Gramsci

Offers up reinterpretation of Machiavelli
Machiavelli didn’t intend for the Prince to be written for the elite of the day, in fact it was meant for the dominated and those not in the know 
Wanted to educate those who recognized certain means as necessary 
Being like Lenin, adopt means to achieve ends
Those born into governing classes know techniques found in realism through education so they don’t need Machiavelli to teach them 
Those not in the though are the Italian people of the time; citizens seeking reform. 
Machiavelli wanted to persuade these forces to have a leader to lead them
Important that new leader is accepted with enthusiasm even if the methods are in conflict with the accepted norms 

Machiavelli wanted to persuade individuals into revolution activity; put can’t state that Machiavelli is a cure all for politics in all situations  Machiavelli should be considered as an expression of his own time, very much tied to the problems of hi own time: (1) The internal struggles of the Florentine state, (2) struggle between Italian states for balance of power and obstructed by Papists, (3) The domination of the city state (Italy could never come together to a cohesive whole) rather than the domination of the territories, (4) Struggle of European states and Italian states to find a balance of power. 
Machiavelli’s anger is turned against the feudal residues found in Europe, M wanted significant political reform 

Responsibility of the Prince to put an end to feudal anarchy
If urban classes want an end to internal and external chaos, they need to turn to the peasant classes (power in numbers) and can come to form a loyal armed force; alliance between urban working class and the peasants 
G didn’t have disdain for peasant class 

G wanted to go beyond Marxisms and Leninism; interpreted Marxism as a philosophy that was in a constant state of change, there are no absolute solutions; philosophy open to unexpected conclusions; need to keep Marxism up to date 
Wanted to establish theory of lasting revolution; it doesn’t stop once the new class took over 
Could only happen if mankind it self didn’t go through and internal revolution; individual consciousness becomes important  the masses aren’t the be all to end all 
Personal transformation would allow them to be better equipped to follow through on goals and continuous revolution: personal and pyscological change 
The masses could only be brought on board through the painstaking work of an efficient political organisation  the  Party 
The Party  there’s also spiritual and cultural revolution (passive aggressive capitalism to revolutionary consciousness) 

Subjective revolution: class relationships and the way the individual relates to other, thinks and lives; changes in culture and how we relate within society
Bourgeois is based on concept of individual man, then the revolution mush be based on a socially conscious collectively oriented individual 
Workers councils are concrete attempt in this direction; councils supposed to teach workers their social significance of their acts within society and politics important step in establishing Proletarian Hegemony and eventually taking over the means of production and collective class consciousness

Lenin’s subjective revolution had been based on premise that the entire social structure of the previous regime, new man entirely produced at the moment of the revolution and subject to the forces of the communist state
G never believed that a new man could be born in this manner, a new man can’t come from nothing, tearing apart society doesn’t mean people will become cooperative 
New man couldn’t be born on ashes of society and can only be done through slow political transformation and slow societal development and reform 
For it to work in long run, it had to be gradual 

Argued against the argument that history was made by forces made by the common people; this view instilled fatalism in common people; history was mans creation and culture is a tool of historical and political awareness; societies accept that they create history (rejection of Great man theory of History) 

G a revolution can’t be successfully fought if men don’t have a historical awareness of their time and background (understand the how and why) and rely on the dominant group since their versions are self-serving to maintain the status quo 

So men must educate themselves on the implications of creating a new order and need to understand history to transcend the concept of individuality and understand it as a precursor of collective life. The individualism of the industrial revolution is not like that of the feudal order and in between 
This is a stage we need to get through 

As long as social morality remains anchored to bourgeois society, the relationships between men and women were bound to produce the same quality of life found in Capitalist life, you can change politics but if you don’t change the person and educate them then the revolution won’t hold and transition into proper Socialism. You would end up with a different kind of exploitation

G went beyond Lenin since L failed to produce new man. Education essential to the development of the true revolutionary man.  The more men understand the politics and cultural meaning the more they are able to overcome them. (Lenin only felt that the education of the elite to lead the revolution was necessary) 

G concept of subjective revolution is the acceleration of the historical process of revolution. 
Once the population is truly self-consciousness it will move forward 
G concerned with creating spiritual premises of revolution; why he was active in workers councils
Education of the masses is more important than the concept of the inevitability of the revolution; there may be a change of institutions, but if you don’t change the individuals then there won’t be a good lasting change. 
Intellectual transformation is the most important; it you can change society if you change values  gives a better chance that the results of the revolution will last longer 

The ruling prince is the ruler because he or she has already learned the answers before the masses does, but M wants the masses to be educated thus his book is directed towards ‘Italy’

More of a humanist than Lenin was. Lenin was a tactician and political organiser 
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