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HISTORY OF HOUSEHOLD WASTE MANAGEMENT: COMPARISON
OF UKRAINE AND CZECH REPUBLIC BEFORE 1989

The paper compares the history of household waste management in two countries: Ukraine
and Czech Republic in the period before the 1989 political changes. The analysis has shown that
until 1989, household waste management was very similar in both countries. Both in Ukraine and
in Czech Republic, it was treated as a source of secondary raw materials and municipalities pro-
vided and organised collection centrally, in stationary facilities (collection yards), as well as using
mobile equipment. Households were motivated to hand in sorted raw materials both financially and
morally. Conventional secondary raw materials (paper, metals, textiles, glass) were sorted first
Pplace, other — depending on technical capacities and processing plant requirements. Household
waste that was not sorted as secondary raw materials was deposited in landfills in both countries,
with a small proportion incinerated for plants. Landfilling and incineration were not environmen-
tally friendly and did not comply with requirements fitting these facilities.

Keywords: environmental protection; household wastes; secondary raw materials; incineration
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ICTOPIA YITPABJIIHHA TBEPIVMMMUA ITIOBYTOBUMMU BIAXOJAMMU
B YKPAIHI I YECBHKI PECITYBJIILII 10 1989 POKY

Y cmammi npoeedeno nopisHanmns icmopii po3eumky ynpasainHa meepoumu no6ymosumu
sioxooamu ¢ Yxpaini ma Yecwkiii Pecny6aiui do 1989 p., y nepiod 0o nouamky noaimu4nux smin.
Anaaiz noxazae, wo oo 1989 p. ynpaeainns meepoumu nobymoeumu eioxooamu 6y1o cxoxcumu 6
000x kpainax. B Ykpaini, six i ¢ Yecokiii Pecnybaiui, meepdi noGymosi 6i0xo0u po3zan0aiucs sax
0xcepeno 6MOPUHHOT CUpOSUHU, MYHIUUNalimemu 3abesnevyéaiu yeHmMpaiizoeanui 30ip 6ioxo-
0is, 3a donomozoro cmauionaprux i MobGiabHuX nynKmie nputiomy. Momugyrouumu 04 domozoc-
nooapcme w000 30aui 6idcopmoeanoi cupogunu 6yia aK yina, max i mopaivhuii paxmop. Ilepw
3a 6ce, Oyau HAAA200MCeHI CUCTEMU COPMYBAHHA 8MOPUHHOT CUPOBUHU — NANepy, Memany, meKc-
muaro, ckaa, 36ip ma copmyeants iHuux 6i0x00i6 3aiexcaiu 6i0 MexHiMHUX MOXcAUuGocmeli nepe-
pobnoi eaaysi. Teepoi noGymosi 6i0xodu, w0 He Oyau 6i0COpMOGAHI AK GMOPUHHA CUPOGUHA,
HANPAGAAAUCA HA 36AAUMA 0451 3AXOPOHEHHS, 34 GUHAMKOM HEBEAUKOI HacmKuU 6i0x00ie, AKI cna-
A106AAUCS HA CMIMMECNAAIO8AAbHUX 34600aX. 3AXOPOHEHHS | CNAAI06AHHA He 8idnosidaau cy4ac-
HUM eKO0A02IMHUM 6UMO2AM.

Karouosi caosa: oxopona HaskoauuiHb020 cepedoguuja; meepoi nodymosi 6ioxodu; 6mopuHHa
CUPOBUHA,; CMIMMECNANIOEANbHI 38001,
Jim. 29.

Anbona Xanpaoosa, Anekcanapa A. Benonoanckas, I1érp Illayep
NCTOPUA YITPABJIEHUA TBEPABIMUA BbITOBBIMU OTXOJIAMMUAU
B YKPAMHE 1 YEIIICKO¥ PECITYBJIMKE JIO 1989 T'OJIA

B cmamoe nposedeno cpasnenue ucmopuu pazeumus ynpagienuss meepovimu GblmogvLMu
omxodamu 6 Yxpaune u Yewckoii Pecnybauxe do 1989 e., 6 nepuod do nauaia noaumuseckux
usmenenuii. Anaauz noxaszaa, wmo 0o 1989 e. ynpaeaenue meepovimu Goimogsimu omxooamu
0bL10 cxoxncum ¢ obeux cmpanax. B Yipaune, xax u ¢ Yewckoii Pecnybauke, meepovie 6vimosovie
0MxX00bl PACCMAMPUBAIUCH KAK UCHIOMHUK 8IMOPUHHO20 CbIPbsl, MYHUNWURAAUMembl 00ecne4uea-
AU UYEHMPAAU308aHHbLIL COOP OMX0008, C NOMOULBIO CIAUUOHAPHBIX U MOOUABHBIX NYHKNI06 npue-
ma. Momusupyrowum paxmopom 045 00MOX035IiCME cOand OMCOPMUPOBAHHOE Cbipbe Oblia
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uena, a max xce mopavuoli paxmop. B nepeyro ouepedv GvLiu Haaxicenvl cucnmemol COpmupos-
KU 6Mopu4Ho20 cvipvsi — Gymaza, memaat, mexcmuav, cmekio. Coop u copmuposka opyux
0mx00068 3asuceiu OM MEXHUMECKUX B03MONCHOCMEl 0060pydosanus nepepabamoliéarouiet
ompacau. boimoevie omxodvt, Komopvie He ObLiU OMCOPMUPOBAHBL 8 KA4ECHIBe GMOPUMHO0
CbIPbsl, HANPABASAUCH HA CBAAKU 0451 3AXOPOHEHUS, 3d UCKAIOMEHUEM He(0Abuol 00U 0mX0008,
KOMOpble CHCUAAUCH HA MYCOPOCHCULAMEABHBIX 30600aX. 3AXOPOHEHUE U CHCUZAHUE He COOMm-
6ENCMBOBAAU COBPEMEHHBIM IKOA02UMECKUM MPeGOGAHUAM.

Karouesviecaosa: oxpana okpyscaroweli cpedsl; meepobie 0bimosble 0mxo0bl, MOPUHHOE CbIPbE;
MYCopocaHcu2amensHvle 3a800bi.

Introduction. Ukraine and Czech Republic have had some common and some
independent history. Before 1989, Ukraine was one of 15 republics of the Soviet
Union, and Czech Republic was one of the two federal republics of the former
Czechoslovakia. At that time, environmental policy and its (economic) instruments
were discussed and partly coordinated within the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance. The policy in both countries functioned within the framework of a cen-
trally planned system. How different were environmental systems in reality? How did
the policies affect these environmental performance in the countries? These and
other issues are addressed in these first part of the two papers mapping the history of
household waste management in two countries under study. The second paper will
provide the historic comparison after 1989*.

Short overview of the history of environmental management in the two countries —
literature review. Although we can learn a lot from history, there is not much litera-
ture on the long-term history of environmental policy worldwide. The exceptions are
represented by Andrews (1999, 2006), who goes deep into the long-term history of
the US environmental management. This book could be used as one comparison as
to whether there are some parallels between management modes in the given period
of history across the countries with different economic and political systems. Also,
Hyas (2000) describes the history of environmental politics since 1945.

The formation of Ukrainian-Soviet history of environmental management could
have been affected by the works of Dorst (1968), Galbraith (1969), Ehrenfeld (1973),
Commoner (1974), Douglas (1975) and other researchers, whose books had been
translated and published in the 1960—1970s. They analysed the reasons for environ-
mental crises in industrialised countries, and offered options to overcome it. The pub-
lication of these works was likely caused by the desire to demonstrate crisis-related
problems of market economies. However, it led to a growth of public interest in envi-
ronmental issues too.

In the mid 1970s, in scientific community there was an awareness of the need to
solve economic, social and environmental issues, which was only possible by means
of environmental management. The tasks of environmental economics were first for-
mulated in Soviet economic literature by Hofmann et al. (1974). Research into the
history of environmental economics is described in Khachaturov (1982), Burkinskiy
et al. (1999) and others. The history of the environmental management school in
Ukraine and theoretical and methodological problems of assessing damages are pre-
sented in Balatsky et al. (1984), Melnyk (1988), among many others.

4 The following (#9) issue of APE (ed. note).
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The problem of waste management has been delegated to scientists who study
the general theoretical principles and methodological approaches to evaluating the
effectiveness of waste management in order to obtain a secondary resource basis for
an organisational-economic mechanism of waste management aspects of motivation
of economic entities towards the recovery of resources from waste and their further
use in the economy. These are Balatsky et al. (1987), Mischenko and Vygovska
(2009), among many others.

As for Czech Republic, there are some works describing the issue in the context
of the development of Czech/Czechoslovak economy (Hadrabova, 2002, 2004,
2009a). The whole long-term history is described in Hadrabova (1999, 1995) and
Sauer (2002). There is also a body of literature in which authors describe their under-
standing of Czech/Czechoslovak situation in environmental management when
studying the historical background of the topic investigated. They do so mostly when
formulating suggestions for practical policies and trying to contribute to the theory of
transformation. See VanDeever and Carmin (2006), Andrews (1993), Andrews et al.
(1994), Carmin and Jehlicka (2005, 2010), Moldan and Hak (2011), among many
others. Issues concerning the history of waste management in Czech Republic are
analysed in Hadrabova (2009b).

As for household wastes management, it has historically been a considerable
problem, and still is today. It has had considerable impacts on the environment and
major economic connections worldwide.

Involvement of countries in international associations has gained ever growing
importance recently. This results in the need to respect rules and requirements of such
coalitions. Before countries enter blocs, it is beneficial to conduct comparative analy-
ses that assist in their easier integration. Synoptic comparisons are also beneficial
before detailed analyses. This paper aims to become such a framework comparison.

Household waste management in Ukraine before 1989. In Ukraine until the early
1980s, the problem of household waste received attention only in the context of
resource saving on the one hand and cleaning cities on the other. Collection and dis-
posal of household waste was the responsibility of municipal services; waste was
removed from cities and deposited in unregulated dumps or incinerated in local fire-
places. Starting from the 1920s, in order to save resources, waste paper and scrap metal
were collected actively. The union-wide association for the procurement and process-
ing of secondary raw materials and industrial waste, known as "Soyuzutil", was estab-
lished under the Ministry of Light Industry in 1932. After the World War I1, in 1945 the
Council of People's Commissars issued the Government Regulation no. 1595/1945 on
measures to increase procurement and supply of secondary raw materials and indus-
trial waste, in order to save cellulose, cotton and other valuable raw materials. In 1948,
"Soyuzutil" was reorganised into the Department named "Glavvtorresurs".
Management of waste collection and treatment was carried out at the state level,
departments controlled regional procurement organisations and processing enterpris-
es. In the centrally managed economy of the USSR, the costs of collection and pro-
cessing wastes were transferred to the costs of production of particular industries.

In the Ukrainian SSR, secondary wastes collection was done on the voluntary
basis. The press continually mentioned that one tonne of recycled paper yielded
0.7 tonnes of paper or cardboard. Collection and processing of waste paper was called
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an important state matter. Most of waste paper was collected by Pioneer organisations
of schoolchildren and an active portion of conscious citizens. Annual quotas for waste
paper collection were established for each school class. Campaigns to collect waste
paper and scrap metal were usually held twice a year by each school. The collected
waste paper was then sent to central collection stations.

In the 1970—1980s, collection and treatment of waste was carried out at the
union-wide level by the departments of secondary raw materials specifically estab-
lished under the State Supply Committee and the State Planning Committee of the
USSR (Zalkind et al., 1985). The creation of new industries to address institutional,
scientific, economic, managerial, technical, information-analytical and other issues
began in the Ukrainian SSR with the Resolution no. 411/1970 Coll., on measures to
strengthen the material-technical base of organisations and enterprises on collecting,
processing and recycling secondary raw materials.

The system of the State Supply Committee included accounting of the use of
recycled materials. Detailed and formalised statistical reporting — both overall and for
different categories of wastes — was conducted for information support to public
administration. Rigid accounting of precious metals used in the industry was arranged
during this period, in particular in electronics.

Bottles for milk, beer, vodka, wine and soft drinks were designed and unified. At
that time, the practice of exchanging secondary raw materials for money was widely
used. For example, one could buy a bottle of milk in exchange for two empty milk
bottles. High prices encouraged people bring glass containers to collection points.
Although prices for waste paper remained very low, the practice of collecting waste
paper and scrap metal by pupils remained unchanged until the early 1990s. Sanitary
regulations for collection of secondary raw materials by schoolchildren were adopted
in 1981. The practice of exchanging waste paper for scarce goods, especially books,
was introduced in 1974 in order to promote collection of waste paper by citizens. For
20 kg of waste paper, the collection point issued a voucher that could be exchanged
for books that were not commercially available. Some things could be bought only
after handing in a certain quantity of rags, for example, audio cassettes, Rubik's
Cubes (Zalkind et al., 1985).

Collection of secondary raw materials was carried out by specifically created
organisations in cities and workers of consumer cooperatives in villagers. Secondary
raw materials were also collected through the network of collection stations. In addi-
tion, mobile collection points were created that allowed collecting 2—3 times more
secondary raw materials than stationary facilities.

The use of secondary raw materials led to savings of significant amounts of mate-
rials, and produced large economic effects in different types of production, technical
purposes and consumer goods. The average levels of collection at the end of 1978
were about 59% for waste paper, 51% for textile waste and 31% for used tires. But
these indicators concerned only urban population (Zakharov et al., 1980).

Successful collection of secondary raw materials can be explained by the exis-
tence of in-shop collection points, which encouraged population turn in glass con-
tainers, paper, textiles and more. Prices for secondary raw materials were set central-
ly, and were identical in all the collection points; they were also a motivation for po-
pulation.

ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF ECONOMICS #8(170), 2015
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The levels of collection and recycling of the most important types of secondary
raw materials were planned and regulated by the state and sectoral schemes on se-
condary resources. Special production infrastructure for collection and industrial
processing of the main types of secondary raw materials was created throughout the
territory of the Ukrainian SSR. The levels of collection achieved were largely deter-
mined by the presence of consumer-recycled materials.

Scientific organisations responsible for the use of waste in industry were created
across all industries, their activities were planned and controlled, and the State
Supplies Committee held control over the use of secondary resources. As a result, in
the period from 1975 to 1985, a large number of production, collection and process-
ing plants were built and put into operation for the production of various industrial
products and consumer goods from secondary raw materials or with partial use of
them.

A methodology to determine the resource value of various kinds of secondary
raw materials, a methodology for assessing the effectiveness of the wastes use, and
standards for collecting and storing various kinds of secondary raw materials were
developed and implemented. There were attempts to determine analytically and
approve legislative standards on adding recycled materials in the manufacture of va-
rious industrial products.

In 1986, a general provision was developed according to which "each organisa-
tion responsible for the development of new materials and products, at the same time,
had to develop a technology for the reuse or recycling after the expiration of service
life or operation”, providing for the establishment of appropriate facilities simultane-
ously with the creation of facilities for the production of materials or products.

Incineration plants made in Czechoslovakia were installed in 4 cities of the
Ukrainian SSR after 1972. All of these so-called first-generation incinerators were
practically without air treatment devices and did not produce any heat or electricity.
Dioxin contamination, representing the greatest danger associated with burning
wastes, was not controlled and there were no relevant laws for that, nor even neces-
sary measuring by laboratories.

In the 1980s, the amount of waste was increasing, and scientists turned their
attention to landfills, which at that time occupied large areas of the country, but were
not landfills in contemporary technical terms. Rules for landfills construction were
developed, which included the characteristics of the territory selected for a landfill.

In 1991, the State Supplies Committee ceased to exist — the market entered into
the economy with its own laws, and the Committee was reorganised into various min-
istries (for details about the period after 1989, see the paper in the next issue of APE).

Household waste management in Czech Republic before 1989. Czech Republic
had a very long history of handling household waste already at the beginning of the
period under study. Historically, waste management had always been understood as a
municipal matter and responsibility, and was handled accordingly, although the
methods were not appropriate according to today’s standards. Most household waste
was either incinerated in local household fireplaces or deposited in unsecured and
unregulated dumps without respect for possible environmental consequences. The
war economy (1939—1945) brought about a new feature: the requirement to sort and
submit for reprocessing certain waste types as secondary raw materials. This trend was
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consolidated and extended after 1948. The requirements of the post-war restoration
and production development led to an effort to recover those portions of waste that
could be reused. The method chosen matched the conditions of a planned, centrally
controlled economy with the predominant state role and cooperative ownership. The
national enterprise "Sberne suroviny” (Scrap Yards) was established in 1951 for col-
lection and repurchase of defined secondary raw materials.

Government Regulation no. 88/1949 Coll. on collection and sale of secondary
raw materials was an important legal standard instituting the collection of secondary
raw materials. It enumerated 18 types of wastes as secondary raw materials (e.g., me-
tals, paper, rags, broken glass etc.), specifying that these secondary raw materials must
not be destroyed and had to be offered and handed over to specified enterprises. The
Regulation gave local authorities a significant role of taking care of regular collection
of the defined raw materials, their appropriate storage and sorting, and sale to a spe-
cified reprocessing enterprise. Citizens handed them over to the collection points free
of charge, with predominantly moral motivation. However, there were no inspections
or sanctions. Municipalities financed the whole system and the revenues from these
sales were income for municipal budgets. The regulations were partly modified in suc-
cessive years, but the principles remained unchanged.

The legal redefining of 1964 brought more substantial changes. Namely, the
Decree no. 30/1964 Coll., on secondary raw materials and industrial textile waste
management altered the positions of citizens and local authorities. In the previous
period, local authorities provided and financed the system of collection of defined
raw materials in municipalities, and the revenues were their income. The new legal
definition transferred local collection yards under the national enterprise "Sberne
suroviny”, and citizens now could offer their waste (raw materials for repurchase)
directly for payment according to a set price list. In addition, it included used televi-
sion screens among secondary raw materials.

The functioning of this system of collection and repurchase of wastes regarded as
secondary raw materials was relatively successful and it made it possible to reuse at
least some parts of household waste generated instead of depositing it in the environ-
ment. Information on how much municipal waste was produced each year (period),
how much of that was household waste and how much of it was sorted out in this way,
is very incomplete and different sources show very different figures. Regular and cre-
dible reporting and statistical surveying was not made with the exception of two sur-
veys in the 1980s with little credibility.

There was no legal definition for the remaining houschold waste types. Both
households and municipalities had to handle it outside the legal system. The situation
was very different for single-family houses and countryside on the one hand and
apartments in towns and cities on the other. Rural households and those in single-
family houses had the chance to get rid of parts of their waste by composting, feeding
to domestic animals, or incinerating in local fireplaces. Mixed municipal waste only
contained ashes from stoves and all that could not be sold off to "Sberne suroviny".
New types of waste occurred over time, the quantities of plastics growing in particu-
lar. The remaining mixed waste also contained some secondary raw materials that
their originators had not handed in to "Sberne suroviny". Small municipalities at that
time typically did not provide their citizens with dustbins or any other receptacles for
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mixed waste. Dumps thus appeared spontancously in the majority of municipalities
and waste was taken there. The sites were not set up ignoring potential environmen-
tal risks, they were not managed or operated, and municipalities eventually decided
to shut them down at best and reclaimed them partly. With the traditional countryside
life changing over time as a consequence of the overall lifestyle and living standards
change, the quantities of mixed housechold waste grew and its structure changed.
Collection containers slowly made their way even to smaller places, and local autho-
rities began to organise their emptying. In towns and cities, especially those with the
predominance of apartment housing, the tradition of mixed waste bins and emptying
them by means of municipal utilities had been much longer. A problem that gained
gravity was the disposal of larger objects, which often ended up on the streets or their
owners threw them out in the wild.

Municipalities that provided collecting bins and their emptying were the opera-
tors of the so-called controlled landfills, where waste was transported at municipal
expenses. They were not landfills in the modern-day sense of the word (approved,
built and operated with respect to environmental requirements and regulations).
They were not even legal landfills in the true sense of the word, as the legal system had
no definition of landfills at that time. However, they were one step better than the
municipal dumps described above. They provided at least some minimal security
against negative effects for the surroundings, some operators and supervisors. The
adopted term for them is "managed landfills".

The preparation of the first ever bill on waste began in the 1970s. Efforts to
improve environmental protection were activated strongly abroad as well as domesti-
cally. However, this bill was never finalised and was eventually put on hold.

Preparation of the second bill on waste started in this period, in the late 1980s.
The reason was the ever worsening situation with wastes and secondary raw materials.
The factual core of the bill was based on the analysis of the existing handling of sec-
ondary raw materials. The fundamental principle was to be the "originator principle":
the entity in whose activity the waste was generated is responsible for it. The law was
to deal with waste generated in citizens’ households only starting at the point of its
collection or repurchase by waste collecting organisations. The law did not deal with
any responsibilities for citizens on how to handle their household waste; it only stipu-
lated that there would be some kind of obligation for citizens to hand over their
household waste for collection or repurchase. The effort to push this bill through
ended with the fundamental change of social circumstances in November 1989,
because the bill conformed to the conditions of a centrally planned economy and
could not be applied under the new socioeconomic system.

Discussion and conclusions. It follows from the above that both Ukraine and
Czech Republic before 1989 regarded household waste primarily as a source of poten-
tial secondary raw materials and that its management was subordinated to that. This
history is even longer in Ukraine than in CR, dating back to the pre-war period. The
reason is that, unlike CR, the Soviet Union already had a centrally planned economy
before the WWII. In the study period (and after 1945 in particular), both countries
promoted collection and processing of household waste as secondary raw materials.
Over time, the composition of these secondary raw materials changed in these coun-
tries depending on the level of knowledge, evolving technical capacities and needs of
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the national economies, from the basic paper and scrap metal to other materials (tex-
tiles, glass etc.), but not yet plastics in this period. The collection organisation was
similar in these two countries too. Central directive bodies generated regulations and
carried out the overall supervision of their practical implementation. The actual col-
lection was concentrated at the local level and was the responsibility of municipali-
ties. In both Ukraine and CR, local authorities (municipalities) established statio-
nary collection points, organised mobile collection and made use of social organisa-
tions or certain existing organisational structures for promotion of these activities.
Both countries used the price of secondary raw materials handed in as a tool for
increasing household motivation. Beginning in the 1970s, Ukraine put a great
emphasis on scientific research activity and development of processing capacities for
secondary raw materials sorted out from household waste. This issue was not empha-
sised in CR, but no significant difficulties in processing and reusing the secondary raw
materials occurred. The methods of their processing were known and some use was
typically found for the waste collected. As for the remaining waste that was not sort-
ed and reused as a secondary raw material, it ended up in landfills in both countries.
Neither Ukraine, nor CR established and operated its landfills according to the stan-
dards common nowadays. Household waste incineration was not widespread in either
of the countries. Czech Republic essentially had only one such incineration plant in
Prague, built in the pre-war period, and building additional ones only began to be
considered in the 1980s. A lot of unrecycled household waste was combusted in
household furnaces, particularly in the countryside. Ukraine built waste incinerators
in 4 cities, but these first-generation facilities were not equipped with adequate air
emission treatment and were not utilised as heating sources: they only incinerated
waste. The solution was highly problematic, but the era did not permit any better.
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