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. Understanding the public's attitude towards cooperativism 
is the:·.:goal of a periodic inquiry of the All-Union Center for 

,Study· of Public.Opinion on Social-Economic Ouestions. The poll 
-was::cond~.f.ted .:in.::4~,-~i.ties._i_n April 1989._ ~11 in all, three 
.. thousand,":,:.p·eopl e.-.were1_pol.l ed • .::: . ·residing in: the Pre-Bal ti cs. 
~Cenf~:3.f};~5·t~,.;=: th~::u1~r~iil"e;·-:Beiorussia. Moldavia, and a numbe.:-
of reol°~ns' .o·('th£': RSFSF:':_ '.Central." N~rth-East. the Ur-al s. 
Siberta,~Far :·East".-~'::-. and the t~orthern C~ucuses •. The results of 
the ·:pol Ija_re ··r::epre~entati.ve of the the Lirban population of the 
cou~try ~ged 16'and· older. 

The results b~ the poll precisely ~now that the ~roducts 

of cooperatives are coming under great public censure today, 
especially, with :.regard to prices. Here, the opinions of the 
poll participants are unanimous -- ~he prices for cooperative 
goods and, services are extremely high. 91% of those polled 
felt this way. Negative answers among the respondents prevail 
concerning both quality and assort~ent of cooperative products 
-- 58% and 43% respectfully. 

Only coopErative service quality did the urban population 
rate nea~ly as positively ~s negatively -- about 40Z o~ thosed 
polled. Regarding this fact, one should keep in mirid that the 
b~ying of. good~ at cooperatives or use of their services is 
till now not great. Only 3% of city-dwellers regularly <at 
least on~e a week) buy cooperative produced goods or use their 
services, while the figur-e for thc.se ~·1ho use cooperatives at 
least once a month is only 8%. Nonetheless, in sum, 44% of 
those polled answered that at least once they bought 
cooperative goods or used their services. 

It is noteworthy that those who more or less regularly 
~uy cooperative products (once/twice ~ month> are less 
critical than those who do not use cooperatjves. 38% to 40% of 
the first group positively evaluated the quality of 
cooperative products, while, amongst those who have never used 
cooperatives, only 13% gave positive evaluation5. In their 
ev.:.d ~'"·ti ons of assurt.r1ent, one observes. an anal oqous oi ct.Lu-e 
~40-49% ~nd 21% respectfully). 

The attitude towards service efficiency depends to a 
lesser degree on how often those polled buy at cooperatives or 
use their services. Although, it again arose that those who 
use cooperatives gave a. more favourable appraisal than the 
rest of poll participants. 

Ine~perience in buying at cooperatives. as was ~ent1oned, 
does not, t1owever, prevent the majority of city-dwellers from 
holding quite definite opinions on cooperative products. And. 
the opinions, on the whole, al'"e neg.3.tive. 

Concerning the attitude towards the people who wor~ in 
t:ooper.3tives as a social group. public opinion is more 
~avc:n1r21Lle thc:<n nn i~sues of coo~·Prc'.\tlve:· prod•_1cts. This fc.c.:t 
itself is instruct1vP a~ it indirectly test1f1es to the fact 
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that with regard to the shortcomings of cooperative products, 
the public does not solely blame cooperators. Concretely, the 
picture looks like this: 41 consider cooperators as idlers: 18 
Z as iniative-taking and enterprising; and 21% view 
cooperators as those who are capable workers~ desiring extra 
income. Of_ the remaining poll respondents~- a large part stated 
that. in _cooperatives all sorts-of people work. 
,· : · Opini'on·::concerriing the.opportunity -'an·d ·;desires·. of:·· the 

.·poll "participants .-:<the.mse1·:...es"wor"1dng i.n. cooperatives dfvides 
'-: roughly_;7in~equai.·~par;-ts: 7" .347. :claim that .they do .. not .. want -·~to 
:··wai--k 'in'..:a~~'.cooJ)erative-~·:··At the'. same ·fime~··however, over, a :th'ird 
~of. urban~dwel lers (367.">. . answered that they. would work in 
·-cooperat"f_ves.~'.In. · ..::f·ul l ~ · · 297. desired ·overtime work at a 
cooperaiive in~their fr~e time off from their regular work. 7X 
.. muld lH~e · to s·l·:itch outright from their present work to a 
cooperative. 27X.of the respondents found it difficult-to give 
an ans .. :er to this qt.•eslion. 

The poll asked respondents to evaluate the probability of 
possible consequences of cooperative development. On the one 
h~nd, a· large part of the population considers the probable 
consequences of cooperative development to be rising prices 
and a dwindling of cheap goods <77%>, a rise in crime 
(speculation, corruption, and racketeering) - 74%, and a 
violation of traditional Soviet income differentiation 
principles - 50%. On the other hand, however, b4% believe 
cooperativism improves the situation in consumer ma~kets with 
its v.ariety· of g·:>ods and ser-vices. Furthermore, more than a 
third of: the ~espondents consider that cooperative development 
is not" .. in-herently a threat to socialism. One-fifth are of the 
opposing opinion. Finally. a third consider that the 
cooperative mov~ment improves present-day economic conditions. 
Negative opinion on this q•_•E=-stion is only 20%. But ~-1hat i: the 
significance of these possible scenarios in the minds of the 
popul~tion? Are the secondary effects too great a price to pay 
for an increase in goods ~nd a generally improved economic 
situation associat~d with cooperative development? The answer 
to this question is given by the p~ll participants themselves. 

Not .. 1i thstandi ng thP di\r1qers \"1hi ch, in the opinion of the 
participants, are linked to the cooperative sector today. 45'l. 
of city-dNellers ,..;uppor·t t.t1e .jevelopment of cooperative:. 3(1'l. 
are against, !0% are indifferent to th~ fate of the 
cooperative movem~nt ~nd 15% did not give a def~nite answer. 
Moreover, among the supporters of further cooperative 
development, there are more thdn a few who do not dismiss the 
possible negative consequepc:es of such a step. Such that, 31% 
support the continued d~velopment of the cooperative movement, 
CtC:kn::>,·iledging thP fact that perhaps this l-1ill le<H1 to an 
eroding of the found~tion of socialism; 37% of supporters 
consider it c:. pos:.ibilit.y that thE~re '"'ill bf~ a violatiof"I of 
sr: ..... i.:-t incomE- diffE'r<:-ntiid princq:..1£~s; c.nd, finallv 4"?.'l. 
support coopcr·;~t i '"~ de·1el ,.,pment, despi tP the tact that they 
.:1ssoci,"te coop<?r,,ti·-:r:· ~ct1 .. .:1tJr>s '"ntt. c:.r. ir1cre<.1se in crime C4hd 
pr t ces for cansnm·'~' CJOtJds. 
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In analy=ing these ~acts, one should not forget that in 
mass pulic opinion the development of cooperativism is 
associated with official policy of party and leadership. This 
means that a definite segment of the population might be 
"voicing support" for cooperativism simply on the accepted 
rule of many long years of agreeing with everthing that is 
decided from above. However, to leave all to this type of 
passive. support, .. _ . _ especial 1 y when there is so much. talk .. on 
topical _issues_--. such as cooperative development ·--:.would ·.be 
.i llogica·l >_."Besides:.:;~. the . _above· reason, . there ,are. others 
'accounti.ng :for·. thee increased.· support of public. opinion" :towards 
the usefuleness_of cooperative development.· Many, for-·example; 
contend ·'..that : the -~primary ·reasons for the appearance - of 
negative.- phenomena- -.- in the cooperative sector are not so much 
the economic natur.e of the cooperative form of- ownership or 
the personal characteristics of people work!ng in 
c~operatives, but, moreso, on the general economic crisis and 
ineffectiveness of the system of management. 

At this time, people have less faith in the ability of 
the government to solve the very serious economic problems 
such as shortages in consumer goods. · By comparison, in 
cooperativism people see considerable potential possibilities 
in the short run. Finally~ a large part of the population· is 
beginning to understand that the way out of the economic 
crisis, in which the country remains mired, is impossible 
without definite social sacrifices. And, judging frQm the poll 
results, certain sacrifices such as cooperative development 
are not sd great to outweigh the economic benefits promised by 
this new se=tor of popular economy. 

This general conclusion confirms the urban population's 
chiefly positive attitude towards cooperative development in 
the majority of economic branches and activities in which 
cooperatives are expanding. Moreover. there is active support 
among the urban population for the creation of cooperatives in 
agriculture, construction, the product10" of consumer goods, 
everyday pu~lic services, as well as the procurement and 
Lonverting of secondary raw materials. Support for cooperative 
de·-.relopment in these branches is from 67"1. to 791. of the urban 
population. A negative attitude predominates with regards to 
the creation of cooperatives in areas such as trade and 
societal nutrition, publishing and circulation of printed 
press and gen~ral literature, education, and health services. 
The percentage oi negaliv~ responses towards cooperative 
development in these areas varied from 38/. to 51'l., while 
positive answers ranged from 27% to 37%. This lack of popular 
support for cooperatives• in health service and education is 
~xplained primarily by ~he traditional notions of income 
differentiation. 

Public opinion concerning coop~rat1vism is formed under 
many influences, a number o+ which are demographic. Women, for 
example, are more critical towards the development of the 
cooperc.1 t i VE..' moement than meo. Sue ti tt1c.t among men, more than_ a 
h,tJ-1 <5:-:.'l..> SL1ppor-t furlt.er coopPrc<t1 .rp devPlopment. A QL1arter 
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of men are against. Amongst women, by comparison, support for 
cooperative development is significantly less 38Z for. 34% 
against. 

The age factor also plays a large role. In practice, thF 
youth's attitude towards cooperativism is more positive than 
the middle-aged and older. generatic.ns. Among youths aged 

.16-:-29,:· .. the Jigure supporting cooperativism is 517.. Among those 
urban~~wel lers .aged 30-49, the figure. 1s A67.~ ·For:~ those 50 and 
older;·: ·i.t;:~·::~#s ~377. •. ·.There are reasons_;.for: :_this.:.~: One is that 
.;t.h_er:e.~_i:s~~~'":especi al 1 y wid.e. assortmer:at; ~~-of ;.;:'::goods·:' .. for.~ youths 
·:among:k"oOp-eratfve· products> Young ·consumers~.: higher ... demand for 
coop~rati ve .'products therefore corresponds . , to·· .. th~i r · higher 
estimation of-··· these products in comoarison to the··middle .anri 
olc!er aged. 

·Further, it is important to remember ·that for young 
people, cooperatives offer the possibility of better-. paying 
work. Since possibilities in the regular state sector are 
extremely limited, young people are more inclined to work for 
cooperatives. For e;{ample, among those under 29~ 117. -desire to 
work full-time at cooperatives and 397. want to work in their 
free time. For the age group 50 and older, by comparison, 
those desiring full or part time work at cooperatives is 2%
and 147. ~espectfully. 

Another factor explaining the urban population's 
differing opinions towards cooperativism is education level. 
Among those who either have a higher education or- at least 
have studied at a higher level, 597. support the development of 
the cooperative movement. Among those respondents with a 
higher· technical training education, the figure supporting 
cooperative develo~ment is alrP~dy 45'l.; among those who have a 
professional-technical education -- 397.; a general high school 
education -- 41%; and, only a middle school education -- 29%. 

As was expected, people's income level plays an 
impoortant role in determining their attitutes to 
cooperativism. Such that. ~mong respondents whose income does 
not exceed 75 rubles a month per family member, 38% support 
cooperative development; among the group whose income is 75 to 
150 rubles per person. 50% support cooperative development; in 
urban families with an income level of more than 150 roubles 
per person, the figure is 58%. 

The regional factor also significant in the formation of 
attitude towards cooperativism. For example, 527. of Moscovites 
support cooperativism, versus 21% against. For the rest of the 
RSFSR, the figures are 447. and 29'l. respectfully; for the 
Ukraine, 487. .and 291.; for Kazakhstan, however, there are 
already slightly more peop1e aga\nst cooperative development 
C38'l.), than are for <371.>. 

To a slightly lesser -- but still significant degree, 
attitudes towards cooperative development vary with the 
differing types of urban populations. For ex~mple, if in 
Moscow, Leningrad, and the other republican capitals in the 
poll, more than half thp- population supports cooperative 
development with 21/. <Moscow) to 241. Crepublic~n capitals> 

, 
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against, then in regional centers and other large cities, 
support for cooperative development is only 46Z, and 
opposition - 30X. For the smaller cities suport dwindles to 
under 40% with opposition opinion already more than 35% of the 
population. 

At last~ one cannot fully understand the population's 
differing attitudes to cooperativism without. an::. analysis. __ ~of 
the opinion~j. of· the traditionally looked "to~social·group~, 
such as .'laborers~ ~.office "wor:kers, .. student.s;~:-arid· pensionee~s. 
Of -~hese~- .. _groups· support .. for: 'cooperative .itevelopment ~today.is 
strongest '··among. office. worke;s ~. 517. and stud.er\ts.-:;:;:-;61;.,< ,. and, 
of course, those .. working·_ in cooper:-ati ves~:, :~.Laborers-_ and 
pensioneers are considerably more reserved :in their· -attitudes 
tu cooperativism •. · Among laborers, 38% supp.art: cooperative 
development with 36% against. Pensioneers~ 6pinions split 
virtually in half, 35% for and against. 

To summarize •.• the poll shows that 1.5 times as many 
urban-dwellers stongly support cooperativism than are against, 
.-1hile 1. 7 times as many feel at least more posib.vely than 
negatively towards the cooperative movement. Finally, more 
than a third of urban-dwellers themselves are ready to work in 
cooperatives. Thus, among the urban population, there 
predominated at least until recently a positive attitude 
towards the cooperative movement. Public opinion today, 
however, is extremely dynamic. How it changes in its attitude 
to cooperativism will be revealed by the results of the next 
poll, scheduled for the beginning of 1990. One thing is 
clear." •• th~ fate of the cooperative movement depends most on 
the well-grounded and energetic pursuit of subsequent local 
and state policy. 




