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Abstract

The Growth of Speculative Bui]ding in Greece:
Modes of Housing Production and Socioeconomic Change, 1950-1974

During the postwar period the economy of urban housing in Greece
has undergone a major transformation. The great bulk of housebuilding
in the 1950's could be described as “precapitalist". "Speculative"
building, i.e. the production of housing as a commodity for the market
under the control of capitalists, prevailed, albeit in a rather primi-
tive form, in the limited sector of middie-class apartment housing. By
the 1970's, however, the latter economic form has grown into the domi-
nant mode of housing production and distribution.

The generality and significance of this transformation for the
early stages of capitalist urbanisation has seldom been recognised.
Thus, the study begins with a theoretical model of the different
modes of housing production and housing sectors reievant to such a
historical context, and the concept of the "dual" system where both
speculative-capitalist and precapitalist modes operate. Analysis of
postwar housebuilding on the basis of this model establishes rigor-
ously the extent, character, and sociospatial correlates of each
mode. It is argued that popular precapitalist owner-building is not
reducible to a residual phenomenon of socially marginal "squatter"
housing, but constitutes a major historical form based on distinc-
tive aspects of Greek society and autonomy vis-g-vis capitalist
relations and modern administrative controls. Thus, the decline of
this sector has not been the outcome of voluntary assimilation into
the market but the result of political and economic constraints. This
hypothesis is corroborated by a detailed analysis of demand and allo-
cation of housing in Athens.

Given the decline in the role of precapitalist housing, the
growth of speculative building is a corollary of trends in aggre-
gate residential investment. The rest of the study examines the
formation of the latter, first, in relation to the pattern of Greek
economic development, and then, with the help of a model of household
behaviour and tha economics of the early capitalist housing system as
a whole.
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Introduction

1.

Greece in the postwar period has consistently devoted a very high
share of national resources to new housing. The share of dwelling con-
struction in the Gross Domestic Product approached 6% in the 1950's and
well exceeded 7% in the 1960's and early 1970's. Thus, although the rate
of growth of *he Greek Domestic Product was throughout the period among
the highest internationally - more than 6% annually - construction out-
put rose even faster, surpassing 9% for all the post-1950 years. Urban

residential development absorbed the greatest part of this construction
activity.

Although this record is somewhat exceptional, the case is not atypical.
The pattern of relatively high rates of housing investment has been also
observed in a broad category of countries of similar intermediate "middle-
income" level in the international scale of development. A rough positive
association between the level of economic development (income per capita)
and construction activity per capita becomes evident by a simple compar-
ison of the advanced countries and the rest of the world.? This is obvious-
1y a matter of available resources. Further analysis of this relationship,
however, shows that it is not linear but takes the form of an S-curve. In
terms of shares of GDP, dwelling construction and construction as a whole
are lower in the highest-income and lowest-income countries in comparison
to middle~income ones.2 As Paul Strassman has put it "one will not find a
statistically significant relationship between construction and income
per head generally. But if one divides countries into richer and poorer
groups, one finds a negative association in one and a positive association
in the other, " Whereas, in the second half of the 1950's the countries

" 1. See, for instance, D. Turrin "The Economic Significance of Con-
struction", Ekistics 29, 171 (1970): 108-113 abstracted from Architect's
Journal 150, 42 (1969): 923-929.

2. See Paul W, Strassman "Construction Productivity and Employment
in Developing Countries" International Labour Review, 101, 5 (1970):

503-518 and U.N. Secretariat "Investment on Dwelling Construction"
Ekistics 90 (1963): 281-282.

3. Strassman, "Construction Productivity".
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with over 1000 dollars per capita and those with under 300 had on the
average 3.8% and 2.1% of their GDPs respectiyely going to dwelling
construction, countries between the 300-1000 range allocated a 4.2%.4

Does this pattern, which is derived from cross-country data, signi;
fy the existence of a certain universal time-path of the economic role
of housing and thus the occurence of a major expansion of housing pro-
duction at a certain "stage" of each country's development? The relevant
studies-seem to imply that this is so. The argument is that countries
that reach a certain income level and are passing into an urbanised

state, necessarily enter a phase of large-scale city-building, to pro-
' vide for the modern urban infrastructure they lack. Hence the increase
of the relative weight of housing in the economy. Long-term data, how-
ever, on national incomes and housing expenditure of a number of Western
advanced countries do not support any such clear-cut mode1.5 Residential
construction fluctuates historically in "long-waves" that are determined,
to a large extent, by wars, demographic changes, international movements
of people and capital and particular national conditions that, in combi-
nation, would make any mechanistic model unlikely. Thus, though the rela-
tionship between a dual ttransition to higher income-level and an urbanised
society and a changed economic significance of housing is certainly a
suggestive one, it should be put in its historical context. The economic
expansion of the residential economy in "middle-income" countries must
be seen in the context of the specific character of the postwar period;
a period of fast growth and geographic diffusion of the capitalist eco-
nomy and of rapid urbanisation and modernisation.

4, U.N. Secretariat, "Investment on Dwelling Construction". Greece
with a share for dwellings around the 6% level and a GDP per capita
approaching 400 dollars in 1961 and fastly growing, clearly belongs to
the middle-income category.

5. A long-term decline of the role of housing in the nationdl ecouomy
of the U.S. (up to 1950 that is) has been well substantiated in.Leo Grebler
et al. Capital Formation in Residential Real Estate (New York,.1956) ch. 9.
No such clear pattern emerges in other advanced countries, though the rele-
vant statistical material is limited. In England, there seems to have been
a fall after the middle of the nineteenth century, whereas in the interwar -
period the trend was reversed. See S. Kuznets, Modern Economic Growth,

(New Haven, 1966) tables 5.3. and 5.6., and H.W. Richardson and D.H. Ald—
croft. Building in the British Economy between the Wars, (London, 1968)
table 27 and p. 273 . See also the discussion in Chapter 5 of the present
study. L
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The relative weight, then, of housing growth in the national economy
is, as such, of secondary significance (though it may point to the over-
all "model" of economic development); what is of theoretical interest is
the systematic occurrence of a major expansion in the urban housing sec-
tor of relatively high-income developing countries, in association with
a major transformation of the economy of housing. It has, indeed, been
recognised by reviewers of the international evidence, that the fast
growth of house building involves such a transformation. The latter
results from the changes following the transition from a rural social
organisation to a predominantly modern-urban one. Two broad components
of these changes have been stressed: the transition from non-monetary
to monetary relations and the transition from a traditional to a modern
construction organisation. The first change is a corollary of the growth
of cities, In Strassman's words, "essent1a11y what happens is this. As
housing moves out of the non-monetary sector with rising urbanisation, it
reaches peak growth rates in middle-income countries. Other construction
rises to a lesser extent".® The second involves the increased role of
modern construction techniques and materials, higher labour productivity,
and employment of technical and managerial sk111s.7

Are these two general mechanisms the proper theoretical focus for
the analysis of housing change in such conditions? Do they point to
realistic models of the dynamic of the residential economy in early
capitalist urbanisation? Compared to certain widespread simplistic
accounts limited to the quantitative effects of population movements
and income growth, the above models point to the right direction: for
underneath the development specialist's jargon of “"monetary" and "modern-
efficient" sectors we have an argument for the significance of the transi-
tion to market relations and to a capitalist organisation of housing
production. This important transformation of the housing economy, however,
is considered as a simple corollary of urbanisation and economic-techno-

logical development. In this respect, the above theoretical orientations
are inadequate.

6. Strassman, "Construction Productivity". An automatic association of
urbanisation with a sharp increase in residential investment could not be
assumed as necessary or even probable in a "Soviet" model of economic
growth. This formulation refers to a capitalist "model" of development.

7. Turrin, "Economic Significance".
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The assumption of generalised "monetary" relations in cities implies
the existence of a market of housing, and in the case of new construction,
the production and distribution of housing as a commodity; it also implies
a market of Tabour exchanged for wages or fees for small contract work.
The transition, however, to monetary relations thus understood, is not
the automatic product of city growth; non-monetary relations in the form
of family labour producing for family use, and, more importantly, extensi-
ve non-market supply of housing by small owner-controlled housebuilding
are a substantial part of the residential economy of cities in developing
countries. "Squatter" housing is a familiar non-market form. Attention
to squatter housing - which has the dubious luck to be considered a
"social problem” - may have hidden the broader picture, namely, that
even in high-income developing countries in the postwar period, specu-
Tative building and the market economy supply a limited part of urban
housinggthough we may have a prevalence of the market and monetary
exchange in labour, building materials, and urban land.

Excepting a number of countries with developed public housing sectors
(e.g. Singapore, Hong Kong) the greatest part of new residential capital
for lower-class and probably for lower middle-class families in "develop-
ing" cities, must be essentially non-capitalist production; petty owner-
controlled production for use and, in varied degrees, marginal forms of
petty speculation and small investments in rental property. In Marxist
terminology, such an economy could only be described as a "petty mode
of production" with limited commodity exchange relations. After all,
even if commodity exchange prevails in the construction sphere - which
is but a part of the total complex of housing production - we could
hardly call capitaiist an economy based on independent labourers or
small contractor groups owning their means of production, which is
certainly the case in developing countries, and in early capitalist
cities in general.

Thus, we should properly recognize the role of what we may theoreti-
cally call a precapitalist mode of housing production. "Squatter" housing,
after all, is simply such a precapitalist mode, its particular characte-

8. See Orville F. Grimes, Jr, Housing for Low Income Urban Families:
Economics and Policy in the Developing World (Baltimore, 1976), ch. 2.




15

ristics with regard to land appropriation and security of tenure not-
withstanding. The theoretical emphasis on the transi;ion to "monetary"
relations hides the fact of important discontinuities in modes of pro-
duction in the residential economy: the existence of "dual" systems of
housing production and distribution within cities. The growth of cities
as a vehicle for the expansion of monetary relations in general is there-
fore of secondary importance to the structural characteristics of this
"dual" system and the determinants of the expansion of speculative and
capitalist modes of housing production.

I have equally great doubts that the nature and dynamic of an expanding
business sector of housing supply can be adequately approached through the
blanket use-of a stereotype of "modern" and "efficient" coqstruction orga-
nisation. First, housing production, by the nature of the product, is more
a matter of control and utilisation of capital and land than of construction
technology. This is less so in other types of construction. In housing,
the organisation and size of the construction unit is largely dictated
by the economics of land and finance and their level of development.

This leads us to the second point, namely that references to a "modern
business” type imply that prototypes of the advanced countries can de-
scribe theoretically the object in question. This may be adequate for
construction technology, but definitely not for housing supply in general.
Speculative housebuilding and the structure of land-use controls and
house finance have undergone such radical changes in the last hundred
years in Western countries, that we can justifiably argue that specu-
lative-capitalist building in the conditions of the early capitalist
Western city has been a distinct type of economy with significant varia-
tions between countries and periods, but certainly different from its
present-day forms. Thus, international and historical comparisons, to

be of any use, require a certain theoretical clarification, namely, a
systematic distinction between modern-capitalist housing economics and

a "model" of a speculative building economy as a specific type appro-
priate for conditions of relative capitalist underdevelopment.g

9. Fer instance, Neo-Marxist explanations of housing 'over-invest-
ment" stress the tendencies of dominant classes associated with conditions
of "underdevelopment" towards luxury consumption and easy commercial and
real estate ventures. Speculative building thus, in this sense, is the
outgrowth of the class structure and economic "distortions" of under-
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The structure of this early speculative economy determines its role

in the growth and modernisation of housing in a developing city, as

well as the issues that are relevant to the study of the development
of capitalist relations in housing.

I would argue, then, that the growth and modernisation of housing
in countries undergoing a transition to a relatively advanced stage
of economic development and ubranisation, and the character of the
housing system during such periods are to a large extent determined by
the specific character of the early capitalist housing economy, namely,
the structure and relative role of precapitalist and speculative-capi-
talist modes of production of residential capital, and the process of
the development of capitalism in housing. The latter, and the wider
social and paolitical factors that influence the rate and "path" of this
development, thus acquire a distinctive theoretical importance. In the
present work we will study the structure of postwar urban housing in
Greece in exactly these terms with the main emphasis on the growth of
the speculative sector. The analysis will also involve us with the issue
of the determinants of housing investment at the "macroeconomic" level
since the broad pattern of resource allocation has obviously been a
major factor in the postwar growth of speculative building. In the pro-
cess we will find ample opportunity for showing the close interconnection
between the formation of rates of housebuilding at the national level
as Greek economic development proceeded, and the changing structure of
the housing system. The importance, thus, of the study of the development
of capitalism in housing for the comparative analysis of the relationship
between housebuilding and eéonohic development will become apparent.
The main emphasis, however, of the present study will be on the former,
i.e. on the growth of speculative-capitalist building.

2.

A study of the mechanisms and determinants of the growth of specu-
lative building has an obvious relevance in the Greek case. The great
bulk of urban housebuilding in the 19504 could be described as “pre-
capitalist”. Houses were built for use rather than exchange in the market,
under the complete control of households owning small plots and the neces-

development. In an alternative formulation, as we argue in the first chap-
ter, the speculative residential "mode" derives its specific characteri-
stics from the relative backwardness of financial institutions and the
"limited concentration of capital in early capitalist cities.
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sary capital. "Speculative" building, i.e. the production of housing as

a commodity to be sold in the market, under the control of a class of
capital owners distinct grom both users (or other final owners) and land-
owners, prevailed, albeit in a rather primitive form, only in the limited
sector of middle-class apartment housing. By the 1970's, however, this
economic form has clearly grown into the dominant mode of housing pro-
duction and distribution. No account of Greek housing and urban growth

in the postwar period can be constructed without a full treatment of

this change and the fact of the "dual" character of the system of housing
production, i.e. the coexistence of two radically different modes. This
provides an additional and wider purpose to a study of Greek urban housing
from the viewpoint of the expansion of capitalist relations. For it poses
in a very clear way the problem of the development of concepts, theories
and methods for the social and economic analysis of "dual" early capitalist
housing systems. For this problem, modern urban and housing economics

offer very little: at best, some starting poinfs and contrasts for the
exploration of alternatives. '

The analysis of Greek experience in these terms, moreover, can be
of wider theoretical significance for a class of similar problems in the
historical and comparative study of housing systems and so suggest some
necessary revisions in current theories of the structure of cities
in Western and non-Western societies.

A study of the development of capitalism in residential production
and of "dual" housing systems in the early stages of urban-industrial
growth could highlight some neglected aspects of the history of cities
of Western advanced economies. Urban studies have unduly narrowed the
significance of the concept of the residential system of early indu-
strial cities by an unbalanced emphasis on the typicality of the
"English" model. Marx and Engels, with the weight of their authority,
helped create a myth of the archetypal capitalist English city. It is
time we recognise that in terms of residential economy the latter re-
presents a rather.special case among nineteenth-century cities; England,
we should remember, did not have any small-holding peasant economy, ur-
ban landownership was'extremely concentrated, aristocratic anti-urbanist
controls of popular building had a long history, and the share of resi-
dential construction in the national product - at least for the second
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half of the century - was somewhere between 1% and 1.5% whereas in
Germany and the U.S., for instance, it well exceeded 4%.29 These insti-
tutional and economic characteristics are closely related to the fact
that urban housing was, even since the beginnings of the last century,
dominated by speculative builders and commodity relations and the fact
that urban land and non-speculative housing production were not acces-
sible to the working class.

North American cities in the nineteenth and éar]y twentieth century
presented a substantially different picture. The "American" model seems
more relevant for countries where urban-industrial growth took place
“1in the context of small-holder peasant economies, relatively easy access
to ownership of urban land, few public controls and a comparatively high
rate of saving and access to ownership of petty-capital by popular strata.
Not surprisingly, non-speculative housing production in the form of popu-
lar petty owner-building was quite widespread, especially in the smaller
urban centres. The existence of a substantial sector of non-capitalist
relations dynamically related to the pattern of access to urban land and
control over housing production in cities that were thoroughly capitalist
from a societal perspective, and the systematic variations in this respect
among cities in different societies suggest. a number of significant re-
search problems. What is the extent, character and role of non-capitalist
(neither public or quasi-public) housing sectors? What factors account
for the different structure in terms of modes of housing production and
distribution among early capitalist cities of different countries? What
are the determinants of the process towards the dominance of speculative-
capitalist housing? The fact that “primitive" forms of non-capitalist
housing have rapidly declined in this century in all advanced countries
having, in addition, 1ittle appeal to urban reformers, can hardly excuse
the complete lack of studies of these issues. As a result, Western urban
theory is extremely ill-equiped to deal with the political economy of
housing in cities of developing countries, whereas a systematic comparison

10. S. Kuznets, Modern Economic Growth, tables 5.3. and 5.6. Unfortu-
nately, systematic studies of the residential political economy as it
changed from the nineteenth century to the present are lacking. We need
more studies like the indispensable (for the U.S.) volume of Grebler
et al. (Capital Formation).
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of the latter with nineteenth-century Western cities in the context of a

comprehensive theory of the early capitalist city could have been of
great significance.

Comparisons of nineteenth-century English and American speculative
building with that of present-day developing countries, could be of equal
‘significance. In this respect at least, the two sides of the Atlantic
presented substantial similarities, stemming, mainly, from the chara-
cteristics of an analogous stage in the development of housing finance
and the accumulation and concentration of capital in public and private
building agencies. The theme will be examined further in chapter 1 of
this study. Though generalisations from historical experience are
always a risky affair, especially in housing where local characteristics
and institutions exert a strong influence, it certainly appears worth-
while to consider the nineteenth-century speculative market as a distinct
theoretical type of early capitalist residential production and system
of housing relations, and examine its implications for the comparative
study of housing growth and change.11

Comparative theoretical approaches to urban structure and change for
cities in developing countries, are not, of course, new; nor is the con-
cept of a transition from a "traditional”, "pre-industrial® organisation
to a "modern-industrial" one. Comparative studies of changes in the spa-
tial distribution of population and social classes within cities have,
indeed, stressed the long-term effects of a rising public and private
income-capacity and of related improvements in the technology, resources
and expertise that together bring the modernisation of urban infrastruc-
ture, transportation, and the building industry. Along with a process of
social modernisation - that is, a gradual formation of Western types of

11. For a comprehensive study of the structure of late nineteenth-
century English speculative residential development, see, H.J. Dyos,
Victorian Suburb (Leicester, 1961). Most references to the particula-
rities of the twentienth-century early-capitalist "structure of the
housing market" (a rather misieading term), can be found only in eco-
nomic histories of "long waves" of building. It is unfortunate that
the very rich literature on building long-cyles has not received much
attention in urban studies (this is less true for housing economics).
A comprehensive review of the existing literature (with a wealth of
international references) is contained in Manuel Gotlieb, Long Swings
in Urban Development (New York, 1976). See also the references in ch. 1.
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employment structure and family Iife-stylés - the above bring about the
development of certain universal trends: the long-term trend towards
lower density gradients,zz towards a "North American" residential pat-

13 and the trend towards a universal homogeneity of economic and
14

tern,
social urban institutions.

These approaches imply an economistic-evolutionary theory of change.
In comparison, say, to the majority of so-called "comparative" case stu-
dies of ethnographic or legal-institutional vein and the dangers of
being swamped by a multitude of "culturally-specific" descriptions,
these theories, no matter how much we may react to their evolutionism
" and determinism, are of positive value. Economic development and modern-
isation (capitalist or otherwise) are universal processes, and social
change should be understood, to a large extent, as the product of a
world-system of relations, governed by the historical process of the
diffusion of markets, technology and modernity from the developed

"core" to the world "periphery".zs

But these processes, though caused by universal forces, are certain-
1y not ones of "natural" and unilinear change unfolding gradually. The
particularities of lccal class-structures and history, and variations
in the outcomes of conflicts over change, make for much greater complex-
ity. Moreover, the critical literature of the last Xfars has success-

12. Colin Clark, Population Growth and Land Use (London, 1967), ch. 9,
B.J.L. Berry et al. "Urban Population Densities: Structure and Change",
Geographical Review, 53, (1963): 389-405.

13. Leo F. Schnore, "On the Spatial Structure of Cities in the Two
Americas", The Study of Urbanization, P.M. Hauser - L.F. Schnore (eds.),
(New York, 1965): 347-401.

14. Gideon Sjoberg, "Cities in Developing and Industrial Societies:
A Gross-cultural Analysis", in the Hauser - Schnore volume (1965): 213-263

15. For economic and sociological discussions of these world-scale
processes and their interaction with the local structures of various
countries and the consequent social changes, see, Eric J. Hobsbawm,

The Age of Capital: 1848-1875 (London, 1975), Reinhart Bendix, "Tradi-
tion and Modernity Reconsidered" in Embattled Reason: Essays on Social
Knowledge (Oxford, 1970): 250-314, Immanuel Wallerstein, The Origins

of the Modern World System (Mew York, 1974). For the limitations ot such
an approach, however, see chapter 1, especially note 10.
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fully established that peculiarly non-modern "deviations" in class
structure and urban patterns seem to be a systematic and persistent
aspect of cities in the capitalist "periphery". This critique and

the effort to account for the recurrence of these patterns led to the
development of models of the "Third World" city. The concept is by now
fairly well established in urban studies, to the point of running the
risk of becoming a new orthodoxy, though certainly a more fruitful one.
Since the concepts I have introduced have strong affinities with the
problematic of the "Third World" city - the concept of a "dual" system
consisting of distinct modes of production, the resemblances of a fami-
1y economy in housing (the petty owner-building sector) to the wider
peasant-type sector described for these cities - it seems necessary to
state my reservations for this model, especially in relation to housing.

(a). The model does not specify the conditions for its applicability
at various levels of economic development or any specific mechanism of
change; this is, in part, due to its static and morphological construc-
tion and the methodology of Weberian "ideal types". The elements of the
"type", however, have been worked out mainly with reference to South-
east Asian and partly African cities.2® Thus, by structure and empirical
content, the model iéva.poor means of analysis in situations of rapid
change and in relatively high-income developing countries of a different
historical background. Even if the claimed theoretical and geographical
scope was justified, such a concept would be of Timited value for a broad
range of social formations and issues; how useful would a concept of the

"Western city", that covered two centuries of history and a large number
of countries, be?

(b). The model seems to overlap uncritically an economic mode - the
Tow-income peasant-type sector and/or "informal" and/or non-modern sec-
tor17 with a social and political situation - "marginal®, lumpenproleta-
riat, poor migrants in cities - as well as with certain housing conditions

16. T.G. McGee, The Urbanization Process in the Third World (London,
1971): ch. 3.

17, These concepts and the two-sector or "dual" model of the Third
World city are advanced in McGee, The Urbanization Process, ch. 3, his
"The Persistence of the Proto-Proletariat: Occupational Structures and
planning of the Future of Third World Cities" Progress in Geography, 9
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and economic organisation - slums and "squatter" housing. I do not see

why these three aspects. should hecessari]y overlap, that is delimit the
same population, or, at that, be causally interrelated, since they be-

Tong to three distinct and relatively autonomous aspects of the social

system. Of course, they might do so under certain conditions. The whole
matter remains, however, unclear; a legacy, it appears, of the ideolo-

gical concern with squatters, marginality and the 1ike, as "social pro-
blems", which, together with unstable petty-service empioyment, tend to
characterise a substantial section of poor migrants.

(c). There is, lastly, a simplistic economic determinism running
through this model; the existence of a "dual" economic mode in general,
and in housing in particular, that is the existence of squatter housing
in the latter, are explained by the fact of "urbanisation-without-
industrialisation" and the limited extent of the modern high-income
sector. This implies that the expansion of industrial and "modern"
employment and income opportunities, in essence a more successful
effort to achieve urban capitalism proper (i.e. Western), will make
the precapitalist sector to wither away naturally. This gets us back
to the terms of the evolutionists with a bit of pessimism added. To
view precapitalist modes of production and residential economy as
merely residual, violates both their long history and their social
and economic significance.,li.also assumes away the conflicts of the
transition to capitalism. Besides, if we are to fo]iow this economistic
explanation, we should have expected nineteenth-century London with its
periods of structural unemployment to have substantial numbers of squat-
ter communities; as far as I know this was not the case.

(1976): 3-38, J. Friedman and F. Sullivan, "The Absorbticn of Labor
in the Urban Economy: The Case of Developing Countries", Economic
Development and Cultural Change, 22, 3 (1974) and K. Hart, "Informal
Income Opportunities and Urban Employment in Ghana", R. Jolly et al.
(eds.), Third World Employment (London, 1973): 66-70.

An extended critical discussion of two-sector models and, in general,

theories of the social and ecological structure of Third World cities

and their implications for the study of Greek urban society, is provi-
ded in Lila Leontidou Emmanuel, Urban Class Polarisation in Underdeve-
loped Countries: Latin America and the Case of Greece, unpublished Msc
thesis, Department of Geography, London School of Economics and Poli-

tical Science {London, 1973).
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The "Third World City" literature has done us the great service
of introducing the concepts of non-capitalist types of economic orga-
nisation and of "dual" systems in urban theory; it has not done so,
however, for the residential economy, neither examined adequately the
relation of the latter with the broader urban structure, or thegproblem
of capitalist expansion and concomitant changes in such cases.  The
Greek postwar experience demonstrates, in my opinion, the usefulness
of an emphasis on the issues of capitalist development in housing in
their own right, as relatively autonomous economic and social relations.

18. Perhaps a cautionary note on the use of the concepts of "mode
of production" and "dualism" is required here. It has been pointed that
an uncritical use of the concept of "mode of production" for economic
forms that are very particular and of narrow historical scope, may
deprive it of its general-theoretical and "epochal" content as applied
in the Marxist historical method (Ernesto Laclau, Politics and Ideology
in Marxist Theory (London, 1977), pp. 49-50).Are we justified then, to
employ it 1in reference to the economy of housing at particular historic
periods? If we can demonstrate that it refers, in this context, to no
isolated and particularistic occurrences, but belongs to a broader

“mode" with wider societal significance, I think we would be somewhat
justified.

Stil1l, the criticism is valid. Since, however, more abstract terms like,
say, "the structure of production" do not convey the meaning of the con-
cept (briefly: type of ownership, division of labour, distribution of
surplus, productive capacity for expansion, all interconnected systema-
tically to form a particular type of economy of production), I would opt
for keeping the concept with an explicit recognition of the fact that

we refer to something certainly narrower than its established signifi-
cance in historical-epochal analysis.

With regard to "dualism", some Marxist critiques of the concept have
claimed that it necessarily implies an unrealistic lack of interrela-
tionships between the sectors of the "dual" structure (between, say,

the "modern" and the "traditional"), or an over-emphasis on the deter-
minant role of the internal structure of sectors (see the critique

by Andre Gunder Frank, mainly with reference to analyses of Brazilian
agriculture, Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin America,(New York,
1969, Pelikan ed. 1971), pp. 268-269). 1 have always been at loss why this
1s necessarily so. Differences of theory on the role of exchange economic
relations (in contrast to “internal" productive relations) in the analysis
of social change among Marxists, may account for the debate over “dualism".
Ernesto Laclau has offered the opinion that the alleged limitations of

the concept derive in part by its particular usage by nineteenth century
Liberals involved in Latin American agriculture (Laclau, Politics and

lggglggg, p. 33). This is, however, of no concern for the present discus-.
sion and seems entirely fortuitous.
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3.

The present work is.a study of the growth and distribution of urban
housing in postwar Greece with particular reference to Athens, as it is
determined by the "dual" political economy of early capitalism, and by
the process of the expansion of the speculative sector. The main concern,
however, will be the nature of this "dual" housing system as such, the
characteristics of precapitalist popular owner-built housing, and the
socioeconomic and political factors that account for. the growth of
speculative building. The latter will be the unifying theme of the
study. '

In the first chapter I expand theoretically on the concepts of pre-
capitalism, "speculation", modern capitalism in housing production and
distribution, the nature of a "dual" early capitalist system and offer
some preliminary hypotheses on the socioeconomic and political factors
that determine the rate and pattern of the expansion of speculative and
capitalist relations. Although I am mainly concerned with the Greek case,
this chapter tries to provide the widest possible scope, given limita-
tions of material, for the concepts introduced, by using cross-country
and historical references. After all, there is nothing more useless in
comparative research than so-called "culturally specific" theories.

In the second chapter I substantiate with empirical material the
thesis of a "dual" structure for postwar Greek urban housing, and exa-
mine the extent and socio-spatial distributioh of>specu1ative and pre-
capitalist modes. Since the origins and socioeconomic foundations of
precapitalist petty owner-building are the object of some debate, and
are also essential in understanding the reasons for its decline, I dis-
cuss them separately in the third chapter. The thrust of the argument in
this chapter is that popular precapitalist owner-building in Greek ci-
ties is not reducible to a residual phenomenon restricted to socially
marginal "squatter" housing, but constitutes a major historical form,
valued as such and based on certain distinctive aspects of Greek socie-
ty and on autonomy vis-3-vis capitalist market influences and modern
administrative controls in the allocation of urban land and economic
resources. As an implication of this analysis I advance the hypothesis
that the deciine of this sector in the 196Q's has not been the outcome
of voluntary assimilation of popular resources into the market as a
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result of the growth of incomes and the modernisation of consumption
patterns, but mainly the effect of political and economic constraints.
These alternative interpretations are examined in chapter 4 through a

detailed analysis of the pattern of demand and the allocation of housing
in Athens.

Given the decline in the role of precapitalist housing, the growth
of speculative building is a corollary of trends in aggregate invest-
ment in housing as these.ére determined by postwar economic growth and
the specificities of the Greek housing system and wider economy. The
last two chapters examine the determinants of aggregate residential
capital formation, first in relation to the broad pattern of resource
allocation in Greek economic development (chapter 5) and, then, with
the help of a more detailed model of household behaviour and the eco-
nomics of the early capitalist housing system as a whole (chapter 6).

At a more than one point in the study the analysis of the growth
of speculative building and the decline of the precapitalist mode of
popular housing points to the overriding importance of the "political
factor": determinant interventions by the State and the corresponding
pattern of class relations, ideologies, and distributions of political
power. This aspect opens up a whole new set of significant questions
for research and theory that cannot be adequately confronted in this
work, though they are of singular importance for the historica1 and
comparative study of the development of capitalism in housing. In the
concluding remarks of this study, I advance alongside the main arguments
about the changes in the housing system, some theoretical conjectures
on the nature of the relationships of ideology and conflict between -
social classes that were associated with these changes. The conclusions
will also return to some of the general issues raised in this intro-
duction namely the limitations of evolutionist and "Third World" theories
of structure and change in early capitalist cities, and the need for more
complex comparative models of the determinants of housing capital formation

in "middle-income" countries in the process of capitalist development and
modernisation.



1 . Modes of Production and Development
of Capitalism in Housing

In the study of periods of fundamental change we should be sceptical
of explanations that project backwards, in a teleological ﬁanner, either
some evolutionary process or the realisation of historical goals. We
must recognise that both the dead-ends and the losers of development are
a significant part of the historical process. We can thus derive more
valid analogies and theories for the study of the present. This point
needs stressing because current comparative studies of cities, biased
as they are towards a view of historical development that culminates
in modern economies of housing and public policies, have relegated a
number of significant phenomena of the housing process in early capi-
talist cities of the past or the present to an obscure and neglected
role. These are:

1. The specific nature of early capitalist housing,i.e. small-rentier
speculative building, its significance for the pattern of growth
and distribution of housing, and its relations to the social stru-
cture, landownerwhip patterns and politics of "developing" cities.

2. The important role in the history of cities of pre-capitalist,
"simple" modes of house-building and urban development, as distinct
from speculative building or the use of - even primitive - capitalist
organisation in the construction "industry". Such modes are based
(to use Marxist concepts) on a “"petty mode of production® and limited
commodity exchange relations: an economy of independent labourers and
craftsmen working to order, and small owners building mainly for their own
use rather than for sale or rent. It should be recognised that precapi-
talist housing production is not necessarily connected to precapita-
list land allocation (e.g. corporatist as in medieval cities). Private
property, land rent and a market in urban land have occurred very
early, and for some time now are universal in capitalist societies.
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The rise of the market in urban land and real property, however, does
not automatically lead to the predominance of speculative production:

precapitalist building may be important for extended periods in early
capitalist cities.

3. The social conflicts and economic and spatial changes that are involved
in the expansion of the speculative economy and the decline of "simple"
popular housebuilding and corresponding property relations.

These forms of resideﬁtia] economy and these processes of change have
been important during earlier periods of Western capitalist cities. They
are of particular significance, however, for an understanding of cities
in developing countries, particularly for those cases which have under-
gone major expansions in urban residential development and the growth
of modern capitalist institutions in the postwar period, with the transi-
tion to relatively high levels of economic development and urbanisation.
They have certainly been .of major importance .in postwar Greek cities.

In order therefore to study the problem of urban housing change in
postwar Greece and more particularly the growth of speculative building
- and do so in terms that would be relevant to the wider case of “transi-
tional" countries in intermediate stages of economic development - we
require some theoretical understanding of the concepts of precapitalist
and early-capitalist "modes of housing production” in the context of
predominantly capitalist societies; their relations to the wider social
structure; and the characteristics of the overall housing system that
results from the coexistence of different modes. This way, we may also
surpass the pitfalls of a view of changes in housing as a mere reflection
of wider economic changes - growth of incomes, technology, and modern
public policies - which also implies a concept of the non-modekn and the
non-capitalist as a simple "survival" or a "residual" form, the unhappy
by-product of a lack of success in development. '

In this chapter I will first review some accepted theories of the
housing system in early capitalist cities and question their universali-
ty and basic assumptions. Then I will clarify the concept of "modes of
production" as it applies to residential development and distinguish the
types of precapitalist petty owner-building, petty commodity production,
"speculative" building and modern capitalist production of housing, in
order to arrive at a general typology.
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1. The structure of the housing "market" in early capitalist cities

We have been so accustomed to the accepted ideas about the capitalist
city of the nineteenth century and its residential patterns, that it re-
quires a substantial effort to go beyond them and form a more balanced
historical and comparative perspective. Our concepts have been mostly
influenced by the historical experience of English cities in the last
century. James Vance Jr, in a remarkable paper,1 has given a systematic
account of the housing system of the period, drawing also from the histo-
ry of other European cities. Vance distinguished this capitalist system
of "land-assignment” from the precapitalist "medieval" organisation of
Tand and employment and from "post-capitalist” systems with a high degree
of state intervention. According to his argument, the rise of capitalist
class structure and social institutions in early capitalist cities leads
to a generalised system of allocation of land and housing by rent-paying
ability and a concentration of new residential development in higher-
income markets. This leaves the working classes dependent on land and
housing abandoned by higher-income groups as they move to better new
housing - the well-known "filtering" process. As a consequence, any
increase in the rate of urbanisation would, in most cases, produce a
shortage of working-class housing and a deterioration of living condi-
tions for the majority of urban dwellers. Hence the familiar image of
the city we associate with Engels' depiction of Manchester or the Chi-
cago Ecologists of the 1930's: a stratified residential system with a
hierarchy of housing situations and areas of increasing real value,
‘rental cost and social class ascription, where residential growth takes
place at the one end, and slum conditions and stagnation prevail at the
other,

Such a housing system is integrated-hierarchical in two senses. First,
on the level of the allocation of existing housing stock, there is an
overall market of nouses which, on a set of common criteria, distingui-
shes a series of housing stock classes with different rents: these are

1. James E. Vance, Jr, "Land Assignment in the Precapitalist, Capi-
talist and Post-capitalist City", Economic Geography, 17, 2 (1971):
101-120.
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allocated to the various income classes competing for the housing stock
with priority running from top to bottom in the income hierarchy. Second,
on the level of production of new stock, building responds to the market
values and shortages formed through the aforementioned stratified compe-
titive mechanism, and does so, moreover, mainly for the higher-income
segments. Given a sufficient expansion of the income and population de-
mand for new housing in this system, and the prevalence of exchange-
values, the predominance of a speculative building sector becomes, given
sufficient resources, a natural corollary of the overall "model”. The ope-
ration of this "capitalist" pattern of the formation and allocation of new

residential stock implies, or rather encourages, an analogous mechanism of
commodity production.

The model we have been describing is based on a number of particular
assumptions. First, it assumes a unitary mode of housing production. Se-
cond, it assumes the sociological fact of the dominance of exchange values
and of a concensus among social classes with regard to the available
housing situations and their value. This concensus may be voluntary or
a practical adaptation effected by an economic class of land-rentiers
controlling urban property, and by the operation of a system of capital-
ist rent. In the latter case, there is a further basic assumption of
the model, implying certain conditions of economic differentiation and
a certain distribution of ownership of land and housing.

The conditions that would realise this series of fundamental assump-
tions, however, are neither necessary nor universal in early capitalist
cities, but vary historically and among countries. Non-market valuation
and non-capitalist production of housing for use by households of lower
social strata owning urban land has been, and still is, a widespread phe-
nomenon. This 1is based on conditions of urban landownership and eco-

nomic differentiation that diverge significantly from the ones assumed
above. ’

To be more precise: a diffuse distribution of landownership and insti-
tutionalised rights over. the free use of land among broad segments of the
urban population, particularly the lower-income strata, and a lack of
differentiation of the roles of Iandowner/produder/user, similar to a
small peasant economy, would permit a widespread precapitalist production
and distribution of housing which may take place alongside speculative-
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capitalist building proper. This would lead to what we may call a dual
housing system with regard to the principles of production and allocation.
Existence, however, of different modes of housing production related to
particular social strata and, consequently, the operation of relatively
autonomous processes of growth and distribution in the different places
of the social and spatial structure leads to the necessary conclusion
that neither overall market integration nor hierarchical allocation of
housing and land can be assumed as the fundamental principles of the
early capitalist housing economy. This poses the problem of the analysis
of residential growth and change on a wholly different basis.2 This is
especially significant for the class distribution of the housing product
and the access to space of lower-income groups where petty precapitalist
production tends to be concentrated. But it is equally important for the
formation of total housing "investment" and its spatial distribution.

It is somewhat surprising that a model of a totally "integrated”
housing market (or, as Vance would put it, a "generalised" one), exclu-
sively dominated by speculative production, has come to be generally
associated with the structure of early capitalist industrial urbanisation.
After all, the English experience from which it is mainly derived is

2. The assumptions of "vertical integration" and hierarchical allo-
cation according to rent-paying ability in a competition process are
the cornerstones of current housing market models. For instance, see
W.G. Grigsby, Housing Markets and Public Policy (Philadelphia, 1963)
and Wallace Smith, Filtering and Neighborhood Change, Research Report
No. 24, Center of Real Estate and Urban Economics, Univ. of California,
(Los Angeles, 1964). Models of the “"spatial structure" of the housing
market (land and ground-rent distribution) are similarly based on
assumptions of integrated capitalist markets and hierarchical allocation
(for a review of the more well-known models, see E.S. Mills, Studies
in the Structure of the Urban Economy (Baltimore, 1972}, pp. 63-80).

The fact that the current models of the structure of the land market

and ground-rents are based on certain very limiting assumptions about
the mode of housing supply is seldom realised. Thoiugn a generalised
market of land property may exist even when the suoply system is not
economically unified and integrated. in a "dual"” system of semi-segre-
gated economies of building the structure of land allocation and ground-
rents will be largely different. We cannot go into this now, but we may
say in passing that to the degree that sectors of hcusing supply are of
limited spatial mobility and consumers are not neutral towards housing
types and areas, the assumptions of models of capitalist land market and
land rents are substantially undermined. In connection to this, see
Appendix 6.1 and chapter 4.
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rather exceptional in nineteenth-century urbanisation, though perhaps
with similarities in patterns of tenure and urban landownership with
most European urban centres. In North America a strikingly different
pattern can be clearly discerned. Diffuse access to landownership,
household-controlled building, and, therefore, supply of housing out-
side speculative production and a stratified market of old structures.
has been widespread among the lower middle class and the working class
in the nineteenth and twentienth centuries,especially in smaller urban
centres.3 The most important outcome of such a residential political
economy was the radically different rates of access to house ownership
of the Amerjcan. and the English proletariat. The latter has been stereo-
typically (and quite rightly, at that) described as the victim of a
ruthless housing market, high rents and extreme scarcities.4

Higher wages, and therefore a certain ability to save on the part
of the working classes of the New World, made some of the difference.
Growing economic resources, however, would have been dissipated in a
housing system of high rents and limited speculative supply, 'if popular

L)

3. Gotlieb, Long Swings in Urban Development, p. 140, refers
to the widespread practice, in the U.S., of custom-building in privately
procured lots. Speculative production of urban housing in the U.S. has
begun to play a predominant role only by the turn of the century and
increased fastly during the 1920's boom;(Clarence D. Long, Building
Cycles and the Theory of Investment, Princeton, 1940 , pp. 187-88). User-
owner-controlled building was still quite widespread during the 1930's; see
L. Grebler, Production of New Housing (New York, 1950), p. 7. Even in
the 1960's, owner-built housing, as distinct from contractor-built or
developer-built, accounted for 20% of new single housing and 12% of all
new housing; most of it was built in rural areas, but still, as much
as one-third in the periphery of metropolitan areas (W.C. Grindley,
"Owner-builders: Survivors with a Future" in Freedom to Build, ed. by
J.F.C. Turner & R. Fichter, 1972, New York, pp. 3-21). For the extensive
role of user-controlled building in postwar France, see C. Topalov,
Les Promoteurs Immobiliers (Paris, 1974), p. 52.

4, Stephan Thernstrom in his Poverty and Progress: Social Mobility
in a Nineteenth Century City (Cambridge, Mass., 1964), contrasts the
English experience, recorded by Engels, Rowntree, Booth and others, where
working-class home ownership was virtually non-existent (in most cases
well under 1%!) and American urban centres around 1850-1880. In the case
he studied, "real estate was strikingly available to working-class men
who remained in Newburyport for any length of time" (p. 117). Actually,
the proportion of owners after 20 years of residence rose to 60-80%
(p. 117). This growth of house property was based on family-controlled
building on owned land with the help of small personal savings.
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access to urban peripheral land and the reproduction of petty owner-
building outside the market was not an established historical form. We
are familiar with the effects of easy access to land and a high degree
of competition among landowners in America, in contrast to the Continent,
on agricultural rents, prices, and production.5 It is unfortunate that
the implications of similar patterns in relation to land in the urban
periphery have not been sufficiently explored. As Manuel Gotlieb has
pointed in a passage pregnant with theoretical insights,

"The greater partitioning of land ownership in America, the
infrequent use of the long-term ground lease, the policy

of overdevelopment or the creation of pockets of vacant

land in or around growing cities, and our system of property
taxation of vacant sites perhaps induced a lower mean level
of site values or a lesser difference between agricultural
and urban land values, than in Europe where the tradition

of land appreciation had deeper historical roots, where land
aon city outskirts was often laid out in princely holdings,
and where land dealing was more of a professional business
pursuit."s ‘

Popular access to urban land, in itself, does not secure substantial
non-capitalist housing supply unless accompanied with established
rights to built in a manner independent from restrictive and costly

controls. Differences in effective public restrictions and controls
over popular house-building between U.S. and European cities seem a

5. Hence the puzzle presented to European economists by the peculia-
rities of the "strange" American system of easy access to land, and the
collapse of agricultural rents from the third quarter of the nineteenth
century onwards in Britain and the Continent due to competition from
rent-free lands of the new countries: Arghiri Emmanuel, Unequal Exchange

(London, 1972}, p. 238.

6. Gotlieb, Long Swings in Urban Development, p. 142. The differences
in the levels and behaviour of ground-rents (specifically, absolute ground-
rents) in the history of urban growth in the U.S. and Europe has been no-
ted also by Karl Pribram, "Residual, Differential and Absolute Urban
Ground Rents and their Cyclical Fluctuations", Econometrica, 8 (1940):
62-78. This does not necessarily contradict the occurrence of huge land
gains and values (which at the time caused the well-known critique of
Henry George and his disciples). Even if “"absolute" ground-rents are low
(depending on the existence of monopoly power over new development land),
differential rents and development values in areas of intensive specula-
tive development can be very high.
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further important determinant of contrasts in housing systems; European
cities, particularly the great capitals, had a long tradition of ari-
stocratic anti-urbanism effected through severe restrictions on urban
growth and on house building for the emerging pro]etariat.7

Thus, the "American" model would seem to cast strong doubt on the
universality of the accepted concept of the housing system in the early
capitalist city. The evidence of present-day cities in developing coun-
tries of similar stages of development and urbanisation should have
shifted the emphasis decisively. Market provision and speculative
building incorporate only a part of urban housing, even in relatively
high-income developing countries (see Introduction). Moreover, there is
by now ample international evidence on the extensive role of popular
petty-ownership and owner-building outside capitalist relations, of
which the most publicised part has been “squatter" housing. Even if
legal forms of autonomous popular owner-building are not as well docu-
mented, the size of squatter populations in some cities, the recurrent
incorporation and legalisation of squatter areas into "normal" urban
growth, and the institutionalisation of such "self-help" housing through
programs of provision of sites and services should have led to the
realisation of the existence of a different economic mode of housing
of a historical character that goes beyond the colourful “deviance"
of squatters.

A number of reasons may explain why this broader theoretical formu-
lation is generally lacking. The most important is the exclusive focus
on the process of "squatting" and the "marginal® poor associated with

7. Severe building controls against new housing for the poor were in
gffective operation in London since the Elisabethan Era (instituted first
in 1580). (Doroty George, London Life in the Eighteenth Century, Penguin
edition, London, 1965,.p.78). As Raymond Williams comments, "It is
ironic to reflect that much of the physical squalor and complexity of
eighteenth-century London was a consequence not simply of rapid expansion
but of attemps to control that expansion" (The Country and the City,
(London, 1971, p.145). Antipathy for industrial urbanisation and the
growth of urban proletariat and policies of growth control, slum clear-
ance etc. were common throughout European Capitals of the Victorian
period, The latter, after all, were the strongholds of non-industrial
parasitic aristocracies of land and Government. See for a review,

Victor Kiernan, "Victorian London: Unendin Purgatory", New Left Review
76 (1972): 73-90. 9 rurgatory ’
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it, to the effect that the wider issue of popular housing and its economy

" in the context of urban growth has been approached through the distortion
of official definitions of the "problem".g Ideologically motivated empha-
sis on the "social problem" aspect, be it the violation of property rights
and building controls or "slum" conditions, can hardly be the basis of
adequate conceptualisation and valid comparisons. After all, on an ad hoc
modern view we may characterise as "slums" or illegal-uncontrolled settle-
ments almost all historical forms of popular housing, or, at that, present-
day village housing in most countries!

Even when the historical typicality and persistence of non-market and
non-modern forms of housing production in "transitional" societies is real-
ised, these forms are most often not understood as important phenomena
in themselves, but as a reflection of the structural peculiarities of
the overall economic organisation of cities, namely the existence of |
masses of low-income migrants with instability of employment, poor
integration in the industrial sector, and mainly occupied in "informal",

8. The Tanguage used is very instructive: "marginality", "illegality",
etc., not to mention the concerns over the alleged revolutionary leanings
* of squatter settlements. Hence, the whole subject is overburdened with
a problematic of "integration"” into normal housing and social life. For
a review of the political assumptions of approaches to squatter housing,
see Lila Leontidou Emmanuel, "Squatter Settiements: A Bibliography of
Controversies", Unpublished Paper, Department of Geography, London School
of Eccnomics {London, 1973). The amassing evidence on "cross-cultural"
residential patterns has led urban geographers into acknowledging the
normal character of "squatter" housing and its association with a broad
spectrum of Tower and lower-middle-class strata in developing countries; see
for instance, R.J. Johnston, "Towards a General Model of Intra-urban
Residential Patterns: Some Cross-cultural Observations"”, Progress in
Geography, 4 (1972): 85-124. Johnston, however, goes to the other extreme:
he negates the specificities of such situations with respect to class
structure and housing mode (and real conditions) and equates them with
middle- and lTower-income areas in advanced industrial countries. They
supposedly reflect the same social "ethos", tenure and spatial position.
This is grossly unhistorical. It is the outcome of a tradition of urban
studies which by a reflectionist method relate a statistical and uncon-
ceptual "stratification" pattern with cartographers' "space". Comparisons
of subjective orientations out of economic and social context can hardly
be considered an advance towards more knowledge in these matters.
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non-modern, service and petty-production activities.9 Since I have already
touched on these points in the Introduction, and since little of interest
can be said about those misconceptions that stem from normative definitions
of what constitutes "normal" modern housing, I will comment only on pro-

blems in theory and method that the view described in the last paragraph
raises.

The use of the theory of the "Third World" city or wider models of
"underdeve]opment" in explaining housing conditions and organisation
raises a general question: is the history of housing, particularly
working-class housing, determined by the structure and development
of the capitalist system at the societal level? There are reasonable
grounds for preferring such a general working hypothesis instead of
the unhistorical minutiae of specialised housing economics; its heuri-
stic and explanatory value can be judged then on the strength of evi-
dence. As it happens, however, such an economic reductionism has passed
- unquestioned. We have already referred to the accepted idea that the orga-
nisation and conditions of housing in nineteenth-century Britain typify
the necessary outcome of early capitalist urbanisation in general. Marx,
Engels,and a host of progressive historians have put their authority
behind this view. Thus the particular institutional and urban-economic
conditions of the country and .the period have not been taken into full
account.?? We have already pointed to the specific assumptions that are

9. This thesis has been more clearly stated in A.G. Frank, "Urban

Poverty in Latin America", I.L. Horowitz , (ed.), Masses in Latin America,
(New York, 1970): 215-234.

10. This issue has been greatly obscured by the debate between Conser-

vative and Progressive historians over the effects of industrial capital-

ism in the early nineteenth century on the standards of living of the
English working class. I find myself in the unhappy position of having

to side with the Conservatives on the issue of housing conditions; extre-
mely poor conditions and speculative over-exploitation were to a large
extent the product of the specific characteristics of the English build-
ing economy of the period, and thus not wholly the systematic product
of the structure of the early industrial system. T.S. Ashton stresses
high prices of imported materials, scarcities caused by the Napoleonic
Wars and State controls and taxation. See Capitalism and the Historians,
ed, by F.A. Hayek (Chicago, 1954) for the Conservatives' arguments and
Ashton's article "The Treatment of Capitalism by Historians", pp. 31-61.
A most balanced evaluation of the evidence concerning the debate (not,
however, housing) is E.J. Hobsbawm's "The British Standard of Living,
1790-1850" in his Labouring Men (London, 1964, paperback 1968): 64-104.
For a bibliography see p. 124 in the same.
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behind the corresponding model as systematised by Vance. A similar simpli-
stic approach seems to be prevalent, however, among current studies of
urban conditions in "underdeveloped" countries, where the concepts of
"Third World" city, "urbanisation-without-industrialisation", and "para-
sitic" primate cities have been developed in order to account for the
character of early urban capitalism in these conditions, and explain

in turn the housing situation. As a result, significant variations in
housing structures have been ruled out, at least as an important theo-
retical issue in comparative analysis.

Part of the problem lies deeper. Are we to use the concept of "bapi-
talism" as a "model" of a determinate social system, perhaps with certain
major sub-types, universally applied to broad categories of countries -
say "developed" or "peripheral-underdeveloped" - in order to explain
concrete situations? Or should we, in the tradition of Marx, distinguish
the "model" as an abstract theory, from the variety of social systems -
or "social formations" - that may be found in particular times and places
and which are the product of the combined history of different modes of
production and class structures? The former view has been associated
with a number of historical theories, from Pirenne and Adam Smith to
some modern Neo-Marxists, that attribute the emergence of capitalism
and the formation of a fundamentally uniform series of systems to the
diffusion of the capitalist market and the growth of the urban commercial
bourgeoisie, This view has been criticised on the grounds that it involves
a concept of capitalism and its genesis which pays near-exclusive attention
to processes belonging to the sphere of exchange rather than production,
and that it lacks the necessary emphasis on changes in the ownership
structure, the extinction of independent small producers and the rise
to predominance of wage-labour and a class .of capitalists directing
production alaong the prototype of industrial organisation.ll

11, These issues have been raised in the course of arguments over the
passage from feudalism to capitalism in Europe. See the papers collected
in The Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism (London, 1976). Maurice
Dobb has been the major exponent of an emphasis on production relations
in the concept of capitalism (mainly in his Studies in the Development
of Capitalism, London, 1963:, ch. 1).The critiques Tevelled against those
stressing the growth of trade and towns in the rise of capitalism (e.g.
Pirrene, Sweezy), have been lately directed also against some current
Neo-Marxist theories of capitalist development (or "underdevelopment") in
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Marx, however, has directed our attention to the class struggles
and political processes in history that are connected with the develop-
ment of capitalism, with his celebrated analysis of “"primitive accumula-
tion" - the extraction of surplus from the precapitalist economies of
rural peripheries and the colonies, the expropriation of small producers,
the usurpation of land, the enc]osures.12,51mi1ar1y, the particular out-
comes of agrarian class-struggles and revolutions have been emphasised
as a crucial "variable" in an adequate explanation of the rise of capi-
talism and its subsequent economic and political character.ls Whereas
the concept of "primitive accumulation" points to the importance of an
initial process of concentration of capital and the destruction of inde-
pendent petty-production for the development of capitalism, the latter
may very well be hindered by a tradition of large parasitic "feudal"
property, and therefore be facilitated by an agrarian revolution that
creates a class of small and middle holders. The importance of such
different "paths", depending on conditions of class structure and poli-
tical institutions, and different historical articulations of modes of
production, is clearly overlooked by any blanket application of a uni-
versal concept of a capitalist "system" emerging with the expansion of
trade and the incorporation of peripheral regions.14 The deterministic
and uniform use of models of "Third World" capitalist urbanisation has
carried over much of the crudity and assumptions of such applications.

The importance of different historical patterns of class structure
with regard to landownership distribution, the status of petty production
and petty-bourgeois strata and the associated political institutions

backward countries (namely these of A.G. Frank, Sweezy, and I. Waller-
stein). See E. Laclau, "Feudalism and Capitalism in Latin America" ch. 1
in his Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory, and R. Brenner, "The Ori-
gins of Capitalist Development: A Critique of Neo-Smithian Marxism",

New Left Review, 104 (1977): 25-92,

12. Karl Marx, Capital, Moskow edition, vol. 1, part 8.

13. See the articles by M. Dobb, "A Reply" and K. Takahashi "A Contri-
bution to the Discussion" in the Transition volume, pp. 165-169 and
68-97 respectively.

14, This has been especially stressed in the criticism of theories of
underdevelopment as the quasi-automatic effect of world-wide diffusion of
capitalist markets, to the point of gross undervaluation of the role of lo-
cal class structures (see, Brenner, "The Origins of Capitalist Development").
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not limited to the rural sector where these aspects are obviously relevant:
in unitary States the same aspects influence relations of national scope.
It is certainly so in the institutions and politics of land and the rights
of small property; but it is also so for the urban economic processes

that link cities with the rural periphery - the relations created through
migration, the role and character of smaller urban centres, and the pro-
cesses of conversion of land from rural to urban uses in the process of
urban growth. I have already referred to significant historical variations
in the distribution and control of urban land and access to petty-ownership.
Different national histories and outcomes of class conflicts over the land
question and the status of petty production in present-day developing
countries seem to influence significantly the political economy of urban
growth and residential development, though systematic material is rare.15

An explicit recognition of a wider set of possibilities in terms of
systems of housing production and distribution seems especially necessary
for an understanding of early capitalist systems with a "dual" structure
where a modern capitalist-speculative building economy expands in the
context of extensive precapitalist petty production and relatively diffused
landownership. Such a formation has wide empirical relevance, most probably
greater than the more systematically studied experience of nineteenth-
century European cities. Nevertheless, it has seldom been properly
conceptualised in the otherwise rich literature on "Third World" cities.

We now turn to an examination of the theoretical elements involved in
the analysis of such urban formations.

2. Early capitalist modes of housing production: capitalist-speculative
and popular petty owner-tuilding

Conceptualisation of the economic structure of housing presents a
number of problems due to the fact that between the initial labour pro-
cess of construction and the final consumption of housing "services"

15. A particularly important structural aspect that may vary signifi-
cantly seems to be the degree of concentration of landownership.
"In Latin America, the Philippines and othar areas once governed
by Spain, concentration is partly a carry-over from the haciendas
and large agrucultural estates in the Spanish tradition. Some of
these estates have moved into the urban orbit"
(Charles Abrams, Man's Struggle for Shelter in an Urbanisirg World,
Cambridge, Mass., 1964, p. 55).
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a number of interwoven processes take place and a number of economic
roles are involved. There are also wide differences in the institutional
and legal arrangementes that are related to particular types of housing
in various countries. Lastly, the very nature of housing as a physical
"good" or "use value" is not clear; this has led economists to endless
disputes over whether it should be allocated to the category of capital
goods or consumption goods. In current economic practice these issues
are resolved by some ad hoc analytical or accounting definition with

an aim to uniformity in relation especially to the construction of
National Accounts. Usually a class of "housing producers" is assumed,
owning residential capital and supplying housing "services" to consumers
in exchange for payments of rent; in order to invest in new capital

these producers buy structures as capital goods supplied by the con-
struction industry and land supplied by landowners.

The division of labour thus outlined can be said to form a "pure"
market economy of full commodity-exchange relations in aZl spheres of
the housing process, since it is usually assumed that in construction .
labour and capital are similarly fully separated, the former offered
in the market as a commodity in exchange for wages.16

In the real world, of course, consumers and housing investors
might be the same persons (owner-occupiers) and there may be a class
of capitalists ("developers") producing houses as commodities (inclu-
ding land). In some cases owners of urban land perform the latter role.

More significantly, all four roles - landowner/producer/house-owner/con-
sumer may overlap substantially.

For accounting purposes these complexities may be immaterial, although
they create some problems in the correct calculation of imputed rents
and values when these do not arise in monetary form. In terms of a
theoretical model of the real process of housing and the behaviour
and relations of various actors, however, such "complexities" can lead
to greatly varied results. We therefore need models:of precapitalist
and early capitalist housing systems that diverge in specific ways from

16, Such a "pure" set of assumptions has been most Tucidly formulated
by Richard Muth in his general model of the residential economy (Cities
and Housing, Chicago, 1969, ch. 3).
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the "pure" model of commodity exchange relations and a modern differ-
entiation into economic roles. This necessarily involves both conceptual
clarification and empirical-historical relevance. Let us proceed step by
step.

To begin with, we must dispense with the notion that a systematic
typology of housing economies can be based on the form of the use and
allocation of urban land and housing stock. We may have a market that
is "integrated” in the sense of being formed by interdependent segments
(as in the "filtering" model) related through uniform prices (or stru=
ctureddifferentials) and movements of people; or it may be compart-
mentalised into client-specific and localised segments with little
interdependence. The relative role of rental and owner-occupation sub-
markets is a further basis for distinctions. Lastly, substantial areas
of non-market allocation may exist, namely, simple owner-building for
use. Thus, we may have an extensive variety of types according to the
morphology of the system of the use and allocation of land and stock.
The structure of this system, however, tells us little without a know-
ledge of the system of housing production and is to a very large extent
determined by the Tatter. We have already spoken of the simplistic
assumptions about ownership and production of the "filtering" model.
The degree of "integration" is itself related to the development of
commodity relations, the role of ground-rents and the mobility of spe-
culative capital., Variations in tenure largely depend on ownership of
land and capital. Lastly, non-monetary relations of allocation are but
another aspect of precapitalist production. After all, prices themselves
are determined mainly in the plane of producticn and the relative role
of the various claims over the distribution of the product made by land,
capital,and labour, which, in turn, depend on the particular mode of
production.

Types of housing production, furthermore, tend in history to be syste-
matically related to the social classes and geographic zcnes of cities.
Small-scale precapitalist building is fundamentally associated with the
working class or other lower-income strata - in general "popular" strata.
Although independent ownerFuser—controlled building for middle and upper
strata may exist, when a substantial speculative sector grows it will
tend to be concentrated in tnese higher-income groups, rendering non-
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speculative middle-class housing secondary in absolute numbers (albeit
important for the spatial structure of urban growth).17'

Thus on the level of general theoretical concepts and comparative
typology, the "mode of housing production" is the important analytical
unit. For the analysis of concrete historical situations and processes
of change we may employ more specific units interrelating modes with
parts of the social and spatial structure of the city. We may define
such complex socioeconomic units as housing sectors encompassing
alongside modes of housing production certain types of "demand", i.e.
sociospatial groups, and furthermore, institutions, ideologies and
interests connected to a housing mode and its related social classes.?®

17. The fundamentally middle-class character of early speculative

building is well known.

"The third quarter of the nineteenth century was the first world-
wide era of urban real-estate and constructional boom - for the
bourgeoisie... Paradoxically, the more the middle class increased
and flourished diverting resources towards its own housing, offices,
the department stores which were so characteristic a development of
the era, and its prestige buildings, the less went relatively to the
working-class quarters, except in the most general form of social
expenditure - streets, sanitation, lighting and public utilities".

(E.J. Hobsbawm, The Age of .Capital, 1848-1875. London, 1975, paperback
edition 1977, pp. 249-250).

18. OQur concept of housing "sectors" has certain affinities with
John Rex's later formulations of his theory of "housing classes".
These are conflicting housing systems that crystallise around them
housing interests, social classes, ideologies and political institu-
tions. His description of the conflict between "property-owning
democracy" (with an emphasis on the owner-occupier sector) and a
system of public housing provided as a right and opposed to the capi-
talist process in land and housing allocation, is a case in point.
In Rex, however, one cannot find the slightest reference to housing
or land economics, a fact that makes his model rather weak. His earlier
formulations of the concept of "housing class" were related more to the
Chicago model of the city - a hierarchically stratified, competitive
(and not antagonistic) system of housing allocation, with a unified
system of housing valuations (essentially the usual model of the early
capitalist city, as in J. Vance, Jr.). Rex has been criticised for his
assumptions of an integrated social system (i.e. a universally accepted
scale of housing values), and had later revised his initial concept. A
similar critique can be levelled against unwarranted assumptions of so-
cial integration in accounts of early capitalist systems with substantial
Precapitalist sectors (the "alternative-antagonistic" system here is not
provision by the State, but autonomous family owner-building and non-
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A certain interconnection between modes of'housing production, housing
sectors and patterns in the use and allocation of land and stock may be
understood as a specific housing "system".

Having introduced the concepts of housing "sectors", "systems" and
‘their relation with modes of housing production, we must now turn to a
more analytic conceptualisation of the latter in the sphere of housing
and the description of those modes relevant for early capitalist cities.
We may designate as a mode of production in accordance with the Marxist
usage of the concept,

"the logical and mutually coordinated articulation of; 1. a determ-
inate type of ownership of the means of production; 2. a determinate
form of appropriation of the economic surplus; 3. a determinate
degree of the division of labour; 4. a determinate level of develop-
ment in the productive forces. This is not merely a descriptive
enumeration of isolated "factors", but a totality defined by its
mutual interconnections. Within this totality, property of the
means of production constitutes the decisive element... (since it)
determines the forms of the canalization of the economic surplus

and the effective degree of the division of labour, the basis in
turn of the specific capacity of the productive forces for expansion".19

On the basis of this rather demanding definition, even speculative
building, utilising concentrated capital for the production of housing
as a commodity (as exchange-value), falls short of capitalism proper
- certainly so if our point of reference are the chafacteristics
of industrial capitalism. Indeed, some Marxists have voiced strong
doubts if, in general, commodity production organised .by merchant
capital through relations with independent small producers {(as, say,
in the “putting-out” system) could be called capitalist or even consi-

commodity relations). For the initial formulation of "housing class" see,
J. Rex & R. Moore, Race, Community and Conflict (London, 1967), pp. 36-41.
As for the later one, see J. Rex, 'The Sociology of the Urban Zone of
Transition" in R. Pahl (ed.), Readings in Urban Sociology (Oxford, 1968):
211-232, and his review of criticisms of the earlier model, "The Concept
of Housing Class and the Sociology of Race Relations", Race, Colonialism
and the City, (London, 1973): 32-42.

19. Ernesto Laclau, "Feudalism and Capitalism in Latin America" in his
Politics and Ideology, p. 34.
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dered as leading to capitalist development (i.e. extended use of wage-
Tabour directly organised by capita1).20 Speculative building, histori-
cally, has been notoriously primitive in comparison to industry; it is
normally based on small work groups externally contracted, and dominated

by commercial short-term motives (thus "speculative"). But we will take
up these issues later.

For now it suffices to say that from the point of production as a
whole, house-building for the market does not necessarily imply a capi-
talist mode of production. (Production for the market should be under-
stood in contrast to the one aimed at the use of housing either by the
labourers themselves or, more commonly, by those controlling resources
and the building process: the user-producer). Most students 6f'eqq1y.
capitalist cities would agree that the bulk of residential bui]ding
has been based on what is termed by Marxists as a "petty mode of pro-
duction" that is, an economy of independent labourers (or smallish
groups for contract work), owning their tools as their own property
and freely exchanging their product (in this case structures). Even
when such a construction economy is utilised by small-scale capital
for the building and exploitation of a few houses through rent or sale
we hardly go beyond a "simple commodity economy" - essentially a
precapitalist mode (though perhaps one of incipient capitalism) for
residential production as a whole. Thus even in the context of full
commodity relations we may have an extensive sector of essentially
precapitalist petty-building, for instance the erection of two or three
houses by land owners or builders of small capital in order to rent them
to working-class or lower middle-class families.?? Such a mode presents
certain continuities with more substantial speculative building, which,
after all, is itself a rather primitive form of capitalist production
in the context of early industrial cities. The use of more concentrated

capitel and a higher level in the organisation of construction, however,
set the latter apart.

20. Kohachiro Takahashi, "A Contribution to the Discussion", in the
Transition volume, and more specifically pp. 90-93.

21. Such a housing economy seems to have prevailed in early nineteenth~
century Britain. See, H.J. Habakkuk, "Fluctuations in House-building in
Britain and the United States in the Nineteenth Century", Journal of Eco-
nomic History, 22 (1962): 198-230.
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Far more radical are the differences between the speculative capi-
talist organisation and a widespread non-commodity precapitalist pro-
duction where the building process is controT]ed by small owners of land
(and capital) aiming at their own use {though some marginal elements of
renting or exchange may coexist). In such a "petty owmer-building” mode,
a "petty mode or production" follows as a natural corollary; it is not,
however, the most important determinant element; diffuse landownership,
a family organisation of the utilisation of land and the accumulation
of capital, the predominance of "use-values" and, of course, owner-
occupation are also essential aspects. Land;.and'at some 1ater stage
even structures, may be sold and bought as private property: but their
valuation lies outside the market of "factors" for speculative-capital-

ist production and the economic calculation of pkofit and ground-rent
as specific economic categories.

It may be objected that we conceptualise the "petty owner-building"
mode by aspects that largely involve the sphere of exchange as distinct
from production. This distinction is indeed crucial for a correct
understanding of modern capitalism as different from forms of mercantile
capital. The relevance of this is obvious for the analysis of the specu-
lative housing mode as distinct. from modern capitalist organisation.

We should not carry this rationale, however, into the problem of defining
modes of precapitalist economy. Housing production, after all, is not
limited to the construction process only. Ownership and control of land
and the capital value of structures are hardly separable from the whole
process of creation of housing services. A misplaced emphasis on construct-
ian sometimes leads to an equation of non-commodity production with con-
ditions where direct family labour is predominant in the labour process.
Though participation of family labour may be an important component, main-
1y in more underdeveloped societies, it cannot be the defining element,
for this would limit drastically the significance of precapitalist modes
in urban situations.

Petty owner-building should be sharply distinguished from petty commo-
dity production in housing. This is again a matter of avoiding an excessive
emphasis on the construction aspect, with respect to which both modes are
more or less similar. In a broad perspective both cases are precapitalist
but it is better to distinguish the second one as an intermediate type,
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or as a form of primitive.speculative production, since they differ in
essential aspects. In addition to the absence of the sale motive in the
first case, the land factor does not enter the process as a socially
structured elaim for capitalist ground rent: nor does the profit logic
and the costs/returns accounting,typical to an even primitive commercial
venture, predominate in the accumulation of housing capital. Though a
market of land and labour may exist, the situation is not dissimilar,

in the case of urban growth through petty owner-building, to a rapidly
growing small subsistence agriculture of "frontier" settlements.

The significance of the distinction between a petty mode of incipient
capitalist nature and a household production/consumption economy of small-
holders we just made for housing, has been recognised.in the long debate
over the nature of the peasant mode of production. It has been rightly
pointed out that the Marxist concept of a "petty mode" or "simple commo-
dity production" applied to small-scale family agriculture, if helpful
to a degree, is too-general and underestimates the peculiarities of
the peasant family economy, i.e. its gearing to the family 1ife-cycle,
the effects of inheritance and family intergenerational assistance (e.g.
dowries), the rationale of the balance within the family of resources
and the costs of. increased effort in any considerations of accumulation
(elements, I may add, that I find crucial for the family housing process
too). It also underestimates the positive economic and social functions
of the family economy and thus the forces that make for its persistence
~ outside the orbit of the capitalist sector.22

The importance of the family economy should not be Timited to rural
areas. Even in Western advanced countries before the First World War a
substantial part of material needs and services for the working classes
were provided for by household production. The increased spread of wage
labour - particularly for women - capitalist competition and public

22. The idea of the "peasant economy" as an economic system sui
generia has achieved quite some currency in present-day economic studies.
It derives mostly from the work of A.V. Chayanov, a Russian agricultural
economist of the mid-war period. For a very illuminating review of
Chayanov's ideas, see, Basile Kerblay, "Chayanov and the Theory of
Peasantry as a Specific Type of Economy", in Teodor Shanin (ed.),

Peasants and Peasant Societies (London, 1971): 150-160.
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regulations introduced either for reasons of hygiene or simply admini-
strative control, standard1sat1on and taxation, have largely eroded such
non-commodity re]at1ons. Popu]ar household production outside the ca-
pitalist market network is certainly a vital phenomenon in present-day
cities of developing countries. Housing, after all, by its very nature
does not offer itself to great "economies of scale" or economies of
standardised capitalist production, as the persistence of small-scale
house-building or even family-controlled building in that most competi-
tive and aggressively capitalist of countries, the United States, testi-
fies (see note 3.).

Let us now turn to speculative building and modern capitalist pro-
duction of housing. Two questions are of fundamental importance in our
construction of a theoretical typology: can building for the market as s
found in early capitalist cities be subsumed under a more general mode
of capitalist housing production, or does it differ systematically from
the modern prototypes of private housebuilding in advanced economies?

And if, as we have already suggested, a "speculati?e" mode has distinctive
characteristics, what are these and what are the conditions that make
for the emergence and functioning of such an economy?

3. The small-rentier speculative mode of housing production

Even the more common and narrow definitions of "speculation" and
"speculative building" convey an important part of the economic essence
of this mode. For speculation we read: "to profit by the rise or fall in
the market value, as distinct from regular trading or investment" or to
profit from enterprises "of venturesome kind or risky nature, but offer-
"24. For speculative building:

ing the chance of great or unusual gain
"85 1t is the

"building houses in ant1;1pat1on of the d2mand for them".

23, For the story of these changes in the U.S., see, Harry Braverman,
Labor and Monopoly Capital (New York, 1974): ch. 13.

24. The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary (ITlustrated Edition,
Oxford, 1964).

25. Dyos, Victorian Suburb, p. 122,
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derogatory "distinct from regular trading or investment" that points
to the reasons for which speculative building in the context of the nine-
teenth century has been considered more of a social problem that a parti-
cular form of economy the emergence of which transfored urban growth,
In the first years of the last century very little was built on speculation
(i.e. for inknown demand) even in London: by 1850, in contrast, very little
was built on order.ze And by then, as Marx quoted from a testimony of 1857,
"...a man who wishes to rise in the world can hardly expect to rise
by following a fair trade... it is necessary for him to add specu-
lative building to it, and that must be done not on a small scale".2?
What are the conditions for the emergence of an extensive speculative
housing sector and what are its particular characteristics that distin-
guish it from the modern capitalist organisation of residential develop-
ment?28 Let us 1ist a number of essential points:

26. Karl Marx, Capital, vol. 2, p. 238. The English case should be
viewed as rather untypical. A speculative residential and land economy

has risen exceptionally early in English history. In London, speculative
building could be found even at the time of the Great Fire. It has
expanded rapidly during the later part of the sixteenth century and
onwards (M. Dorothy George, London Life, p. 87).

27. Marx, Capital, vol. 3, p. 774.

28. In my account of the general and systematic traits of early
speculative residential production, I have drawn from a number of studies
on the economic history of housing in Britain and the U.S. and my study
of the Greek residential economy. I will not try to give detailed refera
ences for all the propositions advanced in this chapter (the Greek case
will occupy us, anyway, in the rest of this work). After all, at this
stage I am mainly concerned with the construction of a tentative "theorys
model" of speculative and "dual" economies. Such an operation (which is
a prerequisite for systematic research aiming at more general conclusions),
is, by nature, somewhat eclectic with empirical material and more concérned
with theoretical consistency and elaboration of convincing concepts. Re-
search will demonstrate afterwards the capacity (or lack of such) of tha-
ory to generate more convincing arguments or more fruitful new problems
than other theoretical alternatives. This goncept of theory as "research
program" aiming at a "progressive problemshift" in a given field (vs.

a "degenerating" one) is advanced in Imre Lakatos, "Falsification and
the Methodology of Scientific Research Prograrmes", in I. Lakatos &

A. Musgrave (eds.), Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge (Cambridge,
1970): 91-196. .

The most helpful sources on the economic history of speculative building
have been the following: Marx, Capital, vol. 2, pp.237-239; vol.3,pp.773-81;
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Speculative building as an established economic activity is essentially
the production by a class of entrepreneurs of houses as finished commo-
dities for exchange in the market as a reéponse to a demand for real
estate investment or owner-occupation. A mature sector of building
businesses presupposes a certain separation of the capital that orga-
nises residential development, and partly finances it, from the mass

of small one-time ventures of investment in and development of rentable
property. By the same token it implies a certain level in yearly acti-
vities - reflected in the increased size of the building projects

or the number of projects undertaken - in order that speculative
builders qualify as an effective category of "capital”.

Therefore, some concentrations of capital with regard to both the orga-
nisation of the building process and the financing of development,
either personally accumulated or based on savings mobilisation mecha-
nisms (which may be informal, associational, or institutions of mort-
gate credit), is a historical precondition for the growth of a specu-
lative sector.?? |
It is a fundamental characteristic of early "capitalist” building,
however, that concentration of capital either in firms or in social
institutions - 1ike mortgage and savings associations - and the con-
centration of capital in utilities and infrastructure development
(public or private), remains at low levels for the greatest part of
the residential sector.sa That, furthermore, this capital is Zocal
and autonomous in that it is not integrated in a developed capital-
market (which is, of course, partly a corollary of its low level of

Grebler et al., Capital Formation; Dyos, Victorian Suburb; Habbakuk,
"Fluctuations in House-Building"; Pribram, "Residual, Differential and
Absolute Urban Rents": These I have already mentioned. Of great interest
are also, M. Bowley, The British Building Industry, (Cambridge, 1966),
A.A. Nevitt, Housing, Taxation and Subsidies (London, 1966): chs. 1-3,
LLoyd Rodwin, Housing and Economic Progress (Cambridge, Mass., 1961) and
the exhaustive moncgraph by H.W. Richardson & D.H. Aldcroft, Building in
the British Economy Between the Wars (London, 1968).

29. Marx, Capital, vol. 2, p. 238,
30, Even in the 1880's in a London suburb, 80% of speculative housing

projects wera of less than 18 houses each (Dyos, Victorian Suburb, p. 125).
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concentration). This situation, where on the whole there are substantial
capital resources easily mobilisable for fast speculative growth yet
fragmented, localised and autonomous from organised finance, is, to a
large degree, the determinant feature of a "speculative mode" as distinct
from a modern capitalist economy of housing.

4. Fragmentation of capital means small units in the building industry
and the business of residential development. Small size, little special-
isation and limited requirements of capital, coupled with sub-contract-
ing arrangements, permit the easy entry of new "firms" and produce a
highly competitfve economy. By its nature residential development re-
quires large initial capital. In a financially underdeveloped, highly
competitive, risk-ridden economy, a' fortiori, the need to keep capital
requirements low is a major imperative. This, among other things, re-
produces a low rate of internal growth of firms, limited development
of rational organisation and a 1imited division of labour. Whereas
internal growth may stagnate, the very same conditions (easy entry
etc.) in connection with the autonomous and "elastic" supply of ca-

pital mentioned above can sustain major Tong term swings of speculative
development and urban change‘sl

5. Because of the relative underdevelopment of housebuilding capital which
intensifies the intrinsic problems of finance of urban development, the
"speculative" mode in early capitalist cities has been dependent on
small and middle rentiers, and thus economically linked to the broader
social stratum of the old-type urban petty-bourgeoisie. Dependence on

31. The formation of a relatively independent and decentralised base
of savings institutions and housing finance in the later part of the nine-
teenth century has most probably been an essential precondition of the rise
of the first major long cycles of speculative building in Britain and the
U.S. which moved relatively independently from the overall economy (see,
Habakkuk, "Fluctuations", Pribram, "Residual, Differential and Absolute
Urban Rents"). In earlier periods when only small personal or petty-build-
ers' capital was available, house-building reflected mostly the ups and
dgwns of the economy at large, that is, it was "cyclical". In a modern
financial context, in the other extreme, the control of semi-centralised
financial and state institutions aver house-finance, will most probably
make house-building "residual® to industrial finance requirements, hence,
when total credit is limited, short-term "counter-cyclical" (see J.M.

Guttentay, "The Short Cycle in Residential Construction", American
Economic Review, 51, 3, 1961).
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a diffuse category of asset-owners interested in real estate placements
or personal accomodation of some substance is but one aspect of this
relation. More important in its implications for the productive chara-
cter of the speculative mode in contrast to capitalism proper is

the resultant role of land, ground-rents,and rentierist motives. For
one, despite a certain separation of speculative builders' capital
from localised landed capital, landowners play a decisive controlling
part in the development process which tends to be geared to the con-
siderations of maximum improvement of property estates. Landowners'
control usually involves both the decision to build, the type and
quafity of building, and certain exchange or lease and sub-lease
arrangements made between builder, landowner and investors. Thus,

land participates in financing as an effective and distinct catego-
ry of capital and is not simply bought as another "factor" in the
development process. This is essential in keeping capital require-
ments low by removing the need for a substantial Tump sum for 1and.32

The above pointsiead to a major principle that seems to govern
speculative urban growth, namely that the main object of such an
activity is not profit but ground rents, or more appropriately the
realisation of higher "development values" created by urban growth
and changes in spatial patterns.33 Limitations to long-term builders'
finance and the imperative to shorten the "working period" of produ-
ction, i.e. sell as early as possible in order to reduce the need for
own-financing on the part of the speculative builder, make for a
tendency towards areas that are relatively urbanised, with well-formed
investment demand respaonding to rising grcund-values and opportunities

32, Lease and sub-lease arrangements between the owners of capital
and land were essential aspects of the structure of finance in nineteenth-
century English housing. (Nevitt, Housing, Taxation, ch. 2, Dyos, Victorian
Suburb, pp. 87-88). Dyos stresses also the fact that speculative building
was more in the nature of estate imrrovement under the landovners'
initiative (Victorian Suburb, Zoec. eit.)

33, The fundamental tendency of the speculative building economy in
the context of early capitalism to aim mainly at ground rents and the
realisation of development values and less at normal profit on capital
has been ncted by most cbservers. It has been forcefully stressed also
by Marx (Capital, vol. 2, p. 238). Marx's great emphasis on the signi-
ficance of such distinctions is well known, a fact that adds autherity
to the proposition,
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for intensive land exploitation. This, in turn, strengthens the role
and monopoly power of landowners of such "ripe" Tand and reinforces
the specifically "speculative" element in.this mode of residential
development.

The composite picture of speculative residential development we have
just outlined contains a number of elements that as a mode of production
distinguish it sharply from capitalist production proper. Thus the adjective
"speculative® can bte seen as referring to real structural properties
of such an econbmy and not to any superfluous moralistic allusions to
profiteering and market orientation, which are after all natural in a
capitalist society. The "speculative" mode is basically a "mercantilist"
economy, geared to classes of owners-rentiers of money-capital and land,
and commercial intermediaries that explore movements of. prices and demand
effected over particular urban areas and largely dependent on conditions
of favourable pub1it regulations and urban growth policies.

Certain long-term changes in the twentieth century in the wider economy
and the policies of states in the advanced countries of Europe and North
America have generally brought about the decline of speculative structures
in the economy of urban housing and the secular growth of modern capitalist
systems. The most significant of these haQe’been the concentration of
financial resources for housing in mortgage banks, insurance companies
and similar institutions, and their integration into a national "capital
market”. Similarly important has been the development of public policies
towards the support of and/or the direct distribution of mortgage credit
and the finance of large-scale housebuilding operations, a general trend
towards increased contral of private property of land, land-rentierism
and speculation, and the growth of urban planning and organised urban
development, though with varied degrees of effective application in
different countries.

The resultant increase in financial power, centralisation and size
of operations in residential production has permitted a diminution of
the role of landowners and a capacity for the mobility of capital away
from excessive land values with the help of comprehensive new develop-
ments. We can also observe a greater capacity on the part of capitalist

builders for expansion beyond particular local markets, as well as an
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increased emphasis on building technology, capital-intensive operations

and innovations in organisation.34

Undoubtedly housing production and distribution even in the most
advanced countries preserves a substantial segment of primitive specu-
lative builders and strong elements of land and property speculation.

But we must always keep in mind the specific character of housing as a
product. Housing does not offer itself to easy modernisation and a "pure"
capitalist organisation of production; housing markets are Tocal and
particularistic; housing has high unit-costs and presents limited oppor-
tunities for "economies of scale" and "vertical intégration" of production;
lastly, capital gains and ground rents are ever-present in the economics
of urban development. In the perspective of these limitations, the signi-
ficance of the changes we have described cannot be underestimated. A reco-
gnitionof the fundamental difference between a modern capitalist and a
speculative mode of hcusing production is even more important, however,
for the theory of residential growth and distribution; it points to
significant differences in motives and behaviour over technological
change, public policies, the dynamic of investment, spatial distribution,
and the formation of costs and prices.

The more sensational aspects of modern building, such as the large-
sized oligopolistic organisation, the dominant role of financial insti-
tutions and "managerialism", though an integral part of the picture, should
not lead us to any "sociological” understanding of the modern capitalist
housing economy as a distinct type. I find the distinction between a "compe-
titive" and a "monopolistic" economy theoretically misleading insofar as
it purports to define different modes of production: the above distinction
simply refers to the morphology of supply and demand. The theoretically

34. For the structure of modern capitalist house-building and parti-
cularly the increasing role and form of large-scale housing producers,
the following studies are indispensable: Leo Grebler, Large Scale Housing
and Real Estate Firms (New York, 1973); J.P. Herzog, The Dynamics of
Large Scale Housebuilding (Berkeley, 1963}; S.J. Maisel, Housebuilding
in Transition (Berkeley, 1553); Topalov, Les Promoteurs Immobiiiers.
For Tong-term trends in the size distribution of construction firms in
Britain, see Bowley, The British Building Industry. For historical develop-
ments in the structure of capital financing of buildirng firms and "consu-
mers” in general, the exhaustive study by Grebler et al., Capital Formation
in Residential Real Estate has a wealth of material and ideas. It is very
unfortunate that it is the only cne of its kind.
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essential attributes of a capitalist mode of residential production lie on
the Tevel of the division of labour and the "logic" of production. They
involve an economy of capitalist producers distinct from land or real
estate rentiers, conforming to the prototype of medium and large-scale
profit-oriented organisation of capital and wage labour. They are subject
to the rules of spatial and inter-branch mobility of capital and the
drive for continuous expansion. In such an economy land and labour are
normally considered as costs, i.e. as antagonistic claims on the product
with the dynamic consequence of an intrinsic drive for their reduction
through changes and "innovations" in the production process and the pro-
duct itself, It is in these respects that a modern capitalist mode dif-
fers significantly from the forms of "speculative" building found in ci-
ties in the early stages of capitalist urbanisation,

Conclusion: A Tvpoloay of Modes _

Having discussed the various modes of housing production relevant to
the study of structure and change of the residential process in early
capitalist cities, we can summarise their main characteristics'in the
following typology. The four types presented should not be considered
as necessarily signifying "stages" in a process of gradual evolution
from one to the other in the order they are arranged. Each contains
elements that are fundamentally opposed to other modes, and thus changes,
instead of evolving "naturally", will always involve radical transforma-
tions and conflicts. Though a sequence that begins with a mode of family
petty production based on use values continues with simple commodity pro-
duction, speculative capital, and ends in modern capitalist production
may seem a highly probable one for a country intent on capitalist modern-
isation of its housing economy, it is not the only possible one nor is
it necessary. Usually various modes will coexist or be combined into
intermediate types. The concept of "modes of production", after all,
is an analytical device of relatively high generality for the historical
and comparative study of structure and change.

The occurrence of complex or even "anomalous" cases is made very
Probable by the fact that housing production is an extremely complex
Process involving a number of separate economic activities: construction,
the utilisation of land, the preparation and distribution of units of
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housing property as a finished product complete with land, and, often,
the further utilisation of the latter by rentiers as a form of capital
investment, The most important division is of course, that between the
construction sphere and the sphere of the organisation of land, stru-
ctures and forms of tenure into a certain type of final "product". The
develapment of capitalism in the two spheresmay proceed along different
paths and thus produce combinations that are difficult to categorise.
Consider a case where a fully capitalist, modern construction industry
supplies a range of mass-produced types of houses .to individual house-
holds that own land plots and build for use rather than exchange. Such

a "perverse" case is quite probable in contexts of advanced capitalist
economies with an extremely diffuse ownership of developable land; France
is a case in point, Certain trends in the supply of summer houses in
Greece point to the same direction. A more familiar "anomaly" is the
combination of a public housing sector with a fully capitalist con-
struction industry and financial system, as in Britain. Such cases,

and a multitude of other imaginable ones, are not covered by the
following typology. The reasons are straightforward: we are not con-
cerned here with "mixed" housing economies having substantial public
housing sectors. More importantly, we are not interested in exceptional
cases and marginal economic forms but in broad patterns in the political
ecanomy of housing when conditions in the various relevant spheres should
be expected to be correlated.

A '"mode of housing production", thus, in the following typology should
be understood as a complex concept involving a systematic combination of
more specific "modes" describing relationships in the various aspects of
the housing process, Similarly, the "development of canitalism" in hous-
ing is but a synthesis of the movement towards capitalist velations in
these same aspects. It is useful, then, tc delineate the various sub-
processes that our concept of the development of capitaiism in housing

involves, and on which we have based our composite historical types.

These are:35

35. We do not include in these processes the fundamental passage to
commodity exchange, monetary relations and control by orivate ownership
in the spheres cf land, labour and use-values at the sosietal level, for
we restrict our discussion to societies that, though they may be under-
developed. are essentially dominated by capitalist reiations. Such a
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1. The passage to a system of production of housing as a commodity,i.e. as
exchange-value instead of use-value (building for sale and’or renting),
and the consequent formation of the social categories of capital involved
in the financing and control of housing production: the land
as developer, the builder-entrepreneur, and the rentier-investor.

2. The expansion of wage labour and the concentration of capital in the
construction industry.

3. The concentration of capital in the sphere of housing production as a
whole (the "residential development" process) and in its financing
(i.e. the growth of medium and large developers and organised finance
to households and Building enterprises).

4, The Tncréased division of Tabour between the various forms of capital
involved in residential development and the increase in the influence
of modern house-building companies and financial institutions at the
expense of landowners and rentier<investors (which represent an inter-
mediate stage of "mercantile" capitalism).

The types that follow combine different stages in the above processes
into major composite modes of housing production that, as we have argued,
are theoretically and empirically relevant for the historical analysis
of capitalist cities. ‘

a. Precapitalist Mode I:; Petty Owner-building

In this mode,housing is not produced as a commodity to be exchanged
in the market, but in order to be used by the immediate producer. The
"producers” here are households that own land plots and control the
resources invested in residential development as well as the pro-
duction process itself. In many respects then, this mode resembles

a peasant subsistence household economy. In contrast to the latter,
however, in urban contexts at least, the material process of produ-
ction, i.e. construction,is mainly carried out by wage labour or by
independent (self-employed) labour, Though extensive use of family
Tabour may be found in underdeveloped societies, this is not a neces-
sary aspect of this mode. The overall character of the corresponding

passage, therefore, has either permeated the whole of the society or
takes place automatically with the move to cities.
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economy of construction, however, is essentially precapitalist, since
it constitutes a form of “simple commodity production": construction
is kept at a petty scale and is carried out by independent labourers
or very small work groups in exchange for wages or, more usually, a
price for the product. wfth respect to land, we should expect a fully
developed system of ownership and market exchange, since we are talking
about capitalist societies: but landowners as a class distinct from
household-users are not determinant participants in the process of
production, neither should we expect to find a developed system of
ground rents and land values as important considerations in the form-
ation of production decisions.

. Precapitalist Mode II: Petty Commodity Production

This mode results from the predominance of commodity exchange relationships
- a "housing market" - over the productive infrastructure of the preVious
one, Housing is produced as a commodity to be sold or rented. The locus of
capital and production control is a combination of small speculative builders,
small rentiers, landowners that participate in the development process, and
small contractors. Land acquires a major role in building and finance and
there is a development of a system of ground rents and land development
values as integral aspects of the dynamic of residential development. The
economy of construction, however, remains one of “simple commodity
production” with minimal differentiation between labour and capital and

the scale of each separate "business" undertaking is hardly larger than
the one in the previous mode; a handful of houses compared to the one or
two usually built by households outside the market. It is in these respects
that this mode is essentially a precapitalist one. It could be argued,
nowever, that this form constitutes in essence an intermediate case
between precapitalist owner-building and speculative building proper and
therefore, should not be treated as a separate mode at all. The argument
is valid, but under conditions of capitalist urbanisation at low levels of
economic development, this form of housing economy will most probably be
quite widespread or even predominant. There are very real reasons, there-
fore, for considering it a distinct category. In some cases, on the other
hand, it may be more practical to incorporate this form as a whole or in
part into either a broad precapitalist sector or a speculative one. The
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decision depends on the emphasis of the analysis: in this study, where the
demarcation between modes mainly rests on the existence of market relation-

ships, we usually incorporate petty commodity forms into a broader specu-
lative sector.

The Speculative Mode N

Though the concept of "speculative building" as used in Britain and America
refers generally to the production of housing as a commodity for an unknown
market, we rostrict here this concept to its original (and thearetically
more consistent) historical referent: an economic form that is more akin

to a merchants' and landowners"® capitalism than more advanced forms that
follow the 1ines of modern industrial and financial capitalist organisation
and rules of operation. In terms of elementary components, the "speculative"
mode resembles the previous one. It differs radically, however, in that,
first, the capitalist division of labour between capital and labour and
between production, distribution and use {s far more advanced and, second,
the concentration of capital and the size of economic operations is far
greater, These differences from petty commodity production concern all

main aspects of the residential development pracess: construction, the
organisation of capital and production as a whole, and the role of landed
capital. On the other hand, the process of concentration of capital and
division of labour in the construction industry, the business of building
and selling houses, and in finance, have reached only a medium levei. This
produces a fragmented, localised and competitive economy heavily dependent
on the classes of landowners and small rentiers, and thus a rather primitive
commercial form of capitalism.

The Modern Capitalist Mode

In contrast to the above, this mode, familiar to us from postwar conditions
in the advanced countries of the West, is dominated by the large, organised
and supra-local capital of housebuilding companies and financial institu-
tions, It {s these agencies that have control over capital resources and
the decisions involved in housing production, while the classes of land-
owners and rentiers-investors have been separated from housing production
and their influence has decreased. Thus, in terms of scale of operations,
extent of the division of labour, concentration and rationalisation of
capital, and the determinants of housing production decisions, this mode
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differs substantially from the "speculative" mode found in early cities
and should be clearly distinguished.

Typically, the question of the development of capitalism in housing
should involve either one of the two following transitions, depending on
the particular context: the transition from a dominance of precapitalist
modes to the speculative, or a combination of speculative and modern-
capitalist modes, or the transition from a system dominated by "primitive"
capitalist modes (types b and ¢ above) to a system dominated by the modern-
capitalist mode. In tnis study we will be concerned with the first type of
transition: the expansion of speculative housebuilding in both relative and
absolute terms and the determinants of this expansion.



The Dual Economy of Housing in Greek
» Cities: Structure, Extent, and Distribution
of Speculative and Precapitalist Building

This chapter concerns the sectoral composition and social relations
of housing production in postwar Greece. The main argument will be that
the system of residential production was not of a homogenous character,
but was composed of two essentially different modes. These can be chara-
cterised as an early speculative mode and a precapitalist one, the lat-
ter based on non-commodity household production by petty owner-builders.
The analysis will be limited to the aggregate level and its aim will be
the narrow but necéssary one of establishing the extent and relative
role of each mode of urban housebuilding and its social and geographical
corollaries. A statistical description seems essential at this stage of
the,argumént in the 1ight of the prevailing misconceptions and lack of
realistic assessments of the nature of Greek postwar housing, particular-
1y with regard to the extent and significance of precapitalist housing.

I will leave for the next chapter the examination of the controversial
issues of the origins and functions of petty owner-building, legal or
illegal, and of the "dual" housing economy in general.

The chapter is divided into two parts. In the first I will advance de-
finitions of speculative and non-speculative private building that seem
appropriate for Greek conditions and the available statistical material
will be given. With the help of these, the share of each mode of housing
Production in urban housebuilding will be estimated for a number of years
during the 1950-1974 period. Thus, we can have a systematic demonstra-
tion of both the extent of "dualism" in Greek housing and the trend
towards the predominance of the speculative mode. In the second part
the existence of systematic relationships between each building mode
and the socioeconomic and spatial structure of Greek cities will be
shown, namely, the association of modes with social classes, tenure
Patterns and the socio-spatial structure of cities (in this last case
With reference to Athens where the necessary data are available). We



60

shall thus establish a strong case for analysing the Greek housing
system not only in terms of modes of housing production, but also in
terms of broad housing sectors: components of the housing system where
social classes, modes of housing production and distribution, types of
land allocation, social institutions and values are interconnected into
a meaningful whole.

Besides its analytical value, the concept of a "dual" sectoral system
is essential for two reasons: first, most accounts and current concept-
ions about Greek non-capitalist housing and, at that, about similar
forms in developing countries in general, tend to attribute a marginal
and residual character ;o?i; - a conception that follows from the redu-
ction of this sector tovthe"cafégory of "squatter" housing and primitive
types of "self-help”, that are supposedly the by-product of the insuffi-
cient expansion of house-supply "proper", i.e. the market sector or public
housing. This certainly prcvides a biased approach and a distorted pi-
cture in the Greek case; more generally, it forbids the consideration of
significant alternatives in the study of developing cities. Second, a
"strong" thesis of the existence of a "dual" system,i.e. one that in-
volves alternative sectors, is essential for the understanding of the
nature of economic change and institutional modernisation in housing.
For it leads naturally to the legitimacy of viewing these changes in
the 1ight of actual or potential conflicts and relations of domination
and incorporation involved in the process of the expansion of capitalist
relations in housing and land, and in the relationships between social
classes that are connected with different modes of housing production.
Such processes and relationships may be important in varying degrees,

a question which can be settled only empirically. But they are an inte-
gral part of the issues that a study of capitalist developmnent and mo-
dernisation must confront.

1. The problem of the operational definition of housina modes

Any effort to estimate the share of speculative activity in the pro-
duction of new housing encounters a series of problems. Thece stem from
the complexity and institutional particularity of housfng itself. An
additional important problem is the lack of appropriate statistics of
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dwelling construction. We must therefore approach the problem in a
pragmatic manner, selecting "minimum" criteria of definition in order
to at:least arrive at a fairly realistic magnitude of the extent of
speculative and non-speculative building.

Given our theoretical definitions (chapter 1), the necessary cri-
teria that distinguish a speculative/capitalist mode of housebuilding
are:

(a) The residential development unit or project must exceed a mini-
mum size. It must certainly exceed one dwelling, but more realistically,
it must also exceed three or four dwellings. Developments of the latter
size should be more properiy characterised as building by very small
owners for use or petty-capitalist purposes. In such cases, the role
of capital and commodity production is de facto 1imited. Depending on
the role of joint housebui]ding by members of the extended family,
provision for one's offspring, the rule of dowries etc., which are
certainly important in Greece, even substantial multi-family units may
be built outside market relations, that is,without any aim at selling
or renting the property or parts of it.

(b) We must establish the existence of private agents in the control
of the production process. These must be the owners of the main part of '
the necessary capital (working capital at least), and mainly aim at the
exchange of the product in the market: rent it to users or sell it to
owner-occupiers or rentier-investors. This may not be as easy as it
appears. As we said before (first chapter), housing by its very nature
tends to be built to order during periods of underdevelopment in housing
finance and in the concentration of capital, with the help of install-
ments advanced by the prospective owner to the builder before completion.
Thus, even in cases of multi-family developments some association of
users/owners may be the agent of production. In fact, in an early capi-
talist housing economy such a component is bound to exist and play a
significant role. This was the case with the first building societies
and housing co-ops in Britain and the U.S. and is also partly the case
with Greek speculative apartment buildings, particularly those of smaller
size and lower quality. In'order to establish the character of production,
therefore, and more specifically the role of commodity exchange and pri-
vate business capital in medium and large-sized projects, we must necessa-
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rily examine the extent of involvement of user-oriented, non-profit,
public or private agents and associational and cooperative arrange-
ments. Greek housing and building statistics are of little help in this
point. Problems are added by the fact that from a legal viewpoint apart-
ment buildings in Greece have some affinities with English housing asso-
ctations, though members may freely dispose of their share of the pro-
perty (the nearest example of a similar Anglosaxon institution would be
condominiums in the U.S.).The criterion of size, however, is of great
help here, since we know that such non-speculative components are very
limited in larger developments within urban areas.

It is evident from the above that we do not consider the social
relations of land allocation and the mode of the construction process
as necessary elements in-a minimum.definition of speculative (and thus
non-speculative) hohsing production. This is partly true for any strict
specification of tenure relations, too. A few points elaborating on the
analysis of the first chapter will make clear why this is so.

Let us restrict ourselves to private forms of housing economy. No
particular type of tenure is necessarily associated with speculative
building. In the case of precapitalist small owner-building for use,
tenure follows from the definition itself: it is owner-occupation. If
we use a more general concept of small-owner petty-production, oriented
mainly to use, we can allow for a certain extent of petty-speculation.

But we still deai with precapitalist modes of housing production (pre-
capitalist types I and II in the typology of the first chapter). More-
over some renting, especially in older structures, is not inconsistent
with a fundamentally petty-owner family economy. Thus tenure is important
only in non-speculative housing and even there not in a very strict sense.
With regard to the process of production, commodity exchange in land and
Tabour (wage 1abour) may or may not be generalised without altering the
essential character of housing production. After all, in cities where
capitalist relations, private property and wage labour are fairly advanced
in the social structure as a whole, they should be expected to involve the
productive factcrs cf the residential ecoromy, too. In capitalist societies,
any definition of pre-capitalist production (in housing at least) based on
user-labour and soczal arrangements of land allocation would have been
extremely limiting and of little analytical importance.
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On the other hand, particular modes of land allocation and organisa-
tion, though not strictly necessary for the definition of the precapita-
list mode, are historically associated with and follow logically from
the existence and expanded reproduction of precapitalist housing in a
given urban system. Certain characteristics can be shown to be either
corollaries of such a mode or its historical preconditions; first, a
"petty mode of production" in construction, i.e. independent small work-
groups, a small size of operations, simple methods, a 1imited separation
of capital from the direct producers etc.; second, a particular land
economy, namely a diffused pattern of landownership, 1limited public
controls on development,and a limited spatial expansion of speculative/
capitalist production of housing. To include such aspects, however, in
an operational definition of modes would amount to assuming beforehand
what has to be demonstrated empirically in a concrete historical situa-
tion. Thus, most of these issues will be left to be examined in the next
chapter where the problem of the origins and social foundations of pre-

capitalist Greek urban housing is examined.

We may argue in the same vein with regard to the speculative mode.
There certainly exists a number of distinct aspects and economic roles
that can be distinguished within the speculative development process.
Landed capital, which may or may not participate effectively in control
and finance; the role of the merchant-capitalist and that of the capital-
ist-producer (the building contractor} differentiated along the finance -
production - distribution phases; these may or may not coincide,and each
one of these may control the capital necessary for production. Lastly,
the produced stock will be distributed eithar to investors in property,
or to owners-occupiers, or be kept by the producer and rented to tenants.
Normally, we will have some combination of types of owners. The particular
structure or allocation is a matter of concrete historical conditions.
Some aspects may be deduced from the more general characteristics of the
level of capitalist development in housing finance and the construction
"industry". It is in these relations that we fihd the basis to distinguish
further between speculative and capitalist modes in housing systems as we
argued in the first chapter. To delineate the component of modern capital-
ist housing production in Greek housing, however, even if such a task was
“meaningful given the notoriously primitive character of Greek market hous-
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ing production as a whole, is not of immediate interest. A rough esti-
mate of the extent of commodity production based on a distinct - if
primitive - category of capital and that of non-capitalist housing modes
concerns us here. For the first, the two general definitional criteria
we gave above, i.e. the size of the residential development unit and the
lack of control by the final users, will suffice. Since we know that the
business character of medium and large developments in Greek cities can
be considered as a matter of fact, the criterion of size becomes all-
important.

2. Composition of housebuilding activity by mode

Given our concept and definition of speculative housebuilding, the
task of measuring its extent in Greek cities appears simple. In fact, it
is rather complicated since the relevant Greek statistics have serious
limitations. Although permits for new dwellings are available (actually
finished structures are not recorded), and there are some official sour-
ces with estimates of public and unauthorised housing activity, they are
of little help for our problem. Permits for new buildings, (number and
volume), which are more relevant, are only available since 1961. These,
however, are not broken down into residential and other uses, though
there exist separate time-series of permits for business premises
(number and volume). This is only partly to be blamed on the Statistical
Service: residential and other uses are usually mixed within the same
building, thus making an exact definition rather difficult. The only
period for which we have information about the structure of actually
built stock in cities, both legal and illegal, is 1951-1958 (more pre-
cisely, 7.4.1951 to the middle of 1958). This material was gathered by
a specially commissioned survey of urban building and, unfortunately,
remains the only one of its kind.? Residential and other uses are again
not separated.

A particular characteristic, however, of speculative building in
Greek cities makes our task easier; such residential developments take

1. Construction and Housing in Urban Areas - Sample Survey 1958,
(Athens, 1962} National Statistical Service of Greece (N.S.S.G.), (in
Greek and English).
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always the form of single apartment bui]dings.z Speculative developments
consisting of more than one building are extremely rare. The phenomenon
of speculative projects consisting of a number of single-family detached
or semi-detached houses, so common in Anglosaxon countries, is simply
nonexistent in Greek cities. The size of individual buildings, therefore,
measured in volume and number of dwellings provides an accurate index

of the size of speculative projects. Irrespective of the particular
housing mode, one building, be it large or small, signifies one resident-
ial development project in Greek conditions. Thus, small buildings, say
of one to three dwellings, signify non-speculative activity. Residential
developments consisting of a number of detached or even side-by-side
buildings, on the rare occasions they occur, are either the product of
the public sector and the few semi-public housing cooperatives, or summer
vacation housing outside urban areas. Housing cooperatives aiming at
peripheral residential development, though limited in numbers and role,
are not rare in urban Greece; their history goes back to 1915. They are
formed, however, with the exclusive purpose of appropriating and distri-
buting urban land-plots to their members. > Actual housing production
takes place in the form of independent building on these plots.

2. This is taken as a matter of course to such a degree that we can
hardly find any explicit reference to it in Greek sources or, worse, any
evidence to corroborate it: It has been observed, however, as one of the
important peculiarities of the Greek housing market in G.F. Break and
R. Turvey, Studies in Greek Taxation  (Athens, 1964), references to the
Greek translation (Athens, 1966), p. 246.

3. There are very few recorded cases of cooperatives actually going
beyond the land-distribution stage and building houses for their members.
See, D.T. Panos & A.N. Klemes, Housing and Building Cooperatives,
(Athens, 1970), p. 69 (in Greek]).

A general point on sources and documentation: since there is a notice-
able lack of published studies on the organisation and institutional fea-
tures of Greek housebuilding, I often had to turn to informal sources;
first, my own knowledge of these matters as one professionally involved
in building and housing affairs, and, second, material gathered in a
series of informal interviews with building entrepreneurs, civil engi-
neers active as developers (a most widespread phenomenon), and realtors and
Tawyers specialising in building and property law, carried out during
1974-1976. Whenever possible, however, I have tried to supply references
to official sources or other relatively authoritative opinion.
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Thus the problem of the extent of the speculative sector boils down
to an estimation of the extent of apartment-building and its share in
the total of new (private) housing production of all types. We will
examine three neriods in some detail, in okder to arrive at some
idea of postwar trends; 1951-58, 1964-66 and 1970-72.% The first period
presents few problems given the suitability of the statistical material.
We have, however, to separate the substantial volume of non-residential
uses from new building as a whole. Now, at first glance, it might appear
more plausible to allocate this non-residential activity disproportion-
ately to higher buildings. There is, however, a strong case against such
an assumption if we take into account the extreme fragmentation (i.e. the
predominance of small units) of Greek commercial and industrial activity.
Moreover, the first assumption may introduce a bias in favour of the argu-
ment we are trying to advance,namely that, contrary to widespread beliefs,
the share of the speculative sector has been rather limited in the post-
war residential economy. [ assume therefore that non-residential activity
{5 more or less equally distributed among the various size-classes of new
bufldings.

Table 2.1 presents the size-distribution of all types of buildings
constructed during the period from 7.4.1951 to the middle of 1958 in the
Greater Athens Area (G.A.A.) and the rest of urban areas (settlements of
more than 10.000 persons). From the same report we know that the average
number of rooms per dwelling was 2.8 and 2.9 for the G.A.A. and the other
cities respectively. It should be noted that the concept of "room™
as used in the report refers to a wider category of built units than
strictly residential rooms; given our assumptions, however, the pattern
of sizes in 2.1 shouid be viewed as reflecting residential building. It

4. A historical note is in order here. Apartment building as a sub-
stantial category of residential production emerged in the 1930's. It was
during that decade that the architectural, technical and economic formulas
for such buildings were developed. See, K. Biris, Athens from the 19th to
the 20th Century (Athens, 1966) (in Greek) and A. Damalas et al. "The
Urban Apartment Building: Athens 1920-1940", Architecture in Greece, 12,
1973, pp. 125-130 (in Greek with English summary). The Tatter incTudes
some statistics on the number of new apartment buildings in the 1930Q's.
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is evident from 2.1 that only size-class D exceeded on the average a
size of six dwellings and therefore could be certainly characterised
as one of speculative character. Size-class -C (3-6 dwellings) must be
considered as an intermediate category, with strong elements of petty-
speculation but hardly the object of regular business activity.

Table 2.1: Size distribution of urban building, 1951-1958

Athens Area Rest of Urban Centres

Size-class of

Buildings Buildings % Rooms. % Buildings % Rooms 2

1. Entirely New
1-4 rooms 41,900 (72) 115,100 (35) 40,000 (73) 106,000 (42)

A.

B. 5-9 " 12,500 (21) 80,100 (24) 11,500 (21) 70,600 (28)
c. 10-19 " z,700 (5) 31,600 (10) 2,200 (4) 29,200 (12)
D. 20 & more - 1,400 (2) 101,900 (31) 900 (2) 46,900 (18)
Total 58,500 (100) 328,700 (100) 54,600 (100) 252,700 (100)

2. Extensions or

Reconstructions A
aa. 1-9 rooms 16,400 (99) 48,800 (96) 19,500 (99) 44,600 (82)
bb. 10 & more 100 (1) 2,000 (4) 200 (1) 9,600 (18)
Total 1-2 75,000  (100) 379,500 (100) 74,300 (100) 306,900 (100)

Source: N.S.S.G., Construction and Housing, 1951-58, p. 16, percentages
rounded.

Table 2.1 describes essentially the structure of private activity
(1egal and unauthorised); though public construction is also included,
its effect is certainly marginal. New dwellings constructed by various
public agencies - the Ministry of Social Services responsible for slum
clearance and refugee housing, the Workers' Housing Organisation and
the Officers' Building Organisation - were less than a 7% of all the
entirely new dwellings in the G.A.A,; this share was somewhat larger in
other urban centres.5

5. See the series in General Appendix A.5. New dwellings built by
public housing programs in Athens during 1951-58 were small in number
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The evidence shows clearly that in the early part of the postwar
period the share of speculative activity in the strict sense of sub-
stantial commodity production did not exceed 30% of the supply of new
housing stock for the Athens Region and 20% for other urban centres
(mainly concentrated in Thessaloniki). Even when we include interme-
diate and marginal forms of speculation, these shares do not exceed
35% and 25-30% respectively. Non-speculative building was in small
part public, but predominantly small owner petty-production for family
use and to some extent petty-rentierism (though this latter point must
await the analysis of tenure conditions in the precapitalist sector).
About half of this sector was unauthorised housebuilding, that is new
housing in the urban periphery built by low-income populations, mostly
on owned land, but outside the 1imits of the official plan for urban
building and thus in violation of housebuilding regulations and formal
procedures for the issue of permits, building taxation etc.b

Few things can be said with the help of the previous statistical
material about the structure and agents of speculative production in
this early part of the postwar period. A number of basic points about
the primitive and fragmented character of speculative residential busi-
nesses, however, can be immediately established, with indirect evidence.

(6.344) compared to a total for the same period of 98.900 (counting only
entirely new ones - see table 2.1). Public activity was more extensive in
the countryside during these years due to the programs of reconstruction
following the period of German occupation and the civil war (1941-44 and
1946-49) and programs of assistance to victims of earthquake disasters.
Between 1945 and 1953 about 200.000 rural houses were constructed through
various programs of self-help, core-housing etc. This high rate of public
activity in the countryside lasted until 1958 (1951-58: 155.540 new dwel-
lings built by the State in areas outside Athens). Since then it has fell
to an insignificant level. See, also, Technical Chamber of Greece (T.C.G.),
Housing in Greece, (Athens, 1975): part I (1920-1960), pp. 150-160 (English
Translation], and C.P.E.R., Housing (Athens, 1967) (in Greek).

6. For descriptions of Greek i{llegal housing and its similarities and
differences with the well-known phenomenon of "squatters" in the Third
World, see L. Leontidou and D. Emmanuel, Life Patterns in an [Iilegal Hous-
ing Area, (Athens, 1972, mimeo); A. Romanos, "ITlegal Settlements in Athens"
in Shelter and Society, ed. by Paul Oliver, (London, 1969) and his "Unau-
thorised Settlements and the Housing Problem", in Architecture in Greece, 4,
1970, pp. 25-30 (in Greek with English summary): D.A. Fatouros & C. Chadji-
michalis, “Self-Generated Settiement in the Thessaloniki Area", pp. 138-

158 in C.D. Doumanis & P. Oliver (eds), Shelter in Greece (Athens, 1974),
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We know that speculative apartment-building was restricted to the two
major cities, Athens and Thessaloniki, where the majority (or rather

the totality, at this period) of established building enterprises was
found. We also know that throughout the postwar period the great majori-
ty of apartment-building has been based on small-scale unincorporated
enterprises that would normally undertake one or two buildings a year.
Even at a later period, the small scale of business operations was
striking; in 1971, the Panhellenic Association of Building and Constru -
ction Enterprises (PEEKOTE), with a membership that was certainly domi-
nated by the more substantial and established businesses, had a total

of six hundred members.7 During the same period, as we shall soon see,
the annual number of new buildings of more than four floors for all

uses in urban areas was less than 3.000; this means five buildings per
member yearly, whereas a substantial part (most probably a majority) of
small speculative builders were not members. Thus the scale of opera-
tions of individual builders is certainly much lower. In the 1974 Yellow
Pages for the Athens Region, 904 entries came under the heading "Building
Enterprises"; these did not include contractors or civil engineers who
most often undertake speculative developments. Nevertheless, in 1973, a
‘year of an unprecedented speculative boom, 2.453 buildings of more than
four floors started in the same region (1976 Statistical Yearbook); this
again implies a yearly scale of 2.7 buildings per enterprise including
non-residential construction. It is more than obvious, therefore, that
even in Athens in the early 1970's 1less than two buildings a year has
been the normal scale of individual speculative operations. I have restri-
cted the discussion to buildings of more than four floors that are the nor-
mal object of speculative developers. Even such buildings, however, are
fairly small; in the late 1960's and early 1670's they had an average
volume of 5.000 m3 or the equivalent of 17 medium-sized dwellings (300

m per dwelling). Lower buildings were in general smaller.

(in Greek, with English summary); D. Emmanuel, Three Studies on Popular

Housing, (Athens, 1977, mimeo) (in Greek), part 2,and the most comprehen-

sive, L. Leontidou Emmanuel, Working Class and Land Allocation: The Urban

History of Athens 1880-1980 (London, 1981), PhD Thesis, . ‘

Department of Geography, London School of Economics (ch. 6). See the
~General Appendix,A.4 for illegal housing time-series.

7. See, "Study Group", Construction Workers and Building in Greece
(Athens, 1975),p. 29 (in Greek).
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If these observations are valid for the later part of the postwar
period when the concentration of capital in building was more advanced,
they are, a fortiori, true for the decade of the 1950's. Seen from
another angle they point to another interesting aspect of the postwar
speculative economy: a very small share of apartment building could have
been undertaken on an exclusively personal, ad hoc basis - e.g. by the
landowner. Otherwise we must accept that a substantial part of the
numerous building enterprises were operating on less than a building
a year; this is not impossible but rather improbable. The share of
personally initiated and controlled production has been quite probably
larger for smaller buildings and for the earlier part of the postwar
period.

The share of sbeculative housing production rose during the later
parts of the postwar period. The rising trend started essentially after
the mid-1950's (see General Appendix Table A.1) and in this respect
the decade of the 1950's is somewhat exceptional. To what extent did
the composition of housing production change up to the early 1970's?

In spite of inadequate building statistics we will attempt to give a
roughly realistic answer to this problem. I have chosen two points,

one in the middle and one near the end of the period, in order to make

a rough estimate of the trend of change. The years chosen were ones of
normal conditions, with no abrupt changes or fluctuations. After 1967
illegal housebuilding was reduced to a minimum and speculative building
was strongly encouraged through various policy measures; thus, 1967 and
1968 are somewhat transitional. 1973 and 1974 were years of a severe
building slump and therefore unrepresentative. Given these anomalies
1965 and 1970 have been picked as suitable points. In order, furthermore,
to reduce the effects of short-term fluctuations we made estimates for
the average composition of building (weighted) for three-year periods

at these points in time.

Table 2.2. presents the size-distribution of buildings started during
periods 1964-66 and 1970-72 (based on permits). Since these statistics,
however, do not include illegal housing in general or legal extensions
of existing buildings, they are not directly comparable with those for
1951-1958. They refer more specifically to legal, private construction.
Furthermore, a substantial part of these buildings is intended for non-
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residential uses. The latters' volume for the 1964-66 three-year period
was 17.908 m3 in all urban areas which amounts to a 32.5% of total build-
ing volume (1968 Yearbook). We had to assume again that such building is
found in the same proportion in each size or height class.

Table 2.2: Size-distribution of private building activity in urban areas,
1964-1966 and 1970-1972 (building permits)

1964-1966 Greater Athens Area Thessaloniki Other Urban Centres

No of storeys Buildings Volume 1 Buildings Volume 4 Buiidings Volume 3
1-2 storeys 17,559 10,260 (31.6) 1,185 1,562 (15.0) 17,047 9,101 (75.0)
3-4 storeys 1,735 5,188 (16.1) 1,093 2,955 {28.3) " 891 2,155 (17.7}
5 and more 2,818 16,998 (52.3) 1,033 5,910 (56.7) 163 885 (7.3)
Total 22,112 32,446 (100.0) 3,981 10,427 (100.0) 18,101 12,141 (100.0)
1970-1972

1-2 storeys 16,804 13,797 (23.8) 1,125 1,284 (10.4) 26,842 14,990 {60.7)
3-4 storeys 3,626 10,714 - (18.5) 1,521 3,675 (29.9) 1,776 4,405 (17.8)
§ and more 6,184 33,479 (57.7) 1,482 7,333 (59.7) 924 5,314 (21.5)
Total 26,614 57,990 (100.0) 4,128 ‘12,292 (100.0) 29,542 24,709  (100.0) -

Source: Statistical Yearbooks of_Greece, 1968 and 1973 and General Appendix, A.1;
volume in thousands of m°.

Assuming that table 2.2 depicts the structure of private, legal
residential production, what is the share of speculative activity :. -
according to our simple criterion of size? This calls for some examina-
tion of the relation between size and number of storeys during these
periods. In addition, in order to arrive at the overall structure of
private building, we have to add illegal residential activity and the
substantial volume of new housing produced by extensions on existing
buildings. We may thus arrive at a fairly realistic picture, comparable
to the evidence for the 1951-1958 period. Let us proceed by steps..

The characteristics of new dwellings for the two periods we study
(based on separate statistical series), were the following (table 2.3):
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Table 2.3: Characteristics of new dwellings built privately, 1964-66
and 1970-72 (building permits)

1964-66
New Dwellings Greater Athens Thessaloniki  Other Urban
Area Centres

1. No of Dwellings 114 006 34,914 32,444
2. No of Rooms 329,520 103,735 116,027
3. Volume (000 m3) 33,195 8,449 10,277
4. Average size of

Dwelling (m3) 291 242 317
5. Average number of

Rooms per Dwelling 2.9 3.0 3.6
1970-72
1. No of Dwellings 192,493 36,076 67,865
2. No of Rooms 557.814 118,443 223,795
3. Volume (000 m’) 55,601 10,530 20,819
4, Average size of

Dwelling (m3) 289 292 317
5. Average number of

Rooms per Dwelling 2.9 3.3 3.3

Source: Statistical Yearbooks of Greece, 1968 and 1973. Averages are
rounded. The figures include dwellings formed by extensions of
existing buildings. The enumeration of rooms follows the defini-
tion of "habitable 8r regular room" as set by the N.S.S.G.: a
minimum area of 4 m¢ and a height of 2 m, 1ighting from a window
or a glass door, and intended for residential purposes. WCs,
storage rooms and kitchenettes smaller than 7 m3 are not
counted as "rooms".

On the basis of table 2.3 we can examine the relationship between
the height of buildings (in terms of storeys) and their size (in terms
of volume and rooms) on the average. Since no significant changes took
place between 1964-66 and 1970-72 in this respect, table 2.4. giving
the average sizes for the first period may suffice.
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Table 2.4: Average size of buildings by number of storeys, 1964-66

Greater Athens Area Thessaloniki Other Urban Centres

No of storeys Average Average No Volume Rooms Volume Rooms
volume of rooms

1-2 storeys 586.3m5 6 842.0m° 10.5 533.8m° 6
3.4 2,990.2 30 2,703.5 33.5 2,418.6 27.5
5 and more  6,301.9 60 5,721.2 71 5,429.4 62

Source: Tables 2.2 and 2.3

It is obvious from the previous tables that only buildings of three
storeys or more should be properly considered as belonging to speculative
builders' activity. These correspond to size-class D in our analysis of
the 1951-58 data (that is, sizes of more than 20 rooms or 6 dwellings).
It is also obvious that such buildings of three or four storeys, given
the small size of urban plots, are really very small: a fact that goes
a long way in explaining the widely known reluctance of building enter-
prises to venture into areas where building of such a limited height is
only permitted. An average size of ten dwellings, given the various
fixed overhead costs and time-consuming procedures of apartment build-
ing, makes for significant diseconomies of scale. Such developments
are thus wusually left to the marginal speculator and the interested
landowner to undertake, unless the extreme landownership fragmentation
in Greek urban areas (which 1imits building sizes in cases of restricted
building height) can be somehow overcome and some consolidation of
larger plots be effected (which is seldom the case). (For the piecemeal
character of Greek speculative developments and the role of landowner-
ship fragmentation, see chapter 3, appendix 3.1).

We must examine now the extent of illegal housebui1ding which should
be added, of course, to the lowest size-class. Official estimates of its
magnitude, however, differ widely. A time-series of illegal building sup-
plied by the Ministry of Public Works in 1971 gives an estimate of 34.777
new dwellings for the G.A.A. for the period 1964-66 (see General Appen-
dix, Table A.4). Later Govérnment reports (1973) give figures that are
much Tower: the share of illegal new housing has been estimated as 10%
of total new dwellings in Athens and Thessaloniki during 1961-66, a 3%
for the 1967-68 period'éhdfa negliigible share for the 1968-1974 period
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(due to strict police contro]).8 The latter estimates are not in dispute;
a share of 10% for the earlier part, however, would mean that the 1971
official estimate for 1964-66 must be lowered to a level of 16.500-17.000
units for the G.A.A. This is obviously unrealistic, since years 1964-66
were peak ones of illegal activity compared to the ones immediately pre-
ceding them.g Furthermore, the later (1973) estimate of the share of
i1legal housing seems of a rather qualitative sort and in contradiction
to data from the very same sources. During 1964-66 a total of 165.960
dwellings were reported as having been built in G.A.A. (General Appendix,
Table A.3); this, subtracting private legal activity, leaves a figure

of more than 50.000 dwellings of which a very small part were the product
of the public sector.?? In addition, a certain underestimation of illegal
housing might be more or less naturally expected from official qualita-
tive estimates; mostly because unauthorised housing is often of a rudi-
mentary nature and the longer-term formation of housing stock in illegal
areas is hampered by demolitions by the authorities, fast depreciation
of housing capital and a large rate of abandonment of the poor and extre-
mely small dwellings. Thus, the higher estimates of the 1971 time-series
data should be chosen as the more realistic ones for illegal new housing
activity. These give a figure for G.A.A. for the 1964-1966 period of
34.777 units that, added to total legal private dwelling construction
< (extensions included) for the same years (114.006, 1968 Yearbook),

makes for a share of illegal housing of 23% - substantially larger

than 10%. For the rest of urban areas exact figures are lacking; there

8. See, United Nations, Economic Comnmission for Europe, Housing,
Building and Planning Problems and Policies in the Less Developed
Countries of Southern Europe: Greece, 1973, Mational Monograph, (Athens,
1973) p. 211 and p. 101 (henceforth U.N., E.C.E., "National Monograph").

It is worth stressing that it should be considered as an unquestion-
able fact that illegal building activity in urban areas and Athens in :
particular was not taking place to any significant extent during the
military dictatorship; this includes any form of building in illegal
residential areas (extensions, improvements, etc.). Quite a few students
of Greek housing are not aware of this important fact. The official evi-
dence, however (which was received with certain scepticism during these
years), is corroborated by direct local research in a number of munici-
palities and communes in the western fringe of Athens. See, Leontidou
and Emmanuel, Life Patterns, passim.

9. For the time-series of illegal and public dwelling construction,
see, General Appendix, Tables A.4, A.5.

10. U.N., E.C.E., National Monograph, p. 101 and General Appendix, A.3.
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are not, however, any particular reasons for assuming any great differ-
ence in this respect. Since the greatest part of unauthorised dwelling
construction is located in urban areas, the extent of illegal activity
outside Athens in comparison to legal dwelling-building in other urban
centres is a reasonable indication of the share of the former. The
relevant figures for 1964-66 point to a share in the order of 20% or

an equivalent of a quarter of legal private dwelling construction for
cities other than Athens (see General Appendix, Tables A.2, A.4). With
regard to the 1970-72 period, illegal building was at most marginal in
extent and can be safely disregarded.

Whereas the above may suffice for an idea of the magnitude of illegal
housing in terms of new dwelling units, it is a different problem alto-
gether to make an estimate of its real share in the production of re-
sidential capital even in the simple terms of physical volume we examine
here. Needless to say, statistical material is completely lacking. There
are, moreover, significant variations in the size and quality of dwelling
units among illegal housing areas and, quite often, within a single area.
We know, of course, that on the whole illegal houses are small, sometimes
‘extremely so in comparison to "normal" private housing. On the basis of
experience with such areas, descriptions and ground-plans of a number
of units in a few fairly representative neighborhoods,ll we may say that
a more or less realistic (though conservative) figure for the average
size of such houses should be in the order of 150 m3; this amounts to
about half the size of the average dwelling unit built Tegally (300 m3).
Thus the share of illegal housing in residential production is in effect
substantially reduced if we consider its volume in physical terms.

Lastly, the substantial volume of .additions to existina buildings
should be added to the residential production taking place outside the
speculative sector. This form of private (lecal) activity consists al-
most in its entirety of works of very small size; the average volume
of an extension work in urban areas during 1964-66 and 1970-72 was
364 m and 428 m respectively (1968, 1973 Yearbooks). They constitute,
moreover, a form of residential production of major proportions. It is

11. lLayouts of illegal residential areas and a number of ground-plans
of houses built there can be found in the works on Greek unauthorised
housing cited in note 6.
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a well-known fact that in Greece the addition of rooms or complete
dwelling units to existing structures (usually to single or two-storey
houses) is a normal and widespread method of expansion of popular re-
sidential capital. The real extent of this activity, however, has sel-
dom been realised. Attention to the more sensational unauthorised housing
activity has hidden the fact that the regular and legal process of resi-
dential growth through extensions is usually more important in terms of
volume even in periods of peak growth of illegal building (as, for in-
stance, during the 1964-66 period);12 this is obviously so during periods
of limited illegal growth and most certainly for the post-1967 years. Of
course, the illegal development of residential areas and the process of
incremental growth of housing through extensions are organically connect-
ed, though the latter is not restricted to such areas only. After all,
probably a majority of low-income peripheral areas in cities have ini-
tially grown through illegal house-building and have developed more

fully after their incorporation into the City Plan and regulation by
building codes. Thus a proper recognition of the major role of resi-
dential extensions in non-speculative petty-building is in order.
Unfortunately, the Greek Statistical Service distinguishes only between
"entirely new buildings” and "extensions on buildings" in general; the
distinction is not made for the series on new dwellings built privately
which are given in aggregate form. Thus some assumptions must be made
about the role of extensions in residential and other uses. The clearly
more realistic cne would be to assume that extensions are more heavily
concentrated in building for residential purposes. Extensions are usually
additions of storeys to existing buildings; commercial premises and work-
shops, though commonly incorporated in mainly residential buildings, are
restricted to the ground floor at street level. Still, there is no evi-
dence whatsoever by which we could arrive at some corroborated estimate.
We are thus “forced to assume that at the least the share of extensions
in the volume of residential production is equal to their share in
building as a whole.

12. A major exception is the 1949-54 upswing in illegal building
where almost half of new dwellings were illegal. See General Appendix,
A2, A.4,
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Based on these assumptions I have constructed table 2.5 representing
the distribution of private legal residential production (based on per-
mits) among entirely new structures and extensions for years 1964-66 and
1970-72. 1 have added the volume of illegal housing to which we arrived
in the previous discussion in order to provide the structure of private
activity as a whole and, furthermore, illustrate the relative role of
the latter in comparison to extensions.

Table 2.5: The role of entirely new structures, extensions and unauthorised buildings
in private dwelling construction, 1964-66 and 1970-72

Volume in thousand m3

' 1964-1966

Urban Areas Entirely new Legal I1legal Total % Extensions % Illegal

extensions building

Greater Athens 24,963 8,232 5,216 38,411 21.4 13.6
Thessaloniki 7,596 853 1,309 9,758 8.7 13.4
Other cities 7,739 2,538 1,216 11,493 22.0 10.6
1970-1972

Greater Athens 44,426 11,175 - 55,601 20.1 -
Thessaloniki 9,256 1,274 - 10,530 12.1 -
Other cities 16,302 4,517 - 20,819 21.7 -

Source:; General Appendix, Tables A.1, A.2, A.4 and text; the shares of extensions in total
building used in the breakdown of authorised activity are calculated from the
figures of new buildings and extensions in the Statistical Yearbooks of Greece
1968 and 1973.

Though the previous statistical detour may have been somewhat tire-
some, it offers a more or less realistic description of the structure

of residential production by private agents in the postwar period. With

the help of this material we can construct a comprehensive picture of

the relative role of residential buildina by speculative builders for

the market (apartment-buiiding in this case) and marginal speculative

individual developments of small size, as well as the role of precapi-

talist private petty-production.

Table 2.6. summarises the previous analysis. It distinguishes three
categories (modes) of private residential building, mainly based on
building size, which, as we pointed before, is equivalent under Greek
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conditions to project size. Size is measured by the number of storeys
and physical volume. The shares in table 2.6 include residential deve-
lopment by illeqal building and residential extensions. The modes of
residential production which the categories distinguished in table 2.6
represent are precapitalist housing production or small owner-building
and a broad capitalist/speculative building mode; the latter is divided
into an intermediate category of housing production with marginal ele-
ments of rentierism and speculation (a size-class of 3-4 storeys or 5-10
dwellings) and apartment buildings of relatively more substantial size
and height (in the context, of course, of the spectrum of sizes found in
the Greek housing economy). A number of assumptions were made in the pro-
cess of estimating the shares presented in table 2.6. Non-residential
building was assumed to be distributed in similar proportion in each
height—c]ass.13 We -have also assumed that the share of extensions in
total built volume was similar in residential and non-residential con-
struction. Lastly, we had to introduce some assumptions about the chara-
cteristics and distribution of i1legal housebuilding. The latter was
not necessary for the 1951-1958 data, but had we added illegal housing
in the way we did for the later periods, it is probable that the share
of non-speculative petty-production would have been somewhat larger. We
have alreacy examined the reasons that justify these assumptions, and
though it is clearly unfortunate that we lack exact information on these
matters, it is also clear that a further refinement of data would not
change the patterns and trends presented in table 2.6 in any important
sense.

To return to our initial thesis in the 1ight of these results: urban
residential production in the postwar period shows the twin characteri-
stics ¢f an early capitalist "dual" structure: the persistence, on the
one hand, of a substantial volume of pre-capitalist petty-production, and
on the other hand a pronounced trend of structural change, that is, an

13. The realism of this assumption as we pointed before, is based on
the well-documented fragmentation of economic activity in postwar Greece
and the predominance of units of extremely small size in commerce and in-
dustry. For English-language accounts of the size-distribution of establish-
ments in industry and trade, see, respectively, G. Coutsoumaris, The Mor-
phology of Greek Industry, (Athens, 1963): ch. 2 and L. Preston, Consumer
Goods Marketing in a Developinc Economy, (Athens, 1968), pp. 83-87 and

assim. For Athens see L. Leontidou Emmanuel, Working Class and Land

Allocation.
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Table 2.6. Sectoral composition of private urban residential building,
1951-72 '

Sector/Urban Area 1951-1958 1964-1966 1970-1972

Greater Athens

1. Small Owner-Building 67% 56% 39%
(1-2 storeys, extensions,
illegal housebuilding) .

2. Speculative Building 33% 44% 61%
2.a. Intermediate, Small-
Scale (3-4 storeys) (-) (10%) (15%)

2.b. Speculative Apartment
Building (5 storeys
and more) ( -) (34%) (46%)

Rest of Urban Areas

1. Small Owner-Building 81% 61% 53%

2. Speculative Building 19% 39% 47%
2.a. Intermediate (-) (16%) (18%)
2.b. Apartment (-) (23%) (29%)

Of which:

Thessaloniki

1. Small Owner-Building - 34% 214

2. Speculative Building - 66% 79%
2.a. Intermediate - (22%) (26%)
2.b. Apartment - (44%) (53%)

Other Cities

1. Small Owner-Building - 83% 69%

2. Speculative Building - . 17% 31%
2.a. Intermediate - (12%) (14%)
2.b. Apartment - ( 5%) (17%)

Source: See text. Per cent composition in terms of building volumes in m
Percentages rounded.

3
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expansion of commodity production based on capital, mainly in the form

of speculative apartment-building. Intermediate, smaller-scale forms of
housing production show stability or slow growth in relative terms. Though
the relative growth of larger-scale building does not in itself signify
the parallel expansion of commodity exchange in housing, such a trend can
be easily corroborated by an inspection of the rising volume of apartment
property transfers (recorded in a different series for taxation purposes),
especially when the Tatter are compared to the number of total new dwel-
Tings of all types built annually (see General Appendix, Table A.6). In
Greater Athens their ratio rose from 0.31 for 1958-60 to 0.34 for 1964-66
and, in a much faster pace, to 0.52 for 1970-72. This fastly growing
volume of apartment sales relative to housing production as a whole

should be viewed as an integral part of the processes described in 2.6.

The composition of housing production and the trends of change differ
according to the place in the urban system; whereas the speculative se-
ctor is more concentrated in the Capital and the next major city, Thessa-
loniki (population in 1971 2.540.241 and 557.360 respectively), small
owner-building clearly predominates in the smaller urban centres, al-
though there is an evident trend of "diffusion" of speculative forms.
It is interesting that Thessaloniki, though a smaller city than Athens,
shows throughout the period a stronger speculative component than the
latter, apparently based on a more rapid speculative expansion during
the 1950's, as well as a more limited and weak sector of independent
popular petty-production in those years. 4 ‘

14

In the smaller urban centres and for the major part of the postwar
period the role of speculative housebuilding has been minimal. As much
is evident from the trends we reviewed in the previous part of this
chapter. This is also apparunt in the composition of building stock,
mainly formed during this period, as table 2.7 based on the 1970
census of buildings demonstrates. It is unfortunate that the buildings
of five storeys are placed within the intermediate category by the

14, Urban centres other than Greater Atnens and Thessaloniki are
substantially smaller than the first two in the urban hierarchy: Patra
and Volos which follow as the third and fourth in size had a 1971 popu-
Jation of 120.847 and 88.096 respectively. The rest had in 1971 an ave-
rage size of 26.170 (52 cities with a total population of 1.360.945).
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statistical authorities, but this has little effect on the general
pattern, since such buildings are usually of a limited number. Higher
buildings, which form the core of speculative activity, are almost
wholly concentrated in Athens and Thessaloniki - the two largest
cities. A certain amount of higher buildings can be seen in the larger
regional centres. In the largest part, however, they are aimed to non-
residential uses. The intermediate category of building sizes, on the
other hand, is more evenly distributed in the hierarchy of cities.
Though adequate information is lacking we know that new buildings of
this type, when residential, are usually aimed at or are controlled
by local middle-class strata. Their share in the 1970 stock, however,
does not necessarily signify the emergence and expansion of new semi-
speculative activity: non-residential buildings and houses of three and
even four storeys have been a regular feature of the central areas of
smaller Greek cities since the nineteenth century, especially in the
case of sea ports and towns in the islands.

Table 2.7: The distribution of medium and higher buildings within the
hierarchy of Greek cities, 1970

~

Urban Areas Population % 3-5 Storeys % 6 and more %

(1971)
Greater Athens 2,540,241 54.4 31,008 53.5 11,423 70.4
Thessaloniki 557,360 11.9 8,117 14.0 3,528 21.7
50.000 to

120.847 (5 cities) 419,015 8.9 4,723 8.1 704 4.3
20-50.000 (25 ") 754,965 16.1 10,543 18.2 523 3.2
10-20.000 (24 ") 395,908 8.4 3,518 6.0 31 0.2

Total (56 cities) 4,667,489 100.0 57,909 100.0 16,209 100.0

Source: Statistical Yearbook of Greece 1976. Data for individual cities;
my aggregations. '

Thus, for medium and smaller urban centres we can safely say that
small-scale building outside the market was the predominant source of
supply of new residential capital throughout the postwar period. Such
petty production must have been the exclusive form of private housing
development for "popular" strata, i.e. that broad social category of
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peasant small-holders, workers in industry, transport, handicrafts,
construction and services, as well as self-employed of small income

in trade, handicrafts and the service sector. Such a category is parti-
cularly extensive in Greece, a fact that, in turn, makes "popular strata"
2 meaningful and useful concept in social analysis.

3, The sectoral structure of the housing system: social classes, modes
of housing production and the socio-spatial structure of the city

The mechanism and corollaries of the change in the structure of the
postwar housing system shown in Table 2.6 will occupy us for the rest
of this study. In order, hovever, to establish the full significance
of the different housing "modes" as parts of a social and spatial system
and thus the character of postwar change, we must inquire into their
relations with social classes, tenure patterns and the spatial structure
of cities. Although, for instance, the institutional and economic chara-
cter of speculative apartment-building is more or less homogeneous and
relatively known, its social distribution and tenure structure is less
s0. This problem is compounded by the fact that this mode is in a state
of rapid expansion and change. Even less is known about the specific
structure and social distribution of non-capitalist petty-production;
the latter has received, surprisingly, limited attention, certainly
not equal to its significance as a means of popular housing - the
attention paid to "problem areas" 1ike illegal housing notwithstanding.
It seems necessary, therefore, to further explore the hypothesis of
the operation of a precapitalist sector of popular housing as a
distinct economic, spatial and social system. By using this parti-
cular sector as 2 vantage point, we may acquire a picture of the
overall sectoral structure, thus also establishing the social cha-
racter and role of speculative housing production and distribution.

It is in the context of the two largest urban centres that the
question of the social character of housing sectors raises more complex
problems. It is there, after all, that the process of capitalist trans-
formation in housing and the dynamic and antagonistic relationships
of housing sectors are more advanced. We will spend some time, there-
fore, examining the social structure of different housing situations
in the Greater Athens Area. As it happens, it is only for the Athens
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area that sufficient analytical information relevant to this question
exists. Still, with a population of 2.540.241 in 1971, the G.A.A. com-
prised more than half the urban population (54%); together with Thessa-
loniki, the two thirds (66%). Whenever possible, references to the whole
spectrum of urban areas will be made. The conclusions arrived at for
Athens, however, should be always qualified with regard to their appli-
cability to other cities in the light of the different sectoral composi-
tion prevailing there as described in the previous discussion. Thessalo-
niki present- the opposite case: the share of speculative building in
the housing economy has been greater compared to that for G.A.A.

In summary form, the points we will try to establish with material
from the Athens Area are the following: residential petty-production in
Athens during the postwar period was predominantly connected with popular
strata and their areas in the inner and outer suburbs of the city; it has
generally been based on building for use by small holders of land and
older housing stock; areas formed by this process are mainly populated
by owner-occupiers, though a marginal market for rent also exists (the
incidence of lower-income rental markets, however, increases in concentra-
tions of older housing stock). Thus, we may justifiably conceptualise the
petty-production housing mode as precapitalist petty owner-building and
as part of a housing socioeconomic sector with a distinct character with-
in the housina system.15 In contrast, speculative apartment buildings
are mainly associated with more central areas, and middle-class and
higher-income groups; though,with regard to tenure, owner-occupation
forms a substantial share of the apartment market, the rental sub-market
is of equal if not greater importance and most certainly an integral part
of the speculative economy. Intermediate forms of housing economy (defined
in terms of size) take a place between these two extremes in matters of
social and spatial character and tenure type. This last point, however,
is more difficult to substantiate, since new buildings of intermediate

15. Since, as will become more clear with further analysis of non-spe-
culative petty-building, this mode is a mixture of "simple commodity pro-
duction" and a much larger component of non-commodity household-controlled
production, we are justified to employ the concept of a precapitalist mode
(see the theoretical framework in chapter 1). It should be remembered (ch.1)
that such a theoretical description does not necessarily imply that the
wider society and economy is precapitalist or "dual", though this may very
well be the case. It specifically refers to the economic and social organi-
sation of housing as a relatively autonomous social sphere.
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size are usually intermingled with older stock of similar physical type
which generally shows higher concentrations of rental housing and low-
income groups. Though the previous picture of the Greek housing system
is realistic in broad terms, a qualification must be made: a certain
share of residential petty-production in the inner and outer suburbs
consists of more substantial houses for owner-occupation by middle-
class and higher-income groups in more expensive and better-served
areas. This is certainly owner-building outside the speculative sector,
though some elements of business-organised, contract-building are involved
(which must be seen as an incipient form of speculative economy).
This category of residential development is limited in quantitative
terms; its distinct social, spatial and institutional character, how-
ever, and its disproportionate social and 1ideological importance and
influence within urban society makes necessary some qualifications in
the broad correlations of social structure and the physical and eco-
nomic forms of housing we have just introduced. It necessitates, more-
over, its separate treatment in a schema of the housing system; less

so in economic terms than in terms of the spectrum of effective housing
sectorg. In other words, this higher-income residential sub-system must
take the place of a third significant sector in new housing formation
in postwar Athens (and to a smaller extent in the other large urban
centres). Let us now examine the evidence in relation to the schema we
have just advanced.

Most information about the relationship between housing types, social
classes, and the socio-spatial structure of cities is usually of a cross-
sectional nature. Thus, the necessary distinction between the allocation
of new housing and that of the existing stock as a whole cannot be
easily made. Still, cross-sectional information sheds some 1ight both
on the pattern of past accumulation and the context within which new
building takes place. Change, after all, in the pattern of use of hous-
ing types and their location is gradual in the lcnger term. We can place,
moreover, cross-sectional material in the context of the long-term trends
we have been reviewing, thus deriving by implication some conclusions
about the pattern of growth of residential capital.

The role and social character of housing modes in Athens for the
greatest part of tha period we study can be established with the help



85

of a number of studies of the mid-1960's. A survey conducted during

1967 found that only 27.5% of households lived in apartment buildings.
What is more important, only 9.1% of the sample chose apartments as
their desired form of accomodation.?® This shows clearly the limited
extent of the speculative sector but also points to the largely "object-
ive" and imposed character of its subsequent growth. The "dual" stru-
ctureof the housing system at the time was closely connected with social
class differentiation: a 1964 study of employees in industry (from a
sample of establishments employing more than 50 persons in Greater Athens)
found that managerial and higher-paid white-collar staff were more con-
centrated in apartment housing (about half of the sample) than in single-
family houses (under 30%). In contrast, workers, regardless of skill,
mainly resided in single-family houses (50-60%); only a very small part
of them lived in apartment housing (less than 10%). The concentration in
single-family housing was even greater for higher-paid workers of super-
visory and technical capacity. Intermediate social strata like clerical
workers occupied a place somewhere between these extremes: small shares
resided in either single-family units or apartments (both under 30%).
Their largest part, as well as the remaining shares of the higher and
Tower social strata, occupied intermediate housing types in relatively
low-rise, higher-density, continuously built areas.17

Direct and detailed evidence describing these relations for the whole
of the city and for a number of successive periods is not available. How-
ever, a comprehensive and dynamic conception of the social structure of
housing growth and distribution by different modes can be gained through
an ecological analysis of the Greater Athens Area for the period under
study. We will classify the communes and municipalities of the Athens
agglomeration according, first, to their social character in terms of
the socioeconomic class of residents and, second, according to the pre-
dominant mode of housing production as reflected in the composition of
buildings in the area in terms of size. As we have pointed above, the
number of storeys of buildings is a good index for distinguishing

16. N.C.S.R. Sociological Study of the Athens Master Plan, vol. 2,
(Athens, 1973), Table 47 (study undertaken by the National Centre of
Socia; Research for the Athens Master Plan Service, Ministry of Public
Works).

17. Guy Burgel, La Condition Industrielle d Ath&nes (Athens, 1970)
vol. 1, p. 152.
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between speculative housing and petty owner-building. This double classi-
fication will provide a first rough correlation between modes of building
and social class, albeit in static terms, and laden with the influence

" of the old housing stock which reflects poorly the structure of housing

production. This cross-classification of areas, however, offers a meaning-
ful framework for the analysis of the socio-spatial structure of urban
growth in the postwar period: the pattern of growth shows decisively

the operation of two distinct housing sectors as well as the change
towards the increased role of speculative building in the 1960's.

In Appendix 2.1 we present data on the spatial distribution of
occupational categories in the Greater Athens Area in 1971. The occu-
pational category of heads of households offers a sufficient index
for a broad division of households into socioeconomic classes. For
our purposes, we can take as an index of the socioeconomic class~
situation of a certain category the level of total consumption expen-
diture per household member. This is directly determined by the level
of "normal" income (as opposed to transitory income) or the level of
structurally determined resources over the 1ife of a household and
hence can serve as a composite index of economic class Tevel.?® The
levels of consumption per household member for each occupational cate-
gory found in a survey of all urban areas in 1974 are shown in the
following table.

Table 2.8: Total consumption expenditure per household member by occu-
*
pation of the head of household, all urban areas, 1974.

Occupation of head of Monthly consumption expenditure
household per household member in drs.

1. Professions, Managers 6,216

Higher Administrative
2. Clerical Occupations 4,431
3. Tradesmen and Sales Workers 3,903

*

4. Service Workers 3,320
5. Workers in Industry and

Transport 3,175

Source; Calculated from N.S.S.G., Household Expenditure Survey, 1974,
(Athens, 1977). *: Category 4 includes the non-classifiable and
workers in Agriculture.

18. This is a fundamental proposition of modern theoriﬁs of h9u§ehold
behaviour. For this argument and the relationship between normal” income,
consumption and occunational classes, see chapters 4 and 5.
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For the purposes of this analysis a simple schema of socioeconomic
classes based on the data in table 2.8 will suffice. Our schema is mainly
based on the occupational category of the heads of households. The differ-
entials in’ per capita consumption levels shown in 2.8 taken as reflect-

ions of the differentials in normal income and the life-chances of given
categories, provide the objective ground for the grouping and hierarchical
ordering of occupational categories.19 We will distinguish three broad
socioeconomic classes: an upper class/upper middlie class, a middle class,
and a working class. These correspond rouchly to categories 1, 2-3, and
4-5 in Table 2.8 though a small part of 2-3 consisting of low-skill
employees belongs more properly to 4-5.

Appendix 2.1 shows the occupational composition of the resident
labour force in the communes and municipalities of Greater Athens in
1971. Assuming that heads of households by occupation are distributed
similarly and that the consumption differentials observed for all urban
areas apply to the Capital also (though absolute levels are higher),
we have calculated the average consumption level per household member
for each area. With the help of this composite index we have classified
the areas of Athens in terms of predominant social character. The
resultant spatial pattern is shown in Figure 2.1. In the construction
of this socio-spatial model of Athens the consumption index supplies
only the basic guideline. The choice of the specific dividing lines
between categories of areas had, of course, to be based on more com-
prehensive information about the social character of areas. Thus, we
also took into account a number of social-geographical studies of
Athens for the same period.zo It must be stressed that in some areas
there is less homogeneity and greater internal differentiation than

19. Our concept of economic class mainly derives from Weber's de-
finition stressing market-situation. See H.H. Gerth and C.W. Mills, (eds)
From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology (lLondon, 1948, 1970): 181-183. See,
also Chapter 4 in this study.

20. See, L. Leontidou Emmanuel, Working Class and Land Allocation,
Chapter 6; E. Crueger, "Sociogeographic Study of the Greater Athens Area",
in Sociological Study of the Greater Athens Area, Renort bty the National
Centre of Social Research to the Ministry of Public Works, Housing Ser-
vice, vol. 2 (Athens, 1973): 208-310, (in Greek) and the accompanying
series of maps with the distributions of socio-economic characteristics
held in the Library of the N.C.S.R.; 0, Zarnari et al. “"Socio-Ecological
Study of the Capital's Area", in Sociological Study,vol. 1 (Athens, 1973),
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desirable. To a large extent this is natural for a city in flux like
Athens during this period. After all, areas of mixed use and mixed

social and physical character are an endemic aspect of Greek urban
structure.21 For these reasons, areas with‘particu1ar1y mixed social
character were explicitly recognised as such and in terms of the ordering
of socio-spatial areas were placed between categories B (middle-class
areas) and D (working-class areas). While far from being satisfactory,
such a rough division of the city area is sufficient for the under-
standing of the broad outlines of the housing system. The reader should
keep in mind, moreover, that the central zones of Athens and Piraeus
comprise the older section of the city, i.e. the built-up area formed

in the years before the 1920's and the influx of the Asia Minor refugees;
these zones have reached high densities even before the war and conse-
quently contain concentrations of old building stock, older industrial
areas, working-class neighbourhoods and elements of what geographers

call the "transition" zone - wholesale commerce, warehouses, transport
stations, workshecps, transient and cheap rental housing and enclaves

of prestige housing, government and professions. Added to the two busi-
ness centres of the conurbation, these elements make for significant
contrasts in social and physical terms. Though most of these aspects of
the urban structure are not relevant to our classification of social areas,
which is based on occupational and income criteria, they are factors that
influence to a large extent the latter and should be kept in mind in view
of our rather crude characterisation of the two central zones.

and more specifically Table 37; Guy Burgel, La Condition Industrielle

& Athénes, vols 1 & 2, (Athens, 1972) (in French), and in particular

pp. 112-118 and map 11.72 in the second volume, and his “Aspects de la
Structure de 1'Agglomération Athénienne", Sociological Thought (2, 1966)
(in Greek and French), pp. 177-239; P. Mandikas, Economic Analysis of the
Athens Master Plan, Report to the Ministry of Public Works, Housing Ser-
vice, vol. 2 (Athens, 1972) and vol. 4 (Athens, 1973), (in Greek), in
particular the Appendices of the two vols.

21. The prevalence of mixed uses and physical heterogeneity in Greek
cities are factors that, in turn, create conditions favouring certain
social and income-class heterogeneity, particularly in more central urban
areas. For the low degree of spatial specialisation, see, N. Gecrgulas
and A. Markopoulou, "Mixed Uses in Athens Urban Area", Built Environment,
March 1977: pp. 73-78 and Liia Leontidou Emmanuel, "On Urban Structure
and the Role of Planning in Contemporary Greece", Architecture in Greece,
(11, 1977): 94-101 (in Greek with English summary).




Figure 2.1. Socioeconomic class character of Municipalities and Communes in
Greater Athens, 1971
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The predominant character of the Greater Athens areas in terms of
the height/size composition of the 1970 building stock is presented in
fFigure 2.2. This may also serve as an approximate description of
the structure of residential stock. Areas have been distinguished
according to the share of residential capital produced by the non-
speculative petty production sector in the total physical volume of
the local built stock, and more specifically, the share of buildings
of one or two storeys.22 This variable signifies at the same time the
ranking of zones according to the relative concentration of apartment
buildings; these opposite types of building form (low-rise and apart-
ment) show a clear-cut negative spatial association mainly because
apartment buildings are concentrated in the more central zones of the
city, whereas low-rise oﬁes in the inner and outer urban periphery (see

Appendix 2.1. to this chapter).

The differentiation of urban areas presented in Figures 2.1 and 2.2
forms a two-dimensional matrix based on the socioeconomic. character and
the residential structure of an area. The city's population for 1971 has
been distributed within this matrix in Table 2.9. The distribution illu-
strates clearly the relation between social class and type of residential
building we have suggested (the largest part of the urban population is
distributed along the diagonal). From another viewpoint, it also deli-
neates the main significant housing "sub-markets" within the overall
housing system where the bulk of the urban population finds accomodation.
Such supply categories or "housing situations" are related to certain

22. The shares of buildings of a particular number of storeys in total
built stock (residential and other) have been based on the 1970 census of
buildings (see 1976 Yearbooks and Appendix 2.1). As these figures refer
to the muwmber of buildings, an estimate of the corresponding volumes was
necessary. We used the more comprehensive statistics of building permits
for a number of years in the mid-1960's to arrive at a relationship between
the average volumes in m3 of the various classes of buildings: buildings
of 3-5 storeys were found to be roughly five times larger than those of
1-2 storeys, whereas those of 6 storeys and more, ten times larger. Bearing
in mind the possible differences of size between existing stock and new
buildings, the composition of stock used in the classification of Athens
areas should be viewed more as a weighted index than an exact figure. It is
my opinion, however, that they diverge marginally from real conditions; we
may have, perhaps, a certain overestimation of the shares of smaller
buildings due to the substantial differences in size between legal single-
family dwellings and illegally-built ones.



Figure 2.2. Greater Athens Area, Municipalities and Communes: Composition
of the building stock, 1970 .
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modes of housing production and particular social classes to form what
we have termed housing sectors. The pattern of housing sectors from the
point of the distribution of existing residential stock can be clearly
seen in table 2.9 where the relevant cells have been underlined and
enclosed in rectangles. The Athens housing system is structured around
two main sectors: a popular strata/low-rise sector and a middle-strata/
higher rise one which are connected to the precapitalist and the specu-
lative residential production modes respectively. The upper left part of
the 2.9 matrix (A1, Bl) may be said to form a distinct, socially signi-
ficant housing sector: this consists of low-rise housing in the inner
and outer urban periphery built by middle-and upper-strata households.
This sector, however, is extremely limited in quantitative terms.

Table 2.9: Distribution of urban population by type of social
residential area, Greater Athens, 1971

Predominant Socio- A B ¢ D
economic Strata: Upper class/Middle Mixed/ Tower Working Total
upper mid- class middle class class A-D
dle class
Structure of build-
ing stock (1970)
1. More than 80% low-
rise (1-2 storeys) 9,375 67,112 81,395 536,875 | 694,757
(0.4%) (2.6%) (3 2%) (21.1%) | (27.3%)
2. 70-79.9% 5,575 14,904 62,932 250 289 333,700
(0.2%) (0.6%) (2.6%) (9 %) | (13.2%)
3. 57.0-69.9% 4,087 17,907 307,997 60,595 39C,586
(0.2%) (0.7%) (12 1%) (2.4%) (15.4%)
4. 24.7-56.9% 9,053 | 1,083,761 28,384 1,121,198
(0.42%) (42.7%) | (1.0%) (44.1%)
Total 1-4 28,090 1,183,684 480,708 847,759 2,540,241
(1.2%) (46.6%) (18.9%) (33.3%2) (100.0%)

Source: Based on the data for Municipalities and Communes in Appendix
2.1. Population figures from the Statistical Yearbook of Greece,
1970.

24.7% is the lowest share of low-rise buildings in G.A.A. (that of
the Athens Municipality); 57.0% is the average for G.A.A. as a
whole.

Note:
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The pattern described in Figures 2.1 and 2.2 and in Table 2.9 refers
to the whole of the existing stock and is based on cross-sectional data
(1970-71). To what degree are these sectors (enclosed in rectangles on table
2.1) a realistic schema of the housing system in a dynamic sense?

In other words, do they represent the foci of the structuration of re-
sidential growth® To an important extent, even such cross-sectional data
shed 1ight on the dynamic pattern. For one thing, the population of
Greater Athens almost doubled between 1951 and 1971 (1951: 1.378.586,
1961: 1.852.709, 1971: 2.540.241). Thus the 1971 pattern is mainly the
product of postwar growth. Therefore the physical and economic character
of existing buildings in extensive urban areas will reflect to a sub-
stantial degree the form of new building. This is true, of course, only
to the extent that no dramatic shifts of the structure of building and
its geographical distribution have taken place. Fast urban growth and
change in the role of sectors has indeed effected significant changes in
the spatial structure of Athens, but these have followed the lines of
incremental expansion along a more or less "concentric" model with the
additional complexity created by a second centre in Piraeus. Apartment
buildings have mushroomed in the central zones of the city whereas low-
rise development has taken place in the periphery, both forms expanding
outwards with the process of urban growth. The relative regularity in
the spatial pattern of growth has been reproduced by a number of factors:
the tendencies of the housing economy for spatial specialisation in the
medium term:; the segregation of radically different housing modes/sectors;
and, most of all, the stabilising effect of building regulations, parti-
cularly the rules controlling density of development and height of
buildings. The official division of the city area into zones with differ-
ent regulations and limits on building height and Tand exploitation has
not changed since the mid-1950's; height 1imits were increased in 1968,
but the change was applied universally though it was greater for Tow-
rise areas. Thus the ranking of Athens areas by the predominant type

and height of actual building is strongly correlated with the pattern
set by regulations which certainiy constitute the most important deter-
minant of the form of building in a given area.?®

23. For this correlation, compare Fig. 2.2 with the relevant maps of
building regulations shown in Ministry of Public Works, The Master Plan
of Athens (Athens, 1965). See, also, Mandikas, Economic Analysis of the
Athens Master Plan, vol. 4, Appendices.
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Thus we may use the proposed matrix allocating Athens areas in
different housing sectors in a dynamic way, if perhaps less so for
the earliest part of the postwar period. Table 2.10 presents the
distribution of population increase in the social/residential areas
of the city for 1951-61 and 1961-71 (the figures corresponding to the
main significant housing sectors are again underlined and enclosed in
rectangles). The pattern that emerges demonstrates in a clear-cut man-
ner the operational value of the sectoral schema we advanced: the bulk
of growth in low-rise, non-speculative housing is associated with working-
class,/Tow-income strata. Seen from the point of social class, table 2.10
shows that the largest part of the growth of residential capital of popular
strata has been geared to the precapitalist housing mode. The share of
population growth allocated to such areas was in itself high: 52.0%
for 1951-61 and 33.5% for 1961-71 (cells D1, D2}. It is apparent, how-
ever, that significant changes in the sectoral structure of the housing
system have taken place during the 1960's. The relative role of the
popular precapitalist sector in residential growth has diminished,
whereas the opposite is true for the speculative apartment sector in
higher-density middle-class areas. The more central areas where the
speculative sector is concentrated doubled their share in the total
population increase. )

Since this last point may easily give a wrong impression about the
nature of our propositions on sectoral change during the 1960's, some
additional clarification is needed. The apparent substantial incorpo-
ration of lower-class population growth into the speculative sub-system
in the 196Q's in comparison to the 195Q's dces not necessarily lead to
the conclusion that such incorporation was in the nature of a direct
shift to apartment housing. The evidence reviewed so far, particularly
that establishing the Timited extent of the speculative apartment
sector even during the sixties, points rather to the conclusion that
such direct shift to the apartment market must have concerned a very
small share of popular strata. We will return to this issue later.

Less disputable 1s the conclusion that in the 1960's we had a greater
integration of popular strata into the older and lower-value housing
stock of areas where growth has been increasingly dominated by spe-
culative and petty-speculative building and where a "filtering" mecha-
nism of some form has most probably operated.
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Table 2.10: Dlstr1but1on of population increase by type of soc1a1
residential areas, Greater Athens 1951-1971.

1951-1961 (Population increase: 474.100)

A B c D
*

1. 5,240 14,207 18,821 | 190,129
(1.1) (3.0) (4.0) | Ta0.1%)
2. 1,758 5,862° 22,811 56,366
(0.4) (1.2) (4.8) | At
3. 1,550 7,446 23,686 10,322
(0.3) (1.6) (5.0) (2.2%)

4. 3,502 | 110,836 1,587 -

(0.7) (23.4%) (0.3)

1961-1971 (Popu1atf0n increase: 687.500)

1. 2,318 19,651 26,880 184,975
(0 3) (2. 9%) (3.9%) (26.9)
2. 1,711 7,267 23,101 45,685
(0 2) (1. 0) (3. 4%) (6.6)
3. 999 3,652 26,865 20,465
(0.1) (0 5%) (3.9%) (3.0)
4. 1,844 319,279 3,030 -

(0.3) (46.4%) (0.4%)

Source: See Appendix 2.1 and text. Population change figures adapted from
the Statistical Yearbook of Greece, 1976, based on the figures -
for individual municipalities and communes. For categories A-D
and 1-4 see Table 2.9.

The two polar opposites of the dual structure of the postwar housing
system shared between them the greatest part of population growth: more
than two-thirds of the latter is found in either low-rise, lower-class
areas of precapitalist housing economy or in areas of high concentration
of middle-strata and high-rise market housing, (cells D1, D2 and B4
respectively). The third significant (though numerically 1imited) housing
sector we have tentatively distinguished, that of low-rise, independent
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house-building by upper/middie strata (cells Al, A2, Bl, B2) has showed
a relative decrease from a share of 5.7% in the 195Q's to 4.4% in the
1960°s.24 '

4. Socioeconomic class, mode of housing production and tenure

Thus far we have utilised data about the physical characteristics
of the residential structure in Athens. As a result we have felt the
need to use somewhat narrow definitions for the different housing modes
and sectors. We will conclude our analysis with an examination of tenure
patterns. We will thus substantiate our original thesis that the non-
speculative popular housing sector is based on small owner-building for
use; the operation of this sector, in turn, has reproduced the high
incidence of owner-occupation among Greek popular strata. The specula-
tive mode is also associated with a substantial category of owner-occu-
piers, a fact that reflects the high incidence of house-ownership
throughout the social-class spectrum. In contrast, however, an exten-
sive rental housing market is an integral and important part of the
speculative system.

The relatively high rate of owner-occupation has been a well-known
feature of Greek urban housing in the postwar period. This rate is
lower in Greater Athens and in Thessaloniki. The share of rental housing,

24. Since the variation in the composition of built stock along the
low-rise/higher-rise axis corresponds in general to variations in densi-
ties and land values, the classification of areas and their relation to
the distribution of social classes in our schema of Athens amounts to
a particular "model" of the distribution of social classes in the city
in relation to the concentric pattern of densities. It can be easily
seen that it stands in sharp contrast to the well-known model of the
"Western City" following the original schema oT Burgess derived from
Chicago. It is not that the Athens pattern is an "“inversion" of the
Burgess model or even something in-between. (Leo Schnore's thesis on
the structure of Latin American cities in his "On the Spatial Structure
of Cities in the Two Americas" in P.M. Hauser - L.F. Schnore {eds), The
Study of Urbanization, New York, 1665; 347-401). In a simple "inverse"
model, socioeconomic status should be negatively related with distance
from tne centre and positively with density and land vaiue. In fact,
middle strata are found in the areas with higher densities and closer to
the centre. No clear-cut linear relationship holds. As it happens, the
same pattern has bean documented for a number of Latin American cities
by P. Amato, in his "A Comparison: Population Densities, Land Values and
Socioeconomic Class in Four Latin American Cities", Land Economics,
(XLVI, 4, 1970Q): 447-455.




97

however, has been steadily increasing during the 1960's. As table
2.11 shows, the share of rental accomodation fell during the 1950's
to less than one-third of households in urban areas as a whole (at
Teast up to early 1958); it rose fast, however, to 40% in 1971.

Table 2.11: Share of urban households in rental accomodation, 1951-1971

Year A1l urban areas Greater Athens Rest of cities
1951(1) 0.34 0.40 0.28
1958(2) 0.32 0.38 0.27
19716) 0.39 0.45 0.32

Source: Adapted from: (1) Statistical Yearbook of Greece, 1959;
(2) "Construction and Housing in Urban Areas" N.S.S.G.:
28-29; (3) “"Sociological Study", N.C.S.R., 1973, vol. 1,
p. 273, "National Monograph", p. 123.

The main vehicle for the reproduction of high rates of owner-occu-
pation has been the building of single-family houses by households
owning a small land plot, as well as the other forms of small-scale
family-controlled building aimed for owner-occupation: extensions,
additions of storeys, small low-rise buildings. Residential production
of this type was predominant during the earlier part of the postwar
period; hence the decrease of the share of rental accomodation between
1951 and 1958. The degree to which new dwellings built during 1951-58
in Greater Athens were occupied by owners-users. is impressive: the
share of owner-occupation in new dwel]ings was 71%, and reached 75%
if accomodation free of rent was added. In contrast, the share of owner-
occupation in older stock (built before 1951) was only 52% (and 75% if
we add rent-free housing).25 A high concentration of rental housing
has been in general a feature of intermediate types of residential
stock which are usually older and depreciated buildings in medium and
low-rise high-density areas. Speculative blocks of flats, on the other
hand, stand somewhere in-between: though systematic statistical mate-

25. N.S.S.G., Construction and Housing, p. 28
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rial 1is not available, the existing evidence suggests that such housing
is roughly divided between owner-occupiers and renters.zs

Owner-occupation is.an especially strong norm in Greek society. It is
the "popular" character, however, of the precapitalist residential economy
that made possible the impressively egalitarian distribution of urban
housing property in Greece. Lower strata, i.e. workers in secondary
activities, services and transport as well as lower middle strata
(petty proprietors, supervisory staff), have a rate of owner-occupation
at least as high as the average for urban areas and most probably (on
the grounds of available statistics) Acgher than the average for the
largest part of the postwar period.27 This is also true for Athens.

A Targer than average rate of owner-occupation is certainly evident
in working-class areas of single-family housing in the urban periphery,
which usually show heavy concentration of i1legal housing. A study
of three such areas in the western fringe of Athens, carried out in
1964 (Kipoupolis, Petroupolis and Aghia Varvara) found that the share

of owner-occupation exceeded 8s5%.%8 The highly egalitarian distribution

26. The 1964 study of emplcyees in industry cited before, found that
about half (45%) of the residents of blocks of flats were in rental
accomodation. The share of renters rose to 63% for those living in
intermediate types of stock. In contrast, only 30% of those found in
single-family detached houses were renting; G. Burgel, La Condition
Industrielle, vol. 1, p. 151,

27. For Greater Athens, see, Burgel, La Condition Industrielle
vol. 1, p. 150. For urban areas as a whole, see the figures for rental
accomodation and owner-occupation given analytically for different
occupational categories, income classes and by employment status
(emnloyers, employees, self-employed and unpaid family members) in
Household Expenditure Surveys, Urban Areas (Athens, 1972) (N.S.S.G.).
These figures covering a number of years between 1957-58 and 1968-69,
though showing clearly the broad outlines of the social distribution
cf tenure forms,are based on too small a sample and are of limited
use for any detailed class and income analysis or an exact estimation
of changes in these matters.

28. Data from the Human Community Research Project, Report No 7,
Athens Center of Ekistics (Athens, 1967) Table 16. A detailed analysis
of the spatial distribution of tenure patterns in Greater Athens based
on the 1971 cencus material (Sociological Study, vol. A, pp. 271-275)
reports similar conditions: the shares of owner-occupation in occupied
dwelling units in the lower-strata areas in the western and north-
western peripnery (mostly formed in the postwar) varied between 65-80%
these are certainly among the nhigher for G.A.A. We might add, however,
that these figures show that the trend of a decrease in the rate of
ownership is strongly evidenced in such areas.
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of owner-occupation rates is shown clearly in table 2.12. The same table,
however, indicates clearly a change towards a decrease in the rates of
owner-occupation among low-income strata. This change took place during
the 1960's.%?

Table 2.12: Rates of owner-occupation by occupational class of the head
of household - urban areas, 1957’58 and 1974

Occupation of the 1957/58 1974
head of household % owner-occupiers % owner-occupiers

A. Professional, Technical, Admi-

nistrative and Managerial 60% 58%
B. Clerical 54% 55%
C. Commerce and Sales 65% 64%
D. Industrial, Transport and

Construction Workers 69% 56%
E. Service Workers 63% & 55%
F. Agricultural 89% 83%
G. Not gainfully employed 66% 65%
A1l households ' 67% 60%

Source: D. Emmanuel, Study of Categories of Households Qutside the
Existing System of Housing Assistance, Table D.4 derived from
the 1957/58 and 1974 Household Surveys. Categories A to F are
ranked according to average household income. "Owner-occupiers"
include a small category of rent-free accomodation.

There are strong grouhds for viewing the decrease of the rate of
owner-occupation during the 1960's as a corollary of the major structural
transformation of the economy of residential production, namely, the
expansion of the speculative mode and the decline of the significance
of the popular precapitalist housing sector in urban growth. For one,

29. A point corroborated by the data in N.S.S.G., Household Expendi-
ture Surveys (1972) though the reservations pointed in note 27 above
should be kept in mind.
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a number of policies introduced during the military regime (1967-74)
have drastically restricted the growth of illegal areas and popular
petty-production of new housing in general; we will return to these
issues in later chapters. We will also show that though construction
costs moved throughout the postwar period in a favourable way, the growth
of speculative building created scarcities and inflation in land

and other inputs to an increasing degree; this, combined with the afore-
mentioned restrictions and stricter "modernising" controls on land and
small-scale building, added to the capital costs and difficulties
encountered by non-sneculative house-builders. It is ironic that the
alleged main goal of housing policy during 1967-1974 was the spread of
new housing and owner-occupation among the "people": hence the increase
of mortgage credit and the encouragement of high rates of building.

The actual outcome, as it turned out, was a dramatic increase in the
significance of speculative activities in Greek urban housing. Given

the class-character and economic structure of the "dual" housing

system as we described it, the fall of the rate of owner-occupation
should, therefore, come as no surprise.

Concluding remarks

The aim of this chapter has been twofold. First, to substantiate
our thesis about the "dual" structure of Greek urban housing in the
postwar period, the existence, that is, of two majér and gféatly differ-
ing housing sub-systems, evident at the level of modes of residential
production as well as the level of social and spatial relationships.
And second, to examine empirically the relative extent of these sectors
- precapitalist petty owner-building and speculative building - within
the overall supply of housing, as well as outline the trends of change
of this sectoral structure

We also made clear that few things can be advanced against an approach
to the postwar housing situation that stresses the significance of a
broad precapitalist housing mode which is certainly more broad and more
complex than simplistic concepts of "marginal" illegal housing. The
existence of systematic relationships between modes, social classes
and tenure patterns has been equally well demonstrated (though import-
ant complexities caused by change trends and the mixed character of
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older stock are present). These relationships suffice to show the opposed
class nature of the precapitalist and speculative modes and the articula-
tion of these into distinct social systems, i.e. housing "sectors".

To what degree this productive and sectoral dualism implies the
existence of radically divergent values and social institutions in
relation to housing, or perhaps even antagonistiec ones, can not be
decided at this stage. A positive answer to this question is a very
reasonable one in the light of the evidence on housing choices and
the historical significance of the popular residential household eco-
nomy; theoretical arguments may also commend it (see the previous chap-
ter). It is surely more plausible than the commonly accepted theories
about housing values which stress the universal acceptance of market
housing as the norm, public housing as a second best, and thus view
the majority of popular "irregular" accomodation as the unhappy product
of necessity and poverty.

Still, it could be pointed that there are strong elements of inci-
pient speculative character within the precapitalist economy, and that
the pace of speculative expansion has been fast: both of which might
point to the contrary case. We will leave the question of the extent
of antagonisms and conflicts (latent or manifest) or, alternatively,
the extent of easy "assimilation" during the process of capitalist
transformation in housing to be examined again in later chapters. A
related problem, bearing on the origins, functions, and determinants
of precapitalist popular housing will be discussed in the next chapter.



3 Socioeconomic Foundations of
the Precapitaiist Housing Sector

Accounting for the existence and systematic reproduction of pre-
capitalist urban housing in Greece is of strategic importance for the
analysis of postwar developments in the housing economy. First, it
sheds 1ight on the historical conditions of the "dual" housing system
as a whole. It would be mistaken to assume that a limited social and
spatial expansion of speculative production necessarily implies a dual
housing economy, although it is certainly an important aspect of one:
sufficient conditions for the extended reproduction of precapitalist
housebuilding must alsc exist. Second, an examination of the socio-
economic foundations of precapitalist housing adds to our understand-
ing of this particular housing form as a distinct social system with
a major significance in the history of cities. Lastly, such an examina-
tion is crucial in pointing to the factors and mechanisms that determine
the growth or decline of the precapitalist housing sector, illuminating
thus the nature of the process of capitalist development in housing.

- In this chapter we will be occupied with a number of fundamental
characteristics of popular petty owner-building in postwar Greece that
may be viewed as the socioeconomic conditions for its postwar repro-
duction. These furnish by implication a theory of the factors that
most probably account for its relative decline in the later part of
the period. Before this, however, we will shortly review a number of
explanations of the phenomenon of widespread non-speculative popular
petty-building on the urban periphery and, in particular, of illegal
housing. The majority of these explanations are either inadequate or
heavily obscured by ideological and biased approaches. In addition,
thiey seldom place the question of the foundations or functions of
popular petty-building within a more general conceptual scheme as is
done in this study: in terms, that is, of the significance of the
wider precapitalist housing mode and the related popular housing
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sector in the context of an early capitalist urban economy.1 Our review,
thus, will be both a critique and an effort to point to a theoretically
more relevant way of posing these questions.

1. Clearing the ground: Il1legal housing and the precapitalist sector
as a whole '

There are no comprehensive studies of the postwar housing system in
Greece aimed explicitly at the problem of its nature and peculia-
rities. The few Government reports and the small number of articles
and pamphlets on housing published by individuals or professional
bodies are almost universally concerned with the "Housing Problem"
and prescriptions about public housing policies. They thus tend to
start from a rather biased view of the character and functions of
the housing system and consequently provide inadequate accounts of
its determinant factors. Not unexpectedly, the State and its policies
figure as the most prominent among these.

An older generation of architects, planners and public officials
approached the problem of the "peculiarity" of Greek popular housing
in the urban periphery (which forms the core of what we termed the
"precapitalist sector"), solely from the perspective of administrative
norms on housebuilding and the values of the Town Planning profession.
Such housing forms were simply defined as a problem since they were the
product of "uncontrolled" residential development, diverged sharply
from the norms of postwar European organised housing estates, and
required extensive planning action and public works to attain an
acceptable environmental standard. Popular housing in most peripheral
areas was judged, furthermore, to be below acceptable housing standards
and thus was summarily condemned as "slums", "shacks", etc.2

1. I have put forward some of the ideas about the precapitalist
character of popular petty building advanced in the present work in
an earlier small article on Greek illegal housing: "Anticapitalism
and Autonomy in the Postwar History of Unauthorised Housing", Bulletin
of the Architects' Association (1, 1975): pp. 11-14, (in Greek).

2. See the Conclusion and, more generally, -the proceedings of the
Second Panhellenic Congress of Architects held in 1962 on “"Popular
Housing - Town Planning"; for the published proceedings, see Technical
Chronicles, Special Issue, (248, 1962, in Greek). Similar "official"
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Since tne mid-1960's and in the light of the growing literature on
squatter settlements, the problem has come to be largely defined as that _
of unauthorized housing in Greek cities. This was certainly an improvement
in that it increasingly led to the recognition of the wider socioeconomic
determinants of low-income urban housing in a developing and rapidly
urbanising country. Little progress has been made, however, towards a
systematic understanding of the character of popular petty housebuilding
as a whole, its origins and its functions.

Two widespread misunderstandings may account for this state of
affairs. The first and more important stems from the mistaken equation
of non-speculative, low-income peripheral housebuilding in general,
with "illegal" housing.

This equation runs againét both the statistical facts and the
nature of the case. We have been at some pains to show that illegal
housebuilding forms only a part - if a very important one - of popular
petty production and for certain periods no part at all (see chapter 2).
Furthermore, what may start as illegal settlement will usually develop
in a strictly legal context after incorporation into the city plan. For
the greatest part of the postwar period the substantial volume of
authorised petty building and additions to existing structures formed
a larger part of popular peripheral petty housing production than
illegal activity. After ali, a large number of municipalities and
communes in Athens and Thessaloniki have been established and incorpo-
rated into the city plan through the Asia Minor Refugee Settlement,
and not with the usual postwar process of incremental unauthorised
urbanisation. Thus, defining petty building by urban low-income strata
as predominantly "illegal" building is a gross empirical mistake.?

attitudes towards "uncontrolled" low-income urban

housing have been quite common among the observers of the housing
situation in underdeveloped countries after the war. See, Lila Leonti-
dou Emmanuel, "Squatter Settlements: A Bibliography on Controversies
on the Nature of an Urban Mass Movement".

3. To mention two cases: in contrast to the numerous official ]
estimates and independent field research reporting that illegal building
has been successfully suppressed during the period from 1968 to 1974, we
read in the otherwise serious article by 7. Demathas & C. Courtis,
“"Political Economy and State Activity in the House-building Sector_of
Greece", in Questions of Greek Housing, Chair of Architectural Design,
Univ. of Thessaloniki (1976): 63-120 (in Greek), that the latter
contirued to thrive undisturbed by the measures introduced by the
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The second misconception stems in part from this mistaken view of
the composition of popular petty production. That is, an undue empha-
sis is devoted to the particularities of the illegal housing process
with the consequent disregard of the more important and general cha-
racteristics of precapitalist household production and distribution
as an economic form sui generis. What is worse, the conceptualisation
in terms of relative legality of the development process relates more
to ideological and official definitions imposed upon a historical form
of economy. After all, the meaning of illegality in the case of Greek
unauthorised housing should not be confused with the patterns in other
developing countries where the violation of laws - in this case laws
on property - is an all-important aspect of the squatter settlement
process. Squatting on non-owned land is hardly relevant to the Greek
case: the illegality aspect refers to a violation of building by-laws,
and thus involves the clash between two different concepts of rights
over one's property, a traditional one of a smallholders society and

that of a modern, urban society.

Since the "housing problem" aspect and illegality have commonly
been defined as the essential aspects of the popular mode of periphe-
ral housebuilding, it is not surprising that the factors proposed as
the determinants of such housing are equally distorted and ideological.
We are generally told that since the limited supply and/or the high
costs of "normal" speculative market and public housing are such that
these sectors are "unable to solve the problem" of accomodating the
rapidly growing low-income population, the latter is "forced" to seek
a solution in illegal activity. The State, in turn granted its ina-
bility (or unwillingness) to solve the emerging problem gives in
essence its tacit approval, tolerating the vice of illegal urban
growth.4 Some left critics of the State's policies have argued that
this relatively passive attitude towards illegal housing has been

Military; in a study of Greek housing by a group of architects

connected to the C.P. of Greece, we learn that private housing

activity as a whole is mainly composed by two parts: speculative

building and illegal housing: See, SPADA, The Housing Question, pp. 30-40.

4. SPADA, The Housing Ouestion, p. 39; Aristides Romanos, "Housing
Qutside the Plan: Problem or Solution?", Bulletin of the Architects'
Association, 1, 1975 (in Greek) and his "T1legal Settlements", (1969).
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intentional, aiming at the creation of an urban reserve army of labour
useful to the demand of the industrial bourgeoisie for cheap 1abour.5
Some go even further in this argument to claim that in essence a
bourgeoisie-dominated State has been using a general policy of easy
access to urban land through illegal housing 1in order to lower the
cost of labour power by reducing what Marxists call absolute urban
rents, namely the ground rents imposed on peripheral land which are

a major factor in the cost of living of the working class. Indeed,
they would perceive such a conscious policy going back to the middle
of the last century.6

As most functionalist explanations, these arguments have certain
elements of truth as well as an arresting simplicity. A moment's
reflection, however, makes apparent their 1imited explanatory power
and the lack of realism in their premises. To begin with, on what
grounds should we expect a capitalist State and a speculative housing
market to "solve" the "housing problem" unless some very special
historical conditions and social strugglies are present? Neither
institution is inclined by nature or is morally obliged to seek
solutions to the housing problem. Therefore, the lack of some "normal"
solution to the problem in Greece does not imply that public and
private elites had promoted, as an alternative, the "squatter" solu-
tion. After all, there was no serious housing problem in the postwar
period, Tet alone an explosive one, that would force the ruling
strata to formulate a specific policy. On the contrary, there was
a clear-cut, unprecedented improvement in the housing conditions of
the Tower strata, even thcugh urbanisation rates were rather high and
a tremendous housing shortage has accumulated in the 1940's. If "inabi-
lity" to solve the housing problem, benign neglect and laissez-faire
attitudes are indeed the crucial factors explaining the role of illegal
housing, England in the nineteenth century should be swarming with
some form of squatter housing, whereas, as far as I know, nothing
of the sort took place.

5. See, SPADA, The Housina Question, p. 39 and G. Arachovitis,
"The Nostalgia of Imperfect Commodity Production or Let's Have Another
Look at Unauthorised Housing", Bulletin of the Architects’' Association,
(1, 1975): 15-17, (in Greek).

6. Z. Demathas - C. Courtis, "Political Economy and State Activity".
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Neither the argument about the economic functions of illegal housing
for the industrial bourgeoisie offers much in the way of explanation.
Industrial concern for the supply of cheap labour was certainly great
in the context of nineteenth-century English industrial urbanisation.
Despite the fact, however, that industrial capitalism reigned supreme,
no "strategy" analogous to illegal housing emerged. Even if such
bourgeois strategies were common, it is certainly far-fetched to
view Greek urban policies as dominated by an articulated industrial
bourgeoisie, especially during earlier periods, in view of the capital
city's weak industrial base. The last point applies a fortiori to the
general case of the Third World city, hardly an industry-dominated
social formation, though surely not lacking in low-income squatter
housing. One could counter to the previous argument that although
there were no dysfunctions in illegal housing, as far as industrial
capital was concerned, there were important positive functions to
make the latter accept such a state of affairs and that, furthermore,
there was no articulated and strong urban landed bourgeoisie imposing
restrictive, high-rent policies, as was the case in European capitals
in the previous century (see chapter 1). But this takes us away from
simple functionalist explanations and into the realm of historically
specific patterns of class structure and class power, and relationships
of urban landovmership and its economic utilisation.

We may find post facto quite a number of positive functions for any
particular social phenomenon; but these in no way point to a determinant
mechanism for its historic formation on a significant scale. The argu-
ments about the "latent" functions of illegal housing for the Greek
State and Industry, simply state the more or less obvious fact that no
strong negative policies seemed necessary, which teaches us 1ittle about
the historical genesis and reproduction of illegal housiﬁg or, more |
important, about the wider case of precapitalist urban housing petty
production. As for the theses about the inability of State or the market
to solve the "problem", though they might be important in illuminating
the rationale, again, of the lack of strong negative measures in the .
postwar era, they offer little as positive historical factors; if taken
seriously as a theory of the genesis of illegal housing, they simply
turn history on its head. The State and the speculative market as regular
suppliers or popular housing are exceptional and recent phenomena in the
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history of Greek housing, particularly in the postwar period. (The
extensive programs for refugee housing in the interwar period should
be considered as an exceptional case). The main source of popular
housing has béen, of éourse, preéapita]ist petty-building. Illegal
housing has formed a part of this wider sector. As we will argue in
the following, it has played a major role in the precapitalist sector's
growth and must be properly viewed as an integral part of the system
of social and political relations and institutions that historically
characterised this sector. Thus any arg&ment that explains illegal
housing as a residual, necessary third alternative to the "normal"
forms of public and market housing, should logically apply to the
precapitalist sector as a whole. But this is patently absurd since the
latter has clearly been, till at least the end of the 1950's, the
dominant form of new popular housing in urban areas as a whole, while
being a near-exclusive one in smaller urban centres.

In conclusion, the problem of explaining the existence and role of
precapitalist housing should be sharply distinguished from that of
explaining "illegal" housing. The explanations that have been advanced
for the latter in Greece are inadequate and distorting as accounts for
the broader phenomenon. However, they are equally inadequate as
accounts of illegal housing as such. It is our contention that a proper

understanding of Greek if?ega] building can be only gained when this is

placed in the wider context of the characteristics and determinants of
popular precapitalist nousing as a whole. The rest of this chapter will
be occupied with these issues. '

2. The conditions for the existence of the precapitalist sector

Contrary to the widely held views referred to previously, the
relevant empirical possibilities with regard to the mode of production
of low-income housing in early capitalist cities are not the pair
speculative and/or public new housing vs. precapitalist housing. Even
a cursory knowledge of the history of capitalist cities and present-
day developing countries showé tHat the most relevant pair of alterna-
tives is precapitalist production or no new low-income housing at all.
It is pertinent therefore to pose the question: how has it been possible
for precapitalist housing production to exist and be reproduced at such

a substantial scale in pcstwar Greece? What are the particular conditions

that have been essential for its functioning and growth?

>
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In the short historical and comparative analysis of chapter 1 we
have pointed out that both theoretical argument and historical evidence
show a necessary association between the existence of an extensive
sector of low-income, precapitalist housing and widespread access to
the ownership of land and other means of production along with the
institutional structures legitimising and reproducing such a pattern.
To this crucial precondition we may add the more obvious one of the
level of economic development of a country: unless incomes per capita
and thus savings and, more specifically, economic resources per low-
income household do not exceed a certain level, extensive popular
owner-building, especially in large urban centres, should not be
expected. The existence of these two major preconditions makes for
a strong possibility for the operation of an extensive precapitalist
urban housing sector. Both of these general preconditions and their
economic and poTitical correlates were present in Greece in the early
1950's. The most relevant elements can be summed up as follows:

a. The economic development of the country in terms of income
per capita placed Greece among the "middle-income" category in the
international scale of development. This, in itself, does not
signify much; but, given the pattern of income distribution in the
country and the international economic context of the early postwar
period, it implies a level of low-income household resources that
was sufficient for the accumulation.of substantial residential capital.
This point is developed more fully in chapter 5.

b. There was a strongly diffused pattern of ownership of land and
small capital.

c. There was an extensive small-holder family economy. This was
dominant in the countryside but also of major importance in the cities
especially in relation to low-income strata.

d. The system of values, social institutions and legal-political
practices prevailing in Greek society had a strong component that
expressed the interests and ideologies of the social stratum of small
proprietors. This was expressed in the legal rights of small property
owners, in the clientelist and populist attitudés and practices of
politicians and administrators vis—a-vis the "people"(most notably
in small towns and rural areas}), and in the legitimacy given to small
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property both by conservative rhetoric and the liberal-democratic
tradition established during the land reform and the dissolution of
large estates in the first quarter of the century.

This is not the place to substantiate these arguments or expand
on these societal structures of twentieth-century Greece.7 It suffices
to point out that, given their validity in the context of historical-
international comparisons, they make for a very strong tendency towards
the existence of an extensive precapitalist housing sector, in objective
terms, as well as in terms of values. In point of fact,their influence
in Greece extends well beyond this and determines to a large degree
the character of the building economy as a whole: as a significant
Marxist study of postwar building notes, the structure of Greek house-
building as well as its social significance can be largely derived from
the strong "petty bourgeois" elements in the class structure of Greek
society.a The latter involves the diffused pattern of property ownership,
but it also signifies the institutional significance of small property
and the lTimited development of modern capitalist relations.

Instead of analysing the aforementioned socio-structural patterns
at the level of the society as a whole, we will examine the specific
form these patterns acquire in the context of the urban-residential
political economy. More specifically, we will examine the conditions
making for widespread popular access to urban land since this certainly

7. There are very few systematic studies on twentieth-century
Greek society elaborating on the social and political aspects we have
listed. On class structure and politics, see B. Sweet-Escott
Greece: A Political and Economic Survey 1939-1953 (London, 1954);

A.P. Alexander, Greek Industrialists (Athens, 1964); C. Tsoucalas,

The Greek Tragedy {Llondon, 1969); N. Mouzelis, Modern Greece: Facets
of Underdevelopment (London, 1978). For a wealth of material on the same
issues in the case of Athens, see L. Leontidou Emmanuel, Working Class
and Land Allocation: the Urban History of Athens 1880-1980, Ph. D.
Thesis, L.S.E. (1981). In relation to agrarian politics and property
relations, see C. Vergopoulos, The Agrarian Question in Greece,
(Athens, 1975, in Greek). Lastly, in relation to populism and cliente-
lism in Greece see, Mouzelis,. Modern Greece, K. Legg, Politics in
Modern Greece (Stanford, 1969) and the articles in G. Kontogheorghis
(ed.), Social and Political Forces in Greece (Athens, 1977, in Greek).

8. Study Group, Construction Workers and Building, pp. 16-17.
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constitutes the most important precondftion for the existence of the
precapitalist housing sector. Though this factor, however, with its
attendant social values may be a necessary condition, it is not a
sufficient one. We will therefaore pay equal attention to a number

of factors that make for a lack of negative pressures or constraints
on the operation of popular precapitalist housing. Thus, our discussion
will be organised into two main sections with regard to the conditions
that the social strata involved in the prééapitalist sector faced:
access to lard and relative autonomy or lack of negative pressures

and constraints due to middle-class/capitalist influence over urban
jand, and access to and relative autonomy in the utilisation of
economic resources other than land, namely savings, labour and building
capital. The first of these refers to the formation of widespread Tand-
ownership among popular strata through the post-1920's "waves" of
vcolonisation" of peripheral land, the creation of extensive lower-
income and working-class areas, and the lack of middle-class/specu-
lative control over such land either in the form of substantial landed
property or through any diffusion of competitive pressures for such
land by speculative enterprises. Capitalist rent, thus, either in the
form of "absolute" ground rent based on the monopoly power of a class
of large landowners, or "differential” ground rent and high
"development values", has not been a prohibitive factor for non-
speculative growth.g Although the increased application of "modern"

9. Since the recent literature on ground rent in urban land - mostly
efforts to apply Marxian and Ricardian concepts in an urban context - is
notorious for its anarchy of definitions and interpretations, we might
as well make clear our own use of these concepts. "Absolute ground rent"
is theoretically defined as the rent demanded by the owners of the best
plots of peripheral ("marginal") land not yet incorporated in the process
of supply of urban services - in this case housing. Naturally, under
market conditions all plots already integrated in the urban sphere
enjoy this rent. "Differential" rent, on the other hand, is attached
to specific classes of land or even individual plots and it is the out-
come of the differences in "productivity" of these plots compared to the
worst plots included within the urban market - specifically, the differ-
ence in costs of production of urban services between a given plot and
the "worst" one. This, given a uniform pattern of prices asked on services
and a uniform rate of profit on capital, accrues to the landowner. Thus,
in general, differential rents are produced by market prices and the
inherent advantages of various plots, whereas absolute rents are based
in part on the possible remuneration of non-urban uses but mostly on the
monopaly power of the class of landowners. Thus, absolute rents may be
thought of as transfer prices asked in the process of turning land from one
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public regulations over the right to build and the form and size of

the residential development are not always, or necessarily, a mere
reflection of the normS~preVa1ent in the middle-class/capitalist

sector of the housing economy, they certainly tend to conform more

with the "normal" private market and middle-class standards of housing.
The relative autonomy of peripheral areas and petty-building from such
norms and controls has been historically an additional important factor
in its reproduction and growth. This particular condition was also
important in permitting the best utilisation of popular economic re-
sources, at least from a short-term point of view. But the informal

and adaptive "rationality" of petty building in the precapitalist
family economy would not have been possible were it not for the
existence of a personal and uncontrolled system of savings accumulation
and finance and the availability of a pool of non-capitalist petty-
construction groups and independent labourers, the relative autonomy,
that is, from capitalist relations and formal public controls over

the important "inputs" of the housing process.

Before we go into these points, however, a note about the so-called
"technological” factors that may have been instrumental in facilitating
the reproduction of peripheral petty building is in order. A relatively
modern technology of road-transport and cheap public transportation
services must surely be a significant contributing factor permitting
a more decentralised urban pattern. This is doubly important for the

use to another; but the class-power component is also essential. It
explains the fact that even land turned to urban uses but not yet
developed can command rents well above the transfer price and differ-
ential rent. We may have, then absolute rent, in addition to the first
mentioned case, even in the case of the "worst" or marginai land
transferred to the urban mariet. These conceptualisations fcllow

in general lines the ones advanced by Arghiri Emmanuel, in his

Unequal Exchange (Leondon, 1972, translated from the French, 1969),
pp. 216-26. For a useful review of various apprcaches to urban around-
rents, see, Allen J. Scott, "Land and Land Rent: an Interpretative
Review of the French Literature", Progress in Geoaraphy (9, 1976):
103-145. The “"develonment value" of a plot results from the muitipli-
cation of both absolute and differential rent per unit of housing
services in the area by the density of development permitted on this
plot. For a more detailed discussion of the theory of urban ground
rents and the problems of its application in the Greek context, see
Chapter 6, Appendix 6.1.
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urban working class, for a peripheral and dispersed, "peasant-type"
housing process is greatly facilitated b} easier access to employment
through public transport and by the spatial decentralisation of industry
itself. These arrangements would hardly be possible under an older
transport technology in a city of the size and complexity of Athens.?0
0f equal importance are most probably the improvements in the “"technology"
(which includes public capital and personnel) of electricity, sewage

and water supply. These factors, however, together with other techno-
logical improvements in building materials and infrastructure construct-
ion, are of a more long-term character in relation to the urban pattern
and therefore of secondary interest for the analysis of developments in
the period we study. Thus we will not pay any systematic attention to
them. Nevertheless, from the point of view of the historical-comparative
argument on the foundations of precapitalist housing in the early post-
war period, the availability of a relatively advanced level of urban
“technology" in Greek cities is an important contributing condition

and must be kept in mind.

3. Foundations of the precapitalist housing sector: Access to urban
land and autonomy from middle-class/capitalist controls and pressures

The existence and growth of the precapitalist popular housing sector
in Greece has been based to a determinate extent on the relative lack of
control over land in the urban periphery by middle-class/capitalist
owners, or control effected through the "integration" of such land into
the speculative housebuilding economy. Since the 1920's and until the
mid-196Q's the social strata associated with petty owner-building faced
a system that offered access to urban land as well as autonomy
from the negative pressures and controls that the middle-class/capitalist
system of economic and political relations over land normally imposes.

We can distinguish three major aspects in this overall pattern:

a. The peripheral land into which the city expanded during the
postwar years, has not been held by larger owners belonging to the

10. This point is stressed in Leo Shnore, "On the Spatial Structure
of Cities in the Two Americas", Wiliiam Alonso, "The Form of Cities
in Developing Countries", Regional Science Association Papers (13, 1964),
and Lila Leontidou Emmanuel, Working Class and Land Allocation.
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bourgeois class or older "aristocratic" families; on the contrary, the
great majority of landholdings were of a very small size and were them-
selves further fragmented, a feature that can be said to apply for agri-
cultural and urban real property in Greece in general.

b. Land in the inner and outer suburbs of the city has been for
most of the postwar period outside the sphere of speculative residential
development. Although a market of land properties has been a generalised
and established institution since the last century, and therefore commo-
dity exchange involved peripheral land plots, such land and its value
have not been integrated into the spatial competition process of
speculative building and the resultant system of development values.

c. The reproduction of precapitalist petty owner-building, either
in older areas or in newly urbanised ones, has been based on an extensive
“infrastructure" of urban holdings held by popular strata and accumulated
through past "waves" of building and land acquisition in the urban peri-
phery. Such "colonisation" processes have mainly been of extra-economic
nature ("illegal" housing is the more well-known form), and were rooted
in the class structure and politics of post-1920's Greek society.

Despite their crucial significance, these patterns have never
been studied adequately. We will spend some time then in documenting
them faor the case of Athens for which relevant material is available.

3.a. The lack of bourgeois landed estates and the diffusion of land-
ownership

The extremely small size of land holdings in Greek agriculture
is a well-known fact. It derives from the extensive redistribution of
land undertaken during the agrarian reform of the early 1920's. The
latter was one of the most radical in Europe and coupled with the
agricultural settlement of the Asia Minor Refugees (1922) determined

1 In 1961 the average

the present-day small-holding peasant economy.
size of agricultural land holdings was as small as 31.77 stremmas

(3.17 Ha): in 1971, it was 34,5 stremmas (3.45 Ha). This pattern was

11. For an account of the Greek Agrarian Reform, see Kostas
Vergopoulos, The Acrarian Question in Greece, (Athens, 1975) ch. 3,
(in Greek). For comparative data, see Wiltert E. Moore, Economic
Demograohy of Eastern and Southern Euroce (Geneva,1945) App. III.
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even more pronounced in the agricultural land found in the fringe of
the Greater Athens administrative area (Table 3.1).

Table 3.1.: Size distribution of agricultural land holdings in the
Greater Athens administrative area, 1961 and 1971

1961 1971

Size Class No of Holdings Area No of Holdings Area
1 - 9 Stremmas 7,642 31,638 6,520 26,460
10 - 29 " 4,918 63,074 4,000 62,660
30 - 49 " 951 34,484 1,020 36,720
50 - 99 " 651 38,800 760 49,080
100 - 199 " 263 34,088 280 33,700
200 and more " 203 73,562 240 73,640
Total 13,627 275 ,646 12,820 282,260

Average Size of Holding 20.22 Stremmas 22.01 Stremmas

Source: Agricultural Censuses, 1961 & 1971: 1968 and 1976 Yearbooks,
N.S.S.G.

It might be pointed with regard to the data in Table 3.1 that
whereas diffusion of ownership is high, there is a significantly high
degree of concentration in the pattern since the few holdings exceeding
100 str. control nearly 40% of peripheral land. This concentration
is higher than the national average: such relatively substant1a1
holdings (in terms of Greek standards, that is), controlled in 1971
in the country as a whole a share of agricultural land that was just
under 25% of the total. This extent of concentration, however, does not
contradict the point we are making: a holding between 150 and 250
stremmas is admittedly modest by international standards; and the
overwhelming majority of holdings as well as' the greatest part of
peripheral land were certainly owned by a class of very small owners.
The degree of fragmentation is even more striking if we take into
account the fact that each holding was split on the average into 3.21
parcels, each of an average size of 7.07 str. (0.7 Ha) (1971). This
peripheral cultivated land was not wholly held by families actively
engaged in agriculture; a substantial part was held in 1971 by people
totally unconnected with primary production (4.980 heads of holdings
out of a total of 13.360). We may reasonably assume that this parti-
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cular part of peripheral land was to a large extent held for speculative
purposes and thus is representative of the type of land turned to urban
uses as the city is growing; these holdings were much smaller (67.220
strs for 4.980 holdings or an average size of 13.4 strs per ho]ding).12

Predominance of large landed estates in the urban fringe will in
general lead to Tand-withholding and monopoly power over supply terms
and prices. Substantial owners of peripheral land will tend to transfer
their properties to speculative developers and middle-class housing
cooperatives and certainly take a longer-term perspective of specu-
lative opportunities than petty-holders who will be governed by short-
term financial needs, compete strongly with adjacent owners and have
less power over the market as a whole. More importantly, if peripheral
land was dominated by bourgeois landed estates, the politics of urban
growth would have been radically different: we would have stronger
pressures in favour of middle-class suburban housing and stricter
controls against low-income subdivisions and illegal building (for
this point see chapter 1).

The final transfer of peripheral plots to households aiming at
their own housing, particularly low-income ones, is usually mediated
by real estate business who alsa carry out the necessary land subdi-
vision.?% Needless to say, a number of small fortunes have been made
in the process. Most probably, the largest part of peripheral land-
transfers outside those allecated through the State or housing coope-
ratives (of which later) must have gone through such real estate, semi-
regular aperatars. However, these land speculators are mainly inter-
mediaries and not a group of landowners themselves. They are usually,
moreover, a marginal business form, hardly one of great power or status:
during the 195Q0's and early 1960's, when they achieved some notoriety,
they were considered of limited respectability, not surprisingly given
the social status of their clientele and their complicity in illegal
building. In all, they hardly qualify as a class of bourgeois landowners.

12. A1l data for the 1971 distribution of land holdings are from
the 1976 Statistical Yearbook,N.S.S.G.

13. See, Romanos, "I1jegal Settlements in Athens" and K. Buzemberg,
“Land, the State and Urban Development", Architecture in Greece
(1.1967): 78-93 (in Greek).
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The limited role of substantial landed wealth in Greek cities is not
confined to peripheral land. In an Appendix to this chapter (3.1) we
present in some detail the extreme degree of real estate ownership
fragmentation in a central area of Athens. Data of general urban land-
ownership patterns are unfortunately lacking. We have on the other hand
rather detailed information about the <ncomes from building property.
Table 3.2 presents the size-distribution of the latter for the upper
stratum of households that paid personal income tax in that particular
year. Since incomes below a certain minimum do not have to submit income
tax forms, only a small share of households do so - 15.3% of all house-
holds in 1967 of whom the great majority lived in cities.

Keeping in mind that most significant built-property assets are
concentrated in commercial and office buildings in central city areas
(where also the few incorporated real estate businesses, banks and
insurance companies hold assets and which are not included in Table 3.2),
the lack of large residential landlords is apparent. Even in the case
of the "elite" segment of built-asset owners, which we reasonably expect
to hold the best commercial and office property, and which formed less
than 1% of taxed owners, the average monthly income from buildings
hardly exceeds the 30,000 drachmas range (in 1967, 1,000 U.S. dollars).’?

14. To acquire an idea of the limited size of such urban built-
property holdings we may estimate the size of an urban land estate of
similar worth given the land values in 1967 .in Greater Athens. The ave-
rage price of a square meter of urban land in G.A.A. was 1,050 drachmas
in 1964 and 2,750 drs in 1972 (Mandikas, Economic Analysis, vol. 4,

p. 45); assuming a linear trend of price rises, and a capitalisation

rate of 6%, property incomesof 400,000 drs a year would roughly
correspogd, in 1967, to 3.7 stremmas of such average land in Athens

(0.37 Ha).

For "elite" landowners this is admittedly very small. It suffices

to mention, as a comparison, the case of Rome, where in 1965 the seven
largest urban land holders (five of whom were individual families)

held each an average of 556.3 Ha - the largest one owning 2.208 acres

or 893.5 Ha! (1 acre = 4.047 m2 = 0.4047 Ha). See, R. Fried, Planning

the Eternal City: Planning and Politics in Postwar Rome (New Haven,
1972), p. 116, table 5.6. Compare, also, with the sizes of large landed
property found in central London in Counter Information Services, The
Recurrent Crisis of London (London, 1973), p. 22, and the data in

D. Massey and A. Catalano, Capital and Land: Landownership by Capital

in Great Britan (bLondon, 1978).

The legacy of the Agrarian Reform and the significance of petty-bourgeois,
small-holding elements in Greek history has estabiished a ¢eneral insti-
tutional bias against big landlordism. For instance, a 1951 Law prohibits
the long-term leasing or renting of land larger than 25 stremmas: L. Kama-
rinou, Agriculture and the Development Process in Greece (Athens, 1977),
p. 54 (in Greek).
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Table 3.2.: Size distribution of personai incomes from building property,
Total of Greece, 1967 (as declared to_the Taxation Authorities).

Size-Class No of Owners % Income % Average annual
income in Drs

1. Less than 28.000 162,748 78.5 1 560,030 32.6 9,585

2. 28.000 - 60.000 31,379 15.0 1 266,082 26.5 40,348

3. 60.000 - 200.000 11,680 5.6 1 148,124 24.0 98,298

4. 200.000 & more 2,038 0.9 804,249 16.9 394,626

Total .207.,845 100.0 4,778,485 100.0

Source: Statistics of Declared Personal Income and its Taxation for the
Economic Year 19€7, N.S.S.G.,1968,‘EI=82 Drachmas, 1967 rate.

3.b. The Timited spatial expansion of speculative building

While the absence of a dominant class of bourgeois owners capable
of exercising relative moropoly power over pricing and land allocation has
been an important factor making for access to land by the working class
and extensive non-speculative proddction of housing, it is not a
sufficient one. Capitalist competition and control over land antago-
nising autonomous, non-speculative production may very well be realised
through the "impersonal" process of the market. We may thus say that it
is more important for our case that during the largest part of the
postwar period, land in the inner and outer periphery of Athens was
outside the scope of speculative enterprises. Speculative byilding
in this period was confined to the inner and central zones of the
largest Greek cities. Neither multi-family buildings in the periphery
and the older lower-income suburbs, nor suburban low-rise or single-
family housing cevelopments were considered as economically attractive
speculative activities. Alongside the examination of the implications
of this for the operation of the precapitalist housing mode, we will
also suggest the main reasons for this spatial limitation.

Speculative building tends to cater predominantly for the higher-
class and upper middle-class markets: this has always been the case
in the history of capitalist cities. This social limitation, inherent
in a housing market without any system of housing subsidies for
lower incomes, has been reinforced in the Greek case, especially in
the 1950's, by the low level of incomes and the late emergence of
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speculative apartment building. The latter has emerged as a major
housing form only as late as the early 1930's when the necessary
legal framework has been institutionalised: this included height
regulations in the major Greek cities and the introduction of the
so-called "horizontal" or floor property (1929), which arranged for
the ownership of individual flats alongside a certain share of the
building's land and its common spaces. As late as 1955, building ‘L
regulations essential for the regular activity of speculative:.builders
have not yet crystallised: that was the year when the Generai Building
Code was introduced in the form that held for the rest of the period.15
Furthermore, the rebuilding of central areas in Athens and Thessaloniki
after the war has been strongly encouraged through a number of public
measures.Z® Given the fact that central areas in Greek large cities

were still relatively undeveloped in comparison to the permitted
intensities of development, it is not surprising that apartment and
office building grew rapidly in central areas and then moved gradually

to the inner residential areas of higher densities. The historical
genesis of such a form of central redevelopment created its own spe-
cialised techniques, a standardised buiiding technology and subsequent
"economies" in production and management . that reinforced the concentra-
tion of activity on the "normal" speculative building types, i.e. apart-
ments in central areas. In a long-run perspective, however, the reasons
for the limitation of speculators to apartment-building in central areas
in the first part of the postwar period were financial in the wider sense
of the term. Lack of business capital or savings accumulated by associa-
tions specialised in housing, combined with the lack of mortgage credit

15. In the same year, Royal Decree 30.8.1955 introduced a new set of
so-called "terms of building" (height and coverage regulations) for the
various zones of Greater Athens, abolishing thus the regulations applying
since Presidential Decree 14.5.1934; D.A. Papadimitriou, Rules and
Restrictions of Building on Plots of the City of Athens, (Athens, 1972),
p. 4 (in Greek).

16. Notably legislation passed in 1947 ("KH' Psiphisma") aimed at
the support of the private rebuilding of central urban areas by way of
taxation benefits (effective up to 1955 and, in part, up to 1960) and
a framework facilitating redevelopment and arrangements with tenants
of older structures under rent control. These measures proved successful,
especially in the case of central Athens, as it was admitted in a congress
of urban property owners held in 1950. See, Kostas Kitsikis: Fifty Years
of Activity, 1913-1963 (Athens, 1965), p. 97 (in Greek). For the parti-
culars of "KH' Psiphisma" see, I. Michael The Management of the Land
Factor in_the Athens Master Plan, Ministry of Public Works (Athens,
1973), p. 269 (in Greek).
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up to 1967, created a highly adverse financial environment for any shift
away from bui]ding in height into projects with greater outlays on land
and infrastructure and hence expansion into peripheral areas of lower
density. Such a state of affairs necessitated a heavy reliance on areas
of high Znvestment demand, that is rental and commercial markets, which
are in general located centrally and which, with their high solvency,
can help in the rapid turnover of capital and the shortening of the
“production period" and thus reduce the need for capital resources. The
financial weakness of speculative builders led to a dependence on land-
owners and the increased power of the latter; landowners, of course,
always prefer the "highest and best use" of their plot, which, given
the particular conditions of landownership fragmentation in urban areas
and prevailing financial arrangements, led to high-density, central
development. Lack of substantial capital necessary for more peripheral
development was evident also in the public sphere: the capacity and
willingness of public authorities to supply, extensively and regularly,
infrastructure in the periphery was extremely limited. Central areas,
on the other hand, offered ready-made infrastructure at a minimal cost.
Since no taxation on development gains was in operation, the speculative
opportunities in such areas were too strong to ignore. These economic
considerations were tacitly, and quite often openly, recognised by the
authorities and were given expression in the highly favourable land

use controls offered to central areas in the 1930's and 1950°'s.

With the institutionalisation of the political-economic "base" of
Greek urban development into a definite pattern of public controls, the
latter became crucial determinants of the reproduction of small-scale
owner~-building in so far as this depended on the relative social and
spatial limitations of the speculative sector. If different conditions
prevailed,if, that is, there was active competition by the speculative
mode for peripheral land, even under the conditions of fragmented and
small-scale land ownership, land values and the volume of land supply
would certainly be much Tess suited to the personal petty builder. This,
most probably, would not be caused by the differential or the monopoly
ground-rents created by the expanded speculative market; these two
types of ground-rents are determined, the first by the differential
accessibility to employment and services of urban locations, and the
second by a particularly high demand for specific neighbourhoods with
valued character, housing types, facilities etc. Areas considered very
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attractive on the basis of these criteria and belonging to the sphere
of popular petty ownership and the precapitalist building mode, would

be immediately affected by any expansion of the speculative market:
prices of land will rise and small owners will turn speculators. It

is doubtful, however, whether such cases will amount to anything but
exceptions. Most attractive areas are allocated to suburban middle-class
housing to begin with; a fact of the class character of urban land
allocation that is independent of the pattern of modes of housing
production.

The more radical negative effects of an expanded speculative market
would be caused by higher development values - the land prices created
by the expectations or actual offers for higher densities and utili-
sation of the ground through speculative building in comparison to
petty owner-building. For these reasons, and from the point of view of
competition over land, the limited spatial diffusion of apartment
building with its high development densities was of greater significance
for the growth of popular petty building in urban Greece - and parti-
cularly in Athens - than the lack of speculative interest in low-
density, single-family housing in the Anglo-Saxon tradition of suburban
development. Given sufficient demand,deve]opment values in Greek cities
are determined by the officially set "building coefficient" or floor
area ratios. With the prevailing small size of plots, speculative build-
ing could successfully compete with petty owner-building only in areas
with coefficients equal or higher than 2.0, Table 3.3 (see next section)
shows the socio-spatial distribution of coefficients in 1972 i.e. after
the substantial rise effected in 1968 (this, for the areas with a previous
coefficient of less than 3.0, was 40%). Thus in most suburban areas before
1968, building controls were prohibitive for speculative building. With
the restrictions on densities in peripheral areas prevailing up to 1968,
speculative building could hardly expand spatially given the economic
characteristics of petty owner-building for use. The piecemeal bying
of land by families for their own housing is governed, on the one hand,
by family resources and, on the other, by family needs, including assist-
ance to newly-wed members of the family, provision for bequests, etc. The
balance of resources and needs as a governing principIe of economic
action differs radically from any accounting calculation of costs and
returns from property. This "non-economic" mechanism with its emphasis
on needs, which in this case means mostly needs for land, makes for a
higher valuation of land than "economic rationality" dictates. This fact,
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combined with the relatively high densities achieved in popular low-rise
areas due to smallish plots, limited garden if any, compact continuous
building, and two-storey or even three-storey houses,17 may lead to land
values that are higher than the capitalist calculation of ground rent
and development values would determine, unless officially permitted

densities were much higher.18

We should lastly refer to two additional factors making for a compara-
tive disadvantage of speculative building vie-3-vis low-rise owner-build-
ing in the competition for land. First, the Greek taxation system specifies
a high rate of property transfer tax imposed on sales of land and struc-
tures. This creates a cost-advantage for non-commodity residential product-
jon and distribution. Whereas buyers of apartments pay as high as 15%
of the sales price in transfer tax owners building on an individual plot
for their own use avoid this substantial additional cost.19 Second, high
densities of speculative development tend in general to follow points of
concentration of urban economic activity and incomes - arteries with
commercial developments, secondary centres, etc. Another reason, therefore,
that made for a low degree of speculative competition over peripheral
areas of intermediate and lower-status character in the first part of
our period, has been the Tow level of economic and infrastructural
development of those areas, and, indeed, of urban areas as a whole: with
the exception of the middle and upper class suburbs of the 1950's and
early 1960's even,street paving and water sewage facilities were lacking

17, In areas that have been created by the illegal housing process
and later incorpaoration in the city plan, the size of plots is generally
very small, a fact that accounts for the prevalent high densities_in
more developed such areas: most plots range between 150 and 200 me. Quite
a few are as small as 100-120 m¢ (estimated from ground-plans of houses
and Figure 7.1 in Leontidou and Emmanuel, Life Patterns).

18. A similar phenomenon has been noted in the case of Greek agri-
culture. The imperatives of the family network and the relatively high
densities of population in the peasant economy drive land values up to
the point that the peasant units are placed in a stronger competitive
position in relation to land, compared to capitalist enterprise - uniess
the latter can achieve particularly high land-productivity, which is rare.
See, Vergopoulos, The Agrarian Ouestion, p. 202.

19. This point has been stressed by Break & Turvey, Studies in Greek
Taxation, p. 246.
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from extensive areas. Higher-income residential nuclei and retail and

service centres could hardly flourish under such conditions.

3.c. The political process of "colonisation" of urban land by popular strata

While the "economic" fact of the limited control over or competitive
pressures for peripheral land either by speculative groups or other competing
uses has been an important positive factor for the accumulation of new
urban capital within the precapitalist sector, the latter could not be
solely based on such "economic" processes. New urban land can be utilised
as a factor in housing production only if some rights to build are attached
to it, institutionalised in legal arrangements or in informal social rules.
Even the very transformation of agricultural land into urban plots
involves specific institutional processes - the so-called "sub-division"
process. Thus 1in general the allocation of peripheral urban land has a
strong "political" aspect, that is, it is regulated by certain State
institutions. It is only when such institutional arrangements have been
stable over a long period that land aquisition for housing appears as
an "economic" process. In a long-run view such periods are non-existent:
even in Western advanced countries most subdivision, land use, and
building controls have been instituted after 1900. The political character
of urban growth is even more transparent in Greece where State policies
and institutional arrangements over peripheral land have fluctuated
substantially during this century.

This brings us to the third of the analytical factors determining the
access of the popular precapitalist sector to land and its autonomy from
capitalist relations: the pronounced role of "extra-economic", political
processes reflected in the historical "waves" of accumulation of land
by the Tower strata of cities (as well as by a significant part of the
middle class). Greek Law does not prescribe public control of the sub-
division of peripheral urban land.?? Agricultural land can be subdivided
and sold as urban plots as long as the latter are considered in essence

20. For Athens in the early 196Q0's see, Athens Center of Ekistics,
"The Capital of Greece", Ekistics (22, 11, 1965): 53-82.

21. This has been true at least up to 1976 when a legislative program
aiming at a fundamental revision of the framework regulating peripheral
urban expansion has started to be effected.
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agricultural land parcels and therefore outside the scope of regulations
over the size and use of plots indended for urban building which are normai-
1y included in the official city plan. Building outside the city plan
area for residential purposes is not forbiden: but it is so regulated
that whereas requirements for land and development controls within the
authorised plan permit sufficiently high densities, residential develop-
ment outside the plan is limited drastically. The legal framework
concerning city plans ard building regulations in Greek cities is based
on two major acts: Legislative Decree 17.7.1923 concerning the regula-
tions of building in cities and the formation of city plans, and
Presidential Decree 23.10.1928 on restrictions of building outside
authorised city p]ans.zz The latter prescribed that all building in such
peripheral areas required land of at least four stremmas (0.4 Ha);
residential buildings should not cover more than 300 square meters of
ground area and should not exceed a very small number of storeys: even
under the more 1iberal post-1968 height regulations, the latter were set
at the maximum of three, which implied a "building coefficient" or floor
area ratio (the ratio of total floorspmace to the plot area) of 0,225

at best.23 These were heavily 1imiting controls compared to the require-
ments for land and the development coefficients permitted in areas
within city plans. As we report in the Appendix to this chapter (3.1),
in a fairly representative central area the average size of building
plots was just above 0,02 Ha; even in the case of apartment buildings,
where some measure of land consolidation should be expected, plot size
barely exceeced 0 93 Ha on the average. The prohibitive requirements of

22. See, G. Economou, Elements of Town Planning Ltaw (Athens, 1970),
ch. 3 (in Greek).

23, Economou, Elements, p. 213. The restrictions specifying 300 m2
and 3 storeys have been introduced by Royal Decrees 14.9.1960 and 12.6.1968
respectively. The control cf building in the periphery of cities has a long
history, reaching back to 1836 when the Decree on the Plan of Athens was
passed (Demathas & Courtis, "Political Economy", p. 107). In fact, during
the rule of King Otto and the Bavarian administration (1833-1843) quite &
few advanced pieces of legislation on urban plenning and building control
were put in effect: Decree 19.5.1835 on town hygiene, 9.4.1836 on the
city plan of Athens, 5.6.1842 generalising the Athens plan regulations
to the rest of Greek cities. To all effects these were highly incongruent
with nineteenth-century Greek society botn in terms of political culture
and economic practice (Demathas & Courtis, "Political Economy"). The
practices of directly implanting European legislation on urban matters
(German or French) in response to Greek problems has continued in the
present century.
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land imposed on peripheral areas can be better appreciated in a comparison
with the conditions prevailing in low-income residential suburbs, most of
which were formed initially by illegal activity and gradually legalised:
in such areas a single-family plot of 150-175 square meters (0,15-0,175
str.)is typica1.24

The differences in terms of permitted development coefficients are
equally striking; whereas regulations over the minimum size of plots
are significant in themselves, the building coefficient provides a more
composite picture of land requirements per unit of floorspace produced
as well as the opportunities for intensive exploitation of the ground.
Table 3.3 presents the socio-spatial distribution of building coefficients
within the city plan in Greater Athens in 1972. The Table shows clearly
that for the largest part of the urban area and the city's population,
official building coefficients exceeded 1.0. Coefficients were sub-
stantially lower before 1968, but still the levels for the lower-income
zones, as can be derived from the Table, were above 1.0. It is evident,
moreover, that even in upper and middle-strata suburbs where land require-
ments are the highest, governed by a concern for "villa"-type housing
and exclusion of lower-income residents, the permitted development
coefficients are well above those prescribed for the outer urban periphery.

Land in the urban periphery has been essential for the growth of the
popular precapitalist residential economy. Given the official controls
over such land, had there not been for the de facto establishment of
Tower norms over land-requirements and densities, popular strata and
independent petty housing producers could not have possibly competed
successfully over land. Hence the essential role of the political factor
in residential land accumulation.

Land redistribution as a means for pohu]ar agrarian policies by
government is well-ingrained in the political culture of twentieth-
century Greece. Pressure for land and its significance for the small-
holder household economy of the countryside - even the implicit right
to appropriate land from large estates forcefully (by squatting) -
are fundamental aspects of the social structure of rural areas. Given
the predominantly rural character of Greek society for most of this

24. See note 17.
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century, it is not surprising that these aspects have influenced legal

and political institutions as a whole and have also been important within
the urban context where small ownership and petty, non-capitalist economic
activity is widespread. Distribution of land through quasi-political means,
however, has a history also in the case of urban housing: this, in con-
junction with the former broader aspects, has made it an integral part

of the political culture surrounding the housing question in cities.

Table 3.3: Building controls in Greater Athens: Average incomes, land
values and maximum permitted development intensity
("Building Coefficients") 1971-72

Zones by Socio- Population Building Plot Average in- Land value Average-build-
economic rank (1971) area (str.) come per (1972) ing coefficient
capita(1972) (1972)

A.Upper Class &
Upper Middle

1. NE1 26,088 18,200 7.382 1.085 1.13
2. NE3 98,348 15,900 5,293 2,149 1.40
B.Middle-Class
3. C1-C2 637,205 20,500 4,831 13,107 5.01
4. E3 42,123 19,000 4,220 1,387 0.64
5. NE4 79,147 9,800 4,076 1,564 1.34
__ 6. C3 210,034 13,200 4,054 3,329 2.16
C.Mixed/Inter-
mediate
7. E1 111,251 14,300 3,733 2,452 1.87
8. NW2 236,844 14,700 3,674 2,318 2.46
9. NE2 64,791 29,800 3,609 1,074 0.93
10. E2 143,840 11,200 3,502 2,028 1.95
D.Working Class/
Low income
11. P2 203,359 13,400 3,189 2,995 (2.85)
12. W1 328,093 26,000 2,948 1,940 1.84
13. P1 193,441 10,700 2,938 2,307 (2.85)
14, W2 167,771 11,500 2,645 2,794 1.84

Source: Adapted from Mandicas, Economic Analysis vols 2 and 4, Appendices.
Zones 1-12 are the 1965 Master Plan zones (See Appendix 2.1, Fig.
2.1.1). The capital letters signify each zone's place in the agglo-
meration with "C" referring to central zones and "P" to Piraeus
and its suburbs. Land values are in drachmas per square meter.
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Public policies for urban housing during the interwar period mainly
involved the promotion of housing cooperatives and the urban settlement
program for the Asia Minor refugees (1922 and onwards). In the case of
the latter, direct public building of housing was supplemented by extensive
distribution of peripheral urban land to refugee recipients.25 Most of the
working-class municipalities around Piraeus were established during that
period. As the urban area of the capital expanded to abnormal levels by
the creation of new communities in the periphery, vast amounts of urban
land became part of the lower-income residential zones and formed the basis
for the subsequent growth of the precapitalist housing economy. This process
was an outgrowth of political relations in more than one sense: during
the time, refugees were mostly supporters of the Liberal Party and their
settlement in cities, particularly in the capital, en masse, may have
created resentments among the landowner interests or local conservative
elites but such reactions were disregarded since it also helped boost
the Liberal vote.26

Housing cooperatives as a vehicle of public assistance for urban
housing go back to the First World War. As we noted before, they aimed
exclusively at the acquisition of land-plots by members and in this they
provided the only means for privately-initiated, legal peripheral resi-
dential deve]opment.'The relevant legal framework provided the rules
for the formation of a cooperative under the oversight of State autho-
rities, the due process for the acquisition and subdivision of land,
the latter's incorporation into the official city plan, and finally, the
distribution of plots to the members who then could dispose of them
independently. As a means for the distribution of urban land, cooperatives
were highly beneficial for those groups carrying out successfully the
various arrangements with the authorities; in addition, they were
supported by a number of tax allowances, the right to import building
materials without payment of import duties, and for certain periods, by
the direct involvement of the State in the compulsory purchase of land

25. See "Part I" (covering the period up to 1960) in Technical Chamber
of Greece, Housing in Greece: Government Activity, (Athens, 1975), pp.
150-16Q (the English text), and for a more comprehensive discussion
Leontidou Emmanuel, Working Class and Land Allocation.

26. G. Daphnis, Greece Between the Wars, vol. 2 (Athens, 1955), (in
Greek), p. 97 and J. Meynaud, Political Forces in Greece, (Athens, 1966),
(in Greek), p. 46.
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needed by the cooperative. This latter measure, when in force, gave the
opportunity for rushes of extensive appropriation of land by numerous
groups of public employees. During the short time of two years (1923-
1924) more than sixty Decrees for the compu]éory purchase of urban land
in benefit of cooperatives were passed! During 1951-1952, when compulsory
purchase powers were used for the same purpose, a further twenty Decrees
were passed.27 Such processes were quite openiy cases of use of political
power for land-appropriation by middlie-class groups; they were publicly
recognised as such, hence the widespread criticism they provoked for most
of the years after 1923. In general, the institution of housing cooperatives
has benefited almost exclusively public employees and to a lesser

degree a number of categories among the urban petty-bourgeois strata.

For middle-class peripheral landownership and the related housing mode

of substantial, non-speculative owner-building, the legal and political
framework of housing cooperatives has been most probably the backbone of
the land accumulation process.

For most of the Jower-income and working-class strata, on the other
hand, the institutional basis of peripheral expansion after the officially
sanctioned "colonisation" process of the 1920's has certainly been the
more informal relations of "illegal" residential development: the essence
of the process is best captured by the more commonly used expression
"building outside the Plan" - buying subdivided land legally but lacking
building rights and then trying to secure some de facto rights of house-
ownership by prolonged efforts of building (illegally) and occupation of
the structure. The time-series of house-building activity in Figure 3.1
show clearly two significant "waves" (or peak-periods) of illegal activity
in the postwar period: 1949-1953 and 1963-1966. Both coincide with periods
of important political changes and government instability. The first,
1949-1953, covers the years of the civil war aftermath and a weak liberal
government, Eiections in the end of 1952 brought into power the conservative
Right under General Papagos' National Rally. The Ganeral himself was a
figure of strong "gaudillist" elements, a populist leader prone to an
attitude of paternalist tolerance towards the desire of urban masses for

27. See the chronological list of relevant legislation in Panos &
Klimis, Housing and Building Cooperatives. For the role of housing coope-
ratives in the mid-war period, see Y. Polyzos, Processus d'Urbanisation
en Gréce 1920-1940, These pour le Doctcrat de Specialite, Université de
Toulouse - Le Mirail (Toulouse, 1978).




Figure 3.1: Dwelling Construction in Greater Athens 1945-1975: Total

Activity (1) (Legal Private, I1legal and Public), Illegally
Built (2), and Private Legal (based on permits) (3).
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a house: illegal builders always hope for such free-handing attitudes on
the part of the authorities during and after election time. After 1952-
1953, however, strong-government conditions and undisputed conservative
stability was established, to be broken only after 1963 with the Liberal
Centre's return to power and the political instability that ensued. Insta-
bility and a populist political outlook directed to the mobilised under-
privileged "masses" made the period up to 1967 highly favourable for
illegal housing: the 1967 Military Coup and its strong-arm policies towards
illegal builders changed the scene drastica]]y.za

Political factors, to be sure, were not the only ories at play: these
periods were characterised by rising building activity in general. Whereas,
however, legal dwelling construction continued to rise at the same or even
higher rates during 1953-1961 and 1967-1974, this was not the case with
illegal activity: it is fairly obvious that, in the last analysis, illegal
urban growth has been politically determined.

Periods of upswings in illegal activity were also ones of land-accumu-
lation expansion taking place in the periphery of "urban" areas, that is
outside the 1imits of the city plan: as much is evident in the development
of sales of agricultural land parcels in relation to the sales of "urban"
building plots and residential building as a whole in Greater Athens
presented in Table 3.4:

Table 3.4: Sales of peripheral land and urban plots in Greater Athens, 1958-70

Years No of Agr.Land Urban Plots Dwelling (1):(2) (1):(3) (2):(3)
Parcels Sold sold construction
(1) (2) (3)
1958-60 13,715 59,319 82,770 0.23 0.16 0.71
1961-63 10,675 70,885 118,799 0.15 0.09 0.59
1964-66 31,172 84,618 165,960 0.3¢€ 0.18 0.50
1968-70 9,245 82,995 168,164 C.11 0.05 0.49

Source: General Appendix A3, A6

28. For the best concise account of the political developments after
the war, see, C. Tsoucalas, The Greek Tragedy (London, 1969): chs 8-14.
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Whereas exchange and accumulation of "urban" building plots shows
a relatively stable volume of activity, and a trend of declining signi-
ficance when compared with dwelling construction (a fact explained by
the decline of the role of non-speculative, legal owner-building and
especially single-family houses), the accumulation of peripheral agri-
cultural land shows a clear upswing during 1964-66. The decline of
similar activities after 1968 signifies quite clearly the negative
effects of the strict controls on illegal housing areas introduced
during the period.

The previous discussion aimed at showing the significance and the
essentially institutional and political nature of the processes that
sustained landownership and land accumulation within the orbit of the
popular preéapita]ist housing sector. Either through the mid-war
refugee settlement, or through the piecemeal acquisition of peripheral
land, illegal building and the gradual incorporation into the city
plan and provision of public services, and to a marginal degree with
the help of housing cooperatives, extensive residential areas of
lower-strata social character have been formed. Their extent can be seen
in the successive expansions of the Athens city plan after 1920 in the
Qestern and north-western working-class suburbs (Figure 3.2). Such areas
provided the ground for the owner-user economy of popular housing. Along-
side the other more "economic" aspects examined in the previous section,
these land control and accumulation processes form what we have defined
as the pattern of access to land and relative autonomy of the precapifa]ist
housing mode from the middle-class/capitalist system of relations over land;
by now, it must have become clear that such a relative autonomy has been
an integral part of the operation of the precapitalist sector in the history
of Greek cities.

It should be added that the process of accumulation of land within
the precapitalist sector determined by the above pattern, goes beyond the
level of the individual household: it is essentially a collective process
of formation of areas in terms of social class and predominant mode of
housing production. When peripheral land is urbanised through the petty
owner-building mode, growth'proceeds in an individualised, piecemeal way;
a large degree of sprawl and low densities are naturally to be expected
in the initial stages. Once this expansion becomes established as part of
the wider areas of .the non-speculative family economy, it serves as the



Figure 3.2. Expansion of the City Plan of Athens, 1920-1971
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infrastructure for further growth in unbuilt plots, by additions on older
structures, improvements or higher-density redevelopment, sustained by
the growth of existing families and the influx of new population. Thus,
a moving "frontier" of peripheral urbanisation has been essential for the
growth of urban capital resources of the popular classes as a whole.

4. Foundations of the precapitalist housing sector: underdevelopment of
modern-capitalist relations in the supply of factors of production
other than land

4.a. Personal vs. Institutional finance

A United Nations specialist noted in 1955 that perhaps the most
important peculiarity of the economy of private housebuilding in Greece
was the high degree of reliance on a personal system of savings and
finance. At the time, the financial resources of families were to a
large degree held outside even ordinary bank accounts, hoarded in money
form or in gold sovereigns; in general, self-help and family assistance
in house finance were of far greater importance than any formal financial
institutions and the normal capital market.zg The operation of a personal
"market" of savings has not been limited to the sphere of the popular
petty owner-building sector: it has been an integral aspect of the
speculative residential economy as well. As a study of the Greek capital
market observed,

"the market works as follows: the financing of lots or sites within
inhabited areas, especially in large towns, takes place by
exchange arrangements between construction companies and owners
of the site, the latter agreeing to permit the erection of an
apartment house in exchange for one or more potentially finished
apartments depending upon the value of the site. Then, the
construction is financed by selling the remaining potential housing
units or apartments to third parties against an agreed down

29. Jacob L. Crane, "National Housing Policy in Greece", Technical
Chronicles, (105-106, 1955): 50-54.

30. Diomedes D. Psilos, The Capital Market in Greece, (Athens, 1964),
p. 212.
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The volume of institutional finance for housing has been increasing
steadily in the postwar period. It has risen sharply during years of
expansionary monetary policy - notably in 1968-1973 (see Table 3.5).

The expansion of mortgage credit for housing, however, has scarcely
affected the non-speculative popular economy: such funds have been
concentrated mostly to middie-class recipients - public employees being
again the more favoured social group - and have been directed to the
apartment market and perhaps to a less extent to more peripheral building
of middle-class houses (partly speculative, partly user-oriented).31

Table 3.5: Mortgage loans to households in relation to private residential
investment, 1958-1975

Annual averages in million drachmas, current prices

(1) (2) (3)
Private Mortgage Loans (2):(1)

Residential Investment Funds )
1958-1962 5698.6 297.4 5.2
1963<1967 10548.4 1043.2 9.9
1968-1972 22345.0 5148.8 23.0
1973-1974 34254.5 4625.5 13.5
1975-1976 42118.5 7324.5 17.4

: "National Monograph", pp: 133-134; National accounts 1958-1972,
1973-1977; National Mortgage Bank, Annual Peport 1979: C.P.E.R.
Housing (1976), p. 12; See also General Appendix A.J.Bank financing

or housing during 1948-1957 was insignificant.

Even after 1972 when the funds controlled by the iimited public housing
programs (Workers Housing and the programs of the Ministry of Social
Seryices) were turned away from direct building and into a policy of
assistance based on personal loans, the role of credit to the working
class and other lower-income groups formed a very small part of insti-
tutional finance for housing. Whereas the latter as a whole (excluding
agricultura] housing Toans) amounted to 99,344 million drachmas for 1971-
1975, loans distributed through the so-called" programs for Social Housing"
did not exceed 4,115 millions or a mere 4.1%,°

31. For a description of the various housing finance agencies and the
terms under which mortgage credit has been supplied to different categories
of recipients up to 1972, see, "National Monograph" (U.N., E.C.E., 1973A),ch.4,

32, Center of Planning and Economic Research, Development Plan for
1976-80: Housing, Report of the Work Team (Athens, 1976, in Greek),
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Thus, a personal system of housing finance has been a constant back-
ground condition of popular non-speculative building throughout the period
we study. The same held true for the housing system as a whole up to the
late 1960's. From 1968 onwards mortgage loans to middle-class households
have played an important role. To complete the picture bank financing
to speculative builders has been insignificant throughout the postwar
period due to monetary policy restrictions (see chapter 5).

Given these conditions, how was the precapitalist sector's operation
and growth afrected? Would a larger involvement of institutional financing
have been a positive or a negative factor? The answer to this question
depends on the nature of the housing finance system. In the case where the
expansion of institutional finance has taken place earlier in the post-
war period in the form that prevailed after 1968, the effects would have
certainly been negative. The reason is simple: the past-1968 loans
system was strongly skewed in favor of middle-class groups and thus
funds were mainly channelled into the apartment market. The 1968-1973
building boom offers an obvious demonstration of the close association
between bank credit expansion and speculative activity.33 Such an increased
flow of funds into the speculative sector would not only imply a diminution
of non-speculative housing in relative terms: even if the distribution
of housing demand between sectors remained unaffected (which is unlikely),
the higher relative solvency in the speculative sector would certainly
cause an increase in the prices of land, materials and labour as well
as drain part of productive resources away from non-speculative areas -
an effect that would most probably include the more marginal category
of speculative capital that is normally part of the precapitalist sector.
Therefore the limited expansion of a system of institutional housing
finance of the kind observed in the 1968-74 period has certainly been
a positive factor vie-a-vie the precapitalist sector. We can say that
this Timited expansion can be understood as an instant of a wider pattern

pp. 18-19. It should be noted,however, that the role of Worker's loans grew
in relative volume after 1975. See, National Mortgage Bank, Annual Report
1979 (Athens, 1980). An additional factor making for the limited diffusion
of credit is the fact that the role of insurance companies, institutions
that are major suppliers of housing credit in advanced countries, has been
extremely limited in Greece. See, Psilos, The Capital Market, pp. 204-209.

33. For a more detailed econometric examination of the effects of
credit, see chapter 6.
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of relative autonomy of the precapitalist sector's resources from the
middle-class/capitalist system of relations which was essential for its
operation. This autonomy or lack of negative controls and pressureé was
not evidenced in this case at the level of the immediately involved factor,
j.e. popular savings: these would have been left outside a middle-class -
oriented system of finance anyway. The effects of first the lack and then
the presence of institutional finance were felt through its infiuence on
speculative activity.

Let us consider, however, the more interesting case where institu-
tional finance of housing does cover a substantial part of the social
strata traditionally housed within the precapitalist sector. Had such a
system - say, a combination of State-supported credit and pcpular
savings and loans institutions - existed in postwar urban areas, what
would its effects be in comparison to the prevailing system of
autonomous personal financing? Popular savings and loans associations
of the type, for instance, that has been promoted by international agen-
cies in Latin America during the 1960's, are not necessarily inconsistent
with self-help, non-speculative housing production.34 The spontaneous
growth of building societies in the late eighteenth and the first half of
the nineteenth century in England as part of the cooperative movement
shows, in addition, that some form of such savings associations answers
real needs for coilective self-help among the urban working class.%d
Popular savings institutions coupled with a low-income-oriented appli-
cation of the Greek legal framework for building cooperatives may have
had effected a badly needed rationalisation and achieved substantial
economies of scale in Greek popular owner-building. Moreover, widespread
organisation of savings and easier sunply of credit would most probabiy
increase the elasticity of non-speculative building in relation to popular
owner-occupation demand.

34, See, Abrams, Man's Struggle for Shelter, pp. 151-154

35. These early "terminating" building societies, however, did not
survive the financial context of the late nineteenth century. They were
replaced by "permanent" societies which increasingly resembled banks
rathar than ccoperative institutions and which catered more for the
middle classes. The story is well-known. For short accounts, see,

M. Boddy, The Building Societies (London, 1980), ch. 1 and Adela Adam
Nevitt, Housing Taxation and Subsidies (London, 1966): chapnters 2 and 3.
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Thus, under the right conditions, widespread institutional finance of
popular housing may have had enhanced the role of non-speculative building,
though it would have certainly transformed its character. The emergence
of such a pattern, however, is very unlikely. Even in unrequlated capital
markets, initially popular savings and loans institutions tend to be
transformed or integrated into the capitalist banking system. This implies
a trend towards concentration of building finance capital and a bias in
favour of commodity relations (most notably through an emphasis on the
marketability of the mortgaged property) that is conducive to the expansion
of the speculative housing mode. Such tendencies would certainly be
stronger in a highly organised oligopolistic financial system and a policy
context with an emphasis on capitalist modernisation such as the one
prevailing in postwar Greece. From a realistic comparative and historical
viewpoint then, the lack of institutional financing has most probably
been a positive factor for the existence and growth of a widespread
precapitalist sector. It is ironic that this state of affairs is largely
the effect of the very oligopolistic character of the Greek banking
system. The need for new popular savings and loans institutions has
been repeatedly stressed by economists concerned with the modernisation
of the capital market.36 The large commercial banks, however, have
always shown a strong resistance to any policy that might drain away
a significant part of the savings usually deposited there. %7

4.b. Requirements for capital in housing production and the limited
modernisation of land and building controls

For the precapitalist mode, however, the available choices between
forms of finance are less important than the relative autonomy from
the requirements of capital itself. And this is linked with the very
structure of the residential production process. The autonomy of pre-
capitalist owner-building from the requirements of accumulated money-
capital is based, in the last analysis, on the fact that the production

36. Crane, "National Housing Policy", and Psilos, The Capital
Market, p. 214, v

37. This explanation is advanced by Abrams for the case of Latin
American countries (Man's Struggle for Shelter, p. 152).Psilos (The
Capital Market, p. 215) argues along similar lines in relation to the
same phenomenon in postwar Greece.
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of housing is organised "informally", piecemeal, and on a small-scale

way. Capital costs for single-family houses - for construction or land -
are distributed over a number of years: the houses are formed in stages,
on land that has been bought much earlier at a price substantially

lower than the development value it would have acquired were the area

more developed. Of equal importance is the fact that in most cases of
low-income areas the development of public infrastructure and services

is gradual and follows residential growth. If such peripheral development
was more organised, proceeding by the building of whole clusters of units
fully supplied with services, the need for initial capital would obviously
be much higher. An analogous argument can be made for the economic advanta-
ges, in terms of the need for capital, in the case of the incremental
building of houses themselves: these advantages are amplified when the
end-product involves more than one dwelling as is commonly the case

in popular areas where building on an owned plot is aimed at the needs

of extended families, the construction of a workshop or even of a few
rocms to let.

These "peculiarities" of the precapitalist housing process are more
a matter of the role of public controls over residential development than
ones of simple economic choices. When some variant of urban modernisation
policies imposes strict modern norms on residential production, more
specifically cnes necessitating planned development and houses conforming
to relatively high standards, the need and cost of capital becomes
prohibitive for most low and middle-income households. In addition, such
modernisation will certainly increase the share of overheads and payments
for professional services. Total avoidance of such costs is found, of course
only in the more primitive forms of urban housebuilding: even simple
cases of single-family housing in Greek cities necessarily involve some
payments for professional services, taxation, social insurance etc.,
though it is important to remember that even these have been avoided
by illegal building which forms a substantial part of the precapitalist
sector.

It could be countered that to the degree that modern planning controls
imply an increase in the scale and organisation of residential developments,
they would be beneficial in offering an improvement in preductivity, ratio-
nalisation and economies of scale. More planned davelopment would also
reduce costs in the long term, and certainly the cost of urban services
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from the public viewpoint. Although the first point is valid, it is not

as important as it is commonly thought. The few relevant systematic economic
studies point to the fact that eccnomies of scale in housing are limited;
more importantly, they are mainly effective within a capitalist framework
since most of the economies concern managerial and financial costs.38 The
second point is wholly justified but largely irrelevant from the viewpoint
of the narrow and short-term interests of individual households with 1imited
resources and immediate needs. The pressing concern of the latter is to
reduce their dependence on the need for finance inherent in the nature

of housebuilding. Regardless of more long-term and public-minded evaluations,
the fact is that the lack of modern public controls - aimed towards urban
planning or modernisation of housing - is the basis for an autonomy from
capital and thus organically related to the reproduction of the precapitalist
housing economy. Incremental, uncontrolled, and "informal" ways of resi-
dential development are clearly more suited to the personal and family
resource utilisation among low-income strata.??

Thus, a limited social and geographical range of public control over
financial resources and/or the organisation of residential development
should be considered as an essential aspect of the socio-economic founda-
tions of precapitalist housing. Such conditions are in the last analysis
a further case of the relative autonomy or isolation from modern-capitalist
relations. In this we assume than an increased application of "modern”
rules, planning processes and administrative controls, would follow the
norms established by capitalist institutions, the market and the middle
class, thus promoting the spread of speculative or modern-capitalist enter-
prises and analogous social relations. Such an assumption is only reasonable.

38. See, G.T. Jones, Increasing Returns (Cambridge, 1933), Maised,
Housebuilding in Transition, Grebler, Large Scale Housing and Real Estate
Firms. ‘ :

39. This fact has been recognised by students of squatter housing. We
should add as similarly important the avoidance by squatters of rent-
payments achieved through the decision (and opportunity) to stay for long
periods in an undeveloped property. See, J.F.C. Turner, "The Squatter
Settlement: Architecture that Works", Architectural Desiqn,(38,1963):355-60
and "Barriers and Channels for Housing Development in Modernising Countries",
Journal of the American Institute of Planners (23, 1967): 167-181. It should
be added, however, that it is highly objectionable to 1imit such economic
facts to "squatter" housing which is after all a legal category: they
concern low-income owner-building in general. The point needs stressing,
since these purely economic issues have been obscured by an ideological
emphasis on the virtues of "self-help" and thus the (very questionable)
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After all, this was the secular trend in the housing systems of most
capitalist countries: application of even the more socially-minded measures
for urban planning ard the control of residential development, has led,
together with other factors, to the extinction of the more marginal forms
of simple houging economy (including petty-speculation) and their replace-
ment by more organised speculative production and modern-capitalist
enterprises, as well as integration into the capital market proper.

4.c. Construction labour and the structure of the labour market

The operation of the precapitalist housing mode is obviously associated
in Greek cities with the extensive availability of labour outside the orbit
of the organised capitalist economy. A relatively large supply of inde-
pendent labourers and the prevalence of marginal, small-scale productive
units has been a permanent characteristic of the postwar urban economy
as a wvhole - though a trend towards full employment and increasing inte-
gration of labour into capitalist wage relations could also be observed
after the mid—1960's.40 In the case of the construction "industry" these
relations were manifested in the elastic supply of independent construction
labourers and the prevalence of marginal petty contractors. To what degree
did this fact constitute an essential precondition of the extensive
reproduction of the precapitalist mode of housing production?

virtues of direct user's labour, and a liberal critique of Public Housing.
For balanced assessments of the economic value of "self-help" see, Abrams,
Man's Strugqle, pp. 173-74, and D.J. Dwyer, People and Housing in Third
World Cities (London, 1975): ch. 6.

40. This last point about the growth of capitalist relations in the
Greek (and more specifically in the Athens) urban economy requires some
clarification. It can be said that the capitalist sector - larger economic
units employing wage-labour, incorporated enterprises etc. - has grown
fastly in absolute size, modernity and social and economic influence.
Moreover, the capitalist sector in <ndustry has exerted a determinant
influence on the urban labour market (most notably on the movements of
wages) through the effects of a number of "leading" large industrial
units, in plastics, chemicals, basic metals, electrical machinery and
appiiances, petroleum refining and non-metalic mineral products (of which
the cement industries are highly significant in Greece). See, T.P. Liancs
and X.P. Prodromidis, Aspects of Income Distribution in Greece (Athens,
1975), p. 86. )

On the other hand, the indices of underdevelopment of capitalist relaticns
in the structure of urban employment as a wiole have shown a surprisingly
strong tendency to persist throughout the postwar period. Lila teontidou
Emmanuel has shown that the share of the tiny economic units (less than

10 employed) in the Athens economy as a whole, and the share of self-
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Let us first dispense with an erroneous approach to the problem common
among students of squatter settlements. It is quite often said that such
forms of housebuilding are based on the user's own labour and that of his
family - they are "self-built" in the narrow sense of the term. By impli-
cation we are left with the impression that such labour relations are a
systematic aspect of squatting and similar types of petty housing production.
It is undoubtedly often true that most of the construction labour involved
is of this kind. Reproduction of this particular pattern depends on the
labour abundance characteristic of labour markets with high open or
disguised unemployment and extensive family labour. These conditions are
common in underdeveloped, peasant economies and quite often are a part
of their urban economy in the form of extensive "informal" sectors -
sectors of unstable employment, petty scale of production, low-income
personal services etc. Simple construction work is in general within the
range of skills of both peasants and poor urban migrants. Direct user-
labour, then, is quite natural in such situations described by economists
as "dual" labour markets. The latter refers in short to the existence
of sharp differences in labour relations and wages sustained by the divi-
sion of the urban economy into an organised capitalist sector with rela-
tively high wages and generalised wage labour organised into larger-scale
units, and a more "traditional" or "informal" sector of a petty-scale of '
production, elements of household production, with consistently lower wages
reproduced by the continuous accomodation of Tabour surpluses available

at subsistence wages.41

employed labour, has remained in general stable, a fact that is also true
for the various economic sectors in particular. The same can-be said for
more intermediate employment units(10-50 employed). Though there are some
exceptions to this pattern they go both ways (see, Leontidou Emmanuel,
Working Class and Land Allocation). Thus, a case in favour of a thesis

that there has been in general a reproduction of a pattern of "polarisation"
in the modes of employment in Greek cities (as it is argued in the afore-
mentioned work) can be certainly made. Still, we cculd say with a fair
degree of certainty (and this is not the place to amass qualitative
evidence) that in the sense specified previously, the determinant influence
of capitalist relations on urban labour has been fastly increasing - more so
since the industrialisation and modernisation drives of the 1960's.

41. For a lucid statement of the concept of "dual" labour markets and
the peculiarities of the supply and price of labour in non-capitalist modes,
see, Amartya Sen, Employment, Technology and Development (London, 1975).
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A "dual", primitive organisation of the urban labour market is neces-
sary for the extensive use of direct labour by the settlers themselves.
But this under no conditions can serve as a general point about the
essential foundations of the precapitalist mode of housing, mainly
because it would be extremely restrictive, as we argued in previous
chapters, to define the precapitalist mode as "production for use" in
the narrow sense of production involving the direct labour of the users.
Such a component may be significant for certain categories of housing
or periods; but it can not serve as a theoretical basis for a realistic
historical analysis. A precapitalist economy of "simple commodity pro-
duction" should not be understood as necessarily implying a so-called
natural economy, i.e. one where production serves the needs of the
immediate producers: it refers to an economy where capitalists as an
important class and generalised wage-labour have not yet emerged.
Exchange of labour services, contrary to the approach of most studies
of squatters,is consistent with the precapitalist mode. It is, moreover,
necessary since in housing construction the need for specialised work
is essential. '

Conditions in postwar Greek cities are an illustration. Direct
experience testifies that although they do some of the work themselves,
owner-builders have extensively employed and contracted others even in
illegal building which calls for maximum personal invo]vement.42 More-
over, the observed participation of users in construction work is more
circumstantial than systematic: it is a by-product of the fact that a large
part of the urban working class - especially rural migrants - is anyway
engaged, or has been engaged, in construction emp]oyment.43 Lastly, what-
ever the extent of direct user-labour in housing petty-production during
the 19530's, the steady increase in incomes, labour demand and, signi-
ficantly, the changes in the value, modernity and complexity of the houses
of the popular strata, has undoubtedly diminished it. Thus, the role of
direct user-labour is rather secondary to the problem that concerns us here.

42. Romanos ("Illegal Settlements") reports incidences where construct-
ion workers imposed higher-than-usual wages and contract prices on illegal
settlers taking advantage of the need for secrecy and speed in construction.

43, Whereas in 1951 11.3% of non-migrants were employed in construction,
a share of 18.3% of employed recent urban migrants were occupied in the
same sector. B. Kayser, Human Geography of Greece (Athens, 1968, in
Greek), p. 116.
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What mainly matters for the precapitalist housing sector is the supply
of cheap, petty-construction labour in general. In Greek cities, the
increasing approach to full employment and the growth of wages - for
which the high demand of labour caused by speculative building booms
played a part of equal importance with that of the industrial expansion
after the mid-1960's - has antagonised directly the needs of the pre-
capitalist housing sector for petty-construction labour, especially in
Athens and Thessa]oniki.44 The negative effects of such developments have
been manifested both in labour scarcities and higher costs. Conversely,
and in answer to our initial question, we may say that the extensive
operation of the petty owner-building economy in the 1950's and early
1960's has been founded to an important degree on the relative surplus
of low-wage, fragmented construction labour characteristic of the “"dual"

labour market and the less-than-full employment of the period.

Conclusion

The outline of the socioeconomic foundations of urban precapitalist
housing advanced in this chapter points to a number of historical forces
that, by their increased influence, may lead to the decline of the role
of such forms of residential production and distribution and the enlarged
dominance of the speculative mode. These are:

- Imposition of political controls that l1imit access to land and the
right to build; such negative pressures might also be effected through
a direct expropriation of land and built property situated within the
social and geographical sphere of the popular precapitalist housing

sector.
- Effective policies of "modernisation" over housebuilding and the process

of development of residential areas that cause a higher dependerce on
capital and increased building costs and which, directly or indirectly,

44, A situation of near-full employment seems to have been reached by
1969-1970. This may have been true of even earlier years since the latter
time has seen the first signs of acute labour scarcities in a number of
economic sectors. See, R.E. Fakiolas, Labour Market and the Structure
of Wages in Greek Industry, (Athens, 1974, in Greek), p. 21. Wages and
the demand for labour were rising even faster in the construction industry
due to the 1969-1973 building boom. See, P. Cassimatis, The Construction
Industry in Greece, Center of Planning and Economic Research, Research
Study No 5, (Athens, 1976) p. 43.
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promote more organised forms of residential economy, beyond the capacities
of the popular socioeconomic system as determined by historical and
institutional conditions.

- Increasing competition over labour and material irputs from sectors of
the modern-capitalist economy in general and speculative building in
particular; increased "formalisation" of labour relations and expansion
of larger-scale wage-employment; advances in the concentration of
capital in the construction industry and significant improvements in the
productivity advantages of capitalist/speculative building.

- Diffusion of speculative market relations over land and small property,
either in the form of a diffusion of higher development values and
invasion of capital in the social and geographical sphere of the
popular precapitalist sector, and/or increasing socioeconomic differ-
entiation among petty property owners. This process may involve either
a process of urban economic development in general and thus the spatial
spread of "nucleations” of high incomes, services and trade, or an
expansion of the speéulative opportunities offered to small property
by policies of the State.

- Diffusion of speculative value orientations among petty owners of urban™
capital and increased integration of the social strata that have tradi-
tionally formed part of the precapitalist housing sector into the
consumption patterns of the "normal" market.

The issues raised by the last point, namely the role of values, prefer-
ences and behaviour patterns in the operation of the precapitalist sector,
have not been examined explicitly in this chapter. We take it that
stability or change in these aspects should be understood more in the
sense of the formation in the ideological sphere of relations that are
essentially "fought aver" in economic and political processes and conflicts,
rather than as the result of processes of "eultural assimilation”. In this
sense, these factcrs are an organic part of all the processes of change
outlined above. Still, they shculd be treated as analyticaliy separate,
since we certainly can not exclude the important possibility of a determi-
nant role played by the cultural "hegemcny" of the capitalist/speculative
system over the population at large. Thus, though we have mainly emphasized
in this chapter the role of objective conditions in the form of
constraints determined at the higher levels of the socioeconomic system
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- the State and the capitalist/speculative sector - we should not under-
rate the ambivalent role that may be played in these social changes by
small property itself even when it is a part of a precapitalist social
system of use-values and a family economy. '

The existence of widespread petty ownership can cut both ways. As the
basis for the expanded reproduction of autonomous housing supply, extensive
land control (with the help of quasi-political mechanisms), and the
sustainance of widespread non-commodity relations, antagonises directly
the social system of the capitalist/speculative market. On the other hand,
every petty owner is a potential speculator and a probably investor in the
housing market in the specific sense of the latter as a system of commodity
exchange. The same way a small peasant may turn into a "kulak" and the
latter into an energetic capitalist, social differentiation among small
urban owners may effect extensive spontaneous transformations within the
popular economy of housing. Thus, alongside the listed theoretical
conclusions and working hypotheses, we must also keep in mind that the
historically given system of petty proprietorship and simple commodity
production in Greek cities, in addition to having provided the basis
for a housing sector outside the rule of capital and class-biased
'public policies, has quite probably been an important factor accounting
for the dynamism of Greek smaller-scale speculative building itself.

Given thiscontradiction, inherent in the conditions of Greek precapitalist
housing, and the fact that modern and improved housing conditions have
been associated with the speculative sector, it could be argued that with
rising incomes and consumption standards, an increasing share of popular
resources would tend to be spontaneously incorporated in the speculative
system. In the same line of reasoning, the major factor behind the
existence of precapitalist housing in the first half of the postwar

period has simply been the low level of economic development.

In this chapter we have implicitly rejected this argument: fisrt,
by our critique of the dominant conceptualisation of illegal housing as
a residual phenomenon contingent on the inability to enter the "normal"
housing market: second, by establishing the importance of crucial "objective"
factors, namely access to resources - especially land - and relative
autonomy from constraining systems of relations; third, by arguing that
the existence of an extensive precapitalict housing sector is ultimately
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based on a broader complex of institutions, values and political
relations that favour a small-holder's family economy. In the next
chapter we will examine the validity of these alternative arguments
more explicitly in relation to the question of the factors accounting
jor the decline of the precapitalist sector in the 1960's and the
expansion of speculative building.



Expansion of the Speculative Sector,
4 » 1950-1974: Determinants of
the Structure of Housebuilding

We have seen in the second chapter that the share of speculative
building in urban residential production as a whole rose sharply in the
postwar period. Whereas, according to our calculations, petty owner-
building (one and two-storey houses, illegal building and extensions)
amounted to 67% of the volume of residential building in Greater Athens
in the 1950's(1951-1958), its share fell to 56% in the mid-196Q's and
39% in the beginning of the 1970's (see Table 2.6). Similar trends
were evidenced in the rest of the urban areas. Figures 4.1 and 4.2
(see next page) showing time-series of the volume of building by height
categories during the 1961-1977 period, make evident the extent of changes
in the sectoral composition of housing production especially in Athens.
They highlight, in addition, the fact that the really massive shift to-
wards the predominance of the speculative (apartment) sector took place
in the 196Q's - especially in the second half of the decade. It is under-
standable, therefore, that we should focus our analysis on the 1960's.

What was the mechanism of sectoral change in the housing system? What
were the determinants of the increase in the role of speculative building
in the postwar period and more particularly during the 1960's? A compre-
hensive answer to these questions involves a large number of aspects of
the postwar housing system at various analytical levels: social, political
and economic. These will occupy us in the present as well as in the next
chapters. In the present one we will examine certain accounts of the
transformation of the housing system that are based on the growth and
sectoral allocation of housing demand; the expansion of the speculative
sector, in these views, can be understood as the "natural® corollary of
the rise in household incomes and the diffusion of modern housing standards
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Figure 4.1: Private building activity by categories of building height,
Urban areas, 1961-1977

(permits for new buildings, volume in thousand m3)
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Figure 4.2: Private building activity by categories of building height,
Greater Athens, 1961-1977
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that took place in postwar Greece.1 Our analysis will start from a critical
revision of such theories and will proceed in two stages: we shall show,
first, that an "integrated" model of housing preferences that channels, as
incomes grow, increasing numbers of urban households into the speculative
sector in a process of gradual "assimilation" cannot account for the pattern
of sectoral changes observed; we will argue, then, that a "dual" or "segre-
gated" model of demand allocation prevailed, and sectoral changes cannot

be explained without an emphasis on the political and economic constraints
imposed on housing production and their differantial distribution in
relation to modes of housing production and the social classes associated
with these. We will arrive thus at a balanced account of the determinants

of the sectoral change of the housing system in the 1960's, among which

the "extraneous" political-economic constraints imposed on popular pre-
capitalist housing have been crucial. As a result, the high rates of
economic development in the 1960's and early 1970's have mainly favoured
speculative building and contributed to its increased dominance over the
Greek housing system. The latter point prepares the ground for the discussion
of residential capital accumulation and public policies in the wider context
of Greek postwar society in later chapters.

1. The trend of changes in sectaral structure ~

The systematic analysis of the determinants of the sectoral composition
of housebuilding requires a careful breakdown of the postwar period into a
number of distinct sub-periods. The components of housing demand - demographic
and income variables - showed, in general, varying rates of change. Moreover,
the rise in the share of speculative building has not shown a uniform trend.
Table 4.1 presents the share of different "modes" of housing production in
the 1960's and early 1970's for the case of Greater Athens. The share of
speculative building shows a small decline from the beginning of the period
to the middle of the 1960's (a greater decline would have been observed
had we included 1967 with its pronounced slump in speculative building).
From 1968 onwards this share rises sharply. Even if our methods of measuring

1. This thesis has acquired the nature of a tacit assumption in most
discussions of Greek housing to such a degree that it is virtually impossible
to find an explicit formulation. It is most frequently found, of course, in
official accounts of the improvement and modernisation of housing conditions.
For a similar viewpoint from a far-left stand, see Arachovitis, "The
Nostalgia of Imperfect Commodity Production®.
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the volume of illegal activity and extensions on existing buildings (see
chapter 2) lead to a certain overestimation of speculative building in 1961,
these are similarly applied in the case of the mid-1960's and, therefore,
the fact of the stagnation or even fall of the share of speculative

building between 1961 and 1967 cannot be questioned.2

This deviation from the broader postwar pattern of speculative expansion
took place despite the fast exponential growth of speculative building from
the early 1950's to the early 1970's (save short-term fluctuations). It
thus reflects changing patterns in the housing system as a whole or the
effects of forces applied specifically on the non-specuiative sector.

By breaking down the two main types of building presented in Table 4.1

into their significant components, a more complex pattern is revealed:
though the suppression of illegal building after 1968 is the major factor
behind the stagnation of petty owner-building during 1965-1971, there is

a drastic drop in the rate of growth of authorised owner-building, too.

The latter, in contrast, grew during 1961-1965 at rates similar to those

of speculative building. In the case of speculative building, it is clearly
evident that the relatively slow growth during 1961-65 reflects the trends
in apartment building: the intermediate, small-scale sub-sector grew at
record rates. It slowed down, however, to half of these rates during 1965-71,
whereas apartment building took an upswing. We can not make a similarly
detailed analysis for the 195Q's. We know, however, that one-third of
residential building in Athens during 1951-58 was speculative production
(see Table 2.6, Chapter 2). The share of the speculative sector, thus,

has risen fastly in the second half of the 1950's and after 1967; in the
intermediate years precapitalist housing production advanced at similar

or higher rates,

Having specified the complex pattern of changes that took place in the
postwar period, we may turn to the problem of explanation. We will restrict
our analysis to the case of Athens. This is necessary mainly for reasons
of data availability: the formulation of a systematic model of the mechanism
of sectoral change requires a multitude of variables that can be constructed
only in the case of Athens. We have already utilised the rich material

2. It should be remembered that our estimates of illegal activity in
Chapter 2 were based on tha number of illegal dwellings built annua}]Y; This
neglects the probably substantial amount of illegal additiors to ex1sting
unauthorised structures. In this respect, our estimates of the volume
of precapitalist housing preduction are conservative.
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available for the capital to explore the social and spatial corollaries of
the different modes of housing production (see chapter 2). We will return
to these aspects in the following discussion.

Table 4.1: Sectoral composition of private residential building: Athens,

1961-1971
(volume in thousands m3)
"Mode" of housing 1961 , 1965*J 1971* Annual growth rates
production 1961-65 1965-71
1. Petty Owner-
Building 4,543 7,112 7,249 11.8% 0.3%
One, two-storey, (54%) (56%) (39%)

extensions, ille-
gal housing, of

which, legal: 3,712 5,373 7,249 9.7%  5.1%
2. Speculative
Building 3,838 5,692 11,285 10.3%  12.1%
of which (46%) (44%) (61%)
- Intermediate,
Small-scale 582 1 340 2.740 23.2% 12.6%
(three, four- (7%) (10%) (15%)
storey)
- Apartment Building 3,256 4,352 8,545 7.5% 11.9%
(five-storey and (39%) (34%) - (46%)
‘higher)
Total of which, 8,381 12,804 18,534 11.2% 6.3%
legal building 7,550 11,065 18,534
(90%) (86%) (100%)

Source: Tables 2.2, 2.5, Chapter 2, 1964 Yearbook, NSSG, General Appendix
A.1, A.4. For the method of estimation, see Chapter 2. (*): The
estimates for the years 1965 and 1971 are averages of three-year
periods: 1964-66 and 1970-72. Since no significant fluctuations
occurred in the beginning of the decade (see Figure 4.1) no such
average was used for 1961.
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2. Formulation of the problem

In the effort to explain the pattern of postwar changes in the housing
system - particularly those that took place in the 1960's - a purely
"political" argument suggests itself immediately: the parallel occurrence
of fast growth in speculative building and a stagnation of precapitalist
forms seems to be the product of specific policies of differentially
applied control and encouragement. The suppression of illegal building
after 1967 with its wider effects in diminishing popular access to land,
coupled with building codes and credit policies that boosted speculative
developments, make this argument highly attractive. There is, as we will
show, a great deal of truth in this. However, as a matter of methodolo-
gical principle such an argument should be counterposed to a second alterna-
tive hypothesis: namely that the pattern of housing change can be explained
by factors "endogenous" to the housing system when the latter is conceived
as a semi-closed system with equilibrium of supply and demand in the medium
and long run. The first, "non-equilibrium" hypothesis, however appealing
~at first glance, could be effectively refuted or drastically diminished
in importance, if we show that the standard socioeconomic and demographic
determinants of housing demand can account for the largest part of changes,
leaying only an insignificant residuum of "unexplained" variation attribut-
able presumably to ad hoe factors such as "politics". In the following we
will check the validity of these two theoretical alternatives. We have to
examine, therefore, the extent to which the postwar changes in the structure
of housing production can be explained by a simple model of the interplay
of demagraphic growth, income change, and the pattern of income distribu-
tion; a model, that is, of the growth and allocation of housing demand.

We know that the differentiation of the system of housing production
into speculative apartment building and precapitalist petty owner-building
with {ntermediate forms {n-between, is correlated directly with the social
class structure (see chapter 2). The apartment market is mainly associated
with middle and upper occupational strata. What is the nature of this
association? The answer that is most commonly offered stresses the import-
ance of household income levels measured in absolute terms: the extent
of speculative building depends on the size of the market of houses having
a price (or rental value) that exceeds a certain level. The tendency, after
all, of speculative builders to be concerned almost exclusively with higher-
income demand is a commenplace in the history of capitalist cities. We have
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thus the general hypothesis that the share of the speculative sector is
determined by the share of the "substantial incomes" sub-market in total
housing demand. Fast urban growth and economic development, therefore, will
lead to a steady expansion of speculative building in absolute as well as
in relative terms. The bench-mark of minimum "substantial income" that
permits "entry" to this sub-market depends, obviously, on the socially
defined standard of "normal" housing in this particular sector and the
trend of housing costs: rising relative costs (that overshoot, that is,
the general inflation rate) will act negatively on the expansion of this
sub-market. As a matter of fact, both of these "exogenous" parameters
remained fairly stable for the period we examine: the standards of the
average apartment unit have not changed significantly and house rents

and construction costs moved in step with the general price index, at
least for the most relevant part of the period: 1958-1971 (see Appendix
6.1). Starting, thus, from a base year and observing the movement of the
income-level (or rent-level) that determines the range of the speculative
sub-market and estimating the growth in the number of households with such
incomes we may arrive, presumably, at a systematic "prediction" of the
sectoral composition of housebuilding and, more specifically, of the
expansion of the speculative sector. This then can be checked against
the observed trends.

Although such a theory appears self-evident, however, it involves
a number of complex and questionable assumptions with regard to the
prevailing pattern of.allocation of housing demand and the system of
housing production. It assumes an integrated system of housing preferences
as well as an integrated system of housing production. "Integrated" in
these two senses means shortly the following: first,all socioeconomic
groups have a common scale of preferences that places a high value on
the housing situations (areas and types of housing) associated with
the more comfortable middle class; second, such improved housing situations
are supplied exclusively by the speculative mode. As a result, with the
growth in real incomes an increasing spectrum of secioeconomic groups is
assimilated into the more highly valued and “"modern" sector which is the ’
.speculative one. In the preceeding chapters, however, we have offered ample
.evidence that makes the validity of such an “integrated" model highly
questionable. The "dual" system of housing production and its relationship
with the class structure and the urban spatial structure suggest strongly
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that there might be considerable lack of "integration" both in the system
of the flow of household resources, as well as in the system of values

and preferences. Thus, an alternative "dual-segregated"” model of the allo-
cation of housing demand must also be considered in order to arrive at a
valid understanding of the role of income and population growth in sectoral
change. This complicates substantially the formulation of the problem we are
examining. We must answer the following set of interconnected questions:

a. To what extent has the expansion of the speculative sector been the
result of "exogenous" factors (mainly political) that encouraged speculative
building and hindered precapitalist building? This requires an examination of:

b. To what extent does the growth and allocation of housing demand,
assuming supply-demand equilibrium, account for the postwar changes in
sectoral compositicn? This, in turn, requires examination of:

c. What is the character of the system of allocation of housing demand
between different "housing situations" in the postwar period, what changes
took place in this respect, and how have these affected the rate of
~ speculative sector expansion?

In the following sections we will be occupied with the construction of
a model that can help answar questions (b) and (c).

3. A model of an integrated housing system

The analysis of the growth and allocation of housing demand as a
determinant of the structure of housing supply can be approached with the
help of a simple model presented graphically in Figure 4.3. Let us assume
a pyramidal pattern of stratification described in Figure 4.3 by triangle
TUB where %% is the number of households in income bracket Jy, Y
is household income and ¥ is the total number of households. Since we are
dealing with a model of housing demand, the concept of "income" employed is
the one relevant for the determination of housing expenditure. Most theories
of household behaviour stress the fact that current income should be rejected
as a determinant in favour of some concept of "normal" income ¢r the stru-
cturally determined resources of a household which abstracts from transitory

or random influences on income.3"Norma1"income is determined by differentials

3. Muth has consistently argued in favour of Milton Friedman's concept
of "permanent" or "expected" ircome. This is measured by the weighted
average of the current disposable income of previous years, the most
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Figure 4.3
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recent receiving greatest weight (Muth, "The Demand for Non-Farm Housing"

" in A.C. Harberger (ed). The Demand for Durable Goods {Chicago, 1960). See
also, M. Reid, Housing and Income (Chicago, 1962). An alternative operation-
alisation of structurally determined household income frequently used in the
analysis of consumption is the total of a household's expenditures. See,

for instance, J. Crocket, Consumption Expenditures and Incomes in Greece
(Athens, 1970, in Greek). A theory of the consumption function opting

for total- household resources (current disposable income plus personal
wealth) as a theoretically preferable alternative can be found in M.B.
Johnson, Household Behaviour: Consumption, Income and Wealth (London, 1971):
Chapter 6. See also note 1 in Chapter 6.
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between occupational categories, differentials in skill and education and
the distribution of wealth and ownership of means of production. These
factors divide the population into a number of class-categories according
to their "market situation”, to use the well-known Weberian concept, which
determines their life-chances in economic terms.? Let us assume then that
the stratification pattern in Fig. 4.3 is composed by an hierarchical
arrangement of such "classes". This implies that we abstract from varia-
tions causgd by factors such as size of family or the stage in the life-
cycle of a household, which operate within a certain economic class. In
operational terms, the stratification pattern is mainly based on the
hierarchical ordering of detailed occupational categories according

to average earnings and the income from other sources {e.g. property)

that is typically associated with each category. "Normal" income or
structurally determined resources thus understood determine in turn
consumption expenditure for each househcld category. Given this assumption,
the level of total consumption expenditure of each occupational category
defines its place in the stratification hierarchy in an objective manner
(which must be distinguished from a use of consumption levels as indices
of "status" stratification). Let us assume for the sake of simplicity
that rent expenditures - either in direct payment or in terms of imputed
rent in the case of owner-occupiers - are proportional to "income" as
previously conceptuaiised. The pattern of "income" distribution then,
represents the distribution of households among rent-elasses, and income-
level Y 1in Fig. 3 denotes a corresponding rent level. Point B on the
X~axis denoted by Yﬁax is defined by the intersection of the income
distribution 1ine with the X-axis, whereas point T (Yﬁin) denotes the
lowest income level. The area TUB measures the total number of households
at any given time. Assuming supply-demand equilibrium and an insignificant

4. For Max Yeber's concept of "market-situation” as the economic
determinant of “"class-situation", see H.H. Gerth & C. Wright Mills (eds)
from Max Weber (London, 1370), pp. 181-183. See also the discussion in
Emrys Jones and John Eyles, An Introduction to Social Goography {London, 1977):
145-1439, which is explicitly related to housing, N. Wiley "America's Unique
Class Politics: The Interplay of the Laber, Credit and Commodity Markets",
in H.P. Dreitzel (ed) Recent Sociology, vol 1 (London, 1969): 188-213, and
chapter 6 in this study. I have not come across any study pointing out the
strong affinity between Weber's "market situation" and "life changes" and the
modern economic concept of “"normal income" and household "resources". This
obvious affinity opens up ways for integrating urban class-structure analysis
with the enormous amount of research and theory on the income, savings,
consumption and wealth of households.
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amount of dwelling-sharing among households, the number of households equals
the number of dwellings comprising the housing stock. We have also assumed
that the pattern of distribution is described by a simple linear function

of the type %%- = aq - bY (1) where %% is the number of households (dwellings)
per rent-class. We may complete the formal description of the pattern of

distribution by defining Yoin® Koo where k is a constant. By integrat-

in
ing (1) and with the help of some simple geometry we have;
afh 2
Total number of households = ¥ = — 9 (1-k)
2N N
T Y ek’ - 2(1-x)%
max max

Thus the variable Yﬁax(henceforth signified by Yﬁ) and the constant %
describe the system sufficiently at any given time. Let us assume that,
first, incomes grow annually by g per cent, a rate applied similarly to
all classes so as income differentials remain unchanged,and that second,
population (number of households) grows by a rate »n similarly applied in
a uniform manner. Assume, -furthermore, that all cateaories of the housing
stock depreciate annually by d. The composite effect of these changes after
a year's time is presénted in Figure 4.3. Demographic change effects a
shift of the demand 1ine AB to A''B. The effect of income change can be
described in either of two ways: points on the x-axis shift to the right
to points measured by Y(l+g) and the intersection of the demand line with
the y-axis shifts to ?7§§7- , or, alternatively, the demand triangle
remains in the initial position TUB and the effect of income change is
registered on the position and shape of supply. Let us choose the second
alternative. The combined effect of income change and depreciation by a
rate d results in the shift of the supply triangle TUB (which at time
t, equals demand) to a new position T'U'B'. The supply line intersects
now the y-axis at point A' where OA' = o %;%-. The composite effect of
these changes can be easily inspected in Figure 4.3. Whereas demand at
time t1 is described by TU''B, available housing stock is described by
T'U'B'. The rise of incomes and depreciation make so that a part of stock
moves below the Towest rent-class of demand and is therefore abandoned:
this is measured by area T'U'IT. In the case when the new demand and supply
lines have an intersection that lies to the right of the Towest rent-class
of demand (point k¥ on the x-axis), we will have a surplus of supply at
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the lower class levels (area IGU'' shaded in Figure 4.3). Thus effective
supply at time t1 is measured by TU''GB' and the addition to the housing
stock necessary for supply-demand equilibrium by B'GB. This mechanism can
be generalised, of course, in order to provide‘the amount of building over
a period greater than a year given the initial number of households, the
increase in incomes and households and the depreciation rate over the same
period plus the assumption that the coefficient "k” of income differentials
remains stable. Assuming a constant "k” and a constant rate of demographic
growth "»" we can derive with the help of simple geometry on Figure 4.3

or with the formulas of integration for a linear function, the following
general expressions:

Total Demand for Dwellings = D, =N, (1n)t (2)
N 2
Effective Supply =5, = —2— (1#)%? O=dkekgl” o (3)
(1-k)° (1-d)°

N
New Building = D,-5, = B, = —2— (14n)%"! [}1+n)(1-k)2 (1-d-k-kg)7,

Bt e (-7 24)°

In equations (2), (3) and (4) D, 5, and B are measured in dwelling
units; N, is the number of households at the base year and g, d are annual
rates observed for year ¢. Sq is area IU''G in Figure 4.3 and will be
zero or positive depending on the combination of g, 4 and n. Let us define
the coordinate on the x-axis of point G (the intersection of the new demand
and supply lines) as qYﬁ. Sﬁ » measuring the surplus of supply at the lower
income levels, will be positive when ¢ is greater that the constant k. The
values of ¢ and Sé are given by the followirg equations:

q = (1-d) (l*g)gfl-d)(l'f‘n) > (5)
(1+g)°=(1+n) (1-d)
| N L2
5 = o 5 (g-%) 2(1—d)(1+g);(q+k)(1,g) - (1n) (2-q-k) (6)
T (1-k) (1-d)

Let us approach the problem of sectoral structure by considering the
implications of the hypothesis that the range of the speculative market is
determined by a certain fixed vaiue of a dwelling unit that is considered
as the lower standard, defined socially and economically, to which specula-
tive builders will respond. This standard determines at any given time a
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certain range of income classes that Tie above it and therefore a part of
the population that obviously expands as incomes grow and the standard
remains fixed. Assume that this income range is defined for the base year
by income (or rent) level Y, shown in Figure 4.3. by point C on the
x-axis and that Y, =pY. Parameter p changes, of course, with the
change of incomes, i.e. P, = Pu/1+g) . Triangle DCB describes the housing
sub-market relevant for speculative building at time s this expands
to D''C''B at time £y During the same period the housing stock previously
used by this submarket shifts to D'C'B'. In effect, only part of this
stock is currently available (area C''FB') and the rest (area C'D'FC"
shaded in Figure 4.3) is passed to lower classes of housing demand. Thus
the necessary addition to stock for the case of the speculative sector
is measured by area FD''BB'. This mechanism is expressed in the following
equations:

N
p =2 5 (1*n )t __iﬁ_EL_. (7)

Speculative Sector Demand

2t aw® T (1g)?
i %o t-1 (1-d-p)?

Speculative Sector Supply = S s T g (Itn) 22 (8)

©t  (1-k) (1-d)

% t-1 (1+g-p)®  (1-d-p)°
Speculative Building = B " -—————-(1+n) (1+n)4474 p p2 (9)
s (l—k) (1+g) (1-d)
Po
where p = p =
t-1 lfg)t—z

Given equations (9) and (4), the share of speculative building in total
building is provided directly by the ratio Gt = Bc t/Bt - (10)

The simple model we have introduced shows that the sectoral structure
of housing production is determined in a compiex manner by the combined
influence of a number of variables. Let us examine the particular influence
of each of these variables. In Table 4.2 we present a rough sensitivity
analysis showing the effect on ¢ of a 50% change in each of the variables
and parameters of the system when the rest are kept constant. We start from
an initial case defined by g = 0.03, d = 0.02, » = 0.04, p = 0.6, k = 0.2,
a configuration of values that, as we will see later, represents conditions
in Athens in the beginning of the 1960's. It is apparent from Table 4.2
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that p has the strongest effect on G. Thus, given the rates of demographic
and economic growth, the role of speculative building should be expected
to rise steadily with a speed that varies positively with the rate of
income growth since p = ;b/(1+g)t’1. This influence of p is stronger

at the upper levels of the income hierarchy and diminishes as the

range of the speculative sector reaches lower income strata (an effect
that derives from the greater absolute change caused on higher incomes by
a uniformly applied rate of income growth). As it should be expected
theoretically, G is affected negatively by n and positively by 7 and d

in this order of importance with respect to the magnitude of the effect.
It is interesting that the income distribution parameter k has a positive
but insignificant effect. A1l the elasticities of G witnh respect to the
corresponding variable vary greatly according to the range of values

of the variable, a fact that signifies the complexity of the mechanism
that determines G in periods of change.

The model that leads to expression (10) has been based on a number
of assumptions. Most of them have been introduced in order to simplify
the formal structure of the model and have limited theoretical signi-
ficance. Certain assumptions, however, concern strategic aspects of the
structure of the housing system as a whole. First, we have assumed that
residential investment follows an equilibrium growth path determined by
the exponential (compounded) growth of demand. Since we aim at an empirical
check of the model, we must examine the realism of such a claim for
postwar building. This amcunts to arguing that after smoothing-out
short-term fluctuations (say, by three-year averages), the long-term
path of building is not the product of a disequilibrium mechanism that
may have generated a "long wave" of building deviating from the growth
path of incomes and population. Such semi-autonomous "long waves" (build-
ing cycles of a duration between ten and twenty years) may be generaged
by protracted lags in the reaction of investment to changes in demand.
Long lags are frequently found in the analysis of residential invest-
ment and some studies have suggested that the familiar phenomenon of
long-waves (or long swings) of building may be explained by the mathematical
properties of certain investment functions with lags that generate endo-

genously an explosive oscillatior® (in the terminology of logarithimic

5. See J.B.D. Derksen, "Long Cycles of Rasidential Building: An
Explanation", Eccnometrica (8,2,1640): 97-11€. The tradition nf studies
explaining the cyclical fluctuation of investment on the basis of endo-

enous mechanism formed by the structure of time-lags, goes back to the
influential werk of J. Timbergen between the wars,
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functions) instead of regular short-term fluctuations. Exogenous changes

in incomes and population, then, serve as mere disturbances that set a long
wave of building going until the increasing discrepancy between supply and
demand checks the process.

Table 4.2. Sensitivity analysis of the share of the speculative séctor
in the growth of housing stock

1. Initial Case Share of Speculative Elesticity of G
g=0.03, n=0.04 Sector "G' dG/dv*
d=0.02, p=0.6, k=0.2 0.738 -

2. g=0.045 (+50%) 0.819 +0.22
g=0.015 (-50%) 0.635 +0.28

3. n=0.06 (+50%) 0.629 -0.30
n=0.02 (-50%) 0.898 -0.43

4. 4=0.03 (+50%) 0.790 +0.14
d=0.01 (-50%) 0.667 +0.19

5. k=0.3** (+50%) 0.757 +0.05
k=0.1 (-50%) 0.737 +0.003

6. p=0.8  (+50%) 0.433 -0.82
p=0.4 (-50%) 0.928 -0.51

Source: Our calculations from equations (4), (9) and (10).* The elasti-
city of G with respect to the corresponding variable is defined
as the ratio of the percent change in G to the percent change in
the variable.** For the estimation of G with a varying "k we have
assumed, of course, a constant "