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Workers' self-management was introduced in Yugoslavia in 1950 after the split with the Cominform in 1948.
 During its existence, the system went through four phases. 
The four phases of self-management
The first phase (1950 – 1965) 
Self-management was first introduced into enterprises of the “real economy” within the context of a centralised planned economy and of a statist organisation of the society as a whole. Although at the beginning workers’ collectives managed only a minor part of the newly produced value, the part of the produce under collective workers’ control was steadily increasing.
 The larger was the part of the produce disposed of by the workers, the larger was also the part designed for personal income. However, the increase of the net personal income was lagging behind the decrease of the part of the produce appropriated by the state for “common and general needs”.
 Workers’ collectives were not abusing of their power and took appropriate care for the enlarged reproduction. Combination of self-management in the enterprises, state plan and state investment, characteristic of the first phase, was very efficient: the growth of social product was never higher than during the fifties.
 
Limitation of self-management to enterprises soon developed the contradiction between the democratic practices within productive units and the state-party administration of the society as a whole. More concretely, this contradiction manifested itself as the tension between the self-managed part of the reproduction of labour power (wages) and of the means of production (on the level of enterprise) and, on the other hand, the state regulated part of the reproduction of labour power (social wage, i.e., public services) and of the means of production (on the level of national economy). In other words, contradiction between self-management in the units of production and statist regulation of the economy and the society as a whole was growing antagonistic. This contradiction was politically articulated as the conflict between the workers and the state-party administration. As workers perceived the management in the enterprises as a part of the state-party bureaucracy (an over-all adequate perception), from 1958 on the conflict more and more frequently expressed itself in the form of the strike.

Yugoslav communists responded to the structural crisis that expressed itself in political conflicts and in the decrease of economic performance, with two interventions: with the new constitution of 1963 and with the economic reform of 1965.
The second phase (1965 – 1974)
The first attempt to resolve the contradiction between self-management and statism was actually already the Constitutional Law of 1953 that introduced “chambers of producers” as the second chamber in the councils of communes (municipal councils), assemblies of federal republics and the federal assembly. The more radical constitutional intervention of 1963 established bodies representing working collectives in real economy and in public services on all the levels of territorial government. Constitution of 1963 started the process of juridical over-regulation that was paradoxically meant to facilitate the “withering away of the state” by a plethora of juridical reglementation.
Although juridical hypertrophy did trigger a trend towards new bureaucratisation of the system, constitutional reform brought two innovations worthy of closer attention:
1. Extension of self-management to public services (education, health, culture, pension system, social care).
2. Establishment of a mechanism that integrated self-managed collectives into their larger territorial social context.
Management of public services was based on a system of “double representation”: territorial units were represented in the councils (i.e., the managing bodies) of the public-service entities, while public services themselves were represented in the councils and assemblies of territorial units.
 The idea was to secure the direct articulation of the production-reproduction within the public-service units to the reproduction of the corresponding portion of the larger society.

Public services were nationalised by socialist revolution and were in this way withdrawn from the commodity production. Until 1963, they were administered by the state in a top-down manner. Social self-management
, introduced in 1963, abolished the hitherto statist nature of their governance, while keeping their non-commodified character. The “double representation” management intended to support a more or less non-commodified system of production and circulation. However, the public goods produced and exchanged still had their “price” (i.e., they had a value expressed in money) – a recognition that the law of value has not been abolished and was still functioning within the self-managed socialist society. Social self-management can accordingly be viewed as a compromise formation that withdrew public services both from capital accumulation and from statist administration, while keeping their monetary form as one mechanism of their social integration, the other mechanism of their integration being the system of their “double representational” management. 
If the Constitutional Law of 1953 and the Constitution of 1963 expanded self-management from enterprises to territorial units and to public services, the economic reform of 1965 introduced market as the mechanism of co-ordination of self-managed productive units.
 Establishment of the “socialist market” produced several effects: enterprises started to operate as “individual capitals” whose production is socially integrated only “ex post” by the market mechanisms; workers’ councils started to act as “shareholders assemblies”; the power of the managerial cadres significantly increased; public services started to be perceived as “social spending”.

Economic reform of 1965 confronted the contradiction between self-management in the enterprises and administrative statism in the society as a whole, in a radically different way than the Constitution of 1963. Constitution attempted to abolish statism by expanding self-management to the society as a whole, thus abolishing the isolation of productive units between themselves and from other social systems (territorial government, public services). Contrary to this, economic reform again isolated productive units one from the other by introducing their market regulation. It separated real economy from public services that were not operating on the market principles.
The joint effect of the constitutional and the economic reforms was that self-management henceforth flourished in public services, while in real economy it degenerated into a variant of industrial democracy within productive units competing on the market.
Although the constitutional and the economic reforms operated in opposite directions, they shared a certain ideological naivety. Their common ideological background was the belief that juridical mechanisms and market mechanisms were some sort of “neutral” instruments which could safely be introduced into a general socialist frame. Both suppositions were wrong. Hypertrophy of juridical regulation was stiffening self-management practices, and initiated a process of new bureaucratisation. Market mechanisms created new circuits of power, deepened social stratification, increased structural inequalities among enterprises, sectors and regions. The newly introduced market was surprisingly fast to produce political effects.
Market-geared functioning of enterprises strengthened their managerial groups. Managerial groups politically articulated themselves upon a political platform of “modernisation”, labelled “technocratic liberalism” by their opponents. They advocated the introduction of “socialist market” and the limitation of self-management to a kind of soft corporate governance; they pleaded for the governance of particular social spheres by professional elites; they were committed to the strengthening of the autonomy of federal republics. Yugoslav communists confronted the new contradictions with a classical political method: with the purge across political and economic leadership.
 In this way, they failed to abolish structural contradictions, and prevented the articulation of an adequate political approach to the emerging crisis of the capitalist world-system.
The third phase (1974 – 1980)
Constitution of 1974 that inaugurated the third phase seems contradictory at a first glance. In the economic sphere it attempted to abolish the effects of the “socialist market” by introducing the principle of the “free exchange of labour”. In the political sphere, on the other side, it seemed to consecrate the most detrimental effect of the market economy by recognising the nationalist composition of the state-party apparatuses and by transforming Yugoslav federation into a de facto confederation of nation states.
What most historians now interpret as a “concession to nationalism”, was only a secondary effect of the interplay between the concept of the Constitution of 1974 and the socio-historical conditions under which it was introduced. The general tendency of the constitution was to transfer the decision making process as low as possible and to introduce as many elements of direct democracy as possible. However, the “devolution” only went as far as federal republics, and stopped there due to the already accomplished concentration of power on that level. ”Techno-liberal” political orientation, strengthening the power of federal republics against the federation,  continued to operate even after the defeat of its proponents, as it was supported by objective processes that were deepening the gap between the developed “North” and the underdeveloped “South”. 
By the time the constitution of 1974 was introduced, relations of domination had been radically rearticulated and the ruling coalition had been recomposed. Until the mid-sixties, politically dominating coalition was composed of Yugoslav communists and their fellow-travellers. As the fellow-travellers (Christian socialists, progressive nationalists, socialist and progressive intelligentsia) differed from one republic to the other and had a political and ideological capacity that was limited to particular republics, hegemony of the Yugoslav-oriented communists was unquestionable and the solid Yugoslav orientation of the coalition they led seemed secure. 
During the second half of the sixties, the tacit composition of the “techno-liberal” fraction within the League of Communists rallied political and economic leading cadres upon a new political platform articulating “market socialism”, integration into the world market, leadership by professional elites, gearing revenues upon the “contribution” (i.e., deepening income inequalities) etc. into a program of “modernisation”. The final outcome
 was the recomposition of the ruling coalition into an aggregate of national bureaucracies dependent upon, and being legitimised by, the local political processes in federal republics. Local ruling coalitions also changed their composition. Political bureaucracies in federal republics had for some time been efficiently collaborating with their economic technocracies, strengthened by the introduction of “socialist market”. They now enlarged the ruling coalition by co-opting cultural bureaucracies, i.e., bureaucracies of the ideological state-apparatuses on the level of federal republics. Cultural bureaucracies had always been more or less nationalist: in the form of “national cultures” they were now providing the necessary ideological support for the transfer of power from federation towards federal republics. 

The main intention of the constitution of 1974 was to break the mutual isolation into which “socialist market” has locked self-managed production units. Constitution offered a formula how to articulate practices of self-management within production units with processes of exchange within the sphere of circulation. Relations within production units were conceived as “free association of labour and labour means”. Working people were associating their work with the means of production (that were “social property”) and with each other. The smallest unit of this double “association” with the material and social conditions of production process was called “basic organisation of associated labour”. Basic organisations of associated labour were supposed to regulate their relations with “self-managing agreements”. These agreements were to regulate the circulation of goods among production units: “free exchange of labour” was to replace both the state-plan regulation and the market-mediated co-ordination.
Constitution of 1974 strengthened self-management practices in the sphere of public services. It reformulated the principle of “double representation” by establishing “self-managed interest communities” where delegates of the “performers” of public services together with the delegates of their “users” managed education, science, culture, health, pensions and social care. Within the system of “self-managed interest communities”, mechanisms of social solidarity were regulated beyond the alternative “state administration vs. privatisation”. In the period when workers’ self-management in enterprises was already in decline, social self-management in public services developed a successful pattern of democratic regulation of non-commodified production and social reproduction. Self-management in public services created a public health-system that used to be one of the best in Europe; it created an educational system with free schooling on all the levels and of considerable quality.
All in all, however, the radical attempt of 1974 to regulate both the production and the circulation within a unified system of socialist reproduction was never enacted. It was undermined by the general crisis of the capitalist world system, and specifically by the debt trap into which free managerial initiative of the modernising elites induced Yugoslav economy by the end of the seventies.
 Although this system largely remained a constitutional fiction, one can easily see that even if put to practice, it would have been severely hampered by at least two major weaknesses. The first weakness was its “contractualism”: it only substituted bourgeois law to capitalist market. 
The other weakness was that this system counterfactually supposed national economy to be relatively isolated. It was at this point that the demise of Yugoslav socialism was initiated. Yugoslav economy was tightly integrated into the capitalist world system and accordingly suffered all the blows of the crisis of the late seventies: decrease of the productivity of capital, decrease of exports, and, above all, the debt crisis. Yugoslav enterprises and banks, led by technocratic managers, have been contracting large debts since the mid-sixties on. At the end of the seventies, Yugoslav economy was already caught in the debt trap.

Class conflicts were becoming increasingly intense. Workers’ strikes became politicised: however, working classes, already fragmented along national divides, never established mechanisms for the political articulation of their demands.
The fourth phase (1980 – 1989)
With the debt crisis, international organisations (International Monetary Fund, World Bank etc.) started to intervene into Yugoslav social and political processes. They requested the restoration of capitalism as the condition for their assistance. At that moment, the ruling coalition in Yugoslavia had for more than a decade been decomposed into local coalitions of political and cultural bureaucracies and economic technocracies. Local ruling coalitions aptly adapted to the new situation: under the double pressure from below (working classes, alternative social movements) and from above (global capitalism) they decided to keep the ruling position by restoring capitalism. There could be no restoration of capitalism without comprador bourgeoisie; and comprador bourgeoisies in Yugoslavia could only be local national bourgeoisies.
The history of socialist self-management in Yugoslavia was over.

Some lessons
From this schematic presentation of Yugoslav self-management, we can draw some provisional lessons.
Yugoslav experience shows that it is impossible to practice self-management only partially, only in enterprises, public services etc. Self-management in particular collectives will work only if the interaction among these collectives is also organised in a self-managed way.
Self-management tends to degenerate in the context of market relations. As the abolishment of the market in all the spheres of social life is not to be expected in the near future, we should reflect how to limit the detrimental effects of the market upon self-managed democracy.
Yugoslav social self-management in territorial units brought a partial solution to the question how democratically to organise practices and processes in the larger society. It can be an inspiration at seeking the alternatives to bourgeois parliamentarism.
In the spheres where market relations can be abolished (like in public services), Yugoslav experience offers a good example of how to avoid the alternative “state administration vs. privatisation”.
� For a lucid and fair presentation of the self-management system in Yugoslavia, see: Boris Kanzleiter, Workers' self-management in Yugoslavia – an ambivalent experience, Transform!, no. 9, 2011. A detailed historical analysis is developed in: Catherine Samary, Le marché contre l’autogestion. L’expérience yougoslave, Publisud/La Brèche, 1988. Samary distinguishes three periods of Yugoslav self-management: 1953-1964: self-management “stiffened” by the plan; 1965-1971: self-management “stiffened” by the market; 1971-1988: disintegration of the system of self-management.


� In 1952, workers' collectives managed approximately 1/3 of the newly produced value; the part of the “social product” (this was the category used at that time, roughly corresponding to BDP) managed by workers’ collectives was increasing over time. In 1962, the ratio “self-management / state” was already reversed: 57,7% / 42,3%; during the period 1976-1981 the self-managed part of social product was the highest, 68%; however, it fell to 55% in 1984: at that time, the state had to confiscate a large part of the social product in order to serve the foreign debt. (The data are adapted from: Jugoslavija 1945 – 1985. Statistički prikaz, Savezni zavod za statistiku, Beograd, 1986.)


� In 1962, the part of net personal income in social product was 32,4%, while the part designed for reproduction by self-managed collectives was 25,3%; in 1965, the ratio was 35,2% (personal income) vs. 31,6% (reproduction).


� The highest average yearly growth of BDP (8,9%) was during the period 1953-1960. Index of the growth of productivity of labour 1965/1955 was 183, the highest in the history of socialist Yugoslavia. Investment into the “basic means of production” was 31,8% of the BDP during the period 1953-1960 and 31,6% during the period 1956-1965 (for comparison: at the same period, Japan was investing 30% of BDP).


� The first strike in Yugoslavia was from 13 to 15 January 1958 in the leading mining district of Slovenia (Trbovlje, Hrastnik) when 4.000 miners went on strike. The second strike immediately followed on 16 January 1958 in the nearby smaller mine Zagorje (1.200 miners were on strike). During the period 1958-1969, the number of strikes per year was the highest in the years from 1962 to 1965 – precisely as the first phase of self-management was entering into the crisis. (Neca Jovanov, Sukobi, Univerzitetska riječ, Nikšić, 1989.)


� For example: councils of communes (municipal councils) were represented in the councils of kindergartens, elementary and most secondary schools, in health care centres, in local museums; complementary, entities of the local nature were represented in the councils of communes. Entities of the national nature (universities, large hospitals, national theatres …) were linked by the “double representation” system to the assemblies of federal republics.      


� Social self-management in public services and territorial units was terminologically distinguished from workers' self-management in productive units of real economy. Social self-management was based on the principle of “double representation”; self-managed working collectives did send their representatives to the councils and assemblies of territorial entities, while their councils were exclusively composed of the workers’ representatives (and included no representatives of territorial units).


� The reform placed upon the market especially the enterprises producing the means of consumption. It lowered the taxes and increased the part of the produce under the control of the working collectives; it made possible the increase of individual incomes and enhanced mass consumption. 


� Croat state and party leadership resigned after the session of the Presidency of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia in Karadjordjevo on 1 December 1971; in the purge that ensued, some 70.000 persons were deposited from their leading posts in political, economic and military apparatuses; many persons were arrested. In Slovenia, the executive council (the cabinet) led by the prime minister Stane Kavčič resigned in the autumn 1972; there was no further purge. Serbian leadership resigned in October 1972, the purge removed 5.000 to 12.000 persons (estimates vary); there were no arrests. (See: Latinka Perović, Na tragu srpske liberalne tradicije. Ko su i šta su srpski liberali sedamdesetih godina XX veka, in: Marko Nikezić, Srpska krhka vertikala, Helsinški odbor za ljudska prava, Belgrade, 2003.)


� The rupture can be symbolically dated by the deposition of Aleksandar Ranković, chief of the state security, in 1966. 





