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The only "enclave™ of economic independence today and, if
not market,but at least quasi-market relations in our country
are cooperztives. Their activity is the only proving ground where
it is possible to test the reaction of various population groups
ané producers themselves to the spreading of these relztions and
to the inevitable in this case violaztion of equalizingly under-
stood social justice, of traditional stereotypes and ideals of
"social homogereity".

Surely, populztion reaction to cooperatives is not a reaction
to "market econonmics" in its pure form. Cooperatives are exactly
"an enclave" with the deformations, inevitable for the enclave
econonics, that is wide spreading of all kinds of profiteering
activities, corruption, monopolistic super-profits, etc. But just
this makes them a representative pattern of the nearest stages
of our economic reform. Since, according to the govermmental plan,
the reforz will be carried out rather slowly, step by step, the
abuncance of these enclaves will become one of the most character-
istic features in the transitional period.

In the course of the panel study, undertaken by the Institute
of sociclogy, USSR Academy of Sciences, in May'1989, it is
intended to study the dinamics of a:ititudes to urban productive
coccperatives and the factors influencing t..ese attitudes. Until
now, however, only the first series of surveys has been carried out
eénc¢ it's too early to speak of the dynamics. Our findings allow us
only to descrive the present situation. Ve are going to carry out

e surveys annually.
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In 10 bi3 cities (iosco=, Leningrad, Tellinn, iinsk, Baku,
Zunelyabinsk, "egnito;orsk, Kharkov, Naberezhniye Chelny) the cur-
vey wes carried out on the samples of population (2360 persons),
of chairmen or vice~chzirmen of cooperatives (568 persons), of
state agencies employees, regulating cooperatives activity (56 per-
sons)., Besides, €8 researchers were interviewd es experts, main-
ly the economists from the same cities,

%e tried to reveal the people's attitude to & new socio-eco-
nozmic phenomenon with the help of a rether wide range of indarect
questions: on their consumer beheviour in connection wish coope-
retives preouucts (the freyuency of zduressing the coop~s, the ree-
sons for adaressing or noan-sddressing, etc.); on the respondent's
evcluation of the populsation majority attitudes to coop-s; on the
respondent’'s opinion about racketeering, ebout cooperstors' income:
tex.rate, about desirability of the state help to coop-ve move-
ment, on the necessity to strengthen the state control over cooup-s
zctivities, on the &ttractiveness of workingz in the coop-s for the
respondents themselves,

Our genersl findings do not testify to much populerity of
coop-s with the populetion and in this sense our dete ere less
fcvourable for coop-s than the survey datz published by All-Union
center for Public upinion (Studies in “Izvestiys", Leptember 1,
1689). ilowever, our date don't give ground for too much worrying.
iore over, we've discovered pre-requisites for more positive atti-
tude to cooperatives in future: thst pert of population which is
more gocielly ective znd is usually considered to be the leaders
of public opinion, nas turned out to be more loyal towards coop-s

ticn the vhole sample., Thus almost on &ll issues more fasvonreble

~tvitudes cre met more often fmong men then cmong women, among




people with hijher levels of education, and people in the age be-
fore 45-50 then those oldery

Those respondents who regularly turn to certain types of co-
Jperatives goods eand services comprise 14.4% of the sample, those
*ho do it from time to time are 36.7% end 40.8% of the respondents
never use cooper=tives products, In the majority of the cities
people meinly turn o cooperatives when no such goods and services
ere provided by the state enterprises, or when their purchase in
tne state sector of economics requires e&n enormous lqt of time, The
reszzo for wrhich people avoid turning to cooperstives sre high pri-
cer and low yunlity of zoods (or lack of Guelity guarantee), that
ig just those factors which wqpld lead a producer to ruin if there
rere 2 normal competiticn, The only reason for cooperestives survi-
ving in these circumstances is practical absence of competition on
tne pert of stzte economics. We meéy suppose that what irritetes
reople most of 211 is the lack of alternatives, they feel devoided
0 any choice, "seized by the throat". It may be mentioned here
thzt i the very bezinning the cooperstives were supposed to be en
tduition to tha stete enterprises, hovevery very often these en-
terzrises, zfter having received some independence, are decreesing
the production of thoce goods and survices which low prices gre not
Frofitsble. Cooperatives occupy this "niche" since they have more
opportunities to rsize prices accorcing to the demand. lience the
customers ensily fall under the impression thct this cooperators
*10 sre to bleme for prices increase,

1es phenomens will be probably spreading in future, during

the reform if enterprises~-monopolists habe tie opportunity to in-
fl=te prices.

*Mosze "no corn't deel with cooperstives "on principle" sre not




nomerous (5.85). They sre mostly people over 50 and there ere
much more women zmongs them than men.

The &nswers to the yuestion wether cooperctives favour the
mrriet satiation with goods and services were rether unexpected.,
It would seem the very reason for cooperetives development is the
nerket satiation, However the positive answer do not prevail over
the negative ones (3875% snd 34.9%, respectively), with great te—-
ritorial difference: in Tallinn it is 45.4% and 29.8%, respective-
ly; in Minsk it is 44.1% and 26,8% and both in Moscow and Tbilisi
it is 25% =2nd 40%, rspectively, koreover, the majority of the res-
rondents think thet cooperatives ectivity leed to increesing <chor-
trze of goods (6€,2%), )

ﬁhnt may be the cause of this strange situation? Pirst of €ell,
the considerable pzrt of cooperatives reaslly works not for con-
suzer market., Given the present state policy of supply with raw
mnrterials, equipment and working plece, it is simplier for coopere-
tives to work for stzate enterprises =nd not for the merxket, This
gives tlrem guarantee in provision, saves them the trouble of mar-
et uncertrinties, znd gives social security, Besides, the legel
7.cts promote such practice encouraging coopereiives to be organi-
zed nt the enterprizees, On the other hand, it is profitable for
erterprises to "shove aside" a part of work to cooperatives, since
the former urve n lot of "clearing money" (in the banks orn balen-
ciny eccounts) end this is the wey of meking goodes out of this
roney, The existence of this kind of "money" hac proved to be ab-
colutely incompatable even with such weak element of market eco-
7077 &s our irodern cooperatives, Incompetability cf our "clearing"
roi:2les with 2ny atteinpt of introducin vide-sczle economic rele-

tivns is one o the main fsctore hemparing ecoromic reform. There




is no reason to think thnt lease, joint-stock end other types of
enterprise would behave otherwise than cooperetives.

An orientetion of considerable pert of cooperatives to the
Zoods for 'youth is very important. Their preduction is more pro-
fiteble since young people are willing to pay not for quality but
fcr the letest farhion, and here the edventage of quick change is
rore important than leg in technology and lack of high quality
res metrials, The demand of other age groups is setisfied much
vorse, which is reflected in the respondents' answers, It is not
bty chance theat positive enswers to the yuestion "Do cooperative;
Fromote the incresse in consumer goods and services?" are more met
==0ny students (62%), schoolchildren (58%) and they ere met much
ore seldom among workers (32%) and retired persons (34%).

ne want to say @ few words cn the opinion of the respondent
that cooperztives® ectivity promotes the increase of shortage of
mony goods. Evidently there ere some ground for such opinion, The
fundzmentel incompztsbility of & mechenism of demend end supply,
used by cooperztives for price formation, end 2 distributive meche-~
niss of governmentsl supply and trade cen't but leesa to negative
results, Reelly, the growing cooperatives demend in rew and hal f-
mece meterials doesn't influence the supply prectice, In normel
merzet economy this demand would czuse tense not in reteil but in
wholesele trzde, Cooperatives could have raised wholesale prices anc
in this wey the productian profitableness, stimulate its growth
et most effectively working enterprises. In that cese, even some
codperatives could have become non-unprofitable. Ir our economy,
vhich is besically distributive, the difference between the trade

price and demzne price ic received not by the producer but by &

proiiteer, luch profiteering existed before the orgznization of
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ne- cooperatives, it is an inevitable outcome of disjunction of the
t-o 2conic mechznisms. If reforms go only nalf-way then the state
enterprise =ill become one of the most successfully "working" pro-
fiteer, This cen either stimulete the formation of normal market,
or to curteil the reforms &s it hed not once been already.

Cooper:tives riey have normel future only if market relations
spreed widely in our economics. The snswer to two questions on
"pzin points" of modern cooperatives don't confirm the belief of
% particular "rege"™ or =ggressiveness of populetion towards coope-
rztives. These 2re the guestions about taxes end raéket: 38.5% of
the respondents think that coopergtors® income taxes should be
zither than those of governmentel workers; 37.7% do not aggree
ritr this, Yorkers more often.speak of cooperztives income texes
reising  (49% s compered to 26% who is szeinst it); emong employ~
ees without nigher education 43% end 23%, respectively; anong re-
tired people 41% end 39%; emong housewives 39% and 41%; aﬁong ne-~
nz3ers of different levels 37% and 48%, respectively; emong pro-
fescionals 35% are "for" end 42% 2zgainst", military men 33% end
337, students 27% =znd 44%, etc,

This distribution reflects rather accurately the genersl eva-
ivation of cooperctives end their activity by various socio-econo-
ic groups, It's importen* to stress thet no group is "absolutely
hostile™ to cooperstives, that is "the leadinz"in the share of
rex2tive answers to all Ehe questions, Thus, the answers to the
£lreedy mentioned question on the role of cooperstives in increa-
sing consumer goods shortage were more positive with workers (40%
23ree, 24% don't agree), as compared with other groups: employees
»ithout higher ecucstion - 43% and 20%, respectively: professionels
477 and 227, mrnegers of all levels - 455 and 20%, students -~ 42.4%

PR [ . R 1 o i 1 i
1€ 35%, recpecively. Therc is no strict correlstion in any group




vetween positive und negetive answers, that is the condemning of
cooperetives is not very consistent. ¥e can rether spesk of the
preveiling tendencies. Kore critical attitude is met in the groups
of workers end reiired people, more enthusiasticsl - with students
of higher end specialized secondary educational institutions, Pro-
fessionels and manazers take an intermediate position, more fevou-
reble for cooperatives on the whole. And it is from these two let-
ter groups thet the staff of cooperatives is formed, at least their
msnazers,

Responaents' attitude to racket and racketeers does not show
fny embitteredness egainst cobper&tives: 43% of the respondents
concider rucketeers to be ordinary gangsters, and 21,9% think so
with feserve. But 4:,7% of the interviewed coneider recketeers to
he 1 part of mzfia, which includes pertially governmental legel
officers, ,end 24% join this opinion “"partislly", Only 7.8% disag-
reed with the ststement., On the whole, the governmental mechinery
wie evzlunted more negatively and unsnimously thzsn cooperetives,

It is interestinz thzt the workers dissgree with the latter
stztement in tue leust degree (less thean 7%).

This fact, together with some otuers, makes us suggest thut
nerc we see not Just rejecting cooperatives as they are but the

feelirg of sharp socizl discetisfaction and tension which cen be

n

splashed out on &ny "enemy image" - from copperator to procurator,
rhis suggestion is confirmed indirectly by one fact: the most se-
ver: rejection of cooperastives is found out in Noscow which is me-
nifested &ctually in the enswers to all the questions, though in
-‘oscow the sliere of population having in general more favourable

atzitude to cooperrtives is somewhat higher than in other cities,

Tils mey be explained by more acute sense of social tension which




is characteristic of super large cities, like Koscow, It may be
zscumed thet in the course of the planned reform the social ten-
sion will grow., So the argument ageinst cooperatives today &nd
methods of "messes mobilization™ for fighting them mgy be consider-
ed =s a "pattern" of the future resistence to the reform on the
pert of the layers not interested in it,

Phe answers to the questions concerning state support of co-
operatives have eppeered rather well-disposed. Inlall regions those
who think the state should support cooperatives are by 4-7’times
..ore numerous than those of the opposite opinion, ~mong workers
26t zre "for" &nd 8% esre "against", smong professionals - 48% znd
7¢, omonzg menegers - 47% snd_ 10%, among students - 63% are "for"
and 9% #re "against", One third of the respondents (33%) thnink thet
"csoperztives should just not be interfered with their work", The
opirion ¢f the necessity of state support is combined somewher
percéoxically with the statement that governmental control over
cooperatives shoula be strengthened, Frobebly control is not as-
¢ocizted with hindrances,

Un the vhole, in various cities the disirgbility of strengthe-
nirg or weakining state control over cooperatives doesn't correlate
vita pdsitive or negztive attitute to them, Evidently people think

it ebnormzl thet in present situation cooperutives a2re not cont-

s

9led by the market due to lack of competition and also are not
controlled by governments)l officiels, who can't do this, By the way,
ti1e more "civilizea" cooperators suffer from this situation most

of =11, who would prefer the "civilized" benk control end tzx in-
cpection to recketeering and bribing. Therefore, in Tgllinn where

'civilizetion” of cooperztors is higher, there were considerably
iz:2 people agtinst state control thin in other cities,




In answers to the Juestion "¥Would you like to become a coope-

. rator yciarself?" the existing contradictibi of social conscious-
ness is reflected., In most of the regions the group which has more
favourable sttitude to cooperatives - people with higher education -
hzen't shown more rezdiness to become cooperators than any other
group, Only in Tallinn, where people are more "“well-disposed® to
cooperatives than znywhere, there were more people willing to be-
come cooperetors just among the most educeted group. On the whole,
zlnost one third of the interviewed (31%) would like to work in
cooperatives, only two groups leading here: students of the in-
ttitutes (50%) end students of specizlized secondary educet:onal
institutiﬁns (58%). e msy suggest that with the increesing num-
ser of cooperatives znd possibilities of working in them the share

T people satisfied with cooperatives will grow,

- On the opher kand -~ and this is also one of the contradic-
tions of our life - job in a cooperstive, no matter how financisl-
ly attractive it is - still hes ratner low prestige in mass con-
sciousness. The ansver to tne question: "¥Would ou like your child-
ren to become & cooperator?” led us to the above conclusion, If
tie differénce between the positive and negetive answers to the
former question was not very high - 31% and 41%, respectively,
tnere is sharp aifference in the answers to the latter question:
only 7% are willing compareé to 20% who are not,

Evidently tte uncertginty in the cooperatives' Ifuture pleys
creet role nere, OUnly more than half of the studernts end school-
ciiilcren will be spreading. In other groups 28-35% of responderts
tuink so, 10-15% expect the cooperatives to be cloced soon, But,
e dclieve, the reel reason is not this, In our society people

. 211y want for their chilaren more "clean" and prestigious jobs
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thsn tneir own. Ana we cen draw a conclusion that job in a coopera-
tive is not yet among the prestiglous ones.

Thus, the job which is more attractive financielly, gives more
opportunitieé, es is clear from cooperetors' interviews, more psy-
chologically comfortable (the great majority of cooperators wouldn't
return to their former jobs not even for cooperative wages, but even
on managihg positions or jobs connected with trips abroad) - such
job is still viewea by the people as not prestigious. And may be tie
mos%t importani contribution of cooperatives to "perestroika”™ is
bresking the o0ld stereotypes and changing job prestige scsle.

Tue answers to the open questions concerning the definition
of cooperstive mcvement and cooperators themselves are extremely im
teresting. All tne answers have an evaluation character &nd are high~
ly polerized. dere are two social portraits painted. by the respon-
cents,"Cooperation is syueezing money and driving people hard, is
stzte insenity, en additional sore on the body of the working class"
znd "e form of & future development of proauctive relations, a ste
to comusunism, & proxsressive economics method, a hope for healing our
econoi:ice, & norm for civilized countries, & stage wvhich main goal
is to teach the Soviet people to work honestly". A cooperator is
"«n element of capitslism, « swindler, kulgk, a tradesman, a com-
bin~tor, a capitalist, a businessman, a person who raises money ®
become super-rich, a Loviet millionaire" end &also "= person who ma-
xes necessary goods for working people out of garbage, a worker who
can end wants to do & yuelified job, who wants to eern money honect-
ly thst can't be done in the state sector, energetic end clever per-
son," etc. except for Tezllinn where the evzluation wes mainly pocsi-

tive, indignétion cnd ecsteacy were approximctely eguazl in 211 other
cities.
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It is interesting to note that in both positive and negative
enswers the notions ere the same - "business"™, "employer", “owner"
bnt the signs are opposite, It is unaoubtedly the evidence of so-
ciety split on & wider issues that cooperatives evaluation, It
would be interesting to check the correlation of estimation of co-
operative movement and other social and political processes,

Phere is one more fact that attracted our attention - thst
the vocabularly of evaluations, especially negative ones, coincide
strongly witn the vocebularly of mess media, This mekes us assume
that the formation of & negative imsge of c00peratives during re-
cent months went on unaer the influence of press materials. This
suggestion may explein another strange finding of our survey: if
for ihe majority of questiohs the answers were diviced somewhat
eyually into positive and negative ones, the answers to the (ues-
tien "“Wnet ao you think is the attitude of the mgjority of popu-
lztion to cooperatives?" gave sharp discrepancies: 50.1%‘said thet
"tie majority denounces" and only 15.5% noted tnat “the mejority
supports"”, Lince umons the responuents themselves tne share of no-
eitive eanswers was much higher, the notion of the "majority mood"
cen be teken only from press,

Ve think it is the tusk of a separate stuuy to define the rol
of purposeful suggestion in population of negative attituae to co-
operatives busea on categoric conaemning such notions &s "business

"owner", "enterpricing", etc.

On the wnole, the survey dete and their comparison with pub-
lications by other authors do not confirm the belief that "the
people doesn't sccept copperatives". At the same time people ere
zctively persucaea that "they don't accept them", &nd this propo-

S+ 06n 1s givins its results alrezay, at least witn less educated




-12 -

part of population., The effect of such propagande as it is can be
very serious but it may be used as a pretext for restriction of
cooperatives activity and condemning the mechanisms of market eco-
nomics &s ® whole,

But what is the portrait of a cooperator?

rirst of all, the general information,

The age. A little mcre than 4% of the respondents are under 25
years of age; 16% - 25-30 years, 17.6% are 31-35% years old; 22.2%
ere 36-40 yeers old; 14.6% are 41-45 years old; 7% are 45-50 years
olda; 13.4% ere over 50,

‘nus, the iuea thet some particular age groups, for exsmple
"lezy youth wno creem of easy life", are involved in cooperative
activity is not proved,

i'en comprise 85.6% of all cooperators, and this ratio is true
for «nost cities in the sample, except for Tallinn where women
rzke up 205, Two thirds of cooperators heve a higher eaucation,
<0 have not completed higher and specislized secondery educstion,
“uere is no regularity in tihe share of educated persons in vsrious
citles. Thus in [ oscow there are 83% of cooperators with higher
e.ucution, bui in Leningrad there are 62.2% of them, and in Tallinn
tnis share is the lowest and is 48, 3%. Two rather similer cities -
" insx end inerkov, aiffer greatly in this respect - 51% end 81%,
respectively.

ibout 40, of tue recpondents occupied lesaing pusitions before
tiieir worx in c.operutives (heeds of workshops, departments and
enterprises), 33.9% were ordinary engineers and technologists and
or:ly 8.5% were workers, Of course, these figures do not show ade-
yurtely the :zhare vi workers in cooperatives since we intervieved
citimen a&nd vice-chairmen, sut the amount of former menegers end

lecuers ic impressive and this proves thet this group is not




5o "bureeaucratic" us it wes thought of and can contribute a lot
to restructuring economic mechanisms.

A little more than a quarter of responaents were candidates
or members of CrbU, In Leningrad their share is twice that in
the whole sample (46.2%), as well as the share of komsomol members
(11.5%7.

The question sbout incomes has turned out to be one of the
most delicate ones. Only 60% of respondents agreed to answer it.
The answers don't confirm tae notion of fantastic cqoperators in-
comes, though the reliebility of these answers is not guaranteed.
~e mz2y suppose thet among those 40% who were unwilling to: answer,
the share of persons with high incomes is greater than the share
of thése who answered, but judging by the answers, the regular in-
come of the founders of cooperatives is 250-500 roubles per month
vhich is, from one to two mean statistical salaries of a worker,
Thet figure was named by 28,8% of the respondents, or 60% of those
%ho sgreed to answer, The highest income figures fall within Yos~
cow, There were volljnteers who named the figure of 1500-200
roubles and they were 7, or 1.2% . 10 persons nzve an income of
¢€000-3000 roubles, 4 persons have an income of 3001~-4000 roubles
rnd even 10 000 roubles (2 persons, both work in Moscow).

Whet made people to become cooperators? The respondents were
suggested 7 reasons which they were to range from the point of
view of importancy. It appeared that the possibility to realize -..e-
one's creative potential, enterprise, business and other abilities
w28 of the primary importance for 57,6% of the recpondents; 26,7%
of the respondents put that reason on the secona place. Note that
tie onswers diu not differ with age or educetionsl status of the

rvsponuents, except that vwithin the over 45~-group, 36,6% of the
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respondients put that motive on the first place, end 42.2% put it

on the second plece. Thet ratio for other ege groups was &pproximet
ly reverse, High income motive was put on the first place by 20. 4%
o7 the responuents, while 30,9% put it on the second place, There
is &lso no group difference, though persons with completed high
eaucation put that reason on the first place more often then those
~ho have not completed higher education,

Abeout one thira of the réSpondents considered the possibility
to get free from the "acdrinistrstive-bureaucratic pressure™ as of
primary &nd secondery importance., It appeered an extiemely impor-
tznt reason for the persons with specialized secondary education'
{::ostly workers) end former menagers, It seems thet the administra-
tive éressure is most sensiti;ely felt by these categories of wor-
gers,

. Hay‘the -esponcents idealize their motives ahd wouldn't zamit
rezl inducement ever to tiiemselves? It mey well be: the idea that
tc vork "only for money" is unwell w23 bringing home to us for too
lozg, It is rot easy now to ucknowledge that you are forced by so
¢n ignoble mective, 3ut the other, indirect, questior gave the zn-
swers that principelly confirm the former conclusion. Only 14%
0f tne respondents would return to their former jobs in the state
sector provided they would have the same salary as in a coopera-—

tive. 47.1% positively stated that they would on no account do it.

There are no mezningful differences between various age, sociel,

3

ec:icztions«l groups here., S5till, fewer cooperators - without much

viriction over groups - would be willing to return to state se~

C

el

or to a "leadinz porition", One of the most attractive motives

for returning tc stite sector ie the Job connected with business

tiips .oroac, Pnis voulc do almost one third of tie respondents,

=% £till thoce vho would huve refused to leave cooperctives even




on these terms were more numerouws aslmost in all groups, the only
exclusion being a group &t the age before 25 years old -~ half of
this group would have accepted such propositiop, end only 17%
would have denied it., But for older people the attractiveness of
ebroad business trips decreases, and the advantage of cooperati-
ves grow, The free working hours at some state institutions would
nave been very attractive too, especially for people younger 30 end
over 45, but in these groups (here) elso the share of those who
mould accept the proposition is less than of those who would de-
ny it,

Thusg, no sdvantages and benefits which stsie enterprise c&n
offer to their workers do no? outweigh in the eyes of coouperetors
ite niiL rerit of ikfir job to make decisions themselves snd to
be responsible for them, the freedom from the rules bindaing ini-
tiztive 2nd from sometimes humiliating hierarchisal subordinetion.,

These self-evsluctions of cooperators, though confirmed by
"check" questions, mizht seem not very sincere: zctuzlly in prac-
tice, &s is inown, cooperztors prefer not just the sctivity wnich

gives them "independence™ but which promises zreat znd quick
profit. Irn fect, this reality end cooperators evaluctions don't
contradict euch other that much, >ince the activity in market eco-
nonics cen't ve measured in the same wey as the work in eamini-
straetively regulated system, Here profit is motive force, an ori-
entator, an zctivity criterion &nd a means of provicing of inde-
peiadznce,

It is important that just the threat of limiting cooperative
movenent gives advantage to profiteers who don't care. about pro-

cduction development, murget winning znd so om, If property hned

fucrantees and the msrket mechanicm coula be developed neturzlly,
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these profiteers would be excluded from economic activity eutomati-
cally in favor of those who invests their money into production
development. And vice versa mntil the producer has enrough oppor-
turities -and stimuli for investinz money into proauction develop-
ment, market echaniime would ceuse only inflaetion and consumer
stress independently irrespectively of subjective orientations

of procaucers including cooperators.

To escribe the defects of the present "hybrid" state of eco-
noaics to "morsel vices" of cooperctors or to the market mechanisme
themnselves meziis 1o distort the situation, As the "enclsve" mar-
ket relstions sprezd these contradictions will beceme mnore acufe.

Thus there are two mein motives in people's willinz to work
in cboperztivea ~ striving for self-reelization anéd incependence
=€ 2 wich to increase the well-being, The other motives, given
in the questionsire sre more or less connected with them or ere
not very importent for the responuents. To what extent have their
expectetions come true? rFrom one fourth to one thirc¢ of the res-
punaents gnswered positively to *hi- guestion, A littls more then
2n2lf of them said "ot quite”, Very few were aisappointed,

The &anctwers to this yuestion correlzted with tue answers to
enother one: "Uoulc you like your children to become cooperators?"
Tre share of positive answers to the latter juestion =nd some ve-
riztions over socio-demographic jroups corresponua io the share
07 those vhose expectations have come true,

Rether greet rumber of those who "were not gquite satisfiea"
c:5 be explzined ip two weys - by objective non-correcpondence of
uopes and reality and by "the growth of expectations”, The latter

)
a

sctor muy be considered as rather constructive from the point

ol view of cosperutives development, Such dissatisfuction mey be
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& poverful incentive for production development and its perfection
organizetion, for personality edeptation, so it may be considered
2s & favourable factor.

The low cshare of those who "sre fully disappointed" is rather
unexpected and can't be considered as a sign of well-being or op-
tiriism, There may be several explanations thLe checking of which
could be a subject of special study,

First of ell, we think there are much more aisappointed people
anons tnose who coula not stert work on a full scale and thus were
not ixcluded into the sample, According. to statistics, there are
twice &s much registered cooperatives then functioning ones. On
tae other hand, marxet nonssatiation, the possibility of using dif-
ferent "holes" in economics, paternzlisr »n the pert of stste en-
terprises asnd banks save cooperatives the risk of ruin for reasons
winich would be nstursel in merket economics, Then, the situetion ir
stete sector is such tret it is impessible for enrrgetic end smart
persons to ve fully uisappointed on leaving it: nowever cifficult
it is in a cooperative, it is perceived as goed in comparison. And
tne last, however impressive is the growth of cooperatives, they ae
=till few and mainly those people who are psychologically prepared
for suéﬁ Job, work in them, It may be expected that with the growth
of cooperatives the suare of psychologically unprepared would in-
crecse,

The cooperztors' evaluation of their role in economic life,
ti.¢ prospects o? cooperetive movement development and population
ntitude to them avre rether optimistic. Almost 855 of the respon-
dents think that cooperatives promote market, setietion oy consumer
»uoCs &nd cervices in their cities; 3/4 positively estiizzte the co-

operatives' roie in their republic (=s comp2red to pupulction ecti-
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netion - 38.1%). Unly 6.7% of the semple deny this role of co-

operaetives. Unly 13 cooperutors agreed with the opinion that coo-

peratives activity brings harm (the highest percent of tanese an-

svers was met in Moscow), Sirange as it may se~m, people at the ag:

of 21-24 are most sceptically about cooperatives activity in con-

cuner goods and services production. Only €9% of this group evslu-

=te¢ the cooperetives work positively, 31% don't see the positive

results of their work, But people over 45 are hizher in their

estimetions than the vnole sample, It may seem paredoxical, since

couvperatives are more oriented to young consumers, =2nd in the

szmuple of populstion the younger people were more positive in

-ite evaluation of coopers~tives role in the merket setiztion, "2y

te "cocial ztiitude of olcer people account for this peradox: it

1: ..0re irportant for thea to icdentify themselves with socially

uceful sctivity. Tnis icsue also writs for further investigation.
.

Cooperztors evaluete population azttitude to cooperatives gl-

$O higher thzan the otiher responcents: 38% of them expect the

incresse of populution support and 9% ~ its aecresse(in population

n
=

aple - 15.5% anc 50.1%,respectively). Anc here the older people

£re nore optisistic, &nd loscovites are most pessizicstic,

54% of cooperstors think that cooperutives woulc spread in

=il spheres fUne third o< tre population semple thini so). unly

21.6% expect cooper-tive: to be closeds

It elco contracicts & wide-spread opinion that most of co-

3per=tives are criented at their repid closing, Cooperztives

scliaviour ig

rctlier wccounted for by their uncertzinty in the ne-

~rect Zoveinmentel tectical decisions.

20 sum up, mouesn Couvperators reprezent tue more ewucstea,

“oruodeal eac lnuepénuent purt of ine society, e..plojves &nd .
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st 3ers whe eon't want to work any more in edministrative system.
Tier know their own value, neve cert.in abilities ena try to use
ther, and ‘as &ll norsel people want to do something useful for
tie society. In auy cese, we haven't discovered in coopersators
€2y psycnologicsl attituaes to opposing themselves to the society,
if re aon't mean by tae society the administrative system.

Fear of some esuthors thst cooperstive zovement development
v0:1d lead to crestiing new leyer witn specific values, opposin
itcelf to tae cociety, is not confirmed. Surely, the new layer is
developing end it is acquiring its specific values, But these zre
vnlnes of a proprietor, of & person wno is wiliing to work hard,
10 taze ris«s, to be re:pcnsible for nis decisions and to subordi-
wmve 1o notiii:s but the marget, or in other wores, to coasumer,
T.iege are tiie valuec of Perestroikz, and ithey are not opposed
zeiually to sitruistic ideals or resciness to live for genersl
Terelit., If tuese iceals preveilec in our tociety, we wouldn't
Ve any problens tocay. The vezlues of this new layer are opposed
©0 the mixiure of iceolcgicsl stock parases which have lost eny
ra2i cense znd are convenieat for aar.inistration and parasitical
corsciousness vhicn hsa led the couttry to a ceadlock. Haturally,
it is easier to supervise over pevple, whose psychology is ceter-
minet by that mixture of ldeas, by means of the above mentioned
£€1.10a8, But these methocs woul not work with "new" peuple who
velie ancient and well-known principles of a free and reliable

rocucer. It is here the real hazerd of e "new social leyer" lies,
nfortunztely, it remains an iaeal still, In practice, exploi-
Liiion of people's creative putential on the basis of market mecha-

i.isgis appenrs sometimes westructive. In tiieir present-aay form
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ihere mechenismes nre not promoted by tnose people whose motives
eanc orientation correspond best of all to social neeas. working
couultions unuer which cuoperatives operate, do not stimulate
coizpetition ana observation of consumers' intersts but favour
profiteering. Even those who would like to work otherwise can't
escape it. Change of situation depends on the solution of the
pruperty problem end formation of real merket end finencial rela-
tionships. If Perestroika doesn't stiék at the intermediate stage,
tien & new layer woula come to life that praise new values and
™o Bureasucraztiic apparatus fear more than a common profiteer,

1

oe able to became the main element of the socizl

N -
NN 134

)

layer voulc

e

oz2sis for Perestroika,






