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Organizational Hegemony: Rethinking Gramscian 

Power Analysis in Light of Bogdanov’s Tektology1 

Örsan Şenalp 

ABSTRACT: This text explores the profound intellectual relationship between An-

tonio Gramsci and Alexander Bogdanov, two pivotal figures of 20th-century Marx-

ism whose legacies have historically been viewed as parallel but independent. Re-

cent discoveries, most notably Gramsci’s 1920s Italian translation of Bogdanov’s sci-

ence fiction novel Red Star, conclusively prove that Gramsci directly and deeply en-

gaged with Bogdanov’s ideas during a critical phase of his own theoretical develop-

ment even though explicit references are missing. Central to the text is the recon-

struction of Gramscian hegemony through Bogdanov’s Tektology (Universal Organ-

izational Science). ‘Organization’ is identified as the primary point of convergence. 

By integrating Gramsci’s power analysis with Bogdanov’s systemic insights—which 

pioneered the ‘systems paradigm’, the text proposes a new framework: Organiza-

tional Hegemony. This synthesis offers a sophisticated methodology for analyzing 

the complex, data-driven power structures of contemporary neoliberal globalization 

and provides a renewed foundation for revolutionary socialist strategy. 

KEYWORDS: Bogdanov, Gramsci, tektology, organization, hegemony, Marxist 

systems analysis. 

 
1. This text first appeared in Italian as the third part of Bogdanov, Gramsci e l’Altra Ri-

voluzione (2025), co-authored with Noemi Ghetti and Andreas Iacarella whose respec-

tive contributions provided a biographical background, an account of the discovery of 

the Red Star translation, and a closer examination of the main convergence between 

the two legacies—namely, the idea and practice of proletarian culture, party schools, 

and Proletkult. The original text was titled ‘Verso un’egemonia organizattiva: Ripen-

sare l’analisi del potere di Gramsci alla luce della Tectologia di Bogdanov’. The current 

version contains some small updates and changes. I would like to thank Ghetti, Ia-

carella—to whom I am also indebted for the Italian translation of the text—and Don-

zelli’s editors, who played the most important role in bringing the text to life; as well as 

Moritz Beitelschmidt, John Biggart, Craig Brandist, Tommaso Fattori, Joost Kircz, Illia 

Kononov, Ernesto Longobardi, Kees van der Pijl, Giulia Rispoli, and David Rowley, who 

made vital contributions with their invaluable feedback. I would also like to thank Ge-

rald Midgley, Federica Russo, and Huub Dijstelbloem, my advisors in the doctoral re-

search on Bogdanov’s legacy that I continue at the ILLC at the University of Amster-

dam; and to the Centre for Systems Studies at the University of Hull, where I am a 

visiting researcher, for their support and contributions. 
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Introduction: New findings, new sources, new readings 

The relationship between Gramsci and Bogdanov carries significant po-

tential for the reconstruction of Marxist theory and the renewal of rev-

olutionary political praxis. In particular Marxist analysis of socio-polit-

ical-economic systems could gain from a synthesis of the two perspec-

tives combining a view on organizational structures (and infrastruc-

tures) with the bottom-up approach of the critique of socio-cultural he-

gemonies. The fact that Gramsci translated Red Star (hereafter RS), 

written by Bogdanov and considered the first example of Bolshevik sci-

ence fiction, into Italian was first noted by Righi (Righi 2011).2 However, 

it was Ghetti’s work that first addressed this finding from a broader 

perspective (Ghetti 2016). Thus, the existence of a direct relationship 

between two key figures of 20th-century Marxism was established, and 

the debate, ongoing since the 1970s, has been elevated to a new stage. 

Until now, the possibility of a direct relationship between the two fig-

ures remained at the level of hypothesis. The basis for this hypothesis 

was the striking similarities in the theoretical and practical approaches 

developed by Bogdanov and Gramsci, particularly regarding the role of 

culture and ideology in the context of the proletarian-socialist revolu-

tion. 

The most striking similarity between the two legacies was evident in 

the significant convergence of Gramsci’s ideas on proletarian cultural 

hegemony with those of Bogdanov in the post-1920 period. In addition, 

it is known that Gramsci founded the Italian branch of the Proletarian 

Cultural and Educational Organization (Proletkult) in 1921–22, which 

had been established in Saint Petersburg a week before the October 

Revolution. Despite these connections, Gramsci’s failure to explicitly 

cite Bogdanov, one of the founders and main theorists of Proletkult, and 

the fact that only one of Bogdanov’s articles (published in two parts on 

9 and 27 October 1921) appeared in L’Ordine Nuovo (hereafter ON) 

raised significant questions. Although Righi argued in a recent article 

that the reason for Gramsci’s “neglect” of Bogdanov could not be Lenin’s 

opposition to him (Righi 2019), as we shall see below, new findings 

demonstrate that this claim is not accurate. 

While no concrete evidence of a direct relationship between them had 

yet been found, researchers agreed that Gramsci’s ideas likely devel-

 
2. Since Bogdanov’s second novel, Engineer Menni, serves as a prequel, there is general 

agreement that the novel translated by Gramsci is Red Star, where the main story un-

folds. 
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oped independently but in parallel with Bogdanov’s (Riechers 1970, So-

chor 1981, Guzzone 2023). This situation changed with the discovery of 

the RS translation and the realization that Gramsci was aware of 

Lenin’s opposition to Bogdanov. We now understand that Gramsci, be-

cause of Lenin’s attitude, which is most clearly and harshly expressed 

in Materialism and Empirio-Criticism (hereafter M&E), took a great 

political risk by translating this work together with Yuilia Schucht, who 

would later become the mother of his children, and attempting to smug-

gle the text out of Russia for publication in Italy (Ghetti 2016). 

Although the Gramsci-Schucht-translation has not yet seen the light 

of day, thanks to this project, whose existence we know with certainty, 

we can now affirmatively answer questions such as “Did Gramsci know 

about Bogdanov?” or “Had he read Bogdanov’s writings?” Therefore, it 

is no longer tenable to think that Gramsci overlooked Bogdanov. The 

fact that the only book Gramsci translated into Italian during his visit 

to Russia—a visit highly pivotal to his theoretical and political develop-

ment—was Bogdanov’s novel, at a time when the letter was under in-

tense critical attack and arrested on charges of anti-party and anti-rev-

olutionary activities, demonstrates the depth of the Italian revolution-

ary’s interest in his Russian counterpart. This situation necessitates a 

better understanding of Gramsci’s stance. To this end, answering ques-

tions such as the following is crucial: When and how did Gramsci’s in-

terest in Bogdanov’s ideas begin? Which of Bogdanov’s works did he 

read, and to what extent did he adopt them? On what points did Gram-

sci converge with or diverge from Bogdanov regarding the philosophical 

foundations of Marxism and the understanding of science? 

A detailed examination of the convergences and divergences between 

these two key figures in Marxist theory and practice is inherently valu-

able, as it points to possibilities for transcending the East-West or Or-

thodox-Heterodox Marxism distinctions. Indeed, authors such as Sochor 

(1988) and Stokes (1996) have evaluated Bogdanov’s legacy as a precur-

sor to the “critical” and “cultural” approaches prominent in ‘Western 

Marxism,’ rooted in revolutionary Russian Marxism. 

Moreover, for the contemporary reconstruction of Marxism and rev-

olutionary strategy, understanding the nature of the direct relationship 

between Bogdanov and Gramsci will yield even more significant out-

comes. This potential is tied to Bogdanov’s recognition today as the first 

systematic forerunner of the “systems paradigm.” This paradigm, sig-

naling a revolutionary transformation in modern science, is linked not 
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only to fields such as cybernetics, systems theory, and complexity sci-

ence but also to various intellectual movements that emerged in the first 

half of the 20th century, including structuralism and functionalism, 

phenomenology, Gestalt theory, operations research, game theory, and 

information theory, as expressions of the evolving nature of science (von 

Bertalanffy 1951, Blauberg et al. 1977). While Bogdanov’s legacy was 

cursed and forgotten in the Soviet Union, this new scientific under-

standing he pioneered took concrete form particularly in Western Eu-

rope and the United States. With the post-war implementation of these 

new approaches, technologies such as computers, guided missiles, sat-

ellite and communication systems, artificial intelligence, genetics, and 

robotics became widespread. Integrated systems such as transnational 

corporations, global production chains, and global financial architec-

ture, built upon these technologies, have increasingly brought about the 

radical transformation of social formations on a global scale. These rev-

olutionary transformations have inevitably had significant impacts on 

‘reel’ and democratic socialism practices and Marxist theory (see, for ex-

ample, Gerovitch 2002 and 2008, Eden 2014). Bogdanov’s rediscovery in 

the Soviet Union from the 1950s onward emerged in parallel with these 

developments (Susiluoto 1982, Biggart et al. 1998). Today, the Russian 

revolutionary’s most important work, universal organizational science 

or tektology, is increasingly recognized as the first systematic forerun-

ner of this new scientific paradigm (Rispoli 2012 and 2015, Şenalp and 

Midgley 2023). 

Thus, the primary significance of the RS translation lies in demon-

strating that Gramsci directly engaged with ideas that pioneered this 

new scientific paradigm. Riechers, the first to critique Gramsci from a 

left-communist perspective and compare their legacies, argued that 

Gramsci’s theories of hegemony and the party constituted an abstract 

“systems theory” inspired by Bogdanov’s organizational theory 

(Riechers 1970). Other researchers have also noted that Bogdanov’s sys-

temic ideas—particularly regarding hegemony, the state, and civil soci-

ety—were transmitted to Gramsci through Bukharin, who was signifi-

cantly influenced by Bogdanov (Buci-Glucksmann 1975, Cohen 1975, 

McNally 2008). Bogdanov’s new vision of science, conceived as the “sci-

ence of practice,” formed the foundation of the RS; in its prequel, Bog-

danov’s second novel Engineer Menni, this science was clearly outlined 

in broad strokes (Bogdanov 1984). This situation prompts us to consider 

and investigate the potential direct influence of Bogdanov’s pioneering 

ideas on Gramsci, considering the repressive effects of Lenin and Stalin. 
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This line of thought leads to the idea that, by reversing Riechers’ ap-

proach, Bogdanov’s organizational science could be utilized when apply-

ing Gramsci’s theory of hegemony to the analysis of today’s increasingly 

complex power structures. 

The complexity of both figures’ political experiences, the controver-

sial nature of their legacies within the left, and the possibility that 

Gramsci may have consciously concealed Bogdanov’s influence make it 

challenging to uncover the details and scope of this relationship. How-

ever, today, thanks to developments such as the progress made in the 

MEGA (Marx-Engels-Gesamtausgabe) project, the new national critical 

edition of Gramsci’s writings (Epistolario dell'Edizione nazionale degli 

scritti di Gramsci), and the translation of Bogdanov’s fundamental 

works into English (Alexander Bogdanov Library), it has become possi-

ble for the first time to conduct collective work in this direction. These 

developments have, on the one hand, led to an expanding literature with 

new findings, as seen in the works of Ghetti (2016, 2022, 2025), Sclocco 

(2021), Ghetti and Iacarella (2021), Iacarella (2025) and, on the other 

hand, facilitated the systematic examination of similarities between 

Gramsci and Bogdanov’s writings on science, philosophy, and method-

ology, as in Guzzone’s (2023) study. Therefore, this text should be read 

as a call to re-evaluate, deepen, and advance the discussions initiated 

by scholars who have previously worked on Gramsci and Bogdanov, 

while proposing some directions for future research and theorization. 

We believe that in the coming years, the legacies of these two revolu-

tionaries, when re-examined in a comparative framework with the in-

tellectual contributions of Marx and Engels, will mutually enrich one 

another and make significant contributions to humanity’s struggle for 

emancipation and the building of a new world.  

The assumption of a direct relationship 

Whether there was direct theoretical interaction between Gramsci and 

Bogdanov has remained a controversial topic for many years, albeit 

within a limited circle. According to the commonly accepted view, the 

intellectual and practical legacies of the two thinkers developed in par-

allel but independently of each other (Riechers 1970, Sochor 1981, Guz-

zone 2023). The information that Gramsci, together with Yuilia 

Schucht, translated one of Bogdanov’s novels, likely RS, was first men-

tioned in a footnote by Righi, one of the editors of Epistolario (Volumes 

1–2) (Righi 2011, 1018, footnote 63). Following Righi, Brandist, a year 

later, also in a footnote, acknowledged learning of this finding through 

Alessandro Carlucci and referenced Gramsci’s possible translation of RS 
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(Brandist 2012, 39, footnote 5). Although Brandist promised to address 

this topic in detail later, his book published three years later, which also 

examined the relationship between Gramsci and Bogdanov more 

closely, did not revisit the translation. Instead, he noted that he and 

Peter Thomas were preparing a chronology focusing on Gramsci’s time 

in Russia (Brandist 2015, 9, footnote 32). This study is currently being 

prepared for publication. 

Ghetti’s book was the first to thoroughly explore the findings high-

lighted by Righi (Ghetti 2016). To better assess the significance and im-

plications of these findings, Ghetti situated the issue within a multi-

layered historical context. This context was shaped by Italian politics, 

the founding of the PCd’I, the rise of fascism, and leadership struggles; 

on the other hand, developments within the USSR, the CPSU, and the 

Comintern, as well as debates surrounding Proletkult and post-revolu-

tionary cultural policy. Within this historical context, Ghetti drew at-

tention to the complex and close relationship between Gramsci and the 

Schucht sisters. Specifically, Gramsci’s romantic relationships with 

Yuilia and Eugenia (and later his bond with Tatiana); the fact that the 

sisters’ father, Apollon, was Lenin’s childhood friend; the Schucht fam-

ily’s unbroken ties with Lenin during their exile in Geneva and Italy; 

Eugenia’s role as Krupskaya’s (Lenin’s wife) secretary at the time she 

met Gramsci; and, finally, Yuilia’s active involvement in the party after 

1925 collectively create a strong impression that Gramsci could not have 

been unaware of the Lenin-Bogdanov conflict. Thus, Ghetti’s work was 

the first to establish a profound connection between the writings of 

Gramsci and Bogdanov. 

In contrast, Righi, in a 2019 article, argued—based on the fact that 

ON published only two of Bogdanov’s articles (actually one article in two 

parts), implying that Gramsci may not have attributed much im-

portance to Bogdanov despite the translation—that Gramsci’s “neglect” 

of Bogdanov could not be explained by the Lenin-Bogdanov conflict. 

Righi supported this view by citing Togliatti’s testament, in which Tog-

liatti stated that Lenin’s M&E existed in very few copies at the time and 

was almost unknown in Italy. Relying on Togliatti’s statement, Righi 

concluded that Gramsci was unaware of Lenin’s criticisms of Bogdanov 

(Righi 2019, 142, footnote 37). However, as Ghetti’s work also indicated, 

Gramsci’s firsthand connections suggest that it was entirely possible for 

him to have obtained information on this critical issue through other 

channels. 
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Two years after Righi’s paper, Sclocco reiterated Riechers’ 1970 ar-

gument, demonstrating that Gramsci must have been aware of Lenin’s 

book and its contents (Sclocco 2021). Riechers stated: “Lenin’s critique 

of Bogdanov in Materialism and Empiriocriticism was known in its 

broad outlines among the leadership of the Italian Communists by early 

1924 at the latest” and even claimed that this knowledge could be traced 

back to 1921 (Riechers 1970, 141). Sclocco revisited Riechers’ claim and 

the sources provided as evidence in greater detail, revealing how Bor-

diga used Lenin’s M&E in his polemics against Gramsci in 1924–25. The 

documents highlighted by Sclocco conclusively show that Bordiga, in 

criticizing Gramsci, relied on Lenin’s book and its critique of Bogdanov 

(Bordiga 1924a-b, 1925). According to Bordiga, Gramsci’s understand-

ing of Marxism, much like Bogdanov’s, exhibited a tendency toward sub-

jective idealist “deviation.” Riechers echoed this critique of Gramsci 

based on Bordiga’s argument. We will return to this polemic between 

Gramsci and Bordiga below. 

Sclocco’s work and the counterargument she revisited strongly sup-

ported the perspective put forward by Ghetti. However, the final piece 

of evidence in this debate was provided by Iacarella’s finding while this 

text was being completed. This latest finding stems from an article pub-

lished on January 10, 1920 issue of ON edited by Gramsci himself, 

which provides details about the history of Lenin’s struggle against Bog-

danov. The article’s author, Charles Rappoport, a French-Russian 

Marxist who knew Lenin during the formative years of Bolshevism, re-

ported that Lenin, to protect the “purity” of doctrine and tactics against 

Lunacharsky, Bogdanov, and their associates, was compelled to “become 

a philosopher” at the age of forty and wrote M&E. Rappoport conveyed 

this struggle, a testament to Lenin’s extraordinary resolve, with the fol-

lowing words: 

A group of his followers (Lunacharsky, Bogdanov, etc.) attempted a philo-

sophical reconciliation between Marxism and the naturalist and empiricist 

theories of the Austrian philosopher Mach. Lenin sensed a danger to the pu-

rity of doctrine and, above all, of tactics, and at the age of forty, immersed 

himself in the study of philosophy and wrote a critical book to vehemently 

denounce the philosophical ‘deviation’ of his old friends. Those who know the 

difficulties of philosophical studies can appreciate this trait of Lenin’s char-

acter—becoming a philosopher to safeguard the theoretical cohesion of his 

Party. (Rappoport 1920, 263) 

Thus, it has been definitively proven that Gramsci was aware of the 

conflict between Lenin and Bogdanov by early 1920 at the latest. The 
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emergence of the RS translation reveals that Gramsci, during his visit 

to the Soviet Union, which was a crucial leap forward for him both po-

litically and theoretically, did not hold back from translating Bogdanov's 

novel into Italian. It is evident that Gramsci took up this translation 

within two to three months of arriving in Russia (Ghetti 2016, Wu Ming-

2 2019). Gramsci’s decision to translate a popular novel by Bogdanov—

whom Lenin fiercely opposed and fought against—rather than choosing 

one of the theorists known for their adherence to the “doctrinal purity” 

of Russian Marxism, such as Lenin, Plekhanov, Zinoviev, Bukharin, or 

Trotsky, is an act of no small significance—especially considering that 

the Russian revolutionary was under intense attack orchestrated by 

Lenin himself and in a period marked by extremely tense political con-

ditions. 

Despite this, the fact that Gramsci, after 1920, particularly in the 

context of his Marxist readings in the Notebooks, never referenced ei-

ther Lenin’s M&E stands out as a critical question (Omodeo 2020). 

Sclocco centered her study on the question of why Gramsci never re-

ferred to Lenin’s book and attempted to provide an answer (Sclocco 

2021).3 In our view, this crucial question should be considered alongside 

the second question of why Gramsci, under extremely tense circum-

stances, took a great political risk in translating Bogdanov but did not 

refer to him anywhere—except for a single bibliographical note refer-

ring to both of them simultaneously. In the following sections, we focus 

on the issue of Lenin’s opposition to Bogdanov, which we believe pro-

vides answers to both these interconnected questions.  

Lenin’s Curse 

Unfortunately, there are very few studies that systematically address 

the relationship between the ideas and actions of Bogdanov and Gram-

sci. Lenin’s stance against Bogdanov and the strategic struggle he 

waged against him have clearly been significant factors in the limited 

interest in this topic.4 As Sochor noted: “It would not be an exaggeration 

 
3. It must be noted that Sclocco has re-evaluated some of the conclusions she reached in 

this work, which was based on her master’s thesis, during her PhD research (Sclocco 

2024), and made some radical changes in her reading of Gramsci’s position vis-à-vis 

Lenin and his M&E. We will touch upon these changes in Sclocco’s reading below.     

4. Although Hecker’s 1934 article appears to be the first published on Bogdanov in a lan-

guage other than Russian, Bogdanov’s rediscovery outside Russia began in the late 

1950s (Utechin 1958) and gained momentum with Grille’s 1966 study published in Ger-

many. From this point onward, numerous studies have addressed the Lenin-Bogdanov 

confrontation, detailing their mutual opposition. Notable works in this regard include 

the articles by Yassour (1967, 1981), Bailes (1967), Ballestrem (1969), Haupt and Scher-

rer (1978), Scherrer (1979), and Biggart (1981), as well as the books by Sochor (1988) 
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to say that Leninism was shaped, at least in part, by the struggle 

against Bogdanovism” (Sochor 1988, p. 17). In particular, Lenin’s M&E, 

first published in 1909, played a central role in the context of the lead-

ership conflict that erupted in 1908 between Lenin and Bogdanov, along 

with figures such as Gorky, Lunacharsky, and Bazarov, over the general 

strategy the RSDLP would pursue after 1905 (Lenin 1909, Bakhurst 

2018, White 2019). Lenin’s first and only book on Marxism was a prod-

uct of this struggle, as described by Rappoport in an article published in 

the January 1920 issue of ON, cited above. Indeed, this book, especially 

after its second edition in 1920, effectively embedded opposition to Bog-

danov within the foundations of the new Soviet regime. 

The impact of M&E on Bogdanov's legacy was decisive due to Lenin's 

growing political power after the October Revolution. The intensity of 

this power increased alongside the ideological and political hegemony of 

Leninism,5 which spread in an “unequal and combined” manner 

throughout Russia and internationally. Lenin's practice of establishing 

hegemony, supported by instruments of violence but operating on the 

basis of consent production through various ideological instruments, 

clearly inspired some of Gramsci's ideas in his Prison Notebooks (Bran-

dist 2015, Omodeo 2020). The process of Bolshevization that Gramsci 

was forced to endorse after 1924 can be seen as a strategy to transform 

the hegemony of Leninism, which had spread beyond Russia, into the 

main and “pure doctrine” of the socialist revolution to be carried out 

worldwide through the Third International (Comintern), designed as a 

world party. 

This process began with the October Revolution and gained momen-

tum by 1920, while Lenin was still active. Lenin outlined the main con-

tours of his vision for establishing the hegemony of his doctrine in his 

pamphlet Left-Wing Communism: An Infantile Disorder, published in 

Russian in June 1920 and distributed in German, French, and English 

at the Comintern’s Second Congress held in Petrograd and Moscow in 

July–August of that year (Lenin, 1920b). The theses advanced in this 

 
and White (2001, 2018, and 2019). For a more comprehensive bibliography, see 

https://monoskop.org/Alexander_Bogdanov. 

5.   Leninist historians and theorists generally argue that Leninism was established after 

Lenin’s death in 1924 as a specific interpretation of Marxism and the dominant official 

ideology of the Soviet Union (see i.e. Freyberg and Kobakhidze 2024). However, we can 

assert that Leninism is essentially the strategic and political line that dates to the Bols-

hevik-Menshevik split, was decisive within the RSDLP, and at times shifted direction 

radically, existing since the founding of the RSDLP. It is undoubtedly the case that 

what happened after the 1917 Revolution was this line ’s increasing tendency to estab-

lish dominance over Marxism in general. 
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pamphlet largely formed the basis for the decisions taken at the con-

gress. Lenin’s theses were grounded in the central idea that the Soviet 

model and the Bolshevik tactics shaped under his leadership—although 

emerging within the specific conditions of Russia—had acquired inter-

national significance following the October Revolution. Thus, Lenin ar-

gued that these elements should serve as a model for revolutionary 

Marxist parties in other countries. Lenin’s defense for his theses was 

embodied in the historical struggle against the strategies and tactics of 

“right” (such as opportunists, reformists, economists, and social-chau-

vinists, whom he associated with the Socialist Revolutionaries and Men-

sheviks) and “left” (such as left-Bolsheviks and anarchists) groups that 

the Bolsheviks confronted within Russia. However, the primary target 

was the “left communists” who criticized the October Revolution and the 

Bolsheviks from the left within the new Comintern. In the Russian con-

text, since these groups, according to Lenin, corresponded to the left-

Bolsheviks—who prompted Lenin to write M&E—this specific example, 

though not dominant in terms of volume, constituted the substantive 

center of the pamphlet. 

Therefore, it cannot be considered a coincidence that the second edi-

tion of M&E was released less than a month after the conference. For 

this new edition, Lenin had Nevsky prepare an introductory essay at-

tacking Bogdanov.6 This edition also included a very brief preface, writ-

ten by Lenin himself. The short preface by Lenin, dated 2 September, 

clearly emphasizes that the book directly targets Bogdanov and it gives 

away the fact that Nevsky’s introduction was indeed an assignment in-

structed by himself:  

With the exception of a few corrections in the text, the present edition does 

not differ from the previous one. I hope that, regardless of the dispute with 

the Russian ‘Machians,’ it will prove useful as an aid to an acquaintance with 

the philosophy of Marxism, dialectical materialism, as well as with the phil-

osophical conclusions from the recent discoveries in natural science. As for 

A. A. Bogdanov’s latest works, which I have had no opportunity to examine, 

the appended article by Comrade V. I. Nevsky gives the necessary infor-

mation. Comrade V. I. Nevsky, not only in his work as a propagandist in 

general, but also as an active worker in the Party school in particular, has 

had ample opportunity to convince himself that under the guise of ‘proletar-

ian culture’ A. A. Bogdanov is imparting bourgeois and reactionary views. 

(Lenin 1920a)  

 
6. Nevsky’s insufficient text was not included in later editions of the book (White 2019). 
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In a sense, with this new edition of the book that prominently fore-

grounded his opposition to Bogdanov, Lenin lay out the philosophical 

foundations of the general strategy he had articulated a month earlier 

in Left-Wing Communism and his struggle against the left-Bolsheviks. 

Thus, he effectively declared that his interpretation of Marxism would 

be the foundational ideology of the Soviet revolution. A year later, in 

1921, following the outbreak of workers' uprisings, the banning of fac-

tions within the party, which were generally outside the opposition, laid 

the groundwork for Leninism to become the sole legal ideology within 

the Soviet Union. The consolidation of Stalinism after 1928 would find 

its legitimacy in this book, which was written against Bogdanov (Stalin 

1924 and 1939). 

Just before the rise of Lenin as the leader of Russian Revolution, the 

failure of the Second International’s planned final congress in 1914 and 

its dissolution in 1916 left Marxist orthodoxy without a champion. The 

most significant factor shaping Russia’s objective conditions was the 

civil war that followed the revolution and the intervention by central 

capitalist powers, fearing the spread of the revolution. In this context, 

particularly due to the failure of anticipated revolutions in Europe, 

Lenin positioned himself as the leader who inherited the orphaned ban-

ner of orthodoxy from the “deviant” leaders of the Second International, 

who had betrayed Marx and Engels by implementing their ideas. Thus, 

what was termed the “New Orthodoxy” was built upon Lenin’s interpre-

tation of Marxism, seen as the most accurate and faithful representa-

tion of Marx and Engels’ thought, enabling the revolution. This allowed 

Lenin to establish himself not only as the leader of Russian Marxism 

but also of global Marxism. Indeed, it is clear that the theses articulated 

in Left-Wing Communism are pointed in this direction. From 1917 to 

late 1923, all of Lenin’s steps were taken toward building his political 

and ideological hegemony. At the end of this process, it was claimed—

perhaps not by Lenin himself, but by those closest to him—that Lenin-

ism was the sole ideology not only of the USSR state, but also of the 

international socialist and communist movement.7 

 
7. The most striking manifestation of this can be seen in the speech Zinoviev gave to the 

Petrograd Soviet on the assassination attempt on Lenin. Here is a passage from the 

opening of this speech: “Comrades! It goes without saying, that in this hall there is not 

one single man who does not know, in general or in particular, who Lenin is. Every 

worker has heard of Lenin, knows that this is a titanic figure in the history of the world 

labour movement. Everyone is so much accustomed to the word ‘Lenin’, that he does not 

stop to think what, after all, he has done for the international and Russian labour mo-

vement. Every proletarian knows that Lenin is the leader, Lenin is the apostle of world 

Communism” (Zinoviev 1918).      
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Between 1917 and 1920, Bogdanov’s interpretation of Marxism posed 

a significant challenge to the establishment of Lenin’s political and ide-

ological hegemony. This interpretation, which Lenin disparagingly 

called “Bogdanovshchina,” emerged from the pen and practice of Bolshe-

vism’s leading figure—considered by some its second leader—between 

1903 and 1909 (White 2018, Le Blanc 2021). Lenin won the first round 

of his struggle against Bogdanov’s Marxist practice, which began in late 

1907, securing Bogdanov’s expulsion first from the editorial board of 

Proletary, then from the Bolshevik Center, and later from the party 

leadership by 1910. Bogdanov's radical and revolutionary interpretation 

of Marxism was one that Lenin did not approve of, and it emerged as 

the strongest alternative to the interpretation formulated by Plekhanov, 

the most important theorist of the Menshevik faction, whom Lenin 

clearly regarded as his teacher in terms of Marxist philosophy (Sochor 

1988, Kononov 2025). Although Bogdanov abandoned political militancy 

in 1913 to dedicate himself to proletarian culture and science, his ideas 

did not lose their influence on revolutionary intellectuals and worker 

leaders during this period (Biggart 1981, White 2019). On the contrary, 

especially after the October Revolution, this influence grew through 

Proletkult (Sochor 1988, Mally 1990). His widely published books, like 

RS and the first Marxist political economy textbooks (A Short Course of 

Economic Science and Course on Political Economy), earned Bogdanov 

widespread and enduring recognition among revolutionary intellectuals 

(Lecourt 1978, Strada 1994).8 

In the context of Lenin’s efforts to transform his policies into an in-

ternational revolutionary strategy and dominant ideology, parallel to 

the Second Congress of the Comintern, the Proletkult leadership, with 

the participation of some Comintern members, held a meeting on Au-

gust 12. This meeting resulted in the establishment of the temporary 

international bureau of Kultintern, envisioned as Proletkult’s interna-

tional superstructure (Biggart 2016). This development signified the 

 
8. As an irony of history, despite Lenin, the red star, together with the sickle and hammer 

representing Leninism, became one of the most important symbols of the world ’s revo-

lutionary Marxist movements, parties, and socialist-communist states. Although the 

story of its emergence remains unclear, the widespread adoption of the symbol can be 

traced back to its official selection as the emblem of the Red Army on October 4, 1918. 

According to Soboleva, the emblem was designed by Vladimir Vasilievich Denisov (So-

boleva 2008). The Red Army’s decision came shortly after the second edition of Bogda-

nov’s novel was published in much larger numbers. Later, on November 29, 1923, the 

official publication of the Red Army began to be published under the name “Red Star.” 

In this way, the symbol, which had not been widely used until 1918, entered the collec-

tive memory and spread throughout the world. 
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reentry of Bogdanov’s vision and ideas into international circulation, 

which was unacceptable from the perspective of Lenin’s hegemonic 

strategy. Consequently, it became necessary to sever Bogdanov from 

Proletkult and create an unbridgeable chasm between these two Marx-

ist interpretations at the core of Bolshevism. 

Indeed, Lenin’s final major move against Bogdanov was to remove 

him from the Proletkult leadership (Sochor 1988, Mally 1990, White 

2019). With the new 1920 edition of M&E, Lenin aimed to suppress Bog-

danov’s interpretation of Marxism, which he perceived as a threat to his 

ideological authority, while this move also paved the way for Bogdanov’s 

removal from Proletkult. The note added to Lenin’s preface by the pub-

lishing house to the later editions that were published during the Sta-

linist era clearly documents the impact of Lenin's campaign on Bog-

danov and his activities within the framework of Proletkult:  

After the October Socialist Revolution Bogdanov and his fellow-thinkers 

adopted the so-called Proletarian Cultural-educational Organizations (Pro-

letkult) as the field of their activities. With the aid of this convenient ros-

trum, they began actively to propagate anti-Marxist views, virtually denied 

the importance of the cultural inheritance of the past, and endeavored “by 

laboratory methods” divorced from life to create a culture for the proletariat, 

counterposing the latter to the rest of the working people and above all to 

the peasantry. Lenin waged a consistent struggle against the separatism 

and sectarianism of Proletkult and against the anti-Marxist views of its ide-

ologists. In 1920, the Central Committee of the Party adopted a special de-

cision on the subordination of Proletkult activities to the People’s Commis-

sariat for Education. In the 1920s, Proletkult organizations began to decline, 

and in 1932 they ceased to exist.” (Lenin 1920a) 

As mentioned above, this was a step toward establishing the “doctrinal 

purity” required for “unity” both domestically and internationally amid 

the civil war and foreign interventions following the October Revolution. 

In practice, this reflected the need for Lenin’s views to establish hegem-

ony over the entirety of Russian Marxism for the Bolsheviks to secure 

hegemony over the state and bureaucracy. In this context, the most ef-

fective and widespread media outlets, along with secret services, law 

enforcement agencies, and semi-official bodies, were engaged in interre-

lated struggles to establish control over the state apparatus and society. 

Meanwhile, the Comintern served as a lever to extend the hegemony 

being consolidated domestically to the international socialist movement. 

Thus, the gradual establishment of Leninism's hegemony within the 

USSR and the establishment of Bolshevism's hegemony within the 
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Comintern, which was identified with Lenin's views, became a closely 

interlinked mechanism. 

Through this, Lenin’s opposition to Bogdanov, as part of his broader 

strategy, permeated the new communist parties and movements estab-

lished in other countries. In subsequent years, prominent Marxist lead-

ers and theorists outside the USSR evaluated Bogdanov based on the 

portrait drawn by Lenin in M&E. Ironically, Lenin’s opposition to Bog-

danov, whom he implied—without naming—represented the left ten-

dency within Bolshevism in Left-Wing Communism, even influenced the 

left-communist leaders who were the primary targets of the pamphlet’s 

critiques.9 Figures like Pannekoek and Korsch did not hesitate to assert 

Lenin’s correctness against Bogdanov, despite having read almost none 

of his texts (Pannekoek 1938, Korsch 1923 and 1938). 

The most striking and direct reflection of this from Gramsci’s per-

spective was that Bordiga, a key figure in left communism and leader of 

the PCd’I, criticized Gramsci, who succeeded him after his arrest by the 

Fascist regime, based on M&E. Although Lenin, in his pamphlet Left 

Communism, likened the anti-parliamentarist attitude of the Italian 

left communists to the “oztvotism” that Bogadanov claimed to have led 

in the post-1907 period, Bordiga, in a 1925 article based on Lenin's book, 

would imply that Gramsci, like Bogdanov, tended to deviate from Marx-

ism.10 The tragic statement cited by Sclocco, delivered by Bordiga at a 

conference in February 1924 following Lenin’s death, clearly prove that 

his 1925 criticism of Gramsci was grounded in Lenin’s M&E: 

At a certain point in the complex history of the Russian Marxist movement, 

a school emerges, led by the philosopher Bogdanov, which seeks to revise the 

Marxist materialist and dialectical conception to provide the workers’ move-

ment with a philosophical foundation of an idealistic and almost mystical 

character. This school aims to make Marxists acknowledge the supposed sur-

passing of materialist and scientific philosophy by modern neo-idealistic 

philosophical schools. Lenin responded decisively to this in a work (Materi-

alism and Empiriocriticism), unfortunately little translated and little 

known, which appeared in Russian in 1908. In this work, Lenin critiques 

ancient and modern idealistic philosophical systems, defends the conception 

 
9. Especially after the German and English editions of M&E were published in 1927. 

10. “Gracious […] the Ordine Nuovo’s admission that Leninism is a complete conception 

of the world and not merely of the process of the proletarian revolution. Very well, but 

how can this be reconciled with the adherence of the Ordine Nuovo leaders to idealist 

philosophy, to a conception of the world characteristic not of Marx and Lenin but of the 

neo-Hegelians and Benedetto Croce? […] Lenin wrote fundamental works against the 

supposed communism based on idealism […] but Ordine Nuovo persists undeterred in 

employing Croce” (Bordiga 1925, quoted in Sclocco 2021). 
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of dialectical realism of Marx and Engels, and finally demonstrates how 

modern idealistic schools are an expression of a recent mindset of the bour-

geois class. Lenin establishes, in a way that leaves no further doubt for us, 

that ‘there cannot be a socialist and proletarian doctrine on spiritualist, ide-

alistic, mystical, or moral bases.’ (Bordiga 1924a) 

What makes Bordiga’s statements tragic is that Bogdanov’s interpreta-

tion of Marxism was far from being philosophical, idealistic, or mystical. 

On the contrary, as we will reiterate in the final section, developments 

in the scientific field in the 1950s proved that Bogdanov made one of the 

most significant contributions to successfully grounding the revolution-

ary ideas of Marx and Engels on a scientific basis, extending beyond 

philosophy (see Rowley’s introduction to Bogdanov 2025). Nevertheless, 

Bordiga, Pannekoek (1938), Korsch (1923 and 1938), and later, for ex-

ample, influential leaders and theorists like Mao (1964) and Althusser 

(1968a, b), saw no issue in voicing these criticisms without reading Bog-

danov’s texts and relying entirely on Lenin’s book. 

As a first step toward breaking the influence of Bogdanov’s ideas and 

establishing his own ideological dominance over all alternative interpre-

tations of Marxism, Lenin, after Plekhanov’s death in 1918, rehabili-

tated Plekhanov—who had adopted a “social chauvinist” stance during 

the war and openly opposed the revolution and Bolshevism after Octo-

ber 1917—as the “Father of Russian Marxism.” After taking the steps 

listed above, Lenin also ensured that important publications such as 

Pravda served to consolidate his political power. By 1922, the magazine 

Pod Znamenem Marksizma (Under the Banner of Marxism) was 

launched with the same aim in the ideological sphere. Lenin entrusted 

Trotsky, who was ideologically submissive to him, with announcing the 

journal’s aims and objectives in its first issue.11 In a letter to the jour-

 
11. Trotsky’s recognition of Lenin’s superiority in the fields of ideology and theory came 

after the October Revolution of 1917. Prior to that, Trotsky adopted a neutral position 

in the Lenin–Bogdanov confrontation. For example, figures such as Luxemburg, Plek-

hanov, and Kautsky, when they were invited in 1909 and 1911 to party schools organi-

zed in Capri and Bologna, Italy, by Bogdanov, Gorky, Lunacharsky, Bazarov, and others 

gathered around the Vpered journal, did not attend these schools because of Lenin’s 

oppositional stance toward Bogdanov (in the context of factional struggles within the 

Bolshevik Center), whereas Trotsky’s participation in the Bologna school and his teac-

hing there are significant. Moreover, despite being aware of Lenin’s hostility toward 

Bogdanov, Trotsky’s approval of the adoption of an emblem inspired by the widely read 

and bestselling novel Red Star, which appeared in a new edition in 1918, as the symbol 

of the Red Army is highly meaningful. Indeed, it is inconceivable that such a decision 

could have been taken without the consent of Trotsky, who was at the head of the Red 

Army. In our view, a study of the Trotsky–Bogdanov relationship—previously not 
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nal’s editor, Trotsky listed the enemies that the new generation of Marx-

ists should combat, including the “empirio-criticism” school (repre-

sented by Bogdanov) that Lenin frequently criticized (Trotsky 1922). 

The journal’s first editor was Ter-Vaganyan, known for his loyalty to 

Lenin and the true strategic line of the journal was articulated by Lenin 

himself in the third issue, published in March, in an article titled “On 

the Significance of Militant Materialism” (Lenin 1922a).12   

During Gramsci’s time in Moscow between 1922 and 1924, he is be-

lieved to have read this journal (Sclocco 2021 and 2024, Guzzone 2023). 

In 1923, when Bogdanov was arrested on charges of opposing the revo-

lution and the party, he was questioned by an interrogator about why 

the “Workers’ Truth” group followed his ideas. Bogdanov responded: 

Allow me to remind you of my situation over the past three years. I have 

been subjected to not dozens, but probably hundreds of attacks, both from 

influential individuals and powerful circles. These attacks appeared in offi-

cial documents, public speeches, newspaper and magazine articles, and even 

entire books. I once said that Under the Banner of Marxism was published 

half against me. One of the journal’s closest contributors, Sh.M. Dvolaytsky, 

corrected me: ‘Not half, but entirely.’ My attempts to respond were not pub-

lished, and responding to everything was unthinkable anyway. A toxic, hos-

tile atmosphere was created around me... This was the only thing that made 

the emergence of my cause possible. And this atmosphere provided it with 

material—pushing the necessary people toward ‘Bogdanovism.’ (Bogdanov 

1923a) 

In the September 1923 issue of Under the Banner of Marxism—when 

Lenin was not yet completely incapacitated—the journal’s editor, Ter-

Vaganyan, under the pseudonym “Materialist,” published a book re-

view. The review discussed two books published that year, one in Mos-

cow and the other in Ukraine: I. Lenin and G. Plekhanov Against A. 

Bogdanov and G.V. Plekhanov Against Bogdanov: Three Articles (Ter-

Vaganyan 1923). These books emphatically underscored the opposition 

of Lenin, the theoretical favorite son of Russian Marxism, and Plek-

hanov, its father, to Bogdanov. This so-called book review, penned by 

 
examined in detail and therefore remaining in the shadows—would also shed new light 

on the Lenin–Trotsky relationship. 

12. The title of Lenin’s article clearly refers to Plekhanov’s three-part text entitled ‘Mili-

tant Materialism: A Reply to Bogdanov,’ published between 1908 and 1910. Plekhanov 

wrote these articles in response to Bogdanov’s text ‘Open Letter to Plekhanov,’ publis-

hed in 1907. This extremely important polemic on the philosophical foundations of 

Marxism took place in parallel with the struggle to determine the post-1905 party 

(RSDLP) strategy. 
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the journal’s editor and containing heavy accusations against Bogdanov, 

coincided with his arrest on September 8, 1923.13 

The intense anti-Bogdanov campaign, which Gramsci must have wit-

nessed during his time in Moscow, and the subsequent arrest became a 

definitive seal on Bogdanov’s legacy. After Lenin’s death, Under the 

Banner of Marxism became a battleground for the struggle over Lenin-

ism among figures like Zinoviev, Kamenev, Bukharin, Trotsky, and Sta-

lin. By 1928, it came fully under Stalin’s control. The journal ceased 

publication in 1944, having lost its purpose, and no trace remained of 

the political strategy that had defined Leninism. However, Lenin’s op-

position to Bogdanov became an inseparable part of the official Soviet 

ideology, ossified as Marxism-Leninism.14 

Shadow of Stalin 

It is well known that Stalin assimilated and modified Marxism and Len-

inism while constructing his personal dictatorship. In this process, Sta-

lin relied on Lenin’s anti-Bogdanov texts not only to eliminate promi-

nent rivals like Bukharin, who was known to be influenced by Bog-

danov’s ideas, but also Bogdanov’s followers like Bazarov and Groman, 

who played active roles in high-level bureaucratic management by de-

veloping and applying Bogdanov’s ideas to economic planning. M&E 

was naturally the most significant among these texts. In his ‘famous’ 

text summarizing his interpretation of Marxism-Leninism (Hist-Mat 

and Dia-Mat) and recounting the history of Bolshevism, Stalin, follow-

ing in the footsteps of Plekhanov and Lenin, branded Bogdanov as one 

of the leading opponents of Marxism, alongside Dühring and Bernstein 

(Stalin 1939). In the years that followed, Bogdanov’s name was practi-

cally erased from Soviet history, and his intellectual legacy was almost 

entirely banned and forgotten for decades. The seal Lenin placed on 

Bogdanov’s legacy to establish political hegemony in line with his stra-

tegic goals grew into a dark curse during Stalin’s era.15 

 
13. The first of the books evaluated by Ter-Vaganian brought together the last section of 

Lenin’s M&E and Plekhanov’s texts mentioned in the previous footnote, while the se-

cond brought together only Plekhanov’s texts. 

14. Three years later, in 1947, Voprosy Filosofy, considered the most important publica-

tion in the field of philosophy in the Soviet Union, began to be published as a continua-

tion of this journal. 

15. According to Gloveli and Figurovskaya: “The fatal line was drawn with A. Shcheglov’s 

book published in 1937; the book characterised Bogdanov-Bukharin’s restorationist, bo-

urgeois “theories” as a weapon of fascist counter-revolution against the victory of socia-

lism in the USSR, and concluded with a call to ‘reduce each of them to dust…’” (Gloveli 

and Figurovskaya 1990). 
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One of the tragic pieces of evidence documenting this curse is Bukha-

rin’s Philosophical Arabesques, written while he was imprisoned in 

1937. Stalin did not allow its publication, so it, along with other texts 

Bukharin wrote in prison, was only published after the collapse of the 

USSR (Cohen 1975, Sheehan 2005). Until the publication of Philosoph-

ical Arabesques, Bukharin’s most significant theoretical work in terms 

of Marxist theory was Historical Materialism (henceforth HM), pub-

lished in 1920, which had a significant impact -and was subjected to 

sharp criticism by Gramsci in his Notebooks. In this final theoretical 

work written before his death, Bukharin sought to prove to Stalin that 

he had completely purged himself of the Bogdanov influence he had not 

concealed in HM and other writings, and that he had read and under-

stood dialectics, heeding the warning Lenin made in his famous testa-

ment, which was only revealed in 1956 (Lenin 1922b, Bukharin 1937). 

In HM, the subject of Gramsci’s systematic critique in the Notebooks, 

Bukharin developed a synthesis of Lenin’s interpretation of Marxism 

and Bogdanov’s pre-Empiriomonism ideas, which were relatively posi-

tively referenced in M&E. This synthesis equates Bogdanov’s concept of 

“dynamic equilibrium,” one of the central concepts in his writings from 

1899–1906, with the concept of “dialectics,” the core of Orthodox Marx-

ism, critically adopted by Marx and Engels from Hegel (see McNally 

2008). Additionally, under Bogdanov’s influence, Bukharin replaced He-

gel’s concept of “totality” with the concept of “system” (Hoffman 1972). 

In his testament, Lenin accused Bukharin of “not reading or under-

standing dialectics,” specifically pointing to his influence from Bogdanov 

on this matter (Lenin 1922b). When the time came, Stalin would use 

these statements to demonstrate that Bukharin, like Bogdanov, was not 

a Marxist. In our view, it is highly significant that Gramsci, in the Note-

books, criticized Bukharin, who synthesized Lenin and Bogdanov’s phil-

osophical writings, rather than directly engaging with their debate. 

Gramsci’s critique of Bukharin can be read as an indirect intervention 

in the Lenin-Bogdanov debate.16 We will return to this point below. 

 
16. In her 2021 paper, Sclocco, following Omodeo’s 2020 argument, emphasises that 

Gramsci—in his critique of HM—targeted not only Bukharin but also elements close to 

Lenin’s position in this text (Omodeo 2020, Sclocco 2021). However, in her PhD thesis, 

Sclocco unconvincingly departs from her earlier argument and claims instead that 

Gramsci had a positive reading of Lenin’s M&E, to which the Italian communist leader 

never explicitly referred in his writings including Prison Notebooks (Sclocco 2024). 
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As a result of Lenin's strategic opposition to Bogdanov turning into 

a kind of curse during Stalin's era, it was impossible to mention Bog-

danov's name in any positive context within the USSR until the 1990s 

(Sochor 1981, Susiluoto 1982). This effect persisted both within and out-

side the Soviet Union even after the regime’s collapse. Even today, some 

circles maintain that it is impossible to consider Bogdanov’s legacy out-

side the framework of Lenin’s critique (White 2001 and 2018). One of 

the most negative consequences of this situation is that, until recently, 

only a limited portion of Bogdanov’s significant works had been trans-

lated into languages other than Russian. Consequently, Bogdanov 

scholarship outside Russia has largely been confined to the work of his-

torians and specialists (Biggart 1998). The fact that the first book-

length biography of Bogdanov in English was published more than 

ninety years after his death underscores the gravity of this situation 

(White 2019). 

Interestingly, attention to Bogdanov’s legacy has remained limited 

even within Western Marxism or the New Left, which developed outside 

the USSR and China and positioned itself against authoritarian or dog-

matic ‘Eastern Marxism.’ One reason for this may be the extent of the 

influence of anti-positivism and post-structuralist critique within these 

movements. Indeed, Sochor argues that Bogdanov’s rediscovery—based 

on the kinship between his thought and the paradigms of structuralism 

and systems theory—was limited due to the empiricist, natural-scien-

tific, and particularly pro-positivist tendencies associated with his work 

(Sochor 1988). Paradoxically, we can argue that Lenin’s M&E had a sig-

nificant impact—both directly and through the Frankfurt School—on 

the establishment of this anti-positivism within Western Marxism and 

the New Left, which positioned itself against the positivism inherent in 

Second and Third International Marxisms, and thus in Leninism and 

Stalinism (see Horkheimer’s 1928 assessment; also Schmidt 1987 and 

Jekel 2017). Similarly, it must be emphasized that the critique of posi-

tivism is seen as one of the fundamental points where Gramsci diverged 

from Bogdanov (Sochor 1981, Guzzone 2023). In our view, this critical 

issue is closely linked to the paradigmatic shift in the understanding of 

science that began during Gramsci’s prison years—a shift later recog-

nized as pioneered by Bogdanov—and still awaits full illumination.17 

 
17. Lenin uses the concept of ‘positivism’ fifty times in M&E, mostly in reference to Mach 

and Avenarius as ‘new positivism’ and always with harsh criticism. In this context, it is 

necessary to clarify the distinction between the positivism that infiltrated Lenin ’s un-

derstanding of Orthodox Marxism and the ‘new positivism’ that he criticised. As noted 
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Stalin's influence also played a destructive role in terms of Gramsci's 

legacy. In the first phase, we see that the Notebooks were published 

piecemeal and on a thematic basis from the 1940s onwards under the 

control of the PCI leadership, which were close to Stalin's line. In this 

way, while creating a useful icon for the “new party” that Togliatti 

wanted to establish, the aim was also to give Gramsci's interpretation 

the character of “Italian communism” (Mastrogregori 2008, Vittoria 

2014). Following Stalin's death, efforts to purge Leninism of Stalinism 

came to the fore, and Gramsci was associated with this pure Leninism. 

Finally, in the 1970s, the critical and chronological publication of Gram-

sci's notes came to the fore, and the readings of this period were influ-

enced by the rise of European Communism and the New Left. Ulti-

mately, conflicting and unrealistic interpretations emerged, competing 

with one another and serving the political goals of their respective eras 

(Strada 1982). The ongoing effort to determine the original contribution 

of Gramsci’s thought remains significant. Indeed, the initiative for a 

new critical national edition of all of Italian communist’s writings is 

seen as a critical turning point for understanding the unique contribu-

tion of his legacy (Thomas, 2009). 

An important point to note is that, since the 1970s, the scholarship 

on Gramsci, both in Italy and internationally, has been incomparably 

broader and deeper than that on Bogdanov. One reason for this dispar-

ity is that studies and discussions on Gramsci have transcended the his-

torical dimensions of his thought, applying it to contemporary Marxist 

theory and socialist strategy debates. These applications have pro-

foundly influenced intellectual and political movements in Latin Amer-

ica and Asia, beyond Europe and America. Moreover, Gramsci’s texts 

have significantly impacted mainstream scholarship beyond Marxism, 

 
in the previous footnote, Gramsci’s critique of positivism in Bukharin’s text and beyond 

appears to target the ‘old positivism’ that shaped the thinking of Lenin and Plekhanov 

and spread to Stalin. From this perspective, it is important to clarify Gramsci’s thoughts 

on the ‘new positivism’ that influenced Bukharin both indirectly through Bogdanov and 

directly through Mach and Avenarius, and which Lenin targeted. In our opinion, 

Gramsci’s critique of positivism is directed at the old mechanical and analytical unders-

tanding of science that places observed reality outside the observer, which Bogdanov, 

like Mach and Avenarius, sought to overcome. Bogdanov consistently claimed that this 

new conception reflects an understanding of science that is compatible with Marxism 

and historical materialism. We think Gramsci’s ideas were also approaching this kind 

of understanding of science, which was put forward by thinkers and scientists such as 

Husserl, Whitehead, and Poincaré at the time as well, but found their clearest and most 

concrete expression in Bogdanov. For Gramsci’s ideas on science, one can refer to the 

recent works of Omodeo (2020), Sclocco (2021 and 2024), and Guzzone (2023). 
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including fields like postcolonialism, cultural, communication and me-

dia studies. So much so that Gramsci’s thought has even attracted in-

terest from right-wing political actors. This is evidence of Gramsci’s uni-

versality and originality. Unfortunately, the same level of impact cannot 

yet be claimed for Bogdanov. 

In conclusion, over the past half-century, the original contributions 

of Gramsci and Bogdanov, rediscovered to varying degrees and depths, 

and the relationship between them—despite striking similarities—have 

not been systematically and widely studied. The number of works ad-

dressing this relationship is extremely limited. Illuminating this rela-

tionship in all its dimensions, beyond the scope of this text, is vital for 

revealing the true meaning and significance of both figures’ legacies and 

for enabling these legacies to enrich and revalorize each other. Recent 

developments, the emergence of new sources, and ongoing translations 

offer a promising new context. 

New Context 

In the context of the global systemic crisis that has marked the first 

quarter of the 21st century, with a Gramscian global interregnum in 

world politics and the left undergoing a profound crisis, Marxism is ex-

periencing a revival. We observe a growing interest among new genera-

tions in Marxist sources. The increasing volume of Marxist publications 

across various fields confirms this trend. In this context, the most sig-

nificant development is undoubtedly the publication, and planned pub-

lication, of new volumes under the MEGA project, which includes all 

published and unpublished writings of Marx and Engels. With the emer-

gence of new sources containing the original ideas of Marx and Engels, 

it has become inevitable to rethink and reconstruct what is known as 

Marxism as a whole. 

The publication of all works constituting Classical Marxism is of 

great importance for fully clarifying the Gramsci-Bogdanov relation-

ship. Because these publications call for a reevaluation not only of Clas-

sical Marxism but also of the Marxist orthodoxy shaped within the Sec-

ond International and the “New Orthodoxy” built upon Leninism, later 

stamped with Stalin’s influence. In such an environment, the transla-

tion of Bogdanov’s major works into English enables a rereading of the 

relationship between Lenin and Bogdanov, or Leninism and “Bogdanov-

ism,” against the backdrop of newly available texts by Marx and Engels. 

This means that Bogdanov’s interpretation, branded as heretical by the 

Plekhanov-Lenin-Stalin versions of the New Orthodoxy that became 

hegemonic within Russian Marxism, can now be subjected to a healthier 
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evaluation (see White 2001 and 2018). In today’s conditions, where the 

anti-Bogdanov sentiment that turned into a curse under Stalin is grad-

ually losing its influence, and with the critical national edition of Gram-

sci’s complete works coming to fruition, the similar criticisms voiced by 

Gramsci and Bogdanov against both the old and new orthodoxies can be 

freely rethought within the framework of the dynamic development of 

Marx and Engels’ thought. All this points to the emergence of a new 

context for the reconstruction of Marxism and the global revolutionary 

movement. 

As mentioned, Bogdanov’s major texts have only begun to be trans-

lated into English in the last decade.18 Bogdanov’s responses to Lenin 

and his M&E contained in Faith and Science were published in Italy in 

the 1980s (Strada 1982).19 The German edition of this book was released 

last year (2024), and its English translation, completed under the Alex-

ander Bogdanov Library, awaits publication. Thus, Bogdanov’s re-

sponses to Lenin, which were entirely suppressed during the Stalin era, 

will reach a much wider readership after more than a century since the 

debate. Beyond this, other significant texts—besides Tektology and A 

Short Course of Economic Science (Bogdanov 1923b), the latter being 

the first Marxist textbook written for workers and originally published 

in 1897—are also becoming available to English readers. For instance, 

The Struggle for Viability: Collectivism Through Blood Exchange was 

published in 2002, and Art and the Working Class appeared in 2022.  

 
18. The translations published in the Historical Materialism Book Series by Brill are edi-

ted by David G. Rowley and Evgeni I. Pavlov. Four voulmes have been published in this 

series so far: The Philosophy of Living Experience (2015), Empiriomonism: Books 1–3 

(2019) and Toward a New World (2021). The most reecent volume—Volume 1 of the 

entire series—came out in November 2025 under the impressive title Towards the Sci-

entific Defence of Historical Materialism. The volume includes Basic Elements of the 

Historical View of Nature, Cognition from the Historical Point of View, and The Science 

of Social Consciousness. The first two texts in this new volume are the first books Bog-

danov wrote on philosophy and science, which were originally published in 1899 and 

1901, respectively. The latter one, published in 1914, deals with the application of tek-

tology to consciousness and ideology. The entire series can be viewed at the following 

link: https://brill.com/display/serial/BOLI?contents=toc-67486. 

19. Bogdanov has three works that can be considered a direct response to Lenin’s general 

strategic line based on the establishment of political and ideological hegemony, his con-

servative and authoritarian theoretical approach, and, in particular, M&E. The first of 

these is the 1909 pamphlet To All Comrades! mentioned above, which also contains 

Lunacharsky’s response to Lenin’s accusation of ‘God-builders.’ The second is the 1910 

work Faith and Science. The book titled The Cultural Task of Our Time, published in 

1911, contains the developed versions of these two texts. Bogdanov first used the con-

cept of ‘cultural hegemony’ in these texts and began to theorise the idea that the prole-

tariat’s struggle for cultural hegemony could not be separated from political and econo-

mic struggles for the construction of socialism and the success of the revolution. 
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The encounter of these texts with a new generation of readers is a 

vital development for the reclamation of Bogdanov’s lost legacy. 

In addition to these translations, the recent publication of the first 

book-length intellectual biography of Bogdanov in English marks an-

other critical milestone (White 2019, reviewed by Le Blanc 2021). Prior 

to White’s biography, the only available biography was Grille’s, written 

in 1966 and published only in German (Grille 1966). In addition to 

White’s and Grille’s books, Rowley included Bogdanov’s autobiography 

and a biographical essay written by his close friend and follower Baza-

rov in the introduction to the Empiriomonism translation (Bazarov 

1928). Thus, basic information about Bogdanov’s life and intellectual 

contributions has reached a much broader audience. 

Moreover, alongside these translations and biographical works, 

books on Bogdanov by prominent figures have emerged. For example, 

books by science historian Krementsov (2011), influential media and 

communication theorist Wark (2016), internationally renowned journal-

ist Mason (2016), and world-famous theoretical physicist Rovelli (pub-

lished in Italian in 2020 and English in 2021) are among such works. 

The emergence of popular books by well-known authors has been an-

other significant development in accelerating the rediscovery of Bog-

danov’s legacy.20 

Italy has been one of the places where the process of reclaiming Bog-

danov’s legacy has gained momentum. Although the Gramscian trans-

lation is lost, works such as RS and Engineer Menni—considered the 

starting point of Bolshevik science fiction and increasingly translated 

into world languages—as well as Faith and Science, were published in 

Italian in the 1980s. Building on recent new translations by the Ulyanov 

collective, the Wu Ming author collective published Proletkult, a novel 

designed as a continuation of Bogdanov’s two novels (Wu Ming 2018). 

Another significant development was the publication of the Italian 

 
20. These translations and publications have led to an increase in academic conferences, 

symposiums, and special journal issues on Bogdanov in recent years. For example, the 

biennial conferences on ‘Alexander Bogdanov’s System World’ held at the Moscow Fi-

nance University since 2019; the symposium on ‘Alexander Bogdanov’s Legacy: From 

Rediscovery to Full Recovery’ held at Hull University in 2021; the conference on ‘The 

Influence of Bogdanov’s Systemic Thought on the Cinematic Arts through the Prolet-

kult Movement’ held at Aalto University in 2014; and the ‘International Symposium on 

Alexander Bogdanov” held in Helsinki in 2006. Examples of special issues of journals 

include the special issues current issue of Marxism and Sciences, the March–April 2023 

issue of the journal Systems Research and Behavioral Science (Şenalp et al. 2023), the 

December 2021 special issue of the journal Cultural Science, and the 2019 special issue 

(vol. 57, no. 6) of the journal Russian Studies in Philosophy. 
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translation of correspondence between Bogdanov and Gorky regarding 

the Capri party school by Scherer and Steila (2017). 

The convergence of evidence proving the direct relationship between 

Gramsci and Bogdanov, previously only hypothesized, occurred in this 

environment, particularly following the publication of the critical Na-

tional Edition, including Gramsci’s previously unpublished correspond-

ence. As noted in the introduction, Righi, one of the editors of the Epis-

tolaria, first brought this issue to light in a 2011 article, and Ghetti’s 

work was the first to follow this lead. Consequently, Righi’s discovery 

and Ghetti’s critical intervention confirmed that Gramsci had firsthand 

knowledge of Bogdanov’s ideas. This deepens an ongoing significant de-

bate within the new context created by emerging sources and transla-

tions. Based on this new evidence, we now know with certainty that 

Gramsci’s intellectual and political interest in Bogdanov was far greater 

than previously thought by researchers, and further investigation must 

proceed on this new foundation. 

Gramsci’s Code 

The striking similarities between Gramsci and Bogdanov’s experiences 

with Proletkult and party schools, as well as their thoughts on cultural 

revolution, ideology, intellectuals and working-class consciousness, 

have been competently addressed by researchers such as Sochor (1981), 

Bermani (1981), Mally (1990), Samà (1992), and Brandist (2012 and 

2015). However, the new situation brought to light by Ghetti’s interven-

tion pushes us beyond these studies. The reconstructions presented by 

Wu Ming 2 (2019), Ghetti (2022 and 2025), Ghetti and Iacarella (2021), 

and Iacarella (2025) have been significant steps toward a better under-

standing of the extent of Gramsci’s interest in Bogdanov. Moreover, 

these recent texts broaden our perspective by clarifying when and how 

this interest emerged. As research in this direction continues, there is 

now a need to systematically focus on the writings of both figures con-

cerning the philosophical and scientific foundations of Marxism, which, 

at first glance, appear to share significant similarities alongside some 

fundamental differences. In this regard, there are only a few studies, 

such as Riechers’ work and Guzzone’s recent book (Riechers 1970, Guz-

zone 2023). 

At this point, we emphasize that for research on the nature of the 

relationship between the two legacies to progress, it must account for 

the possibility that Gramsci may have had to conceal his interest in Bog-

danov due to the opposition from Lenin and Stalin. The obstacle we en-

counter here is the possibility that Gramsci was forced to censor himself 
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while writing due to the intensity of the opposition at the time, which 

targeted Bogdanov. Below, we review the historical records currently 

available to us and point out some directions in which the research could 

proceed, while highlighting several elements that support our conclu-

sion. 

In our view, the most important thing to bear in mind about RS is 

that, beyond providing a sharp and detailed depiction of a future collec-

tivist society, as noted in the introduction, the novel also encapsulates 

a summary of Bogdanov’s thoughts on the new science he developed 

based on Marxism. From this, we can infer that Gramsci was at least 

aware of this new science as presented in RS. We will return to this 

point in the final section.21 Apart from the RS translation, we mentioned 

that Gramsci published a translation of Bogdanov’s article “Proletarian 

Poetry” in two parts in ON in 1921 (October 9 & 27). It is worth noting 

that the publication dates of these translations coincide with the con-

gress where Bogdanov stepped down from the leadership of Proletkult. 

This article was first published in 1918 in Proletarskaya Kultura, the 

main theoretical organ of Proletkult.22 This also shows us that Gramsci 

and the editors of ON were aware of this publication at that time, albeit 

indirectly. Kononov, in a recent article, points out that Bogdanov’s arti-

cles appeared in all but one issue of this journal (Kononov 2025). While 

not definitive, this leads us to speculate that Gramsci may have been 

aware of Bogdanov’s other writings published in this journal and could 

have accessed them, particularly during his time in Russia. 

Additionally, we know that a report on Proletkult, signed by “A Rus-

sian comrade,” was published in ON (Year 2, No. 5, June 12, 1920, 37–

 
21. We consider Biggart’s argument to be of central importance regarding Bogdanov’s pre-

ference for the concept of “collectivism”—understood as the organization of the sphere 

of production and of social relations as a whole—instead of the concept of “communism” 

as addressed by Marx in the context of the distribution of consumer goods (see Biggart 

2021). 

22. According to the bibliography compiled by Biggart et al., Bogdanov produced various 

texts with similar titles from 1918 onwards (Biggart et al. 1998). The most likely sce-

nario is that the articles published in ON are translations of the article ‘Chto takoe 

proletarskaya poeziya?’ (What is Proletarian Poetry?) published in the first issue of Pro-

letkult in June 1918. Indeed, the Tiflis branch of Proletkult republished this article 

under the same title (‘What is Proletarian Poetry?’) in two local issues of its Proletars-

kaya Kultura magazine in 1919. The Labour Monthly, a journal known to be close to the 

British branch of Proletkult, published the article in two parts in its May and June 1923 

issues, using the title ‘Proletarian Poetry’ used in ON (vol. 4, no. 5, pp. 276–285; no. 6, 

pp. 357–362). The entire article is included in Bogdanov’s book Art and the Working 

Class, translated into English in 2022.  
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39; cited by Guzzone 2023, 63, footnote 192). Considering the infor-

mation in the chronology provided in the introduction to Gerratana’s 

critical edition of the Notebooks (also available on the ISG website), we 

see that as early as December 1917, Gramsci had conceived the idea of 

establishing a proletarian cultural association in Italy and corresponded 

with Giuseppe Lombardo Radice on this matter.23 These facts indicate 

that Gramsci, unable to realize this project within the PSI, attempted 

to implement it four years later in 1921 by founding the Italian branch 

of Proletkult as soon as the PCd’I was established. We do not know 

whether, between the October Revolution and the publication of the 

“Russian Proletkult” report in ON in June 1920, Gramsci directly 

sought information or made efforts to connect with Proletkult and Bog-

danov. Iacarella’s discussion is valuable and illuminating in this regard 

(Iacarella 2025). In our view, such an initiative or flow of information 

could likely have occurred through Lunacharsky, who was fluent in Ital-

ian and had established connections with Italian socialists, including 

Avanti! editor Enrico Ferri, during the Second International’s Stuttgart 

and Copenhagen congresses in 1907 and 1910, respectively, represent-

ing the Bolsheviks and the Bogdanov-led Vpered (Forward) group.24 

Finally, there is a single reference, allegedly written by Gramsci, 

that makes the situation even more intriguing. According to Guzzone, 

citing Sclocco (Guzzone 2023, 63–64, footnote 189), in the first issue of 

the relaunched, biweekly ON in March 1924, following Lenin’s death, a 

short Lenin biography titled “Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov”—published un-

signed but believed to be authored by Gramsci—includes the following 

note: “Materialism and Empirio-Criticism – 1909. Lenin combats philo-

sophical deviations from Marxism in a group of Russian socialists led by 

 
23. “December. He proposes the creation of a proletarian cultural association in Turin and 

affirms the need to integrate political and economic action with a cultural activity body. 

With a few young people – Carlo Boccardo, Attilio Carena, Andrea Viglongo – he founds 

a “Club di vita morale” (Club for Moral Life). He writes about it to Giuseppe Lombardo 

Radice.” (Gramsci 1975, 39) 

24. Gramsci’s idea of a ‘proletarian cultural association,’ which took shape in December 

1917, perhaps even earlier, may not correspond exactly to the form developed by Bog-

danov from the 1900s onwards or adopted by Proletkult in 1917. However, from 1919 

onwards, in ON, alongside Lunacharsky, who was Commissioner for Culture and En-

lightenment after the October Revolution, we see the publication of articles by Lebedev-

Polyansky, one of the editors of Proletarskaya Kultura, and Bogdanov’s aforementioned 

articles (see Iacarella 2025). In our opinion, these publications support the idea that 

Gramsci and his comrades followed Proletkult’s theoretical publication organ from 

these years onwards. Additionally, one may refer to Biggart’s recent article on Lu-

nacharsky’s role in the Second International congresses (Biggart 2020). 
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the economist A. Bogdanov” (ON, 3rd Series, No. 1, p. 4). The same is-

sue’s front page also features an unsigned editorial titled “Capo” 

(Leader), also attributed to Gramsci. Sclocco convincingly argues that 

both texts were written by Gramsci while he was in Vienna preparing 

the issue (Sclocco 2021). If Sclocco’s claim is accurate, this unsigned note 

is the only place where Gramsci simultaneously referred to both M&E 

and Bogdanov. In this case, the note can be considered further evidence, 

complementing Rappaport’s article cited above, of Gramsci’s knowledge 

of Lenin’s book and his opposition to Bogdanov. Crucially, during the 

period when this note was written and published, Gramsci’s translation 

of Bogdanov’s novel was completed and he was corresponding with 

Yuilia and Terracini about taking the translated manuscript out of the 

USSR (Righi 2011, Ghetti 2016). The note refers to Bogdanov as an 

economist and states that Lenin fought against his philosophical devia-

tions from Marxism, which can be explained by the context of Bordiga’s 

critique of heresy, mentioned earlier, published in February 1924—just 

a month before Gramsci wrote this note—and the political sensitivities 

of the time.25 

Therefore, we can conclude that Gramsci had sufficient knowledge of 

the content, intensity, and history of the Lenin-Bogdanov debate when 

he arrived in Russia between 1922 and 1924, and that he deepened his 

knowledge on the subject after arriving in Russia, at least with the help 

of Yuilia. Therefore, we must assume that the Italian revolutionary 

acted with an awareness of the weight of this highly sensitive political 

situation. In our view, Gramsci must have clearly recognized that 

openly revealing his interest in or affinity for Bogdanov’s ideas on Marx-

ism would have been political suicide for his position within PCd’I and 

the Comintern. Consequently, he must have seen it as a necessity to 

conceal both his interest and his translation. Thus, we can conclude that 

the “hegemonic” effect of Lenin’s campaign against Bogdanov, particu-

larly between 1920 and 1924, must have led Gramsci to refrain from 

referencing either Bogdanov or Lenin’s M&E in his writings, except for 

 
25. As mentioned above, during his time in Moscow, Gramsci was at the centre of interre-

lated conflicts and struggles for hegemony and leadership within the CPSU, Comintern 

and PCd’I. Debates on cultural hegemony came to the fore as a reflection of these strugg-

les. The rise of Mussolini to power in Italy was decisive in shaping these conflicts from 

the perspective of the PCd’I. Gramsci found himself caught between Lenin’s united front 

policy adopted by the Comintern and Bordiga’s rigid opposition to this policy. Following 

the March on Rome and the arrest of Bordiga by the fascist regime, Gramsci moved 

closer to Lenin’s political line and, together with the ON group, assumed leadership of 

the PCd’I. 
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the aforementioned unsigned note. In our view, these facts demonstrate 

how consistent and long-term Gramsci’s strategy was in this regard. 

Within this framework, it is highly likely that Gramsci, while devel-

oping his thoughts on Marxism in the Notebooks, employed a strategy 

like that used by Machiavelli in writing The Prince. Gramsci under-

scores this strategy with a quote from Foscolo in the fourth notebook, 

note §<4> in Gerratana’s edition: “while softening the scepter of rulers, 

even as he deprives them of the crowns of their victories and allows the 

people to see.” From this perspective, we can argue that instead of di-

rectly engaging in the Leninism-Bogdanovism conflict by neither openly 

referencing nor confronting Lenin’s book targeting Bogdanov or Bog-

danov’s ideas, Gramsci chose to present his original reading of Marxism. 

Thus, it is possible that Gramsci made a Machiavellian intervention. 

We understand that Gramsci distinguished Lenin’s Machiavellian and 

pragmatic political practice, which he believed influenced “common 

sense,” from his conservative philosophical stance or ideas on Marxism. 

In this sense, while acknowledging Lenin’s success in constructing po-

litical hegemony, when it came to examining and developing the scien-

tific and philosophical foundations of Marxism and the issue of cultural 

hegemony, Gramsci leaned closer to Bogdanov and his “heretical” posi-

tion. Therefore, the Italian communist directed his critical arrows indi-

rectly—on one hand toward Bukharin, who synthesized Lenin and Bog-

danov, and on the other toward Plekhanov, whom Lenin critically 

adopted in his polemic with Bogdanov. In this way, while endorsing Len-

inist practice in terms of seizing political power and building political 

hegemony, Gramsci left a legacy that, at least for future generations, 

emphasized the importance of a heterodox stance, close to Bogdanov, on 

many fundamental and methodological issues concerning the construc-

tion of the working class’s cultural hegemony and the scientific and phil-

osophical development and updating of Marxism. 

Beyond this point, there is an intriguing situation that leads us to 

believe that Gramsci may have used a coding strategy, consistent with 

the Machiavellian approach described above, while developing his 

thoughts on Marxism in the Notebooks. This situation relates to Gram-

sci’s choice to begin the fourth notebook, written between 1930 and 

1932, where he started articulating his readings of Marxism’s founda-

tions, with notes that at first glance seem unrelated. These notes con-

cern Part Ten (Canto X) of Dante’s Divine Comedy’ first canticle, Inferno 

(Hell). The focus is on the sixth circle of Hell, where heretics—those who 

deny divine truths—are punished. In these notes, Gramsci critiques 
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Croce’s interpretation of Dante’s work, offering his own original reading 

(Ghetti 2014). In Gerratana’s arrangement, these notes were placed at 

the end of the fourth notebook, as they appeared unrelated to the note-

book’s overall content and were thought to have been written later than 

the subsequent notes (Gramsci 1996, preface). However, it is unthinka-

ble that a meticulous and thoughtful writer like Gramsci would have 

made such an arrangement by mistake or randomly. Considering that 

he was deeply engaged with Machiavelli during this period, we conclude 

that the placement of these notes warrants reconsideration. 

In our view, the original placement of Gramsci’s notes on Canto X 

was not coincidental. It is plausible to think that Gramsci was conveying 

a message. This message likely relates to the theme of heresy, around 

which this section of Dante’s text is constructed. What prompts this in-

terpretation is that in the third note of the fourth notebook (in Ger-

ratana’s version), titled “Two Aspects of Marxism,” Gramsci delves into 

the issue of heresy. Referencing Luxemburg’s pamphlet on Marx, he 

poses the question, “Why have even official Marxists ‘combined’ Marx-

ism with non-Marxist philosophies?” In the second part of the note, he 

brings the discussion to the original concept of “heresy” in Christian the-

ology, thereby drawing a historical comparison with the phenomenon of 

heresy within Marxism. In our view, this third note establishes a con-

nection between the notes on Canto X, which follow it, and the subse-

quent notes on Marxist philosophy and science that Gramsci began to 

take. 

Gramsci’s decision to begin the fourth notebook with notes on Canto 

X and his introduction to these notes—before presenting his own Marx-

ist interpretation—suggests that he was aware of committing the 

“crime” labeled as heresy in the eyes of Leninism and Stalinism and was 

critiquing the “Orthodox” stance inherited from Plekhanov and 

Kautsky. Indeed, the interventions in Gramsci’s legacy by Togliatti and 

others after the discovery of the Notebooks, as well as accusations by 

writers like Riechers, who echoed Bordiga’s earlier charges against Bog-

danov by directing them at Gramsci, demonstrate the accuracy of the 

Sardinian communist’s awareness and critique on this matter. 

In rethinking the relationship between Gramsci and Bogdanov, pre-

cisely because of this “heresy” label, the inferences we are forced to make 

through probabilities lead us to this point today: Such a rethinking can 

only yield results if we consider the possibility that Gramsci concealed 

the influence of Bogdanov on his thought due to Lenin’s opposition. 
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The Deep Traces of Bogdanov’s Organizational Thought in 

Gramsci 

The discussion above aimed to uncover the historical connections, long 

lost until recently, that indicate the need for a more systematic and in-

depth comparison of the similarities and differences between Gramsci’s 

and Bogdanov’s thought. The following two sections continue to point 

toward directions for new research while serving as a call to reintegrate 

and apply the ideas of these two figures to contemporary conditions for 

the reconstruction of socialist theory and practice. 

At this stage, it is essential to focus on the primary convergence that 

suggests Gramsci was influenced by Bogdanov’s thought. This conver-

gence centers on the concept of organization, which lies at the heart of 

both thinkers’ ideas and represents the most significant link between 

their legacies. This observation was first made by Riechers in his book 

mentioned earlier (Riechers 1970). In the subsection titled “Marxism as 

Idealism, Socialism as Organization,” the German author claims that 

Gramsci’s early Marxist thought was shaped by the influence of idealist 

bourgeois thinkers such as Garofalo, Mondolfo, Croce, and Gentile, lead-

ing him to reduce historical materialism to idealism. He then asserts 

that Bogdanov’s concept of organization was also central to Gramsci’s 

thought. 

According to Riechers: “For Gramsci, organization becomes, as it did 

for Bogdanov and his followers in the Russian revolutionary movement 

during the same period, a similarly independent and fetishized um-

brella term” (Riechers 1970, 51). He further states: “Although the first 

traces of a Bogdanov-style organization theory appear only in the prison 

writings, Gramsci is already following a path similar to Bogdanov’s.” In 

other words, according to Riechers, even before the Notebooks, Gramsci 

employed a concept of organization akin to Bogdanov’s, and in his prison 

notes, there are traces of a theory resembling the one Bogdanov devel-

oped in Tektology. Though his intent is negative, we believe Riechers’ 

observation is highly significant, and this claim requires thorough and 

systematic investigation. We will examine the basis of this claim in the 

Notebooks more closely in the next section. 

In the continuation of the paragraph, Riechers argues that in Gram-

sci, as in Bogdanov, the concept of socialism is overshadowed by the con-

cept of organization, which is primarily tied to culture. This inference is 

drawn from the following quote from Gramsci: “Socialism is an organi-

zation, and not only a political and economic organization, but also and 
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especially an organization of knowledge and will, sustained through cul-

tural activity” (p. 51). 

Riechers further explains the cultural purpose of organization—or 

its synonymous term, unity—through another quote from Gramsci:  

Within the class, organization necessarily takes the place of individualism 

for the proletariat, absorbing its energy and rationality. (...) The fundamen-

tal purpose of unity is to accustom people to selflessness: honesty, work, and 

initiative become ends in themselves; they provide individuals only with in-

tellectual satisfaction and moral joy, not material privileges... Work has now 

become a moral duty. (Riechers 1970, 51) 

Indeed, we observe that, starting from 1916, Gramsci began to use the 

concept of organization—crucial to his own intellectual and practical ex-

perience—in a manner approaching, though not fully coinciding with, 

the meaning Bogdanov formulated in its most mature form during 

1911–12 while writing Tektology. The quotes provided by Iacarella 

(2025) confirm this:  

We must break this habit and stop perceiving culture as encyclopedic 

knowledge, where a person is seen merely as a vessel to be filled and stored 

with empirical data (...). Culture is something very different. Culture is or-

ganization, the discipline of one’s inner self, the appropriation of one’s per-

sonality, the conquest of a higher consciousness through which one under-

stands one’s historical value and function in life.” (Gramsci 2019, 128–9) 

In this passage, in alignment with Riechers’ quote above, we see Gram-

sci defining culture as organization, much like Bogdanov. And a year 

later, in The City of Future, Gramsci uses the concept of organization in 

the context of socialism and culture, reminiscent of the future society 

described in Bogdanov’s RS, while also linking it to the concept of free 

will:  

I give culture this meaning: the exercise of thought, the acquisition of gen-

eral ideas, the habit of connecting causes and effects. For me, everyone is 

already cultured, because everyone thinks, everyone connects causes and ef-

fects. But they are so empirically, primordially, not organically. (...) And 

since I know that culture is also a basic concept of socialism, because it inte-

grates and concretizes the vague concept of freedom of thought, I would like 

it to be enlivened by the other, by the concept of organization. (...) Is this 

need widespread or limited to a few? Let the few begin. (Gramsci 2015, 673–

4) 

Here, too, we see Gramsci proposing to “enliven” the concept of culture 

by equating it with the concept of organization. Remarkably, though the 

term was not widely used at the time in this sense, he calls for initiating 
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this conceptual identification, even if it starts only with a few people. 

Even at this point, we can see Gramsci closely aligning with Bogdanov. 

What we consider decisive is Bogdanov’s emphasis on the universal 

meaning of the concept, which aligns with Riechers’ commentary cited 

above. In the first section of Tektology, written in 1911–12, where Bog-

danov lays out its conceptual and methodological foundations and main 

principles, he discusses why this universality is crucial, addressing how 

bourgeois culture and science, rooted in individualism, fail to recognize 

it (Bogdanov 1980 and 1996). At the beginning of his introduction, Bog-

danov complains that the term “organization” is misused in both scien-

tific and everyday language, narrowly applied to human and social in-

stitutions. According to him, every kind of physical or mental “complex 

whole” or “system” can be seen as an organizational process and ana-

lyzed on this basis; from atoms and molecules to celestial bodies and 

star systems, from organic and living organisms to humans, societies, 

economies, languages, ideas, and all processes of formation, transfor-

mation, and dissolution in the universe should be fundamentally 

treated as organizational processes. He argues that, based on this prin-

ciple and the method of natural sciences, the most general science can 

be constructed. The failure to grasp this universality of the organization 

concept remains a significant issue even today (Rispoli 2012 and 2015, 

Şenalp and Midgley 2023). Therefore, Gramsci’s recognition of this gen-

erality at that time represents significant convergence. 

Again, as Iacarella quoted from Bergami (2025), Gramsci writes in a 

letter to Lonetti:  

Education, culture, and the widespread organization of knowledge and ex-

perience ensure the independence of the masses from intellectuals. (...) This 

work cannot be postponed until tomorrow, until we are politically free. This 

work is itself freedom, it stimulates action and is a condition for action (...); 

socialism is organization, and not only political and economic, but also and 

especially an organization of knowledge and will, achieved through cultural 

activity (Gramsci 2023, p. 622). 

Here, too, confirming Riechers’ claims cited above, we see that as early 

as 1918, Gramsci’s conception of the term aligns with Bogdanov’s. In 

Bogdanov’s view, various forms of ideology—such as mythologies, reli-

gions, philosophy, and science—as well as language and social institu-

tions, which are part of culture (i.e., superstructural forms), are devel-

oped tools or new organs (resulting from evolutionary selection) for or-

ganizing life experience (Bogdanov 1996). From this perspective, praxis 
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itself is always organizational: it aims to organize (or, conversely, disor-

ganize, i.e., disrupt or transform existing organizational forms) reality 

and its perception, i.e., “experience” (Bogdanov 2015 and 2019). In the 

passage above, we see Gramsci using the concept of organization in a 

manner very close to Bogdanov’s expressed meaning, particularly in as-

sociating knowledge and culture with the “organization of experience,” 

the source of which directly stems from Bogdanov. 

Beyond the quotes above, looking at Gramsci’s pre-Notebooks writ-

ings, the following lines from a programmatic text published around the 

time of the Italian Communist Party’s founding in 1920 are particularly 

striking: “In the Communist Party, the worker thus transforms from an 

executor to an initiator, from a mass to a leader... from being organized 

to becoming an organizer” (Gramsci 1920). The expression of workers 

transitioning from executors to initiators, from “being organized” to “be-

coming organizers,” clearly bears traces of Bogdanov’s ideas, articulated 

in connection with his cultural revolution perspective. According to Bog-

danov, class struggles take place between organized classes and the 

classes that organize them and is essentially a struggle between organ-

izational forms (Sochor 1988). The Russian revolutionary expresses this 

as follows:  

If classes and groups in society clash destructively and subvert one another, 

it is precisely because each collective aims to organize the world and human-

ity according to its ideals, for itself. This is a result of the organizing forces 

being separated and isolated; it is a result of the lack of unity and a common, 

harmonious organization. This is a struggle of organizational forms. (Bog-

danov 1980, 4) 

It is possible that Gramsci drew this final conceptualization from Bog-

danov’s article “Proletarian Poetry,” published in ON as mentioned 

above. However, an undeniable alternative is that Gramsci may have 

been aware of the expanded text of Bogdanov’s book, published as a se-

ries of articles in Proletarskaya Kultura between 1919 and 1921 and 

compiled in 1921 under the title Essays in Tektology (Bogdanov 1980). 

In connection with the quote above, in the lines where Gramsci outlines 

the ideas he considered as slogans for the Communist Party, we see him 

almost using Bogdanov’s terminology, which Lenin had dismissed as 

“organizational nonsense”: “Organization, the maximum effort of organ-

ization, structuring the new party, and maximum speed in organiza-

tion” (Gramsci 1990, 3). 

We see that Riechers’ claims hold some truth. Gramsci’s thought 

bears deep traces of the universal concept of organization. Although 
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Gramsci does not imbue the concept of organization with the same 

breadth and universality as Bogdanov and primarily uses it in the con-

text of human institutions and organizations, his frequent generaliza-

tion of the term to encompass culture and ideology, and his view of edu-

cation and knowledge as the organization of experience, demonstrates 

his close alignment with Bogdanov. Additionally, confirming Riechers, 

we must note that the concept of organization, along with other terms 

from Bogdanov’s organizational vocabulary, is among the key concepts 

in the Notebooks.26 

Gramsci’s tendency to limit the application of the organization con-

cept to phenomena within the realm of social and human sciences can 

largely be explained by his linguistic education and his critical stance 

against positivism, empiricism, and the natural-scientific approach (i.e., 

the idea of applying the methods of natural sciences to social sciences), 

influenced by his readings of Labriola and Croce. However, it is also true 

that if Gramsci had gone further and applied the concept of organization 

to physical reality, which is the domain of natural sciences, and had 

taken it to its fullest meaning as universal, this would have meant that 

his ideas would have coincided to a greater extent with Bogdanov's, and 

this coincidence would have reached an undeniable level. In fact, we 

know that Gramsci did not completely reject the idea of overcoming the 

distinction between natural sciences and social and human sciences, 

which underlies the distinction between base and superstructure. We 

can deduce this from the note he took in the context of Lukács's critique 

of Engels (Quaderni, Notebook 4, note 43). 

Before concluding this section, we reiterate the importance of tracing 

the ideas Gramsci may have presented indirectly or covertly, for the rea-

sons outlined in previous sections. Therefore, to clarify the relationship 

between the two legacies, systematic studies aiming to deepen this in-

quiry, particularly to textually and theoretically establish whether 

Gramsci developed a general organization theory reminiscent of Bog-

danov’s in the Notebooks, as Riechers suggested, are essential. 

 

 
26. In the Notebooks, in Gerretana’s version, we see that there are more than 900 words 

beginning with the root ‘organiz-’ in the section excluding the preface and chronology. 

Additionally, we observe that Bogdanov’s key concepts such as ‘element’ appear 1,322 

times, ‘activity’ (attività) 443 times, ‘balance’ (equilibr-) 150 times, ‘resistance’ (resis-

tenza) 90 times, ‘selection’ (selezione) 44 times, and ‘adaptation’ (adattamento-i) 23 ti-

mes. 
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Toward a Bogdanovian Reconstruction of Gramscian Hegem-

ony 

The synthesis of the research directions outlined above leads us, regard-

less of the potential outcomes of future studies, to the idea that the com-

plex and influential power relations analysis presented by the Italian 

revolutionary in the Notebooks must be reconstructed based on Bog-

danov’s universal science of organization. This final section brings to-

gether some key historical and theoretical facts that substantiate this 

idea or claim. 

First, it must be stated that Gramsci’s most significant contribution, 

widely recognized as triggering the most important Marxist debates of 

the post-1960s period, is his original and complex power analysis, which 

connects elements such as ideology, the state, civil society, the party, 

and the role of intellectuals, with a sophisticated hegemony theory at 

its core. Although sharply criticized Gramsci’s interpretation of Marx-

ism, Riechers explicitly stated that Gramsci’s theories of hegemony and 

the party could not have been merely superficially influenced by Bog-

danov’s thought. Moreover, as noted above, Riechers went so far as to 

suggest that the party theory Gramsci began to develop in The Modern 

Prince is akin to Bogdanov’s abstract organization theory. The thesis we 

wish to clarify here is that this theoretical project, which remained in 

its initial stages in Gramsci—perhaps deliberately underdeveloped to 

conceal his connection to Bogdanov—needs to be advanced and applied 

to the present. To this end, Gramsci’s theoretical ideas should be recon-

structed based on Bogdanov’s universal organization theory, as fully de-

veloped in Tektology. 

Confirming Riechers’ thought and independently of it, French author 

Buci-Glucksmann, in her 1975 book, also noted traces of Bogdanov’s 

thought in Gramsci’s theories of the state, classes, and hegemony. How-

ever, she argued that these traces originated not directly, as Riechers 

implied, but through Bukharin, who occupies a significant place in 

Gramsci’s Notebooks. Buci-Glucksmann focused on this indirect influ-

ence and noted that the concept of “dynamic equilibrium,” frequently 

used by Gramsci and borrowed from Bukharin, originated in Bogdanov’s 

organization theory (Buci-Glucksmann 1975). 

The first systematic and positive examinations of the Gramsci-Bog-

danov similarity after Riechers came in 1981 with articles by Sochor 

and Bermani (Sochor 1981, Bermani 1981). Bermani’s work focused on 

the history of Italian Proletkult, while Sochor compared Gramsci and 

Bogdanov’s ideas on Marxism and socialist revolution, highlighting 
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their similarities and differences with Lenin. Both studies primarily fo-

cus on cultural hegemony in relation to proletarian revolution, without 

deeply engaging with Bogdanov’s organization science. Sochor’s 1988 

book, Revolution and Culture, while not ruling out the idea of direct in-

fluence, remains cautious and points to similarities in Gramsci and Bog-

danov’s ideas on cultural hegemony within the framework of socialism 

and revolutionary strategy. Although Sochor emphasizes that Bog-

danov’s universal organization science is inseparable from his ideas on 

cultural revolution/hegemony, unlike Riechers, she does not establish a 

direct link between Gramsci’s theoretical texts and Tektology in her 

analysis. 

Another study that seriously and deeply examines the relationship 

between Bogdanov’s organization science and Gramsci’s writings after 

Riechers is McNally’s 2008 work (McNally 2008). Following Buci-

Glucksmann, McNally argued that both the concepts of “dynamic equi-

librium” and “balance,” as well as Bogdanov’s central concept of “organ-

ization,” reached Gramsci through Bukharin. McNally further con-

tended that these concepts played a decisive role in transforming Gram-

sci’s notion of political hegemony, inherited from Lenin and Russian 

Marxism, into a more sophisticated, even “systemic,” theory of hegem-

ony, civil society, and the state. Without referencing Riechers, McNally 

noted not only Bogdanov but also Sraffa’s provision of neoclassical eco-

nomics texts (by Pantaleoni and Marshall) and Trotsky’s thought influ-

enced this conceptual transfer. However, McNally did not revisit Bog-

danov’s influence on Gramsci in later publications. 

Subsequently, the most recent studies addressing the Gramsci-Bog-

danov relationship within the framework of hegemony theory are Bran-

dist's 2012 article and its book version published in 2015. However, 

Brandist does not see the same overlap that the authors mentioned 

above point out, and he evaluates any possible overlap as a convergence 

limited to the cultural and linguistic dimensions of hegemony. Although 

Brandist agrees with McNally that Gramsci's contact with Russian 

Marxism led to a leap in the development of the Italian communist's 

thought, he believes that Gramsci distanced himself from Bogdanov's 

thought after 1924 and moved closer to Lenin. Therefore, Brandist be-

lieves that, although Bogdanov's ideas within the framework of prole-

tarian culture did not completely disappear in the Notebooks, they were 

transformed into new ideas shaped by new goals (personal communica-

tion). 
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Our thesis, however, is that following the discovery of a direct rela-

tionship between Gramsci and Bogdanov, we must now move beyond 

the indirect influences highlighted by Buci-Glucksmann, Sochor, 

McNally and Brandist, and pursue the strong possibility of direct influ-

ence suggested by Riechers. Accordingly, we believe that a systematic 

study of the Notebooks, expanding on the examples provided in the pre-

vious section, will place our thesis on firmer ground. 

At this point, we would like to emphasize that Guzzone's recent book 

(2023) is a study that goes a step further than Riechers and examines 

the similarities and differences between the fundamental ideas devel-

oped by Gramsci and Bogdanov on Marxism, science, and philosophy, 

albeit in an introductory manner, through a philological comparison of 

the texts. Guzzone's work, which focuses primarily on Gramsci's 

thoughts on science, does not see a Bogdanovian theory of organization 

in Gramsci, as Riechers does, but it presents a more systematic compar-

ison between Gramsci's texts and Bogdanov's texts, which we believe is 

a direction and type of research that should be followed in the future. 

Furthermore, Guzzone's comparison of the two thinkers' ideas in the 

context of Bukharin's critique in the Notebooks is also valuable. This 

study brings together many findings that form the basis for the thesis 

we put forward. 

Without delving into the theoretical depth of the issue, we will exam-

ine some evidence—confirming and even surpassing Riechers’ claim—

that Gramsci’s overall power analysis, not just his party theory, is 

grounded in an organization theory akin to (or may be directly derived 

from) Bogdanov’s. The first piece of evidence is that Gramsci explicitly 

mentions a “science of organization” (scienza dell’organizzazione) in four 

places: in note 62 of Notebook 9, written in 1932, and later in notes 2 

and 31 of Notebook 13, and note 2 of Notebook 22. Riechers overlooks 

this centrally important evidence; in presenting his argument in the 

ninth section of his book, titled “Gramsci’s Party Theory as an Abstract 

Science of Organization: The Influence of Sorel and Proudhon,” Riechers 

does not pursue Gramsci’s mention of a “science of organization” 

(Riechers 1970). 

Secondly, in relation to his references to the science of organization, 

Gramsci introduces the “law of definite proportions” in notes 61, 62, and 

70 of Notebook 9; notes 31, 34, and 70 of Notebook 13; and note 2 of 

Notebook 22. Riechers gives reference only one of these notes but fails 

to pursue the main connection, particularly with the science of organi-

zation (Riechers 1970, 217). We consider the note titled “Machiavelli. 
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The Theorem of Definite Proportions” in Notebook 9, note 62, to be par-

ticularly significant. This note begins as follows (bold emphasized are 

ours):  

This principle [the law of definite proportions] can be used to clarify many 

discussions related to organization and even general politics (such as the 

analysis of situations, power dynamics, and the question of intellectuals). 

However, it should be noted that the application of the principle of definite 

proportions has a metaphorical value and cannot be applied mechanically. 

Each organism has its own optimal principle of definite proportions. Never-

theless, the science of organization must rely on this principle. Its 

application is clearly seen in the military.    

A paragraph later, the following statements appear:  

From a political perspective, this principle [definite proportions] can be stud-

ied in parties and factories, and it can be observed that each social group has 

its own proportions, which vary depending on the cultural level, mental in-

dependence, and initiative capacity of its most backward and peripheral 

members. 

As seen in the quotes above, Gramsci discusses applying the law of def-

inite proportions within the framework of a general science of organiza-

tion, suggesting it can be applied to the analysis of nearly all social 

structures. Following these sentences, Gramsci cites Italian economist 

Pantaleoni’s 1931 work, Principles of Pure Economics, quoting the defi-

nition of the theorem provided in the book:  

Substances combine chemically only in definite proportions, and any amount 

of an element exceeding the quantity necessary to combine with other ele-

ments is left free; if the quantity of an element is insufficient relative to the 

quantities of other elements present, the combination occurs only to the ex-

tent permitted by the element in lesser quantity. (Pantaleoni 1931, 83) 

Gramsci draws this quote from Pantaleoni’s book, which treats econom-

ics as a pure science. The definition provided is the law’s application in 

chemistry, discovered by John Dalton. In the original passage, Pantale-

oni states that this principle is one of the “most general laws of the nat-

ural sciences” and that only a specific dimension of it is applied to eco-

nomics. Had Riechers followed this clue, he would have seen that this 

principle, which the Italian neoclassical economist borrowed from chem-

istry and applied to economics, is incorporated in Bogdanov’s universal 

science of organization as the “Law of the Minimum” or the “Law of 
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Least Resistance” (Bogdanov 1980 and 1996). This conceptualization al-

most exactly aligns with the ideas expressed in the notes quoted from 

Gramsci. 

In note 70 of Notebook 9, Gramsci further analyzes this theorem in 

the context of national wars and their relation to struggles among 

groups within countries. He develops these texts in Notebook 13, where 

he gives his power analysis a more systemic and holistic form. In the 

introduction to note 31 of Notebook 13, the above statements are reor-

ganized as follows:  

This theorem [definite proportions] can be usefully applied to clar-

ify many discussions related to the science of organization (e.g., the 

study of administrative structures, demographic composition, etc.) and gen-

eral politics (e.g., the analysis of situations, power relations, the question 

of intellectuals, etc.) in a clearer and more schematic manner. It must 

always be borne in mind that the use of the theorem of definite proportions 

has a schematic and metaphorical value and cannot be applied mechanically. 

Because in human communities, the qualitative factor (the technical and in-

tellectual capacity of individuals) plays a dominant role and cannot be math-

ematically measured. Therefore, it can be said that each human community 

has its own specific, optimal principle of definite proportions. The science 

of organization can usefully rely on this theorem, and this is clearly 

seen in the military.  

These notes can be considered to confirm, and even provide the basis 

for, the inference made by Riechers. Furthermore, contrary to Mastro-

ianni’s claim, they demonstrate that the Italian revolutionary was not 

entirely indifferent to the Bogdanovian-Bukharinist methodology (cited 

by Guzzone 2023, 63–68, footnote 195). Indeed, Guzzone, referencing 

Tagliagambe, notes that “Gramscian critique of Bukharin did not con-

cern his “attempt to analyze society on the basis of a systems theory 

(influenced, precisely, by Bogdanov)” (ibid., 89–90, footnote 70). 

It is also significant that throughout the 1920s, the law of definite 

proportions was frequently discussed in the vital debates on economics 

and planning within the USSR, which Gramsci had the opportunity to 

closely observe. Bogdanov’s organizational science as well as his inter-

pretation of the law of definite proportions were part of these discus-

sions (Belykh 1990 and 2022). In particular, the debate between 

Preobrazhensky and Bukharin in the context of the NEP centered on 

the concepts of definite proportions, equilibrium, and balance (Preobra-

zhensky 1926). 
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Bringing together these pieces of evidence and observations, we can 

reason as follows: Neither in Bukharin’s HM (or Manual), which Gram-

sci sharply criticized for applying natural science methods to the social 

domain, nor in Pantaleoni’s book, which applied this principle from nat-

ural sciences to economics, is the law of definite proportions conceptual-

ized within the framework of a general “science of organization” as it is 

in Bogdanov. As we see, Gramsci explicitly does this. Considering that 

no other widely accepted science of organization existed in the modern 

sense at the time Gramsci wrote these notes, it gives the impression 

that, despite citing other sources, Gramsci had Bogdanov’s scientific 

ideas in mind. Indeed, like his Russian comrade, the Italian communist 

believed that the law of definite proportions could be applied not only to 

superstructural analyses of politics, war, armies, parties, institutions, 

classes, power struggles, and the state but also to economics, indicating 

its universal applicability. As we see in note 2 of Notebook 22, titled 

“Americanism and Fordism,” subtitled Rationalization of the Demo-

graphic Composition of Europe (Quaderno 22 (V), 1934, §⟨2⟩), Gramsci 

also addresses these views in the context of economics, i.e., the base, 

Gramsci appears to have applied this methodological approach into the-

ory. However, the Italian revolutionary seems to believe that the theory 

of definite proportions represents only one element within a more gen-

eral science of organization, to be understood as a comprehensive anal-

ysis of power, including hegemony, and not just as a theory of the party 

as Riechers suggests in his book. 

The sentences emphasized in italics in the quotes above underscore 

Gramsci’s view that this application cannot be done mechanically. Alt-

hough Bogdanov developed his science of organization in alignment 

with the natural scientific model, he, too, did not believe that its core 

principles could be applied directly, mechanically, or mathematically to 

all domains, particularly the social and human sciences. Thus, contrary 

to previous observations (e.g., Sochor 1988, Sclocco 2021), it cannot be 

said that there is complete opposition between the two thinkers on this 

matter, even if there is not an exact alignment. We can thus argue that 

the “science of organization,” which Gramsci explicitly states has uni-

versal applicability, may have been referring to the Russian revolution-

ary. While Gramsci’s notes on Marxism, science, and philosophy in the 

Notebooks do not entirely align with Bogdanov (Guzzone 2023), the 

ideas highlighted above, in bold letters, prove that the Italian com-

munist’s complex power relations analysis is significantly compatible 

with Bogdanov’s science of organization. In any case, further research, 
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as indicated by Guzzone’s work is needed to clarify the relationship be-

tween the seemingly divergent elements in the thought of the two think-

ers. For now, we believe there is sufficient evidence to support the idea 

of theoretical integration of their works. 

Considering the major crisis faced by the global left since the 1970s 

and its current restructuring process, a brief review of the post-war de-

bates and reconstructions within Western Marxism and Neo Marxism, 

as well as the transformations in the base that interacted with these 

superstructural forms, is sufficient to see the potential of a systematic 

relationship established between Gramsci’s power analysis and Bog-

danov’s universal science of organization. 

First, it should be noted that one of the most significant influences 

in the revival and renewal of Marxist theoretical debates, particularly 

outside Russia, has been the rediscovery of Gramsci’s thought. Another 

major influence has been the emergence of scientific paradigms such as 

structuralism-functionalism, cybernetics, general systems theory, and 

related fields (e.g., information theory, game theory, operations re-

search). For instance, the influence of structuralism and later post-

structuralism on various currents within Western and Neo Marxism is 

well-known. However, it is less recognized that Bogdanov’s universal 

science of organization was a precursor to these new scientific para-

digms and fields, which marked a paradigmatic shift in the understand-

ing of science in the 21st century (Blauberg et al. 1977, Susiluoto 1982, 

Şenalp and Midgley 2023). Gramsci's ideas, in fact, first took shape in 

contact with the new conceptualization of science presented from the 

perspective of the working class as an extension of the ideas of Marx 

and Engels, and in contact with the ideas of Bogdanov and Bukharin. 

This means that these two sources, which had a significant impact on 

the most important theories that emerged in post-war Marxism, were 

already interconnected from the very beginning. 

Indeed, since the 1960s, both in the West and the East, the most 

prominent Marxist theorists and influential debates have been shaped 

by Gramsci’s writings, these new scientific paradigms, or a combination 

thereof. For example, Althusser’s structuralist interpretation of Marx-

ism, which he later rejected, and his theoretical contributions based on 

his critique of Gramsci’s humanism and historicism emerged through 

the mediation of these two major influences. Similarly, the Marxist cri-

tique of mainstream modernization theories by Sweezy, Baran, and 

Frank (Dependency School) was directly influenced by Parsons’ struc-

turalist-functionalist social systems theory. The structuralist history 
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school Annales and Wallerstein’s World-Systems Analysis (shaped un-

der the influence of Prigogine’s systems theory), as a critique of both 

modernization theories and the Dependency School, provide another ex-

ample. The theoretical contributions of the Frankfurt School and French 

post-structuralists can also be said to have been shaped under these in-

fluences. Within this framework, the Neo Gramscian school, driven by 

thinkers like Hall, Hobsbawm, Laclau, and Mouffe, emphasizing plural-

ism and difference in language, culture, text analysis, and the revolu-

tionary subject, also bears traces of these influences. Additionally, Reg-

ulation School theorists like Aglietta, Boyer, and Jessop, influential in 

state debates in France, Germany, and the UK, were heavily influenced 

by systems and complexity theories (e.g., Jessop from Luhmann’s social 

systems theory), as well as Gramsci and structuralist/post-structuralist 

debates. The autonomist and workerist (operaismo and post-operaismo) 

currents, which emerged in Italy and France with considerable impact, 

were also shaped under these influences. 

Thus, it is not an exaggeration to argue that the paradigmatic frame-

work of the broadest debates encompassing state, classes, ideology, cul-

ture, and socialist strategy—starting with Althusser’s Ideological State 

Apparatuses (1970), Anderson’s reading of Gramsci and Western Marx-

ism, and the contributions of Foucault, Chomsky, Marcuse, Habermas, 

Poulantzas, Miliband, Derrida, Deleuze, Lyotard, Jameson, and many 

other leading (structuralist, post-structuralist, new, or post-) Marxist 

theorists—was largely shaped by Gramsci’s rediscovery as well as the 

new scientific approaches pioneered by Bogdanov. These theorists, 

schools, and debates have profoundly influenced the most impactful crit-

ics of capitalism in the past sixty years. However, while Gramsci’s in-

fluence on these debates has been direct, albeit not without issues, Bog-

danov’s legacy could not exert a direct influence on them for nearly half 

a century due to the reasons summarized above. While Gramsci’s 

thought, particularly due to the growing availability of translations of 

his Notebooks, became a global phenomenon from the 1980s onward, 

Bogdanov’s rediscovery was far more laborious and delayed. 

The theoretical openings and renewals within post-war Marxism 

naturally emerged in connection with significant transformations in the 

economic base. In this regard, technological advancements have played 

a significant role. The economic and technological leaps in the USSR 

and China, as well as in the West, were directly linked to the application 

of new scientific approaches. The integration of computer and satellite 
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technology, quantum and nanotechnology applications, media and pub-

lishing technology, genetics, medicine, and other fields, based on cyber-

netics and dynamic systems analysis, into production and distribution 

chains, finance, transportation, and other infrastructural systems of the 

economy, led to an unprecedented transformation in the functioning of 

global capitalism. The emergence of a new international division of la-

bor and a world market occurred on this basis. The ruling classes’ de-

velopment of capabilities in social control, consent production, and per-

ception management, based on these material transformations, gave 

rise to highly complex social power structures. Over the past two dec-

ades, particularly with advancements in information and communica-

tion capabilities, the ruling classes have reached the point of collecting 

and integrating all kinds of data about individuals’ pasts, daily lives, 

bodies, psychologies, and interactions into existing power structures. In 

the advanced stage of late capitalism, referred to as neoliberal globali-

zation, which has engulfed the entire planet, Bogdanov’s legacy—de-

spite its potential to serve as a critical tool for radical social opposition 

to analyze the political, economic, ideological, and cultural power mech-

anisms established by the ruling classes—remained unused for a long 

time. 

While Bogdanov’s universal science of organization—developed from 

a working-class perspective while remaining faithful to the essence of 

Marxism (Rowley 2024a, b, c)—was suppressed and forgotten, the im-

pact of cybernetics, systems, and complexity theories, developed from a 

managerial class perspective abstracted from this radical transforma-

tive vision, underscores the significance of Bogdanov’s legacy. The same 

can now be said for the impact of Gramsci’s complex power analysis and 

hegemony theory. We believe that the open and complete reintegration 

of these two cultural legacies holds strong potential for constructing and 

implementing a radical counter-hegemony project. Such a synthesis 

would enhance Marxism’s capacity, as a radical social critique, to re-

spond to contemporary global capitalism and its crises, and it would aid 

in creating renewed theoretical tools for mobilizing oppressed masses in 

future struggles.27 

 

 
27. In a recent book, Williams (2020) argues that Gramsci’s theory of hegemony should be 

reconstructed on the basis of modern complexity science. However, he appears unaware 

that Bogdanov’s work is widely recognized as a precursor to this approach, as he neither 

makes this connection nor refers to it. 
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Conclusion: Reuniting Bogdanov with Gramsci for the victory 

The relationship between Gramsci and Bogdanov has great potential for 

the reconstruction of Marxist theory. The RS translation, which 

emerged from the work of Righi and Ghetti has proven that there is a 

direct link between these two revolutionary thinkers and has brought 

the discussions that had remained at the level of speculation for years 

to a new level. Gramsci was directly and indirectly influenced by Bog-

danov's organizational thinking, and this influence was not limited to 

issues such as hegemony, culture and proletarian consciousness it was 

an influence that affected Gramsci’s general Machiavellian analysis of 

power. However, Lenin and Stalin's ideological condemnation of Bog-

danov prevented this influence from being clearly expressed and led 

Gramsci to conceal his interest in Bogdanov. 

It is now clear that Bogdanov’s Tektology was a forerunner of the 

scientific paradigms of the 20th century such as cybernetics, systems 

theory and complexity science. When combined with Bogdanov’s univer-

sal science of organization, Gramsci’s power analysis and theory of he-

gemony offers a powerful tool for analyzing the complex hegemony of 

neoliberal globalization its organic crisis as well as constructing a coun-

ter-hegemonic line and project from the perspective of workers and 

other oppressed classes. The MEGA project, along with new sources 

such as English translations of Bogdanov's works28 and critical editions 

of Gramsci's writings, creates a unique opportunity to reassess these 

two legacies. In this context, the systematic integration of Gramsci and 

Bogdanov's ideas will strengthen Marxism's capacity to respond to con-

temporary global capitalism and open a new theoretical horizon for the 

future of socialist strategy. 
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