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Transformation of the state social policy concerning

Far Eastern village within perestroika

During the years of perestroika (1985 – 1991) the state social policy concerning the Far East has undergone considerable changes which have mentioned regional village, though and to a lesser degree. In this article the role of party-economic structures of all levels in the given processes reveals.
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The social life of the state is regulated by social policy which sets a vector of social development both in scales of all country, and at regional level. 
Twenty years before perestroika, social policy on village was a component of the agrarian policy formulated in materials of March 1965 and the subsequent plenums of the Central Committee of the CPSU (Communist party of the Soviet Union). The food program of 1982 and the decisions accepted by XXVII congress (1986) have continued and have developed this line. Change of distributive relations in 1960 – promoted first half 1980th growth of incomes of collective farmers and workers of state farms which have come nearer to incomes of industrial workers, to improvement of social security of peasants, first of all pension service and system of social insurance [1].
It seemed, special attention to social problems of village at preservation of the centralized financing was an ideal basis of development and the further perfection of rural social sphere in 1985 – 1991. But already in the late 1980th, in process of falling of authority of supervising party elite and crisis increase in a society, the criticism of social policy began to appear. Decrease in rates of economic development of the country has reduced the budget of the state social programs. In new conditions the former course was poorly combined, for example, with a residual principle of allocation of resources from outside the ministries and departments. Besides, at absolute growth of values on variety of indicators rupture in consumption of the goods and services by peasants in relation to townspeople was not reduced, and increased. In connection with obvious backlog of rates of development of rural social sphere from a city, strategic program problem of the CPSU in 1980th there was a social reorganization of village. However, it was understood simply, as creation of equal living conditions in a city and on village though researchers L.V. Bondarenko, A.B. Soskiev, M.L. Strongina, etc. [2] repeatedly specified in an inaccuracy of such approach. 
The general tendencies found reflection in the state social policy concerning Far Eastern village.

It is necessary to notice that in the east of the country social policy had the specificity. It traditionally acted in a link role between the problems of economic development of territories, social structure of a society, welfare orientations of the population and dominating ideology. The attention to social sphere of the Far East has considerably amplified after 1986, from the moment of M.S. Gorbachev's visit. The leader of the party and the countries declared region priority in the politician of the state. It has found reflection in increase in the centralized investment streams directed on social development of remote territories. So, the growth of values of relative density of non-productive sphere which according to socialism political economy accumulated means for perfection welfare department, in total amount of capital investments 1985 – 1990 across the Far East on 3%, on the Amur region on 5%, and on Khabarovsk territory on 10% (at RSFSR – 2%), testified to positive tendencies. And only across Primorye there was a decrease in indicators on 2% [3].

Other important consequence of visit of M.S. Gorbachev to the Far East was acceptance in September, 1987 Long-term state program of complex development of productive forces of Far East economic region, Buryat ISSR and the Chita region for the period till 2000 (Program "Far East"). It gave the chance to level social standards of the Far East in relation to other territories of the country. It was a question not only of advancing rates of building of habitation, supply improvement, expansion of sphere household and population health services, including a network of preschool establishments and schools, creation of base for development of culture, sports, tourism, but also about perfection of systems of moral and material stimulation, attraction and fastening of shots in region. The share of the capital investments directed on development of social sphere, should make 36% from total amount of investments [4]. 
However very soon the realization of Program "Far East" has started to give failure. Already to the middle of 1989 more and more obvious there is an inadequacy of plans to new realities of a life about what in May of the same year there was a conversation at meeting of representatives of edges, areas and republics of Far East economic region in Khabarovsk. Restriction of capital investments has been extended to region since 1989. Thus, referring to transition to market relations, the ministries and departments, being the basic holders of resources, have actually evaded from performance of the Program "Far East". Displacement of terms of financing and reduction of their volumes (much more below planned requirements) in 1986 – 1990 have been admitted by 15th ministries and departments. For example, Ministries for the Power Generating Industry of the USSR so have generated ground plans of objects of welfare sphere across the Amur region that for performance of program tasks it was necessary for its jurisdictional enterprises to enter last year XII five-years periods (1990) 41% of the habitation, all comprehensive schools on 2350 places and 86% of preschool establishments. In short terms it was impossible to master such volume. Besides, building cost in the Far East was above, therefore it was more favorable to ministries and departments to master means in other areas of the country. Thereupon the regional authorities expressed time and again concern concerning a reality of terms of performance of social problems [5].

The steady tendency to reduction of indicators was observed and further. Installation on temporariness did excessive constant care of social sphere and its infrastructure though the given problem always was the focus of attention the party-economic country leaders. Later economists recognized that the system approach to development of social sphere with definition of the purposes of realization of means allocated for its achievement, criteria of efficiency of their use on places was absent. The centre, got used to work with theoretical models, planned targets, all kept away from understanding of a social reality of periphery further, and such tendency had nation-wide scales. In many respects because of it the complex of social problems in region was multiplied, despite increase in financial streams. So, capital investments on development of welfare sphere in 1986 – 1990 have grown in comparison with 1981 – 1985 across Primorye on 5,6%, to Khabarovsk territory on 7,6% at 1,3% on Russia. Only across the Amur region small decrease on 1,1% was observed. Reports of southern territories of the Far East, sent by them in the Ministry of Finance of RSFSR about execution of budgets for 1985 and also testified 1991 to substantial growth of expenses by education, public health services, physical culture, sports, mass-media, social security, consumer services, housing and communal services, trade, communication. As a whole, expenses for welfare actions last year of perestroika in comparison with the first have grown in Primorye in 4,5 times, in Khabarovsk territory in 3,8 times, and in the Amur region in 3,5 times [6]. 
However strengthening of a financial component has not mentioned the basis of the social device, therefore social transformations 1985 – 1991 had decorative character. The extensive type of reproduction and absence of the regional approach reduced all efforts of reorganization reforming to return results. So, figures uncompromisingly prove that performance of tasks Program "Far East" on many positions – building of schools, hospitals, kindergartens, etc. by the end of 1988 did not exceed 50%. The same volume was supposed to enter last year program actions (1990) that meant speeding up of terms and acceleration of rates [7]. But also these methods did not guarantee absolute performance of plans. Thus quality indicators were not considered.

It is necessary to notice that programs and the plans developed by ministries and departments concerning social sphere of the Far East, suffered absence of deep scientific study, imbalance, instability at their infinite correcting. Thereupon enough important the role of the territorial authorities in realization of social policy of the centre is represented. Absence of the regional approach in decisions of the Central Committee of the CPSU, Ministerial council of the USSR, RSFSR, the ministries and departments concerning social sphere of village, was in many respects compensated by completion of documents on places. 
Within perestroika were accepted many decision by party-economic organizations, concerning aspects of a social life of Far East village that was the certificate of special attention to problems of peasants. As the proof to that decisions Primorye and Khabarovsk committee of edges, Amur committee of area served party "About additional measures on health services improvement in collective farms and state farms of Primorye in 1986 – 1990", "About measures on expansion of building and strengthening of material base of regional recreation centers and clubs in a countryside of Khabarovsk Territory", "About building construction in collective farms and state farms of the Amur region on assistants the beginnings in 1987 – 1990" etc. Besides in the south of region target territorial programs – "Habitation", "Sobriety", "Health", etc., infringing interests of townspeople and peasants [8]. 

However by the end of reorganization intensity of rural social sphere has not decreased, and has increased on all Far East south. 
In the conditions of the centralized allocation of resources and the regular control from outside local party-economic structures – executive committees, the constant commissions, groups, committees of the national control and other bodies at the first stage of perestroika (1985 – 1988) the regional village has strengthened the social potential. As an example that was served by active of housing and welfare building, and also the decision of many problems saved in the years household, transport and public service, trade, formation, public health services, etc. At all available lacks, of questions of the social block the situation was temporarily stabilized.
The certain positive role in realization of plans central and local authorities was played by economy, first of all profitable which accepted individual share in building and service welfare department. So, in 1985 – 1991 only by collective farms of the south of the Far East it has been entered 393 thousand in sq. m of habitation, preschool centers on 2760 places, schools on 2817 places, ambulance stations and polyclinics on 171 visiting into change, and also clubs and recreation centers on 2910 seats. Thus relative density of the collective farms erecting welfare projects in a countryside has appeared above in the Amur region, than in Primorye and Khabarovsk edges [9]. 
Only economically strong economy, for example, Mihailovsk and Blagoveshchensk areas of the Amur region presumed to themselves not only to develop, but also to embody in a life the programs small villages – "The Program of eight", "The Program of nine", etc. [10]. 
At the closing stage of perestroika (1989 – 1991) in process of increase of the crisis phenomena in rural sphere of the Far East, in conditions having begun be sewed reorganization of collective-state-farm system, introduction of market mechanisms at reduction of the centralized financing, attention to social problems from outside local authorities became weaker. Committee of edges and regional executive committees the wave of political debates has overflowed. Dependence the territorial authorities led to that the important regional questions of social and economic character dared slowly, looking at the centre. For example, "The Program of revival of village and agriculture development" the Amur region has been developed and discussed only in April, 1991, and that soon «has left in archive». Even earlier the similar fate has comprehended the Program of transformation of the village, prepared by party-economic organizations of Primorye in 1990 [11]. Natural result at the end of perestroika was eased the social sphere of Far East village [12].
Destabilized conditions presence of considerable number of unprofitable and remunerative collective farms and state farms in a southern part of region. Loading on budgets of economy under the decision of social problems by the reorganization end became unreasonably great. The distress has compelled directors of state farms and collective farms Blagoveshchensky, Tambovsky (more or less safe territories), Zavitinsky areas of the Amur region in May and June, 1991 to act with open references in the press and to offer the way of an exit from deadlock. It was a question of the adequate social and economic policy of the authorities of all levels concerning Far East village [13]. 
In a transformed society its base components lose traditional system structure. Therefore state policy (economic, social, etc.) becomes coordinator changing public system. But spent by the authorities in 1985 – 1991 social policy had not time any more behind economic modernization. Real living conditions of agricultural population, and also their objective needs were modified faster, than the state system could react to it. Only in the end of perestroika social policy contours in village have been defined more particularly to what occurrence of the Program of social development of village (1989) and Programs of revival of the Russian village and agriculture development (testified 1990) [14]. However the terms of realization of documents concerned 1991 – 1995. Besides, an unprecedented aggravation of ideological struggle in the country last year of perestroika has led to carrying over of a vector of interests from economic questions on political [15]. 
If the agrarian policy of the centre concerning the Far East in second half of 1980th has been directed to escalating and further optimization available potential social policy concerning Far East village was carried out without the account of territorial specificity. The work of local authorities was as a result reduced to duplication of decisions of party-economic structures and mechanical execution of their decisions. The similar infringement of balance in the conditions of the reorganization changes endured by Far East village, led to blasting of orientation to long-term target priorities, and in an ordinary life – to rupture between in word and deed. In the conditions of reduction of the centralized financing (since 1989) all attempts of the territorial authorities to optimize rural social sphere of village have appeared insufficiently productive.
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