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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 Fublic.Opinion on Social-Economic Ouestions. The poll
TWAS.: conducted .in 41 . cities 1n April- 1989. - All in all, three
' "eople werezpolled .-residing 1n£'the Pre-ERaltics,
the.Uiraxne, Belorus:ia, Moldavia, and a number
of reqxons 0{’th€ RSFSE:, :Central, North-East, the Urals,
Slberxa;\Far ‘East “and” the Morthern Caucuses. The results of
the .polliare reprecentatxve of the the urban population of the
country aaed 16" and older.

The results of the poll precisely srow that the products

of cooperatives are coming under great publiic censure today,
especially, with ‘reqard to prices. Here, the opinions of the
poll participants are unanimous -- the prices +or cooperative

goods and. services are extremely high. %1% of those polled
felt this way. Negative answers among the respondents prevail
con:cerning both quality and assortment of cocperative products
—-— 58% and 43% respectfully.

Only cooperative service quality did the urban population
rate nearly as positively as negatively —— about 40% of thosed
polled. Regarding this fact, one should keep in mind that the
buying of, goods at cocperatives or use of their services is
t11l rnow not great. Only 3L of city-dwellers regularly (at
least once a weei) buy cooperative produced goods or use their
cervices, while the figure for those who use cooperatives at
ieast once & month is only 8%. HNonetheless, 1in sum, 44% of
tho=ze polled answered that at leacst once they bought
conperative goods or used their services.

It 1= notewcrthy that those who mors or less regularly
bwy cooperative products f(once/twice = month? are iess
criticat than those who do not uce cooperatives. F8% to 407 of
the firct group pocitively evaluated the quality of
cooperative producte, while, amongst thcse who have never used
zooperatives, only 1Z7 gave positive evaluations. In their
evaluationz of assortment, one observes an analogous opicture
LAG-A9Y and 217 respectfullvr.

The attitude towards service efficiency depends tc a
lesser degree on how often those polled buy at cooperatives or
use their services. Although, it again aroze that those who
use cooperatives gave a,_ more favourable apprai=sal than the
rest of poll participante

Inerperience in buying at cooperatives, as was mentioned.
dgoe=z not, however, prevent the majorily of city—-dweliers from
holding quxte definite opinions on cooperative producte. And,
the opinions, on the whole, are negative.

Concerning the attitude towarde the people who work in
cooperatives as a social group, public opinion 1s more
favour able than on 1<cues of cooper ative producte. Thics fact
1tselt 1s instructive as 1t indirectl]ly testifies to the fact




that with regard to the shortcomings of cooperative products,
the public does not solely blame cooperators. Concretely, the
picture looks like this: 4% consider cooperators as idlers: 18
Z as iniative-taking and enterprising; and 21% view
cooperators acs those who are capable workers., desiring extra
‘income. Of the remaining poll respondents,. a large part stated
that in cooperatxves all sorts of people work .

sl 0p1n1on concernlng the. opportunxty and ‘desires’ of"the
rpoll partxc1pants -themsel ves working in cooperatxves leldES
roughly»xn*equal,parts.~_ 47. clalm that -they do- not .want - to
“work ‘inta’ cooperatxve. At the same txme, however, over a- th1rd
*of urban—dwellers (\6L) answered that they would work - in

cooperatxves. “In. ~full, - 29% desired overtime work at a
cooperatlve 1n “their free time off from their regular work. 7Z
would like to =switch outright from their precent work to a

~e.

cooperative. 27% of the rezpondents found it difficult toe qgive
an answsr to thi= gquestion.

The poll asked respondents to evaluate the probability of
possible conseqgusnces of cooperative development. On the one
sand, a large part of the population considers the probable
consequences of cooperative development to be rising prices
and & dwindling oFf cheap goode (77%4), a rise 1in crime
{speculation, corruption, and racketeering) - 747, and a
violation of traditicnal Soviet income differentiation
principles - 50%. On the other hand, however, 647 believe
cooperativiem improves the situation in consumer markets with
its variety of goods and services. Furthermore, more than a
third of. the respondents consider that cooperative development
is not 1nherent1v a threat to zocialism. One—fifth are of the
opposing opinion. Finally, a third coneider that the
cooperative movement i1mproves present-day economic caonditions.
Megative opinion on thics question is only 207. But what 1< the
csignificance of these poseible scenarios in the minds of tihe
popul ation? Are the secondary effects too great a price to pay
for an increase in goods -nd a2 generally improved economic
csituation associated enth cooperative development™ The ancwer
to this que=stion is agiven b+ the poll participants themcelves.

Notwithetanding the dangers which, 1n the opinion of the
particigants, are linked to the cooperative sector today. 45%
of city—dwellere support the development of cooperatives. Z0U

are against, 107 &are 1ndifferent to thz fate of the
cooperative movement and 153 did not give & definite ancswer.
Moreover, among the zsupportersz of further cooperative

development, there are more than & few who do not dismicss the
possible negative concequenceze of such a step. Such that, 1%
support the continued development of the cooperative movement,

acknowledging the tfact that perhaps this will lead to an
ercding of the foundation of <ocialiem; 277 of <cupporters
consider it a possibility that there will be a violatior of
Seoviet income differential principlecs; and, finally 427%

support cooperative devel npment, dezpite the fact that they
aceonciate cooperative activities with an 1ncrease 1n crime and
prices for consumesr qonds.




In analyvzing these racts, one should not torget that in
mass pulic opinion the development of cooperativism 1is
associated with official policy ot 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 vyears of agreeing with everthing that is
decided from above. However, to leave all to this type of
passive support, ..  especially when there is so much talk .on
topical issues --.such as cooperative development —-:would - be
illogical. Besides .:" the . above reason, - there :.are  others
‘accounting ‘for-the-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 nature of the cooperative form of ownership or
the personal . characteristics ot people wor king in

cooperatives, but, moreso, on the ageneral economic crisis and
ineffectiveness of the svstem of management. . ]

At thics time, people have leses faith in the ability of
the government to solve the very serious economic problems
such as shortages 1n consumer goods. © By comparison, in
ccoperativism people <c=ee considerable potential possibilities
in the short run. Finally, & larqe part of the population is
becinning to understand that the way out of the economic
cricis, in which the country remains mired, i€ 1impossible
without d=finite social sacrifices. fAnd, ijudging fram the poll
results, certain cacrifices such as cooperative development
are not sd great to outweigh the economic benefits promised by
thice new seztor of popular economy.

This general conclusion confirms the urban population’s
chiefly positive attitude towardes cooperative development in
the maljority of economic branches and activities in which
cooperatives are expanding. Moreover, there 1 active support
among the urban population for the creation of cooperatives in
agriculture, construction, the production of consumer goods,
evervday putlic services, as well as the procurement and
converting of secondary reaw materials. Support for cooperative
cevelopment in these branches is trom 6774 to 797 of the urban
population. A negative attitude predominates with regarde to
the creation of cooperatives in areas such as trade and
cocietal nutrition, publicshing &and circulation of printed
press and general literature, education, and health services.
The percentage of negative responcsecs towards cooperative
development in these areas wvaried from %87 to S17, while
positive ancwere ranged from 277 to 37%. This lack of popular
support for cooperatives~ in health service and education is
explained primarily by the traditional notione of 1income
differentiation.

Fublic opinion concerning coopzrativiem ie formed under
many influences, a number of which are demographic. Women, for
ezample, are more critical towards the development of the
cooperative moement than men. Such that among men, more than a
tial 4 (STZ)  support further cooperat: e development. A quarter




of men are against. Amongst women, by comparison, support for
cooperative development is significantly less —-— 38Z for., 33%
against.

The age factor also plays a large role. In practice, the

youth®s attitude towards cooperativism is more positive than
the middle—aged and older generatiocns. Among youths aged
167292, .the figure supportxng cooperativism is 51%Z. Among those
_urban—dwellers ‘aged 30-49, the figure is:46%. For: those S0 and
older,’ 1t’ viis.37%. . . There are reasons..for thxs., One is that
lthere 15 an especxally wide .assortment; of, -goods:.. for . youths
iamong-cooperatlve ‘products.- Young - consumers hlgher ‘demand “for
cooperative ’products therefore corresponds. ;to “their ' higher
estidatipn of -~ these products in comparison to the middle.and
‘'olcder. aged.
' - Further, it is important to remember “that for young
people, cooperatives otter the possibility of better-. paying
work. Since possibilities in the reqular state sector are
extremely limited, vyoung peoplie are more inclined to work for
cooperatives. For example, among those under 2%, 117% desire to
work full-time at cooperatives and 39/Z want to work in their
free time. For the age qroup SO and older, by comparison,
those desiring full or part time work at cooperatives 1is 277
and 14%Z respectfully.

Another factor expl aining the urban population’s
differing opinions towards cooperativism 1s education level.
Among those who either have & higher education or- at least
have qtudxed at a higher level, S$9Z support the development of
the cooppratlve movement. Among those respondents with a
higher technical training education, the figure supporting
cooperative development is already 45%; among those who have a
profecssional~technical education —-- 39%Z; a general high <=chool
education —— 41%Z; and. only a middle school education —- 27%4.

AS was exzpected, people’s income level plavs an
impoortant role in determining their ettitutez to
cooperativism. Such that, &#mong respondents whose income does
not exceed 75 rubles a month per family member, 38%Z support
cooperative development; among the group whose income ics 75 to
150 rubles per percson, S0% support cooperative development; in
urban families with an income level of more than 150 roubles
per person, the fiqure i1 8%,

The regional factor also significant in the formation of
attitude towarde cooperativiem. For example, 524 of Moscovites
support cooperativism, versus 217 against. For the rest of the
RSFSR, the figures are 447 and 297 respectfully; for the
Ukraine, 487 .and 29%; for kazakhstan, however, there are
already slightly more people against cooperative development
(28%), than are for (Z7%4).

To a slightly lezser —— but stil] significant -~ degree,
attitudes towards cooperative development vary with the
differing types of urban populations. For excample, if in
Moscow, Leningrad, and the other republican capitals in the
poll, more than half the- population supports cooperative
development with 2174 (Moscow) to 247 (republican capitals)




against, then 1in regional centers and other large cities,
support for coaoperative development is only 46%, and
opposition — 30%Z. For the smaller cities suport dwindles to
under 407 with opposition opinion already more than 3I5% of the
population.

At last, one cannot Ffully understand the populatxon s
differing attxtudes to cooperativism without . an{¢analysxs ‘of
the opinions  of " the traditionally looked toisocial’ group-,
such as laborers,. offxce workers," students, -and’ pensioneers.
of these . groups - support for : cooperatxve development today is
strongest among office workers -"S1% and studentpﬂ—.bll,l and
of course, - those . working _in cooperatxves.: -Laborers’and
pensioneers are consxderably more reserved in thexr ~attitudes
to cooperativism. - Among laborers, 3IBYL: support cooperatlve
development with 367 against. Fensioneers® oOpinions split
virtually in hal+, 35%4 for and against.

To summarize...the poll shows that 1.5 times as many
urban-dwellers stongly support ceooperativism than are ageinst,
while 1.7 times as many feel at least more positively than
negatively towards the cooperative movement. Finally, more
than & 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. Fublic opinion today,
however, is extremely dynamic. How 1t changes in its attitude
to cooperativism will be revealed by the recsults of the ne:xt
poll, scheduled for the beginning of 19%90. One thing is
clear...the fate of the cooperative movement depends most on
the well—grounded and enerqgetic pursuit of subsequent local
and =tate policy.






