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Eight decades after the Paris Commune and Marx’s analysis of its experiences, the socialist movement has revived the forgotten idea of self-management. It has thus retrieved its soul, its deeply human values, and its universal historical meaning just at the moment when it already seemed that in the West its time had run out and that all that was left to it, was the practice and theory of a specific way of industrialising the underdeveloped countries. For, not only does democratic Socialism, and a society based on self-management mean the radical negation and, in its most extreme fulfillment, the radical humanisation of contemporary Capitalism, but furthermore it is a necessary means for the further development of existing embryonic forms of post-capitalistic society.
But, the rediscovery and decisive affirmation of the principal of self-management have met bitter resistance from many who regard themselves as followers of Marx and builders of Socialism. Part of the explanation must be sought in the economic and social conditions of certain countries in which the socialist trans​formation of society has already begun. Real self-management pre​supposes the existence of a reasonable number of rational, socialised, and human persons who understand the major aim of the social process, persons who are themselves alive to the relative interlink​ing of personal, group and general interests and who base their activities on ideals of general human significance. An undeveloped, predominantly rural society does not have enough of such people, and moreover does not have all the preconditions for producing them relatively rapidly. Thus it cannot avoid that phase in its develop​ment in which an elite, at best a genuinely revolutionary elite, through the maximum mobilisation of the masses - and using com​pulsion, creates all the necessary precondition i. e. industry, a work​ing class, an intelligentsia, schooling, mass culture. In the absence of these preconditions, self-management could come to mean only general disintegration. However, the critical question is: will this elite, when these preconditions are realised, find within itself I In-moral strength and consistency to voluntarily pass to the basic element of the socialist revolution i. e. the realisation of self-ma​nagement and consequently the gradual setting aside of itself as a power elite (this does not mean that it cannot permanently remain as an elite of the mind - if it has a powerful mind)? Or will several decades of intense concentration of power in its hands so change its social nature that this elite will identify itself with socialism and wish to cling permanently to its political and material privileges, and to remain permanently not only the mind but the iron hand of the historic process.
Thus a political factor of resistance to self-management joins the economic and social one. This factor is the existence of a political structure for which a greater or lesser degree of bureaucratisation and political alienation is characteristic.
Different attitudes to self-management are directly conditioned not only by the degree of economic and social development but also by the degree of bureaucratisation of the given social community. So for example, China today could not in general have self-ma​nagement because of the immaturity of its Social and economic con​ditions. The question does pose itself however - should it not normally have self-management in its programme, in its perspective, as an aim which, although belonging to the future, nevertheless also gives meaning to the movement at the present time. In connection with this, then, the question also arises-of taking the first steps to begin even now the introduction of workers' self-management be it only in the very biggest and strongest economic units. Instead of this the very principle of self-management is being rejected as revisionist and all those processes which are bound up with it, such as the withering away of the State, relative decentralisation, changes in the character of planning etc., are being considered as a gradual return to capitalism.
In the Soviet Union all the objective conditions necessary to begin the realisation of self-management have already long existed. Ho​wever, self-management in the Soviet Union is still regarded with characteristic caution and only in most recent times has it been possible to study it and experiment with it to a very limited extent.
Yugoslavia may claim the historic credit of having reintroduced the idea of self-management and begun its practical realisation. Does it, however, follow from this fact that in Yugoslavia there is no bureaucracy or, if there is, that it is an insignificant social force? Unfortunately it does not follow. And in addition to the significance which is given to self-management in official theory and in public, it is not as well developed as it could be, it is constantly thwarted and checked by bureaucratic elements, its material basis is still conspicuously feeble and, what is moire significant, it is still always understood as an institution which exists in addition to the state: an institution which embraces only local organs of social power. This means that social self-management with us has not yet been fully realised and also that its full meaning is very often not pro​perly understood. To explain this meaning is to explain the philo​sophical and political assumptions of social self-management and above all the concepts of political alienation and bureaucracy.
1. POLITICAL ALIENATION IN SOCIALISM
Under politics in the widest sense of the word I understand all those human activities of decision taking and realisation whereby important, public, social processes are regulated and directed. Marx was right in regarding politics in class society as a sphere of aliena​tion. As a partial sphere of social activity and consciousness, isolated from morality, science, philosophy, very much conditioned by the particular position and interests of the class concerned, po​litics had become one of the forms of practice in which every indi​vidual person permanently missed the real possibilities of an authen​tic, rich human life.
But what of politics after the abolition of the ruling class of capi​talist society? While the revolutionary process of abolishing the po​litical and economic power of the bourgeoisie is going on, imporant changes are tasking place. The -state apparatus of the old society is being destroyed from its very foundation, civic parties disappear, politics gain great significance owing to the fact that economics and science, culture and art become the object of the revolutionary, cen​tralised regulation and direction. In addition, what is particularly important, very considerable sections of the people become politi​cally active, take part directly in the process of transformation of the old society or at least there is a lively feeling that the course of events depends on their attitude.
But then, as time passes, following the successful revolutionary encounter with the one-time ruling class, an ever clearer tendency appears to concentrate the majority of decisions concerning all kev social questions in the hands of a limited group of rulers. Indeed, they take decisions in the name of others, often with their consent and not infrequently with their real or potential support. But as soon as such a sharp division has been completed in a society into those who are permanently political subjects who take decisions and conduct them, and those who are political objects and who are called on only to agree with the decisions taken and to behave in agreement with them, it is not difficult to discover all the essential forms of political alienation. They are:
1. Man loses control over political institutions: the state, the party etc., institutions Which he has created and which function in his name. Thence his feeling of power lessens: he is not part of the political process and has no influence on the course of events. Po​litical occurrences, including those when his active participation is called for - as is the case with elections - lose their meaning for there is no real choice and his vote has no real part to play. For this reason politics cease to offer any really intellectual or emotional satisfaction - the point is reached where people begin to withdraw and become apathetic. In such a situation there is moral degradation and a lowering of the standard of political behaviour of those who still find it useful for themselves to engage in politics. Now often fear, worry, craving for success become the primary motives of po​litical activity.
2.
Man alienates himself in  a bureaucratic society  from  other people no matter whether he falls within the group of those who rule or of those who are ruled. In the first case, there develops
within the man an explicitly inhuman feeling for hierarchy,  for social status: in choosing those with whom he wishes to have closer relationships he is guided primarily not by what a man is, but what
position he has. Position will be-friend position and not man man. In the second case the politically apathetic individual in a society in which all politics are decided by other people, and in which his
own rise and fall to a very large extent depends on what he is thought of in powerful political institutions, will often be tempted to play various roles which do not suit him, suspecting that others do the same. In this   atmosphere of mistrust, insincerity, artificiality, many potentially human and intimate relationships between people
die before they really begin to develop. In the drastic circumstances of a bureaucratic society (in the time of Stalin) the individual had at times to hide his political opinions even from members of his own family.
3. In a bureaucratic society political activity ceases to be creative activity. Thus a man who involves himself in politics alienates him​ self from one of his essential needs and from one of the essential pos​sibilities of a really human way of his existence. Discussion of things about which conclusions   have   been   previously prepared, elections
of candidates already decided on in advance, criticism which – most certainly - will not have the slightest effect and which is in fact only part of a clearly defined ritual - all this gives political activity a purely manifestational character, turns it into a routine and empty formalism.  It is for this reason that nowhere are there so many
cliches, so many stereotypes, nowhere so much spiritual emptiness and boredom as in the   functioning   of a   bureaucratised political apparatus.
4. Finally,  all  these  conditions  often lead  to  a  complete  split between the way in which man politically exists and his authentic potential being. We find one form of this conflict in those who are aware of their degradation and who know that their opportunist or bureaucratic existence is far below the level of what they can be
and of what they should be.
A second form of the loss of the true Self is to be found in Caesaristic political structures. The history of Socialism will record that such structures often appeared in the initial bureaucratic phases of Socialism. Social psychologists have explained the nature of the process which we are dealing with here. A feeling of insecurity-which can be objectively historically conditioned or can be created or supported by bolstering propaganda - leads to powerfull affective identification of the mass with the leader and to their readiness to follow him blindly, fanatically. In this way, one arrives at the point of a clear-cut regression and depersonalisation of the individual. Instead of growing progressively and becoming more individualised, the individual forgets himself, his needs and his potentialities, his
living projects, he frees himself from personal responsibility and becomes an element of the mass which completely uncritically and irrationally adapts itself to the mood of the leader.
This analysis shows that in post-capitalist society which evolves towards Socialism powerful and drastic forms of political alienation, are possible to the extent to which the revolutionary elite turns itself .into a bureaucracy, and to the extent to which a division of people occurs into political subjects and political objects.
The time has now come to explain the concept of bureaucracy which has been assumed in the foregoing exposition.
2. THE ESSENCE OF BUREAUCRACY
This is a notion which in its application to the society of a tran​sition period has undoubtedly undergone a degree of generalisation. In a capitalist society, bureaucracy is the apparatus of the expert, of the executor, and to a greater of lesser extent it can be identified with the social group which constitutes the state apparatus and wields executive power. Both Marx and Lenin - the former in his analysis of the civil war in France, the latter more particularly in his later writings - were very much aware of the danger that follow​ing successful political revolutions, a new bureaucracy forms itself from the ranks of the leaders of the victorious working class. Ho​wever after the death of Lenin, Stalin, very soon shifted the meaning of the term-from now on »bureaucratic« came to be used only for the definitely cold, superior, routine, formalistic relationship of some functionaries towards ordinary people and towards their problems.
Only was the criticism of Stalinism again to put on the agenda the problem of bureaucracy as of a social group which has taken all political power as a monopoly into its own hands. But all the maze of different more or less revolutionary opinions which we call cri​ticism of Stalinism had weaknesses of its own. First of all, the very concept of bureaucracy was never really explained in a satisfactory way - very often there appears to have been no attempt at all to analyse it. In addition, bureaucracy and bureaucratic tendencies were often discussed with much heat by those who are themselves, to a marked degree, bureaucrats: so that one not infrequently gains the impression that bureaucracy has become a phantom force against which everybody is striving but which it is quite impossible to locate.
On the other hand, in widening the concept of bureaucracy it is possible to go so far in the other direction that it sometimes becomes identified with any social group which guides and regulates the social processes. In this sense, then it has been stated that politics them​selves give birth to bureaucracy and that bureaucracy is necessarily connected with the existence of the function of centralised planning in society. Here the ideas of politics, centralisation, and planning are treated in a very non-dialectical way. In a developed socialist society, the functions of ruling and directing will have to exist, and this exactly from the viewpoint of the whole, at the level of the  Central social organs. Without this it would be impossible to grasp the idea of that rational control which Marx speaks of as a vital characteristic of the transition period. .
People who perform these functions of ruling do not fall by virtue of this itself into bureaucracy - in this" sense we can distinguish the politics of self-management and bureaucratic politics. In reality, political bureaucracy is a permanent and coherent social group which occupies itself professionally with politics, which has escaped the control of the masses and which, thanks to unlimited power in the distribution of the past, objectified labour, secures lesser or greater material privileges to itself. Each of these three conditions is ne​cessary but all taken together constitute sufficient condition for the existence of bureaucracy.
1. The professionalisation of politics is the first step towards the creation of an isolated, closed and, in relation to the rest of society a very coherent  social  stratum.   In  this  sense  bureaucracy  is  that social stratum which longs to hold permanently to the principle of partiality which in the process of revolution had already begun to be surpassed. After the destruction of the bourgeoisie as a class, all the social strata except the bureaucracy are interested in making sure that political activity is general, public life open to all, and that it should be moral, just, philosophically thought out,  scientifically based,  in other words,  that instead of being a particular,  partial sphere of social consciousness and activity it becomes a moment of integral rational and human practice. Bureaucracy is the material
bearer of the isolation and partiality of politics, and this is why it resists so bitterly all tendencies to supercede traditional professional
politics as a sphere of alienation.
2. The process of withdrawal and isolation of the bureaucracy from the masses in whose name it rules lies in the fact that elections
become a pure form, that the bureaucracy transforms responsibility to the electors into responsibility to party forums and that the elec​
tors lose power to replace their representatives for the simple reason that they are atomized, isolated one from another and as individual
units quite powerless. In all the key economic and political pro​cesses in such a society, the greatest number of people find them​
selves permanently in the position of the objects of history. They are the mass which gives necessary, material energy to the realisation
of   the   apparently   collective   will   mediated   by   the   bureaucracy. Indeed under such circumstances the bureaucracy is the sole histo​
ric subject. Far from being that part of the proletariat in which the collective  will  of the  proletariat  arrives  at  a  self-conscious  and
practical fulfilment, the bureaucracy ensures that the proletariat and the other mass of society accept its personal will as its own and thus
become instruments of its practical realisation. This is the highest form of »cunning subtlety of mind«: people, who normally have
their own purpose, act towards things as if they were things themselves, in order to fulfill an exterior bureaucratic purpose. This is
the highest and most subtle form of reification: never have people been so successfully manipulated - thanks, among other things to the extraordinary technical perfection of the mass media of com​munication and the intensification of all forms and methods of pro​paganda - and never have so few people been aware that they are being treatead as things. Because of this bureaucracy is the bearer of the principle of reification in a society which has already begun to create essential preconditions for its surpassing in the sphere of politics.
3. Bureaucracy has full monopoly in deciding on the distribution and use of the past, objectified labour. It usually uses this monopoly in order to secure for itself various material privileges. And this does not happen by chance, although history has shown us indivi​dual cases of utter modesty and asceticism. As a 'social 'stratum the bureaucracy recruits its members from the ranks of people who no longer have any humanistic ideals and whose human needs have remained very undeveloped. The need to possess social power is the fundamental life need of the bureaucrat. But power demands, among other things, an unlimited disposal of things. The most expensive car, the most stylish furniture, etc., all these thing's are to the bu​reaucrat, above all, symbols of his social status, of the degree of his power. Having originally developed very indirectly, the impulse to private disposal and even ownership can become the dominant mo​tive in the second generation of bureaucrats. What was at the beginning a typically ideological attitude - an attempt to rationalise and justify the relationship of exploitation which at first was not yet clear even to the bureaucrat himself - later became a clearly cynical and hypocritical attitude: one no longer believes one's own words but uses them for pragmatic reasons - in order deliberately to conceal truth. So it becomes evident that in order to supercede exploitation it is not sufficient merely to destroy the private ownership of the means of production. As long as relatively unde​veloped productive powers and relative material shortages produce the impulse for the possession of ever better material goods, and as long as a particular social group has a monopoly of decision making on objectified labour, it is possible for that group to use a conside​rable part of the surplus-value for its own personal appetites and not for the general social needs. So bureaucracy is the bearer of the principle of exploitation in a society in which all other exploitatory social groups have been abolished.
The concept of bureaucracy which has been given here is a theoretical one. In a simplified way it designates a developed, full, limit form of something which in reality is found in varying degrees of growth or which possesses only some of the above-mentioned characteristics. Therefore, when we are concerned with the con​crete empirical reality of a given country, we shall need to speak .sometimes of the tendency towards bureaucratisation and of the fact that certain individuals are bureaucrats to the degree to which their behaviour corresponds to the above mentioned patterns.
It would be wrong to identify bureaucracy with a stratum of pro​fessional politicians in a socialist society. There are also bureaucrats among the leaders and organisers in the fields of economics, science and art. In addition, there are politicians who contribute to sur​passing bureaucracy by the progressive realisation of a system of self-management, just as there are some political leaders in whom the revolutionary and the bureaucrat are locked in combat.
On the other hand, there is no reason to differentiate strictly between political leadership and bureaucracy as the sole executive apparatus of government. Under definite social conditions, which have been specified in the foregoing exposition, the notion of bu​reaucracy must be applied in such a way as to embrace both.
3. THE MEANING OF SELF-MANAGEMENT
Self-management is the dialectical negation of so-called state socialism with its inherent tendencies towards bureaucratisation.
However, self-management cannot be reduced to its initial histo​rical forms which at present exist in our country. This means, first of all, that it cannot be limited only to production relations at the level of the enterprise and to the local organs of social power. The complete and definitive surpassing of bureaucracy is possible only when self-management reaches the top: when the central organs of the state are converted into organs of self-management. Secondly even if self-management is primarily an economic and political phe​nomenon it is not only that. This is a concept which embraces the whole social life, which has a range of technical, social, psychological and cultural presuppositions and consequences. Behind it stands a radically different, new concept of society and of man, a whole new structure of philosophical assumptions, radically opposed to that by which bureaucracy tries to rationalise its existence.
We can begin an explicit formulation of this philosophical struc​ture with an analysis of the concept of self-management itself.
Self-management means that the functions of directing social pro​cesses are no longer performed by forces outside the mass of society: opposed to it, but in the hands of the very same people who pro​duce, who create social life in all its forms. Self-management means the isupercession of the permanent and fixed division of society into the subjects and the objects of history, into rulers and executors, into the cunning social mind and its physical instruments in human form.
The idea of management which has been used here means, in the context of Marx's humanistic thought, rational and revolutionary management. It iis rational in the sense that it is based on an objec​tive critical analysis of existing reality, on a knowledge of the real possibilities of its change, on a choice of those real possibilities which are optimal in relation to the given end.

The fundamental end which serves as main criterion of rational decision making in the process of management is the abolition of all forms of human oppression and poverty and the freeing of every individual to a full rich life in a really human community. This aim is revolutionary, and so is the whole of management, which takes on its meaning in relation to this aim. The concern is not, however with any »total revolution« in an absolute historical meaning of the word. The aim is fully determined historically by the given forms of human needs and human wants. It is »fundamental« or »ulti-mate« only in relation to the given historical epoch. However being aware of this and knowing the real situation in society at a given historical moment is sufficient condition for being able to determine the next practical steps and to give a revolutionary impetus to our practice.
Of course self-management does not mean that every individual takes part directly in management at all levels. Such direct self-management is possible only in the basic social organisations-enter​prises, communes, cultural institutions, etc. Self-management means that the functions of management in the broader social organi​sations are performed in turn by competent, freely elected idividuals who factually express the interests of the people and whose func​tions cannot bring them, even temporarily, any material privileges, any superior status in society, - nothing but confidence, respect and love. In a society in which self-management is growing, the criterium of the personal abilities of the candidate - his mind, his knowledge, his moral integrity, his skill come increasingly to expression. In bureaucratic society the function of ruling has endowed definite authority. Here people must first win authority in order to get the honour of performing a political function.
Such a view of rational and revolutionary self-management im​plies a radical reappraisal of the concept of politics. Not only are politics no longer the concern of a single personal profession - they are no longer an isolated, partial, social activity. The gradual abo​lition of practicism, of frequent amorality, of the improvisatory cha​racter of politics now begins to take place. Politics are being given an awareness of the basic revolutionary aims by humanistic philo​sophy-politics, are now becoming philosophical. Knowledge of the real situation and tendencies of change is provided by science - po​litics are becoming scientific. In order to apply means which are adequate to ends, political behaviour must conform to defined moral norms, which for their part, correspond to basic accepted human values - politics are now becoming moral. They are also beginning to become an art - sui generis - for there is no reason why in this field, beauty, nobility and a feeling of dignity should not be pre​ferred to greyness of thought and rawness of behaviour.
Such a process of the totalisation of social consciousness is parellel with the process of the simultaneous indlvidualisation and sociali-sal'non of man. Both of them presuppose a technically highly de​veloped and rich society in which the elementary material needs <>l people are satisfied, in which genuine cull lire has come within the reach of all and in which there exist sufficiently strong forces, which in the name of a critical and humanistic self-consciousness unceasingly lay down the demand for the dialectical supercession of every existing historical form.
It is an irony of history that self-management first began to be realised in a relatively backward semi-rural country and not in the highly developed and relatively rich social communities of the West. From this it follows that, on the one hand, self-management with us will not be fully realised and its form's be fulfilled by the cor​responding content for a long time. On the other hand, this paradox may be explained by the absence of a powerful critical humanistic conscious factor in the West, such as would be able to lead the whole of society to the realisation of its optimal historical possibilities.
What is essential for Marxist theory is the thesis of the objective possibility of self-management and not of its necessary realisation. The very idea of self-management presupposes that people them​selves are the creators of history in given conditions, i. e. in the objectively determined framework of possibilities. In this way, the idea of self-management presupposes an open, activist interpretation of history in which the artificial gap between law and contingency, necessity and freedom has been overcome. The philosophy of bureau​cracy is essentially different in this respect. Bureaucracy advocates voluntarism when the question is of the future and absolute deter​minism when the question is of the past. As it itself does not have scientific knowledge, as it does not even have sufficient confidence in the scientist, finally as the most rational decisions, most adequate to the expected course of thing's, would often be against its own interests, the bureaucracy does not even try to justify rationally its projects for the future, but at best, gives them the necessary autho​rity by quoting the texts of the classics. But this is why it gives an aura of necessity to everything that happened in the past. In both cases the key concept of real possibility has no meaning. History is being taken as a linear process in which bureaucracy never has any chance of going wrong.
But if history is an open and multilinear process in which nothing is completely provided for in advance, we are faced with the question: cannot perhaps self-management lead to chaos and disintegration, to a predominance of change, to a bad and irrational solution of the key questions of society? Such a course is not only a possibility but a necessity - in the opinion of a bureaucrat. From here comes his historical responsibility for the further course of building socialism. From this there follows not only a lack of confidence in the intel​ligentsia but also an aristocratic attitude towards the working class and towards people in general. Whenever it speaks of the people, bureaucracy regards them basically as a primitive, backward mass, which, without its rule would become quite savage and destroy all that has been gained by revolution. In the last analysis it would seem to follow from this that the building of Socialism is a type of enforced happiness, in which the man who is making someone happy never stops speaking in the name of the man who is made happy.
The notion of social self-management presupposes a fundamen​tally different conception of man. In the framework of a philosophy whose method is dialectic this conception can hardly have anything in common with empty rhetorical romantic idealisations of man. Man is a contradictory creature and in his present day behaviour opposing tendencies appear: of creativeness and destiructiveness, of sociability and non-sociability, of rationality and of irrationality etc. However in definite historical condition's, for which a high degree of material and spiritual culture of the mass is characteristic, sociability, rationality and creativeness predominate in man. Hence the conviction that in a society of self-management, development, inspite of all particular and temporary irrationalities and possible individual eruptions of bestiality, will as a whole tend to bring to life the optimal human possibilities of the epoch. In any case there is no reason to think that some self-appointed guardian of the ge​neral interest can be superior in relation to the total brain strength of the society whose interests these are.
Finally one of the most essential differences in the philoisophical assumptions of bureaucracy and self-manageme«nt is their respective attitudes to dialectics. Bureaucracy often makes use of the formulae of dialectics. Apart from this it makes considerable efforts to give an appearance of permanent dialectical movement and perfection to the society which it controls. It makes use of a vast amount of activity in thinking out new social forms, new institutional fra​meworks, new programmes. These forms and institutions are chang​ed even before they have been properly tried, programmes are »sur-paissed« even before they can be realised in practice. This pseudo-dialectics goes together with a very decisive denial of dialectics in all essential things. Dialectic unity of the different is made into »monolithic unity«. Contradictions are denied and concealed. Phi​losophers, scientists and artists are expected, above all, to confirm the present state, to look for the positive in it. Public criticism is usually treated as a kind of petty bourgeois confusion, and is often frustrated in the most brutal way.
In complete contrast to this situation self-management pressup-poses dialectics to such an extent that it could be regarded as poli​tical dialectics in practice. Self-management is only a special form of self-movement; thus the struggle of different tendencies, opinions and projects is presupposed, although in a highly developed society all these tensions and conflicts gain a more humane form and resolve themselves in a more humane way. So we are concerned with a society which is pluralistic, in which there are many dif​ferent groups and communities but in which the degree of sociali​sation has advanced so far, in which certain values are already So widely accepted, that there is no longer any need for any force to be used in preserving its integrity. Public social criticism is now the most efficient means of surpassing the limitations of every existing social form.
Bureaucracy has so far been rather successful in the struggle against the dialectical method of explaining contemporary historical process. It has achieved this by the formalisation and dehumanisation on dialectics, by linking it primarily with the natural sciences.
However bureaucracy is powerless against dialectics as an objec​tive structure of the historical process itself. The struggle of bu​reaucracy to maintain its privileged status in post-capitalist society is at the same time a preparation of the conditions for its disap​pearance. In order to hold on to the illusion that it speaks in the name of the progressive forces of society it transforms into the most important aim of the revolutionary movement what should be the means of its realisation-industrialisation, an increase of production, material prosperity. While leading to various deformations, this pro​cess step by step will inevitably be creating a state of society in which bureaucracy will lose even its last reason d'etre.
With the definitive abolition of bureaucracy and the relationships of class society of which it is the bearer (political partialisation, reification and exploitation) the first great phase of the transition period is becoming completed. The historical form of society which follows is the system of self-management.
4.  SELF-MANAGEMENT AS AN HISTORICAL PROCESS
When we understand social self-management in the totality of its moments it becomes clear that its introduction really is a funda​mental social revolution and also that it must be construed as a long-lasting historical process and not just as the act of a minute.
In our country it was first introduced at the level of the enter​prise, then it was gradually widened to include all working orga​nisations and social institutions. However, at the level of the cen​tral organs we have just begun to take important transitional measures, which will open the way to self-management (the intro​duction of non-professional political activists into the General Assembly, the beginning of the application of the principle of rotation,
2 the strengthening of the democratic process in the work of the Councils of the Assembly, and the first although so far inade​quate measures for the limitation of privilege).
In this way it is characteristic of our self-management that, first, it is still rather incomplete, not yet built to the top and, secondly, that in our country, because of relative backwardness in the techni​cal, economic, political and cultural fields, the forms of self-mana​gement so far introduced have not yet gained their full content. A strong insistence on institutional frameworks, statutes, and regu​lations carries the threat of laying too much emphasis on the formalistic element.
However, be this as it may, with all its imperfections self-mana​gement in our country has an enormous historical significance not only for our own country and not only for the socialist world, but for mankind in general. It is the beginning of the establishment of totally new human relationships, the beginning of a radical change in the status of the worker, the beginning of the fundamental libe​ration of the individual in general. (In connection with this: the Marxist criticism of contemporary forms of Socialism is not simply negation, is not exclusively an expression of dissatisfaction with the present in the name of »chimerical ideals of the distant future«. It is, inter alia and above all, criticism in the name of the origin of human future in the present. It is criticism from the point of view of a consistently developed social self-management).
In order to assess in a more concrete way the present position and future prospects of .social self-management, it is necessary to take into account its essential objective preconditions. The gradual reali​sation of these pre-conditions creates the possibility for a fuller development of self-management.
The first group of preconditions is of a technical character. Con​temporary machine technology is to an increasing extent changing the condition of the worker in production. He is slowly ceasing to be a mere fragment of the machine and to an ever greater extent is becoming an active element in a very complicated system. The action of automation is particularly revolutionary: in addition to the fact that automation is freeing vast amounts of time for non-productive activity, it is leading to the abolition of the differences between the physical worker and the »white-collared worker«, it is integrating the producer into a whole united production process and awakening in him an interest in the efficient functioning of the enterprise as a whole. This increase of interest in a more efficient ruling of the production process as a whole is conditioned, among other things, by the fact that the idea of the individual effect of work and the idea of the productivity of an isolated individual loses all meaning. The work of an individual can no longer be measured - he is only a moment in the effect of the work of the whole collective. So, the fact that the technological process has been revolutionised compels the individual producer, on the one hand, to take an increasing interest in the effect of the work of the whole collective and, on the other hand, equips him with increasing competence to assess the work of the enterprise and to take a more active part in all decision making about it. In this way the worker is becoming a natural ally of the technical intelligentsia - in capitalism: in the struggle against the bourgeoisie, which completely loses its reason for existence, and in the transition period: against the political bureaucracy which in the new conditions becomes increasingly incomponent and wasteful.
The second group of conditions is of an economic character and is concerned, above all, with the level of economic development. Self-management can grow success fully only in a relatively rich society and one in which the elementary needs of the people have already been satisfied, and in which each individual has reached such u degree of economic security (hat lie does not have to worry about possible economic repercussions in the event of his social  involvement. In a poor and backward society there is not much to decide freely about. If the “national cake” is too small and the pressure on him too large a strict centralisation and a firm plan​ning, which of course leaves very little room for the initiative of the mass, will be needed.
The third group of conditions is of a political character. When the state and party apparatus were to take decisive, economic, cadre and other decisions and fix the details of the framework within which the decision taking of the organs of self-management should move, in such conditions self-management would be an ideological fiction with hardly any connection with real social relationships. The development of self-management is nothing but another name for the withering away of the state. On the other hand, it presupposes a transformation of the revolutionary party of the classical type into an organisation whose fundamental aim is: the growth of socialist consciousness, the activisation of the masses to realise the optimal objectively given historical possibilities of the country at a given period of time. A party whose leading bodies concern themselves first and foremost with ruling as such will inevitably become bu-reaucratised and fail in its most fundamental task. The withering away of the state and the change in the character of the party means a simultaneous wide democratiisation of all forms of social life, the growth of political freedoms, the destruction of any monopoly in using mass means of communication, the creation of all the con​ditions necessary for public social criticism.
Finally, the fourth group of conditions is of a cultural character. Only educated, cultivated workers, conscious of their historical role, can successfully take part in the management of social processes. It is therefore necessary to develop a genuine culture of the masses (as distinct from the so-called »mass culture«, which in reality, is a substitute for culture). Therefore it is necessary that the social com​munity be sufficiently developed economically in order to be able to put aside significant resources for the development of culture. In addition, it is essential that within society and acting as a signi​ficant and active force there should be a humanistic, revolutionary intelligentsia which elaborates revolutionary theory and to an in​creasing extent makes the working class aware of its historical po​sition and its historical possibilities.
5.  CONTRADICTIONS  IN THE  PRESENT  SYSTEM OF  SELF-MANAGEMENT IN OUR  COUNTRY
Many of the conditions mentioned above have not yet reached a great measure of realisation in our country. For this reason it is possible with us to speak only of the first initial steps in fulfilling the system of social self-management. In spite of this it is sometimes possible to hear the opinion that self-management is being forced along too much, and that it ought to be limited to some extent. The problem here, at best, is of misunderstanding or incomplete under​standing of the nature of self-management. There 'is indeed a ten​dency to excessive forcing of the institutional forms of 'self-mana​gement, but it should not be confused with the real growth of self-management. On the other hand, there are many who confuse self-management with decentralisation. Tendencies of excessive decen​tralisation really lead to the disintegration of the global society. However, the further development of self-management means the dialectical surpassing of the centralism-decentralisation opposition by forming central (federal and republican) organs of self-manage​ment. Consequently, the difficulties which occur as a result of decen​tralisation can be correctly explained as the lack of development of self-management.
A more careful analysis of this lack of development reveals the following contradictions:
1. The Contradiction of Self-Management and the State. Our present social system is characterised by efforts to find a tem​porary equilibrium between two disparate elements: the state, the political form which as a form has been inherited from class society and self-management, the political form of the new socialist Society. With us the state is still very strong and firmly holds in its hands all the most important economic functions: the tax and credit system, investment policy, planning, the promulgation of basic economic regulations. It also controls the lion's share of objectified work. The existence of the state in general, especially so strong a state, automatically generates bureaucratic tendencies, which are by their nature tendencies to resist the further development of self-management, tendencies to preserve it in its present embryonic and limited forms. Bureaucracy sees a possibility for its own survival in finding a kind of balance between the state and local self-mana​gement: the state to continue to hold the power of decision on basic instruments and proportions of global society, while within the fra​mework the state itself defines, to leave a certain amount of space for the initiative of workers collectives. In addition, the compromise which bureaucracy is prepared to offer includes purely material concessions: somewhat greater financial means to dispose of. This is of course very significant but much more important things are at stake: that the state organs should continue to transform them​selves into the organs of self-management. And this means: the further de-professionalisation of political functions, real election and change of all representatives of the working people - and in con​nection with this a progressive lessening of the power of the execu​tive apparatus of the government, the abolition of all material pri​vileges and a system of rewarding the discharge of political functions as for every other type of highly-qualified and creative work.
In this way, the contradiction of state and self-management will be resolved with us by a gradual surpassing of the state and its replacement by the organs of self-management,
2.
Self-management   and   rational   direction.   When   self-mana​gement is adopted only at the level of the local organs, and direc​tion is understood as strictly bureaucratic planning from the centre, these two essential principles of socialist Society interpreted in such a way will give rise to an unsolvable contradiction. The authority and discipline which the plan forces seem to exclude initiative and the freedom of the individual and the collective. The independent decision-making of the  local organs  of self-management semm to bring  a certain   amount  of  disorder  which  is incompatible  with planning.
However this contradiction will be gradually eliminated to the extent to which self-management extends itself to the central organs of society and to the extent to which centralised planning is de-bureaucratised and brought into harmony with decentralised plan​ning. The possible objective foundation of this harmonising is two​fold. It is possible to arrive at optimal decisions which would satisfy both the interests of particular collectives and the interest of society as a whole, firstly, on the basis of generally accepted scientific knowledge about the real 'situation in society and about the objective tendencies of further movements, and secondly, on the basis of ge​nerally accepted aims and values, which the society as a whole and every single collective is trying to realise. This harmony obviously presupposes, on the one hand, a high degree of the development of social sciences and their application to the process of planning, on the other hand, high degree of education, culture and socialist con​sciousness in the collective and in the individual producer.
3.
In  a  relatively  backward  milieu,  in  conditions  of   economic shortages and in collectives which are insufficiently developed po​litically and culturally, one arrives at a contradiction of self-mana​gement and local bureaucratic tendencies. Bureaucratic cliques are formed, which are composed of technical leaders and the functio​naries of political institutions and organisations (the League of Communists, the Trade Union, the state organs) which sometimes include leading activists of the workers' councils and which usurp all power in. the enterprise of in the commune (opstina). The members of these cliques misuse their functions and their influence to gain full con​trol of decision-making and, not infrequently, to gain definite ma​terial privileges for themselves and their friends. This leads to a further process of passivisation and demobilisation of the masses and sometimes to a deep demoralisation of the collective. Of course, in such a situation one must take sharp measures against such petty bureaucrats of unlimited power-lust, who  tend to brutally suppress every resistance and criticism within the framework of the collective.
In such cases a stronger control and a more decisive element of inter​vention by higher-level organs of self-management is necessary. Ho​wever this is very far from an ideal solution. No measures from outside  can have  decisive  effects  merely  on  their own.  What  is needed is growth of internal progressive forces. This means in the first place that the working class should raise itself professionally, politically and culturally, that within itself it should develop an awareness of its social role and of the necessity of its struggle against all forms of bureaucracy. This implies that it is essential to make maximum efforts, far greater than hitherto to have the work​ing class schooled and thoroughly educated, to have its initiative in the organs of social self-management stimulated in every possible way. This presupposes, in addition to other thing's, the growth of an atmosphere of free public criticism and a greater insistence on the moral and legal responsibility of each individual and especially the ruler.
4. Finally, in our society the beginnings of the introduction of self-management coincide with a strong insistence on material sti​muli, on the role of the market as a regulator of production, on free functioning of economic laws. In connection with this we come upon the following question: how to reconcile self-management with commodity-financial relations, which have been taken over, with considerable modifications, from class society. This really is an objective contradiction. At the basis of self-management is the prin​ciple of the freedom of man, the principle of the initiative of the subject which, in the last analysis leads to the creation of important human walues. At the basis of a commodity-financial economy is the principle of economic necessity, the principle of activity to obtain an ever greater income.
It is true that the initial forms of worker's self-management with a substantial increase of the initiative of the worker cannot be realised without developing and satisfying his materials interests and this condition cannot be fullfilled if there is no competition between the enterprises on the market and the increasing role of the market in the regulation of production. But, on the other hand, were commodity-financial relations to remain permanently, without significant corrections, a gradual degeneration of self-management into a certain type of capitalistic system of cooperatives would be possible. If the value of an enterprise is permanently assesses only on the basis of success in realising income, and if the whole system came for a long time to rest on the idea that the fundamental interest of the worker is the acquisition of ever greater wages and personal incomes then this would have deep and lasting conse​quences on the prevailing morality in such a society. The type of people who would be created by a society under such conditions would not essentially differ from the type of people created by capitalism. It would be made up of people whose entire motivation to action is directed by the single motive of acquiring and possessing material goods. These are the sort of people who strive to have, and not to be as much as possible. In this way the same spiritual pauperism would in fact be maintained which is characteristic of capitalist society and the destruction of which is, according to Marx, one of the aims of Communism.
The attitude taken here does not imply a rather naive belief that the laws of commodity production and distribution can be elimi​nated or superseded at will. In our present historical conditions it is really possible only to control them to a certain extent, and to correct them by preventing growth of concealed forms of exploita​tion, of serious unequalities, of any other kind of inhuman re​lationship among various social groups.
The contradiction of self-management and commodity-finawical economic relations will be gradually solved in future by surpassing the motive of earnings and possessions as the universal motive of human activity. But this is possible only to the extent to which the society frees itself from material wants and shortages, in which needs of a higher order grow within all its members such as: the need for creative activity, for political involvement, for culture and art, for knowledge, for sincere, human relationships with other people. In such conditions material stimuli lose their primary im​portance. Apart from this, socialist society finds itself faced with the problem of finding effective methods for measuring the value of work other than the price of products on the market. The price certainly is, or could be an indicator of the quantity of the live work of the producer, but it is also conditioned by a series of other factors which it is quite impossible to isolate. The socialist society will, also have to arrive at better methods of assessing social needs than deductions on the basis of demand on the market.
From the foregoing analysis of certain key contradictions in our society the conclusion follows that the further development of social self-management is the necessary way of creating a really socialist society, and that for this development the essential preconditions are: the withering away of the state, the gradual transformation of the central state organs into organs of self-management, the raising of the cultural and political level of the working class and the eli​mination of local bureaucratic cliques, finally the gradual super​session of commodity-financial relations and unilaterally material motivation in the process of productive activity. 
� Rotation means: change of places in a closed circle. It it not all one may wish but corresponds to what occurs in practice





