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The ideas, demands and movements of workers’ participation, workers’
control, self-management, direct workers’ rule, workers' democracy, eic,
have a long-standing tradition and are deeply rooted. These ideas imbue
and permeate, in one way or another, the entire historical era marking the
rise of world socialism. Their ideological roois and origins lie in the inter-
action of two powerful and increasingly-determinating tendencies in human
society’s latter-day history — socialism and democracy.

The evolution of these ideas, demands and movements did not follow
a regular and straight course. but rather was always of an explicitly cyclical
nature, It was marked by frequent ups and downs — penetrating break-
throughs and progress were followed by stagnation and relapse. Of course,
there were always other concepis of a new societyi or of how to resolve
the "social questions,” especially the social status of the working class, From
practically the outset, the most important "other” concept, and political and
ideological orientation, was represented by those forces which saw the state
and representative democracy as the most important instrument for effect-
ing a radical fransformation of society, but no less as its optimum insti~
tutional framework. At the end of the last century, this second tendency,
we shall call it statist or state-socialist, became dominant in international
pocialism.

The conflict between the self-management and the statist orientation
lay at the root of many divisions within {he workers’ and socialist move-
menis, At times, the confrontation between these two orientations was direct
and central, while at others it assumed considerably less importance. Yet,
one cannot reduce the diversity of options in world socialism ta a choice
between these two orientations. During certain phases in the history of so-
cialism, conflicts within one of these two fundamental choices (for instance,
within the global statist concept) were greater in intensily than the con-
frontation with proponents of the other, alternaive concept.

One can observe in the relatively short period embracing the years
after World War II three distinct phases in the evolution of the ideas,
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demands and movements of workers' participation, workers’ conirol and
self-management.

The fFirst phase covers the immediate posiwar years., After a quarter
of a century of almost inviclate domination by statist ideas and approaches
within the workers' and socialist movements, inlerest was revived in the
problems of the worker’s social status in the process of production. More
forceful expression was given to demands for workers to be at least parti-
ally and indirectly included in the decision-making process. In contrast to
earMer historical phases, when this demand was often formulated in a
radical way, chiefly within the context of proiects for a revolutionary
change of society, extremely moderate interpretations now prevailed. While
these ideas and demands earlier reflected aggravated class conflicts, now
those social forces advocating class compromise had the decisive say as
to how they were to be formed. As a result, the majority of developed
countries witnessed the birth of institutions of consuliative participation,
usually designated by the term industrial democracy. The role, competencies
and tasks of these institutions were so resricted and modestly defined that
the existing class order was easily able to absorb them. There is hardly
a case in which they managed io desiroy the existing balance of class and
political forces. This was a reform which did not function as a factor of
destabilization in the existing indusirial and social establishment. However,
one must not lose sight of the fact that there were attempts during this
period to effect somewhat more radical concepts of workers’ participation.
If one looks at the entire historical period, however, these were chiefly
marginal phenomena. :

The second postwar phase began in the early fifties and continued
until the second half of the following decade. It is marked by the receding
and declining influence of those forces in the workers’ movements which
were in favour of various forms of workers’ participation, especially self-
-management. The advance made immediately after the war was shori-lived
and of limited range, and it gave way to a relatively widespread feeling
of disappointment. Institutions of consultative participation, which were
born in an atmosphere of class compromise marked by pronounced internal
coniradictions, did not live up to the expectations of any of the inerested
parties. The cause of these contradictions was that, in the majority of cases,
these institutions were conceived in such a way that they served the inte-
rests of "one and the other side.” The workers’ and socialist left quickly
realized that there were poor outlooks for turning these institutions into
a beach-head which would later allow it to embark on genuine workers’
rule and society's self-management organization, Employers and state re-
presentatives expected them io act as an incentive for greater productivily
of labour, efficiency in management and class tranquility in enterprises.
Once it became obvious that such results were not forthcoming, they, too,
began to turn their backs on various mechanisms of industrial democracy.
Reformist parties and irade unions, which had originally extended full sup-
port to these institutions, also began to lose interest. These institutions
seemed unable lo serve even those limited objectives which had .been set
when they were launched just after World War IIL

Especially important is the fact that the relative failure of the me-
chanisms of consultative participation (industrial democracy) was used to
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substantiate the claim that the entire basic idea (genuine workers' parti-
cipation, i.e., self-management) is unfeasible. In many countries, advocates
of these ideas became severely discouraged and their ranks thinned out.
In some countries, these ideas seemed to have been ”finally buried” and
it appeared that the statist orientation, despite its countless shortcomings,
was nonetheless the only real alternative.”

The views and appraisals formulated at the end of the fifties by two
authors are extremely indicative. Hugh Clegg, one of Britain's leading

experts on industrial relations and the problems of industrial democracy,

published a book in 1951 in which he strongly appeals for putting into
effect the idea and practice of consultative workers’ participation. In the
late fifties a new book appeared entitled A New Approach to Industrial
Democracy, in which Clegg thoroughly revised his own views. He admits
certain ealier "errors" and firmly defends the stand that direct workers'
participation in management is uiterly unacceptable for the developed so-
ciety of the West, "The end of the movements for workers' control,” (here,
Clegg is thinking of the more radical current which believed that industrial
democracy will be only a step towards workers' self-management — B.P.)
however is to be explained as much by flaws in their thinking as by these
circumstances, which provided no more than the occasion of their downfall.
The central {enet of their docirine was self-government. They believed that
working men and women could come together to run their own lives, not
through representatives, not by controlling managements and governments,
but directly and by themselves, This notion is now dead. No one now
believes that direct industrial self-government by workers could. provide
for the running of a modern indusirialized society... Modern society does
not naturally adapt itself to working-class self-government... representa-
tive political democracy seems o be a natural mode of government for an
industrialized society... Men must have a bureaucracy to run a railway,
an electricity supply system, or a government department. They must have
centralized decisions to control a monetary system and to arrange a national
investment programme, These things and working-class self-government
cannot live together.”!) At around the same time, Raymond Aron wrote
that "... abstract theoretical analysis as much as practical experience leagd
to the conclusion that at this point in history enterprises must remain
organized along authoritarian principles. Fundamental decisions must be
taken by one person or by a small group of people — never by al” (he
means all employees — B.P.), "nor can those who decide be under the
confrol of all.”2) B .
The only depature from the general trend at that f{ime, .the only
exception "which confirms the rule” was the programme orientation taken
in Yugoslavia with the passing of the Law on Workers’ Councils and the
opening of the process of developing self-management institutions and
relations. At a time when the ideas of self-management. socialism were
being widely rejected as an anachronism of our age, as a vestige of long
obsolete concepts of anarchism, proudhonism or anarcho-syndicalism, and
in the best of cases were ignored as illusions entertained by certain "hot-
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heads,” leading political forces in the couniry firmly opted for the road
and concept of self-management socialism. Subsequent developments showed
that this was a choice with far-reaching consequences. Despite numerous
unfavourable domestic (the couniry’s low level of economic development)
and external circumstances, the choice grew into a lasiing orientation. An
important foothold had been attained for the forces of the self-management
alternative.

The first signs of the third phase appeared in the early sixties, when
the conviction again gained ground in certain workers' circles and organi-
zations that the horizon of socialist aspirations could not be limited to state
ownership and state management. At first these were only weak sympioms
of the changes which were to occur somewhat later on in the prevailing
mood, The new phase finally took shape and was established at the end
of the sixties when the influence of forces calling for genuine workers’
participation, or self-management, again gained broad ground. The historical
pendulum which reflects the centre of gravity of ideclogical options in
the world of socialism began to shift in favour of various forces of the
anti-statist orientation.

Yesterday’s pessimism gave way to pronounced, sometimes even exag-
gerated optimism. A zeport prepared by a group of experts of the Inler-
national Labour Organizaion for a consultative meeting on self-management
and participation, which was held in Oslo in 1974, says that at the present
moment ”the demand for workers’ participation in managing enterprises
is a widespread world phenomenon which, as a fundamental assumption,
is no longer denied; discussions chiefly revolve around the form of workers'
management.”s)

A change had unquestionably occurred, although its scope is not as
Ibro{ad as ILO experts make it out to be. On the other hand, one should
4n no way underestimate recent changes in stands and the prevailing mood.
Some political groups which until recenily a priori rejected any idea of
direct workers' participation in management no longer maintain such exclu-
sive stands, and the possibility is even allowed and the need stressed; for
ensuring certain forms of direct workers’ democracy and participation by
the broader strata of working people in general. Where once support was
exfended chiefly to certain very elemental, rudimentary forms of partici-
pation, now somewhat more ambitious and in certain cases, quite radical
demands are being made for expanding and intensifying exisiing forms of
participaion. The number of organized political forces calling for genuine
radical changes in the position of workers has appreciably grown. Certain
progressive political forces, which until recently omitted these ideas from
their programme of social innovations, are now ardently interested in them,
Power-holders whose authority and privileges are threatened or at least
brought into question by new currents in the workers' milieu react
in a new way.

Certain ruling communist parties have somewhat altered their stand
towards participation and self-management. While it was once feli that
the working class can effect its management rights through “its" state,

%) 1LO, Labour Management Series, No, 48, Workers’' Participation in Decisions
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party or trade union, now considerable attention is being devoted io build-
ing up various mechanisms of participation, Insitutions of production con-
sultation conferences, which had been abandoned by Stalinism in the laie
twenties, have been revived in the Soviet Union. In addition to these con-
sultation conferences, several other mechanisms of participation in the
economy have been built up in other fields of social endeavour Bs well,
Certain participatory institutions which had almost completely withered away
during the years of Stalin's domination have been actived. The majority

of other East European countries have also established various collective-

bodies in enterprises through which workers’ representatives can, mainly
In an advisory capacity, take part in the passing of certain decisions. In
some cases, great efforts are being invested in building up the system of
these institutions and stimulating their work.

Available data show that the results scored are relatively modest, They
are not commensurate with the officially proclaimed goals or efforts in-
vested. On the other hand, these difficulties are quite understandable. They
stem from the fundamental contradictions inherent in the adopted ''syste-
mic” solution. The possibilities of participation are exiremely limited in
situations where rigourous emphasis is laid on the principle of "yedino-
nachalie” (one-man government), i.e, where all fundamental decisions within
the enterprise are made by the director. Maintaining a high degree of
centralism in managing the economy produces similar results. Workers’ par-
ticipation is hard put to extricate itself from the narrow frameworks of
consullative competencies in situations where heavy stress is laid on cen-
tralism and "yedinonachalie.” Parallel invocation of reinforcing centralism
and the role of one-man organs of management (“yedinonachalie”) on the
one hand, and genuine democratization of the system of management by
including workers in the decision-making process on the other is-a hard
fo resolve and relatively contradictory social task. In pointing to these
objective difficulties and problems, we in no way wish to undermine the
importance of new iendencies in the internal development of certain so-
cialist countries, The emergence of these institutions testifies at least to
the fact that there is an awareness that the existing system of management
is in need of a democratic “corrective.”

Perhaps more important still are certain changes in the political theory
of socialism, in the theoretical conceptualization of socialism and commi-
nism, While before, the existing form of state socialism was pointed up
as {he highest achievement of the new society, and state management over
all fields of social endeavour was accepted as the most complete form of
effecting the direct and long-term dnterests of the working class — now
certain new notes are being struck. Self~management is no longer rejected
@ prirori as an expression of ideological "deviation”. The idea of limiting,
Juppressing the state and its final withering away has again won re-
cognition as a legitimate part of Marxist theory. The new Programme of
the Soviet Communist Party, adopted at the XXII Congress, states: "All-
-round development and improvement of socialist democracy, active parti-
cipation by all citizens in governing the state, in managing the economy
and cultural construction, improving the work of the state apparatus and
sirengihening peoples’ control over its functioning — this is the main gi-
rection in the development of socialist statehood in the period of building
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communism, In the process of further developing socialist democracy, the
organs of state authority are gradually io be turned into social seli-mana-
‘gement.”

A broad-based debate followed the adoption of this programme pro-
vision and these stands were elaborated still further. There are certainly
many points in these ideas with which the protagonists of socialist self-
-management can hardly agree. For instance, there is the initial stand that
solf-management is possible only in communism, ie, that in the phase
of socialism the siate must continue to grow in strength and to direct or
steer all fields of social endeavour. And so the term socialist self-manage-
ment is avoided, and most often what is spoken of is communist self-manage-
ment. Most important of all, the development of self-management is
usually seen as the democratisation of the siate, as drawing the popu-
lar masses into state decision -— making or "management of the state”, but
not as directly assuming decision-making powers on the part of the
producers and working people as a whole. These points should not be 1‘ost
sight of so as to remember the significant differences in content \xflnch
lie behind similar terms. Use of the same or similar expressions (socialist
and communist self-management) often implies different content and sub-
stance. .
The new phase is especially discernible in the workers’ movem.ems of
the developed capitalist countries. Many communist parties in this part
of the world have somewhat relaxed their reservations, mistrust anc{ re-
sistance to the ideas of participation and self-management. It is increasingly
being stressed that nationalization of the economy is not the ideal towards
which these parties are striving. The nationalization of the means of pro-
duction should be atiended by various measures of democratic control and
participation. At their meeling in Brussels in 1974, these parties adopt.ed
a final document which says that they are fighting for social changes which
will “embrace the nationalization of the main sectors of the economy,
i.es extending the public sector under democratic control and withv the
effective participation of trade unions, the strengthening of workers ngﬁts
and their role in factories, their participation in governing and managing
social affairs”., Protagonists of direct socialist democracy could raise t':er—
tain objections to this formulation (especially its final part), but it unquestmn—
dbly marks an important evolution in the stands of these parties. The
!French Communist Party conducted an interesting debate on self-manage-
ment between 1973 and 1975. Early in 1975, the leader of this pariy stated
that ”self-management will be the main method of running- human affairs™)
in the society for which this party is fighting. .

Socialist and social-democratic pariies are increasingly adopting a cri-
tical stand towards existing institutions of consultative participation and
are demanding that a step further be taken in democratizing relations in
enterprises. The programme orientation of French socialists goes beyond the
frameworks of consultative participation and stresses their endorsement of
the self-management concept of socialism. A document prepared for a con-
vention on the problems of self-management emphasizes that ... all of
these new vindications engender a striving lowards self-management, a
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striving which can be realized only in a sbeialist society.”) At their 72nd
annual conference, Britan's Labourites voiced their profound dissatisfaction
with the results atiained and called for the "socialization of ali nationalized
industries,” by which they mean "the introduction of significant and genuine
elements of industrial demoocracy and workers' control in all nationalized
industries.” In the same document, they even stress that they do not want
development akin to that brought on by the system of "discredited German
co-determination”(!)®) Three years later, a proposal appeared in this
country for what was really quite a radical change in the existing system
of participation. The majority of the members on the Bullock Committee
studying this problem proposed that the elected representatives of workers
in Jarger enterprises be directly represented in organs of management. New
initiatives were taken in the Swedish, Dutch, German and several oher
social-democratic parties, The proposals may considerably differ in terms
of the details, but they all have one thing in common: the desire to improve
at least somewhat the solutions adopted at the end of the forties.

Similar moods have gained increasing ground in many important trade
union organizations. Here the stands of the Democratic Confederation of
Prench Workers are a case in point. In a report for its 35th Congress, it
speaks of its orjentalion towards self-management and says that this
"... presumes the expropriation of capitalists.” It .disassociates itself from
paricipation projects which are conceived as a means for Pbeautifying” or
+"stabilizing” the existing order. Other trade umion organizations do not go
so far but in many cases they call for more resolute expansion of the workers’
influence in managing enterprises.

In some countries, this evolution produced practical resulis, Under the
influence of workers' irade unions and parties, bills have been' drawn up
which provide for certain, usually rather modest extensions to the limits
of the existing system of workers' participation. " In Austria, Denmark and
Norway these bills have been passed. In Germany and the Netherlands,
the social-democrats lacked the strength to push their ideas through. The
change in government in Sweden has put off certain interesting initiatives
on the part of Sweden's Social-Democratic Party and trade unions.

Until recently, these ideas were almost exclusively in evidence in only
the developed part of the world. The past ten years-have seen the ideas
of workers’ participation and self-management penerate many  developing
countries as well, The study services of the International Labour Organi-
zation as well as some other sources show that in the mid-seventies, some
thirty countries from these regions had started to apply various, most often
consultative forms of workers’ participation in management or are preparing
to establish such institutions. It is highly indicative and significant that
these ideas are being widely adopted in countries with unusually progres-
sive ruling political forces.

In some of these countries, initial steps are already being taken from
participation to self-management. Soon afier having gained. independence,
the leading forces of the Algerian liberation movement adopted self-manage-
ment as the Algerian revolution’s thrust of development. The ruling poli-

') Convention natlonal sur I'nutogestion, Suppl, No. 41,
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tical organization’s basic programme orientation upholds the following stand:
YSocialism is not determined exclusively by nationalizing the means of pro-
duction. It is also and especially determined by self-management... Self-
-management reflects... the continued development of the popular revo-
lution into socialist revolution...”7) The first steps towards workers' self-
-management were taken in Chile during the time of President Allende.
Orientatlion iowards self~-management had been officially accepted and sup-
ported. The socialized sector of the economy had begun building the nucleus
of self-management institutions and relations. There were even important
cases of establishing organs of direct workers' and popular rule outside of
the economy. In the early seventies, ruling political forces in Peru declared
their support of the ideas of partiéipationA and self-management. In the
public sector of the economy, work began on forming the first organs of
workers’ self-management.t) i

Actual development does not always answer desires and expectations.
In Chile, the counter-revolution cut short and checked the process of self-
-management evolution. In Peru, too, things are at a standstill. Organs set
up as self-managing in actual practice act more as institutions of consul-
tative participation. In Algeria, the self-managing sector is still quite limited.
The results which have been achieved are more or less modest. Yet, despile
these difficulties and even defeats (Chile), these undertakings are of major
importance as a symptom of the vitalily and relevance of the idea of self-
-management,

In other developing countries there are various forms of workers’ par-
ticipation. While in some cases these institutions have been mainly intro-
duced in the public sector of the economy (Egypt and Tanzania for example),
in others they are equally present in the private sector. Considerable expe-
rience has already been acquired in India, Sri Lanka and Burma. Over
the past few years, Tanzania’s leading political forces have been making
noticeable efforts to expand the role of consuliative workers' committees.
President Nyerere's presideniial circular is highly characteristic. It says:
"... quite apart from the workers’ committees which now exist and which
discuss the conditions of labour, reprimands, the dismissal of workers, etc.,
there must be a possibility for workers to be represenied in bodies dealing
with production, sales and the general organization of enterprises.”” In order
to effect this thrust of development, it is proposed that workers' councils be
set up to ensure "workers’' representation in the affairs of planning, pro-
duction, quality and marketing.”?)

II

The ideas, demands and movements of workers participation, workers’
control and self-management manifest themselves today in exitremely dif-
ferent milieux and forms, and the roles given them are more different still.
The aforementioned ILO study speaks of the "vast breadth of forms and

) Programme of the Front of National Liberation of aAlgeria.
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) Code of Regulations on the Participation of Workers in the Management
and Control of Enterprises, Institute for Comparative Law, Belgrade, 1971, p. 679.
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formulae through which (these ideas — B, P.) are manifested ranging from
workers' self-management to collective negotiation” as the most important
‘characteristic in the present development phase of these ideas and mo-
vements, This variety of forms, concepts, motives and roles o a great
exent impedes efforts to fix certain general characteristics of the present
phase in the genesis of workers’ participation, self-management and similar
social projects. Nonetheless, we think it possible, at least in tentative form,
to draw some broader, if not always general, universal characteristics.

Firstly, lhe ideas of workers’ participation, workers' control, self-ma-
nagement, eic.,, today enjoy more support than ever before. This support
comes from various sides and is of a wvarying nature and quality. There
are numerous and diverse social and political forces which, in principle,
accept and support these ideas. While before this, support came almost
exclusively from fraditional workers' circles, now there are cases where
a considerable role is also played by such social groups as students, parts
of the intelligentsia and technical cadres. An especially distinct and note-
worthy trait is that these ideas have won at least principled support in
all major streams and groups in today’s workers’ and. socialist movements,
and that for the first time, In a large number of cases, this support is more
of a principled nature and sometimes of a distinctly declarative one. In
such cases, official declarations do not reflect true political orientation, a
determination to act in accordance with the declared principles. It would
be erroneous to conclude, however, that this breach between words and
deeds can be applied to the present phase as a whole. Despite unguestion-
able verbalism, there is also a real shift being made towards those who
advocate fundamental democratization, more radical changes in the position
of the producers and their class.

Secondly, these ideas, demands and movements have now assumed
truly universal proportions. Until recently, these problems were practically
relevant only to the developed part of the world, to Europe, North America
and several other countries which, in many ways, are an "extension” of
European civilization, In the broad expanses of Asia, Africa and Latin
America, these ideas were hardly present. If they did emerge, then this was
offen more the result of certain ideological and theoretical influences than
of authentic aspirations and problems. It could hardly have been different
in view of these countries’ level of development and international position.
But now important changes have occurred here, too. Certain projects for
workers’ participation and self-management in these countries increasingly
reveal efforts of leading political forces there {o settle certain genuine
social problems in this way.

Thirdly, as compared to certain earlier phases when these ideas made
broader advances as a result of pressure from the workers’ base, and the
intensification of the class struggle, now the initiatives from political top
echelons carry far greater importance. Some of these inifiatives do not
reflect changes in relations between basic class groups (the Iiniensification
of the class confrontation). Of course, this is not a general rule — in many
cases even today one can establish a more or less direct correlative link
between the trends these ideas take and the state of interclass relations, The
impulses which come from the workers’ base remain exiremely important,
sometimes even crucial, especially in countries with a more developed work-
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ing class. Here we wish only to underline that there are many more situ-~
ations today in which not only concrete solutions but also the principled
choice are initiated by diversely-motivated political upper echelons. Obvi-
ously, one cannot draw a solid line between initiatives "from the top” and
the authentic desires of the masses. In some cases it is entirely possible that
proposals ”from the top" are only an answer, »a response” {o latently
present or growing aspiraiions in the societal base.

Fourthly, here again the old rule holds true that the spreading influence
and support of an idea almost inevitably goes hand in hand with a watering
down of ifs content and substance. Acceptance of ideas in various milieux
surely requires certain adaptations. Such adaptations often lead {o an enri-
chment and to the further evolution of the source ideas. On the other hand,
sometimes elements are introduced and interpretations given, under the
guise of adaptation, which considerably alter the original meaning of the
idea. As a general observation, one can say that today many projects for
workers’ participation are considerably less ideclogically coloured. There
are many instances in which these ideas are launched neutrally with respect
to class, as a form of “social modernization” which can be built into any
existing type of class society for the purpose of its "democratization,” greater
effectiveness, more harmonious functioning, etc. There is an evident effort
to separate these ideas from their root class meaning, especially revolutionary
connotations. One should not lose sight of the fact, however, that teday
there are over-growing numbers of and ever-stronger forces which, through
both theoretical analysis and political struggle, oppose the tendency towards
involution in interpreting the ideological and social substrates of these ideas.

Fifthly, elements of manipulation have visibly grown in strength. There
are more and more instances which show that ruling forces, different re-
presentatives of alienated political and social power, find it more in their
interest to accommodate such demands of workers than frontally to reject
them. The idea has become so atiractive that it is "wiser” to make com-
promises than to directly oppose it. This experience has been confirmed
time and again by ruling classes and other ruling social and political forces
in their recent political history. Hence, one should count on an ever-growing
number of Yenlightened” representatives of the property classes, technocracy
“and bureaucracy who will evince ’understanding” for these vresponsible”
and "moderate” demands. (In the past few years we have had a prolife-
ration of declarations and proposals from these circles with the common aim
of using partial compromise and concessions to blunt the plade of radical
workers' demands and thus effect the stabilization and consolidation of
their own power and social privileges.)

Bong

Today, the protagonists of participation and self-management work
under far more complex conditions and face far more complex tasks, New
social and political ground has been gained, positions have been reinforced
but the problems are considerably more weighty and the responsibilities
greater. Especially important is the fact that the forces of jadical sorial
change today already boast of considerable experience in workers’ partici-
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pation and self-management. It appears that in the present development
phase of these ideas and movements, certain adjustments in the politics and
strategy of their protagonists are essential. In some cases, new approaches,
accents and priorities are needed.

First of all, today it is not so necessary to prove the desirability of
direct workers’ democracy as it is its possibility. The primary task no longer
lies in fighting to have the socialist legitimacy of the self-management
concept of a new society accepted. What is most important is theoretically
to prove and in practice confirm the possibility and advantage.of socialist
self-management over other, especially statist interpretations. New condi-
tions encourage but also demand a more comprehensive and profound study
and resolution of certain problems pertaining o the theory  and practise
of self-management socialism,

Second of all, theoretical efforts must be doubled in singling out from
the multitude of various ideas and institutions the authentic search.and
arduous penetration of the new (type of social relations) from various
forms of manipulation by forces with a vested interest in maintaining the
existing. It is important to discover the real meaning behind given ideas
and practical measures so as to avoid various errors and cut back political
losses.

Third of all, "pure” (in terms of principles) and systemically-consistent
solutions are not always possible in the actual implementation of workers’
participation and self-management. In many cases, compromises must be
made. The problem, of course, lies not in accepting compromises, but rather
in failing to see the nature of the accepted solutions. Two equally deficient
approaches can still be seen in workers’ movements: a) acceptance of initial,
halfway and compromise solutions as the final realization of the working
class’s aspirations, and b) frontal rejection .of such solutions, The forces
of radical social change must be prepared to use the most diverse, sometimes
even rudimentary forms of participation as a means for gradually expand-
ing the influence and power of the working class, What is important is that
they (these forces) do not fall captive to the initial forms atfained.

Fourth of all, the present task is to draw a clear line between socialist
sdlf-management as a radical alternative to all existing forms of hired
Jabour, class divisions, exploitation and alienated existence and various

aspects of workers' participation in the decision-making process which are’

developed and accepted as an appendage fo the existing class society - or
as a means of alleviating certain contradictions in the system of state so-
cialism. For concerted efforts are being made to treat self-management as
just one of the ways in which to “include” the worker in the process of
management. Obviously this is an attempt {o conceal the profoundly revo-
lutionary nature of the idea of workers’ self-management.

v

Protagonists of the self-management alternative to the existing systems
of hired labour must use far more arguments in refuting the most impor-
tant theses of their opponents. There is some fruth to the claim that some
of their failures to date were at least partly due to the fact that they failed
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convincingly to refute some of these theses. As is known, opponents most
often stress that the actual idea of seli~management “isn't bad,” moreover,
that it is desirable, but that it cannot be carried out in practice or that
it entails too high a price in relation to effeclivenes. They say that every
system today is tested on the grounds of effectiveness. A system based on
genuine participation, or on self-management, alledgedly cannot satisfy
some of the fundamental demands of the modern economy and developed
society in general. Stress is especially laid on the following;

— the system of broad participation and self-management is by defi-
nition decentralized. Self-management is incompatible with centralized de-
cision-making in running social affairs, It is also stressed that the modern
economy presumes a high degree of coordination and planning, Critics of
self-management claim that it cannot resolve this antinomy, that by opting
for all economic organizations and other units of social work it consciously
sacrifices all the positive sides stemming from the ability to coordinate;

— there is a quite widespread view that one cannot find satisfactory
solutions in the self-management system for defining and delinealing the
functions of social management and operative management;

— there is the broadly elaborated thesis that true participation and
self-management cannot be made compatible with the technical and 'techno-
logical imperatives of modern economy. Self-management, alledgedly, can be
a satisfactory societal and institutional framework in relatively small enter-
prises with more or less a simple organization of labour but if is inappli-
cable in titan enterprises with ulira-modern technology and organization
of labour; :

— some theoreticians feel that self-management is possible in society’s
base cells but that it is illusionary to expect it to become a constituent prin-
ciple and feature of the entire social and political sysiem. As one moves
up towards the apex of the social pyramid, one increasingly notices the
ever-stronger manifestation of the principles of technocratic and bureaucratic
rule and organizations. In the final analysis, these elements of the social
structure will endeavour to subordinate self-management institutions esta-
blished in society’s base and to disparage them; : .

. — it is claimed that the worker, especially in today’'s consumer society,

is becoming the victim of its values and myths and that as a result the
simply "doesn't want” fo "lose time” by discussing things which are not
in his direct interest, etc.

Sometimes one can recognize in some of these theses, and still more
in how they are formulated, prejudices, views, arguments as well as the
Interests of traditional advocates of the class division of soclely, of the
concept of state socialism, but also of technocratic visions of economic
development. It would be fallacious, however, to discuss these questions
exclusively on the plane of an ideological confrontation with the opponents
of self-management. They unquestionably also reflect some real problems
encountered in building a society of integral socialist self-management.
Hence, this should be seen not only as an intellectual challenge but also
as a stimulus and incentive for the broader assembly and the commitment
of the theoretical and political potentials of the self-management socialist
alternative, A successful consideration and resolution of the aforementioned
problems requires and presumes exploratory efforls of a truly large-scale
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proportion. These efforts must focus on examining the various aspects
of self-management practice and the problems being encountered by self-
-management soclalist forces in daily life insfead of abstract opinions,
generalized declarations and principles.

SADASNJA FAZA U RAZVOQJU IDEJA I POKRETA
RADNICKE PARTICIPACIJE I SAMOUPRAVLJANJA

Branko PRIBICEVIC
Rezime

Ideje radnifke participacije i samoupravijenja proZimaju cely istoriju
socijalizma i rednitkih pokreta. Dosadadnji razvoj ovikh ideja 1 pokreta ima
izrazito  cikligki karakter — posle uspona dolazile su razdoblja stagnacije.

Od sredine $ezdesetih godina polinje mova istorijska etapa u razvoju
ovih idejo kojo je u mnogo emu jedinstvena. Kao nikad ranije ove ideje
dobile su podr§ku u skoro svim vaZnijim strujoma i grupacijama savrementih
radnidkih i socijalisti¢kih pokreta. Podrika je ne samo Sira veé je i snaZnijo
nego ikad ranije. Specifitno je obeleZje ove etape u tome, 3to su ove ideje
sada, opet prvi put u svojoj istoriji, dobile snaZnija uporiSta i u mnogim
zemljama 1 razvoju. Rasprave o ovim idejama vife nisu iskljudiva preoku-
pacija evropskog prostora i zemalja koje predstavljoju »produZetak« evrop-
ske civilizacije. Znafajno je i to, $to ideje participacije sada imaju Siru po-
dr¥ku i 4 nekim socijalnim i politiCkim sredinama izvan grenica radnitke
klase i radniCkih pokreta.

Snafan uspon idejo i snaga koje se bore za afirmaciju koncepte mepo-
srednog radnidkog sudelovanja u procesu upravljenje stavio je protegonisie
ovih ideja pred move probleme i zadatke. Jedno vafno novo saznanje glasi,
du vife nije osnovno pitanje da se dokazuje poZeljnost i vrednost ideja
perticipacije ¥ samoupravljanje. Kada je ret o orgamizovanim snagama rod-
nitke klase, ovaj deo bitke uglavnom je dobijen. Ostaje mnogo vazniji i slo-
feniji zadatak: potrebno je teorijski dokazivati i u praksi potvrdivati mo-
guénost ostvarenje ovih ideja. Ovo je meophodno i zbog toga ¥lo wveliki deo
podrike koja danas dolazi sa raznih strana ima, u manjoj ili vefoj meri,
deklarativni karakter. Ideje se podrZavaju »u principux. Ne retko formalna
i deklarativna podrSka skriva stvarno suprotstavlianje ostvarenju ovih ideja.
Viadajuée drustvene i politicke snage nastoje da delimiénim ustupcima otupe
oftricy radikalnijih zahtevae. U pojedinims osobito razvijenim zemljama,
Sine se ustupei u oblasti participacije da bi se na taj nadin zaprefio put
onim snagama koje tra¥e samoupraviljanje.

Porast uticaja ideja, zahteva i pokreta radniCke participacije i samo-
upravljanje izaziva povefane otpore vladajuéih drustvenih i politi¢kih snaga
koje nastoje da zadrie svoju moé i privilegije. Mobilifu se znadajni nauéni,
politiki 1 propagandni potencijali kako bi se suzbilo mapredovanje ideja i
snaga neposredne radnifke demokratije.
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U vreme velikog uspona ideja i snage radnifke participacije i samo-
upravljanjo sve su vidnija nastojanje da se ovim didejame manipulie. To
je razlog viSe da protagonisti radnitke participacije (stvarne) i samouprav-
ljanja ulofe §to vife nmapore, da bi u mnoStvu projekate i predloga identifi~
kovali one koji oznalavaju pokudaj stvarnog napredovanje 4 praveu USpo-
stavljanja neposredne moéi radnicke klase od onih koje sluZe manipulativnim
svrhama vladajuéih klasnih snaga.

U borbi protiv radni¢kog ule$éa u upravljanju, a osobito samouprav-
Yanja, istiéu se brojni i razpnovrsni prigovori, od kojih neki pretenduju na
karakter proverenih maudénih argumenata. Istie se, na primer, da su radnici
»nezainteresovanix za probleme upravljanja, poSto ih zemdma samo visina
li¢nih dohodaka, zatim, da oni me poseduju struéna znanja neophodna za
sudelovanje © donofenju odluka ili, pak, da je samoupravijenje moguée samo
u malim, tehniéki jednostavnim i slabo opremljenim proizvodnim jedinicama.
Kao »krunski dokaz« protiv samoupravljanjo iznosi se teza da je ono mne-
spojivo sa imperativom planiranja. U izboru izmedu samoupravljenje i pla-
niranja savremeno drudtvo, ukoliko Zeli da se uspe$no i skladno ekonomski
razvija, mora se opredeliti za ovo poslednje.

U osporavanju ovih 1 sliénih teza mnarofito wveliku ulog uimaju orga-
nizovane socijalistiCke snage ove zemlje. Jugoslavija je jo¥ uvek jedina
zemlja v kojoj je samoupravijane osnovni princip celokupnog sistema dru-
Stvenih odnosa, U ovoj zemlji su sakupljena najveéa iskustve u praksi sa-
moupravnih druftvenih odnosa., Po svoj prilici i druftvena teorija samo-
upravljanje je razvijenije nego u mnogim drugim sredinamae. To su i raz-
lozi posebnih odgovornosti wvodeéih snaga socijalistitkog samoupravljanjo
W Jugoslaviji.

0d Jugoslavije se, sasvim razumljivo, olekuju najozbiliniji doprinosi
u razvijanju celovite teorije socijalistiCkog samoupravljanja. Sto je jo§ wvaZ-
nije, svojom praksom Jugoslavija mora pokazivati i dokazivati da se razni
otvoreni problemi socijalistikog samoupravijenja mogu wuspe¥no reSavati.
Zastoji i neuspesi u reSavanju ovih problemae imaju negativne posledice ne
samo na razvoj samoupravijanja u ovoj zemlji — oni usporavaju porast ovih
snaga i tendencija u svetskim razmerama.

ESTABLISHING SELF-GOVERNING SOCIALISM
IN A LESS DEVELOPED COUNTRY

Branko HORVATY)
Two ~£ully~deve10ped social systems coexist in the contemporary world.
One is capitalism, which has reached its onganized stage. This stage is cal-

led — depending on the ideology one is imbued with — state-monopoly ca-
pitalism or welfare state. The other system ds chavacterized by ceniral ad-

*) University of Zagreb.



