PSIR in 150 Days

Marxism

Orthodox Marxism

Historical Background
Let’s travel back to the early 20th century...

Marx had once predicted that revolution would
begin in the heart of capitalism—the most
industrialized countries, where the urban
proletariat (industrial working class) was most

developed.
But guess what? That’s not what happened!

Instead, the first big Marxist revolution happened
in Russia in 1917—a country that was not
industrially advanced, with a largely agrarian

economy and only a small urban proletariat.

This was the October Revolution, led by Lenin
and the Bolsheviks, and it marked the birth of

what we now call Orthodox Marxism.

What is Orthodox Marxism?

It's the rigid, party-dominated interpretation of

Marxism that emerged after the 1917 revolution.

* The Communist Party became the
unchallenged authority—not just a
representative of the working class, but its

sole voice.

* In 1919, they set up the Comintern—short for
Communist International—to spread
revolution across the world under centralised

Soviet leadership.

Spreading Orthodoxy

Orthodox Marxism wasn't just limited to Russia.

It spread globally:

* 1945: After WWII, Eastern Europe came under
Soviet influence—countries like Poland, East
Germany, Hungary, all adopted this Soviet-

style communism.
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e 1949: China had its communist revolution

under Mao, again in a largely rural society.

* 1959: Cuba became a communist country
under Fidel Castro, with support from

peasants and guerrilla fighters.

So, while Marx had imagined factory workers
rising in places like Germany or Britain, in
reality, revolutions happened in countries that

were:

v Mostly rural
v Had small, unsophisticated proletariats

v Relied heavily on centralised party control
Why is this important?

Because it shows a big deviation from Classical

Marxism:

Marx envisioned spontaneous working-class
revolution in capitalist societies.

But Orthodox Marxism imposed top-down
revolution through party control, even in non-

capitalist, non-industrial contexts.

The Essence

* Orthodox Marxism = Post-1917, party-led,

rigid version of Marxism

* Spread via Comintern, Soviet support, and

global revolutions

» Took root in agrarian, not industrial societies

—a major break from Marx’s theory

Key Differences from Marx

**Let's understand how Orthodox Marxism—
what came after Marx—**diverged from Marx’s

original ideas.

Marx had envisioned a bottom-up revolution:
Led by the working class

Based on class consciousness that would
develop naturally

Culminating in the withering away of the state
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But Orthodox Marxists—particularly Lenin and

Stalin—changed that script. Let’s see how:

1. Leadership and the Communist Elite

In Marx’s ideal world, revolution is a collective

uprising by the proletariat.
But in practice?

After the 1917 revolution, power shifted to a
small communist elite—Lenin, Stalin, and their

comrades. These leaders claimed:

"We understand ideology better than the workers
themselves. We will awaken their consciousness and

Quide the revolution.”

This was a major break from Marx, who never
wanted a ruling political elite to speak on behalf

of the proletariat.

2. Political Organisation: The Vanguard
Party

Here comes Lenin’s big idea:

Workers alone develop trade unionist
consciousness—they fight for wages, hours, and

conditions.

But to bring revolutionary consciousness, Lenin

said:

"We need a Vanguard Party—a tightly organized,

disciplined group to lead the revolution."
This led to the idea of democratic centralism:
* Decisions are made centrally by party leaders

» Everyone in the party must obey without

question
This gave efficiency—but also authoritarianism.

Rosa Luxemburg—a fierce Marxist herself—

wasn't happy.
She called this "substitutionalism':

* The party substitutes for the working class
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* The leader substitutes for the party

This undermines true proletarian control and
replaces it with top-down leadership—

something Marx never wanted.

3. Economic Management & Imperialism

Marx believed that capitalism would collapse

under its own contradictions.

But Orthodox Marxists saw capitalism finding a

way to survive—by expanding globally.
So they developed the Theory of Imperialism:

Capitalist powers expand into colonies and the
global south not just to get resources, but to
avoid internal crises like falling profits and

overproduction.

This extended the class struggle to a global level

—Dbetween capitalist nations and colonized ones.

In Summary: Key Differences from Marx

Feature Marx Orthodox Marxism
. Spontaneous, Led by Communist
Revolution . .
proletariat-led elite
. ] . Centralized figures
Leadership Collective action like Lenin, Stalin
Minimal or post-  Vanguard Party is
Party Role m . . gu' v
revolution essential
Stat Will with Strengthened as
ate T WIRETaway - central authority
Class ) Needs to be instilled
. Arises naturally .
Consciousness by elite
Not full Key t lainin
Imperialism oLy e}f o'exp, . g
developed capitalism’s survival

So, while Orthodox Marxists claimed to follow
Mary, in reality they made key strategic and
philosophical departures—often justified by

historical necessity, but controversial nonetheless.

Mao Zedong: Marx Meets Machiavelli

“Let a hundred flowers bloom, but keep your
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rifles ready.”
That, in spirit, is what Mao Zedong’s Marxism
was all about—a mix of Marx’s class struggle

and Machiavelli’s ruthless realism.

While Marx focused on the urban proletariat,
Mao looked at his own country—Ilargely

agrarian, feudal, and colonized—and asked:

“Where is the working class here?”
“Can we really wait for industrial capitalism to
develop?”

“What if peasants lead the revolution?”

Mao’s Dialectical Thinking: Two Types of
Contradictions
Mao was obsessed with dialectics—conflict and

contradiction drive history. But he made a crucial

distinction between two types of contradictions:
Antagonistic Contradictions
* These are conflicts that cannot be reconciled.

* Example: The struggle with the foreign
bourgeoisie, colonial powers, or feudal
landlords.

* These must end in revolution or destruction

—no negotiation.
Non-Antagonistic Contradictions

* These are differences that can be negotiated or

reformed.

» Example: Tensions with the national
(indigenous) bourgeoisie—some capitalists
within China who weren’t enemies of the

people but could be won over.

So while Marx focused mostly on antagonism,
Mao used dialectics flexibly to decide:
Whom to fight? Whom to persuade?

This gave his politics pragmatism and tactical

sharpness.
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Permanent Revolution and the Peasantry

Marx believed in a revolutionary climax—one

big transformation.

But Mao reimagined revolution as a permanent

process. He said:

“Revolution is not a dinner party. It's messy.

Ongoing. Violent if needed.”
And here’s the real game-changer:

Mao replaced the industrial proletariat with the

peasantry as the main revolutionary force.
Because in China:
* 90% of people were poor peasants.

* They faced feudal oppression, imperial

domination, and poverty.

* But they also had the numbers, the anger, and
the land hunger.

This gave birth to the concept of:

Revolution by encircling cities from the

countryside.

Rather than workers rising in urban centers, Mao

said:
* Start in the villages
* Build guerrilla warfare units

* Mobilize peasants through ideology and

action

* Slowly surround and capture the urban

strongholds
This was revolutionary strategy in action, not
just theory.
“Power Flows from the Barrel of a Gun”
No quote better sums up Mao than this.
It wasn’t just about voting or awareness. For him:

Revolution needed arms. Armed struggle was

essential.
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This philosophy of violent, peasant-led, guerrilla
warfare was immortalized in his Red Book—a
manual for revolutions across Asia, Africa, and

Latin America.
Mao’s ideas sparked:

e The Vietnamese Revolution under Ho Chi
Minh

¢ Naxalite movements in India

* Shining Path in Peru
Mao’s Marxism in Summary

Idea Mao’s Interpretation
Class struggle Peasants instead of proletariat

Contradictions Antagonistic vs. Non-antagonistic

Revolution Permanent, not one-time

Violence Justified and necessary

Strategy Guerrilla warfare, mass mobilization
Philosophy Pragmatic, flexible, dialectical

So in short—Mao localized Marxism. He asked:

“What does revolution look like in my country,

with my people, under my conditions?”

And then he built a model that blended Marx
with Machiavelli, theory with action, and

philosophy with power.

Mao vs Gandhi: A Tale of Two Leaders

Both Mao Zedong and Mahatma Gandhi lived in
the 20th century, a time when their nations—
China and India—were under foreign control,
riddled with poverty, and burdened by social
injustice.

But the paths they chose to fight oppression

couldn’t be more different.
Mao: “Power Flows from the Barrel of a Gun”

Mao believed in the necessity of violence. For

him:

Revolution isn’t polite. It's war. It’s struggle. It’s
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total transformation.
He adopted the idea that:
* The end justifies the means.

» If oppression is brutal, resistance must be

fiercer.

* Revolution must be a permanent, armed
struggle—led by the peasants, using guerrilla

warfare.
Mao’s ideology was deeply pragmatic and rooted
in:
* Dialectics — conflict is the engine of history.

* Class hatred — enemies of the people must be

destroyed.

* Red Book philosophy - rigid commitment to

revolution through force.
For Mao, violence was not unfortunate—it was
inevitable, even noble.
Gandhi: “An Eye for an Eye Makes the Whole
World Blind”

In contrast, Gandhi walked a radically different
path—one of non-violence (Ahimsa) and
Satyagraha, which literally means “holding onto
truth.”

For Gandhi:
* Moral force is greater than military force.

* True change comes not from fear or blood, but

from conscience.

* He believed:
“Violence belongs to the world of animals. We

are humans, guided by reason and soul.”
Gandhi's methods:
* Peaceful protests
 Civil disobedience
* Hunger strikes

» Transforming the oppressor by appealing to
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their humanity

He believed in reforming the system, not
destroying it, and wanted swaraj (self-rule) that

also meant self-restraint and self-discipline.

The Deeper Clash: Means vs Ends

Let’s look at the philosophical heart of this

contrast:
Idea Mao Gandhi

Violence is Non-violence is

Means .
justified sacred

Goal Revolution and Inner transformation

04 State Power and Swaraj
Mass Through armed Through moral

Mobilization struggle awakening

Human Conflictual, needs Spiritual, capable of

Nature control compassion
Authoritarian, top-  Participatory, from

Leadership . PR

down below

In Retrospect: What Did History Teach Us?

While Mao’s revolution overthrew the Chinese

elite, did it truly empower the masses?

. Millions died in the Cultural Revolution

and Great Leap Forward.

*  The people were liberated from
imperialism—but not from fear or state

control.

Gandhi’s path, on the other hand, inspired

global movements:
. Martin Luther King Jr. in America
*  Nelson Mandela in South Africa
. Dalai Lama and modern peace activists

And though India’s freedom did not solve all its
problems, it came with a moral victory—a

revolution of the spirit, not just the sword.

The Essence
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So when we look back today, the big question
isn’t just:
“Who won?”

But rather:

“Whose method led to true empowerment?”

And in that light, Gandhi’s non-violence stands
tall—as not just a tactic, but a testament to the

enduring power of dignity, truth, and restraint.

Orthodox Marxism: Relevance Today

1. Centralised Political Control in Authoritarian
Regimes

States like China, Russia, and North Korea
reflect the centralised, elite-driven governance

that evolved from Lenin’s vanguard party model.

2. Rise of Populist Strongmen

The trend of personality cults around leaders
(e.g., Putin, Xi Jinping, Erdogan) mirrors Rosa
Luxembourg's warning about substitutionalism
—where a leader substitutes the party, and the

party substitutes the proletariat.

3. Legacy of Revolutionary Violence

The revolutionary logic—*"violence as midwife
of change”—continues to inspire radical
movements, from Left-wing guerrilla groups
(e.g., Naxalites) to ideological insurgencies in

Latin America and Africa.

4. Communist Legacies and Their Crisis

The collapse of socialist states in the 1990s still
informs political transitions in countries like
Cuba or Vietnam, which now pursue hybrid
models—combining state control with market

liberalisation, testing Marxist theory in practice.

5. Democratic Centralism in Political Parties
Even in non-communist contexts, some parties
(like the Chinese Communist Party or
historically the CPI(M)) operate on democratic
centralism, where dissent is stifled once central

decisions are made.
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Neo Marxism

Neo-Marxism: Modern or Western Marxism

Now let’s move beyond the smoke and fire of
revolutions. Let’s travel to post-war Western
Europe, where intellectuals were not waving red

flags, but raising sharp questions.

This is where Neo-Marxism—also known as
Modern Marxism or Western Marxism—was

born.

But why did it emerge? Let’s break this down.

Why Neo-Marxism?

Neo-Marxism did not emerge from factories or
armed struggles like earlier revolutions.

It emerged from universities, cafés, and
philosophical journals—a quiet revolution of

thought, not guns.

And it rose from two key disillusionments:

The Failure of Marx’s Prediction
Karl Marx had a bold, confident prophecy:

“History is a class struggle. The workers will rise,
capitalism will collapse, and communism will be

born.”
But what happened?

 The proletariat did not revolt in Western

Europe.

 Instead of rising in rebellion, workers in places
like Germany, France, and Britain were
buying homes, going to schools, and watching
football.

Class struggle didn’t explain everything.
There were other powerful forces at play—

culture, media, identity, psychology, and more.
Neo-Marxists began asking:

“Is economic class the only thing that defines

oppression? What about ideology? Culture?
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Gender? Race?”

Disillusionment with the Bolshevik Model

Then came another shock: the Bolshevik
Revolution, led by Lenin and later Stalin, which
was supposed to be the dream of Marxism come

alive.
But instead:
* It became a nightmare of totalitarianism.

* People who criticized the government were
jailed or killed.

* There was no democracy, no freedom, only

fear.
Many thinkers in the West said:

“If this is Marxism in action, it's worse than
capitalism!”
So Neo-Marxists distanced themselves from the

Soviet model.

They wanted a Marxism that was human,

cultural, critical—not dogmatic or dictatorial.

So What Did Neo-Marxists Do?

They reimagined Marxism for the modern
world. Instead of just focusing on economic

class, they explored:

e Culture (Antonio Gramsci’s idea of cultural

hegemony)

¢ Media and consumerism (Frankfurt School:

Adorno, Horkheimer, Marcuse)
* Ideology (Louis Althusser)

* Race, gender, and identity (later Neo-Marxist

feminists and postcolonial thinkers)
They asked:

“Why do oppressed people often support the
very system that exploits them?”
“How does capitalism control not just our wallets

—but our minds?”
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This was Marxism with a psychological and

cultural twist.
In Essence

Traditional Marxism Neo-Marxism

Focus on economic Focus on class plus culture,
class ideology, media

Revolution through
violence

Change through critical thought
and awareness

Critical of both capitalism and
Soviet communism

Optimistic about
proletarian revolution

Simpler model of
oppression

Multidimensional oppression
(race, gender, identity, etc.)

Neo-Marxism isn’t about overthrowing the state
with rifles.

It's about unmasking the invisible chains—how
ideology, education, pop culture, and media
shape our reality, and stop us from even seeing

that we’re oppressed.

It's Marxism for the thinking world—for those
who want to understand not just who has power,
but how they convince others that they deserve
it.

Antonio Gramsci: Cultural Hegemony

We often imagine power as something visible:
soldiers with guns, kings with crowns, or
politicians making laws. But Antonio Gramsci,
the brilliant Italian Marxist, taught us something
deeper—the most powerful control is the one

you don’t even realize is happening,.

The Core Idea: Bourgeoisie Hegemony
Gramsci flipped the Marxist script. He said:

“The working class is not just held down by
economics or politics. It's held down by culture—
by ideas, values, and beliefs that are silently

imposed.”

He called this "bourgeoisie hegemony'—the

spiritual and cultural supremacy of the ruling

8 O @ eigetias

Political Theory

class.
And how does this hegemony work?

Not through violence.
Not through law.

But through civil society—that is:

e Media
¢ Churches
e Schools

¢ Trade Unions
e Art, literature, cinema

These institutions do not need to preach
inequality directly.

Instead, they normalize the worldview of the
elite.

They whisper, not shout.

A Subtle Kind of Control

Imagine you're growing up being told:

* "Hard work always leads to success."

» "The rich are rich because they are smarter."
¢ "Revolution is dangerous."

» "This is just how the world works."

These messages come not from government
memos—but from TV shows, textbooks,

sermons, even everyday conversations.

Over time, you don’t just obey the system—you

start believing in it.

That’s hegemony. It works best when it’s

invisible.

Politics vs Civil Society

Gramsci made a powerful distinction:

Political Society Civil Society

Police, military, courts Media, religion, education

Rules by force Rules by consent
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He argued: The real battle is not in parliaments or

prisons —but in people’s minds.

The ruling class maintains its dominance not by
constant repression, but by winning the hearts

and minds of the masses.

Revolution of the Mind

Gramsci didn’t believe in violent revolutions like

Marx or Lenin.

Instead, he called for a “war of position”—a

slow, steady cultural revolution.
» Empower the oppressed through education.

* Build counter-hegemony—alternative ideas,

art, media, and values.

 Challenge the dominant narrative in civil

society.

Because unless you free the mind, political

freedom is meaningless.

Why Is This So Relevant Today?

Even in modern democracies, we see Gramsci’s

ideas in action:

* Advertisements shaping how we define

success.

* News channels subtly favoring elite

narratives.

* Pop culture selling consumerism as

happiness.
Gramsci teaches us to question the “normal”—to
see how ideology hides in culture.
The Essence

"The most effective oppression is not when
people are forced to obey, but when they no

longer even think of rebelling."
That’s cultural hegemony.

Gramsci gave us a weapon—not a gun, but a
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lens.

Alens to see how power survives, not through
chains, but through consent, through beliefs
planted deep in society.

Area of Analysis: Culture and Ideas

Now listen carefully — Neo-Marxists are not just
looking at factories, machines, or class wars on
the streets. They’ve taken Marx’s lens and zoomed
into something deeper — culture and ideas. That's
right! In the post-capitalist and post-industrial
society, they realized: capitalism didn’t collapse —

instead, it evolved... it became smarter.

How? Through consumerism. Capitalism no
longer survives just by controlling production. It
survives by shaping what you want. What you
desire. What you dream of.

This is the birth of mass culture.

Think about it:

The advertisement industry doesn’t just sell a
product.

The media doesn’t just inform.

Technology doesn’t just connect.

They all work together to manufacture your
needs. They tell you what’s "cool", what's
"normal", what’s "successful”, and even what’s
"beautiful". You're not just buying a phone —
you're buying identity, status, belonging.

This is the heart of the Neo-Marxist critique. They
say:

“Hey! What used to be part of the superstructure

— like art, literature, fashion — has now turned

into a full-blown culture industry!”

And this culture industry is not neutral. It doesn’t
just reflect society — it shapes it. It quietly
maintains bourgeois dominance by spreading
values like competition, individualism,
consumerism. So even without a dictator or a

boss yelling at you, you voluntarily conform.
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So next time you feel a sudden urge to buy that
trending sneaker or upgrade your phone, pause
and ask — Is this my need? Or a need planted in me

by the culture industry?

That's the power Neo-Marxists are warning us
about.
It's not the chains on your body now — it’s the

chains on your mind.

The essence: Neo-Marxism opens our eyes to
how capitalism survives through culture, not
just through factories. It shifts the battle from the
economic base to the battlefield of beliefs and

ideas.

Herbert Marcuse: The One-Dimensional Man

Herbert Marcuse, often called the Father of the
New Left.

Marcuse looked around at the so-called modern,

democratic, capitalist society and said:
“Wait... something’s deeply wrong here.”

And he gave us a chilling concept—The One-

Dimensional Man.

Who is this one-dimensional man?

It's you, it’s me, it's anyone who blindly
consumes, works, buys, scrolls, without
questioning.

We become passive, conformist, like a herd of

sheep, unable to think beyond what we’re told.

Now, here’s Marcuse’s big claim:

Capitalism creates false needs.

Not food, water, shelter. But branded clothes,
latest phones, shiny cars — things we think we
need, but are actually ways to trap us in endless

consumption.

So what happens?
We think we're free — we vote, we shop, we

have choices. But Marcuse calls this:

“ Authoritarianism without terror.”
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No guns, no dictators — just soft control through

culture, entertainment, and consumerism.

He goes further. He says the working class has
now been absorbed. They’'ve become property
owners, beneficiaries of the welfare state. They
don’t want to revolt anymore — they want
comfort.

So where’s hope?

Marcuse turns to the "great refuse' — the
outsiders, the radicals, the marginalized:

Minorities, aborigines, the radical intelligentsia
— people not fully integrated into this system.
They are still free thinkers. They still feel the
injustice. They still might resist.

He also critiques the work culture of capitalism:
We're made to work more than necessary, and
what does that lead to?

Physical harm,

Environmental destruction,

Wasteful production,

and a deadened spirit.

Even our leisure becomes controlled — we
"relax" by consuming more: Netflix, Instagram,

shopping.

The Essence:

Marcuse warns us that capitalism has colonized
our minds, not just our markets.

We are losing the capacity to think critically, to
dream differently, to imagine alternatives.

And unless we awaken from this illusion of
freedom, we risk becoming nothing more than

well-behaved, well-fed, well-entertained slaves.
So class, ask yourselves:

Are you a one-dimensional man?

Or can you still imagine another world?

Mark Horkheimer: Negative Dialectics

People scroll through reels... binge-watch
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shows... swipe left, swipe right... but how many
actually engage?
How many debate, question, or challenge the

world around them?

This is where Mark Horkheimer steps in.

A brilliant mind from the Frankfurt School,
Horkheimer wasn’t just warning us about the
economy or politics—he was warning us about

our minds.

And he gave us a haunting concept: Negative

Dialectics.
Now, what does that mean?

In simple terms, it's about resisting passive
acceptance.

Most people, he observed, become intellectually
inactive—not because they’re dumb, but because

they’re made to be passive consumers.

Instead of engaging with each other...
Instead of questioning the news, the
government, the system...

Instead of thinking dialectically—that is,

balancing opposing ideas to search for truth...

We do something else entirely:

We sit, we watch, we absorb.

We don’t talk to each other, we talk at each other,
or worse, not at all.

We consume cultural content like fast food—

easy, addictive, and empty.

TV, cinema, advertising, even social media—they

all do one thing:

Turn active minds into passive spectators.

And when the mind shuts off, what follows?

Political passivity.

No protest. No participation. No power.
You see, Horkheimer is saying:
A society that no longer thinks, no longer changes.

He’s not just criticizing entertainment—he’s
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warning that culture has become a cage.

A shiny, comfortable, algorithm-fed cage.
So here’s the real question he wants us to ask:

Are you intellectually active, or are you just

reacting to what pops up on your feed?
Do you debate, or do you just consume?

Because if you're not thinking... someone else is

thinking for you.

That is the warning behind Negative Dialectics
A call to wake up, to think, and to reclaim the
power of engagement before we all sink into the

soft silence of passive consumption.

Jurgen Habermas: Manipulated Public Sphere

There was a time when people gathered in town
halls, coffee houses, and public squares—not just
to talk, but to debate, to reason, to challenge
authority.

This space—open, rational, and critical—was
what Jurgen Habermas called the liberal public
sphere.

And what was its power?

It allowed public opinion to emerge from
rational dialogue.

It was democracy in action—not just voting once
in five years, but people constantly shaping

society through discussion and discourse.
But now, fast forward to today...

Instead of people speaking to each other, who
speaks the loudest?

The media. The corporations. The influencers.

The algorithms.

And Habermas calls this the manipulated public
sphere.

He’s heartbroken—not just angry, but genuinely

lamenting the decline of what once empowered
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citizens.
He says we no longer form opinions based on

logic, dialogue, or shared reasoning...

No. Now we are fed opinions—carefully crafted
by media houses, PR agencies, and marketing

experts.

Public opinion has become a product, not a

process.
Habermas warns:

The public sphere has been colonized.

By media domination.

By capitalist interests.

By those who want to shape how we think—

without us even realizing it.

So instead of thoughtful debates in a vibrant

democracy, what do we have?

Sound bites.
Viral trends.
Emotional manipulation.

Misinformation wrapped in entertainment.

This is the new normal—and Habermas is

ringing the alarm bell.
So what’s the takeaway, dear class?

Are we thinking, or are we just being told what to
think?

Do we still have rational dialogue, or are we
drowning in noise?

Because if the public sphere dies, so does

democracy.

Habermas isn’t just theorizing—he’s pleading

with us:

Reclaim the space.
Talk. Debate. Listen.
Make public opinion something we create—not

something we’re manipulated into accepting.

That's Habermas—a thinker fighting for the soul

of democracy in the age of media.
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Louis Althusser: Structuralist Marxism

Now imagine Marxism is a puzzle.
And for the longest time, we thought only one
piece—the economy—was the key to

understanding history.

But then walks in Louis Althusser, bold and
sharp, and he says—

“Wait. That’s too simplistic. History is not a

straight line. It's a complex web.”

He’s part of what we call Structuralist Marxism

—and he starts shifting our gaze.

First, he introduces what’s called a multicultural
analysis—this means we need to understand
different levels of society:

the economy,

the ideas,

the institutions,

the culture...
And here comes his big point:
The economic factor is overdetermined.

Now that’s a tough term, but stay with me. What

does overdetermined mean?

It means: no single factor—not even the
economy—can fully explain the course of

history.

Instead, history is shaped by many interacting
structures—economic, political, ideological, and
cultural.

Each of them matters. Each of them conditions

the others.
Now comes the real twist.

Let’s talk about the Russian Revolution—
classical Marxism says revolution comes from the

base (that is, the economy).
But what does Althusser say?
"Nope. The revolution in Russia began not from

the base, but from the superstructure—the state,
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the ideology, the politics."

This challenges classical Marxist notions—and

it’s powerful.

Because if revolution can begin outside the
economy...

Then change can begin in schools, in media, in
religion, in culture—anywhere ideas are formed

and contested.

That's why Althusser says we need to study how
ideology works, and how people are trained to

accept the system they live in.
So, to wrap it up:
Louis Althusser taught us that:

 History is overdetermined—there’s no single

cause.

* The superstructure has power—it can drive

revolution.

e  Marxism must evolve to understand culture,
ideology, and institutions, not just production

and class.

He gave Marxism a new lens, and made it fit for
understanding the modern, messy, multi-layered

world we live in.

So next time you ask why change isn’t happening
—it’s not just the economy.
Look around. Look deeper. It's the whole

structure.

That’s Althusser. That's structuralist brilliance.

Neo-Marxism: Relevance Today

1. Cultural Hegemony in Media & Advertising
Gramsci’s concept of bourgeoisie hegemony is
highly relevant in today’s world where corporate
media, social platforms, and influencer culture
shape public opinion, normalize inequality, and
manufacture consent through ideological

dominance.
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2. Manipulated Public Opinion

Habermas’s idea of media-dominated public
sphere is evident in how social media
algorithms, fake news, and clickbait drive
discourse, diluting reasoned debate and replacing
rational public opinion with media

manipulation.

3. Consumerism and False Needs

Marcuse’s critique of "One Dimensional Man"
fits today’s hyper-consumerist society. People are
shaped by false needs—constant upgrades, fast
fashion, etc.—creating environmentally and

socially unsustainable lifestyles.

4. Intellectual Passivity and Entertainment
Culture

Horkheimer’s warning about people sitting
passively before cultural content is reflected in
the rise of binge-watching, TikTok reels, and
passive media consumption, leading to political

apathy and a decline in collective mobilization.

5. Rebellion from Marginalised Voices
Marcuse’s “Great Refuse” finds new form in
anti-caste movements, Black and Indigenous
resistance, and intersectional feminism—groups
not integrated into the dominant capitalist

structure but leading calls for transformation.

6. Multicultural Analysis

Althusser’s superstructure-focused critique
helps in analyzing revolutions and social change
in places like Iran, Hong Kong, or Latin
America, where culture and identity—not just

economics—fuel upheaval.
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14. Discuss in what sense Marx's understanding
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PYQ (It includes Orthodox Marxism, Neo

Marxism and Marxist theory of State)

of state can be considered as materialistic.
2013, 15

1. Marxism is a political theory of action
demanding strict compliance with its core 15. Comment on: that the anatomy of this civil
principles. Comment. 2024, 15 society, however, has to be sought in political
economy (Marx). 2006, 20
2. Marx’s concept of ‘alienation’ is an essential Y
part of the reality in capitalism. Explain. 2021, 16. The history of all hitherto existing society is
15 the history of class struggle (Karl Marx).
Comment. 2003, 60.
3. Examine the Marxist conception of class
struggle. 2020, 15 17. Discuss the relationship between base and
4. What s the contemporary relevance of superstructure in Marxist theory. 2015, 15
Marxism? 2019. 15 18. What is meant by ‘relative autonomy’ of State
in Marxist analysis? 2012, 20
5. What is meant by ‘relative autonomy’ of State Y
in Marxist analysis? 2012, 20 19. Evaluate Mark's instrumentalist approach to
the State, 2010, 30
6. Evaluate Mark's instrumentalist approach to
the State. 2010, 30 20. Critically examine Marxist theory of the state
with reference to the dictatorship of the
7. The root of politics, according to Marx, does letariat. 2001 60 P
roletariat. y
not lie in the state; it lies in the social 3
conditions underlying this institution, that is, 21. Comment on: State is a march of God on the
in the material conditions of life as reflected Earth (Hegel). 2000, 20
through the mode of production. Comment. 22. Discuss in what sense Marx's understanding
2005, 60 of state can be considered as materialistic.
8. Critically examine Marxist theory of the state 2013, 15
with reference to the dictatorship of the
proletariat. 2001, 60
9. Comment on: State is a march of God on the
Earth (Hegel). 2000, 20
10. Critically examine the Marxian theory of
social stratification. 2004, 60
11. Differentiate between Freedom and Liberty.
Discus's Marx's notion of freedom. 2017, 15
12. Examine in detail Marx's prescription for
ending alienation and reaching the stage of
dealienation. 2009, 60
13. Explain Mar.x 's understanding of Human

Essence and Alienation. 2016, 15.
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