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The global economic crisis, as a culmination of the broader protracted 
degradation of capitalist society, marks the limits of the capitalist mode of 
production and  makes  it imperative to examine the preconditions for its 
overthrow.  Crucial in this regard are the changes that occur in the modern 
labour system and the relevant new possibilities for the radical change of all 
social relations. 
 
It is important to note that Marx linked the possibility of building a communist 
society to the development, through the movement of capitalism, of the social 
character of labour. As The Logic of History, the prominent work of  
V.A.Vazjulin, suggested, the social character of labour has been formed 
throughout the entire historical evolution of labour itself. In other words, the 
content and the direction of the historical evolution of labour consist in the 
initial emergence, formation and maturation  of its social character, which is 
equivalent to the  initial emergence, formation, and maturation of labour as a 
social transformative relation of man to nature.  
 
From this point of view, the transition to the communist society is defined as 
the completion  of the social character of labour formation and the transition to 
the state of mature labour, and also of mature social relations, of  mature 
society. More specifically, Vazjulin examines history as a process of the initial 
emergence of social-labour relations within the frame of natural bonds of 
humans with nature and with each other  (primitive community),  and then of 
the gradual transformation of these bonds by social-labour relations. This 
transformation (period of class societies) represents the process of society 
formation itself.  The completion of this  transformation, which involves 
socialist revolution,  leads to the maturation of social relations, and  the 
emergence of mature-communist society. In this light, communism is 
perceived not only as a transcendence of capitalism, but as a deep 
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transformation and lifting up (aufheben)  of all relations  inherited from the 
historical past (pre-class and class societies). 
 
 
 
Historical development of the social character of labour  
 
Taking the above view of history as a starting point, we should not forget that 
labour first emerges as an activity aimed at producing means of consumption 
in order to satisfy biological needs. As such, labour appears as production 
and  human relationships that develop within labour are determined by 
production (Vazjulin, 112-113). In the dominant type of social evolution, the 
movement of labour is determined by  the production of final products and by 
the specific relations of distribution-appropriation of these  products.  That is 
why, the driving force of the development of labour in social evolution consists 
in the interaction between the productive forces and the relations of 
production.  
 
Here we should  mention  that  this interaction is not given from the beginning 
in a ready-made form, neither is it repeated in the same way in all the 
historical modes of production. The starting point of the interaction between 
the  productive forces   and the relations of production was that of an 
immediate (but not absolute) identity between them.  The primitive 
community, through the natural bonds between its members, constituted a 
productive force.   Based on a natural division of labour (according to sex and 
age), it  acts productively upon nature as a unit, as a single force. In this case, 
what we can conventionally consider as a social character of labour is the 
unity of people as a bond of  bodies, of physical-muscular forces, which only 
together can tackle powerful nature.  Yet, productive forces and the relations 
of production (in their immediate identity) are mainly not productive (not 
created by production)  but natural forces and relations. 
 
The historical period of the formation of labour and society concerns the 
gradual destruction and transformation of the initial natural bonds of  men with 
nature and with each other, and the development of historical-labour/social 
relations par excellence,  a process which starts with the transition from 
primitive community to class society. To the extent that private ownership of 
the means of production emerges and develops, these means (as means 
created by labour) and the interconnected  relations of production (as 
historically emerged relations) begin  to differentiate themselves from natural 
productive forces and the initial natural relations and gradually transform 
them. Evidently, for a very long period, until the first stages of the industrial 
revolution, productive forces given mostly by nature (land, animals, human 
bodies), remain dominant within production, while the relations of production 
largely maintain elements of the initial natural unity among men.  
 
In all pre-capitalist societies, the dominant form of labour is manual, that is, 
labour carried out by the use of manual tools.  This means that labourers   
within the production process are fragmented based on the immediate 
connection of each individual manual worker with his manual tools.  The 
predominance of manual labour means that the use of each set of tools 
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depends on the individual worker, his physical constitution, strength, 
endurance  and efforts. In the case of manual labour the determining factor of  
labour activity is the workers’  physical-muscular  power and the mode 
(duration, intensity, speed, pace) of its use. In this case, a necessary element 
of the production process is the use of other natural  driving-forces such  as 
the power of animals, of water and air.  
 
In all societies  prior to industrial capitalism, the social character of labour 
appears as an aggregation of people in order to carry out particular labour 
tasks. This aggregation is determined by the specificity of the objects and 
means of labour.  Evidently, the concentration in one place of many manual 
workers and the establishment of simple forms of cooperation does not annul 
their fragmentation within the labour activity.  
 
With the emergence and development of the capitalist mode of production, 
and especially with the formation of the global capitalist system, based on the 
world market and the industrial division of labour, for the first time social-
historical human relations become dominant at a global scale. This leads to a 
significant acceleration of the  transformation process the initial natural 
relations are undergoing. In the dynamic movement  of the capitalist mode of 
production (especially after the transition to the production of the relative 
surplus value), all earlier productive forces are being widely transformed. 
Through the industrial revolution machinery as a means of labour produced by 
labour, as a technological application of accumulated scientific knowledge, is 
becoming  dominant within the system of production. Consequently, in 
property relations, it is the ownership of the means of production (instead of 
the ownership of the worker’s body or of the land), that is becoming crucial,   
while the owners of these means now represent the ruling class (Vazjulin, 
274).   
 
In capitalist society, the formation of the relations of production, as relations 
determined by production and not by natural bonds, has been mostly 
completed. Within human relations, it is  relations of production, as non 
natural but historical relations par excellence, that now prevail. At the same 
time, capitalist society is unable to fully transform the natural aspects of 
human relations inherited from the past. Capitalist relations of production are 
based on the exploitation  of labour power through the private ownership of 
the means of production. As far as the means of production represent an 
accumulated dead-past labour, objectified in them, within the capitalist mode 
of production the live  labour of wage workers is subordinated to the capital, 
i.e. to the dead-objectified labour. 
 
In capitalism, workers function as servants of the means of production, acting 
as the means necessary to accomplish the ultimate goal of capitalist 
economy, the production and accumulation of surplus value, i.e. of dead 
labour. Within capitalism, manual labour   is maintained and reproduced. The 
industrialized production system naturally limits the amount of manual labour, 
but at the same time it continues to presuppose it, at least in the form of the 
manual operation of machines. 
The specific subordination of live  labour to objectified labour (to fragmented 
means of labour) within the capitalist mode of production causes the 
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dependence of individuals as subjects of labour and as social beings  on 
alienated and uncontrollable, not yet mature, social relations. 
 
A characteristic feature of capitalist economy is the universal dominance of 
the market-money relations. Within and through  the market-money relations, 
every single production process combines with the others, what in 
contemporary conditions  acquires the form of a global system of productive 
interactions. At the same time the global domination of monopolistic 
capitalism  is connected with  the global market competition  among colossal 
economic powers, which generates the preservation and reproduction of the 
fragmentation among different productive forces and processes. 
 
In capitalism, labour as a process still remains fragmented and therefore 
relatively autonomous from the relations of production among people. Each 
individual process of labour can prove its social character and necessity only 
to the extent that its results, in the form of objectified dead-abstract labour,   
can be exchanged with another objectified amount of abstract labour. This 
means that the formation of the social character of labour has not yet been 
completed; within the system of production the natural elements of the 
productive forces inherited from the past have not yet been completely 
transformed.  
 
 
 
The suboptimal social character of labour and the main labour 
oppositions in the first socialist societies  
 
The completion of the formation of the social character of labour, and of 
society itself, as well as  the transition to the  stage of mature social relations 
are the strategic tasks of socialist revolution. The starting point of communist 
society is the establishment of the political power of the working class and the 
social ownership of the means of production.  The socialization of the means 
of production and their planned  development are feasible to the extent that, 
within capitalist economy, their  social character in the form of the 
mechanisation of production (in the scale of big industry and the production of 
machines by machines) has already developed. As Marx pointed out:  

 
Machinery, with a few exceptions … operates only by means of 
associated labour, or labour in common. Hence the co-operative 
character of the labour process is in this case a technical necessity 
dictated by the very nature of the instrument of labour (Marx, 1976, 
508). 

 
That is because machines can function  only  within a system and through     
planned-coordinated activities, in the scale of big production units (production 
lines, departments, factories, sectors). In addition to that, the invention, 
development and management of machines require the extensive and 
systematic use of science, which is associated with the broad improvement of 
intellectual labour and the intellectual potential of society. Scientific-intellectual 
labour is a predominantly social activity, based on the collective intellectual 
traditions and achievements of humanity (of present and past generations). 
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The industrial character of production involves the transformation of science 
into a direct force of production. The importance of the mechanisation of 
production for the establishment of a socialist society is also connected with 
the fact that, because of the  use of machines,  mass production of 
consumption means is becoming possible for the first time in history. Now  the 
quantity and quality of the entire  social product largely cease to depend on 
the limited physical forces of workers;  they are determined by the quality and 
quantity of the mechanized means of production. 
 
The first attempt  for  a  communist transformation of labour and society is 
connected  with the great historical event of the October Revolution. The 
creation of the USSR provided the necessary conditions for the victory of 
socialism in other countries and the emergence of the world socialist system. 
The establishment of socialist relations of production in these countries  
generated a fundamental development of productive forces, including 
humans, the main productive force, thus enabling   the fulfilment of the basic 
mass needs in a collaborative-comradely  way for the first time in history. 
 
However, a fundamental feature of the 20th-century socialism was the fact that  
the countries where it was established  were characterised by a low level of 
development of capitalist relations of production and the corresponding 
means of production (heavy industry). In these countries, pre-capitalist 
productive forces (means of production and types of labourers) remained 
largely dominant, while pre-capitalist social relations and forms of 
consciousness were quite widespread. In the most advanced socialist  
countries, the development of the material base achieved under socialist 
relations was, at best, at the level of the mechanized means of production (of 
the more or less developed heavy industry), with a highly significant amount 
of manual labour still necessary for their  operation in various sectors of the 
economy.  
 
The main characteristics of the first socialist societies, the contradictions that 
determined their evolution, are directly connected with the fact that communist 
relations of production were established  on a material  base  inherited from 
the past. This base  even in its most advanced version (mechanised 
production/heavy industry), was equivalent to that of developed capitalism but 
still suboptimal to one that is essential for communist society, i.e. to the highly 
automated  self-moving production, to the production of automated  means of 
production  by automated  means.  This highly automated production, at the 
level not only of separate production lines, departments, factories, but of 
economic sectors and of society in total, is the material base of the mature 
social character of labour (Vazjulin, 296).  
 
The consequence of this insufficiency of the  material base was the fact that 
the established socialist ownership of the means of production acquired the 
form  of state ownership, of the unification through the socialist state of the 
society’s separate productive forces. The contradiction between the 
established socialist/communist  relations of production and the still 
suboptimal/inadequate to them material base (productive forces) was the 
fundamental contradiction of the first socialist societies (Vazjulin, 295).   
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One of the most crucial aspects of the insufficiently developed social 
character of labour in the 20th-century socialism was the existence of a large 
amount of manual labour, i.e. the direct involvement of thousands of labourers 
in the production process, mainly as natural bodies and forces, necessary for 
the use of manual tools or for the operation of machines. In connection with 
that, the results of the socialist production  system, the quantity and quality of 
the total social product  depended largely (in some sectors decisively) on the 
physical efforts of manual labourers, on the intensity, the pace, the duration 
and the efficiency of using their physical-body powers. The insufficiently 
developed social character of labour was expressed in the fragmentation of 
labourers into relatively autonomous systems: “worker-manual tools”, “worker-
machine/machines”. This fragmentation significantly affected the system of 
socialist management/planning of the production forces and processes. 
   
The mechanization of production enabled the establishment of a 
comprehensive system of  planned management of production processes, 
involving the participation  of many common labourers in various 
administrative activities, concerning the discussion and formation of economic 
objectives and production plans, the introduction of technological innovations, 
the development of social infrastructure, etc. However, the great majority of 
labourers,  to the extent that they remained manual workers – immediate 
servants of the mechanised means of production – were able, at best, to 
understand and control the functioning of individual machines, of small 
production units, since they were unable   to have a comprehensive 
understanding and control over broader production processes. It was the 
separate stratum of intellectual labourers, various experts and specialists that 
possessed the scientific knowledge and qualifications necessary to design, 
organise and administrate the  production activities on a large scale  (at a 
level of departments, factories, economic sectors, or society as a whole).  
 
To the extent that for the planned management of socialist economy it was 
necessary to transcend  the immediacy of manual workers, i.e. to have a 
comprehensive knowledge of the system of production, a scientific 
understanding of the various  interactions among its parts, then the 
establishment of a hierarchical apparatus composed of experts and separate 
from  direct producers became  inevitable.  In addition to that, since in the first 
socialist countries a large number of labourers still constituted an immediate-
physical factor of production, the  planned management of the socialist 
economy had to manage manual workers themselves, i.e. it was responsible 
for the calculation, organization, coordination  and supervision of their  labour 
activities. This means that a large number of labourers were inevitably objects 
of administration: the government of man by man, which is the essence of the 
bureaucratic phenomenon, was inevitable.   
 
It should be underlined that bureaucratism  in the 20th-century socialism was 
an inevitable and, at the same time, contradictory phenomenon, since  
throughout its history the government of workers as immediate physical  
factors of production  remained inevitable as a necessary part of the overall 
management of the socialist production system. In other words, the 
development of the social character of labour at the level of its mechanization  
made it impossible for the first socialist societies to replace “the government 
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of persons” by just “the administration of things, and by the conduct of 
processes of production” (Engels, 186, 424).  
 
Generally speaking, no industrial socialist economy could function without a 
hierarchical system of management of the manual workers-direct producers. 
Therefore, administrative labour, as a set of activities of a particular stratum, 
separate from the other labourers (and thus a stratum with bureaucratic 
characteristics), was an organic part of the overall necessary social labour. 
Although the participation of common workers in the activities of socialist self-
administration was crucial for  advancing the socialist transformations,  
without the highly specialised and qualified   intellectual labour of a separate 
administrative stratum it was impossible to carry out the overall planned 
management of the society’s economic activity and development. This 
bureaucratic phenomenon was a consequence of the still remaining 
opposition between intellectual and manual labour, i.e. a consequence of the 
fact that the majority of the workers, because of their position in the system of 
production and of their labour skills, were unable to perform a highly qualified 
administrative labour, necessary for the function and development of an 
extremely complex industrialized production system.  
 
Consequently, it should be underlined that the idea of an immediate 
elimination of the bureaucratic phenomenon in the first socialist societies, of 
an immediate abolition of the government of man by man, was completely 
utopian in the conditions of the 20th century. The only possible way to address 
the problem was to halt or  restrict,  through the workers’  political 
mobilisation, the inherent parasitic tendencies of the bureaucratic 
administrative apparatus, to impose on it various forms of control by common 
workers, and to gradually transform the system of administration as well as 
the position of workers within the social division of labour,  and radically  
change the character of labour itself. Unfortunately the great progressive 
social changes that were carried out in the first socialist societies, in the given 
material conditions of the 20th century, were still very far from the promotion of 
labourers to a position that would allow them to be not objects of 
administration but the authentic-collective  administrators of economic and 
social processes.   
 
Concerning the specificity of the social character of labour in the 20th-century 
socialism one  should keep in mind that a number of factors were at play:  
manual labour was used extensively; as far as its qualitative  and quantitative 
characteristics were concerned, it depended   on a multitude of uncertain 
factors associated with the subjectivity of the worker; also the involvement in 
production system, especially in sectors such as agriculture, of natural forces 
and processes-not yet transformed by labour (soil, plant and animal 
organisms, climate). Given all the above, it was very difficult to have a precise 
planning for the functioning of the socialist means of production. The 
deficiencies of central planning undermined the proper functioning of the 
whole system of production, causing major imbalances in the production 
process, a significant waste of resources, shortages of goods, difficulties in 
fulfilling consumer needs, while leaving a wide space for the growth of a 
shadow economy.   
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As a result of the extensive use of  manual workers in the system of 
production there were significant imbalances among different production 
complexes, enterprises and sectors, concerning the intensity of labour efforts 
and the amount of live labour spent per unit of labour time. There were cases 
where the part of the social product destined for individual consumption was 
not still sufficient to fulfil the material needs of people at an optimum level of 
quality and at a maximum level of quantity (it is not in mechanized but in the 
automated production, where production in abundance of high quality goods 
can become stable); moreover, it wasn’t  possible to distribute that product 
according to individual needs. In these cases,  its distribution  inevitably 
depended on the labour each worker could offer  to society. Consequently 
wage  remained the dominant stimulus of labour activity.    
 
In first socialist countries commodity-money relations were inevitably 
maintained, to a large extent, because of the fragmentation  of live labour  in 
many, more or less, autonomous production complexes, and the distribution 
of the part of the social product destined for individual consumption, 
depending on the offered individual work. These relations were no longer 
capitalist since they operated under the social ownership of the means of 
production  and the general economic planning. They were subjected to the 
general administrative decisions and productive-distributive commands. The 
commodity-money relations complemented the socialist economy system of 
state-management, facilitating the flexible interconnection and coordination 
among a multitude of autonomous productive complexes and processes.   
 
At the same time,   the commodity-money relations constituted a contradictory 
phenomenon, since within these relations,  specific forms of alienation among 
the labourers were cultivated. What is more, the gradual expansion of  these 
relations toward a “market socialism” (what later became the main strategy) 
greatly facilitated the development of a shadow economy, which then started 
to penetrate into  the official-socialist economy, creating social forces with 
illegal wealth and  clear-cut counterrevolutionary interests. We should 
emphasize that the preservation in the 20th-century socialism of the 
commodity-money relations was inevitable. In the dominant, still inadequate 
for communism, material base (manual and mechanised means of 
production), their existence signified the inevitability of  the development of 
production relations which, although no longer  of capitalist character,  were 
opposed to those of communism. The overcoming of these relations could not 
be achieved (although attempted) through just voluntaristic   administrative 
actions. The realisation of such a goal depended on the overall development 
of socialist society, and primarily on the gradual transformation of the inherited 
material base, upon which social ownership of the means of production was 
established. 
 
The existence of  commodity-money relations and the provision of individual 
labour for the sake of wage signified the fact that, in the 20th-century 
socialism, social labour was distinguished and determined by specific 
oppositions. It is true that in these countries labourers-direct producers had 
achieved a tremendous improvement of their social position and living 
conditions. Relations of comradeship and solidarity developed among them, 
expressed in many different aspects of social life (these relations were largely 
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undermined by the reckless excessive growth of  the commodity-money 
relations in the 70s and 80s). However, despite the important social 
achievements oppositions between intellectual and manual, administrative 
and executive, pleasant, creative and monotonous, tiring, unhealthy   labour, 
i.e., the oppositions of the  oppressive division of labour, could not be 
overcome. The dominance of labour for the sake of wages meant that, for 
many labourers, their  labour-activity wasn’t an inner need but an external 
necessity; what they were interested  in was not labour itself but its results, 
the appropriation of a part of the social product, destined for  individual 
consumption. 
 
These oppositions of the still dominant   oppressive division of labour directly 
concerned the labourers themselves. They spontaneously gave birth to 
differences between the individual interests of many labourers  and the 
collective interest of socialist society, to specific antagonisms among them so 
that they could occupy a more favourable/privileged position in the social 
division of labour,  and appropriate the largest  possible  share from the social 
product, destined for individual consumption. These oppositions cultivated 
mentalities and attitudes alien and hostile to socialism, such as careerism, 
consumerism, conformism,  nepotism, moral duplicity etc. 
 
Quite significantly, socialist revolution, the abolition of exploitative classes  
and the establishment of socialist relations of  production do not lead 
automatically to a termination of the social antagonism among labourers for a 
better satisfaction of their biological and social needs, for a better position in 
the social division of labour, although it is diminished  significantly. This 
antagonism was inevitable within the material conditions of the 20th-century 
socialism:  as long as the above oppositions of the division of labour   and 
antagonism between labourers do exist, the  restoration of the class-
exploitative relations is also a possibility. 
 
 
 
Mature social labour and the essence of communism 
 
The overcoming of the above  oppositions is essentially connected with the 
completion of the formation of the social character of labour and the 
domination of mature labour. A crucial aspect of this prospect  is the 
completion of the automation of the means of production,  of the production 
system as a whole. This also implies a radical change in the labourers’ 
position and role, within the system of production, their liberation from direct 
involvement in production activities as a muscular/natural force, as operators 
of manual tools and servants of machines. The automation of production 
implies  the transformation of labourers into the authentic subjects of 
production, into the designers, managers and regulators of the means and 
processes of production. This equals to the appearance of a type of labouring 
man unprecedented  in history. As Marx put it:  
 

Labour no longer appears so much to be included within the 
production process; rather, the human being comes to relate more 
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as watchman and regulator to the production process itself (Marx, 
1973, 705).  
 
He steps to the side of the production process instead of being its 
chief actor. In this transformation, it is neither the direct human 
labour he himself performs, nor the time during which he works, but 
rather the appropriation of his own general productive power, his 
understanding of nature and his mastery over it by virtue of his 
presence as a social body – it is, in a word, the development of the 
social individual which appears as the great foundation-stone of 
production and of wealth (Marx, 1973, 705). 

 
At the stage of high automation of the means of production (production of 
automata by automata), the amount of labour  required for their use is 
minimized, while every kind of repetitive, stereotyped, mechanical work 
almost disappears.  At this stage, the opposition between physical and 
intellectual labour is eliminated. On the other hand, the ever-changing  
innovative activity for the design and development of the means and 
processes of production, i.e.  creative scientific activity, becomes dominant. In 
these conditions, when the necessary labour has become intellectual, 
scientific and managerial, creative par excellence, the difference between 
necessary labour time and free time is  rendered  insignificant. This is 
associated with the fact that the activity of human   intellect is not restricted to 
specific time frames; rather, it expands to all the moments that make up the 
life and action of the individual, and depends crucially on the degree to which 
all conditions of life are beneficial for the development of the personality. The 
activity of the intellect/consciousness is a universal activity of the personality, 
whose wealth is decisively determined by the wealth of social life.  
 
Within the highly automated production, the social ownership of the means of 
production becomes mature, while the produced goods cease to represent the 
output of fragmented systems “man-manual tools”, “man-machine”; therefore, 
the unit of labour-time, no longer embodies  different amounts of live labour of 
separate individuals or groups:  
 

direct labour as such ceases to be the basis of production, since, in 
one respect, it is transformed more into a supervisory and 
regulatory activity; but then also because the product ceases to be 
the product of isolated direct labour, and the combination of social 
activity appears, rather, as the producer (Marx, 1973, 709). 

 
In this case, concerning human participation in production (the subject of 
labour), when as a producer appears not a farrago  of fragmented direct, 
muscular/natural forces but the “combination of social activity”, then as a 
producer functions the humanity in its unity, the society as a totality.  
 
But how can humanity as a whole, as a united society represent a unified 
producer, a unified force of production? In the Grundrisse, Marx, referring to 
the mechanized means of labour, points out that  
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They are organs of the human brain, created by the human hand; 
the power of knowledge, objectified. The development of fixed 
capital indicates to what degree general social knowledge has 
become a direct force of production, and to what degree, hence, 
the conditions of the process of social life itself have come under 
the control of the general intellect and been transformed in 
accordance with it. (Marx, 1973, 706) 

 
The ability of society to represent a unified force of production is connected 
with the possession of what Marx calls “general productive power”, as 
“understanding of nature”,  “general social knowledge”, “general intellect”. It is 
the ability for the general-universal labour, i.e. for scientific research,  
knowledge and understanding of the world: 
 

universal labour is all scientific work, all discovery and invention. It 
is brought about partly by the cooperation of men now living, but 
partly also by building on earlier work. (Marx, 1981, 199) 

 
Society becomes a unified productive force in the capacity of the bearer of 
knowledge and the ability for scientific-intellectual activity, in the capacity of  
the bearer of social consciousness. Science as a direct productive force 
represents the predominant universal-collective productive force of humanity, 
the productive force of unified humanity. Scientific thinking and research is 
carried out through specific means, intellectual tools: language codes, 
aesthetic forms, concepts, categories, theories etc. Scientific knowledge, as 
the result of scientific labour, existing in the form of concepts and theories, 
may at the same time be in the possession of every human without ever being 
alienated from its  particular creators. The creations of intellectual/scientific 
labour represent the specific wealth that all people can possess together and 
each person separately.  
 
On the other hand, since language, concepts in general, is the universal 
treasury of accumulated human knowledge (empirical and scientific), the 
intellectual-scientific labour of every person, mediated by concepts, is an 
activity achieved through universal human means. When a person works 
intellectually, i.e. through concepts (scientific categories/theories), then the 
whole of humanity (all present and past generations as creators of languages,  
empirical and scientific knowledge) indirectly participates in his/her activity. 
Scientific knowledge, as a dominant component of the productive activity, as a 
dominant productive force of humanity, is at the same time a collective-
universal productive force, and also a force which can develop only in a 
comradely  social union of people.  Here, the link between the social 
productive force and the relations of production takes the form of a mature  
dialectical relationship par excellence, within which  each side is converted 
into the other: the relations of production, exactly as comradely social 
relations, become a productive force.  
 
Let us now examine more closely the communist relations of production as 
mature social appropriation  of the means of production. The relations of 
production in general, are relations of distribution and appropriation of the 
results of production. But in the case of highly automated production, humans 
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have to  appropriate means of production that can function only as a  unified-
organic  system. How can men appropriate such a system?  
 
For a long historical period until the present, the ownership of the means of 
production and the labour power that operates them has the form of their 
physical occupation and guarding.   Throughout this period appropriating 
something means imposing control over it (over raw materials, tools, facilities, 
the body of the labourer) as over an object. The appropriation of the means of 
production changes radically when it comes to automated means, which exist 
as unified global-scale  complexes, and therefore, they  can’t be put under the 
immediate physical control   of separate individuals or groups, without being 
destroyed  as means of production.  In the case of the automated means of 
production, the social character of labour reaches its maturity: their 
appropriation/“ownership”  is possible only in a collective form, only as a 
collective activity for the design, development and management of these 
means.  In this case, the individual can appropriate means of production, can 
make them his/her own means  only as a bearer of the necessary knowledge 
and intellectual abilities that  allow him/her to participate in collective scientific, 
intellectual, managerial labour.  
 
When the means of production are of a mature social character, their 
appropriation is intellectual par excellence, and is equivalent to the 
assimilation of the objectified in them social knowledge, to the usage of 
scientific knowledge   for the planning and organization of their function. Marx 
and Engels, referring to the appropriation of productive forces, “which have 
been developed to a totality and which only exist within a universal 
intercourse”, underline that  
 

The appropriation of these forces is itself nothing more than the 
development of the individual capacities corresponding to the 
material instruments of production. The appropriation of a totality of 
instruments of production is, for this very reason, the development 
of a totality of capacities in the individuals themselves. (Marx and 
Engels, 87) 

 
Therefore, the appropriation of automated means of production  equals to the 
scientific education and the multifaceted development of human creative 
capacities (Marx and Engels, 87). In this case, appropriation refers mostly not 
to the acquisition of the results  of production (of dead labour) but to human 
activity itself (to live labour),  which has intellectual, creative, educative 
character.   
 
In automated production, the social appropriation of the means of production 
becomes mature social appropriation par excellence. In this kind of 
appropriation, what becomes people’s “ownership” are the historically 
developed social intellectual abilities and forms of creative activity. This is a 
radical turning point in human history. Once labour has become a creative 
activity for people, a privileged field  for unfolding and cultivating their 
creativity, then the dominant element of human relations will be not the 
distribution of the results of production (although the distribution of these 
results, as a relation of production, will never cease to exist), but  the free 
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division of labour, the free change of labour activities  in accordance with 
individual abilities and cultural needs. In this case, labour will represent an 
activity for its own sake and a  paramount internal human need.  
Consequently, the main human relations will not be relations of production but  
labour relations,  the relations of the free sharing of labour 
processes/activities.  
 
In this condition, as Vazjulin notes, labour itself ceases to be labour, as we 
have know it in human history, and becomes culture. Respectively, labour 
relations become relations of culture, relations of peoples’ mutual multifaceted 
cultivation (Vazjulin, 307). Within these relations, the development of each 
individual personality is a prerequisite for the development of the social 
totality, while the wealth  of every individual in feelings, knowledge and 
abilities represents the authentic wealth of humanity.  
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