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KVJIITYPHA ITOJINTUKA
JYTOCITIOBEHCKOI CAMOYIIPAB/bAIbA:
MAEJHO-BPETHOCHE OCHOBE I MOJA/IUTETU

Caxxetak: Y pajiy ce yKasyje Ha 3Hauyaj KOji je KyATypa MMaja y IPOjeKTy jyro-
CTIOBEHCKOT COLMjaIMCTUIKOT CAMOYIIPAB/batba ¥ UCTPAXKY])y Ce, y IPBOM Pefy, JOKTPMHAp-
Ha TyMadera Ky/IType Kao pecopa, MHTErPaTNBHOT (paKTopa APYLITBEHO-OIUTUIKOTL CH-
cTeMa U UJiejHO-BPENHOCHOT PeryaTopa. VIcTpaxKyjy ce pasmmauTit MOJATUTETH KY/ITypHeE
MO/INTHUKE Y KOHTEKCTY COLMjaIMCTUYKOT CaMOYIpaB/bakba U Ipeake MOJIEN HbUXOBe
KnacuuKanuje, KojuM 6u jacHuje MOITIe [ia ce OCBeT/Ie 0COOGHOCTHU KY/ITYPHE ITONTUTUKE
COLMja/IMCTUYKOT CaMOYIIPaB/batba I Carviefja ’bIIX0Ba PeIeBAaHTHOCT 3a Haitre BpeMe. C 00-
3J[POM Ha CXBaTambe KY/IType Kao MHTETPA/IHOT Jie/la IPOjeKTa U3rPajibe COLMjamCTIIKOT
CaMOYIPAaBHOT JPYIITBA, KOjU YjeAHO IPeACTaB/ba U HErOBY ,CPXK', HEyCIleX MpOjeKTa
jYTOCTIOBEHCKOT COLIMjaTMCTUYKOT CAaMOYIIpaB/batba 611 Morao ja Oyje mocMarpaH He Kao
IIpe CBera MOMMTUYKY MM €KOHOMCKY, HETO Kao HeyCIleX Ha IUIaHy KY/IType.

K/by4yHe peum: colmjalmcTUYKO CaMOYIpaB/bamkbe, KYITypa, KyITypHa IOMUTHKA,
Jyrocnasuja.

Y mpouecy msrpajime COLMjaMCTUYIKOT CaMOYTIpaB/barba, KOji Ce Y CafiejCTBY ca
HOMUTUKOM HEeCBPCTaBaba Ha/la3)o y CPENUIITY Uaeonoruje ,,rpeher myra” y ycnmoBuma
6710KOBCKe TTOfIeTIe CBETa, a 3a KOju ce mocie cykoba ca Cosjerckum CaBe3oM oIpenenia
COP Jyrocnasuja,® KynTypa je uMana BakHy ynory. [lopeq Tora IITo je mpeacTaBbana
pecop TOJIOKaH MHCTUTYLMOHATHOM PErylnucarmy 1 10jbe OCTBApMBalba jABHOT MHTe-
peca y CK/IOIy Mepa Ky/ATypHe IO/IMTIKE KA0 jaBHe MOJIMTHUKE Y 06acT KyIType,* oHa
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3 CouujanucTudka Jyrocaasuja, off 3aBplieTka [[pyror CBETCKOTr para [0 BbeHOT paciaja o4eTKOM
IeBefleceTUX TOMHA ABAfleCeTOr BeKa, y 0BOM pafy he 6mty nMeHoBaHa Kao ColLyjancTIIKa
DeneparuBHa Peny6muka Jyrocmasuja (COPJ) mwan camo Jyrocmasuja, 6e3 063upa Ha IpoMeHe
y Ha3MBY.

4 O mojMoBMMa KyNTypHe HONNUTUKE, KAO U JEMOKpaTH3aliuje ¥ Ky/ITypHe feMoKpatuje, Beh cmo
nuckyrosanu (8. Vukicevi¢ & Kolari¢, 2018).
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je Takohe MMasa yJIory KolMKo MOTUBAIIIOHO-MHTETPATUBHOT (JaKTOPA TOIMKO U LM/ba
OICEeXHMX APYIITBEHUX IIPOMeHa KOje je HajaB/biBa0 0Baj aMOMIIMO3HI IIPOjeKar.

Yiora Kyatype je, Ipyu TOM, 6MIa PeTKO CUCTEMATCKM M3/IaraHa y 3aKOHOJaB-
HVM M IUIAHCKMM JOKYMEHTMMA pPasIMYMTUX HMBOA BIACTM U NMAPTUjCKUX OpraHa,
U BeHA y/Iora y JPYLITBEHOM Pa3Bojy pebe je M3gBojeHO aHaaM3MpaHa, HETO IITO je
CIy4aj ca, Ha ImpuMep, pecopoM obpasoBama. IllTo He 3Ha4M fa KyATypa Huje OGmma
UMIUINIUTHO ¥ CBeOOYXBATHO IPUCYTHA KaKO y IOMEHYTUM HOKYMEHTUMA, TaKO
U y IOCTaBKaMa OCHMBAYa ¥ HajsHAYajHUjMX 3aCTYIIHMKA jyTrOC/IOBEHCKE BapujaHTe
COLMja/TUCTUYKOT CAMOYIIPAB/batha, 1O Te MePe 1a BehMHY K/by YHIX [TUTatba 3aCHIBAIbA,
YHYTPAIIBIX IPOTUBPEIHOCTY U KOH(QINKATA, KA0 U LN/beBa U/eje COLMjaTUCTIIKOT
caMOyIpaB/baiba MOXKEMO Makbe MM BUIIE HEIOCPEJHO IOBE3aT! Ca MUTamuMa KyJl-
Type.

CounjanucTuiko caMOyIpaB/batbe Off I0YeTKa je 3aMUIIJbEHO Kao ,CTBAPANTadYK
ozrosop Ha cyko6 ca CosjeTckum CaBesoM, KOji ce Ha Taj HA4MH IIPEICTaB/bao TIpe CBe-
ra Kao KOHIIENTYa/lTHO-JOKTPUMHAPHO PasuIaKerbe, a COUMjaTMCTUIKO CaMOYIIpaB/bambe
He CaMO Ka0 KPUTUYKY OffTOBOP Ha GMPOKPATCKO-eTATUCTUIKY TEHEHIU]Y Y COBjeTCKOj
IIPAKCHU COLMja/IM3Ma, HETO CTBAPA/IaYKyl HAIIOP Ka OCTBAPElby COLMja/u3Ma 3aCHOBAHOT
Ha ,,TIPaBIJIHOM  TyMadery MapKCUCTUIKMUX M MAPKCUCTUYKO-TEHMHICTUIKIX UejHIX
U I€OTIOMIKNX NPETIOCTABKU.

YKka3yjyhm Ha MCTOpUjCKM KOHTMHYUTET VJeje CaMOYIIpaB/baiba, jyTOCIOBEHCKNU
ayTopM HJejy COLMjaMMCTUYKOr CaMoyIlpaB/bamba 3acHMBAjy Ha mpeju Kapma Mapkca
(Marx) o peBOJIyLIMOHAPHO] Y/IO3) paJHIUKe KIace ¥ TeOpUjU OfyMIpama gp>KaBe, 3a-
M MapkcosuM n Enrencosum (Engels) anami3ama peBonynoHapHuX McKycrasa [la-
pucke koMmyHe 1 JIemnHOBO]j (JIeHUH) KOHLIENIIVjU COBjeTa, IPU YeMy Ce ,,y TOM KOHIIeNTY
conujanuaMa moceOHa maXkwa MOK/Iamkba APYIITBEHOM BJIACHUIITBY, KOje Ce 03Ha4aBa Kao
OCHOBa CaMOYIIpaB/balha, YKUIalhy KJIacHe IPUPOJie APYLITBA U €KCIIOAaTalMje Y OTITy-
HOM YKI/jalby Iya/iM3Ma OHIX KOjI BIIajiajy M OHIX Haj KojuMa Brafajy” (Markovié, 2001,
str. 10). CamoympaBs/babe je ,,CYLITHHA COLUjaTN3Ma’, @ IbeTOB Wb ,0CTBAPUBabe CAMO-
yIpaBHe OpraHM3anyje pajiHN4IKe KIace y3 0CTajie CaMOyIllpaBHE CTPYKTYpe JpyIITBa —
Ofl OCHOBHUX IIPOM3BOIHNUX CaMOYIIPaBHUX jefMHNUIA O HajBUIIUX cdepa yIpaBbamba
mpymwreom” (Vranicki, 1985, str. 8).

Y JOKTpMHAPHOM CMICITTY, jyTOC/IOBEHCKA Bep3lja ,HOBOT IIyTa COLjanusMa’ Huje
ce 3acHMBasIa (CaMo) Ha CIIO3HAJHOM I IIPAKTUYKOM aKTUBMpPamky ,, PaHux pagosa” Mapk-
ca n Enrenca, Beh Ha MoryhHOCTIIMa JlelHOBOT TyMaderba HEKMX Mfeja OBUX ayTopa,
U3HeTUM Yy KibM3U »,JIp>xaBa u pesonyuuja’. IpeBasumasehn cynpornoct namehy Mapk-
coBe meduHMIje JpXKaBe Kao ,IIPOM3BOJIA U M3Ppa3a HEIIOMUP/BMBUX KITACHUX CYIIPOT-
HOCTH ¥ 3aMIC/II O AP>KaBM Ko ,,[IPOJIETAPIjaTy OPraHN30BaHOM Kao Biafajyha kmaca’,
y KoHTekcTy EHrencoBux mpeja o umdesuyhy u o ogymupamy gpxase, JleluH ofHOC
usMeby peBonynnoHapHe Kace 1 gp>kaBe TyMauu y ciefehuM kareropujama: Kazja ToBo-
PUMO Y yKUAY ApXKaBe TOBOPYMMO O ,VKUIAbY Ap>KaBe Oyp)koasuje o CTpaHe IIpoe-
TepcKe peBoyLuje’, JOK Ce peyy 0 OflyMUpalby ,OBHOCE Ha OCTATKe IPOJIeTePCKe ApKaB-
HOCTH 10cTIe corpjamicTuake pesonyiuje” (Lenin, 1979, str. 21), c 0631pom Ha TO fa je
IpoJIeTapujaTy ApKaBa MOTpeOHa ,,caMo Pafiyl IyIlera OTIOPa eKCIIOATaTopa, a PYKo-
BOJUTH TUM TYIIEEHEM MOXKE CaMO IIpojieTapujaT Kao jefyuHa 10 Kpaja peBOMyLIMOHapHA
xmaca” (Lenin, 1979, str. 27).
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OBako m3pakeHa HameTocT usMehy mojMa ApkaBe U NAPTUIUIATHBHE Wfeje
CaMOyIpaB/baiba, a Y KOHTEKCTY MCTpaKuBamba yjlIore JM 3Hadaja KyIType Y COLMU-
JAUIMCTUYKOM CaMOYIpaB/batby, HABOAM HAC [a Ce HajIpe 1M03a0aBMMO CaMOYIPaBHO
COLIMja/IMCTUYKIM CXBAaTameM Y/IOTe KYAType Kao pecopa u ofHoca uaMeby mpxase u
KY/ITYpe y CUCTEMY COLMjaINCTUYKOT CAMOYIIPaB/batha, 3aTUM HHTETPATUBHIX (YHKIIjA
KY/IType Yy IPaBIly OCTBApMBaba HOBUX [JPYIITBEHNX U MHCTUTYLVMOHATHUX GOPMIU I,
Haj3af, y/IoTe Ky/IType y MOTHUBUCalbY IIPeBIafjaBama Ap)KaBe 1 octojehnx gpymrsennx
OfIHOCA Y LBy CBeoOyXBaTHe TpaHCPOpPMaLyje APYIITBA U /bYACKOT XXUBOTA Y Lie/TNHIL.

Pasmarpajyhn fokymeHTe ca K/by4HNX MApPTUjCKUX KOHTPeca, Ka0 OCHOBE JOKTPH-
HapHOT (HACIIpaM MHCTUTYIVOHATHO-PETYIaTHBHOT) IPICTYIIA, 3alaxaMo fia je Beh Ha
[ecrom kourpecy Komynuctuuxe napruje Jyrocnasuje/CaBesa KOMyHUCTa Jyroc/aBuje
(KITJ/CK]J, 1952) xynTypa nMana KBAaHTUTATUBHO HEBEINKO, /i (PYHKIMOHATHO BaX-
HO MeCTO y oOpasjaramy 1 ,0n0pann” feKIapaTUBHMX CTaBOBa M3HeTHX Ha KoHrpecy.
Tako ce HaBoAM fa ,IapTHja Mopa 1 Tpeba fa omoryhasa, IIoACTMYE U yCMepaBa pasBu-
TaK y IIPaBIy CTBapamba COLMja/ICTIYKe KYIType M COLMjaIMCTIYKA KY/ITypa ce MOXe
pa3BUjaTy caMo y YCTIOBMMa C/I000/ie MUILUbeba U KyITypHOT cTBapaamrsa” (Imsirovi,
1991, str. 72). inTerpuiyhu KynTypy y Lie/MHy U3rpajiibe ApXKaBHOL, APYLITBEHOT 1 nfie-
OJIOIIKOT CHCTeMa, ,,IlapTuja” joj maje creundudHy yIory y Tako3BaHoj ,60p6u upgeja’,
Ka0 OCHOBHU KPUTEPHjyM CI000Mie MUIUBEA 1 KYITYpHOT cTBapanamrsa ogpehyjyhu
»UIEJHOCT , OTHOCHO M3paXkKaBabe ,CXBaTama koja IlapTuja cmarpa caobpasHuM nHTEpe-
cuma conmjamcTuyke 3ajenuune’ (Imsirovié, 1991, str. 76).

Ha Cemmom xourpecy KIIJ/CK]J (1958) mocTaBbeHM Cy HOKTPMHApPHU TeMeJbU
»APYLITBEHOT CAMOYIIPaB/baa’ Kao ,PYIITBEHO-IIONMUTNYKE OCHOBE COLMjaIMCTUYKE
IeMOKpaTuje’, a yjeaHo u ,,popMe ofpymuparma apxkase u Bracti” (Imsirovi¢, 1991, str.
116). IpxaBa, y ,IIporecy onyMMpaH)a”, Ha OBaj HA4MH je CBe Malbe ,,ip)KaBHa CIJIa, a CBE
BUIIE jelTHCTBEHY CHUCTEM TePUTOPUjaTHO-IOMUTIYKe cCaMOYyIIpaBHe OpraHu3anuje Ha
paHMM HUBOMMA, Of OIIIITUHE [0 defepaliuje ca CBOjIIM jaBHUM CTPYYHUM CTy)baMa
HOTYMIEHNM CaMOYIpPaBHUM M360pHMM ApyuITBeHuM opranuma’ (Imsirovi¢, 1991, str.
114). Y goxyMeHTMMa OBOT KOHTpeca Hiuje II0ceOHO M3[BajaHa CIelU(UIHOCT pecopa
KY/ITYype Y IIPOLiecy U3Trpajibe HOBOT APYIITBEHOT C1iCTeMa, Beh je OHa 1 fjajbe cariefaBa-
Ha Cca CTAHOBUIITA ,,MiIJHOCTI .

Iopep paspaje KOHIENITA TP>KUIITHE CAMOCTA/THOCTY paIHNX KO/IeKTuBa, OcMM KOH-
rpec KIIJ/CK]J (1964) orBapa HOBO 10jbe ImUTama Koje he nmaTn sHadajHe nuMIInKanuje
3a pasyMeBambe KyIType y KOHTEKCTY CUCTeMa COLMjaIMCTIYKOT CaMOYIIpaB/bama. Y
KOHTEKCTY KOjJ NCTPaXKyjeMo, K/by4Ha IOCIefIIIa Ha KOHIPeCy MHULMPaHe ,U3Tpafbe
HOBOT €KOHOMCKOT CUCTeMa” Y LWbY »JeeTaTusalnnje CpefcTaBa OfIydnBama Ha CBUM
HIMBOMMA BJIACTH U YK/by4MBala jyrOCIOBEHCKe IpUBpene ,y MehynaponHy momeny
paga’, 6uIo je 3amarase 3a ,HAIMOHAIHY €KOHOMCKY COMUAAPHOCT , OFHOCHO ,,CTI0007-
HO [le/I0Batbe eKOHOMCKUX 3aKOHUTOCTM pOOHe MPOM3BOAe’, HITO CTBApa yCIOBE 3a
peanm3anujy ,,eKOHOMCKe CaMOCTATHOCTY CBaKOT HAPOJja Y jyTOCTIOBEHCKOj denepanujn”
(Imsirovi¢, 1991, str. 158).

Kynrypa ce Ha 0Baj HauMH, C jeAHe CTpaHe YK/bydyje Y CHeIMPIIHY COIMjamuCTIIKy
BapMjaHTy ,,TPXKMIIHE yTaKMuUIle', ZOK Ce, C PyTe, KAKO Y MHCTUTYLMOHAIHOM TaKO U ¥
UJIEHTUTETCKOM CMUCIIY Besyje 3a pemyO/muke, OMHOCHO HAIMOHA/THEe, KOHTEKCTe, IpHU
4yeMy he mporiaiaBarme TaKO3BAHOT ,,A€/IETATCKOT CUCTEMA I ,,JOTOBOPHE eKOHOMUje” Y
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jour Behoj Mepy HarlacUTH M3a30Be KOjUI Ce CTaB/bajy Ipel Pecop KyIType Kao YMHIO-
1ja IP>XKaBHOT U JIPYIITBEHO-eKOHOMCKOT cuctema. Ha [leceTom KoHrpecy, mopep Tora, ca
TeH/ICHLIjOM fia ce defepaninja cTaBy Y GyHKIM)Y ,AP>KaBHOCTU ¥ CyBepeHUTeTa pelry-
61uKa 1 TOKpajuHa’, eKCIUIMIUTHO Ce HAI/IallaBa IOBpatak uaejHoM Bobcrsy IlapTuje,
KOje ,,He TojIepuIlie 1 Hehe To/mepucaTit pasimdmTe TeOPHjCKO-MeTOLOMOIIKE OpYjeHTalllje
y Haynu 11 punozodujn” (Imsirovié, 1991, str. 191), ca jacHUM UMIUIMKALjaMa Ha KYITYPY.

Morno 6m ce pehy ma TOKOM cefaMpeceTHX TOfMHA IBafieCeTOr Beka, y foba
oxgpkaBama [lecetor xoHrpeca 1974. roguHe m nucTe roguHe moHeTtor YctaBa CODP],
MOYMIbE Ca CUCTEMATCKUM UCTPAKUBAMUMA KYITYpe Kao pecopa MHCTUTYLMOHATHO
U JOKTPUMHAPHO MHTETPMCAHOT Y APXKaBHU U [IPYLITBEHO-TIIOTUTUYKU CUCTEM 3€MJbeE,
Ka0 ¥ TeMe/bHUjUM UCTPAXKMBABMMA Koja 61 BOAUIA OCMUIIBABAKY HIPELUSHUjUX U
fleTa/bHUjUX Mepa Ky/ITypHe nonutuke. OBO je CBaKaKo [OBe3aHO, Kako ca MehyHapogHum
TPEHJIOBMMa Y Pa3BOjy KYITypHe MOJIMTHKE, TAKO U YHYTPAIIbUM MOTpebaMa Koje cy
BOJIW/IM jaCHUjeM OCMUIIbaBaky yIOre KyIAType Yy ,WfiejHoj 60pOy”~ ¥ HACTaBKy CBe
CTIO>KEHUjET MOJIe/Ta COLMjaTUCTUYKOT CAMOYIIPaB/barba.

Jeman op 3acHMBaya Ky/ITYPHE IIOUTUKE y JyroC/lIaBuUju MpeMeT KylATypHe MO/INU-
THKe ofpebyje xao ,IIpoyuaBame APYIITBEHMX, MAaTePUjalTHUX, MHCTUTYI[MOHATHUX U
IPYTUX acreKara pasBUTKa KyITYPHOT CTBapasallTBa M MOTYNHOCTY 32 pacIIpoCTHpambe
Ky/ITYPHUX BPUjeHOCTH Y KPYTY CBMX IIPUIIaJJHUKA jefiHe pyLITBeHe 3ajepuuie” (Prnjat,
1979, str. 7), samaxxyhu ce, y cknagy ca TeHfeHIMjaMa KyITypHe IONTUTIKE €BPOICKIX
3emas/ba M MehyHapopHuX opraHmsanuja Ka JileMOKpaTM3aLMjU KyIType ¥ KyIATYPHO]
[IeMOKpATHUj1, 32 MHTETPAaTUBHM MOJE/ IIPeMa KOM Ce KyITypHa IO/IMTUKA jaB/ba ,Kao
CBOjeBPCTaH OONMK peryaucama )M ycaIjlalllaBalba JyXOBHMX, KpeaTMBHMX eHepruja
jemHor ApyuITBa peMa Bafajyhum gpyurrsenum ogHocuma” (Prnjat, 1979, str. 44).

Mecto pecopa Ky/IType Y Ap)KaBHOM ) [PYLITBEHO-IIOIMTIYKOM CUCTeMy OWJIO je,
C jemHe CTpaHe, IIOCMAaTPaHO Ca CTAHOBMUINTA ,eKOHOMCKMX ycIlexa  COLIMja/MCTUYKOT
caMOyIlpaB/baiba, NpeMa KojuMma je y nepuony og 1947. mo 1977. ropune ,,ipylITBEHN
npousBof yBehaH mect myTa’, y3 cromy pacta of 8,6 % y nepuony 1953-1964, [koja je]
6ua jenHa op HajBehux y cery” (Latifi¢, 1978, str. 13).5 C apyre cTpaHe, yrpapmbaibe
pecopoM KynType Mopajio je 6utu yckmaheHo ca OmmuTiM MPUHIMIIOM COLIMjaTICTHYKOT
CaMOyHIpaB/bakba 10 KOM ,,yIIPaB/batbe APYIUTBEHMM II0CTIOBMMA U OIUTUKA OfTy I/ Batha
Y APYIITBY, Y YCIOBMMa APYIITBEHE CBOjIHE HaJl CPEACTBIMA 3a IPOM3BOJIY, IyOe Tpa-
AMLIMOHAJTHA CBOjCTBa U 0Oujajy HOBY couujanny cappxuny” (Kozul, 1975, str. 7).

Kynrypa kao pecop, Ha Taj Ha4MH, MOpa OUTU OPTraHUBALUOHO U ,MAEJHO” MHTE-
TpHCaHA Yy CUCTEM COLMjaIMCTUYKOT CaMOYIIpaB/bamba, Koje ,HIje CaMO IOAUTIYKA,
HEro 1 eKOHOMCKa I jaBHa M couuosomnika kateropuja’ (Kozul, 1975, str. 18). JemHo
UCTpaXMBambe, CTOTa, jacHo ofipehyje CaBes koMyH1MCTa JyrociaBuje Kao cybjekar Koju je
»aQUPMICA0 1 yTeMe/bJBa0 ~ KYITYpPHY HOTUTHKY, HAPOYMTO y IPBJM rOIMHAMA Pa3Boja
COLIMja/IMCTUYKOT CaMOYIIPaB/batba, Ca TeKIOM IIOBPATKY — U3BECHUM OMPOKPATCKUM
U TEeXHOKPATCKUM ,iedpopmanmjama” nomyheHoM - npuejaom BohctBy ,,ITapTuje”. OBak-
Ba JIOKTPMHapHa IIOCTaBKa INTamba yIIpaB/bakba pecopoM KyiaType omoryhasa fa ce
npesasube HeycarmameHoct usMely Hy>KHOCTM ynpap/bara M MMIIEPaTHBA CMaibeHe
yIIore ApskaBe, y3 OUyBabe Ifieje O 3HaUajHOj Y031 KYIType Y ,,JifiejHoj 6opbu”. Crora ce

5 OBy HOAALY CY Y MOjefUHUM HOBUjUM CTyAMjaMa KpuTukoBanu (B. Vukovié, 2012, str. 453-454).
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MHCHUCTUPA HA TEXHBI CAMOYIIPABHOM MOJENTY YIIPaB/batba KYITYPOM, ,KOjI allCONTYTHO
Herupa 6yiieTckn HaunH o06e36ebuBama cpencraBa 3a Ky/ITypHe [eAaTHOCTY U TEXU Aa
MICKOPYVICTH HeKe IIPEFHOCTH TPXKUIIHOT MeXaHU3Ma y CIy4ajy ogpehennx kyarypHux fo-
6apa n ycyra” (Nemanji¢, Pokic, Stojkovi¢, 1981, str. 6).

CarnenaBajyhn HamerocT nsmeby ,,Ap>KaBHO-1LIEHTPATUCTUIKUX 1 CAMOYIIPABHUX
TeHJIeHI[Wja JPYIITBEHOI pa3Boja, Y OBOM MCTPa)KMBamby M3[IBaja ce HEKOMMKO dasa
pasBoja couyjanusma y JyrociaBuji, ¥ yaora u IO3KLMja KyAType Y CBaKOM Off IbUX.
IIpsy asy, ox 1945. go 1950. ropuHe, Kojy KapaKTepuille ,peBOMYLNOHAPHN eTaTU3aM
U IoYeTaK COLMja/MICTUYKe TpaHcopMaluje’, y ZOMeHy KYIAType obenexana ,KyITyp-
Ha yHI(OPMHOCT, aIu U 3HAYajaH IOPACT KYATypHuX motpeba. [pyra ¢asa, o 1951.
mo 1964. ropuHe, IpefcTaB/ba ,MOUeTaK caMoyIpaBHe (ase apyumrsa’, ok Tpehy dasy,
ox 1965. 1o 1978. ropnHe, KapaKTepullle ,,jeeTaTu3alyja APYLUITBEHUX [JeTaTHOCTH , KOja
noppasyMesa yBobeme ,IpMHINIIA TOXOTKA 1 OCHUBAHE ,CAMOYIPABHUX 3ajeHNUIIA
kynrype” (Nemanjic i dr, 1981, str. 10-29).

3ajarame Iociefbe Gpase COLMjaMICTUYKOr CaMOYIIPaB/batba »Ja Ce CPefCcTBa 3a
PasBoj KyITYpHUX fenatHocTu 06e36ehyjy HemocpenHum n co60fHNM HOroBapameM
usmeby samurepecoBanux crpana’ (Nemanji¢ i dr, 1981, str. 78), 6umo je mpenmer
YIOpEeJHUX alo/lIoruja ¥ KPUTHKA, ¥ HACTOjamy fja ce mpoHahe HaumH 3a omTMMajHy
IpUMeHUBOCT IPUHINIA ,,JOTOBOPHE eKOHOMUje” Y OMeHy Kynrype. IIpu ToM ce pe-
JIOBHO VMHCHCTHPA/IO Ha HY>KHOCTHU IIPEB/IafjaBarma HEIOCPETHOr YTULAja ApP>KaBHUX
OpraHa Ha KyITYpHE [IeJTaTHOCTHU Y OKBUPY ,afMUHICTPATUBHO-OMPOKPATCKOT HAUMHA
¢uHaHCKHpama KyITYpe’, KOji je BOAMO CTBapamy YyCIOBa ,3a ¢opMmupame oryhennx
neHrapa Mohy Koju moppasymujeBajy u 6op0Oy 3a ytjeraj u npusnneruje” (HadZzagic,
1979, str. 166), ma Tume, fofajemMo, u mosehaH yTujaj TaKBUX LeHTapa Ha ,u/ejHy 60pOy”
Ka0 BaXHY QYHKIUjy KYIType Y CUCTeMY COLMjaIMCTUYKOT CAMOYIIpaB/baba.

CBe youeHe IPOTMBPEYHOCTU OBe (pase CaMOyIpaB/balba HaIVAIIABajy IHOTpe-
0y 3a IUTAHCKMM pa3BOjeM KY/IType 3aCHOBAHOM Ha PeIeBAHTHUM MCTPAKUBABIMA,
QI U 3a IOjadyaHuM MpaejHuM BobcTBoM ,IlapTuje” y KyITypu Kao MHTEIPATMBHOM U
ycMepaBajyhem daxTopy.

Ha caBeroBamy y LlenTpannom xomurery CaBesa komynucta Cpouje, ofp>kaHOM
anpuaa 1973. roguue, Ha Temy ,KynTypa m camoympaBHM pa3Boj’, HaITIalllaBaHU Cy
YIIPaBO MJiejHU IPOOIeMN Y yCIOCTaB/balby OCHOBA CAMOYIIPAaBHOT PasBoja y KyITYpH,
HarnanraBajyhu fa je, y mporecy ,,ocnmobabama cTBapaianirsa o mpucycTsa JOrMaTus-
Ma”, CaBe3 KOMYHICTa IIPOIIYCTHO A Ce€ Y KYITYPHOj IOMUTULMN IIOCBETHU ,,PAFUKATTHOM
onemoryhaBamy Jja ce moMeHyTa cdepa [KynTypa] KopucTu 3a agupManyjy rormaTusMa
npyrux upeonoruja’ (Zavod za proucavanje kulturnog razvitka, 1973, str. 6).

Y ,IIporpamy passoja kynarype y CP Cp6uju 1971-1980” ka0 BaXXHOM ITAHCKO-CTpa-
TEIIKOM [JOKYMEHTY KYITYpHE IOIUTUKE, KaO AYTOPOYHU I[M/BEBY KY/ITYPHOI pas3Boja
O3HAYEHN CY ,M3rPajiba CAMOYIPABHUX COLMjATUCTUYKUX OFHOCA KA0 MPETIIOCTaBKa
JeMOKpaTHU3alyje ¥ COLMjanusanyje KynType, HOCTENIEHO CMamberhe pas3inKa y KynTypHOj
Pa3sBUjeHOCTH IOjeJMHUX KPajeBa, MHTErpUCamhe Ky/AType ca OMUTENPYIITBEHNM TOKO-
BUMA, JOIPUHOC KYITYPHOT CTBAPAIAINTBA M KYITYPHNUX aKTUBHOCTU XyMAaHUSUPABY
ycmoBa XmBoTa 1 adpupMucamy HoBe yiore mndHoct” (Zavod za proucavanje kulturnog
razvitka, 1970, str. 3). IIporpam npegsuba ce Behy yHyTpalIby HHTErpALjy KY/ITYPHOT
CHCTeMa, Kao U MHTETPALVjy YHYTap LeIOKYIIHOT APYLITBEHO-IOIUTUIKOT CUCTEMA.
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Y cxmapy ca moxkymentom CaBesHor msppumHor Beha mop Hasusom ,,Ilpuctyn
KOHIIETIIHj ! ITaHa pa3Boja Jyrocmasuje 1971-75. roguue”, IIporpam Harmaiasa 3Ha4ajHy
YZIOTY KyNIType y IpUBPEFHUM 1 APYIITBeHNM pedhopMaMa, TP UeMy je KynTypa subena
Kao ,,jeflaH Off MOKpeTaya IPUBPESHOr I APYIITBEHOT KpeTama (Zavod za proudavanje
kulturnog razvitka, 1970, str. 11). AHanuTH4KM TOKyMeHT ,,Pa3Boj kynrype y CP Cpbujn
Bau teputopuje CAII sa mepuop 1981-1985” (Zavod za proucavanje kulturnog razvitka,
1985, str. 11) jom jacHmje Be3yje KyNTYPy 3a KyNTYPHO-TIOMUTIYIKY MIMIIEPATUB OCTBApErha
jaBHOT, OZHOCHO 3ajeHIYKOr NHTepeca, ofpeh)eHor Ha HMBOY Lie/MHe APYIITBEHO-TI0MN-
TUYKOT CUCTEMa, KOjI Ce IIpe CBeTra CaIjleflaBa y eKOHOMCKIM OKBUpHMa.®

Kapa je y nutamy ynora KyIType y CUCTEMY COLMja/MCTUYKOr CaMOYIIPaB/bamba,
IPUXBAT/bUB je 3aK/by4aK [a je U MOpef, JeKIapaTMBHOT ¥ MPOIPaMCKOT CTaBa O ,,CBe-
CTPaHOM KY/ITYPHOM J HAYYHOM Pa3BUTKY Kao LIM/bY Ky/ITyPHe HOUTHKE , Y ,TaPTHUjCKOj
MHTEPIPEeTAlMji COLUjaIUCTUYKe KYATYPe I BeHOT PasBUTKA OBa IIPOKIaMOBaHa CBe-
CTpaHOCT 6M/Ia peflyKoBaHa Ha CBOja KBAHTUTATMBHA 3Hauerba M Y IIPAKCH ,CIyTaBaHa I
onemoryhaBaHa uzejHoM 60pOoM y nMe nziejHOCTH (VfiejHe YMCTOTE, TAPTUjHOCTIL) HOBE
counjanmucruuke Kyrrype” (Imsirovic. 1991, str. 28-29). C mpyre cTpaHe, jyrocioOBeHCKa
BM3Mja COLMjANMCTUIKE JeMOKPaTuje rpajinja ce y, 4eCTO II0IEMUYKOM, IMjasiory ca Mc-
KyCTBMMa KyITypHe Ionutuke He camo Cosjerckor CaBesa U TaKO3BaHUX ,HaPOJHUX
IleMOKpaTHja” HEro ¥ 3allaffHUX IaplaMeHTapHUX JIeMOKPATCKMX Ap)KaBa, y3 aKTMBHY
capajmy 1 ydemhe y MehyHaponHMM MHCTUTYIIMjaMa 1 MHUIMjaTMBaMa 13 JOMeHa KyJl-
TypHe IIO/IUTHUKE. Y TOM CMUCITY, KyATYPa je y CUCTEMY COLMja/IMCTUIKOT CAMOYTIPaB/barba
uMasa Behy 3Hayaj off eKOHOMCKO-TIONUTUYKOL, Ia U IIyKOT CPeACTBa MEO/IOLIKe KOH-
TpO/e ¥ CUMOOMMYKe CaMOpery/alyje 1 CaMOPeIpOAyKIyje MIAeOIOUKOT CUCTeMa, T1a
9aK U CIIO/bHOIIONIUTIYKE JIETUTUMMU3aLJje jeHOIAPTI]CKOT CUCTEMA.

VuTerparnuBHa yora KyaIType y COLUjaaiCTUYKO]j JyTOCTaBIju MOXKe C€ TIOCMATpaTu
Ha Buile HMBOa. Kao ,,iHTerpncann obpasaly /byCKOr 3Hakba, BPEJHOCTH U MOHAIIaba”
(Dokni¢, 2013, str. 191), KynTypa MO>Ke UTPATH Y/IOTY Y MHTETPALIUj/ HAa HUBOY M/e0/IONI-
Kor cucrema. KoHkpeTHO, ,,ca cBojoM koruuTusHoluhy, adgexruprouthy, mparMarckom u
BPeJHOCHOM KOMIIOHEHTOM JIEOJIOTHja je KOMYHU3MY OM/la HeOIXoHa ja Ou ,popmu-
paa’ /byfie, O[fHOCHO CTBOPIJIa HOBOT YOBeKa, KOju 011 0iroBapao 3axTeBMMa IocTojehnx
ersucTenujanHux ycnosa” (Doknié, 2013, str. 12), y uemy je He3a00M/Ia3HO MECTO MMaJIa
U KyATypa.

Y ckmagy ca OBaKBMM CXBaTambeM Y/IOTe KyAType y MPOLEeCcuMa JPYIITBEHO-IIO/IN-
TUYKE ¥ UIEOJIOIIKe MHTETPallMje je U pasyMeBalbe KyAType Kao, Iopell eKOHOMIje I
MIONIMTYKE, jEHOT Off TPM OCHOBHA IIOZICHCTEMA JPYIUTBEHOI CUCTEMA, YMja je y/nora y
»MHTErpallujy [ojeanHLa y ApyuTBo”. KyaTypa, mpeMa 0BaKBOM CXBaTamy, ,oxpebyje n
eKOHOMCKe I IIOJINTUYKe OpraHu3alyje, an je u cama muma ogpehena” (Horvat, 1984,
str. 236).

C ppyre cTpaHe, youeHa je MOTyNHOCT COLMjalMCTUYKOT CaMOYIIpaB/bamba fia, ¥
YC/IOBMMA OCIOpaBakba LeHTpaausanyje 1 JOMIUHAHTHE yJIore ApyKaBe MpeNcTaB/ba MH-
TerpaTuBHM (PAKTOpP Ha HUBOY jyrocaoBeHcKe (demepannmje. IIpemMa TakBOM CXBaTamy,
KaKO ,,CTBAPHO Yjeiberbe jyTOCIOBEHCKIX Hapofa 00yXBara [AMjaeKTUKY [T0Be3MBarba
K/IACHVX I HAI[OHA/HNX MHTepeca y CMUCIY OUTHMX MHTepeca pafHIdIKe Kj1ace’, TO I

¢ O mapajjokc1Ma ieMOKparusaiuje 1 MOfiepHusaje y cepu Kynrype y oBom nepuogy (Mrda,
2016, str. 124).
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»COLIMja/IHA CafPyKIHA jyTOC/IOBEHCTBA JAHAC HUje HMIITA JPYTO N0 apTUKYy/Ialuja Kac-
HUX M HAIIMOHA/THUX MHTEPeca PaJJHUYKe K/Iace Ha IPOCTOPY er3UCTEHI[Hje jyTOCIOBEHCKe
BUIIIeHAIMOHAIHe 3ajeguutie” (Baki¢, 1985, str. 12). Hapoge 1 HapogHOCTH Jyrocnasuje,
TaKoO, IIOBE3Yjy IPe CBETA ,,jefUHCTBEHM MHTEPECH PAJHIYKE KIace M COLUjaIUCTUIKO
CaMOyIIpaB/balbe Kao PeBOTYLMOHApHA IpaKca Koja oTBapa MOryhHOCTHM 3a Haumo-
HAJIHy U CBaKy Apyry paBHompasHoCT (Baki¢, 1985, str. 29), dnme OCHOBHU MHTeETpa-
TUBHU U WUJEHTUTETCKM (AKTOp y APXKABU IOCTaje ,ocjehaj 3ajemumuxe mpumapHo-
cTu camoynpasHoj 3ajequniy’ (Baki¢, 1985, str. 133). Ha Taj HauMH, COLUjaTUCTUIKO
caMOyIIpaB/baibe J0OMja MHTeIrPaTUBHO-UAEGHTUTETCKY YOIy KOjy MMa KY/ITypa, Ia ce ¢
IIPaBOM MO>K€ TOBOPUTY HE CAMO O COLIMja/IICTIYKOM CaMOYIIPaB/balby Yy KYIATYPU U KYJI-
TYPY COLMja/IMCTIYKOr CaMOYIIpaB/batba, Beh ¥ 0 COLMjaIMCTIYKOM CaMOoyIpaB/batby
Kao KyITYPH, Y CMUCITY UJIejHO-BPEHOCHE ¥ CUMOOINYKe UJIeHTUTETCKO-MHTerpaTUBHE
MaTpuiie.

Kako ce couujanucTMyko CaMOyNpaB/bakbe joIl Off PAaHMUX INE3[eCeTHMX TOAMHA
pasBuUjajio y HpaBly oXpabpyBama penybamMuke, OFHOCHO HAllOHATHE CaMOCTajIHO-
CTH, TIa YaK ¥ CYBEPEHOCTH! y OJHOCY Ha defepanujy, KyITypa ce CBe BUIIE pasBujaa
y peny0mM4KoM, OFHOCHO HalJIOHaTHOM KOHTEKCTY, U CBe Bullle, ciefiehn MHCTUTYLIM-
OHa/IHO, €KOHOMCKO U MH(PACTPYKTYPHO OCaMOCTa/biBatbe PelyOnnKa 1 IOKpajiHa,
mobuja MHTerpaTMBHe (QYHKIMje Ha HalyoHanHoM Huboy. Cse yemhe ¢oxyc more-
MUK [IOCTaje IUTae HAlMOHA/IHE PAaBHOIPABHOCTYM KO YC/IOBA IPABUIHOT Pa3Boja
Ipoljeca COIMjaTMCTUYKOT CaMOYTIpaB/bama, OfHOCA MehypemyOnuuknx, y OCHOBU
MeDhyHaIMOHaTHMX OFHOCA, aMy U OTBapame NMTamba HAIMOHANMM3MA ¥ HAI[VIOHA/THEe
xereMmoHuje. Ofpuiiame off IPOjeKTa ,,jyroCTOBeHCKe Halluje’, Kao MHTerPaTHBHOT (GaKTo-
pa Ha HUBOY (efiepaluje, Koja je caraefjlaBaHa Kao ,,i[e0NOIIKa PAIfIOHaM3al[ija K/ac-
He XereMoHuje Oyp)xoasuje Biaafajyhe Haluje y yclIoBMMa yHUTapHO-LIEHTPAINCTIYKE
npxase” (Baki¢, 1985, str. 49), caMOyIIpaBHO-COLMjaIMCTIYKA KOHIENIja OYMBa HA
3aj1aramy Ha PaBHOIIPABHOCTH M CTBAapa/iavykoj capajiiby CBUX HapOJa M HAPOJHOCTU
Koju He ry6ehnu cBoje mapTHKy/IapHe 0COOEHOCTH, OFHOCHO MJEHTHUTETe, JOOPOBOBHO
CTYIIajy y CAMOYIIPABHY 3ajelHNIYy KOja IIPECTaB/ba ,0TENOB/bEE TEXILU M MHTEpeca
paBHOIpaBHUX /bYAM 1 Hapopa™ (Bakié, 1985, str. 186).

Mnak, cymTMHCKa ymora KyaType Yy PasBoOjy COLMjalTMCTMYKOT CaMOYIIpaB/baiba
OuIa je y M3Tpajiby HOBOT MJEjHO-BPEJHOCHOT CHCTeMa, TPaHCHOPMMCAHMX [PYIIT-
BEHIX OffHOCA, I1a 1 ,HOBOT 4oBeKa~ Koju he Mohu fa ofrosopu Ha M3asoBe CTBaparma
jemHor apymTBa usrpabeHor Ha 6MTHO ApyradMjuM BpeFHOCHNMM OcHOoBama. OBakBa yJIo-
ra Ky/IType je y CKJIajy ca ibeHuM ofipehemeM Kao ,,uicTopujcku GopMupaHor KoMIUIeKca
HOPMAaTHBHO-BPEIHOCHUX OCHOBa Jbyficke memaTHocTy (Mamedov, 2013, str. 84), mpu
4YeMy CMeHa MCTOPUjCKMX elloXa HMje CaMo ,IIPOMeHa €KOHOMCKOT 1 MONIUTUYKOT II0-
peTKa, Hero je Ipe cBera IpoMeHa IIOIIefia Ha CBET, Yuje je3TPo Cy BPeHOCTI U KyNTypa”
(Mamedov, 2013, str. 90).

Op moveTKa OCMUIIJbaBakba ,,] yTOCTIOBEHCKOT ITyTa ColiMjann3Ma’ IOCTOjasa je CBecT
0 IOTpebu MmpeBasHIaXema y jefHOj $asy COLUjaTUCTUIKOT pasBoja HEM30eXKHOT LjeH-
TPaTHOIITTAHCKOT IIPUBPEJHOT CUCTEMa, ¥ cMepy usrpahupama ,,HOBE JIPyIITBEHO-EKO-
HOMCKe CTPYKTYpe’, 3aCHOBaHe Ha, Kako ra je bopuc Kunpnd Ha3Bao, ,,I/TaHCKO-TPXKMILI -
HOM CHCTeMY C IeMOKPAaTCKVM CaMOYIpaBHUM OOMMIMMA YIIpaB/balba U pyKoBoDhema
IPYILITBEHOM IIPUBPELOM U APYLITBOM , IITO je 3aXTeBajo ,yckaabusame kapakrepa
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npuBpesie ca Kapakrepom Bractu’ (Merhar, 1979, str. XI-XII), ogrHocHo yckmahuBarme
HOKTPMHAPHMX, YIPaB/baykKuX JM MHCTUTYLMOHATHUX CTPYKTypa Ha CBUM HMBOMMA
IPYKaBHOT U {PYIITBEHO-IIOIUTIYKOT CUCTEMA.

Kako mpumehyje apyru 3HauajaH TBOpal] jyTOCTIOBEHCKOT CaMOYIIpaB/batba, EnBapy
Kappesp, ,Hallle IPyIITBO je IOCTAaO CIOXKEHMje ¥ CTPYKTYpa HeroBUX HPOM3BOTHUX
CHara ce CyIITMHCKM M3MEHM/IA, IITO je CCTEMCKO IUTame Ha Koje ,CaBe3 KOMYHMCTa
Mopa ga ga ogrosop” (Kardelj, 1979, str. 19). ¥ mpywreHoj cBectn, npema Kapuemy,
»BUIIIe He JOMUHMPajy IpobieMu IIpeB/ajiaBaba CTapor APYIITBA’, HETO ,0HOC IIpeMa
CaflallIlbOCTU M Jia/beM Pa3BUTKY COLMja/MMCTUYKOr caMoynpasHor apymrsa” (Kardelj,
1979, str. 24).

3aCTYIHUIY COLVjaIMCTUYKOT CAMOYIIPaB/balba Y Ier0B0j 3penoj ha3u uCTOpMjcKy
TpaHcOPMAIjy KaKO M MHAMBUAYE TaKO M APYIITBA, CMAaTPajy HY>KHO IIOBE3aHNUM Ca
HapTULMIIATYBHAM CBOjCTBMMA CaMOYIPaB/baiba, IId, IPeMa jeHOM ayTopy, ,HeMa
XMCTOPMjCKY HOBe JileMOKpalije 6e3 pa3Boja camoyIpaBHuX ofHoca” (Vranicki, 1985, str.
28). Tex Ha Taj HauMH Moryhe je ocTBapuTH LWb [a »IapTULUNNpajyhn y yopaspbamy,
6opehn ce 3a cTanHO MVperbe MapTUIMIIALIje JOK OHA He JOCeTHe IIYHO CaMOYIIpaB/balbe,
PajiHMIIN CBAKOJHEBHO y4e KaKo KOHTPOIUPATI CBOjy CYAOMHY , IIPY YeMy OHMU TO YMHE
»0e3 TyropcTBa cBesHajyhux Boha” u ,,mpunpemajy ce 3a camooppeherse” (Horvat, 1984
str. 345), xoje nocTaje ,,0CHOBHaA BpujesHOCT HOBe KynType” (Horvat, 1984, str. 236).

W Bonehn xpeaTop mpojexTa COLMjaMTMCTUIKOr CAMOYIIPAB/bathba ¥ ErOBUM pas-
nmnuutuM ¢asama, Ensapn Kapuem, koHcTatyje fa ,cpehy 4oBeky He MOXKe JOHETH HU
IpXKaBa, HU CIMCTeM, HU MOMUTUYKA CTpaHKa', Beh je ,Moxe cebM CTBOPUTHU CaMO OH
caM” 1 TO ,,He OH CaM Kao jefMHKa, HEr0 CaMo y PaBHOIIPaBHUM OJHOCUMA Ca JPYIUM
pymuMa”. Y CKIafly ca TUM, ,aBaHrapJHe CHare COLMjanusMa I COLMjaIUCTUIKO FPYIIT-
BO MOTY MMAaTH CaMo jefjaH IMb, a TO je Ja, IpeMa MOryhHOCTMMa [aTOr MCTOPUjCKOT
TPeHyTKa CTBapajy ycloBe y Kojuma he 4oBek OuTH IITO CTOOORHU)M Y TAKBOM JINY-
HOM H3pa)kaBalby U CTBapamy Jja MOXe CI00OIHO paguTi U CcTBapaty cBojy cpehy’,
WTO U »je[cre] camoynpasame” (Kardelj, 1979, str. 195). V3 oBux peun je ounto na
caMOyIpaB/baibe MMa KyITypHEe OCHOBE U LM/beBe, II0Be3aHEe Ca IelOBUM TeMe/bHUM
»OB/IaJlaBabeM” He CaMO — KaKoO je TO 4eCTO MMEHOBAHO KOJi TeopeTrdapa MapKCu3Ma-
NeBUHN3MA — IIPUPOLIOM, Hero 1 LieIMHOM JbY/ICKUX OJHOCA, KOja JOBOMIY JIO TeMe/bHe
BPEIHOCHO-IiejHe TpaHChOpMalnje KaKO IIOjeAMHAYHOr YOBEKa TAKO U IL[eJIOKYITHOT
ApPYLITBa, 11a 11 ,90Be4aHCcTBa” y LenuHu. CBOjuM CTOOOSHIM CTBapaIadKuM He0BabeM
4OBEK ,,Ky/ITUBMIIE” IPUPORY, cebe caMor 1 JbYCKe OJHOCE Y CMepPY COIICTBEHOT MHMN-
BUJIYa/IHOT 11 KOJIEKTMBHOI CAMOOCTBaperba Kao 1iM/ba MCTOPMjCKOT IpoLieca.

ITpn oBOMe, KaKo 611 ce IPaBUIHO pa3yMeJie OIMCaHe ujeje Y KOHTEKCTY 3BaHM4-
HUX Bep3lja jyTOCIOBEHCKOT CaMOYIPaB/bakba, CAMOYIIPaBHA [IEMOKpPaTHja HE MOXe
6uTH oiBOjeHa Off CBOje ,K/TaCHe CYILITHHE , OFHOCHO JeMOKpaTHja ,Kao OO/IMK ITOTUTIY-
KOT CUCTeMa MOXKe Jla ce pa3Buja caMo y oxpeheHoj KmacHoj cTpykTypn u y ogpebeHnoj
IPYIITBEHOj CBECTH KOja oarosapa taksoj crpykrypu” (Kardelj, 1979, str. 281).

Y cxmamy ca THM, Yy OKBMPY COLMja/lMCTUYKOT CaMOYIpaB/baiba TEXKUIO Ce
¢dopMynucamy KyITypHe IOIUTUKE KOja 6M y MOIEMMYKOM U ,,CTBApasadkoM’ OT-
KJIOHY Of TpajMiija Kako OMPOKpaTCKO-a[MUHUCTPATHBHOI PyKOBODema KylITypom
y 3eM/baMa ,peayHOr COLUjalM3Ma’, TaKO IO €BPOIICKOI KOHIIENTA jaBHMUX IOIMTMKA
OCIIOImEeHNX Ha 1Jieje IeMOKpaTu3alje KyAType U KyITypHe JeMOKparuje, 6ma ycaria-
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IIeHa Ca [e/IMHOM [PYIITBEHO-IIOIMTUYKOT CUCTEMA IUjI je HeKTapPATUBHI U CTPYKTY-
paIHM IMJb IPEfCTaB/bajIo OCTBAperbe COLMjaINCTIYKe IeMOKpaTHje, OBHOCHO ,JICTHH-
CKOr” COLjIUCTUIKOT [PYIITBA.

Y paspapm upeje KynTypHe HONUTUKE COLUja/TIUMCTUYKOT CaMOYTIpaB/bakha, Hajaasbe je
orumrao CreBan Majcroposuh. 3a oBor ayTopa KyITypa je mpe cBera ,,MebhynenoBame Ha
JIMYHOM, JIOKa/THOM, HallMOHATHOM 11 MeDhyHaponHOM I/IaHy’, Koje IofipasyMeBa ,CTalHO
IPEeNCINTUBAbE JATNX YCIOBa U OKBMPA XXIBOTA, Ia ,0TYAA KYITypa Huje camo opybe
Mucn Hero 1 opybhe mpymTBene u monmutnuke npomere” (Majstorovic, 1978, str. 24).

I KynTYpHe HONTHKe He OU cMerto fa Oy/ie caMo IOfICTHUIAbE U PeTy/Icabe ,Ko-
JIMYIMHCKUX IPOMEHa” YMeCTO ,,CTBAPHOT Mehatha M0I0XKaja Y0BEeKa', OfHOCHO CTBApatha
yc/1oBa ,,koju oMoryhasajy 4oBeKy fa cey CBMM OOIMIIMMa pajia M CBOT [ieJIoBakba CTBapa-
JIaYKY MCTIO/baBa U HOTBPhYje, Ha cTBapa nCTOpumjy’, UMMe KyITypa HOCTaje ,yHy TPallha
CYIITVHA U CMJCA0 YKYIIHUX APYIITBeHUX KpeTawa” (Majstorovié, 1978, str. 32).

Ha Taj HauMH HM KyITypHa ITONMUTUKA HE CME OUTU M30/I0BaHA Off OpyTux o61a-
CTH JbYJICKOT 3Halba U JIeNI0Balba, HUTHU je beH IpefMeT HeKa Off OCTaTKa JPYLITBEHOT
KpeTara M30/I0BaHa ¥ He3aBUCHA 00/acT. FbeH MCTMHCKM /b MOpa OMTI OCTBapUBakbe
TAaKBOT TOJIO’Kaja JOBEKA Y APYUITBY ,,KOjU My OMOryhyje cBeCTpaHO TMYHO M PYIITBE-
HO moTBphuBame’, OFHOCHO ,,CAMOOCTBAPMBAE U COLMjAIM3ALNjy HA OCHOBY JBY/ICKE
y3ajamuoctit” (Majstorovié, 1978, str. 34), mpu uemy ce ,,IIepCIIeKTUBA CAMOYIIPAB/baha’
BUJM Kao ,,OpraHM3alyja paja Koju 6u caM 1o cebu 6110 Kyntypa’, rie Ou ce ,KyaTypa,
paj ¥ APYLUITBO CIojuwn y jefan mojam” (Majstorovié, 1978, str. 91-92).

OBo y npakcu 3Hau fa Oy jocajaliimbe Jjieje AeMOKpaTu3alje KyIType 1 KyITyp-
He leMOKpaTuje Tpebao fa 3aMeHM ,COLMjaIMCTIYKA KyITypHa IeMOKPaTHja, 3aCHOBa-
Ha Ha [[e/IaTHO] Y031 PafHIX JbY/AM M BbUXOBOM KOJIEKTVBHOM CTBAPalby APYIITBEHNX U
KyITypHUX 06/uKa”. MajcToposuh, y 3aK/bydKy, KOHCTaTyje [ja CaMOYIIpaB/baibe »,HeMa
moce6aH Ky/ITyPHI IPOrPaM HITH OHO IPETIOCTaB/ba HEKO MOCeGHO CXBaTabe KyIType .
360r yera ,,KyJITypHM IIPOrpaM CaMOYIPAaBHOT COLMja/I3Ma HUje HUIITA JPYTO JO Ipo-
rpaM pa3Boja CaMOYIIPABHOT APYILITBA U CaMOYIpaBHE COLMjaIMCTUUKe JleMOKparuje”
(Majstorovi¢, 1978, str. 92-93).

Kynrypa je o camMux moveraka Mmaja BaXXKHO MECTO y HPOjeKTY jyrOCIOBEHCKOT
camoymnpaspama. JlerutuMunryhu ce Kao ,M3BOPHO COLMja/IMCTUYKY , OBaj IpOjeKaTt
je cebe B0 He CaMO Y OKBYPMMA KOHIIEITA ,,COIICTBEHOT ITyTa COLMjaj3Ma’, HETO 1
Kao MoryhHocT ocTBapema IOXKe/bHOT O0/IMKA COLMjaIMCTUYKOT JPYIITBA (,,CTBAPHOT
colyjammama’), ajli M CHaXKaH CTBapajIadKii 3aMax y cMepy TpaHchopMaliije pyLiTBe-
HIX OffHOCA I YOBEeKa CaMOor, MTO je 6m10 Hemoryhe 6es sHavajHux TpaHchopManuja Ha
HObY KynType.’

KynrypHa momurtika je, y pasnmumuutuM asaMa M CXBaTambuMa peaqusalyje
HPOjeKTa COLMjaIMCTUYKOr CaMOyIIpaB/baiba, OMla cariefilaBaHa Ha pasjMduTe Hadn-
He: Kao PeryJaTOpPHO-MHCTUTYLMOHATHM MeXaHM3aM YIIpaB/balba PecopoM KyIType,
Kao IpakTWYHa (jaBHA) [TOIMTUKA HAMeHeHa OCTBAPUBAIbY MPEIO3HATUX 3ajefHIYKIX
(jaBHMX) MHTepeca, kao (YHYTap)CMCTeMCKM MeXaHM3aM MHTeTpalije Ha pasindnu-
TUM HMBOMMA IPXKaBHOT U [PYIITBEHO-IIOMUTUYKOT CUCTEMA I, Haj3all, K0 MHTETpasI-
HI Jleo ,lIporpaMa pas3Boja CaMOYIPaBHOT APYILITBA M CaMOYIPaBHE COLMjaIMCTIYKe

7 Ha xeremoHu, y [pamiinjeBoM CMICITY, aCIIEKT Ufieje ,CTBapara HOBE COLMjaIICTIIKe KyaType”
ykasyje Jakopovich (2012, str. 61).
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IeMOKpaTuje’, 4nja je ,Cp>K M CMMICA0 3aIPaBO KYITYpPa, OGHOCHO USTPafjihba HOBOT
BPEIHOCHO-I/IEjHOT CUCTEMA, U TMMe MpeoOpakaj /bYACKOr APYLITBA 1 YOBEKA CAMOT Y
LW/BY BETOBOT ,,0cm000hema” u ,,camoocTBapema’. ,,Heycriex” mpojeKkTa jyroc/ioBeHCKOT
COLIMja/IMCTIYKOT CAMOYIIPaB/baba, KaKO IOy TYMadl/Ii IeroBe Y3pOKe, Y TOM CMUCTY
61 Morao fa 6yzme mocMaTpaH He Kao Ipe CBera IOMUTUYKYU WIM €KOHOMCKI, HEro Kao
HeyCIlex Ha IUTaHy KYIType.

OBakKBMM CXBaTambeM J/EO0IOTHja CAMOYIIPABHOT COLMjaIM3Ma OuIa je ycariaiieHa
Ca, HApO4INTO y TaJallltbeM 3allafHOM CBETY aKTYETHIUM, TeHHeHLU/IjaMa nIpencnmTnBama
TAaKO3BAaHUX ,,TpaIH/ILU/IOHaIIHI/IX” AOPYWITBEHMX M KYITYPHUX BPEMHOCTU U MACHTUTETA
Tparama 3a OP>KUBIM a/ITePHATUBAMA, IIPU Y€MY je II0OCTOjaIa CBECT O ,,KY/ITYPHOj” IpHu-
ponu Kako nocrojehe ,,kpuse” Kojy je Tpebano nmpeBIagaTyL, TAKO 1 3aCHMBama Moryhnx
peuiema. [ToTennujantHa eKCKIy3MBHOCT MJiEje jyTOCTOBEHCKOT COLMjaTMCTUIKOT CaMOY-
IpaB/barba OIJIa je Y TOMe LITO je OHa, Kao TakBa 11 06e3 0631pa KaKo BPeIHOBAJIN IbeHEe
pesyinrare,® eKCIVIMIUTHO IPeCTaB/bajla 3BaHIYAH [IPOrPaM Ha APXKaBHOM HIBOY, Y KOM
Ky/ITypa HUKAKO Huje O1Ia Ha IOCTIENbeM MeCTY, eTeKTyjyhu, Hempesnaganum jasom
usmeby ,upeana” u ,,peasHOCTI’, KOIUKO HeHe MOTYNHOCTI TOMMKO U OrpaHNYerba.

8 Ha 0By ,,eKCKITy3UBHOCT” yKa3yjy MHOIM CaBPeMeH) ayTOpy, UCTUIYhN ,,jyTOCTTOBEHCKI eKCIIe-
PUMEHT Kao 3/IaTHM PYAHNUK UCKYCTBA’, Off YMjHX Ce KaKO MO3UTUBHIX aClIeKaTa, TaKo I ,IpellIaka
U orpaHnyema’, Moxxe MHoro Hayuntn” (Jakopovich, 2012, str. 57). Takobe, ,,Jyrocnasuja je 6una
jenMHa HallMOHA/THA €KOHOMHU]ja JIeTa/lIHO OpPraH}M30BaHa Ha OCHOBY caMoympasbama (Flaherty,
1992, str. 99), ,MyLu/aH MOKYIIIaj XyMaHN30Bamwa pajia 1 ogHoca Mehy pyguma” (Mitrovi¢ 2016),
,u3rybpena mapagurma” (Liotta, 2001, str. 1). VI KpuTu4apy colyjamucTUIKOr CaMOyIIpaB/batba
ca JIeBUILle, KOjI Y HbeMy BUJiE ,OMPOKPATCKM JP>KaBHU KaIMTalIu3aM IIpuiaroheH CBeTCKOM
TPKUIITY , IPU3HAjy A4, U ,,YIIPKOC KPaxy TOT CHCTeMa’, OHO IpeCTaB/ba ,HaCTaBaK MaKap MMI-
HUMaTHVX Tpapuumja 60pbe, compapHocTy u camoopraumsaruje” (Unkovski Korica 2015).
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CULTURAL POLICY OF YUGOSLAV SELF-MANAGEMENT:
CONCEPTUAL AND VALUE BASES AND MODALITIES

(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: The paper points to the importance of culture in the project of Yugoslav
socialist self-management and explores, in the first place, the doctrinal interpretation of
culture as a sector, an integrative factor of the socio-political system and conceptual-value
regulator. Different modalities of cultural policy are explored in the context of socialist
self-management and a model of their classification is proposed, which could more clearly
clarify the peculiarities of the cultural policy of socialist self-management and perceive
their relevance for our time. Given the understanding of culture as an integral part of the
project of establishing a socialist self-managing society, representing its “core’, the failure
of the project of Yugoslav socialist self-management could be viewed not as a primarily
political or economic one, but as a failure in the field of culture.

Keywords: socialist self-management, culture, cultural policy, Yugoslavia.

In the process of establishing a socialist self-management system, which, together with
non-alignment, was at the center of the ideology of the “third path” in the conditions of the
bloc division of the world, set in SFR Yugoslavia after the conflict with the Soviet Union,? cul-
ture played an important role. In addition to being a sector which was subject to institutional
regulation and the field of ensuring public interest through the measures of cultural policy as
a public policy in the field of culture,* it also played a role of a motivational and integrative
factor and the goal of extensive social changes announced by this ambitious project.

The role of culture was rarely systematically presented in legislative and planning
documents of various levels of government and party bodies, and its role in social develop-

! vladimirkolaric75@gmail.com

2 vuk.vukicevic@zaprokul.org.rs

3 From the end of the Second World War to its disintegration in the early 1990s, socialist Yugoslavia
will be referred to in this paper as the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) or only
Yugoslavia, regardless of the changes in its name.

4 We have already discussed the notions of cultural policy, democratization and cultural democracy
(see Vukicevi¢ & Kolari¢, 2018).
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ment was rarely separately analyzed, compared to, for example, the education sector. But
this does not mean that culture was not implicitly and comprehensively present both in the
mentioned documents and in the standpoints of the founders and most important repre-
sentatives of the Yugoslav variant of socialist self-management, to the extent that most of
the key issues of establishment, internal contradictions and conflicts, as well as the aims of
the idea of socialist self-management can more or less be directly linked to cultural issues.

From the beginning, socialist self-management was conceived as a “creative” re-
sponse to the conflict with the Soviet Union, in this way represented as primarily concep-
tual-doctrinal divergence, while the socialist self-management was presented not only as
a critical response to the bureaucratic and etatist tendency in the soviet practice of social-
ism, but also as a creative effort towards the realization of socialism based on the “correct”
interpretation of Marxist and Marxist-Leninist ideas and ideological assumptions.

Pointing to the historical continuity of the idea of self-management, Yugoslav au-
thors based their ideas on socialist self-management on Karl Marx’s idea about the revo-
lutionary role of the working class and the theory of state extinction, Marx and Engels’
analyzes of the revolutionary experiences of the Paris Commune and Lenin’s conception
of soviets, wherein “in this concept of socialism special attention is paid to social owner-
ship, designated as the basis for self-management, abolition of the class nature of society
and exploitation, and a complete abolition of dualism between those who rule and those
over whom they rule” (Markovi¢, 2001, p. 10). Self-management is the “essence of social-
ism” and its goal is “to achieve self-managing organization of the working class with other
self-managing structures of society — from the basic self-managing production units to the
highest spheres of society management” (Vranicki, 1985, p.8).

In the doctrinal sense, the Yugoslav version of the “new path of socialism” was not
based (only) on a cognitive and practical activation of the “Early Works” of Marx and En-
gels, but on the possibilities in Lenin’s interpretation of some of these authors’ ideas, cited
in the book “The State and Revolution”. Overcoming the contradiction between Marx’s
definition of the state as “the product and expression of irreconcilable class antagonisms”
and the idea of the state as “a proletariat organized as a ruling class, in the context of En-
gels’ ideas of state abolishment and its withering away, Lenin interpreted the relationship
between the revolutionary class and the state in the following categories: in terms of abol-
ishment, “Engels speaks here of the proletariat revolution “abolishing” the bourgeois state,
while the words about the state withering away refer to the remnants of the proletarian
state after the socialist revolution” (Lenin, 1979, p. 21), given that the proletariat needs the
state “only to suppress the resistance of the exploiters, and only the proletariat can direct
this suppression, can carry it out. For the proletariat is the only class that is consistently
revolutionary” (Lenin, 1979, p. 27).

This expressed tension between the notion of the state and the participatory idea of
self-management, in the context of exploring the role and significance of culture in social-
ist self-management, leads us to first deal with a self-managing socialist understanding of
the role of culture as a sector and the relationship between the state and culture in the sys-
tem of socialist self-management, integrative functions of culture towards the realization
of new social and institutional forms and, finally, the role of culture in the motivation for
overcoming the state and existing social relations in order to achieve a universal transfor-
mation of society and human life in general.
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Studying the documents from key party congresses, as the basis of the doctrinal (vs.
institutional-regulatory) approach, we note that at the Sixth Congress of the Communist
Party of Yugoslavia/League of Communists of Yugoslavia (KPJ/SK]J, 1952) culture had a
quantitatively small, but functionally important place in the explanation and “defense” of
declarative views stated at the Congress. It was thus stated that “the party must and should
enable, encourage and direct development towards the creation of a socialist culture, and
socialist culture can only develop under the conditions of freedom of thought and cultural
creativity” (Imsirovi¢, 1991, p. 72). By integrating culture in the whole process of estab-
lishing state, social and ideological systems, the “Party” gave it a specific role in the so-
called “battle of ideas”, determining “adherence to ideas” as the basic criterion of freedom
of thought and cultural creativity, i.e. expressing “beliefs that the Party perceives to be in
line with the interests of the socialist community” (Imsirovi¢, 1991, p. 76).

At the Seventh Congress of the KPJ/SK]J (1958), the doctrinal foundations of “social
self-management” as “the socio-political basis of socialist democracy” were set, as well as
the “forms of state and government extinction” (Imsirovi¢, 1991, p. 116). The state, in the
“process of extinction’, is thus becoming “less and less a state power, and more a unified
system of territorial and political self-managing organization at the early levels, from mu-
nicipalities to the federation with its public professional services subordinate to self-man-
aging electoral social bodies” (Imsirovi¢, 1991, p. 114). In the documents of this congress,
the specificity of the culture sector in the process of building a new social system was not
particularly emphasized, but was still viewed from the standpoint of “adherence to ideas”

In addition to elaborating the concept of market independence of working collec-
tives, the Eighth Congress of the KPJ/SK]J (1964) opened a new field of questions that
would have significant implications for understanding culture in the context of the system
of socialist self-management. In the context that we are exploring, the key consequence of
“building a new economic system” in order to “de-etatize the means of decision-making
at all levels of government” and the involvement of the Yugoslav economy “into the inter-
national division of labor”, initiated at the Congress, was the advocacy for “national eco-
nomic solidarity”, that is, “free operation of the economic laws of commodity production’,
creating the conditions for the realization of the “economic independence of every nation
in the Yugoslav federation” (Imsirovi¢, 1991, p. 158).

In this way, culture was included in a specific socialist variant of the “market game”,
on the one hand, while on the other, it was linked to republican or national contexts both
in the institutional and identity senses, with the proclamation of the so-called “delegate
system” and “negotiated economies’, further emphasizing the challenges placed before the
culture sector as a factor in the state socio-economic system. At the Tenth Congress, with
the tendency to place the federation in the function of “the statehood and sovereignty of
the republics and provinces”, the return to the ideological leadership of the Party, which
“does not tolerate and will not tolerate different theoretical and methodological orienta-
tions in science and philosophy”, was explicitly emphasized ( Imsirovi¢, 1991, p. 191) with
clear implications for culture.

It can be said that during the 1970s, at the time of the Tenth Congress and the adopt-
ed SFRY Constitution of 1974, a systematic research of culture as a sector institutionally
and doctrinally integrated into the state and socio-political system of the country began,
as well as more fundamental research leading to the development of more precise and
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more detailed measures of cultural policy. This was certainly linked to both international
trends in the development of cultural policy and internal needs leading to a clearer design
of the role of culture in the “ideological struggle” and the continuation of an increasingly
complex model of socialist self-management.

One of the founders of cultural policy in Yugoslavia determined the subject of cul-
tural policy as “the study of social, material, institutional and other aspects of develop-
ment of cultural creativity and the possibility of spreading cultural values in the circle of
all members of the community” (Prnjat, 1979, p. 7), advocating, in line with the trends
of cultural policy of European countries and international organizations towards the
democratization of culture and cultural democracy, for an integrative model accord-
ing to which cultural policy appears “as a special form of regulating and harmonizing
spiritual and creative energies of a society towards the ruling social relations” (Prnjat,
1979, p. 44).

The place of culture in the state and socio-political system was, on the one hand,
viewed from the point of view of the “economic success” of socialist self-management,
according to which from 1947 to 1977 “the gross national product was enlarged six times”,
with the growth rate of 8.6% in the period 1953-1964, [which] was one of the highest in
the world” (Latifi¢, 1978, p. 13).> On the other hand, the management of the culture sec-
tor had to be in line with the general principle of socialist self-management, according to
which “the management of social affairs and decision-making policies in society, in the
conditions of public ownership of the means of production, loses traditional properties
and gains a new social content” (Kozul, 1975, p. 7).

In this way, culture as a sector must be integrated into the system of socialist self-
management, which “is not only a political but also an economic, public and sociological
category’, in terms of organization and “ideas” (Kozul, 1975, p. 18). One research, there-
fore, clearly identified the League of Communists of Yugoslavia as an entity that “affirmed
and established” the cultural policy, especially in the first years of development of socialist
self-management, with a tendency to return to the ideological leadership of “Party” -
having been suppressed by certain bureaucratic and technocratic “deformations” Such
a doctrinal setting of the issue of managing the culture sector allows for overcoming the
discrepancy between the necessity of governance and the imperatives of the reduced role
of the state, while preserving the idea of the important role of culture in the “ideologi-
cal struggle”. Therefore, there was an insistence on the self-managing model of culture
management, “which absolutely negates the budgetary way of securing funds for cultural
activities and seeks to exploit some advantages of the market mechanism in the case of
certain cultural goods and services” (Nemanji¢, Poki¢, Stojkovi¢, 1981, p.6).

Taking into consideration the tension between “state-centralist” and self-managing
tendencies of social development, this research differentiated several development stages
of socialism in Yugoslavia, and the role and position of culture in each of them. The first
phase, from 1945 to 1950, characterized by “revolutionary etatism and the beginning of
socialist transformation”, was marked by “cultural uniformity” in the field of culture, as
well as a significant increase in cultural needs. The second phase, from 1951 to 1964, rep-
resented the “beginning of the self-managing phase of society”, while the third phase, from

5 These data were criticized in some recent studies (see Vukovi¢, 2012, pp. 453-454).
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1965 to 1978, was characterized by “de-etatization of social activities’, which implied the
introduction of the “principle of income” and the establishment of “self-managing culture
communities” (Nemanji¢ et al., 1981, pp. 10-29).

The pursuit of the last phase of socialist self-management “to provide funds for the
development of cultural activities by means of a direct and free agreement between in-
terested parties” (Nemanji¢ et al., 1981, p. 78) was the subject of comparative apologias
and criticism in an effort to find a way for an optimal applicability of the principles of
“negotiated economy” in the domain of culture. In doing so, it was regularly insisted on
the necessity of overcoming the direct influence of state authorities on cultural activities
within the “administrative-bureaucratic way of financing culture”, leading to the creation
of conditions “for the formation of alienated centers of power which include the struggle
for influence and privileges” (Hadzagi¢, 1979 , p. 166), and thus, we add, the increased
influence of such centers on the “ideological struggle” as an important function of culture
in the system of socialist self-management.

All the perceived contradictions of this phase of self-management emphasize the
need for a planned development of culture based on relevant research, but also for an
increased ideological leadership of the “Party” in the area of culture as an integrative and
directing factor.

In the advisory meeting of the Central Committee of the League of Communists of
Serbia, held in April 1973 on the topic of “Culture and Self-Managing Development’, the
conceptual problems for establishing the basis of self-managing development in culture
were emphasized, stressing that, in the process of “liberation of creativity from the pres-
ence of dogmatism’, the League of Communists failed to devote enough attention to cul-
tural policy to “radically prevent the mentioned sphere [culture] from being used to affirm
the dogmatism of other ideologies™ (Zavod za proucavanje kulturnog razvitka, 1973, p. 6).

In the “Cultural Development Program in the SR Serbia 1971-1980%, as an important
strategic document of cultural policy, “the establishment of self-managing socialist rela-
tions as a prerequisite for the democratization and socialization of culture, the gradual
reduction of differences in the cultural development of individual regions, the integration
of culture into general social flows, the contribution of cultural creativity and cultural
activities to humanizing living conditions and the affirmation of the new role of person-
ality” were marked as long-term goals of cultural development (Zavod za proucavanje
kulturnog razvitka, 1970, p. 3). The program envisaged an increasing internal integration
of the culture system, as well as integration within the entire socio-political system.

In accordance with the document of the Federal Executive Council entitled “Ap-
proach to Yugoslavia Development Plan 1971-75”, the Program emphasized the important
role of culture in economic and social reforms, with culture seen as “one of the initiators
of economic and social movement” (Zavod za proucavanje kulturnog razvitka, 1970, p.
11). The analytical document, “Development of Culture in SR Serbia outside the Territory
of SAP for the Period 1981-1985” (Zavod za proucavanje kulturnog razvitka, 1985, p. 11),
even more clearly linked culture to the cultural and political imperative of achieving the
public common interest determined at the level of the whole socio-political system, pri-
marily seen in economic frameworks.°

6 On the paradoxes of democratization and modernization in the sphere of culture in this period
see Mrda, 2016, p. 124.
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Regarding the role of culture in the system of socialist self-management, it is reason-
able to conclude that, despite the declarative and program attitude on “comprehensive
cultural and scientific development as a goal of cultural policy”, in “the party interpreta-
tion of socialist culture and its development, this proclaimed versatility was reduced to
its quantitative meanings” and in practice “obstructed and prevented by the ideological
struggle in the name of adherence to ideas(ideological purity, partyism) of the new social-
ist culture” (Imsirovi¢, 1991, pp. 28-29). On the other hand, the Yugoslav vision of so-
cialist democracy was built through, often polemical, dialogue with the experiences with
cultural policy not only of the Soviet Union and the so-called “national democracies’, but
also of the Western parliamentary democratic states, with active cooperation and partici-
pation in international institutions and initiatives from the domain of cultural policies. In
that sense, in the system of socialist self-management, culture had a greater significance
than the economic and political self-management and being a mere means of ideological
control and symbolic self-regulation and self-reproduction of the ideological system, and
even than the foreign policy legitimization of the one-party system.

The integrative role of culture in socialist Yugoslavia can be observed through several
levels. As an “integrated pattern of human knowledge, values and behaviors” (Dokni¢,
2013, p. 191), culture can play a role in integration at the level of the ideological system.
In particular, “with its cognitive, affective, pragmatic and value components, ideology was
necessary for communism to “form” people, or create a new man who would meet the
demands of existing existential conditions” (Dokni¢, 2013, p. 12), with culture having an
unavoidable role in this.

In accordance with this understanding of the role of culture in the processes of socio-
political and ideological integration, there is the understanding of culture as one of the
three basic subsystems of the social system, in addition to economics and politics, whose
role lies in the “integration of the individual into society”. Culture, according to this un-
derstanding, “determines economic and political organizations, but it is also determined
by them” (Horvat, 1984, p. 236).

On the other hand, the possibility was perceived of socialist self-management to
represent an integrative factor at the level of the Yugoslav federation in the conditions
of contested centralization and the dominant role of the state. According to this under-
standing, as “the actual unification of the Yugoslav peoples encompasses the dialectic
of connecting class and national interests in the context of the essential interests of the
working class”, then “the social content of Yugoslavism today is nothing more than the
articulation of the class and national interests of the working class in the area of the ex-
istence of the Yugoslav multinational community” (Baki¢, 1985, p. 12). The peoples and
nationalities of Yugoslavia are connected, above all, by “joint interests of the working
class and socialist self-management as a revolutionary practice that opens the possibili-
ties for national and all other equality” (Baki¢, 1985, p. 29), thus making the basic inte-
grative and identity factor in the state “a sense of common affiliation to a self-managing
community” (Baki¢, 1985, p. 133). In this way, socialist self-management acquired the
integrative-identity role of a culture, so we can rightly discuss not only the socialist self-
management in culture and the culture of socialist self-management, but also the social-
ist self-management as a culture, in terms of the ideological and symbolic identity- inte-
grative matrix.
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Since socialist self-management had been developing since the early 1960s in the direc-
tion of encouraging republican or national independence and even sovereignty in relation
to the federation, culture was increasingly being developed in a republic or national context,
and following the institutional, economic and infrastructural independence of the republics
and provinces, it increasingly provided integrative functions at the national level. The focus
of discussions was more often being placed on the issues of national equality as the condition
for a proper development of the process of socialist self-management, inter-republic rela-
tions, which are basically inter-ethnic, as well as discussions on the issue of nationalism and
national hegemony. Renouncing the project of a “Yugoslav nation” as an integrative factor at
the federal level, viewed as “an ideological rationalization of the class hegemony of the bour-
geoisie of the ruling nation in the conditions of a unitary-centralist state” (Baki¢, 1985, p.
49), the socialist concept of self-management rested on advocating for equality and creative
cooperation of all peoples and nationalities who, without losing their particular character-
istics or identities, voluntarily enter a self-managing community representing “the embodi-
ment of the aspirations and interests of equal people and nations” (Baki¢, 1985, p. 186).

Nevertheless, the essential role of culture in the development of socialist self-man-
agement was to build a new ideological value system, transformed social relations, and a
“new man” who would be able to respond to the challenges of creating a society built on
significantly different values. Such a role of culture is in accordance with its definition as a
“historically formed complex of normative and value bases of human activity” (Mamedov,
2013, p. 84), where the shift of historical epochs is not only “a change of the economic and
political order, but primarily the changed view of the world, whose core lies in the values
and culture” (Mamedov, 2013, p. 90).

Since the beginning of the creation of the “Yugoslav path of socialism; there was an
awareness of the need to overcome an inevitable central planetary economic system, at
one stage of socialist development, in the direction of building a “new socio-economic
structure” based on what Boris Kidri¢ called “a planning-market system with democratic
self-managing forms of governance and management of the social economy and society”,
which required “a harmonization of the character of the economy with the character of
government” (Merhar, 1979, p. XI-XII), that is, the harmonization of doctrinal, manage-
rial and institutional structures at all levels of the state and socio-political system.

As noted by another important creator of Yugoslav self-management, Edvard
Kardelj, “our society has become more complex and the structure of its productive forces
has changed fundamentally”, which is a systemic issue that the “League of Communists
must provide an answer for” (Kardelj, 1979, p. 19). In social consciousness, according to
Kardelj, “the problems of overcoming the old society are no longer dominant”, but “the re-
lation to the present and future development of a socialist self-managing society” (Kardelj,
1979, p. 24).

The advocates of the socialist self-management in its mature stage considered the
historical transformation, both of individuals and of society, to be necessarily related to
the participatory characteristics of self-management, therefore, according to one author,
“there is no historical new democracy without the development of self-managing relations”
(Vranicki, 1985, p. 28). It is only in this way that it is possible to achieve the goal that “par-
ticipating in the governance, fighting for the continued expansion of participation until full
self-management, workers learn every day how to control their destiny”, doing so “without
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the tutoring of all-knowing leaders” and “preparing for self-determination” (Horvat, 1984,
p. 345), which becomes “the basic value of the new culture” (Horvat, 1984, p. 236).

The leading creator of the project of socialist self-management at its various stages, Ed-
vard Kardelj, stated that “neither the state, nor the system, nor the political party can bring
happiness to a man’, but that “only he can create it, by himself and for himself” and not “he
as an individual, but only in equal relations with other people”. Accordingly, “the avant-garde
forces of socialism and the socialist society can have only one goal, that is, according to the
possibilities of a given moment in history, to create conditions in which a person will be as
free as possible in such personal expression and creation to work and create his own hap-
piness, which “is self-management” (Kardelj, 1979, p. 195). It is obvious from these words
that self-management had cultural bases and goals related to its fundamental “mastering’,
not only of nature - as it was often explained by the theoreticians of Marxism-Leninism, but
also of the whole of human relations leading to a fundamental value-conceptual transforma-
tion both of the individual and of the whole society, even “humanity” as a whole. By his free
creative action, man “cultivates” nature, himself and human relations in the direction of his
own individual and collective self-realization as the goal of the historical process.

With this, in order to properly understand described ideas in the context of the of-
ficial versions of Yugoslav self-management, a self-managing democracy cannot be sepa-
rated from its “class essence’, that is, democracy “as a form of political system can develop
only in a certain class structure and in a certain social consciousness corresponding to
such a structure” (Kardelj, 1979, p. 281).

Consequently, within the framework of socialist self-management, the aim was to
formulate a cultural policy that would, in a polemic and “creative” deviation from the
traditions of bureaucratic and administrative management of culture in the countries of
“real socialism” to the European concept of public policies relying on the ideas of democ-
ratization of culture and cultural democracy, be harmonized with the whole of the socio-
political system whose declarative and structural goal represented the achievement of a
socialist democracy, that is, a “true” socialist society.

In elaborating of the idea of cultural policy of socialist self-management, Stevan
Majstorovi¢ went the furthest. For this author, culture is primarily an “interaction on the
personal, local, national and international plan’, which implies a “constant review of the
given conditions and framework of life”, and “hence, culture is not only a tool of thought
but also a tool of social and political change” (Majstorovi¢, 1978, p. 24).

The goal of cultural policy should not be to stimulate and regulate “quantitative
changes” instead of “really changing the position of man’, that is, creating conditions
“which enable man to creatively manifest and confirm in all forms of work and action, to
create history”, whereby culture becomes the “inner essence and sense of all social move-
ments” (Majstorovi¢, 1978, p. 32).

In this way, cultural policy must not be isolated from other areas of human knowledge
and action, nor is its subject an area isolated and independent of the rest of social movement.
Its true goal must be to lead to such a position of a man in a society “which enables his com-
prehensive personal and social confirmation’, i.e. “self-realization and socialization based on
human reciprocity” (Majstorovi¢, 1978, p. 34), whereby the “self-management perspective”
can be seen as “the organization of labor which would be culture in itself”, where “culture,
labor and society would be combined into one notion” (Majstorovi¢, 1978, pp. 91-92).
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In practice, this means that current ideas of democratization of culture and cultural
democracy should be replaced by “a socialist cultural democracy, based on the acting role
of working people and their collective creation of social and cultural forms”. Majstorovi¢,
in conclusion, states that self-management “does not have a special cultural program,
nor does it presuppose a particular understanding of culture”, which is why “the cultural
program of self-managing socialism is nothing but a program of development of self-
managing society and self-managing socialist democracy” (Majstorovi¢, 1978, pp. 92-93).

From the very beginning, culture had an important place in the project of Yugo-
slav self-management. Legitimizing itself as “originally socialist”, this project saw itself not
only within the concept of “its own path of socialism’”, but also as a possibility of achieving
a desirable form of socialist society (“true socialism”), and a powerful creative momentum
towards the transformation of social relations and the man himself, which was impossible
without significant transformations in the field of culture.”

Cultural policy was, at different stages and perceptions of the realization of the proj-
ect of socialist self-management, seen in different ways: as a regulatory and institutional
mechanism for managing the culture sector, as a practical (public) policy aimed at achiev-
ing recognized common (public) interests, as an (inter)systemic mechanism of integration
at various levels of the state and socio-political system and, finally, as an integral part of
the “program of development of self-managing society and self-managing socialist de-
mocracy’, whose “core” and sense is actually culture, that is, the construction of a new
value-concept system and the transformation of human society and man himself, with the
aim of his “liberation” and “self-realization”. The “failure” of the project of Yugoslav social-
ist self-management, whatever its causes, could in this sense be viewed not primarily as a
political or economic one, but as a failure in the field of culture.

With this understanding, the ideology of self-managing socialism was consistent
with the current tendencies, especially in the then western world, of re-examining the
so-called “traditional” social and cultural values and identities and pursuing sustainable
alternatives, with awareness of the “cultural” nature of the “crisis” which had to be over-
come, and the establishment of possible solutions. The potential exclusivity of the idea
of Yugoslav socialist self-management was that, being as it was and regardless of how its
results are evaluated,® it explicitly represented the official program at the level of the state
in which culture was by no means at the last place, detecting, through the unsurmountable
gap between the “ideal” and “reality’, both its capabilities and limitations.

7 The hegemony aspect, in a Gramsci sense, of the idea of “creating a new socialist culture” was
pointed out by Jakopovich (2012, p. 61).

8 Many contemporary authors pointed out this “exclusivity”, highlighting “the Yugoslav experiment
as a gold mine of experience”, from whose positive aspects and “errors and limitations” a lot can
be learned” (Jakopovich, 2012, p. 57). Also, “Yugoslavia was the only national economy legally
organized on the basis of self-management” (Flaherty, 1992, p. 99), “a lucid attempt at humanizing
labor and relations among people” (Mitrovi¢, 2016), “a lost paradigm” (Liotta, 2001, p. 1). The
critics of socialist self-management from the Left, who see it as “a bureaucratic state capitalism
adapted to the world market”, admit that “despite the collapse of that system’, it represented “the
continuation of at least minimal traditions of struggle, solidarity and self-organization” (Unkovski
Korica, 2015).
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