

Resümee
Nõukogude elamuehitus Tartus:
laiaulatusliku ehituse ajastu (1960 - 1991)

Käesolevas magistritöös käsitletakse Tartu näitel sotsiaalmajanduslikku diferentseerumist
sotsialistlikus linnaruumis. Uuritakse nõukogudeaegsete intitutsioonide rolli elamuehituses,
keskendudes ajaperioodile 1960-1991, mil toimus ulatuslikum kortermajade ehitamine
linna ajaloos.
Töö teoreetilises osas vaadeldakse esmalt lühidalt elamumajanduse arengulugu alates
Nõukogude Venemaa tekkest kuni Nõukogude režiimi varisemiseni aastal 1991. Seejärel
on keskendutud sotsalistliku linnaruumi segregeerumisele, vastavat problemaatikat on
uuritud ka mikrorajoonides. Kolmanda osana vaadeldakse tööstussektori ja linnavõimude
rolli elamumajanduses ning sellega seotud konflikte. Teoreetiline osa on lõpetatud põgusa
ülevaatega elamumajanduse arengust Tartus ning endises Nõukogude Eestis üldiselt.
Käesoleva töö aluseks on analoogne uuring, mis on läbi viidud Daugavpilsis, Lätis (Gentile
ja Sjöberg 2006; 2010). Geograafiliselt ja rahvastiku arvult Tartule sarnase linna
elamumajanduse dünaamikat uuriti sarnase metoodika ja lähteandmete abil. Töö aluseks
olid uusehitiste eskpluatasiooni andmise aktid, mis on Tartus kogu perioodi vältel kogutud
endise

Riikliku

Arhitektuuri

Ehituse

Kontrolli

Inspektsiooni

(RAEK)

poolt

registreerimisraamatutesse. Raamatutes kajastub informatsioon, mis on selle töö
teostamiseks vajalik: ehitise ekspluatatsiooni võtmise kuupäev, aadress, ehitise tellinud
ettevõte, eluruumi suurus, korterite arv jne. Aktide põhjal koostati andmebaas, mis oli
aluseks töö empiirilisele osale. Andmebaasi kanti vaid ex novo ehitatud kortermajad, kõik
muud kasutusse antud hooned, mis pole mõeldud kasutamiseks standardsete eluruumidena
(sh ühiselamud, rekonstrueeritud hooned jmt.) on tööst välja jäetud. Uuselamuid tellinud
institutsioonid olid Nõukogude käsumajanduse kontekstis erineva (riikliku) tähtsusega.
Külma sõja ajal omistati kõrgeim prioriteet sõjatööstusele või sellega seonduvale
tootmisele, madalaim aga olmemajandusele, kergetööstusele jmt. Uurimaks erineva
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tähtsusega ettevõtete rolli elamumajanduses, hinnati skaalal ettevõtteid 0 kuni 3 punktiga,
vastavalt ettevõtte positsioneeringule Nõukogude „tootmishierarhias“ .
Käesolevas töös uuritakse, millised riigi institutsioonid tellisid enim kortermaju ning kuidas
erinesid korterite suurused erineva tähtsusega organisatsioonide lõikes. Lisaks uuritakse,
missugune oli organisatsioonide kortermajade ruumiline paiknemine, kuidas erines vastav
elukeskkond jne.
Nagu eelpool mainitud, siis erinevad organisatsioonid on kategoriseeritud olulisuse alusel
Nõukogude majanduses, alustades kergetööstusest ja kommunaalteenustest ning lõpetades
sõjaväega. Täheldati, et kuigi kõrgema tähtsusega ettevõtteid leidus vähem, olid nad
võimelised enim elamispinda rajama. Näitena võib tuua sõjaväe, kes vaadeldava
ajaperioodi vältel tellis 28 suurt kortermaja samal ajal kui madala prioriteediga Tartu
Õlletehas

tellis

enda

bilanssi

vaid

ühe.

Ligi

pooled

riigi

kortermajad

(sh

kooperatiivkorterid) olid tellitud Tartu linna kapitaalehituse osakonna (KEO) poolt, mis
näitab linnavalitsuse ja muude riigiettevõtete ja -organisatsioonide ligikaudu võrdset panust
1960-1991 ehitatud elamufondi. Kõige enam üllatas keskmise tähtsusega ehitusettevõtete
sektor, kus mitmed ettevõtted olid võimelised tellima suure osa kõigist vaadeldaval
perioodil ehitatud kortemajadest.
Tulemused keskmise elupinna suuruse kohta annavad mõista huvitavast suundumusest.
Nimelt avastati, et madalama tähtsusega institutsioonid said enda kasutusse suurema
elupinnaga korterid ja pakkusid seega üürnikele (vähemasti elupinna suuruse osas) paremat
elukvaliteeti kui kõrgema tähtsusega ettvõtted. Samas tuleb rõhutada, et kategooria siseselt
(st sama prioriteediga organisatsioonide lõikes) varieerus korteri suurus märkimisväärset
(v.a. linna- ja kooperatiivkorterid, mis ilmselt rajati põhiliselt tüüpprojektide järgi), mis
lubab oletada, et need ettevõtted tellisid erineva suurusega kortereid erinevatele töötajatele.
See omakorda viitab sellele, et osad töötajad olid süsteemis siiski eelistatumad ja
„võrdsemad“ kui teised, mis aga läheb vastuollu egalitaarsuse printsiibiga, mida toonases
režiimis rõhutatult propageeriti. Käesoleva töö tulemusi saaks kindlasti täpsustada,
määratledes, kui palju eluruumi oli korterites elaniku koha, ent see jääb töö piirest välja.
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Töö käigus pole võimalik teha universaalseid järeldusi, tuginedes vaid linnaosale, kuhu
erinevate institutsioonide poolt kortermajad olid tellitud. Määratlemaks elukeskkonna
kvaliteeti, peab arvesse võtma võimalikult palju erinevaid detaile. Näiteks, paljud linna
kooperatiivkorterid paiknesid Annelinna mikrorajoonides, mis paljude tartlaste meelest
polnud ihaldatuim elukeskkond, ent samas asusid need sageli kvartalite sisemistes
piirkondades, eemal lärmakatest tänavatest jne. Kõrge tähtsusega ettevõttetete korterid olid
aga tihti rajatud üsna ebasoositud piirkondadesse, ent samas olid need töökoha läheduses
ning mõned toetavad teenused olid lähedal (näiteks ettevõtte lasteaed). Eraldiseisev oli
sõjavägi, mis paiknes omaette asustatuna Jaamamõisa linnajaos, mis olis üsna kaugel Raadi
sõjaväebaasist, ent samas omas eeldatavasti kogukonda toetavat venekeelset toetavat
teenindusstruktruuri. Soovitatav oleks edaspidi uurida detailsemalt töö ja elukoha ning
kogukonna omavahelisi kaugusi ja suhteid.
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Appendices
Appendix I. Building utilization acts
An example of a typical building utilization act, authorizing the military to take the apartment block at Uus 61, Tartu into utilization. (Figures A1-A4).

Figure A1. Building utilization act for Uus 61 (1981).
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Figure A2. Building utilization act for Uus 61 (1981), (cont)
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Figure A3. Building utilization act for Uus 61 (1981), (cont)
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Figure A4. Building utilization act for Uus 61 (1981), (cont)
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The registration book containing the utilization acts from 1981-96 (Figures A5-A6).

Figure A5. Building utilization acts collected into a registration book (1981 – 1996).
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Figure A6. Building utilization acts collected into a registration book (1981 – 1996) (cont.)
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Buidings, (total)
53
36
18
49
52
43
62
72
57
67
17
526

Period

1960-1962

1963-1965

1966-1968

1969-1971

1972-1974

1975-1977

1978-1980

1981-1983

1984-1986

1987-1989

1990-1991

1960-1991

Buildings, %

67
3,2

12,7

10,8

13,7

11,8

8,2

9,9

9,3

3,4

6,8

10,1

Total living space, (m )

2

776817

27627

119818

80268

88825

91620

78948

74266

90279

39691

48299

37176

Living space,%
3,6

15,4

10,3

11,4

11,8

10,2

9,6

11,6

5,1

6,2

4,8

Cooperative apartments (P0),
total
65

0

7

18

11

10

4

4

4

3

4

0

City apartments (P0), total
185

2

25

23

31

22

19

8

14

8

17

12

Low priority (not city
apartments) (P0), total
58

2

6

3

5

5

4

10

11

0

2

10

P1, total
118

12

18

6

18

19

11

12

9

2

4

7

55

1

6

5

3

3

1

7

3

4

5

17

P2, total

Table A1. State housing construction in Tartu by priority status of the commissioner and other characteristics.

P3, total
49

0

5

2

4

3

4

11

8

1

4

7

Average building size, (m )
2

1477

1625

1788

1408

1234

1478

1836

1428

1842

2205

1342

701

Average apartment size, (m )
2

33,2

30,7

33,1

33,5

33,7

35,2

34,6

33,0

33,0

33,9

31,4

29,9

Appendix II. Overview of state housing construction in Tartu

